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<Tbe Commontoealtb of e^astfacfnisett*
INTERIM REPORT OF THE SPECIAL COMMISSION
ON COMMUNISM, SUBVERSIVE ACTIVITIES
AND RELATED MATTERS WITHIN THE COMMONWEALTH.
Investigation of the International Fur and Leather Workers
Union.

Foreword.

Due to the long-time and open avowal of Communism by
its International President Ben Gold of New York, the
CIO expulsion of the International Fur and Leather Workers
Union in 1950, and the considerable history of unrest among
the Massachusetts leather workers over the issue of Communist leadership, it was natural for this Commission to
turn its attention to the International Fur and Leather
Workers Union.

The executive and public hearings were held on various
days from July 19 to October 11, 1954. The Commission
devoted more time and attention to the International Fur
and Leather AVorkers Union than to any other institution
investigated thus far. We did so for two reasons. First,
the number of citizens of the Commonwealth affected
directly and indirectly by the union’s operations is substantial. The membership of Local 21 in Peabody was
about 3,600; and up to 10,000 citizens of Massachusetts
were affiliated with the International Fur and Leather
AVorkers Union. Second, and equally important, is the
fact that the workings of the International Fur and Leather
Workers Union is as good an example as one is likely to
find of how, in general, Communist domination of a union
operates.
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Let the first assertion of the Commission be, as a result of
its investigation, that the united loyalty of the Union’s top
officials was to a foreign power. The allegiance of a great
many of its leaders was pledged, by discipline of the Communist Party, to Soviet Russia. The leaders had been able
and willing to use the international union and the funds
contributed by its workers to promote and further the
Communist line. And the control these leaders exercised
made it necessary for paid union underlings to blindly follow their leaders’ Communist purposes in order to retain
their paid positions and offices. The investigation disclosed a ruthless crushing of those in this Commonwealth
who opposed the Communist domination. Those who
closed their eyes to the disloyal purposes of their leaders
prospered and continued in power. We shall offer illustrations later in this report.
May we here divert by recounting a chapter of devotion
and yield to the human delight to render praise. There is a
sordidness to pursuing the distortions and perversions of
subversives. There is a joy in attesting to loyalty. Its investigating force has been heartening to this Commission.
It is comprised of three members of the Massachusetts
State Police and three members of the Boston police department. The investigating force is composed of Lt.
Daniel Murphy and Troopers George Canty and Edward
Whitcomb of the State Police, and Sgt. John Todd and
Patrolmen William Chamberlain and Joseph Griffin of the
Boston police department. It was the diligence of one of
them, Patrolman Joseph L. Griffin of the Boston police,
that led to this investigation of the International Fur and
Leather Workers Union. And the same diligence and devotion unfolded abundant evidence.
It should be borne in mind that when your Commission
started its investigation there was not a single current
official record in Massachusetts of any subversive activity
to which it could turn. (Parenthetically, the Commission
urges that this circumstance should never be permitted to
occur again.)
Our investigators were obliged to plow a
virgin field and create their own local leads. They had,

a
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earl}' in their investigation in the fall of 1953, become interested in the subversive activities of Florence Tamsky.
She was a resident of Roxbury, and up to the fall of 1953
had been a secretary in the Boston district office of the
International Fur and Leather Workers Union. Later she
joined the secretarial staff of the Distributive Processing
and Office Workers of America, and on March 18, 1954,
invoked the Fifth Amendment when questioned by this Commission as to her membership in the Communist Party.
Nathaniel Mills, a resident of Lynn, a former member of
the United Electrical Radio and Machine Workers Union,
a former employee of the General Electric Co., and definitely
identified to this Commission as a long-standing member of
the Communist Party, had properly come under the surveillance of our investigators. And Officer Joseph E. Griffin
disclosed to us in June of 1954 that his investigation had
revealed that Mr. Mills and Mrs. Tamsky had been meeting and planning in the home of Nathaniel Shelman in
Peabody. This was at a time when a campaign was being
conducted to assure Ben Gold, President of the International
Fur and Leather Workers Union, the full financial and moral
support of the Massachusetts members of his union in his
appeal from a conviction of perjury for taking a false oath
under the Taft-Hartley law, by swearing that he was not a
Communist when he made an affidavit as an officer of the
union. That report of Patrolman Griffin led to the Commission’s intensive investigation of the union. It revealed
definite evidence that Nathaniel Shelman, a member of the
union, also had long been a member of the Communist
Party, and to the stark fact that union exile and infamy
was the fate of Massachusetts dues-paying union members
who dared to protest the Communism of its officers and
descry the un-American path down which the international
officers were leading the union.
The Commission also takes pleasure in acknowledging its
indebtedness to Prof. Walt W. Rostow of the faculty of the
Massachusetts Institute of Technology. It turned to him
for assistance. It was a fortuitous turn. There is contained
in this report his testimony. We offer it as a model of
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clarity. It traced the certain pattern of Communism that
was patently directed by the union’s international officers.
And the Commission further herein expresses its appreciation to Professor Rostow for his valuable assistance in the
preparation of this report.
Background.

The IFLWU was created by a merger in 1939 of the
National Leather Workers Association and the International
Fur Workers Union. Both unions had taken shape and
grown in the course of the 1930’5, although the history of
labor organization in these two industrial fields goes much
further back. In 1939 both unions had affiliated with the
CIO, which approved the merger.
At the time of the merger the Fur Workers were the
stronger union both financially and in terms of initiative.
The Fur Workers took the leadership in setting over-all
policy. Mr. Ben Gold, President of the Fur Workers, and
(until 1950) an avowed Communist, became president also
of the IFLWU.

The issue of Communist leadership in the merged union

was raised from the beginning among the leather workers;
and, as early as 1943, a group within the leather workers
sought to withdraw from the IFLWU on the grounds that

the International was Communist-dominated. The slogan
of the dissident group was “Unionism or Communism,
Leather Workers take your choice!” This 1943 anti-Communist struggle was lost, partly because the government
stepped in to avoid production losses during wartime. The
two unions remained united down to 1954.
In 1950 President Murray of the CIO appointed an Executive Board Committee to investigate charges that the
IFLWU systematically followed the lines of Communist
policy rather than the principles of American unionism.
As a result of the CIO Committee’s report the IFLWU was
expelled from the CIO in July, 1950. The text of the ClO’s
findings is attached as Appendix B.
In order to comply with the provisions of the Taft'
Hartley Act Mr. Gold announced his resignation from th(
Pnrt.v in
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to trial for perjury; and the question of financial and moral
support for his defence helped detonate a split within the
IFLWU which resulted in his resignation during the course
of our hearings in October, 1954.
Local 21 of the IFLWU, the principal subject of this Commission’s investigation, was a leather workers’ local with a
membership of about 3,600 men working in the Peabody
area.

The principal figures connected with Local 21 in 1954
were the following: The President of Local 21, Mr. David
J. O’Neil, 12 Englewood Road, Peabody; Mr. Richard B.
O’Keefe, 22 Tremont Street, Salem, Business Manager of
Local 21; Mr. Isador Pickman, 17 Fay Avenue, Peabody,
member of Local 21, Secretary-Treasurer of the Leather
Division of the IFLWU, President of the District Council,
and New England Regional Director; Mr. George F. Markham, 387 Harvard Street, Cambridge, Educational Director
of District 1 (New England) for the IFLWU and co-editor
of Local 21 Bulletin; Mr. Arthur Cecelski, 19 Briggs Street,
Salem, Business Agent, Local 21. (Air. Pickman and Mr.
Alarkham were appointive officials of the IFLWU; the
others were elected officers.)
The investigation of this Commission touched upon certain policies and actions taken at a national level by the
IFLWU; on relations between the national leadership and
Local 21; and we examined in great detail certain goings-on
within Local 21 which relate to Communism. In addition
to information on official policies and actions our investigations developed rich human material on the attitudes of
various echelons in the IFLWU structure toward the issue
of Communism, ranging from Mr. Gold down to the rank
and file. The following summary of evidence attempts to
present what we have learned.
National

Policy of the

IFLWU

Under Air. Gold’s presidency the IFLWU pursued three
lines of policy and action which directly relate to Communism. First, the top leadership used control over the
biennial conventions to present resolutions at the national
level which would support the international and national
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policy lines of Communism. Second, it used a portion of
the Union’s funds to support Communist causes both at
home and abroad. Third, it used every device at its command to maintain effective power in all locals of the IFLWU,
and especially to suppress any effort to raise the issue of
Communist control.
The evidence on the use of the Union’s name to spread
propaganda for the national and international policies of
Communism is, in our view, incontrovertible. It emerges
time after time in the biennial conventions. It is attested
to by the careful and detailed Executive Committee Report of the CIO (Appendix B). In addition this Commission heard the testimony of Prof. W. W. Rostow of MIT
who, at our request, made a study of these resolutions in the
light of his knowledge of International Communism. Professor Rostow’s testimony to the Commission is quoted in
full in this report (Appendix A).
In substance what the evidence shows is that, in addition to conventional labor union resolutions pressing the
interests of the rank and file of the Union, the conventions
supported resolutions which followed every twist and turn
of Moscow’s foreign policy line. Before the German attack on the Soviet Union in 1941, the IFLWU regarded the
Second World War as an imperialistic war urging a policy of
isolation upon the United States. From the moment of
the German attack on the Soviet Union the Union supported
American intervention. In the postwar period the IFLWU
resolutions systematically opposed the Marshall Plan, supported the Communists in China, supported the Communist-dominated World Federation of Trade Unions.
On domestic issues, again, the Communist line was systematically followed. All efforts to deal with the threat of
Communist espionage, sabotage and subversion were hysterically opposed. The problem of labor in American society
was constantly interpreted in bitter class-struggle terms.
The United States government was presented time after
time, in typically Communist language, as dominated by a
collection of “monopolistic interests and Wall Street bankers.” Mr. Henry Wallace was supported for the presidency
in 1948.

O'
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No one of these resolutions, in itself, would be sufficient
to convince us of Communist domination in the IFLWU.
Their systematic and cumulative effects, however, left this
Commission without the slightest doubt that the top
leadership used its control over the machinery of the biennial conventions to spread Communist propaganda in the
United States.
This conclusion concerning the Communist policy of the
top IFLWU leadership is strongly supported by the regular
allocation of Union funds to Communist and Communistdominated causes. Evidence of this activity is present in
the reports of the biennial conventions and is summarized
in Professor Rostow’s testimony to this Commission. The
evidence shows that, in addition to various legitimate charitable and labor causes, funds were sent abroad to labor
organizations in Communist-ruled countries in 1948; and,
down to 1952 at least, significant sums were given to organizations in the United States listed as Communist-dominated
by the United States Attorney General. The scale and
regularity of these contributions left no question in our
minds that these contributions were not the result of accident or well-intentioned error. They arose, in our view,
from the conscious policy of Mr. Gold and his control over
the biennial conventions.
It should be noted that, nominally, these contributions to
Communist and Communist-dominated causes did not
come from leather worker’s funds. They came from the
fur workers’ fund and the General Fund; but, since leather
workers’ assessments went into the General Fund, it is clear
that, in fact, all the rank and file of the IFLWU contributed,
consciously or not. And the prestige of the entire international organization was pressed to the advancement of
these Communist causes.
National Control over Local 21.
Only one major official of the IFLWU in Massachusetts
exercised his rights under the Fifth Amendment and the
Twelfth Article to refuse to answer questions concerning
his membership in the Communist Party.

HOUSE
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We do not believe that the officials of Local 21 were or
are members of the Communist Party. How, then, did Mr.
Gold and the top leadership keep the officers of Local 21 in
line? Why, in his own words, was Mr. O’Keefe “duped”
into sponsoring at national conventions Communist line
resolutions as chairman of the Resolutions Committee?
Why did these non-Communists fight bitterly and systematically to prevent the issue of Communist domination
from being raised in Local 21?
Why did these men behave on the small scale of Massachusetts labor politics like front men of international Communism, like classic fellow travelers?
At a later stage in this report we shall present direct evidence on the attitudes toward Communism of these local
leaders in their own words. What we can say objectively,
as a matter of fact, are these two things.
First, the positions of power, prestige and responsibility of
Mr. O’Neil and Mr. O’Keefe in Local 21 hinged for some
years directly on the tie of the leather workers to the
IFLWU. They made a commitment to this merger and the
Communist leadership of Mr. Gold; and they would have
had to face a major crisis, with their ora positions at stake,
if they sought to break away. Whatever their private
doubts may have been at various times between 1939 and
1954, they suppressed them and continued to use their
power to keep the leather workers with the IFLWU in full
knowledge of Mr. Gold’s long and open record of Communism.

Second, they either believed or let themselves believe that

Communist top leadership was compatible with good unionism and good Americanism.
The evidence made clear that the local leadership became
deeply enmeshed and committed to an organization which
was Communist-dominated; despite their avowed antiCommunism, they failed to act against it; and, in fact,
they used their local powers systematically to prevent the
issue of Communist domination from arising in Local 21.
It was only when the trial of Mr. Gold and the work of this
Commission forced the issue of Communist control to rank
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and file attention, and when the rank and file of Local 21
clearly opposed continued Communist control that these
men began to shift.
Two Crises

in

Local 21

The impact of the commitment to a Communist national
leadership can be seen in two struggles within Local 21,
which we investigated with some care,
the case of Mr.
Silk and the case of Mr. Driscoll.
The Silk Case.
John
Silk
of
Salem
was elected president of Local 21
Mr.
in the spring of 1947. He resigned in August, 1947. Although there is a degree of conflict in the testimony presented to the Commission, the main facts are clear; and
these facts lead directly to three conclusions. First, from
1947 forward at least, the top leadership of the IFLWU
maintained control of the educational and propaganda work
of the Union at the local level through Mr. Markham.
Second, the top leadership was intent on preventing the
emergence of anti-Communist leadership at the local level.
Third, non-Communist officials of Local 21 were prepared
to support these top level IFLWU policies.
Immediately after his election as Local 21 president, two
incidents occurred involving Mr. Silk. First, he invited to
his inaugural meeting (May 1, 1947), on his own initiative,
the Mayor of Peabody and a local clergyman. According
to Mr. Silk’s testimony, Mr. O’Keefe and Mr. Pickman
called him aside and told him that he was to instruct the
clergyman not to raise the question of Communism. According to Mr. O’Keefe’s testimony, he merely told Mr.
Silk that he had no right to invite any one to speak at a
meeting without clearing with the Executive Committee of
Local 21.

A portion of Mr. Silk’s testimony follows:
On the night of the installation in the Union hall in Peabody Square,
Peabody, Mass., Richard B. O’Keefe and Isador Pickman got hold of
me before the meeting, and Richard B. O’Keefe asked me to make sure
and I
that I would meet the clergy at the door and make damn sure
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repeat the words as I remember them being repeated to me
make
damn sure that I was to talk to the clergy and tell them not to bring up
the question of Communism. This to me was a surprise from Richard B.
O’Keefe. I remembered I answered Richard B. O’Keefe in rather maybe
a loud voice that I would never attempt to tell a clergyman, regardless
of his belief or his faith, what he was or was not to speak on. Mr, Pickman suggested we go in another room from the union hall where we
could talk more privately, because he was afraid the members of the
Local was going to listen. This I did. Mr. Pickman spoke to me and
told me that the question of Communism within the Local had been a
long drawn out affair, that it had been dead now for some years, and why
not go along with this thinking and keep it dead rather than bring it to
life.

Mr. O’Keefe described the incident as follows
The Witness: In so far as Fr. Riordan is concerned, I at no time
raised any objection to Fr. Riordan being there, and the only thing I
said to him was, “Jack, in this Union we talk these things over. We
are not a one-man union. We have an Executive Council, and we talk
over all these things.” That is all I said, and after that the whole thing
was dropped.

The second incident concerned the Educational Committee
of the Union. Mr. Silk intended to remove from his Committee three men who, in his view, had admitted Communist
affiliations: Messrs. James Bollen, George Costello and
Joseph Schechter. In addition, Mr. Silk wanted to remove
from effective authority in Local 21 Mr. George Markham
who, in his view, had also admitted Communist affiliations.
Mr. Markham, whose position is discussed below separately,
was not an elective official of Local 21, but a regional educational officer appointed by the top leadership of the
IFLWU. In fact, however, he was an important local
official, editing the Local 21 Bulletin, organizing social and
educational activities, and drafting policy statements and
documents for Local 21 officials.
The old members of the Educational Committee refused
Mr. Silk’s instruction to quit; and the Executive Board
took the position that members could be added to the Committee, but none could be removed. One of Mr. Silk’s new
appointees refused to serve because of his belief that the
Committee was Communist-dominated.
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As early as June 16, some six weeks after assuming office,
the Executive Board asserted its authority to curb Mr. Silk’s
initiative; and Mr. Silk testified that in this period President Ben Gold came to Peabody and publicly warned that
“certain officers were taking responsibility on their own
shoulders and had to be watched and guarded.” On August 4 charges were brought by Mr. O’Keefe against Air.
Silk; and on August 6, 1947, Air. Silk resigned his presidency.

Air. Silk’s letter of resignation is worth quoting in its
entirety.
Gentlemen
I herewith submit my resignation as President of
Local 21, CIO, the same to become effective immediately.
It is but a short time ago that I sought and was elected by the leather
workers in this vicinity to the office of President of Local 21. In seeking
this office my sole interest was to give to the Union and my fellow workers
in the leather industry the fullest amount of service and my utmost
energy to help all workers in the leather industry to have a strong American union. My short period in the office of President has, if nothing else,
convinced me that my efforts were being hindered in every undertaking
that I made to carry out the duties of my office as President.
My efforts in making a fair apportionment in appointments to the
important committees within the Union have been thwarted, and I have
actually been deprived of my constitutional rights as President in Local
21 by the actions of certain persons within the Union who seem to manifest a greater interest in appointing men to important committees whose
philosophy of thought run along the lines of being Communistic rather
than American. My protest of actions of certain officers within the
Union have been of no avail, and instead of receiving support and encouragement in trying to run the Union on purely American lines I have
been cautioned to suppress my thoughts and urged to go along with the
suggestions of certain members within Local 21, some of whom have
been brought into the Union within the past year and who are now
active in directing its affairs.
Today for the third time, I have been notified to appear before the
Executive Board of Local 21 to answer charges made against me by
Business Manager Richard B. O’Keefe, this time for conduct unbecoming
a Union officer. This charge all boils down to the fact that I have been
continually fighting against the attempted pressure of our Business
:

Manager.

In the short time I have been President of the Union I have reached
the conclusion that the way the Business Manager wants the Union run
is not, in my opinion, the American way, and I questioned their manner
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of operating a free trade union on American principles. Today I can
see most clearly that no one is to point a finger of criticism at the chosen
few dominating Local 21, CIO.
I would like to continue to serve my fellow workers in the office of
President of Local 21. However, I have reached the conclusion in the
months that have passed since my election last March of the futility of
one to try to carry out the duties of the office of President in view of the
un-American policies that I feel is being encouraged and fomented within
our

Union ranks.

Fraternally yours,
John Silk.

Although Mr. O’Keefe denied, in the first instance, that
Mr. Silk’s resignation hinged on the question of Communist
control of Local 21, in fact his testimony makes it clear that
the Executive Board forced this show-down because of
Mr. Silk’s anti-Communist policy:
What happened on Jack and his getting out of the Union was that

some time before his resignation members of the Union came to me and
said, “Jack Silk is talking about splitting,” and I said, “I don’t believe
it,” and I went to talk to Jack. I said to Jack, “I understand that
people are telling me, Jack, you are talking about splitting.” And he said,
“No, sir, not me.” I said, “I couldn’t believe it, Jack, because you were
with us all during the fight in 1942 to 1945. You see what happened to
the members, the wages they lost and everything else.”
Sen. Powers. Will you explain your reference to splitting? Mr.
Cashman, Mr. Bresnahan and I know it, but I think for the information
of the other members, when you come to something like that you should
explain.

The Witness. Splitting, as we call it —in 1942 a group of officers of
our Union split away from our International Union to set up another
local, and members of our Union fought to keep together as one International Union. And as a result of it, we had stoppages, the President
ordered that certain factories be taken over, they threw picket fines
around certain shops and stopped the work. Everything you can imagine happened. We had a coal truck we bought and delivered coal to
keep the factories running. Everything you can think of happened
during the whole thing and the splitting, to our mind, is that somebody
was splitting up our Union.
Rep. Randall. Mr. Chairman.
The Chairman. Rep. Randall.
was the splitting caused by
Rep. Randall. One small question
Communism back in 1942?
The Witness. That issue was raised.
Rep. Randall. This is right, that is what they raised as the issue.
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This Commission was left in no doubt that the issue of
Mr. Silk’s resignation was, in fact, the issue of Communist
influence in Local 21; and that the question of “splitting”
emphasized by Mr. O’Keefe was, in fact, a question of
breaking away from Communist influence and leadership,
as indeed Mr. O’Keefe’s subsequent behavior indicates.
The Driscoll Case.
The suspension of Mr. Eugene Driscoll of Beverly from
Local 21 on June, 1954, indicates further the systematic
policy of the leadership in suppressing anti-Communism
within the Union; it illustrates the hold of the national
over the local leaders; and it follows a general Communist
pattern of making an example of men who step out of line
in organizations which are Communist-dominated.
The facts appear to be these. Mr. Driscoll was a member of the Union from April, 1949. 'For some five years,
like most of the rank and file, he paid no attention to issues
of policy and administration within the Union; and he did
not regularly attend meetings. In February, 1954, he attended a meeting designed to rally “financial and moral
support” for Mr. Gold, then coming up for trial on the
charge of having sworn to a false affidavit under the TaftHartley Act. This session was designed to get local backing for resolutions which would be coming up at the 1954
biennial convention in May, at Atlantic City. The issue
was postponed to a second session in March.
Mr. Driscoll’s account of the February and March meetings and of subsequent events follows, extracted from the
Commission’s open hearings:

Q. [By Mr. Bbesnahan.] Did you learn that in February of this
year Ben Gold was on trial or to be on trial, accused of making a false
affidavit under the Taft-Hartley Law? A. I don’t know when I became
aware of that. When it happened, I became aware of it.
Q. If I tell you it started sometime in February, the trial itself in
February, 1954, this year? A. Yes, sir, I followed that trial. Yes, sir.
Q. All right. And was it the fact that the District had recommended
that the Union contribute to the financial and moral support of Ben Gold
that caused you to go to a meeting? A. Yes, sir, it was.
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Q. Now to what meeting did you go? A. That was the regular
scheduled meeting of February, the first Thursday in February
Q. Having heard the District Board were recommending financial and
moral support to Ben Gold in his trial, what happened at the meeting
you attended? A. Well, sir, word spread around the shop I worked in
that such a thing was going to
I work in Creese & Cook in Danvers
happen. I didn’t know whether to believe it or not to believe it, and we
decided we would go up there in what numbers we could gather and see
if we couldn’t block this report they bring us back from the District
Conference. I went to that meeting and we heard the report, a regular
report, of Richard B. O’Keefe, the Business Manager, and we heard the
report of Arthur Cecelski, the Business Agent.
Q. Who presided at that meeting? A. David O’Neil, the Presi....

dent.

Q. And what was the report of Richard B. O’Keefe concerning the
resolution to give financial and moral support to Ben Gold? A. In his
regular report he made no report of it, sir, and I listened carefully, and
during the course of the meeting he was called downstairs to a phone
call, and I called attention to the President that I listened to his report
and I learned nothing of what happened at the District Conference, and
is there going to be a report made on that. And he informed me that
would come later. This is when O’Keefe was out answering the phone.
He said that would come later in the meeting. In other words, take it
easy. So I sat down and O’Keefe came back and some other business
transpired.

I took the floor and asked O’Keefe that I had heard that they advocated the moral and financial aid of Ben Gold and would he confirm or
deny or was he going to make a report, or what’s the story. And he
informed us that they were going to make no reports. They had intended
to make no reports, but we were there in such numbers that we sort of
backed him against the wall, and he said that at the next regular meeting
he would make a report on the District Conference.
That is about all of importance that transpired at that meeting. In
other words, the President had told us in his absence the report was
going to come later, and when O’Keefe came back in the room, he said
he might do what other locals had done, just file it away. He didn’t
have any particular plans to make a report.
Q. So, as a fact, there was no report made to the membership of the
February meeting of a resolution to give financial and moral support to
Ben Gold in his trial? A. That is right.
Q. What next did you do or hear concerning that resolution? A. Well,
at that same meeting in February he made a motion that on the leaflets
they passed out for the next meeting be informed that the report was
going to be made and it would give a brief summary of exactly what the
resolutions were. I believe he referred to BemGold. That is the one I
was interested in.

.

.

.
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It was obvious at the March meeting that we pretty well had the house
packed. If he had brought it to a vote then, we would have shellacked
him.

Q. How many were at that meeting? A. Somewhere between 100
and 150.
Q. How many did you cause to come to that meeting from your factory of those in opposition to giving financial and moral support to Ben
Gold? A. I would say I caused none, sir. I would say I caused none.
They came as a result of the talk throughout the shop. I caused none. I
came to see if it was true. I came out of curiosity more than anything
else, I suppose.
Q. What next was done about that resolution? A. At the March
meeting, of course, he put out the bulletins and in a brief form told what
was going to happen, a report was going to be made. And at the March
there was also a resomeeting he did make a report and he got to the
lution there calling for support to Myer Klig in his fight for citizenship.
Q. Who is Myer Klig in the Union? A. Myer Klig is the International representative in this district.
Q. Was that a resolution calling for the United States Government to
cease attempts to deport him? A. Something along that line, yes, sir.
Q. Now, go ahead and tell us. A. He went along about three or four
resolutions, just general resolutions that he brought back from the District Council.

Q. When you say he went along, is that at the March meeting? A.
At the March meeting he made the report and brought it up resolution by
resolution, and it went along without much difficulty until we came to the
resolution on Myer Klig, at which time there was a very considerable
discussion. Many members took the floor and it was a very outspoken
membership meeting. The members made their feelings known on both
sides of the question. And after a while it began to get repetitious and
the Chairman called it to a vote. He called it to a hand vote. They
counted the hands. They won by one vote.
Q. That is, the Local voted to call on the United States Government
to cease attempts to deport International Representative Myer Klig in
his efforts to gain American citizenship? A. By one vote. But the vote
was challenged, sir, and we voted one more time and the count was
different. But once again they won by one vote.
Q. Does the Chair announce the number of votes so that you knew he
won by one vote on both times? A. They were different counts but he
won by one vote on both times.

The vote was again challenged, and he would hear none of it. And I
made a motion we d ivide the house on the question, and the motion was
seconded, and the motion was carried overwhelmingly. He then proceeded to go about the next order of business ignoring that, but there
was such a clamor that he turned to O’Keefe and said, “I guess we got
to give it to him, Mike.
”
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There was a division of the house. On the third count on the same
question, the resolution was turned down by something like 15 or 20 votes.
That was fine.
Q. By a division of the house, you had the Ayes stand on one side
and the Nays on the other? A. That is right. That resolution on Myer
Klig was defeated, at which time O’Keefe took the floor and made quite a
long speech about the Union. And one thing that stands out in my mind
is he said, “This is a black day for the Union that we turned down this
resolution supporting Myer Klig.” And he went on.
The next resolution that was going to come up, of course, was the one
on Ben Gold, and he made quite an effort to sway us so that when the
next resolution came up we would have a change of heart.
Q. Was that a resolution pledging full moral and financial assistanc
to the campaign to defend Ben Gold and the IFLWU against all attacks
A. Yes, sir, that is the one.
Q. This was in March? A. This is the March meeting, sir
Q. At that time do you know as a fact that Ben Gold was actually
on trial before a jury in Washington? A. Yes, sir.
Q. Now, what happened? Will you tell us the history of Mr. O’Keefe’s
recounting the resolution, the debate and the result? A. Well, there
was considerable debate on this question also from all parts of the house.
All parts of the subject were brought up. Some very uncomplimentary
things were said against Gold and some complimentary things were said
about Gold. Another-thing that stands out in my mind there is O’Keefe’s
drawing our attention that there is a hysteria in the country today about
this thing called Communism, and he made a very good effort in the form
of a speech to have us pass this resolution on Ben Gold, and he also said
at that time that a representative from the Butchers Union of the AFL
had approached him and offered him $lO,OOO to sell out Local 21 to them.
He made that statement at that meeting.
Q. From the floor or the platform? A. From the platform, sir.
There was considerable debate, as I say, and it finally came to a vote, but
this time they split the house to start with. We had so much trouble on
the vote the last time that we split the house. And on the question of
Ben Gold the resolution was defeated by a much greater majority than
the one on Myer Klig.
So, after that
I think that was the last order of the business of the
day. I think that w as the last part of the report on the District Conference.

Q.

r

Now, that was at the March meeting? A. Yes,

Q. Some time in MarchBen Gold was found guilty by a jury? A.

Yes,

iir.

Q. At the regular biennial convention, which was held on May 2nd to
Bth, 1954, did you learn that there was passed by the convention a resolution on Ben Gold? A. Yes, sir.
Q. All right. For the purpose of the record, I would now like to introduce the resolution which was passed by the 20th Biennial Convention
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of the International Fur and Leather Workers Union held at the Hotel
Chelsea at Atlantic City, May 2nd to Bth, 1954, and I am going to read
the resolution for the record, the full text of the resolution on the defense
of the Union and President Ben Gold, as follows:
“The conviction of President Gold for falsely swearing to a TaftHartley affidavit is an open attack on our Union. It took the Government three years to build up this phony frame-up and to obtain
this unjust conviction.
“It is a conviction based on frame-up, intimidation of the jury
and the denial of due process of law.
“During the entire trial not a single witness was produced to
testify to facts to show that President Gold lied when he swore in
August, 1950, that he was no longer a member of the Communist
Party.

“Instead, the Government rolled out a parade of discredited labor
spies, stool pigeons and paid informers who earn their living by
frame-up. Because the prosecution had absolutely no evidence to
make a case, it utilized the FBI to intimidate the jurors into voting
for a conviction.
“It is clear that this attack on President Gold and our Union is
designed to weaken and destroy our wages and working conditions.
This is made crystal clear by the industry publications, such as
Leather and Shoes, which gleefully seized upon the conviction of
President Gold as a signal that the Union will be destroyed and will
allow the leather workers to be returned to sweatshop conditions
and wages.
“The statement of Attorney General Herbert Brownell that this
case is a test case and indicating it will be used to attack other trade
union leaders and members is further proof of the desire to use this
case to return to the open-shop days. Some 230,000 union leaders
from all unions have signed the Taft-Hartley affidavit. How many
more will face similar indictments if this frame-up is permitted to
stand?

“It is clear that this case is part and parcel of the intensified
offensive by big business against the labor movement. It is a timehonored trick of the union-busters to attack the leadership, split
the union and confuse the membership. But the members of our
Union know President Gold. For close to 30 years he has consistently and brilliantly led the Fur and Leather Workers to higher
wages, shorter hours and better working conditions. His courage,
devotion and sincerity are known not only to the workers, but are
also feared by employers. His faith in the American working people
and democracy has served as the fighting inspiration for our Union.
His life-long record of struggle for honest, clean and democratic
trade unionism is his real crime in the eyes of the labor haters in
Washington who hope to destroy our organization as well as other
militant trade unions.
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“We know that President Gold is innocent of the charge on which
he was framed. We are confident that this injustice will be corrected
by our courts on appeal. We know President Gold. We know that
he means what he says, and courageously says what he means. We
cannot accept and do not believe that our Courts will accept the
ridiculous opinion of paid liars in the regular employ of the Department of Justice that his statement that he had resigned from the
Communist Party was Aesopian language that he had reaffirmed
his membership in the Communist Party. We do not believe that
President Gold is guilty just because professional witnesses who
have not seen him and do not know him express an opinion for
pay, but no facts to show that he is.
“Our Union has a history of struggle against gangsters, reactionaries, employers and all the forces of evil who work to halt the
struggle for a better life. The solidarity and militancy of our members brought victory in strike struggles and smashed the nationwide
open shop in the leather industry, It helped defeat the Economic
Royalists in their fight to halt the organization of the CIO and to
crush the New Deal. This same solidarity and militancy can halt
the attack on our Union and its leadership.
“Therefore, the delegates at this 20th Biennial Convention condemn the frame-up of President Gold and express our firm belief
in his innocence and our complete confidence in his vindication on
appeal. We urge that this case be brought to the Court of Appeals
and to the Supreme Court if necessary, secure in the knowledge
that we will obtain the vindication of President Gold. To this end
we pledge full organizational, financial and moral support.
“We also call upon all of labor AFL, CIO and Independent
to join in the struggle to help stop this attack upon our
Unions
Union and the frame-up of our President in order to defend the
best interests of the trade union movement of our country.”
Q. Did you learn that in May the motion or the resolution to give
full financial and moral support to Ben Gold in what was called in the
resolution, “a frame-up of the Government,” had passed at the convention? A, Yes, I did.
Q. Did you learn whether the members, the delegates to the Convention at Atlantic City from Local 21 had voted for that resolution?
yes, sir, I learned that. Sixteen out of the
A. Sixteen of them voted
eighteen voted for it, yes, sir.
Q. Did those sixteen include Isador Pickmnn? A, Yes, sir.
Q. Arthur Cecelski? A. Yes, sir.
Q. David O’Neil? A. Yes, sir.
Q. Stephen Czarnecki? A. If he was a delegate, yes, sir. lam not
mre he was a delegate.
Q. Richard B. O’Keefe among others? A. Yes, sir.
Q. Now, when was the resolution next called to the attention of
Local 21? A. Well, that was the first week in May they went to At-
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lantic City, and they held a meeting, a regular monthly meeting, about
a week later, the second week in May. And it was at that meeting they
announced a special mass meeting would be held in Peabody High School
on June 3rd for the purpose of making a report to the membership on the
convention in Atlantic City. There were some attempts at that May
meeting to bring the subject to the floor, but they were quashed on the
basis it was going to be a separate report at a special meeting called for
that purpose at Peabody High School on June 3rd, I believe.
Q. Was there a meeting on June 3rd? A. Yes, sir.
Q. Did you attend the meeting on June 3rd? A. Yes, sir, I did.
Q. Was that resolution called to the attention of Local 21? A. No,
sir, it was not.
Q. Well, what was done about it? A. Well, sir, the meeting was
turned over to Richard B. O’Keefe as the Chairman of that delegation to
Atlantic City, and he announced to the membership meeting that the report was so lengthy that they held a meeting of the delegates and they
decided to divide the report into two sections, controversial items and
non-controversial items. And he said he would first read off what they
considered non-controversial items in a block and, seeing how the entire
Convention voted on them, we would pass on them and go to the more
serious business, which would be the controversial items.
Well, he started to rattle off what he considered to be the non-controversial items, and they were some of the most controversial subjects
in this country today.
Q. For instance? A. For instance, there was one resolution that
sticks out in my mind they called it an educational resolution, and it
had obvious reference to Senator McCarthy, and so forth.
Q. Was this the resolution, seeing that you called it the educational,
which, according to the report of the convention is entitled “Public Education”? “Called for a Federal-State program to provide funds needed
for new schools and increased salaries to teachers, and for an end to all
witchhunt systems and inquisitions directed against teachers in the nation’s educational system.” A. Yes, sir.
sir.
Q. Was that read off by O’Keefe as one of the non-controversial reso
lutions? A. Yes, it was.
Q. What others? A. I would like to point out at that time I challenged that as being a non-controversial item, and he agreed and said,
“All right, we will put it in with the controversial items,” and a couple
of men took the floor on it, and it was about that point that things started
to get a little heated. I don’t recall exactly what other resolutions he
read off that were challenged as being non-controversial. There was
one there advocating free trade to all nations of the world.
Q. On International Trade. See if I can read it to you

In a detailed presentation which outlines the impact of present
trade restrictions on the nation’s economy, the Convention went
on record for a foreign trade program, including the following
points:

26

HOUSE

No. 3080.

[July

“Establishment of machinery to extend credits to all needy countries of the world for genuine economic development without political strings.
“A listing of the ban on exports of all civilian goods from America
to nations abroad.
“Action by all sections of the Union to increase jobs by supporting the program of expanding foreign trade.”

Is that the one you mean? A. That is the one I have reference to. I
brought out to the floor at the time that our boys in Korea had died by
the thousands, and they advocated sending strategic war materials to the
not in so many words, it wasn’t
same people who were killing our boys
in too strong a language. It was well toned down, but it was there nevertheless. And I challenged that we should give free trade to all nations
of the world including Red China. This country has set up the position
of an embargo on certain items and Red China was undoubtedly our
enemy on the Korean War. They were killing and wounding our boys
by the thousands, and these men, so-called good Americans, go down and
make a resolution calling to give these people strategic war materials.
I couldn’t see it, sir, and couldn’t see it as a non-oontroversial item.
Mike agreed that he would put it in with the controversial items . . ..
That brought us to a resolution about Myer Klig which he also had
listed under non-controversial resolutions.

Q. And that is
“The Convention called upon the Immigration Department to
cease its harassment of Union leaders Myer Klig and Jack Schneider
and to grant them citizenship papers, which they have been seeking
for a long time.”
Is that it? A. Yes, You see, the meat of that resolution is exactly the
same as the one that was brought back from the District Conference in
January and which the membership at the March meeting had gone on
record as turning down. We turned down that resolution, and this delegation went down to Atlantic City and defied that mandate, what I consider a mandate. Defying that mandate, they brought back that same
exact resolution to us, and it was at that exact point I took the floor and
informed Mr. O’Keefe, who had the chair at that time, that he went
down to Atlantic City and betrayed the members of Local 21. I had
reference to that resolution in particular at that time. I don’t believe
he had any comment to make on it.
And then Mr. Klig himself took the floor, I believe. He was present at
that meeting and he made a little speech in his behalf and he was asked
by one of the members if he was a Communist. He was going away from
the microphone at that time, and he came back to the mike and made
himself another little speech in which he did not actually answer the
question. And through prodding of myself and a few other members, he
came back to the mike and he did admit, or he did say, that as a youth in
Canada he did belong to the left wing movement. I mean, that is the
nearest he would give us in answer to that question.
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I believe that we then took a vote on that resolution, and I believe it
a hand vote and the resolution passed, the resolution in defence of

was

Myer Klig.

Q. That is, this meeting of June 21 voted in favor of a resoluting asking the Immigration Department to cease its harrassment of Myer Klig?
A. According to their count, they did.
Q. What do you mean “according to their count”? A. It has been
my previous experience at the March meeting that they don’t count so
well. I say they counted the hands and according to their count it was
passed and, officially, according to the Chairman, the resolution did pass.
Q. No objection was taken to it or no claim for a recount? A. Ido
not believe

so,

no.

Q. What was done on the resolution concerning financial and moral
support of Ben Gold? A. At that meeting, nothing, sir.
Q. Was it brought up? A. No, sir.
Q. Did you and Mr. O’Keefe have some altercation or did you call him
any names or use any epithets concerning him? A. Well, I believe
I know what you have reference to, sir.
Q. What I have reference to I show you this copy of a letter addressed to the Executive Board by Richard B. O’Keefe on June 21, 1954,
and a copy of a letter addressed to you by Richard B. O’Keefe dated
June 3, 1954 (indicating). A. Yes, sir.
Q. Now, let me first read the letter addressed to you
“June 3, 1954.
Eugene

Driscoll, 21 Linden Street, Beverly, .1 la.

Dear Sir and Brother:
This is to confirm my notice to you
to appear before the Executive Board on Monday, June 7, 1954, at
4:15 p.m. to give evidence to the Executive Board on the charges
you made against me at the mass meeting of our Local on June 2,
1954.

Enclosed you will find a copy of the said charges.
You are hereby ordered to appear before the Executive Board on
Monday, June 7, 1954. Please be advised you have the right to
appoint another member of this Union who is in good standing to
represent or appear with you at the hearing.
“Fraternally vours

“Richard B. O’Keefe,

Business

Manager.’

And the enclosure written on the stationery of the International Fur and
Leather Workers Union of the U. S. and Canada is dated June 3, 1954,
and signed by Richard B. O’Keefe:
‘

To the Executive Board.

Dear Sirs and Brothers: —I, the undersigned, Richard B.
O’Keefe, Business Manager of Local 21, herewith present charges
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against Brother Eugene Driscoll, 21 Linden Street, Beverly, Mass,
a member of our Union from Creese & Cook, due book #lOlB7.
I hereby charge him with falsely accusing me of ‘being the most
dishonest person in Local 21’ and also ‘being a traitor to the membership of Local 21.’
The above statements were made by him at the mass meeting of
membership Wednesday, June 2, 1964, and I request the Executive
Board to hear evidence on this case and make a finding on Monday,
June 7, 1954.

Fraternally yours,
Richard

B. O’Keefe

Now, did you receive such a letter on June 3? A. Yes, sir.
Q. I notice from the letter that he refers to the meeting as being on
Wednesday, June 2. You have told us it was June 3. Are you likely to
be confused on the dates? A. I will agree with you that it may be the
2nd.

Q. You were accused by Mr. O’Keefe of accusing him of being dishonest and being a traitor. Will you tell us about the cause of that?
A. I believe I have already told you about that when I said he betrayed
the membership of Local 21. That was with reference to the Myer Klig
resolution whereby they defied us or defied our mandate we gave them
going down to that convention. They went down and did not act in our
behalf, did not act as our representatives. They went down and did as
they wanted.
He made his feeling known when we turned down the resolution. He
said it was a black day for the union. But our vote, our mandate, was we
were not in favor, and as Chairman, he went down and betrayed us. Sixteen of the eighteen delegates voted with him. And I think I am very
much justified when I said that to him. I think lam being kind.
Q. What about the accusation of accusing him of being the most dishonest person in Local 21? A. Toward the end of that meeting, June
2nd, I had tried to get the floor, and I told you what happened before in
what he
that meeting about the non-controversial issues, and so forth
considered non-controversial and someone in back of me was yelling,
“Give him the floor.” So, it was a hot night and we were getting pretty
well worn through, and he said, “take it easy. I will give him the floor.”
And he looked at me and said, “You will have to agree with me, Driscoll, I have always been honest with you.”
Here I had a situation. . I am openly and violently opposing this report, and he puts me in a position where I have to agree or disagree that
he is an honest man. And in answer to his question, I said, “Mike
O’Keefe, I want to tell you and this entire membership here tonight that
I think you are the most dishonest man I have ever met.” There again,
I believe I was being kind.
Q. Well now, then what happened on the 7th of June? A. The 7th
of June?
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Q. I notice in this you were to appear at the Executive Board on
Monday, June 7th. Did you appear before the Executive Board on Monday, June 7th? A. Yes, sir, I did.

Q. What happened then? A. I brought

a man with me from the
a
witness
than
a
man
shop more
anything else,
by the name of Jackie
Wilkins. The entire Executive Board was present, Steve Czarnecki as
Chairman. Mike O’Keefe was there, and he had Tache as one of his
witnesses and a man by the name of Cronin as another witness
his
first name slips me.
Charges were presented against me, and so forth. In the meantime I
had gone up to see Mike and got a copy of the By-Laws of the Leather
Division and the By-Laws of the Local and a copy of the Constitution.
One of our By-Laws is that all meetings are to be conducted according
to Roberts Rules of Order.
I decided that I would catch up on my parliamentary procedure to see
what it said about such a situation. And armed with all this, I came to
the meeting, and I first brought out that in violation of a by-law, I had
not been notified by the Executive Board to appear. I had two letters,
both signed by Richard B. O’Keefe, and the By-Laws say I have to have
notice from the Executive Board. I first brought that to his attention,
and after much wrangling around, they agreed with me that I was right
and said I could have my hearing later.
I waived my right to have the hearing later. I just wanted to make
the point. He was the man that made the charges and sent the letter,
as

4

not the Executive Board itself.
Q. On that evening there was no further hearing? A. I waived the
right to have the hearing later. I had the hearing on June 7th.
Q. What happened? A. We went through the hearing. I presented
them with a copy of the Roberts Rules of Order whereby anything objectionable that is said by a member, if any time elapses or any business
is taken up in the meantime, it is then too late to bring charges against
I agreed
me. And, of course, he at that time when I said these things
I said them, of course.
Q. You agreed that you did accuse him of being the most dishonest
person in Local 21 and a traitor to the membership? A. I agreed.
The wording isn’t exactly the same.
Q. In substance, you did? A. In substance it is correct.
Q. Was there any finding made that night? A. No, sir, there was
not. We went through the whole thing, and the members of the Execu-

tive Board, one told me I wasn’t a gentleman and one told me I wasn’t
previous meetings they were trying to admonish me for my
conduct. We had quite a session. We got into quite a wrangle. It
lasted about an hour.
Q. There was no formal finding? A. No formal finding
Q. Then did you get this letter on June 10th, signed by Stephen
Czarnecki? Is that a copy of it [indicating letter]? A. Yes, sir.
very nice. At
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Q. And at some time did you get a copy of this letter sent by Richard
B. O’Keefe to the Executive Board, dated June 9th [indicating]? A. I
got them both at the same time in the same envelope.
Q. Now, lam going to read the copy of the letter sent by Richard B.
O’Keefe to the Executive Board of the International Fur and Leather
Workers Union, Local 21, dated June 9th and signed by Richard B.
O’Keefe:

To the Executive Board.
“On Monday evening, June 7, 1954, Brother Eugene Driscoll,
Ledger #lOlB7, appeared before the Executive Board and raised a
legal point in regard to the charges I have preferred against him.
Even though Brother Driscoll later on waived such technicalities.
I would, therefore, like to withdraw the charges on that date and put
in the following legal form.
“I, Richard B. O’Keefe, Business Manager of Local 21 IFLWU,
Leather Division, herewith charge Brother Eugene Driscoll, 21 Linden
Street, Beverly, Mass., Ledger #lOlB7, with violation of Article 18,
Section 1 of the By-laws of the Leather Division of our Union. I
further charge that he violated Article 18, Section 1 of the By-Laws
of the Leather Division in falsely accusing me of ‘being the most dishonest person in Local 21’ and ‘being a traitor to the membership of
Local 21.’ Brother Driscoll made his accusations at the mass meeting of the membership of our Union held on Wednesday evening,
June 2, 1954, at the Peabody High School Auditorium.
“I request that copies of these charges be forwarded to Brother
Eugene Driscoll and that both him and myself be ordered to appear
before the Executive Board on Wednesday, June 16, 1954, at 4:15 p.m.
to give evidence to the Executive Board concerning the same.
“

I remain
Sincerely and fraternally yours,
Richard B. O’Keefe
Business Manager.”

Thanking you,

Now, that you say was enclosed with a letter on the stationery of the
International Fur and Leather Workers of the United States and Canada
and signed by Stephen Czarneoki:
“June 10, 1954.
Mr. Eugene Drjscoll, 21 Linden Street, Beverly, Massachusetts.
“Dear Sir and Brother; As a result of charges signed against
you by Richard B. O’Keefe, Business Manager of Local 21, you are
hereby ordered to appear before the Executive Board on Wednesday,
June 26, 1954, at 4:15 p.m., to give evidence concerning the same.
“Enclosed you will find a copy of said charges.
On behalf of the Executive Board, I remain
Sincerely and fraternally yours,
Stephen'

Chairman,

Local

21,

Czarnecki,

Executive Board."
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Now, did you appear on Wednesday, June 16th, before the Executive
Board? A. I did, sir.
Q. What happened at that time? A. Basically about the same
thing that happened the first time. I brought Jackie Wilkins along
again, and I made known to him one of our By-Laws that says no man
can appear twice before the same body on the same charges. He can’t
be tried twice within the structure.

Q. You raised double jeopardy? A. Not exactly, sir. They hadn’t
brought in a finding as yet. And they said it was simply a continuation,
that they couldn’t make up their minds and wanted to hear more about
it. We went through the same territory again more or less.
Q. And at the conclusion were you told of any finding? A. No, sir,
no findings were made at that meeting.
Q. Did you then receive a letter dated June 17th, a copy of which I
show you [indicating]? A. Yes, sir, I did.
Q. I want to read into the record the letter on the stationery of the
International Fur and Leather Workers Lmion of the U. S. and Canada,
dated June 17, 1954, addressed to Mr. Eugene Driscoll and signed by
Stephen

Czarnecki:

“Dbae Sir and Brother; After hearing the evidence in regard to the charges preferred against you by Brother Richard B.
O’Keefe, it is the decision of the Executive Board, made on Wednesday evening, June 16, 1954, ‘that Brother Eugene Driscoll be suspended from our Local for a period of two years.’
“You will remember receiving a copy of the charges in which you
were accused of violating Article 18, Section 1 of the By-Laws of
the Leather Division. The decision of the Executive Board as
quoted above finds you guilty of the charges.
“May I advise you that Article 19, Section 16 of the By-Laws of
the Leather Division requires ‘a decision of a local union executive
board or trial board to suspend or expel a member, to be binding,
must be approved by vote of the local union.’
“A mass meeting of the membership of our Local, which is a
continuation of the regular monthly meeting of June 2, 1954, will be
held at the Peabody High School on Wednesday, June 23, 1954,
starting at 7.30 p.m. It is the intention of the Executive Board to
present their decision to the membership at this mass meeting and
ask for approval of the same by the membership.
“On behalf of the Executive Board, I remain
Fraternally

yours,
Stephen ,1.

Czarnecki

Chairman, Local 21 Executive Board.

Q.

You were still fraternally in the Union although suspended for two
According to the By-Laws, it wasn’t binding, as

years? A. Yes, sir.
you read there.
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was it called to your attention that there was
did you receive a letter on June 25, 1954, from Frederick Frank
Cohen, Counsellor at Law [indicating]? A. I did, sir.
Q. Is that a copy of it? A. Yes, sir, that is a copy.
Q. I would like to read into the record a letter from Frederick Frank
Cohen, Counsellor at Law, dated June 25, 1954, addressed to Eugene
Driscoll, 21 Linden Street, Beverly, Mass.
“Dear Me. Driscoll: The undersigned is counsel for Local 21
of the International Fur and Leather Workers Union. I have been
instructed to inform you and you are hereby informed that you are
suspended from membership in this Union for a period of two years,
effective as of June 23, 1954; this is the date when a duly constituted
meeting of the Local’s membership voted to uphold the suspension
previously ordered by the Executive Board of the Local on June 7,
-

Q. All right. Then

1954.

“You are well aware of this action, having been served with copies
of the charges and having been present at both meetings where the
action was taken and confirmed, and having been accorded ample
opportunity to make your defence to the charges. In summary, the
grounds for your suspension was violation of the By-Laws of Local
21, the By-Laws of the Leather Division, and the Constitution of the
International Union; the acts of violation were your unprovoked
and highly abusive and slanderous attack, at a membership meeting
of the Local, upon the leading official of the Local, who had only
recently been elected to office by overwhelming vote of the membership in secret balloting.
“You are informed that the Local henceforth will not accept
payment of Union dues or other financial obligations from you; your
employer has been notified not to deduct from your wages money
represented in Union dues or other financial obligations to the Union.
A self-explanatory copy of the registered letter concerning this and
other matters is herewith attached.
“You are also informed that the action in suspending you does
not and is not to be construed as affecting any rights you may have
in and to your employment.
“You are also notified that you have the right and opportunity to
appeal your suspension. Provisions for this are outlined in the ByLaws of the Local, By-Laws of the Leather Division and Constitution of the International; these documents will be made available
to you upon your request made to Local 21, or to the undersigned.
Very truly yours,

Frederick Cohen.’

And to that you say there was attached a copy of a letter from Frederick
Frank Cohen, dated June 25, 1954, addressed to your employer, Creese
& Cook Company, Danvers, Mass.
“Gentlemen:
The undersigned is attorney for Local 21, International Fur and Leather Workers Union, collective bargaining
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agent under contract for your production employees. I have been
instructed to write to you concerning the above Mr. Driscoll.
“You are informed that by vote of the Executive Board of Local
21, confirmed by a membership meeting Wednesday, June 23, 1954,
Mr. Driscoll was suspended for two years from membership in the
Union, commencing immediately.
“Accordingly, you are advised that the Union will not accept his
membership dues and that his authorization to check-off dues is
not to be honored henceforth. Please do not deduct the amount of
the dues from his wages. If money representing dues payments or
other payments to the Union for Mr. Driscoll is sent to the Union,
this money will be returned to your company.
“You are further informed that his suspension from the Union
and the refusal of the Union to accept his dues payments shall not be
construed to affect any rights he has or may have in and to his employment by your company.
Very truly yours.

Frederick Cohen.’

Q.

Now, are you still in the employ of Creese & Cook? A.

Yes,

sir,

I am.

Q. What is the effect of your two-years suspension, as you understand it? A. Effect?
Q. As to your employment. A. As to my employment, there is no
effect, sir. As to my employment, as of yet, there is no effect.
Q. Can you go and get a job in any other plant with which the International Fur and Leather Workers Union have a contract? A. Technically, I suppose I could, but I wouldn’t bother to try. I think their
power is such they could block my getting a job.

This Commission has not the slightest doubt that the
suspension of Mr. Driscoll was designed to squash at an
early stage any effective resistance to the continued Communist domination to Local 21.
Those

who invoked the

Fifth Amendment

and

Twelfth

Article.

The following witnesses before the Commission refused to
testify on alleged Communist connections and evoked the
Fifth Amendment to the Federal Constitution, the Twelfth
Article of the Constitution of the Massachusetts Commonwealth, or both; that is, they refused to testify on the
grounds that their answers might tend to be incriminatory.
Mr. George Markham, 387 Harvard Street, Cambridge, Educational
Director for the New England District, IFLWU.
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Miss Ruth Hillsgrove, 408 School Street, Watertown, Secretary to IFLWU,
Local 30.

Mr. James Bollen, 44 Hollingsworth Street, Lynn, former member of
Local 21, former member (1947) of Educational Committee.
Mr. Donald Bollen, 177 Essex Street, Lynn, former organizer YE;
former shop steward and member of Local 21.
Mr. Nathaniel Shelman, 79 Washington Street, Peabody, former member
of Local 21; former organizer for YE.
Mr. Solomon Fisher, 3 Washington Street, Peabody, member of Local 21.
Mr. Joseph Gruntkowsky, 63 King Street, Peabody, regional organizer
for IFLWU.

Mr. Stephan Gruntkowsky, 34 Veterans Memorial Drive, Peabody,
member of Local 21; former secretary-treasurer, member of Executive
Board, member of District Council.
Mr. Joseph Schechter, 6 Fair-view Road, Peabody, former member of
Local 21; former member District Council IFLWU; former member
Educational Committee Local 21.

Mrs. Florence Tamsky, 56 Seaver Street, Roxbmy, member of International Workers Order, Secretary in office of District Director of
IFLWU.

Mr. Nicholas Dcnesuk, 8 Sanborn Street, Peabody, member of Local 21.

The Commission has received creditable evidence that
these witnesses were all active members of the Communist
Party.

In his testimony before the Commission on August 16,
1954, Mr. Markham stated that he was not, as of that day,
a Communist, but refused to answer any questions concerning past membership in or associations with the Communist
Party.

Mr. Markham, a paid employee of the IFLWU as Educational Director of the New England District, performed two
major functions at the local level from the time he took
office in February, 1947. Trained as a journalist he edited
both the Local 21 Bulletin and District One, a regional publication of the IFLWU. In addition he apparently served
as draftsman for key public statements of local union officials. A biographical sketch of Mr. Markham appeared in
our interim report of June 9, 1955.
The two union journals regularly reflected the policies
and attitudes of the IFLAYU top leadership; and, in particular, it was a vehicle for portraying to the rank and file
any attack on Communism as an attack on unionism itself
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the basic Communist line on efforts to remove Communist influence from American unions. The accompanying photostats of issues of these publications illustrate how
this fundamental element in the party line was exploited.
One example, related to the work of this Commission, is an
editorial in the Local 21 Bulletin of July 28, 1954, signed by
the business agent Arthur Cecelski, written by Mr. Markham and entitled “Cat’s Out of the Bag.” It includes the
following passage:
“Some of our members thought the Local leadership was

a

little

cockeyed in recent months when it warned that new attempts were
under way to split the ranks of the leather workers. Since the last
issue of the Bulletin, our eyes have all been opened.
“Take a look now at the sequence of events, and see for yourself

how it all adds up.
“First, slanderous attacks on the Local’s leadership and policies
from certain newspapers and then from a small group within the
Local.

“Second, the Massachusetts Commission on Communism’s
‘Labor Sub-Committee’ makes an unprincipled, dishonest and untruthful public attack on Local 21 as ‘Communist-dominated’.”

This Commission had further direct evidence of Mr.
Markham’s prose. It emerged in our hearings that the
following letter from Mr. David J. O’Neil, Local 21 President, had been drafted by Mr. Markham.
Registered

Mail
July 21,

1954.

«n. John Powers, Chairman, Labor Sub-Committee, Massachu•tts Commission on Communism, State House, Boston, Massachusetts

Dear Sen. Powers: —“Your Sub-Committee released to the press
of Tuesday, July 20, slanderous charges against members and the
leadership of Local 21, International Fur and Leather Workers
Union.

“These unfounded charges were made to your Committee by former members of the Local and a member who, in secret ballot elections, has repeatedly been defeated for officer of the Local.
“Your Committee released this public statement without conferring with a single officer, Executive Board member or shop steward
of any major tannery under contract with this local.
“If an honest inquiry had been made, your Committee would have
found that our Union and our Local are at least as democratically
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run as any Union or organization in the State. We have established
a record of winning wages and conditions for our members which is
unmatched by A. F. L. or C. I. 0. or other unions in the soft-goods
field. Official State and Federal Government reports will prove this.
“We ask, in all fairness, that you immediately convene your Committee for a public hearing, open to members of our Local and the
Press, in the Peabody City Hall, so that the true facts can be spread
on the public record.
“Failing this, your Committee will be open to charges that it is
biased, irresponsible and willing to make itself a sounding-board for
disruptive and anti-union elements.
Respectfully yours,

David J. O’Neil,
President, Local 21, International Fur
and Leather Workers Union."

For the record, Senator Powers’ reply follows
“Mr. David J. O’Neil, President, Local 21, International Fur and
Leather Workers Union, 10 Lowell Street, Peabodtj, Massachusetts.
Dear Me. O’Neil;
“This is to acknowledge receipt of your
communication dated July 21, 1954. The Sub-Committee of the
Commission is at present making its investigation and the practice of the Committee is to hold executive sessions.
“Upon completion of our investigation the matter will be referred
to the entire Commission, and there undoubtedly will be public hearings.

“You will have an opportunity to testify at both the executive and
public hearings. The time and place of the hearings will be decided
by the Commission itself.
Very truly yours,
Sen. John E. Powers,
Chairman, Labor Sub-Committee

It should be noted that Mr. Cecelski’s article appeared after
Senator Powers indicated that open hearings would be held.
Questioned about his article Mr. Cecelski responded as
follows:
—•

Questions by Senator Powers.
you were questioned about the authorship of an editorial which
Q.
you were questioned about then and this morning by Mr. Bresnahan,
entitled “Cat’s Out of the Bag.” Is that right? A. That is right.
Q. You were asked at that time whether you had written that article
wherein you had depicted both Mr. Cashman and I as having made an
untruthful, unprincipled, dishonest attack on Local 21 as Communist...

dominated?

A.

That is right.
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Q. You said you did sign that but you did not write it? A. That is

right.

Q. Do you feel now an unprincipled, dishonest and untruthful attack
has been made on Local 21 by either the Sub-Committee or by the Full
Commission under a legislative mandate to investigate Communism and
subversive activity in this Commonwealth? A. Do I feel now?
Q. Do you feel now there has been any unprincipled, untruthful or
dishonest public attack made upon the members of Local 21 as being communistically dominated? A. No, I don’t feel that.
Q. You do not feel that way now. In other words, you have some misgivings about that particular editorial now? A. That is right.
Questioned about his letter, Mr. O’Neil replied

as follows:

Q. [By Mr. Bkbsnahan.] And you testified before this Commission
August of this year? A. That is right.
Q. At the time you testified had you ever made any inquiry of any
nature, no matter how slight, of any possibility of Communistic acin

tivity within your Union?

A. No, sir.
You were the one who signed the letter
A. That is right.
accusing Senator Powers and Mr. Cashman of being dishonest? A. My part of the letterhead accusation I made toward the
Commission, I want to apologize for.
Q. Now you want to say as a matter of record that any accusations
were unfounded and untrue? You want to apologize? A. Yes.
Sen. Powers. And I accept that

Q.
Q.

...

Leaving aside the question of Mr. Markham’s alleged
membership in the Communist Party, there is no doubt in
the minds of the members of this Commission that in his
writing and his influence over Local 21 Mr. Markham
systematically supported the interests and objectives of
the Communist top leadership of the IFLWU.
Non-Communist Union Officials.
It is evident that the Communist policies of the top
leadership of the IFLWU could not have been carried out
at the Local 21 level without the collaboration of certain
non-Communist union officials. These men for one reason
or another accepted the fact of Communist top leadership
in the IFLWU, used their influence to perpetuate this
leadership, and in some cases became personally involved
in furthering specific actions with a distinct Communist
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tinge. The reasons for their behavior have puzzled the
members of this Commission; and, since Communist control of unions is unlikely to be effective in the United States
without a certain number of such key non-Communist
figures, we believe it to be important to explore what they
had to say under questioning.
Those connected with Local 21 who fall into this category are the following;
Mr. David J. O’Neil, 12 Englewood Road, Peabody, President, Local

21, 1948-1954.

Mr. Richard O’Keefe, 22 Tremont Street, Salem, Business Manager,
Local 21; Chairman Resolutions Committee, IFLWU Biennial Conventions, 1948-1950, 1952, 1954.

Mr. Arthur Cecelski, 19 Briggs Street, Salem, Business Agent, Local 21
Mr. Isador Pickman, 17 Fay Avenue, Peabody, Secretary-treasurer,
International Board IFLWU, New England Regional Director, and Secretary-treasurer of the Leather Division.

Mr. Michael Donahue, 222 Codman Road, Norwood, Field Organizer,
Leather Division, District 1, IFLWU; member, International Executive
Board, IFLWU.

Under questioning by the Commission these men testified
more or less uniformly

as

follows:

1. They were not and never had been members of the
Communist Party.
2. They opposed Communism in principle because of its
“dictatorial/’ “totalitarian,” etc., character.
3. They knew of President Ben Gold’s membership in
the Communist Party down to 1950.
4. They never at any time instituted inquiries into
whether or not any members of Local 21 were members of
the Communist Party, or whether any top officials of the
IFLWU other than Mr. Gold were Communists.
5. They knew of no members of Local 21 who were
members of the Communist Party and they knew no Union
officials other than Mr. Gold who were members of the

Communist Party.
6. They asserted that the affairs of Local 21 were not
Communist-dominated.
7. Down to the time of our hearings in 1954 their attitude and actions on the issue of Communism remained
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unchanged by the expulsion of the IFLWU from the CIO
in 1950, by the passage of the act of November 17, 1951,
by the Massachusetts Legislature, or, more generally, by
the character of international Communism as it emerged
on the world scene after 1945.
To understand this curious pattern of testimony it is
necessary to recall something of the history of the IFLWU.
The merger of the Fur and Leather workers unions in 1939
was accomplished at a time when President Gold’s membership in the Communist Party was an openly acknowledged
fact. Moreover, at that stage in the history of American
unions and in the history of American law, membership in
the Communist Party was not regarded as incompatible
with leadership in union activities nor was it illegal. However serious or superficial their anti-Communism, many
men in the labor movement accepted Communism as a
political belief rather than as an international conspiracy
down to the immediate post-war period.
What is remarkable about the testimony this Commission
heard is the persistence of these men in active association
with the IFLWU’s Communist leadership down to 1954.
They stuck to their commitment to Communist leadership
despite the internal struggle of the Union in 1943, despite
the ejection of the Union from the CIO in 1950, despite
the passage of the Taft-Hartley Act and the Massachusetts
Act of November 17, 1951.
The following are extracts reflecting their attitudes toward the role of Communism in American unions:

Mr. O’Neil.

Q. [By Mr. Bresnahan.] Have you ever examined into Local 21 to
see whether there were any members of it who were Communists? A. No,
sir.

Q. Do

you

know of

any

members who

were

Communists?

A. Nc

sir.

Q. Did you

ever make any inquiry as to whether or not.

...

A. No,

sir.

Q. Then you have no knowledge of your own whether or not if any
one charged that there were members of the Communist Party who were
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members of the Local, whether they were unfounded or not? A. I
don’t know of any members in the Local who were.
Q. I say, you have no knowledge of it and never made any inquiry
of it; is that right? A. No. I never knew of anybody to be. That’s
why I wasn’t interested.
Q. Did you ever inquire as to whether they were or not? A, No. I
have asked different ones if they knew of any.
Q. Have you ever been a member of the Communist Party? A. No
Q. Has any member of your Local been a member of the Communist
Party? A. Not that I know of.
Q. Has any officer? A. Not that I know of,
Q. Have you made any inquiries into it? A. No
Q. Do you regard the Communist Party as being an enemy of the
United States? A. Yes.
Q. Do you hold yourself out to be a responsible labor leader? A.
That’s right.
Q. You are the president of a union in which there are how many
members? A. Oh, roughly, probably 3,600.
Q. Have you ever made any inquiry as to whether or not there was
any infiltration of Communism in Local 21?
A. No.
Q. Do you think, if Communism is a conspiracy, that it is important
that you make such inquiries? A. I wouldn’t know who to inquire to,
who to

go

to.

It wouldn’t even occur to you to go to your own membership?
A. I don’t know of any.
Q. It wouldn’t occur to you that if this is the conspiracy which you
here state under oath that it is, that you have an obligation to see ■whether
or not there is any of this conspiracy infiltrating into your union? A. If
somebody came to me and told me they thought somebody was a Com-

Q.

munist,

I w'ould.

Mr. O’Keefe.
Q, [By Mr. Bresnahan.] Well, that being so, and because of the
fact that you have denied it, I want to give you openly the opportunity
to ask you, are you now, have you ever been, or have you any thought
of becoming a member of the Communist Party? A. No, sir.
Q. Have you any thoughts on the subject of Communism? A. Yes,
sir.

Q. Are you very much opposed to Communism? A. Yes, sir.
Q. Do you regard Communism as an international conspiracy
A. Yes, sir.
Q. Do you regard Communism as entirely contrary to what we know
as Americanism? A. Yes, sir.
as an instrument which seeks th
Government? A. Yes, sir.

Q. Do you regard Communism

overthrow and downfall of our
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Q. And you hate it? A. Yes, sir
Q. And you are willing to assist us in finding it if there is any?
A. Yes, sir.
Q. Do you feel as an American citizen, as a responsible officer of a
labor union, as an elected public official, you have an obligation to strike
out at Communism whenever possible? A. Yes, sir.
Q. Have you done anything to stamp out Communism in the International or the domination of Communism in any way in it? A. Any
one who knows me or heard me talk or talked to me has known of my
antagonism to Communism, my outspoken opposition to Communism.
Q. Have you noticed any Communist domination in your Union internationally? A. No, sir.
Q. At no time? A. No, sir.
Q. Have you at any time noticed any party line of Communism in
the resolutions adopted at the Biennial Conventions? A. Excuse me.
[Witness confers with counsel]
I don’t understand what you are talking about
Q. If you will just explain to me what it is about my question you
don’t understand. Will you read the question?

[The question is read.]

A. I don’t know the party line.
Q. Have you as a responsible labor leader made any attempt to learn
what the party line of the Communist Party is? A. No, sir.
Q. At no time? A. No, sir.
Q. Did you feel any obligation to ascertain what is or was the Communist line over the periods in which you have been an officer, a responsible officer, of the Union? A. I felt my obligation was to represent the
workers in all of the grievances and all of my duties as a responsible
Union officer.
Q. Was your attention ever alerted at any time to Communism
International Fur and Leather Workers Union?

in the

[Witness confers with counsel.]
A. I have read about it in the press, and I have felt there were Communists in our union.
Q. Now what, as a result of your reading in the press of Communists,
did you feel there were in your Union? Would you name them and the
time you made that discovery? A. Up until our International President
resigned, I knew that he was.
Q. At the time he resigned? A. Up until the time he resigned, I
knew he was.
Q. He resigned, didn’t he, in 1950, or he made a statement he resigned
in 1950? A. He resigned right after a convention where we passed a
resolution that we would sign non-Communist affidavits.
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Q. You knew at that time —if that was following the convention of
1950, you knew that he resigned from the Communist Party? A. I
believe he did.
Q. Did you at that time regard the Communist Party as a conspiracy?
A. Yes and no.
Q. Well, would you give us what your thoughts on Communism were
in 1950 following the Annual Convention of the Fur and Leather Workers

Union, after which Ben Gold resigned or announced that he resigned from
the Communist Party?
[Witness confers with counsel.]

A. Well, the reason I say Yes and No and the reason I asked counsel
was that I know that up to a certain time the Communist Party was
considered a legal party.
Q. Did you consider the Communist Party you have told us you
now consider the Communist Party an international conspiracy seeking
the overthrow of the United States Government. Did you feel that in
1950? A. Yes.
Q. You did? A. Yes.
Q. Did you feel that in 1949? A. Yes.
Q. So that you were opposed, and you knew in your own mind, you
had arrived at an intellectual conclusion in 1950 at the time of the Convention, that the Communist Party was seeking the overthrow of the
Government of the United States? A. I believe so.

Q. All right.
Sen. Powders. Mr. Chairman.
The Chairman. Senator Powers has a question.
Sen. Powers. May Igo back one year? Did you believe that in 1948,
Mr. O’Keefe?
The Witness. Yes, sir, ever since I have been able to think about it
I have always thought so, or I say ever since I have given it any thought
I have always thought so.
Q. [By Mr. Bresnahan.] Now, it was following the convention at
which Ben Gold was re-elected in 1950 and at which the International
Fur and Leather Workers Union voted to avail themselves of the TaftHartley Act that Ben Gold resigned. Is that right? A. It was after
that convention.
Q. And at that time, after that convention, he signed the TaftHartley affidavit? A. I was so informed.
Q. And that he made a statement of his reasons for resigning which
appeared in the official paper of the InternationalFur and Leather Workers
Union, didn’t he? A. I don’t recall reading it.
Q. You mean to say, Mr. O’Keefe, that on a matter of such importance, on the matter concerning a party which you believed was dedicated to the overthrow of the United States Government, you didn’t
read the statement he issued when he said he resigned? Is that the way
you want to leave it on the record?
A. I said I don’t recall reading it.
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Q. Have you any recollection of any of the reasons your International
President gave or explanation of the Communist Party when he resigned
in 1950? A. I don’t remember.
Q. Not a single, solitary one? Let me see if I can help you. Do you
remember him saying in his statement:
“Those who deprive the people of their Constitutional privileges
and democratic rights are not patriots. Those who support the witchhunting hysteria and the persecution of progressives and liberals;
those who support the intensified attacks against minorities and the
lynching of negroes
are enemies of our country and not patriots.
“Those who conspire to plunge our country into war for the sake
of amassing profits are enemies of the country. Those who utilize a
war-time situation, when the youth of America is being killed, in
order to increase and multiply their profits, those who advocate and
enact laws to enslave labor are foes of America and not patriots.
In the Communist Party, of which I was a member for 30 years, I
never found any trace of such fake patriotism.
“As a member of the Communist Party for 30 years, I saw the
members of the Communist Party, its programs and activities determined by one, and only one, burning desire to serve the best
interests of labor and the people to end the cruel exploitations of
the working people, racial hatred and bigotry, and to build up an economically secure, politically free, united, democratic and peaceful
America.

“Neither I nor the Communist Party ever believed in or advocated the overthrow of any democratically elected government by
force and violence.

“I have resigned from the Communist Party, but I do not give
in true democracy.”
Now, as a responsible labor leader for a number of years, as a member
of the Resolutions Committee in 1950, and having told us today that at
that time you were a sincere believer that the Communist Party was an
instrument seeking to overthrow and destroy the Government of the
United States, do you tell this Commission you have no recollection of
any of those words of Ben Gold published in the International Fur and
Leather Worker? A. Ido not have any recollection of reading it. My
recollection of reading the Fur and Leather Worker is I look at the report
on wages, reopening of contracts and anything about District One, and
that is about my normal reading of the Fur and Leather Worker.
Q. Are you against loyalty oaths in Government? A. No, I am
up my belief

not.

Q. Are you for the Loyalty Oath Law in this State? A.

Yes, sir.
for the loyalty oaths when you were the chairman of
the Resolutions Committee in 1950? A. I would say I voted in favor
of it, yes.
Q. Voted in favor of what? A. Of that resolution
Q. Of what resolution? A. The resolution you just mentioned

Q. Were

you
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I just mentioned? A, I will have

I will read it and see if I read it correctly, the

“Thought

Control and Witch Hunts.

We demand an end to all attempts by governmental agencies and
reactionary employers to impose the straight jacket of thought control upon the American people. End the so-called Loyalty Order.
End the Witch-Hunts. End the glorification of paid informers,
labor spies and disgusting stool pigeons, whose testimony is used to
“

frame leaders of the common people’s struggle for a better living.
We demand a repeal of the unconstitutional war-time Smith Act,
opposed by the labor movement.
“We demand an end to all thought-control trials and we protest
the thought-control trial and conviction of Brother Irving Potash,
one of the eleven Communist leaders. Minority political opinions
and beliefs must be respected and secured. Without such minority
rights, freedom cannot exist for any Americans.”
Q. Do I read correctly? A. This doesn’t say loyalty oaths.
Q. What does it say about loyalty order? A. Loyalty order.
Q. The loyalty order what do you understand about loyalty
order, you, the Chairman of the Committee who drafted it? A. That
somebody in a Government bureau issues an order, and a loyalty oath is
that somebody swears by the oath.
Q. What did you understand, as the chairman of the committee,
of the abolition of the loyalty order? What was the loyalty order? A. I
don’t remember exactly, but I think what I was in favor of was against
any head of a department from issuing a loyalty order.
Q. That is, you were against, were you, any investigation by which
A. I didn’t say I was against any investigation.
Q. Then explain how does a loyalty order issue that you asked the
end of? A. I don’t know anything about it. I don’tknow how they are
issued.

Q. Who told you to draw up the resolution? A. I didn’t draw up the

resolution.

Q. Who gave you any information about what was meant by the end
of the loyalty order? A. I don’t remember, but I expect in the discussion of the resolution committee, something was mentioned about it.
The Witness.

No.

Rep. Randall. Where did you get these resolutions?
Mr. Cohen. Just a minute, Mr. Randall.
The Witness. Before even you say anything, I think I should make
it clear. I voted for Ben Gold as International President, not based on his
political beliefs, but based upon his contribution to the membership of our
Union. I w'ant to make that clear.
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Rep. Randall. I also want to make clear that you also knew he was
Communist when you voted for him?
The Witness.

a

Yes, sir.

On your Resolutions Committee where did you get
the resolutions? Where did they come from?
The Witness. From the International Secretary-Treasurer.
Rep. Randall. Who was the International Secretary-Treasurer?
Rep. Randall.

The Witness.

Pietro Lucohi.

Rep. Randall. Was he the International Secretary-Treasurer in
1948?

The Witness. Ever since I have been on the Resolutions Committee.
Rep. Randall. Did he submit the resolutions to the Committee?
The Witness. The way I recall we got the resolutions, a meeting
would be announced, a room and a meeting time for the Resolutions
Committee, and the Secretary of the Committee would bring the resolutions into the Committee and I assumed because of our Constitutional
procedure, that all resolutions must be forwarded the International
Secretary-Treasurer, that he in turn had turned them over to the Secretary of the Committee.
Rep. Randall. Do you know where the International SecretaryTreasurer got the resolutions before they got to your committee?
The Witness.

Rep. Randall.

No,

I don’t.

Did you discuss each resolution separately in your

committee?
The Witness. We discussed the resolutions.
Rep. Randall. How many on the Resolutions Committ
The Witness. I couldn’t remember.
Rep. Randall. Could you estimate?
The Witness. I can remember when I was chairman of
tions Committee there might have been fifty or more.

Rep. Randall.

the Resolu-

The Witness.

Fifty or more people?
Delegates.

The Witness.

I don’t know, other than from various locals of

International.

I don’t know

exactly

our

from what.

Rep. Randall. Could the President introduce resolutions himself?
The Witness. I am not certain. I think that the Constitution calls
for all resolutions must be adopted by their local and be sent to the
International Secretary-Treasurer a certain period of time before conventions, and he, in turn, would turn them over. I think also they would
have to carry the seal of the Local. I don’t remember exactly what the
procedure is. I don’t know whether. . . . We had discussions on our
resolutions and arguments and each resolution was finally called for a
vote. I don’t recall that we had the members stand. I think that it was
either an “aye” and “no” or maybe a hand vote. I don’t recall any one
standing. I think it was, “All in favor, Aye; opposed, No.”
Rep. Randall. Did you write any of the resolutions yourself?
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The Witness. No, sir.
Rep. Randall. Do you know any resolutions that stem from your
particular local?
The Witness. I can’t recall our local ever sending a resolution. I
can’t recall

any.

Rep. Randall. Do you know where the resolutions originally came
from, except for the Secretary of the Union?
The Witness. I was appointed.
Rep. Newman. By whom?
The Witness. By the Chair, the International President.
Rep. Newman. In other words, Mr. Gold, during all that period?
The Witness. Yes, with the approval of the Convention.
Rep. Newman. As chairman did you vote on these resolutions in this
Committee?

The Chairman. The chairman would only vote if there was a tie vote,
and I didn’t have any tie votes.
Sen. Powers. Mr. Chairman, I think in fairness to the witness who
has testified substantially what is the law, we should read in the procedure, because, apparently, this is going to be a point of much discussion,
and I would like to read that section of the Constitution of the International Fur and Leather Workers Union of the United States and
Canada, 1950, Section 9, appearing on page 13, the format for resolutions;

“Section 9. A. All resolutions submitted for the consideration
of International Conventions must be adopted by the Local Union,
Joint Board, Joint Council or District Council and shall be sent to
the International Secretary-Treasurer not less than five (5) days
prior to the convening of the convention. International SecretaryTreasurer shall refer all resolutions to the Chairman of the appropriate convention committees.
“B. Resolutions must be properly signed by the President and
Recording Secretary of the Local Union, Joint Board, Joint Council
or District Council and impressed with its seal, otherwise they will
not be considered official. The Convention may by majority vote
allow exceptions to the provisions of this Section 9, so as to receive
and consider resolutions which were not submitted as provided
therein.”

Rep. Newman. Who was responsible for seeing that the provisions of
Constitution in this respect are carried out?
The Witness. The Secretary-Treasurer of our International Union.
Rep. Newman. And you feel as a member of the International Board
which you have been for, I believe, twelve years?
your

The Witness.

That is

right.

Rep. Newman. And as chairman of the Resolutions Committee at
over three Conventions, it is no concern of yours that those resolutions
should be identified and considered in any way?

1955.]

HOUSE

No. 3080.

47

The Witness. I place all faith in Pietro Lucchi. When he turned
them over, I would consider they would be legitimate.
Rep. Newman. And the fact that this did not follow the procedure
laid down in the Constitution didn’t bother you in the least, because
you had confidence in this one man?
The Witness. We weren’t technical.
Rep. Newman. I can see that. Why do you suppose your Constitution provided this kind of a procedure? Do you think it is just a frivolous position or was there some reason for having all these things identified?
The Witness. Well, I assume so as to place the authenticity on the
resolution.
Rep. Newman. But as chairman of the Resolutions Committee it
never occurred to you that you had any responsibility for seeing to it
that that was carried out?
The WTtness. As chairman of the Resolutions Committee I assumed
from my relationship with Pietro Lucchi that the resolutions definitely
came to his office.
Rep. Newman. But you would have been satisfied if the Constitution
put the whole thing in the hands of Pietro Lucchi?
The Witness. No, I would be satisfied that he would see that the
Constitution would be carried out.
Rep. Newman. But you know it wasn’t carried out. I believe you
said you never knew where they came from, there was no attestation, no
stamp or anything like that?
The Witness. Until this morning, Mrs. Newman, I wasn’t even up
to date on the fact that the signature of the Local
I knew there was
supposed to be a signature and seal, but I didn’t know they were to be
turned over to us like that as a Committee.
Rep. Newman. And as a member of the International governing
board you were not familiar with the Constitution?
The Witness. It is a long Constitution, Mrs. Newman, and I have
an awful lot of things to do, so these things can slip my mind easily in as
far as particular points.
Rep. Newman. Who runs the International LTnion? I took for granted
it was the members of the Board but perhaps I am wrong.
The Witness. It is run by the International President and International

Secretary-Treasurer.

Rep. Newman. A sort of two-rnan dictatorship?
The Witness. No, the International Board meets every six months
to discuss problems of our unions. Locals more or less are on their own
and can call upon the International for any assistance they feel they need.
We operate more or less as districts within the International in that we
are more closely working together in districts rather than as an International.

Rep. Newman. But the operating of the Conventions is in the hands
of the International Board. That is, what the International does as an
International it does under the supervision of a board?
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The Witness. So once the Convention starts, the whole Convention
is on the hands of the delegates.
Sen. Powers. Mr. O’Keefe, do you want to testify here today that
it is conceivably possible you were duped by those you believed to be on
the level?
The Witness. It is possible.
Q. [By Mr. Bebsnahan.] In view of what has been read and what
you heard this morning, is it probable you have, Mr. O’Keefe? A. Every
time I voted on resolutions, Mr. Bresnahan, I voted never at any time
in favor of Communism. I argued about it at all times that it would
come up. I made my position clear that I was not, never was, and I
thought those who were had bats in their belfry. 1 at all times voted
thinking this was the best thing for the labor movement.
Q. As you hear these now, do you think, and from what you have
learned here this morning have you a well-founded suspicion, that these
resolutions were communistically inspired by the leadership of your
Union? A. I couldn’t say that.
Q. You couldn’t say they weren’t? A. I couldn’t say they were or
couldn’t say they were not. . .
Q. [By Mr. Bresnahan.] Now, I don’t intend to skip over this, but
seeing you said you are now cognizant that you took a loyalty oath in
1954, January, you are for the Teachers Oath Law in this State? A. Yes,
.

sir.

Q. Are you for the law making Communism a crime, which is a law
in this State? A. Yes, sir.
Q. And have been since 1951? A. Yes, sir.
Q. Do you know that law is founded on what is known as the Ober
Law of Maryland? A. No, I don’t.
Q. When in 1952 in the same resolution, Committee Chairman
it starts off which I have
O’Keefe’s resolution on Democratic Liberty
read: “Loyalty oaths, witch-hunting, purges.” And then it goes on to
paragraph 4:
Stop any and all attempts of legislative bodies, government administrative agencies, reactionary employers or self-appointed vigilante committees to impose thought control upon the American
people. Anti-democratic and repressive laws such as the Feinberg
Law in New York, the Ober Law in Maryland and thought-regimentation laws of other states must be repealed.’

Now, when I tell you our law passed in November of 1951 was based
upon the Ober Law, and you at your convention, as the result of the
Resolutions Committee of which you were chairman, proposed that and
it was “All in favor of the motion, signify by raising your hand. All
opposed? Unanimously adopted,” did you know that you were voting
and your Convention, your International Union, was voting when you
voted against the Ober Law that the Massachusetts law' on Communism
should be repealed? A. No.

1955.]

HOUSE

No. 3080.

49

Q. You didn’t. If you had known that, would you have voted differently? A. Yes, I would.
Q. Today would you have voted differently? A. Yes, I would.
Mr. Cecelski.

Q. [By Mr. Bresnahan.] For how long have you been a member of
the Union? A. Since 1933.
Q. And you are not a member of the Communist Party? A. Definitely not.
Q. And have never been a member of the Communist Party? A. No.
Q. At any time prior to July 29, 1954, had you ever asked any member of or any officer of the Union whether or not he was or ever had been

Communist? A. Never did.
Q. Never, at any time? A. Never.
Q. Are you sure of that? A. Positive,
Q. [By Mr. Cashman.] . . . Do you mean to say it took eight years
for you and the members to become interested; that you had a cell of
admitted Communists at the head of the International who was dominating eight thousand men and women in this community in eight unions,
who were contributing over a year better than a hundred thousand dolA. He was
ars? It took you eight years before you finally became
a Communist in 1938 when we merged.
Q. Why this recent interest from the members of Local 21 to go up
to this particular meeting? A. Because of the laws, the changing of
laws, it appears to me.
Q. You mean now you are talking about the federal law wherein
unions are going to lose all their bargaining rights if they are determined
to be under the domination of Communists? A. Will they lose their bargaining rights? That is the law.
Q. But the November 17, 1951, law in Massachusetts had no impact upon you or upon the officers of Local 21? Did you give that any
concern since November 17 of 1951, that it was a crime in Massachusetts to either be a party or wilfully contribute to an organization that
was subversive? A. Mr. Powers reminded me of that in executive session. In fact, I knew there was a law passed, but I think Mr. Powers
himself explained it to me.
Q. I am trying to bring out whether or not the Massachusetts law
ever excited any interest of the officers of Local 21 since November 17,
1951, or are the laws of Massachusetts to be disregarded by these labor
A. No, they shouldn’t be disregarded.
leaders
Q. Apparently they were disregarded. Nothing excited the attention of the members of that particular Local until Saturday of last week?
A. Apparently.
Q. Were you aware that Mr. George Markham had at one time appeared before the House Un-American Activities Committee? Were
you aware that he too had invoked the Fifth Amentment?
A. I did.
a
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Q. You knew that? A. That is right.
Q. And yet when 3VIr. Markham, who

was before a Congressional
Investigating Committee and who invoked the Fifth Amendment submitted to you a document or a draft of a document in which he labeled
Senator Powers and myself as being “unprincipled, dishonest and untruthful,” you were willing to subscribe to that comment over your
signature? A. That is right.
Q. By an individual who had himself, whatever his reason may have
been, invoked the Fifth Amendment? A. That is right.
Q. Is that correct? A. That is right.
Q. Now, at the time that you signed that rather dubious document,
at least dubious in my mind, did you have any knowledge of Senator
Powers or myself at that time? A. Did I have knowledge?
Q. Knowledge of us at all? A. No, I didn’t.
Q. Now, did you know anything at all about whether lam unprincipled? A. No.
Q. Whether or not I did anything that was unprincipled? A. That
is right.
Q. Ever know of any dishonest act that Senator Powers or I had committed? A. That is right.
Q. Any untruthful statement Senator Powers or I ever made?
No.

A.

Q. Yet

you were perfectly willing to subscribe to this charge that
made publicly, when written by an individual who had himself done
something that you abhor, namely, not made his position clear before a
House Un-American Activities Committee?
was

[Witness confers with counsel.]

A. The reason for it, Mr. Cashman, was at that time I thought the
sub-committee should have notified or asked the officials of Local 21 to
find out whether there was any truth in the statements that the press
had printed in our community.
Q. Well, do you recall the letter that Senator Powers forwarded indicating that there would be a hearing before the sub-committee?
That was after, I believe, we made the statement.
Q. Would you have wanted us to put the cart before the horse?

A.

lt was not after the statement. The facts are difMr.
ferent. That statement was made five days after the letter. It was sent
July 23rd and the article appeared July 28th.
Q. [By Mr. Cashman.] Let me ask you this question. Do you think,
based on the evidence that was placed before the members of the subcommittee, which evidence you must have had some knowledge of because you immediately rose to the attack, and if you didn’t know what was
said, you couldn’t or had no reason to rise to the attack, do you have
any reason to believe now that there was no validity to our listening to
this testimony concerning your Union. A. There is validity.
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Q. [By Sen. Powers.] Mr. Cecelski, is it important in your mind
as to whether or not you have officers of your Local who are members of the Communist Party? A. Is it important?
Q. Yes, is it important? A. Yes, it is important to me.
Q. Have you ever made any inquiries as to whether or not there were
any members of your local who were Communists? A. No, I didn’t.
Q. It was so important, in other words, you didn’t think it was important to make inquiries? A. It is on account of our By-Laws and
Constitution. When I took the pledge when I was elected
Q. I am sorry. A. According to our By-Laws and Constitution,
when I took a pledge, the only thing I took a pledge for was to see what
gains I could get for our workers. According to our By-Laws there is an
article, or rather a paragraph which says regardless of color, creed or
religion

Q. Or political belief. And your egard Communism as a political
belief? A. Ido not.
Q. In that case there was no violation of you asking anybody? A. It
was never a procedure to question our workers, new workers who came
into the organization, as to whether they were or not.
Q. You sincerely believe now after what you have been going through
and what you are hearing, is there any doubt in your mind as to whether
or not Communism is a political belief, or do you agree with all agencies
of government that it is a conspiracy against the United States government? A. I believe in the government.
Q. That it is a conspiracy against the United States government?
A. That is right.
Q. Prior to that you never made inquiries as to whether or not any
officers were? A. That is right.
Mr. Pickman.
Now, let me show you your editorial in
Q.
the District One Reporter of May 28, 1954, of which you are the coeditor with George F. Markham? A. flight.
Q. So, that is the 28th, and the Convention that is 20 days after
the Convention is over:

[By Mr. Brbsnahan.]

No Retreat

Isador Pickman
Ben Gold’s Union leadership —no matter how we may have
differed with him on certain political issues was largely responsible
for accomplishing the ‘impossible’ task of organizing the leather
workers, uniting the fur workers and leading both from among the
lowest paid to among the highest paid workers in America.”
Q. That is your tribute to Ben Gold? A. That is correct.
Q. No matter how we may have differed with him on certain political
issues. A. That is correct.
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Q. As of May 28, 1954, did you regard Communism as a political
A.

issue?

Sure.

don’t you regard Communism as an InternaQ. You don’t regard
tional conspiracy? A. I don’t know what “international conspiracy” is,
whether it is an international conspiracy or not. If the legislation says
it is an international conspiracy, I accept the law the Legislature has
passed.

Q. But does it lie in your mind, at least as of May, 1954, that Communism is a mere political issue? A. Oh, it is more than that.
Q. What did you mean when you said, “No matter how we may have
differed with him on certain political issues”? A. There were a number
of political issues in addition to that.
Q. Would those be the political issues about giving aid to Red China,
about giving aid to the Bessarabian and Hungarian governments, Red
governments, about denouncing aid to Turkey and Greece? Would those
be the political issues? A. That may very well be political issues.
Q. “It was not, therefore, Ben Gold who was under attack so much
as the Union’s successful policies.” Is that what you mean, that it
wasn’t the fact that Ben Gold was a Communist that was at issue or
that he perjured himself in this court fight that you pledged full financial
support for. Do you infer by that the United States government doesn’t
care anything about Ben Gold but is trying to persecute the International Fur and Leather Workers Union? A. I didn’t say that.
Q. What do you mean by that, “It was not, therefore, Ben Gold who
was under attack so much as the Union’s successful policies”? A. I
think the Union is tied up with persecution of its leaders.
V>Q. You think it is a frame-up and fraud of the United States government against the International Fur and Leather Workers? A. I don’t
say the United States is framing the International Fur and Leather
Workers Union. I don’t say anything of the kind. I think I made it
clear before and want to make it clear again, that I believe in the courts
of the United States, but I believe in them all the way. I understand
there may be some mistakes made in the lower courts, and if it can be
corrected in the higher courts, that is what I believe courts are for. If
they can be corrected, they should be corrected on appeal.
Q. You don’t go along with the resolution you voted for, that the
conviction is an open attack based on frame-up and the denial
A. I
go along with the resolution I voted for.
Q. I just want to make it clear. You further go on down here [indicating] ;

“The decision of the Convention was that the least we could do
would be to support President Gold in his appeals to the courts,
in full exercise of his rights to ‘due process of law.’
”

Q.
is

You believe you should give him support, don’t you? A.

right.

That
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Q. And believe you should give him financial support? A. Personally,
I believe we should give him financial support. The members of the
District don’t think they should. That is their perfect right, and it is
up to ehch individual or each individual local.
Q. When you say as a national officer you are going to vote against
it I thought you said you voted against it right along? A. Voted
against what?
Q. Giving financial support of the Union? A. Because the members
of the Union felt as though they shouldn’t give financial support.
Q. Members of what union? A. Members of this District
Q. And the Local of which you were a delegate? A. That is
correct.

Q. Then, that being so, if you were consistent, what right did you
have to vote for it if you had a mandate from your Local to vote against
it? A. Because I understood it didn’t mean financial support.
Q. You go back to that again? A. I do.
Q. Do you think if a man who voted for his convictions and felt he
gave you a mandate to vote against it on an important matter like this,
and then you went to New York and voted for it, would he have a right
to consider you a traitor to your Local? A. No, sir.
Q. He wouldn’t? A. No, sir, because each individual votes as an
individual when he goes to a convention.
Q. If an individual who had a strong conviction on Communism was
a member of a Local which voted that it was opposed to giving financial
aid of its union to the support of a man who had been convicted by a
jury, and then you, as his delegate, went and voted to give it in opposition to what the Local had voted, do you think a fair and reasonable man
might have a fair and reasonable thought that you were traitorous to the
actions not only of him but the majority of the Local who voted? A. I
don’t think anybody has the right to call anybody a traitor for his actions
at a convention.

Q. Even under those circumstances? A. Yes, sir
Q. You would then vote such a man to expel or suspend him for two
years? A. What is that?
Q. That is what happened to Driscoll. A. That he was suspended
for two years, yes.
Q. He was suspended. So that we will get the chronology the matter was of such import to Local 21, of which you were a member, that he
was suspended before he or other members of the Union had a right to
vote, whether or not the Local would ratify what the Biennial Convention had adopted? A. Ido not follow the question.
Q. Let’s see. Local 21 last March voted opposition to giving financial
and moral support to Ben Gold, didn’t it? A. I understand that was so,
yes.

Q. In May the Biennial Convention voted to give him full financial
and moral support? A. That is correct.
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Q. And sixteen of eighteen delegates from Local 21 voted for it? A.

That is correct.

Q. Now then, the delegates, part of their obligation as delegates is to
report back to the Local of their doings? A. That is correct.
Q. Their report has not progressed from the Bth of May to the 25th
of September to the extent that Local 21 has been granted the privilege
to vote on whether or not they would ratify the action of the Convention
on the resolution of Ben Gold? A. They haven’t acted on it yet.
Q. Mr. Driscoll, a member of the Union, has been dismissed within
the speedy time of a matter of weeks from the time he called some one a
traitor for having voted opposite to what the Local had. So that he has
been out since June, a matter of three months, and the officers of Local 21
have not yet put the matter of the resolution of Ben Gold to the Local,
have they? A. They haven’t put it yet, no, sir.
Isador Pickman recalled.

Q. [By Mr. Bresnahan.] For the record, you are Isador Pickman
and you were on the stand when we suspended the public hearing a week
ago last Monday? A. I was on the stand at one time.
Q. There has been quite a little activity in your Union since you were
suspended with as a witness? A. I should say there was, yes.
Q. We are quite interested in that, Mr. Pickman. At the time we
suspended you requested that you be excused from testifying on Thursday and Friday, which, I believe, were the 23rd and 24th of September,
because there was a special meeting of the International Executive Board
at White Lake Lodge, New York.
[Witness

confers with counsel.]

A. I had to attend an International Executive Board meeting on
Thursday and Friday of that week, and it is my understanding that one
of the members of the Commission thought that he would ask more
questions. lam not certain, but I think I did say that I would like to
be excused at least the following Monday if the hearings were going to
continue. I would like to be excused for Monday because there were some
unfinished business I would like to take care of.
Q. With the Union in New York? A. That is correct.
Q. Has the unfinished business been taken care of? A. Yes.
Q. The first thing we are interested in you attended the hearing
up there, the meeting at which the appeal of Mr. Driscoll was to be
yes.
heard? A. I attended the meeting at which
A.
you
No,
sit
on
the
Board?
didn’t.
I
Did
Q.
Q. What did you do about that? A. I immediately disqualified myself from the proceedings of the hearing.
Q. And do you have knowledge there was a hearing on that, and is
it a fact that the Board reserved its opinion and no decision has yet been
made to your knowledge? A. That is my understanding.
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Q. Another thing that occurred up there was the resignation of Ben
Gold? A. That is right.
Q. Would you tell us the circumstances of the resignation of Ben
Gold? A. I don’t quite understand what you mean, “the circumstances.” He resigned.
Q. Was the matter of Communism a matter of discussion at the
resignation? A. Well, it was a matter of him resigning because of some
pressures that were used, as he being a symbol, that he thought it would
be for the best interests of the Union if he resigned.
Q. What do you mean there were pressures? What were the pressures? A. The pressures were that he should resign as President of the
Union.

Q. Was the reason assigned? A. Pardon me?
Q. For the reason of what? A. That it would in some way eliminate
some of the stigma that has been attached to the Union.
Q. The stigma, was that on account of the claim the Union was
dominated by Communists? A. No.
Q. What would be the stigma? A. The stigma was that he was a
member of the Communist Party for a long period of time, and the new
law that was passed, the Brownell-Butler Bill being passed, that for the
best interests of the Union that many of us thought he should resign.
Q. Were you one of those who thought he should resign? A. Yes, I
was.

Q. Was one of the reasons you thought so because it was common
knowledge and an open declaration for a number of years that he was a
member of the Communist Party? A. It was.
Q. Is it now your feeling that a member of the Communist Party
should not be a member of the Union? A. That is my feeling.
Q. When did that become your feeling? A. That became my feeling
when the new Brownell-Butler Bill was enacted into law.
Q. That is a complete reversal of your former feeling? A. I wouldn’t
say it was.
Q. If you would explain. A. The Brownell-Butler Bill is set up,
and being what it is, that would make it difficult for unions to get along.
And that is not only my feeling, but I think that is the feeling of representatives of AFL and CIO, independent unions, the United Mine
Workers, the Railroad Trainmen —it is also the feeling of the “New
York Times” in its editorials, and I understand there are even articles
in there about the new bill in the “Catholic Worker”, some publication
published in New York, I think it is some publication in New York, and
it is their feeling it makes it very tough for unions, or it will make it very
tough for unions, to survive. And, therefore, it was my feeling it would
be for the best interests of the Union that he resign.
Q. Has your feeling changed from May of 1954? A. It changed when
the new bill became law. I think that there are some changes that should
have been made.
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Q. So you no longer feel the way you did, if I quote you correctly, in
that speech of yours at the Biennial Convention in May. If you are
quoted correctly, it says at the Friday morning session of the Leather
Division:
Secretary Isador Pickman; We insist upon

Q. Do I read that correctly? A. What I am quoted as having said
there? Yes, this is from remarks I made at that convention.
Q. Well now, your present thought is that Communists and Communism has no place in American Labor Unions? Is that right? A. In
accordance with the new law that was enacted, my opinion is that is
correct, that Communism has no well, unions will be under severe
attack if Communists are in the leadership of the Union.
Q. Now, you came back to Boston and had a meeting of District One?
A. That is correct.
Q. At District One was the subject matter of these hearings a matter
of discussion? A. I think that there was some discussion.
Q. Well, are you hazy about it? A. Well, I haven’t got any verbatim
transcript of what transpired at the conference, but I think that there
was. There was mostly other discussions, and I don’t think there was
too much mentioned about the hearings.
Q. Was the matter of George Markham a subject of discussion at the
meeting of the District One Conference Board? A. There was some
discussion.
Q. When was the Conference Board?

A. Pardon me?
Q. When was the meeting of the Conference Board? A. The District

Conference?

Q. Yes. A. Wednesday, this past weei
Q. Wednesday of last week, which would be what day? A. October
6 th.

Q. October 6th, right. Was some action taken either by the Conference Board or by George Markham relative to his employment in it?
A. Yes, there was.

Q. What was that? A. George Markham resigned as the Educational

Director for the District.

Q. And did anybody else resign? A. Yes, somebody else did resign.
Q. Who else resigned? A. Joseph Gruntkosky.

Q.

One?

Q.

Now, George Markham was the Educational Director of District
A. That is correct.
Joseph Gruntkosky was an organizer? A. That is correct.

Q. And what were the reasons for the resignations? A. The reason
well, they gave no reason, but it was because of
for the resignation was
by various locals in this area, because of their
that
used
the pressure
was
use of the Twelfth Article of the Constitution.
Q. Which Locals was that? A. Well, I believe Local 33 announced
that anybody using the Twelfth Article should resign.
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Sen. Powers. How do you feel about that, Mr. Pickman?
The Witness. I think anybody using the Twelfth Article has a perfect right to use it, as was once stated. I think it is their constitutional
right to use it. In fact, I heard at the Conference that George Markham
said he wasn’t, announced at the Conference he wasn’t a Communist.
Sen. Powers. You didn’t say he testified
The Witness. That he is not and never wa
Q. That was not under oath? A. No, he announced it at the Conference.
Q. Is it your present position as International Secretary-Treasurer of
the IFLWU and as the head of District One that one who avails himself
of the Twelfth Article or the Fifth Amendment should retain his office in
a labor union? A. My opinion is that a person using the Twelfth
Article or the Fifth Amendment has a constitutional right to use it, and
my position is, again, I stated it before, that unless they are convicted
I believe they have the right to use it.
Q. You haven’t answered the question I asked, whether or not you
have an opinion whether or not an officer of an American Union who
availed himself of the Fifth Amendment should be continued in office by
the Labor Union?

Sen. Powers. You mean regarding the question of Communism?
The Witness. May I confer with counsel, Mr. Chairman?
The Chairman. You certainly may, at any time
[Witness confers with counsel.]

A. I think that a man who avails himself, an officer or any man, who
avails himself of the Fifth Amendment or the Twelfth Article of the Constitution, unless proven guilty, should not resign from office unless there
are pressures that are used that would harm the organization. And I don’t
think any man who is to harm an organization in any way should stay in
office. I think the Union is bigger than any individual man.
Q. Why didn’t you stand up and be counted?
Mr. Bresnahan. Could I have just one minute
[Short recess.

Q. All right. I think I asked you why you didn’t stand up and be
counted? A. It was my opinion that I did stand up and was counted
when I didn’t vote for him.

Q. Was counted for him

or against him? A. That I was voting
him.
Q. I thought you said don’t let me misunderstand you, because I
think it is quite important. I understood you to say that as far as an
officer is concerned, he has a right to continue in office and be continued
in office by a labor union if he avails himself of his constitutional privilege of invoking the Fifth Amendment on the matter of Communism.
Is that right? A. That is substantially correct.

against
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Q. And you feel as a member of the Union that you are perfectly satisfied to keep in office an officer who has availed himself of the Fifth Amendment on the matter of Communism. Is that right? A. Excuse me
please.

[Witness confers with counsel.]
I think I testified to that.
Not
what you testified. lam now asking what your opinion is so
Q.
we will get it straight. A. lam sorry. I was waiting for you.
Q. I was waiting for the answer. Not what you testified to, what is
your now opinion? A. My opinion is, unless a man is found convicted
of a crime or unless there are other circumstances that would be harmful
to the organization, that a man has a constitutional right to use the
Fifth Amendment or the Twelfth Article of the Constitution and should
A.

remain in office.

Q. Of course he has the right. There is no question about that. But

opinion is that a man who avails himself of that should be continued
in office by the Union. Is that right? A. Yes, unless there are other
circumstances that would be harmful to the Union.
Q. I thought you said by abstaining from voting you were equivalent
to voting against Feinglass? A. That is correct.
Q. [By Mr. Newman.] Mr. Pickman, as I gather from your testimony as well as from testimony of other people, the position of your
Union for a fair number of years has been that you consider the issue
of Communism within the Union, as far as the Union itself is concerned,
pretty much a matter of indifference? A. Pardon me? I didn’t get
that last part.
Q. It seems to me from what has been said in the past up until fairly
recent time, that most of the membership of your Union has considered
Communism an irrelevant issue as far as the affairs of your Union are
your

concerned?

A. Yes.

Q. Would that be

a fair statement? I am not trying to trap you.
Yes. You said “irrelevant.”
Q. Irrelevant, yes. Now, I think, it seems to me the reasons for that
attitude are fairly important to this Commission and to the Legislature
in meeting the problem of Communism as we are supposed to be helping
them meet it. Why would you say that was the position of your Union,
and to clarify it a little bit, do you feel that Communism has in genera]
been sympathetic to the aims of your Union or that it could have no influence on the affairs of your Union or it has nothing whatever to do with
it? A. I don’t think it has any influence or domination on the Union.
Q. How do you mean that? You mean the fact that these people
were Communists, as far as you know, has meant absolutely nothing in
your conduct as union members? Is that what you suggest? A. That
is right.
A.
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Q. You were not at all impressed with the testimony of Professor
Rostow in this matter then, were you? A. I heard his testimony, and
I can’t agree with everything that he says on it.
A. In fact, I haven’t had time to digest the whole
Q. I realize
—

thing.

Q. As to the resolutions or the contributions take what the CIO
report said. You feel all those things were irrelevant to what your
Union has done in the past? A. Yes.
Q. Would you say it is possible for a group within a union to pervert
the purposes of the Union in some way; that is, by getting them to take
stands, enter political contests, and so forth. Not that it happened, but
could it happen that a union could be used for financial gain, propaganda,
and so forth? A. I assume it could if the membership would allow it to.
I think anything is possible.
Q. But at the present time you don’t feel that has ever happened
within the Fur and Leather Workers Union? A. That is correct. I
know it hasn’t.
Q. Would it be a fair statement of your present position to say you
would vote to exclude Communists or alleged Communists only in so
far as their presence within the Union makes it difficult for your Union

to receive the privileges of various federal and/or state laws? A. Well,
if the law as it is now in effect or any law as it is now in effect would make
it difficult or illegal or whatever to operate the Union, I certainly would.
Q. And your answer to my question is pretty much “Yes,” is it? I
don’t want to assume it is if it isn’t. A. Yes, that is right. If it is
illegal.

Q. If it were not for the Brownell-Butler Law, let us say, there would
be no reason why Gold should cease to be president of your Union? A.
That is correct. I should say that is correct.
Q. You have never up to this moment felt there was any improper
Communist domination or Communist domination either one? A.
That is correct.
Q. In such a way that you felt as an individual antagonistic to it'
A. That is correct.
Q. [By Sen. Powers.] You testified, Mr. Piokman, that Mr. Gold
resigned as a result of some stigma attached to Gold, allegedly or otherwise, to Mr. Gold or the Union? Is that not so? A. He said he resigned because of the difficulties that would come with the enactment of
the new Brownell-Butler Bill.
Q. In your opinion is the

stigma, so called, justified? A. Well, I
don’t think that the stigma, so called, was justified, because in my opinion, as I said, I don’t think there was any domination or influence.
Q. So your opinion as a responsible International labor leader representing approximately 10,000 people in Massachusetts, in your opinion
it is perfectly all right to have a cell of admitted Communists at the
head of your International? A. I didn’t say that.
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Q. You see absolutely nothing wrong with it? Will you please state
what you meant? A. I said it would be best, because of the stigma
that was there on the Union, it would be best that we didn’t have some
one who would stigmatize the Union.
Q. You say in your opinion it would be best that he resign because of
the stigma? A. That is right.
Q. lam going to ask you the direct question: Do you believe that a
president of your International should have any Communist leanings
whatsoever? A. No, I don’t think he should.
Q. [By Mr. Bbesnahan.] May I ask you, do you realize the plenary
powers of the International President under your Constitution? Do
you know what his rights are? A. I think I do.
Q. Let me tell them to you. A. Yes, why don’t you?
[Me. Bbesnahan.]

“He shall have the power and duty to attend and preside at all
sessions of the Executive Board.
“To convene regular and special meetings of the International
Executive Board whenever necessary, or when requested by a majority of the members of the International Executive Board. . . .
“Have full power between sessions of the International Executive
Board to direct the affairs of the International Union, subject to the
approval of the International Executive Board.
“To visit, inspect, examine and investigate the office and affair's
of any Local Union, Joint Board, Joint Council or District Council
in person or by an International representative or organizer designated by him, with power to require the delivery and to take possession of any and all books, records or documents.
”

Do you think the man who has that authority should be a member of
the Communist Party? A. No, I don’t.
Q. You think if a man is a member of the Communist Party he should
not have the power in your Union, one person, to visit, inspect, and examine the office affairs of any local Union, Joint Board Council or District Council in person or by an International representative designated
with power to take possession of any and all books, records and documents. Do you think a Communist would be a proper person to be President of your International Union? A. No, I don’t.
Q. Do you think a person who has availed himself of the Fifth Amendment would be a proper person, on the matter of Communism, would be
a proper person to be the President of your Union? A. That lam not
sure, because as far as anybody availing himself of the Fifth Amendment, he has not been found guilty, and, therefore, I can’t, to my mind,
convict him.
Q. So far as you are concerned, you who have been the District One
leader of 10,000 people in Massachusetts, unless a man is convicted and
avails himself of the Fifth Amendment, as far as you are concerned, it is
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all right for him to continue to be the President of the International
Union? A. That is right.
Sen. Powers. Mr. Chairman.
The Chairman. Senator Powers,
Q. [By Sen. Powers.] I only have a couple of more questions, Mr.
Pickman. Do you agree with the Congress of the United States and the
President of these United States and several Legislatures, including
Massachusetts, who stated that the Communist Party was designed for
the forceful and advocating actively the forceful
overthrow of this
government by force and violence? A. Do I agree? Yes, I do.
Q. You have no reservation. You actually agree with that in substance? A. Yes, I do.
Q. Do you know what your President Ben Gold said when he resigned? Did you read his resignation? A. Yes, I did.
Q. May I recall to your memory, “Neither I nor the Communist
Party ever believed in the overthrow of any elected government by force
and violence.” That is what Ben Gold said at his resignation. You are
in complete disagreement with Ben Gold? A. On the question of Communism.
Q. On the question of the objectives of the Communist Party a'side
from their godless philosophy. Let’s just talk about the philosophy of
the forceful overthrow of the government. A. Right.
Q. In other words, you and Gold are in complete disagreement with
the objectives of the Communist Party? A. Yes, I am.
Q. You believe that the Communist Party, what the President of the
United States and the several Legislatures in outlawing it have said. It
is the considered opinion of the lawmakers that they are designed to do
that? A. Yes, I do.
Q. Despite the fact Ben Gold says otherwise? A. Yes, I do.
Q. Yes, Mr. Pickman, knowing what you know relative to the desires
of the Communist Party, you did not think it was important enough to
make inquiries as to the background of a man who was going to take
over the leadership of your Union, one Abe Feinglass, who from the
records ran as a Communist member of the party in the. district in Illinois
for the state Senate? A. I didn’t support Abe Feinglass.
Q. But you did not make any inquiries about him? A. No, I didn’t.

Mr. Donahue.

Q. [By Mr. Bresnahan.] You are not a member of the Communist
Party? A. I certainly am not.
Q. Have you ever been a member? A. No, I have not.
Q. Have you ever thought you might be? A. I have not thought I
ever might be and have no inclination to have such a hideous thought,
sir.

Q. To

you

Communism is hideous? A. I should say so.
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Q. Do you believe that Communism is active in a conspiracy to overthrow the govermnent of the United States? A. I understand, sir, from
the best source of authority that is available to me that that is what it
is, it is a conspiracy to overthrow the United States government.
Q. And has that been your considered, matured opinion over a considerable period of years? A. Well, sir, I have had great resentment and
objection to the philosophy of Communism since I was old enough to
comprehend what Communism was. However, the question of
Q. If that is so, then you have had that considered opinion for more
than six or seven years, the time in which you have been a member of
the International Executive Board and an officer in the Local and an
organizer? A. I was attempting to say, sir, the question of diabolical
conspiracy or the conspiracy to overthrow the United States government
has come perhaps in the same manner that it has come to most of us
people, through the legislation and the laws and the people that make
them and the people that are in a position to examine and know that
particular pattern or situation.
Q. When you refer to those, the laws, that includes the Smith Act,
which makes it a crime to be a member of a conspiracy to overthrow the
government of the United States? A. When you mention a specific
law, sir, or the specific law, believe me, that part of any law that has to
do with the conspiracy, I have no quarrel with.
Q. Well, as a person who for more than six or seven years has been
cognizant of the hideousness, to use your expression, of the Communist
Party, have you voted for every resolution which was introduced during
that time at Biennial Conventions that were consistent with the Communist Party line? A. I haven’t been always a delegate to the Biennial
Conventions with the power of vote, sir, and the question in my earlier
am
experience in regard to the party line or the Communist Party line, I
that
was,
of
what
that
not too sure that, since I had little or no knowledge
it may be I wouldn’t have recognized it, if such were the truth or the
Q.

Well, do I understand all the time

you have been a member of

the Board you recognized the Communist Party as a hideous creature?
Rep. Randall. I don’t think that is what he said.
Mr. Bresnahan. He said since the time he was old enough
Long
The Witness. Let me go further, sir, if it will clear the point.
considered
I
1941,
which
was
in
before I rvas connected with this Union,
I "as
that the Communist philosophy was certainly not anything that
of.
.
approved
interested in or
the Communist
believe
that
you
Do
Bresnahan.]
Mr.
[By
Q.
Party advocated the overthrow of this government by force and arms.
A. Would you repeat the question, sir?
Party advocated the
Q. Has it been your belief that the Communist
arms? A. I
overthrow of the United States government by force and
that
have
determined
government
believe, sir, that the proper agencies of
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and that it is, in fact, a law and considered to be the truth, and I accept
that. It is certainly my belief, too.
Q. Did you vote at the Biennial Convention last May? A. No, I
did not, sir.
Q. Did you know that Ben Gold announced his resignation from the
Communist Party for the reasons assigned by him as published in the
“Fur and Leather Worker” which contained these statements:
“As a member of the Communist Party for thirty years, I found
the thinking of the members of the Communist Party, its program
and activities determined by one and only one burning desire, to serve
the best interests of labor and the people, to end the cruel exploitation
of the working people, racial hatred and bigotry and build up an
economically pure, free and peaceful America.”
Did you know that was part of his statement when he resigned from the
Communist Party? A. I have knowledge that he made that statement,
sir. I think I read it and lam sure I have heard it mentioned.
Q. Do you know when he resigned from the Party there was published
this statement in your “Fur and Leather Worker” in which he said,
“I have resigned from the Communist Party, but I do not give up my
belief in true democracy.” Did you know that? A. Yes, I would say
that I was aware of it.

Q. And at the same time it was your conviction the Communist Party
was a conspiracy designed to overthrow the United States government?
A. I believe that, sir.
Q. Let me read you this, as published in the May, 1954, “Fur and
Leather Worker.” Did you say this concerning Ben Gold:
“Let these hands of mine assist you, President Gold, in tearing
down and destroying the barriers of intolerance, hate and misunderstanding that divide, and let these eyes of mine see, as do yours, the
beauty which you so describe. Let my voice forever speak out
without fear against the intolerance, the hate and misunderstanding
that divide people. Let my heart know the warmth. . . And I
say in conclusion to Ben Gold as President of the International
Fur and Leather Workers Union and to Ben Gold, my fellowman,
better life and a better world for your people.”
.

v

Did

that as it is quoted? A. Yes, I did, sir.
Did
you
vote for the retention of Ben Gold when he resigned within
Q.
a matter of weeks ago at White Lake Lodge? A. No, I did not, sir.
Q. What vote did you give on his resignation? A. I voted for acceptance of his resignation, sir.
Q. Did you have any vote at the last Convention? A. No, I did
not have a vote at the Convention. I was not a delegate, sir.
Q. As a member of the International Board did you approve the
resolution to give full financial and moral support to Ben Gold? And
you say
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I show you the resolution as passed [indicating], A. Is that a Convention resolution?
Q. That is the proceedings of the 20th Biennial Convention. A.
Well, as I have previously stated, sir, I was not a delegate to the Convention, and I had no vote in accepting or rejecting that particular resolution.

Q. That resolution was prepared and presented and acted upon in
December of 1953 by the International Executive Board, wasn’t it?
A. I don’t recall that it was presented to the Executive Board. I
don’t say that it wasn’t.
Q. We have received information that at a meeting in December of
1953 in New York this resolution was discussed and proposed. Does
that refresh your recollection any? A. In a meeting in December?
Q. Of the International Executive Board. A. In New York?
Q. And the International Executive Board in New York recommended
such a resolution.
[Witness confers with counsel

Q. After conferring with Attorney Cohen, sir, I understand that the
International Executive Board did have a resolution in December, However, the resolution as presented to the convention in May may have had
the same tenure but was not the same resolution.
Then, as a member of the InternationalExecutive Board last December,
did you vote to recommend the passage of a resolution giving full financial, moral and organizational support to Ben Gold? A. I don’t
recall, sir, the exact wording of the resolution in December. However,
if there was a resolution in December before the International Executive
Board calling for the support of Gold in his trial or his attempt to vindicate himself in the court, I think it may well be the International Executive Board supported Gold in his efforts to receive due process of law.
Q. Did you vote for that as an International Board representative?
A. I can’t recall that I did or I didn’t, but it would be safe to assume
that if there was a resolution on Gold in December of the year you mention, that

I did vote in favor of it.

Q. Well,

the Secretary of the District, do you recall that was taken
adopted by the International was taken up by the
District early in the year 1954? A. I recall, sir, that the matter of
Gold’s trial and support of the trial by the Union was a matter taken up
by the Conference in New England.
Q. And did it receive the approval of the District Board of which
you are the Secretary? A. The District Board of which I am the
Secretary, sir, is not in any way
well, how should I word it they
have no authority, that is, in setting up or endorsing or proposing anything before the Conference. However, as a member of the Union and
in attendance at the Conference, I recall that the resolution was proposed and did pass the Conference.
as

up, the resolution as
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Q. At the meeting two weeks ago, or within the past fortnight, did
you vote for Abe Feinglass to be the new President of the International
Fur and Leather Workers Union? A. Yes, I did, sir.
Q. Had you made some inquiries as to any past Communist affiliation of Abe Feinglass? A. Well, in answer to that question, sir, when
we went to the International Executive Board, of course, it was with
the problem confronting the Union, the question of Gold on all things
that reflected on the Union and the Union membership, and there was
considerable discussion during the week as to the qualifications of various
officers of the International to succeed Gold.

Q. Was there discussion during the week of the past Communist
affiliations of Abe Feinglass before the vote was taken? A. The only
thing that I recall in that respect, sir and I wish to emphasize I don’t
know whether any one else got the same impression or heard the same
things that I heard however, it was my understanding during the
week of the International Executive Board meeting in New York that
Feinglass was not a member of the Communist Party.
Q. Was there discussion as to whether or not he was or ever had been
a member of the Communist Party? A. During the Executive Board
sessions I don’t recall that there

was,

sir.

None at all? A. Not that I recall
Q. Do you want to leave it with this Commission that in the days
before the actual election at meetings the matter of whether or not
Feinglass had ever been a member of the Communist Party was never
brought up or discussed? A. Well, I could answer honestly
Q. I wish you would. A. I intend to, sir. I can answer honestly
and clearly that in my presence there wasn’t such a discussion relative
to whatever occurred in his past life.
Q. Now, Mr. Donahue, your Union, to your knowledge, was accused
way back in 1949 by the CIO of being Communist-dominated? A. I
recall that, sir.
Q. Do you recall there was great discussion at the time as to whether
Q.

or not

you

would withdraw from the CIO?

A. Yes, there was.

Q. In the 1950 convention the discussion of Communism was one of
the highlights of your Convention, wasn’t it, the 1950 convention which
was held in Atlantic City? A. G uld I have that question again?
[The question is read

A.

I don’t recall, sir, that the question of Communism
a

the Union or

during

was ever a

conventions.

i

principal question of discussion

The question of our affiliation with the CIO and the question of the
indictment by CIO executives certainly was. But I don’t recall if we
ever had discussions of the question of Communism itself.
Q. At that time your Vice-President, Irving Potash, had been convicted, hadn’t he, as one of the leading Communists? A. Yes, I think
that is correct.
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Q. And do you feel that the United States government prosecuted
him unfairly? A. No, I don’t think so.
Q. You think that he got a fair trial? A. Well, he certainly got due
process of law, and I don’t think that anywhere in the world there is a
fairer judicial system.
Q. Do you think any one that had due process of law and was properly convicted under the Smith Act of being in a conspiracy to overthrow
the government of the United States was a proper person to continue as
Vice-President of the International Fur and Leather Workers Union?
A. No, I don’t think that a person so convicted should be continued as
a Vice-President of the International Union, and to my knowledge, I
didn’t think that that happened.
Q. Now, let me read what you said in 1952 at the Biennial Convention, two years after he was convicted and while he was still in jail in
Chicago, Illinois. See if I quote you right:
“Irving Potash you continue to lead us, too (applause) take
inspiration from our Convention over the miles and let it penetrate
the concrete and steel that bind you and lift your spirit to a place in
the sun to the highest esteem in which we hold you.”
Is that your opinion of an International Vice-President of your Union
who has been properly convicted of being a part of a conspiracy to overthrow' the government of the United States?
Sen. Pow'ers. By force and violence

Q. By force and arms that he should take inspiration of your
contention two years later and “let it penetrate the concrete and steel
that binds you and lift your spirit to a place in the sun to the highest
esteem in which we hold you.” Was that your matured conviction two
years later, while a man has been in jail for two years? A. I recall, sir,
that Irving Potash as a Vice-President and an International Executive
Board member of our Union, the International Fur and Leather Workers
Union, made very outstanding contributions to both the Union, the
State of New York and, at one time, the government itself. And in mentioning those things, or those inspirational things he had done while a
member of the Union, and knowing that there was nothing in the Convention of the Union that w'ould be dishonorable, certainly, in my opinion, it
did no harm to mention the contributions, the commendable things. And
even to him if he was paying his price or the price of his crime to society,
that if he could emerge and take inspiration from the Union, that he
might well profit by that statement.
Q. Do you believe that a member of the Communist Party should be
the President of your International Union? A. No, Ido not.
Sen. Powers. Or an inspiration.
Q. [By Mr. Bresnahan.] Do you believe wdien you vote for any one
to be President, as representative of a great number of people, including
10,000 in Massachusetts, you should investigate the past Communistic
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activity of the President? A. I think, sir, that the question of the International President, his conduct, is a very important factor in whether or
not he should be elected to the Presidency of the International
Union.

Q. Is it of such import that you should make an investigation of him,
yourself, as to whether or not he has any Communistic affiliations
before you vote for him as President? A. It is, in my opinion, important
enough, sir, that I should be aware of whatever it is possible for me to be
aware of and at the same time knowing I have no right in any way to
abrogate the law or to carry on an investigation which I would not have
the right or, under the law, would have no right to conduct by myself or
say

on

my

own.

Q. What investigation or inquiry did you make as to the Communistic
background of Abe Feinglass when you voted for him as President within
a fortnight? A. I have no knowledge, sir, regarding Feinglass’ past
affiliations or conduct. I didn’t have any knowledge of his political associations.

Q. I didn’t ask you that. I asked what investigation or inquiry did
you make prior to voting for him two weeks ago Thursday. A. Well, I
can only say that, personally, I didn’t make an extensive searching investigation.

Q. What investigation did you make, if any, searching or non-searchI made only the personal contact that it was possible for me

ing? A.
to make.

Q. With whom? A. Well, as many people as I came in contact with,
people in the Union who were present for the same purpose I was.
Q. Did you read his testimony given before the Un-American Activities Committee on April 29, 1954? A. No, I did not, sir.
Q. On April 29, 1954, were you attending a convention or a meeting of the Internationa] Executive Board in New York when he testified
in Washington? A. In April of 1954 more than likely I was. I was
a member of the International Executive Board.

Q. Then do you want to tell this Commission that you didn’t inquire
when he came back, learn from any members of the Board or from reading
later of the report itself, what he testified to? A. Mr. Bresnahan, until
this day I had no knowledge that Feinglass was either present or absent.
I didn’t know until now that he was absent for that meeting or for what
the reasons were.

Q. [By Sen. Powers.] If I recall, you said you believed Communism
hideous, objectionable, resentful, diabolical and conspiratorial.
These are the adjectives you have used. Now, in view of everything that
happened to Ben Gold, wherein, according to you, because his known
Communist leanings had a reflection on the Union members, that it was
you as a rea problem confronting your Union I am quoting you
sponsible leader representing 10,000 members in Massachusetts, did you
to be

—■

believe

you

had both

a

moral and legal obligation on the part of these
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10,000 people to make a thorough and searching investigation of the man
who was going to succeed President Ben Gold? A. I certainly did have
a moral obligation to do whatever it was within my power to do, sir.
I knew on leaving here to attend the International Executive Board that
perhaps the probing and the examination of our Union had disclosed
that there may have been a cancerous condition that should be some
way and some how eliminated. And approaching the problem, sir, we
found that it was a major operation and that during that week of the
International Board we tried in every way that we possibly could to take
some corrective measures, and that in this first instance of that approach,
that perhaps we have not completely or successfully removed or, if you
please, entirely eliminated it. However, I think that it is of such a nature and such a delicate thing that we also had in mind that there was
Q. What is so delicate about tills thing called Communism? A. That
is not delicate, sir. I don’t refer to that particular thing as being delicate,
but we were involved in managing and administering to an organization
of 100,000 people, and we were concerned with the possible destruction
of that organization in our efforts to perhaps do what was important for
us to do and, obviously, necessary for us to do.
Q. But despite that cancerous condition you spoke of, of the patient,
you were willing to let the patient die and do nothing about it? A. Sir,
my diagnosis was we didn’t want that to happen.
Q. What else has happened? A. And since it was not possible in the
opinion of some to entirely remove it perhaps a second operation might
result in accomplishing what we were unable to accomplish.
Q. What were you trying to accomplish? A. We were trying to eliminate from the organization that element of disturbance, that element
which tended to create disruption and criticism within our organization.
Q. What did you do? A. Well, first, sir, we did get Gold’s resignation. That we did. And the second part of it
Q. So you put his alter ego in instead? You transferred one evil for
another? A. Well, I would rather think, or I had hoped, rather, that
it wasn’t quite that bad. The only description I can give of it is this,
that there was a great determination there, particularly by New England
representatives of the Union and in the elements, that element within
the Union that is known as the right wing element, the people who have,
as long as the organization has existed, openly professed their dislike for
Communism and Communist theory.
Sen. Powers. I want to believe you, but reading some of your speeches
you voted for him
for Ben Gold, Potash, Myer Klig and Feinglass
I am wondering what you did to eliminate this, what you did to help
the 10,000 workers in Massachusetts from getting rid of these things
that you adequately described as being hideous.
Mr. Bresnahan. And now cancerous.
Sen. Powers. That is on the top of the list
The Witness. Thank vou, very much.
—•
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I feel exactly as I have described this situation, and, unfortunately
for us, it wasn’t wholly our making that this situation developed within
the Union.
Q. 'Will you explain “unfortunately for us, it was not our making”?
What do you mean “unfortunately” and “not your making”? A. I
say unfortunately for us, for this organization, that over a long period of
time, the organization as it stood, and perhaps materially in some instances still stands, there was no means or methods, or ways for us until
recently to grasp or to even attempt to eliminate this which has become
such a tremendous
Q. I’m sorry. Let me ask this question. Would it be necessary for
you, in order to maintain your status quo to remain in good standing with
the International office? A. Would it
excuse me, sir.
Q. Would it be necessary for you, in order to maintain your status
quo, to remain in good standing with the International office? A. I
think that the question of my status quo would depend on my conduct
in the District more than it would in the International.
Q. Could you afford to fight the International and still stay on as an
International organizer whose appointment rests with those who head up
the International, namely, the President of your International? Could
Michael Donahue afford to fight them and still remain an International
organizer? A. To fight them on the principle
Q. Of Communism. A. That is one thing. To fight them on the
principle of trade union policy is impossible.
Q. Let’s talk about the thing of Communism. That was outlawed
in the Commonwealth of which you are a citizen on November 17, 1951.
I think we have made it clear to you in the executive session we are not
interested in the trade union movement as such. We want to see a
healthy trade union movement here in Massachusetts and all over the
country. We are interested in this thing you described as cancerous in
the trade union, that is destroying the trade union movement in this
Commonwealth and this world because certain people, in my opinion,
have been playing footsie in order to maintain their status quo. And that
is what I want to determine from you right now and give you an opportunity to answer away, Mr. Donahue. A. Perhaps in answering this I
can only describe it in this way. In order to retain the status quo, in
order to live until such time as you have the strength to fight a thing you
didn’t know how or where nor did you have the backing, even if you
resented or rejected it, that you could not accuse or attack without facts
and without knowledge of what you were talking about.
Q. All right, we will stop there. What did you do to determine whether
there were facts or not in the question of voting for Abe Feinglass? What
did you, as a responsible labor leader, responsible to 10,000 Massachusetts men and women, what did you do? In view of the light of circumstances that you said, and I quote what you said was the problem
confronting your Union and having a reflection on the Union member-

HOUSE

70

No. 3080.

[July

ship, what did you do? A. I went to White Lake and I associated with
the delegates and members of the International Executive Board, and
we successfully brought about the resignation of Ben Gold as the President. We work very diligently for the election of Sam Mindel. I think
his name has been mentioned here.
Q. That is right. A. It was our opinion that Sam Mindel would
give a better would be a better choice for the International Presidency.

Q. What you want to say is, he was free, as far as you are concerne
any alleged taint?
A. Yes.
Q. All right. A. As history more or less tells, we were not sncce
ful in following through on our endeavor or proposal.
Q. So what did you do when it came to the question of Feiiq
You voted for him? A. Yes, I did. I testified I did vote for him.
Q. And you voted for him without any searching or thorough investigation. You didn’t take the trouble, representing as you did, the wishes
of 10,000people w ho now find themselves associated with an International
from

r

that has been kicked around the lot as a result of the Communism it is
alleged or otherwise of an Irving Potash, of a Myer Klig, or a Ben Gold,
and despite all of that that happened, you as a responsible delegate,
casting a vote, a franchise of 10,000 people in the Commonwealth of
Massachusetts, you did absolutely no searching job and no thorough
investigation. You just went alon£ and voted for him. Is that carrying
out your moral and your legal obligi tion of those 10,000 people? A. My
legal and moral obligation to tho se 10,000, sir, besides doing what I
explained as a very necessary thing
Q. You are not going to explain it away as easily as that. I want you
to answer the question. A. lam attempting to explain, sir, my reason
for voting for Feinglass.
Q. lam asking what you did. If you want to say “I did nothing,”
that is all right. But I want to see what you did do to determine, as a
representative of 10,000 people in this Commonwealth, what they were
getting as the President of the International, and I think, Mr. Chairman,
we are entitled to that kind of an answer. I haven’t spent seven days
on all this trying to clean out something that should be cleaned out
A. Well, respectfully, sir, I think we are attempting to do just
that.

Q. Well, will you tell me what you did? You said O’Keefe voted

He must have had some information. You had two
other delegates. You had Pickman abstaining because he thought his
abstention was a vote against it. But we have one delegate and you
voted for him, the most notorious Communist in the Chicago area, and
he is going to dictate the policies of the people of this Commonwealth.
Well, if he is, God help the three and half million people in Massachusetts.
Feinglass is not going to dictate to the people of New England. A.
When I voted for Feinglass, in the last analysis, I was not voting for
against Feinglass.
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Feinglass as such; I was voting for the unity of the Union. If Mindel,
who was our choice, had run, and realizing
Q. You have explained Mindel. lam not questioning you on Mindel.
He was not selected. You were with him. He didn’t want the job. I want
to know what you did in reporting back to the people in Massachusetts.
Come as you would into the Court of Equity and tell us, “I voted for him
because I made a clean investigation of him and I recommend him.”
Did you make an investigation knowing that this whole thing that has
been tainting your Union is Communism? 'What did you do? A. Well,
I did perhaps very little, sir.
Sen. Powers. That is all. Absolutely no questions.
Mr. Beesnahan. I have no further question;
The Chairman. Any further questions? We will excuse the witness.
Will you call the next witness?
Mr. Bresnahan. I would like Mr. O’Neil,

Rank

and

File Attitudes.

It is clear that the top leadership of the IFLWU under
Mr. Gold was Communist-dominated; and it is clear that
for whatever reasons
certain key union figures at the
were
prepared to sustain this leaderand
level
regional
local
ship although not themselves members of the Communist
Party. But these facts do not in themselves explain why
Communist leadership could persist and that certain
Communist policies could be implemented through the
IFLWU. After all, Local 21 was a democratic organization.
Its rank and file member could vote for their officers; they
could find out what resolutions were passed at the biennial
conventions and had the possibility of supporting or opposing those resolutions; they could find out for what
purposes their funds were being used and they had the
possibility of expressing their views on these matters if they
chose. One of the most striking and worrying facts about
the story of Local 21 is that the average meeting of an organization embracing some 3,600 American citizens was
attended by some 50-75 members; and this minority,
representing a few per cent of the membership, acted in the
name of all.

It is truth which cannot be too often restated that democratic institutions only work well when the individual citizen
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takes responsibility. The members of Local 21 for many
years did not assert their prerogatives, did not assume their
full responsibilities. This Commission sought to find out
why. The following testimony reflects the mixture of hopelessness in the face of an entrenched leadership, ignorance,
fear, apathy and indifference which appears to account for
this troubling phenomenon.
Mr. Silk

t

Q. Now, Mr. Silk, you testified out of a total membership of 3,500
approximately 50, or IYi per cent, of the members showed up at regularly constituted notified meetings?
A. That is right.
Q. That is substantially correct. Now, of those 50, Mr. Silk, are you
in a position to recall as to the percentage of the 50 that you might have
had either conversations with or that you might have had suspicions of
leanings to the left? What percentage of that 50 that attended meetings
are you in a position to tell the Commission? A. They always tried to
have the majority of the meeting on their side. If you go out to investigate the majority of the leather workers, if you asked them to attend a meeting, they would say, “What is the sense? If we tried to do
anything down there, you know what would be done. There is a certain
group that dominates the local. And to us it is so disgusting that we
don’t want to have anything to do with it.” That is the attitude of the
majority of the leather workers. I am sorry to say that it is the wrong
attitude, but that is the attitude.
Q. When did you first become a member of the Leather Workers
Division of the International Fur nd Leather Workers Union? A. I
can’t

give

the date.

Q. The year would be all I require. A. Well, 1943, I should think.
That happened in 1937 we became affiliated with the Fur Workers.
Q. Has that been the usual percentage of attendance at Union meetings? A. At that time when we were first affiliated there was good
strong meetings, and there was a group of men that tried to organize the
group to break away from the Fur Workers, and they were almost successful. The Army ■ I guess that happened in 1943 ■ the Army finally
had to step in. The war was on at the time. The Army had to step in
and settle the disputes in the leather industry, and the Fur Workers won
out in court on that decision. And those men were classed as Union
splitters, and you might come across some pamphlets referring to them
as yellow bookers.
Q. My question is not an indictment of the entire Union. That is
their business. But I am trying to bring out if I can and if it is so, of
that 50 did it appear to you that those who had apparently made the
charges that had allegedly been made, that of that percentage of the 50,
—

—

J
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would you be able to state what that percentage might have been of
those who in your opinion were attempting to take over the Union?
Were they the same people who went? What was the number of the
50? Did they always have control of the 50? A. That 50 or 75 always
attended the meetings and were willing to go along with the movement.
If anybody, any members, showed any opposition, they would be on
unfriendly terms with the officers. They would discuss you. In other
words, you wouldn’t be greeted too friendly if you weren’t in their line.
Rep. Randall. Mr. Chairman.
The Chairman. Rep. Randall.
Q. [By Rep. Randall.] Before you were elected President of the
Union did you used to go to Union meetings? A. I did, sir.
Q. You used to go since 1933? A. Yes.
Q. Now, who first talked to you about becoming President of the
Union? A. Richard B. O’Keefe.
Q. When did you talk to him about it? A. 1946,
Q. 1946? A. That is right.
Q. Who was the President before you were? A. Leslie Bagnell

Mr. Driscoll.

Q. [By Rep. Newman.] I think it is very difficult for a person who is
very much aware of this problem to understand what the feeling is about
a large group of people like these 10,000 people in Massachusetts, relative
to such Communist domination as we have been seeing in the operation

of this International Union. What would you say was the attitude of the
average rank and file member relative to the whole problem, you yourself, before you waked up? A. As of now?
Q. That is right. Start in about the time you began to get 'worried
about it. A. Well, I think the thing, the general feeling, is one disassociation with the International. It was one of disassociation. I
don’t think the average member connected himself with the International except though his high officers, over which he had no control.
The policies and so forth as far as trade unionism were concerned, were
acceptable to him, and other than that they had no thoughts, no concern. They were not aware of the problem, such as I was not.
Q. State the time were you a member of the Union at the time
the CIO
A. 1950, yes.
Now, at that time what would you say the reaction of the
Yes.
Q.
average member of the Union of yours would be to that occurrence?
A. I would say there was no reaction. In fact, some of our friends
were discussing that the other night, and one went so far as to bet some
of the Union members think we are still members of the CIO. It was
played down. There was no reaction that I seen at that time, no reaction.
Q. Take another case. I suppose most of your members would have
seen in the papers that Ben Gold had been indicted, was being tried.
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This was a case before the court of this country? A. Yes. It had a nice
play in the papers, very prominent.
Q. What does the average member say when he sees that? A. I
think when he sees it, and thanks to that campaign and this Committee,
I think there are senses awakening to the danger and to the problem. He
still has to be careful and every one has to be careful that the leather
worker himself is not hurt in trying to alleviate this problem. I think
that is paramount in everybody’s mind. I think the feeling is to tear
away from the Fur Workers, but they were clever enough to tie us up
in that Constitution and that contract which strips us of everything and
it is very hard, very difficult. It is a very tough problem as of this minute.
The problem starts as of this minute, since we feel the leather worker is
waking up. What are we going to do? Where are we going to go? That
is his problem.
Q. From what you see now, would you say this information was in
some way prevented from reaching you? You say it was played down.
By whom was it played down, the Educational Director? A. You take
the sources of information the average leather worker has. It just
wasn’t there. The findings and workings of this committee in the local
papers get a big play. At that time I don’t remember it in the papers.
I don’t know where it was. The Union paper is written at a pretty low
level, and I don’t know how many of them read it or look at it. And,
naturally, our Union paper, I don’t know if it was mentioned. I don’t
remember reading anything about it.
Q. I was going to ask you about that Union paper. Would the average Union member receive a copy of the paper routinely when he became
a member? A. A monthly paper, routinely, he is supposed to receive it,
yes.

Q. How about the International paper, the “Fur and Leather Worker
A. It is supposed to be routine ten times a year.
Q. And every member should be receiving it? A. Ye
Q. You have no idea how many actually read it? A. It would seem
very few. How anybody could read that last issue about Ben Gold, he
denounced everything there was to denounce. We had meetings here
where we get 75 or 100 men. We were doing good. At this last mass
we got approximately a thousand men. There are very encouraging
signs that the leather worker is waking up.
Q. Earlier today this question was asked of specific individuals as to
whether their fears for their own security in their job or their own status
quo, I think it was put, has prevented their taking action against what
A. There is no question about it.
they assume
Q. Do you think the average member has failed to see there is Communist domination, and if he has, it is because he doesn’t want to take
the risk of looking? A. I wouldn’t say that was true. They are all good
Americans in that Union and wffien they see the problem as it is, they
tackle it and throw it out

bodily.
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reason they haven’t seen it up to now is lack of

information, which is the cause of apathy, rather than an unwillingness
to face the facts?

A. That is right. They will face the facts when it
comes before them. As it is now, lam sure the leather worker will do a
right and good job.
Q. You will say categorically very few of you knew what was happening up to recent times, and, given the information, you will attempt
to take the Union back in your own control? A. I would rather say
they didn’t realize what was going on. They may have known it in that
sense, but didn’t realize.
Q. They knew the fact but didn’t realize the implication? A. Didn’t
realize that the primary purpose of their International was the furtherance of Communism and the secondary interest was for their benefit.
They didn’t realize. That is due to you gentlemen here.
Q. [By Mr. Bresnahan.] I want to say it is a fact the “Salem
Evening News” has been carrying a full, impartial account of the testimony of these hearings. A. Very good coverage, very impartial and
very complete.
Q. Do you feel such an account has been a matter of good trade union

education? A. Trade union education?
Q. Has it brought to the attention of the leather worker what is
going on? A. I think it has given him food for thought, and he is now
asking questions. His mind is running in that vein. What is going on?
Are we being took, or aren’t we being took?
Mr. Cashman. I want to say this for the record since it has not
previously come out. That during the course of the examination that
was held before the Sub-Commission on Labor and Industry, consisting
of Senator Powers as chairman and myself, we have heard on various
occasions from witnesses in executive session who expressed the thought
for the record that they were literally scared to death of what might
happen to them if they were brought into a public hearing and who, in
substantiation of these statements, indicated what had happened in the
past to various individuals wdio had found themselves in the position of
“informers,” in so far as the top Communist leaders of the Union was
concerned. And in defence too, and this is not an attempt to play cloak
and dagger; it is in the record sworn to by various individuals who came
before us, nor am I injecting into this hearing an aura of mystery, because
there it is. We determined that so long as there was a question at all in
the minds of these individuals who so testified that they were literally in
fear of their lives if they came forward, we determined that we would
not call them. And I think perhaps Senator Powers and I, who have
listened to you on other occasions, and I know I speak for myself, I am
certain I speak for the Senator, extend to you our deepest thanks and
congratulations for the forthright method and style in which you have
come forward, and I hope you have not in any way, shape or manner,
exposed yourself to the unfortunate situations that other individuals

76

HOUSE

No. 3080.

[July

thought they might be involved in if they were to come forward. And
although I certainly know that the only thing we are concerned with is
information with reference to Communism, we hope your example will
be set for others who have information which might be of value to the
Commonwealth of Massachusetts and to the Unions themselves, to rid
themselves of Communist domination.
The Chairman. Any further questions?
Mr. Bresnahan. I move the witness be excused, and I have one more
witness.

The Chairman. The witness is excused

Mr. William Coughlin
3 Aborn Street, Peabody.

Q. [By Mr. Bresnahan.] What position do you have, if any, in the
Fur and Leather Workers Union? A. At the present time I am the
shop steward in the factory wherein I work, Helburn-Thompson Company,
18 Goodhue Street, Salem, Mass.
Q, How long have you been a member of the Fur and Leather Workers

A.

Union?

A. Since 1946.

Q. Have you all the time been in Local 21? A. Yes
Q. Have you held office? A. Yes, I have.
Q. What office? A. A member of the Executive for three years.
Q. What years? A. ’4B, ’49 and ’5O.
Q. Were you a member of the Board when the CIO preferred charges?
I was.

Q. Were you

present at a meeting this week? A. I was. This past
mean?
Q. Last week, last Thursday. A. Ye
Q. What steps are the Union taking to rid themselves of Communist
infiltration or domination in any branch of the International?
A. Frankly, this is my opinion. I don’t think they are taking any steps
at all. As a matter of fact, I think they are pussy footing about the
whole business. You are talking about what the leadership is doing?
Q. What is the Local doing? A. The rank and file members of the
Union are up in arms, of course, about the exposds and Ben Gold being
tried, nothing but a series, since last February, of almost what you call
positive proofs, accusations and actual findings against Ben Gold. Then
these hearings here, plus the fact that a long history of the Communist
infiltration, and it is a matter for you people to decide it is dominated or
not, but in my mind it is and has been since 1942.
Q. Since 1950 until today, recently, what has been the average attendance at meetings of Local 21? A. The average attendance at meetings, unfortunately, has been very small. It is apathetic when you see
the number of people involved and the small number of people attending.
It is especially bad for anybody who has any idea to fight the policies of
week,

you
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the leaders of the Union as it pertains to the Communist movement because of the small numbers that were there.
Q. How many at the meeting last week? A. At the meeting last
week I would judge the Peabody High School holds better than 700,
I would say roughtly 500 or 550, some number in there, give or take 50.
Q. Were motions made designed to further the inquiry into Communism within the Union and to stamp out any? A. The meeting was
specifically called as a mass meeting at the Peabody High School wherein
they would discuss important matters. However, the flyer did not carry
the nature of the business. It just said “an important matter” or words
to that effect. So that you went there and you had no idea of what you
were going to be asked to act upon until they themselves announced it.
At that meeting, after a discussion on the case of Brother Driscoll, which
lasted for probably 30 minutes, it was decided to put aside the argument
on Brother Driscoll in favor of what certain people in the hall referred to
as “bread and butter” issues, things that were so important that Brother
Driscoll’s case should be laid aside. That procedure was adopted, that
they should lay aside any discussion on Driscoll.
There were many things to be decided. When we arrived at the meeting they read the minutes of the meeting. They didn’t have the record
book. Secretary of the meeting read it. So it would have been illegal.
After a lot of wrangling, it was decided to bring up the important things
they called the meeting for.
Czarnecki, who was acting in his position as Vice-President for O’Neil
who was sick, turned over the meeting to a report from O’Keefe on both
the White Lodge conference and the conference held in Boston last
Wednesday, at which time Brother O’Keefe spoke of his activity at White
Lake and also the result of a portion of the discussion that took place,
I believe, in the Hotel Bradford here. The sum and substance of the
whole thing was this: That they recommended the adoption of the following motions. Now, these words are not verbatim; they are just a general
idea. The recommendation that Brother O’Keefe had to carry back
from this District Conference was they would hold a District Conference
again in four weeks that would include all officers and all stewards, which
would be held, as he judged, four weeks from that last Saturday. Then
he spoke that they would try to hold a new convention, which he either
had his own idea or had been advised it would take at least an additional
six months, and they would attempt at this new convention to rewrite
that portion of the Constitution that deals with Communists. In other
words, he would put an amendment that would outlaw Communists from
holding office or having any position within the Union. This motion was
amended once and it was amended the second time. I can’t recall what
the first amendment to his resolution was, but the second amendment
was that they would call a new mass meeting within a week for the express purpose of discussing seceding from the Fur Workers. And the
maker of this amendment was asked if he didn’t think that possibly he
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would go along with two weeks rather than one and give them a little more

time, and he consented. This is the amendment. The second amendment
was the thing that passed. Therefore, it defeated the first amendment
plus the motion. At this point the meeting adjourned, but in the meantime many people discussed this problem. I say many. I would say five
or six. Most leather workers, myself included, have very little formal
education and many fear speaking before even a group of their own.
They will go one way or another with the opinions expressed by a half
dozen or a dozen people. And that is the sum and substance of what took
place at that meeting.
Q. Is there, Mr. Coughlin, a lively interest within the Union that
there be no Communism dominating or infiltrating the Union? A. I
think the only thing I can tell you is that I, in whatever capacity I have
been since I have been conscious of the plot that is Communism, have
done whatever I possibly could.
Q. Is that true over the years? A. I believe it is true from the first
time I was conscious of this.
Q. How long have you been conscious there was Communist influences within the Union? A. I believe that the I believe that we were
conscious, that is, certain people were, back in 1939 at the time of this
amalgamation, because I was at that time probably 22 years old, and I
can definitely remember much talk around in the shop where I worked
about voting. We were going to have a vote on this amalgamation. We
were being consumed by a group of Reds in New York, and Ben Gold
at the time and many of the present District Directors were among the
group that controlled it then and are still controlling it now. That talk
was prevalent in 1939, and I say I was at least a little conscious but
never too much about it until 1941. And I tell you the big thing that
made me, that awakened me, would be this stand that the Communists
took at the time when the United States was a neutral, when we had
America First and as they called it “Bundles for Britain,” and when one
was pro and the other one was con, and the Communist element within
the Union was with the America First group. They stayed steadfastly
until June, 1941, at which time Hitler invaded Russia and automatically
the policy and theories of the left wing within our Union swung the
other way. It took the point from it being an imperial war to people’s
war, a war for democracy. The only point was Russia was invaded by
Germany.

From that point on there is nobody that would be conscious and be
within a labor movement, especially within a Union such as this, where
you had a little advice, at least in 1939, that would sock you in the
kisser, that here, this is where the people are leading, this is what they
want.

However, at that time, in 1941, there was, as has been stated here, a
right and left-wing element within the Union and the right-wing element
controlled the Local. The right-wing element controlled Local 21 and
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this right-wing element continued in force in 1942. From 1939 to 1942,

at the time of the amalgamation, which was later judged in the court
case to be illegal, but the judge ruled you had been living under it so
long, you can continue. The time to test the legality was at the time.
That is the impression I got. I don’t know that it is the actual language
of the judge.
This had taken us to 1942. From 1939 to 1942 there was a great wave
of organization within the Leather Workers of the country. By the
convention in Detroit in 1942, the people from New York actually had
control of the Union, and from that time on, to the best of my knowledge,
they have maintained control through convention in setting plans and
policies.

From 1939 to 1942 was kind of slow, piecemeal going. In 1942 they
changed the Constitution wherein many of these right-wingers within
Local 21 thought they had stripped us of all semblance of autonomy.
They inserted in there they owned every piece of stationery, furniture,
the treasury. They owned everything in their Constitution. Now, lam
not a lawyer, but these are the things, the background on this particular
case. As a result of that, a group within the Local, that was too much
for them to take, and here is where we come to the word “splitter,”
which is the big fear of the Leather Workers, which is the taboo these
people hang on, they are splitters. Many of the present office holders
today were among that group of splitters. I, fortunately or unfortunately,
was not there. I was in the Army by the time this split took place. The
split took place
Gold, as per the Constitution, came and took
he
threw these present officers out. He sent in his own. The other boys, of
course, countered with a counter organization. The Fur Workers were
at the time in the good graces of the CIO so there was no place for the
right-wingers to go but to appeal to the AFL. They went to the AFL.
The resultant struggle for a year
I don’t know how long it lasted
entrenched the Fur Workers very deep. At the time there are scars
that were left by decision and judgment against peaceful Leather Workers.
I heard somebody speak a few minutes ago about fear. There were
judgments at that time leveled at Leather Workers that were almost unbelievable. Certain individuals even had to go so far as to the National
Labor Relations Board and have unfair labor practices adjudged against
the Union in order to get a job. So if there is any fear, that is the background of it.
As the result of this, the right-wingers lost. They were all finished.
I have heard the figure referred to as 700 or 800 people were stripped of
all rights in the Union as far as election and participating and discussions
on the floor, and so forth. And from there on, and, by the way, at that
time or shortly thereafter Gold appointed all of these officers, and they
took over, and that killed it dead. And these people have been in control, to the best of my knowledge, ever since except in a couple of in—•

stances.
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Now, I don’t know how to go about this. Maybe I am talking too
much. I would like to in all seriousness explain to this Board, not for
the sake of the press or anybody else, but I have always felt since I have
tried to carry on anything that I have been doing it against the Communists and against the Communist element in our Union who have, sad
to say, been protected by Local people with fine Irish and Polish names.
There has always been resentment among Leather Workers for the likes
of Ben Gold and Irving Potash. There has always been a definite awareness for the people in our Local that we have been an intolerable company
to say at least. However, from the time of 1942, when the change in the
Constitution took place until now, heavy soars and the fear have been
in there and the people who carried it have suffered much for defending
what they thought was correct. And up to the present day we still have
the same problem.
There is no question that this Commission has done much to excite
enthusiasm in the people, and that the law outlawing the Communist
Party, in my estimation, is just a poor excuse, because I know as an
American with, God help me, not too much education, but a sense of deep
religious fervor, that I could not say honestly I was not aware of the
Communist menace that existed in my Union and say at the same time
that I had gone to church or the good nuns that taught me didn’t tell me
about it, or my good father hadn’t told me about it. Maybe lam generalizing too much.
Q. No, I think you have explained yourself. A. If there is any
question you care to ask me, I will be glad to answer.
The Chairman. What about the present feeling, as far as you can
ascertain it, on the part of members of the Union in respect to this switch
from Gold to Feinglass. Do they feel they can go along with Feinglass?
The Witness. I can only say what I said the other night. We didn’t
take a rider off the horse, we just threw another one on it.
Mr. Cashman. I would like to say this, Mr. Chairman, that having
listened to you for a few minutes, I become more deeply convinced than
perhaps ever before that there are many things that are at least the equal
of a formal education, and you have evidenced every one of them.
Sen. Powers. Mr. Chairman, I have one question. Mr. Coughlin,
there has been a lot of talk about the membership of 3,500, of which only
1 per cent, or 50, have gone
The Witness. Can I stop you right now? I didn’t hear what you
said.

Sen. Powers. I said there has been much talk about the fact that
Local 21 had 3,500 members and only 50 members go to a meeting, which
is represented by 1 per cent, and in fairness to those figures, is it not a
fact that that is because of the split shift, that 1 per cent, which reduces
the potential of 3,500 that might attend a meeting to probably one half?
In other words, if you have a meeting at night, probably half the members
would work from Bto 4 and half more from 4to 12. Is that a general
situation?
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The Witness. Unfortunately, I would say No. That is not so. The
bulk of the 3,500 would be employed at a shift they would be able to
attend meetings.
Q. [By Mr. Bresnahan.] Could I ask you this? At the time charges
were preferred against the Fur and Leather Workers in 1949 by the
CIO, did that excite the interest of the members? A. Would you restate
that question?
Q. In 1949 the CIO made an investigation to determine whether or
not to expel the Fur and Leather Workers? A. That is right.
Q. At that time the Fur and Leather Workers withdrew from the
CIO? A. To give you the history of that would be that the National
CIO held a convention in the city of Cleveland in 1949, at which time
eleven unions were suspect and were in the process of being charged with
selling the Communist Party line with the CIO label on it, subverting
the policies of the National CIO in favor of their own Communist Party
line. The first of these Unions to be so charged were charged at this
convention in 1949, at which time all eleven were in good standing in
the organization. However, the Union that was chosen, of course was
the largest of the eleven, and that was the UE. And when the matter
was to be discussed of the charges, the UE delegate left. And so automatically they were expelled from the CIO, and from there on the same
charges were brought against the eleven until the completion of the
whole eleven had taken place. I was on the Executive Board at the time
these charges were brought by the CIO.
Q. The Executive Board of what? A. Local 21.
Q. All right. A. There was much talk and much criticism of the
trial board as chosen by the then President Philip Murray. There was
much criticism of them within the ranks of the Union, that is, the top officers in New York. There was the period where they called it a kangaroo
court, but we got the promise back all the time that Ben Gold would
fight for his position in the CIO. He wanted to be in the CIO.
However, I believe it was in 1950, the early part of 1950, maybe January or February, they were notified their trial was to take place, and
they begged for a postponement, and for one reason or another, it was
granted. If lam not mistaken, there was another trial date set for some
tune in April. And they begged for a postponement because they ivere
going to have a convention in May. So that was done, the extension of
time that they asked for was granted to them.
In May there was much talk of the CIO, in getting out of the CIO
and so forth and so on. If lam not mistaken, we were going to save a
barrel of money.
Q. It was on June 21st the hearing was to be, and on June 2nd the
Fur Workers notified the CIO they would not be there. A. Thank you.
As I recall it, we were still in the CIO at that Convention and after the
Convention. And according to the Constitution as it existed at the time,
in order to break the amalgamation of our Union with the CIO, the main

82

HOUSE

No. 3080.

[July

body of the CIO, a referendum of the members would take place. It
was no more explicit than that, just that a referendum of the members
would take place. I know myself and Johnnie Leonard did a lot of talking about how the referendum should be taken, for we felt at long last if
an Australian ballot of the people were taken, they would remain in the
CIO. When the notification was put out to the membership, as I remember it, it was a regular call for a mass meeting to listen to a report of
the delegates to the Convention. We, if lam not mistaken, were promised that there would be no vote or discussion of the CIO issue. This is
just strictly to listen to a Convention report.
When we got to the Peabody High School, lo and behold, there was
hardly anybody there. Then they made the announcement about the
withdrawal from the CIO, and they had a motion to adopt our withdrawal from the CIO. Many of us, a few rather, not many, but a few of
us, spoke very definitely against any withdrawal from the CIO, and we
stated that it was strictly a protection of the Communist Party line. And
that strictly was the issue then, was the protection of the Communist
Party line, and it had no significance to the trade union movement, and,
basically, that is what we were, members of a trade union. However, we
went down in glorious defeat at the rate of, I believe, 142 to 7. It took
3,000 members out of the CIO.

At the time the charges were specific and everybody was aware of
them, and, nevertheless, this is what happened. As Mr. Driscoll stated
before, there are still some people within our organization who believe
they are

still connected with the CIO.

Rep. Newman. Mr. Coughlin, do you have any idea what the other
2,850 thought? Did they ever get to hear anything at that meeting
when you went down to jmur defeat?

The Witness. I would say I don’t know whether there was anything
given out to the press or not, but I would imagine, I would just imagine
if it were given out, the ratio of the vote rather than the actual vote would
be the thing that was released, whether that was true or not.
Rep. Newman. Just 20 to Ito get out of the CIO
Sen. Powers. Mr. Coughlin, what you say, or would you say, that
in your opinion some of the International officers, in order to maintain

their position, just rode the gravy train with the wishes of the International to whom they owed their appointment?
The Witness. That would seem to me to be the case, judging from
their own background and considering my own.
Sen. Powers. Would the general bread and butter rank and file member have as much, well, we might say, repudiation for Communism as
you have?
The Witness. No, not as vigorous as I. There are some that would
be probably more rabid than I.
Sen. Powers. Would you say the members of your Local generally
don’t want any part and parcel of Communistic dictation over their
bread and butter or their lives?
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The Witness. Would I say the members?
Sen. Powers. What is the feeling relative to Communism in the International?
The Witness. I
Sen. Powers. Relative to your Local member
The Witness. Here we come out to these are possible confusions
between the International and the bread and butter workers, and you have
no avenues to inform the people which is and which isn’t their bread and
butter. It is a pretty hard thing to tell people where their bread and
butter leaves off.

Sen. Powers. I think the question is confusing. Let me ask you this.
What is the opinion of the average leather worker relative to Communism?
The Witness. The average leather worker, Senator Powers is as good
an American as there is in the world
I mean in the country.
Sen. Powers. I don’t want it to appear that the leather workers in
Massachusetts are moving along with domination of the Communist
Party and those who dominate him in the affairs of the Ilnion. I don’t
think generally that would be a fair statement to make, that they are in
agreement with the policy set down by the International. I think one of
the important questions that was asked of you was asked by Mrs. Newman when she asked you whether or not the process of communication or
information to the average workers was controlled by the Educational
Director who published the newspaper, the periodicals, that went into
the homes of the 10,000 workers. In reflecting that, would you say generally that is so? You only get information, just a guy by the name of
Joe, that works on the bench, the only thing he knows is that which he
reads in the publications and which goes into the publication controlled
by the Educational Director who invariably is appointed by the dictation
of the top dogs outside of the State. Isn’t that generally a fact?
The Witness.

I would

agree

with that, Senator

Sen. Powers. I want to develop one thing else, that it has been the
experience that this Communistic domination of labor unions invariably
flourishes when there is remote control of Massachusetts from without,
because of affiliation with a union who is a parent organization which is
outside the State. Invariably it is in New York, and it seems to me that
is where domination

can

flourish.

The Witness. Senator Powers, excuse me. Let me say that the big
mistake here is amalgamation of two unions, one dominates the other.
In this case, it is, I believe, it is my opinion, that the Fur Workers dominate the Leather Workers in matters of policy and that is the unfortunate
thing. I mean, if the Leather Workers were a union by themselves
when I say the Leather Workers, I mean the Leather Workers all over
the country I believe you would get a wholesome, clean American
Union interested in American workers for the sake of America.
The Chairman. Would that cure the situation in the other union, the
Fur Workers'.’
The Witness.

No,

it wouldn’t.
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The Chairman.

It wouldn’t?
The Witness. I don’t believe it would
Rep. Randall. You think the local leaders in these unions have
finally awakened to the problem of Communism now, Mr. Coughlin,
finally awakened to what they have done?
The Witness. Judging from what they said to this Commission, they
finally admit they are aware of it. I would say from the recommendations
of this conference that was held in the Bradford that this motion that
was brought back from there for four weeks and then six months, that
that is a stall for time in the hopes that the thing will ease off and the
pressures will be off and we will once again continue the same way.
I don’t think much of this Communist propaganda as is reported in the
Fur and Leather Workers penetrates to too many people in our area. I
think most people regard it as a condensed version of the “Daily Worker”
and are embarrassed that the mail man brings it to the door.
There have been some resignations on the part of the officers of the
District. There was the announced resignations of Markham and Joseph
Gruntkosky, who are retained by the District.
The Chairman. It is your opinion in respect to that that it is still a
matter of a stalling tactic, or do you think it is something permanent?
The Witness. I can’t say as to that. The only thing I can say i
that it serves the immediate purpose of trying to take the pressure off.
The Chairman. You don’t know the circumstances, just what happened

i

I don’t know the arcumstances as to how they hired
let alone how they let him go.
Chairman.
In other words, that is clouded in mystery?
The
The Witness. That is right. Ido know that he was let go by the
State CIO staff at a State Convention in Worcester in 1946 wherein
they passed a resolution that no card-bearing Communist would be an
employee of the State CIO. I don’t know whether that resolution is
why a couple of months later he ended up in the employ of the Fur and
Leather Workers Union or not. But putting two and two together, you
The Witness.

George Markham,

surmise that would be the case.

Mr. Cashman. There is one thing that bothers me, Mr. Coughlin,
and that is this. As a Commission, we are concerned only with the existence of Communism, but we are also aware of the possibility that in
going forward with our investigation it is possible, under certain circumstances, that a union might be hurt, and might be hurt as a result of
a raid by some other union who is trying to come in to gobble it up, or
might be hurt because of the misfortunes that are attendant upon a
transition period before you have an opportunity to consolidate your
position, and we are not unmindful of the fact, at least speaking for
myself I am not unmindful of the fact, that an employer who was perhaps
misguided or perhaps grasping may seek in some way to take advantage
of the situation. And the one thing which I assume every member of
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this Commission, in fact I know every member of this Commission,
doesn’t want to happen is have any union lose gains that have been piled
up over a period of years and which forgive the conservative statement are in my judgment quite warranted in most instances. Now,
how does the Union escape being hurt as a result of investigations?
This question no longer has anything to do with Communism, because
let us, for the moment, dismiss that subject. I am interested now in seeing to it that no union gain is destroyed.
Mr. Beesnahan. You mean by that the gain of the labor organization and the workmen?
Mr. Cashman. The gain of the laborer within the union.
The Witness. If I thought for one minute, Mr. Cashman, that this
wasn’t an investigation of Communism with all its inherent sins, I would
very definitely fight you if I thought you had any other intent. I am
interested in maintaining all the gains for all of the Leather Workers as
they exist today, and to go further to see that our chances of living is
increased. I do say, however, that I will fight this Communist issue,
because I believe as a working man that the working man has more to
lose by the success of Communism in any country than any other group
in the country. And it is with this thought in mind that I want to inform
you or to inform anybody that the prime purpose of any Communist is
not the labor movement; it is the means to the end to take over any
given country wherein they are active, and that is their intent here.
They have had diabolical plots before. The Convention reports which I
read of the CIO in 1949 wherein Michael Quill of the New York Transport Workers spoke of going to a meeting in the International Workers
hall, and he specified the date as June 7, 1947, where the Communist
leaders among the CIO and other Communists were meeting. They invited him, unfortunately. He said he had been friendly with them but
never had been one of their number and they came to see him every
once in a while. He attended that meeting at their request wherein they
devised policies that day for a third party and for a third federation of
-

labor.

Now, the first part of this statement he made that it wr as their hope
Wallace, and
on the basis of this vote getting power of Wallace, that they then would
be in a pretty good position politically in the country. What he meant
by that, I take it, was they had hopes at the time that they would, with
this ten million or twelve million votes, wreck the Democratic Party,
at least in 1948 and then return in 1952 with the ten million or twelve
million votes tucked in their pockets and in the back room control the
Democratic Party and thereby eventually control the country. And
the plans for the third Federation of Labor were laid there, and at the
time of the trouble in the big split, they did attempt to form something,
because they started to put out a magazine of which I had a copy wherein
they gave statements from these eleven leaders of the eleven Communistdominated unions cited by the CIO at its Convention.
they would get from ten million to twelve million votes for
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Mr. Cashman. One last statement merely for the record, and I have
no knowledge of how you will answer it, but irrespective of how you will
answer it, I think you should answer it. Do you think these investigations by this Commission have afforded your Union an opportunity to
clean house if it wants to?
The Witness. I very definitely think it has afforded the opportunity
to clean house, and very definitely the demand to clean house I myself
say I can feel it along these lines on the part of those who were wishywashy about it. And I think definitely the Leather Workers will clean
house to their satisfaction, as far as the Communist issue is concerned.
Mr. Cashman. That is the only issue in which we are interested?
The Witness. That is the only issue that brings me here.
The Chairman. Any further questions?
Mr. Bresnahan. I have no further questions. I thank you and
move he be excused.
The Chairman. Have you any further witnesses?
Mr. Bresnahan. No.
The Anti-Communists.

This Commission wishes to say a word about the antiCommunists in Local 21 who came and gave to us invaluable
evidence on the workings of their organization. They
showed three qualities which earned us their warm admiration as men; and we believe the Commonwealth of Massachusetts should know of these qualities.

First, they had all openly declared their opposition to

the Communist taint in the Union before the hearings
began. They did not come to us behind the backs of the
leadership or the rank and file.
Second, they were all loyal union men, concerned that
nothing they did, and nothing this Commission did would
damage the interests of workers’ organizations or the
principle of collective bargaining.
Third, they were extremely scrupulous in naming men
as Communists. They relied on what they had personally
experienced, not on rumor or second-hand allegation.
They served the Commonwealth well and emerged, in our
judgment, with honor.
In particular we should like to thank Mr. Silk, Mr. Driscoll
and Mr. Coughlin.
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Hearings.

By and large, the optimism expressed by Mr. Coughlin
in his testimony, immediately above, is justified.
When our hearings opened, there were approximately
10,000 workers in Massachusetts associated with this
Union. While our hearings were in progress, Ben Gold resigned as President. Abe Feinglass of Chicago was elected
President in his stead.
Mr. Feinglass had been a prominent and acknowledged
Communist, had taught labor courses in a school which was
Communist inspired, and, at one time, had been a candidate
for public office on the Communist ticket. He had also
availed himself of the benefit of the Fifth Amendment when
questioned in 1953 by a Congressional Committee concerning his Communist affiliations.
The rank and file of Union members in and around
Peabody responded to the facts brought to their attention
and reacted strongly against further association with the
International Fur and Leather Workers Union. Local 21,
the largest Local in Massachusetts, ceded from the Union.
Up to the time of the writing of this Report, elections
have been held in plants where more than 7,500 workers
had been members of this Union. By their votes, Locals of
which there were approximately 7,200 members have withdrawn from that Union and returned to the CIO from which
they had been expelled in 1950.
The only Local, in which there has been an election so far,
which has voted to continue its affiliation with the International Fur and Leather Workers Union is Local 20 of
Lynn in which there were 330 eligible voters. Applications
for elections have been filed by other Locals and the matter
of elections is still pending. There are today probably
fewer than 2,800 Massachusetts citizens who are still members of the International Fur and Leather Workers Union.
Conclusion.

It is the conclusion of this Commission that a legislative
body can powerfully assist in removing Communist control
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over unions without in any way violating the proper limits
of legislative action or the proper rules of a democratic
society. It can do so because the rank and file have it
easily within their power to lift from their shoulders Communist control. A legislative body can aid the rank and

file, however, by doing three things:

—-

First, forcing upon their attention not merely the
fact of Communist domination but knowledge of
Communist methods in general so that the rank and
file understand that they are subjected to the general
strategy and tactics of international Communism.
Second, by lifting from the rank and file through the
powerful instrument of publicity the fear that antiCommunism in the union will result in loss of union
privileges and even job status.
Third, by so conducting legislative hearings that it is
perfectly clear to the rank and file that their purposes is
in no way to damage the legitimate ends of organized
labor or interfere in any way with bargaining rights,
and thus defeat the major Communist line of propaganda which is that all legislative investigations are
union-busting ventures.
The Commission would note, finally, however, that like
all progress in a democracy the job is never done once and
for all, and it will take a continuing effort by every one
concerned, not merely to eliminate present positions of
union control by Communists but to prevent their later
resurgence.
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A,

WALT W. ROSTOW, SWORN.

Q. [By Mr. Bresnahan.] What is your name? A. Walt W. Rostow
Q. Where do you live? A. At 56 Fairmount Street, in Belmont.
Q. What is your business or profession? A. lam a Professor at the

Massachusetts Institute of Technology.
Q. And a professor of what? A. Economic History, and the director
of a project at the Center for International Studies at M.I.T.
Q. Now, will you tell us a little of your background, then, Doctor?
You are a Doctor and are referred to very often as a Doctor. What degrees do you hold? A. I hold a Doctor of Philosophy from Yale in
Economics. My profession in academic life is, in the first instance, an
economist and economic historian. I have spent the last three years at
the Center for International Studies directing work and myself studying
the Soviet Union and Communist China. This includes a study of not
merely the Soviet Union but also of Eastern Europe and of Soviet policy
throughout the world. It included in the case of Communist China, not
merely China itself but the policies and actions of Communist China
throughout Asia and throughout the world. In connection with the
Soviet work, I am principal author of a book called “The Dynamics of
Soviet Society,” and in connection with my work on Communist China
I have just finished a book called, “The Prospects for Communist China,”
which will soon be published.
Q. Now, what is this Center of International Studies and where is it
located? A. The Center for International Studies is a research organization which is a part of M.I.T. It was set up in 1951 to conduct basic
research bearing on the problems which the United States confronts in its
post-war world responsibilities. It is a private academic research foundation conducting work on problems of American relations to the Communist areas, problems of economic and political development in the
undeveloped parts of the Free World; and it studies as well problems of
international communication. It is financed largely by private foundations.

Q. And who comprises the personnel of the Center of International
Studies? A. The personnel changes with the project of it. There are a
few of us who, while maintaining our teaching at M.I.T. and our normal
academic work, have helped build this Center and are more or less permanently connected with it. When we take on a job we bring to the
Center or mobilize from academic communities outside of M.I.T. men
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who are specialists in various aspects of that work. In fact, what we seek

to do is bring to bear on specific problems the best academic thought that

can be mobilized throughout this area and even throughout the country
on the work. On the work on China I have had men making very useful
contributions from the University of Washington, the University of California, the University of Pennsylvania, and so on. We have a very few
members of the organization who are permanent. We mobilize the teams
around the problem.
Q. How long have you been a professor at Tech? A. I came to
M.I.T. in 1950.
Q. So, you have been there for four years now?

A. That is right

sir.

Q. Will you give us your educ ational background and your experience prior to 1950 when you came to Tech? A. I went to New Haven
High School, graduated from Yale in 1936. I was a Ehodes Scholar at
Oxford.

Q. What does that mean? A There are different opinions as to
what that means.
Q. As a result of your experience what does it mean? A. It means
I was appointed from this town to actually from the New England
district one of the four appointed each year from the New England
district to spend two or three years after I graduated from an American
university studying at Oxford.
Mr. Cashman. Does it not mean, in order to relieve you of the problem of modesty you were one of the four outstanding students of the
country designated to take this course?
The Witness. That is a matter of opinion, sir.
After two years at Oxford I returned and got my doctorate at Yale in
Economics. I then spent two years at New York, one teaching at Columbia, the other doing research; and in the summer of 1941 I joined the
Office of Strategic Services which was then being set up. I worked in the
OSS until the summer of 1945. For three years at that period I was in
London working with the Air Force on the selection of targets for precision bombing. When I came back I moved over into the Department
of State for a year and helped set up the work on Germany and Austria
where we had acquired problems as an occupying power. That, I may
say, was my first professional experience of observing Soviet policy in
the post-war period.
After a year of that I was asked to be the Harmsworth Professor of
American History at Oxford. It is a one-year appointment, and I went
to Oxford at that time and served as a Professor of American History.
Then followed two years in which I was attached to the Economic
Commission of Europe. The ECE was being set up as a branch of the
United Nations. I had been interested in the idea of joint effort of
European reconstruction, and I gave up academic life for two years to
help set the ECE in being.
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Q. That would be what two years? A. 1947 to 1948. It is a branch
of the UN in which the Soviet Union and the United States are members
plus other European countries, both east and west. I had reasonable
opportunity to observe at close hand from day to day the pattern of
Soviet policy in general and especially in relationship to eastern Europe.
I then did a stint before coming home at Cambridge University in
England, again as Professor of American History, in 1949 and 1950.
I then ended the four years in Europe by coming to M.1.T., where I
have since been.
Q. Now, at my request on last Monday, September 20th, did I give
you copies of the Biennial Conventions and other data of the International
Fur and Leather Workers Union? A. You did, sir.

Q. And did I make a request that you examine them and determine
in your mind whether or not the International Fur and Leather Workers
Union was pursuing a policy consistent with the policy of the Soviet Union
and the Communist Party? A. Yes, sir, you put the question to me in
roughly that form.
Q. And since then have I conferred several times with you? A. You
have, sir.

Q. And you have agreed to be

a witness and are so here this morn
That is correct.
Q. You have made a certain draft of papers of your findings? A. I

A,

ing?

have, sir.

Q. lam going to ask that you tell us of your findings and refer to any
memoranda which you have. And lam going to ask you to tell the story
in your own way without interruptions and until you are finished.
The Witness. May I read this formal statement, and lam then fully
open

to questions?

The Chaibman. You certainly
The Witness [reading]

may,

Doctor

On Monday, September 20th, your counsel, Mr. Thomas Bresnahan, asked me to examine certain public documents of the International Fur and Leather Workers Union of the United States and
Canada. The purpose of this examination was to answer one question Do these documents contain indications that the International
Fur and Leather Workers Union has been used to serve the purposes of International Communism?
My answer is these documents do contain such indications. The,
aim of my testimony is to indicate to you what in my personal judgment those indications are.
The documents I have examined are: The Proceedings of the
17th Biennial Convention at Atlantic City, May 16th to 22nd, 1948;
the Proceedings of the 18th Biennial Convention at Atlantic City,
May 21st to 27th, 1950; the Proceedings of the 19th Biennial Convention at Chicago, May 11th to 17th, 1952; the Summary of
:
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Proceedings and the Report of the International Executive Board of
the 20th Biennial Convention at Atlantic City, May 2nd to Bth
1954. In addition, I have read the report of the Executive Board
Committee appointed by President Murray of the CIO in 1950 to
investigate charges against the IFLWU, and I have read the resolution expelling the IFLWU from the CIO on July 15, 1950.
I should like to emphasize that, aside from these documents, I have
no knowledge of the history, the operations, or the personnel of the
IFLWU. More than that, excepting Mr. Gold, I cannot tell you
who in the Union’s leadership are or have been Communists, and I
know of Mr. Gold’s connections with Communism from his own
statements made on Saturday, May 27, 1950, at the Convention of
that year. I cannot tell you how many, if any, of the Union’s rank
and file are Communists. I cannot tell you how many, if any, of the
rank and file read the resolutions I examined or would support them
if they did read them. I cannot tell you how well or how badly the
Union leadership has conducted the business affairs of the Union or
its negotiations with employers.
Nevertheless, there are a few things I can say about this Union
from the materials I have seen.
The resolutions passed at the last four Biennial Conventions show
unmistakable indications both of familiar Communist methods and
of following in substance the political lines laid down by Moscow and
followed by Communists and fellow-travelers throughout the world.
My confidence in this judgment derives from some knowledge of
how Communists have used labor union organizations under various
circumstances. In general, there are three uses to which the Communists have put the labor union organizations they control. First,
in countries which are effectively under Communist control, labor
unions are quickly reduced to serving the purposes of the Communist State. Specifically, they are used to press for high output
without increases in real wages, to spread the Government’s propaganda to industrial workers and to discipline the industrial working
force. From Eastern German around through Poland and Russia
down into China, where Communist power has been consolidated,
free trade unions have been abolished, collective bargaining is at an
end, and the unions are control and propaganda instruments for the
Communist State.

The second Communist use of unions has been somewhat less
uniform. They have been used in several countries at those moments when Communists attempted to seize total power or exert
direct power on the existing situation. Communist-dominated
unions have been occasionally used for political and even military
purposes in the carrying out of insurrection. Lenin used certain
Russian unions in 1917 for that purpose. In the late 1920’s certain
Chinese unions were thrown into abortive efforts to seize power for
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Communism, and in the seizure of

power in Czechoslovakia in 1948,
Communist-dominated unions played a major part. It should be
noted, however, that quite often in recent years, notably in France
and Italy, even Communist-dominated unions have refused to
respond to orders to undertake political strikes and other moves designed to strengthen Communist political power or to seize power.
The third use of Communist-dominated unions is that which we
can observe from day to day in free democratic societies. There the
Communists have a long tradition of working their way into key
union posts and from those posts carrying on the following basic
activities; Propagandizing the workers themselves in order to make
them Communists or Communist sympathizers, using their Union
powers to place before the public Communist propaganda lines, and,
finally, draining off from the Union funds a margin of cash for Communist purposes.
This pattern can be observed all the way from Japan around the
world through Free Asia, Europe, Latin America to the United States.
The pattern has been changed very little over the years, and the
leadership’s manipulation of the IFLWU, as revealed in the documents I have read, closely follows this old and familiar pattern.
It is important to understand why Communist leadership can in
certain cases gain the authority in free trade unions to carry out this
form of strictly party line work. Their general method is to devote
a good portion of their energies and time to carrying out normal
union duties. In many cases on union matters the Communist
leadership is competent and effective. Having gained the confidence
of the rank and file in the important matters of bread and butter
leadership, they can then go on to use a margin of the Union’s
leadership and prestige and even of money for straight Communist
purposes. The rank and file is either ignorant of what goes on, it is
apathetic, it feels powerless to remove the leadership and its grip
on the organization, or it fears the effect on its bread and butter
interests of throwing the leadership out.
As you know, in Italy and France this method has resulted in
Communist domination of a substantial part of trade union organization in those countries. In the United States, Communist control
is now limited to a very small proportion indeed of our labor union

organizations.
As I said at the beginning of my testimony, the IFLWU activities

seem typical of procedures which Communists attempt more or less
successfully throughout the Free World when Communist domination has been achieved.
What is the evidence? The most important evidence is the file
of about 100 resolutions which were successfully put through in the
four Biennial Conventions whose published proceedings I have
examined. These resolutions are of three kinds.
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First, there are resolutions which neither in their subject matter
in their language have a clear-cut Communist angle. That is,
they could very well be resolutions passed by any American labor
union pressing the interests of its members without Communist
domination or influence. I roughly calculate that about two thirds
of the 100 or so of the resolutions are of this kind. For example,
there are resolutions against racial or religious discrimination, for
increased unemployment insurance, for increased aid to veterans,
for increased public housing, for maintained rent control, for higher
income tax deductions, and so on. It seems to be the custom at the
Biennial Conventions of the IFLWU to run the legitimate matters
mainly through on Friday morning of the week in which the convention is held.
On Friday afternoon, the leadership tended to push through two
ther kinds of resolutions; first, resolutions which both in substance
and in language are unmistakably part of the World Communist
line. Roughly, about one sixth of the resolutions are of this type.
Let me give a few examples of these pure party line resolutions and
positions taken by the leadership.
Example 1. The Truman Doctrine and the Marshall Plan. Let
me read you extracts from the official positions taken by the union
leadership in 1948, pages 93 and 94:
nor

“The Truman Doctrine violated every conception of decency and
democracy, and constituted brutal interference in the rights of the
Greek people for self-determination. The Marshall Plan is a most
dangerous policy. The Marshall Plan destroys the principles proclaimed in the Atlantic Charter and endorsed by our country, Great
Britain, and Soviet Russia.
“We refuse to believe that the American monopolists and trusts
who plunder the American people in many ways, and particularly
by increasing the cost of living to unprecedented inflationary heights,
who pile up fantastic profits at the expense of the American people
suddenly have become magnanimous and offer billions of dollars to
feed the hungry people of Europe.”
This is the authentic official voice of Moscow as I heard it and
read it many times while I was in Europe for the period 1947 to
1950. Let me add what delegate Richard B. O’Keefe said about
the Marshall Plan in the 1948 Proceedings, page 169;

proud
“I, as an officer in the International Executive Board, am
that I am opposed to the Marshall Plan as it is being carried out.
original
I think that the Marshall Plan in its original status, in its
But
Europe.
needy
of
peoples
to
relief
to
the
bring
intentions was
to do and
they
going
were
they
what
said
using
it
for
they are not
lam opposed to it. lam opposed to by-passing the United Nations.”
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The truth of the matter is this. At no time did the Soviet Union
suggest or support the notion that the Marshall Plan should be
carried out in the UN, but from the moment that Molotov refused
in Paris to permit the Soviet Union or any of the Eastern European
countries to join in the Marshall Plan, Communist propaganda in
the Free World, not official Communism but fellow-traveling institutional agencies, took up this propaganda line that the Marshall
Plan was “by-passing the United Nations.” It was perfectly clear
that the Soviet Union vetoed participation in the Marshall Plan
because it feared to permit the Eastern European countries to join
in a major co-operative enterprise with the United States and the
West. It feared its hold on the East would be loosened whether the
enterprise was organized inside the United Nations or outside it.
The evidence is clear and decisive that Moscow has permitted only
limited and carefully controlled participation of Eastern Europe in
the United Nations itself. Moscow knew, however, the Marshall
Plan was an extremely popular enterprise, and, therefore, got its
fellow-traveling agents to imply that it was only because the Marshall
Plan was not being executed within the United Nations that the
Communist countries did not join.
Every reference to the Marshall Plan in the 1948 Proceedings of
the IFLWU fits the line then being followed either by official Communist or Communist-front organizations throughout the Free
World.

Resolutions concerning foreign union organizations.
Example 2.
The resolution was put through on May 28, 1948, sending “warmest
fraternal greetings” to the All-China Trade Union Convention which
met in Manchuria in the summer of 1948. This Convention was
called by the Chinese Communists and was designed to eliminate
existing industrial workers’ organizations in the areas the Communists
already held and to set up a large Communist organization for mobilizing and controlling industrial labor throughout China. This
meeting occurred in an interim state in the Chinese Civil War and
was an integral part of the political tactics of the Communist takeover of China. It had nothing constructive to do with the interests
of the American industrial worker. The meeting was designed to
create a key instrument for consolidating the power of the emerging
Communist state. Similarly, the 1948 resolution passed on the forthcoming meeting of the World Federation of Trade Unions follows
precisely the Communist line. It urged, and I quote from page 234
of the 1948 proceedings:
“That this convention reiterate its support for the World Federation of Trade Unions and call on the leadership of the CIO to participate wholeheartedly in the coming convention of the World
Federation of Trade Unions and to resist all attempts to split the
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WFTU on the issue of the Marshall Plan or any other political
issue.

”

The WFTU emerged in 1948 as a Communist-dominated institution. It vigorously opposed the Marshall Plan and took one position after another in accordance with Moscow’s line. At the time
of the 1948 Biennial Convention of the IFLWU it was evident that
non-Communist Unions were likely to withdraw from the WFTU
at its next meeting. The CIO, incidentally, withdrew in 1949.
And the leadership of the Fur and Leather Workers was preparing
in May to line up with the pro-Communist faction of the WFTU.
I could find in the records no resolutions of greeting or support
for non-Communist dominatedunions.
A third, and probably the most important, example of a pure
Communist position I can offer is a series of resolutions which concern efforts to achieve peace and, especially, to control atomic and
other weapons of mass destruction.
Now, of course, there are few citizens of any country who do not
want stable peace and who would not prefer to see a world in which
armaments, and especially the new weapons of mass destruction,
were under effective international control. Moscow and Peking
have sought to exploit this widespread hope and aspiration by a
propaganda peace offensive, but they have done so in terms of a
formula which is absolutely distinctive. The Communists have
advocated the destruction of all atomic weapons and general disarmament while systematically avoiding the question of how armament reduction should be internationally supervised. I know of no
single current test of whether or not a man is following the international Communist line better than this does he talk about the
unsupervised destruction of atomic weapons, or does he talk about
methods of achieving effective international inspection and control
of armaments. From 1948 down to the meeting in Atlantic City in
May of this year, the resolutions of the IFLWU have taken Moscow’s
position on this decisive matter. That is, they have pressed for a
unilateral reduction in American military strength and abolition of
atomic weapons without provision for international inspection or
control.

These are three examples. Each is a good indication of whether
the international Communist line is being followed. Taken together, and along with similar resolutions of the same type in the
1950 to 1954 records, I find them persuasive. But, in addition, I
would urge you all to read the carefully documented report of the
Executive Board Committee appointed by President Murray of the
CIO in 1950 to investigate charges against the IFLWU. If I may be
so bold as to suggest it, Mr. Chairman, I would hope as a citizen
that that report would find its way into the official record of this
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Commission. The CIO Committee investigated the resolutions of
this Union over a much longer period than I have been able to do,
running back to 1937. They traced time after time how the leadership of this Union had backed International Communist position.
Before the non-aggression pact between the Soviet Union and Nazi
Germany of August 3, 1939, the Union was against Hitler and for
collective security. After the 1939 pact it supported Moscow’s
pact with Hitler and urged the United States to be isolationist and to
refuse Britain support. A week or so after the Soviet Union was
attacked by Hitler the leadership was all for American aid to the
allies, including Britain and the Soviet Union.
The record of the IFLWU support for the International Communist position, outlined and documented in the CIO Committee
report and which can be read in the records of the 1948 to 1954 Biennial Conventions, is about as consistent as such a record could be.
Now, there is a third kind of resolution which the leadership has
put through the conventions which deserves some attention. In
some ways, these resolutions are more insidious than those which
mechanically reproduce the international Communist line. The
resolutions support political positions which in themselves are not
peculiarly Communist positions, but they support them in language
designed to indoctrinate the reader and the public in Communist
concepts.

Again, let me give you a few examples. The resolutions of the
IFLWU systematically oppose all legislation and investigations designed to investigate Communism in the United States or to limit
the ability of the Communists to damage this country. Now, as
you know, the way our country should go about dealing with Communists here at home has been the subject of much discussion, debate and legitimate difference of opinion. It is a difficult problem, as
you members of this Commission know better than I do, to cope with
Communist activities and at the same time to keep intact the basic
rules of a free and democratic society. For all thinking Americans
there is a real problem in doing this job properly, but for the IFLWU,
the control of Communism is not a problem to be discussed but an
occasion for hysterical denunciation and I do not use that adjective idly. All activities designed to cope with the problem of Communism in America, including the operations of the FBI, are denounced with a peculiar violence of language which has marked the
Communist statements since the beginning of that movement a little
over a hundred years ago. There are constant references to “witch
hunts,” the “police state,” and to “Fascism.” I could find no
word in the records I examined concerning the problem of protecting
a democratic society from subversion and sabotage.
A second example is the tariff. Now, as you well know, there is
no older political tradition in the United States than that of arguing
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about the tariff. Hamilton and Jefferson argued about it, and it
has been debated ever since, down to the present Congressional
elections. When the IFLWU passed a resolution in 1950 concerning
an international meeting designed to reduce tariffs, here is the way
the issue was stated and I quote from the 1950 proceedings,
page 219:
“Whereas the purpose of such tariff reduction wiE not be to
advance the workers’ living standards in the countries of Europe
and South America, but rather to provide additional dollar exchange
for the purchase of armaments and heavy goods and for the purpose
of entrenching United States bankers in the European and South
American countries.”
This is a typical, inaccurate Communist argument and illustrates
how the leadership uses familiar political issues and positions to
drive home its line of thought, and its basic class-struggle concepts.
There is a final aspect of this union’s operations evident from the
proceedings of the Biennial Conventions which, again, is typical of
the use to which Communist dominationis put in democratic countries. Significant amounts of money have been allocated from the
Fur Division and from the Union’s General Fund for Communist
and Communist-dominated institutions. Some of the causes supported by the Union are represented by institutions which any
American labor union might choose to support; for example, the
NationalFoundation for Infantile Paralysis and hospitals for workers
have contracted tuberculosis. In 1948, however, money was
given to the trade unions of Hungary, Rumania and Poland. At this
time the trade unions of these three countries were under the direct
control of Communist-dominated governments. They in no sense
represented free organizations for workers.
After 1948 there are no further contributions recorded to unions
i Communist-dominated countries; but in 1948, 1950 and 1952 con
siderable sums were allocated to organizations on the Attorney
General’s List of Communist-dominated institutions, In 1948,
18 organizations now on the Attorney General’s List received funds
from the IFLWU. In 1950, 9 such organizations were supported.
In 1951 to 1952, at least 7 such organizations were supported. (I
should like it noted that I can’t regard my count as definitive.
I think it is a minimum count. This was not an accountant’s official
procedure that I followed.) This is obviously no accident. It conforms to the general Communist practice of using control of finances
of
of unions in democratic countries to siphon off a certain amount
Communist
purposes.
for
straight
money
What I conclude then is the following: First, on the testimony of
Mr. Gold himself the IFLWU has been presided over by a man who
for many years at least was a Communist. Second, under Mr.

HOUSE

1955.]

99

No. 3080.

Gold’s leadership the Union has passed resolutions which have
exactly followed the international Communist line on certain major
issues of foreign policy. Third, under Mr. Gold’s leadership this
Union has passed resolutions which insi
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that two thirds of the resolutions are resolutions that are good America!
resolutions that could be passed by any good American union? A
Yes, I leaned over backwards on the two thirds. There were certain
th
they might have fallen into my third category, namely, they
ipped in on normally straight issues a bit of Communist jargon. But
by and large, about two thirds were straight trade union resok
both in

language

and substanc

Q. You called attention at some time to the fact that most of these
resolutions were passed early in the convention? A. No, that was on
Friday morning. This was not a very serious or profound observation,
Mr. Counsel. It is just that in my notes as I came to make these categories I discovered the bulk of what I call “the respectable” resolutions
became Friday morning resolutions and most of the Red ones tended t
turn up on Friday afternoon. But that is not to be regarded as apr
found

insight

c

Q. Then, as you go along you at some point spoke of the “voice
Moscow,” and the “voice of Communism,” and also the “fellow-traveler.
What do you mean by a fellow-traveler? A. A fellow-traveler I would de
fine as one who, to all appearances and to all ascertainable knowledge, i
not a formal member of the Communist Party and who takes position
which are not identical with those taken by official Communists or
Soviet spokesmen, but which tend systematically to support those positions with arguments designed to appeal to non-Communist citizens
their country. The Marshall Plan case is a good one. In my capacity ir
the Secretariat of the United Nations I had to listen to many, many
official statements by Soviet and Eastern European government officials
on the Marshall Plan. They were very careful never to imply they were
prepared to see the Marshall Plan implemented in the United Nations.
However, throughout Western Europe, in the W orld Federation of
Trade Unions and in all manner of Communist what I would call
fellow-traveling
organizations,
systematically the line was, “If only
the Marshall Plan had been put in the UN.” I happened to be working in
that branch which was supposed to have been the place where it should
have been put “all wouldhave been well.” We felt —we who worked in
the Secretariat of the UN in that outfit felt this piece of duplicity rather
personally at the time because we knew, in fact, what the Soviet position
was. But my point is, on any given issue you may very well find two
lines being pushed. One will be the official fine, which is very often inhibited by the Soviet desire to keep their diplomatic position straight,
and the second a more flexible line designed to appeal, as I say, to nonCommunist citizens of the Free World.
Q. Now, you also told us of the disposition of money to labor unions
which you said were in Communist-dominated governments, and the labor
unions were, in fact, tools of the government and not free labor unions
Could you point some out to us? A. Indeed I can. May I have the
1948 list. The following comes from pages 251 and 252 of the ProceedT
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ings of the 17th Biennial Convention of 1948. Delegate Winogradsky is
presenting to the convention the recommendations for the sums to be
allocated in the year 1948. And here are the ones that are absolutely
without question;
To the Trade Unions in Poland,
the Trade Unions in Hungary,
the Trade Unions in Rumania,

$5,000:
$2,000;
$3,000,

In addition, $3,000 was allocated to the Trade Unions of Yugoslavia.
Yugoslavia was then-—I forget the date it broke from the Comintern,
but I would make a small bet that the 1948 meeting was the last time
this Union would have allocated funds to Yugoslavia trade unions. In
addition, there were trade unions in Italy, $lO,OOO, but they are not
specified. But since the Communists controlled a very high proportion
I think at that time practically 100 per cent the $lO,OOO allocated
also went in Italy to a Communist-dominated organization.
“To the Trade Unions in France, $5,000.”

Again, it is not specified which. A somewhat higher proportion of the
trade unions in France was non-Communist and one can only make one’s
guess as to what it went to, the Communist or non-Communist dominated
trade unions.
Similarly in the

decision

I leaned over backwards in making this
specified
there was also money allocated in 1948 for Bessarabian Relief

and Ukrainian Relief.

Q. How much? A. Ukrainian Relief,

$2,000; Bessarabian, $5,000
both of which passed directly into the hands of Communist govern-

ments.

1948 was the only year in which it is recorded that money from this
Union went directly into the hands of Communist governments or Communist-dominated institutions, or institutions in countries where the
governments were Communist dominated.

Q. Now, in 1948 were there other occasions where money

went to orwhich were on the Attorney General’s subversive list?
A. Yes, sir. Again, I would like to emphasize my check of the organizations on the Attorney-General’s list was hasty, and I leaned over backward where there was some doubt. But you have here
ganizations

“The Slav Congress, $1,000; the American Committee for the
Protection of the Foreign Born, $2,000; the Civil Rights Congress,
$2,000; the American-Jewish Labor Council, $5,000; the American
Committee for a Democratic Far Eastern Policy, $1,000; the National Council for the American-Soviet Friendship”
That is the way it-reads
$1,000.” And I think I just noticed that on
the later list, that several of the others are on this list. I think for the
sake of the record you might want to have a systematic check made.
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Q. V hat page are you reading from? A. From page 252 of the 1948

Proceedings.

that started with 11,000 to the Slav Congress, page what? A. 252.
you find readily any others in 1948? A. Those are the
ones that could be readily checked from my perhaps incomplete list in
1948. I would say for the record my 1948 list that I checked this against
a later Attorney General’s List, so what I am now referring
to are organizations which found themselves on the 1952 Attorney General’s list.
hat did you find in the 1950 Convention of moneys given to
Q.
Communist organizations? A. This is in 1950. I have the 1946, 1947
budget. Do you want me to just run through the ones I happen to have?
Q. Yes, if you would. A. Again, let it be noted that this is not a
systematic listing. I can simply, I think, vouch for those which I read
are on the list. There may be others which are not on the list. In the
1946 to 1947 budget in the records of the 1948 proceedings
I don’t
have the page reference American Jewish Labor Council got $45,000
which is much larger than the normal amount.

Q.
Q.

Now, do

“Joint Anti-Fascist Refugee Committee, $4,014; National Negro
Congress, $1,000; The Council on African Affairs, $1,000; the
United Negro and Allied Veterans of America, $1,250; the American
Slav Congress, $1,135; American Committee for the Protection of
the Foreign Born, $1,075; the Veterans Abraham Lincoln Brigade,
$620; the American Jewish Labor Council, $506; the Southern
Negro Youth Congress, $500; the Civil Rights Congress, $600; the
Greek-American Council, $500; The Congress of American Women,
$165.”

Those all came from the Fur, the funds of the Fur Workers Union,
Q. The Fur Division? A. The Fur Division, right. Now, ir
addition, from the General Fund you have;
“$2,100 for the Committee for Democratic Far Eastern Policy
$l,llO to the School of Jewish Studies; $205 for the Americ
Russian Institute; $176 for the National Council for American-

Soviet Friendship; and $5O for the Jefferson School of Social Science.
In 1951

Q. That would be in the 1952 proceed™
A. That is right.
“Civil Rights Congress, $2,300; the American Committee for the
Protection of the Foreign Born, $1,060; the National Labor Conference for Peace, $775; the American Slav Congress, $250; School of
Jewish Studies, $140; Council on African Affairs, $100; the Harlem
Trade Union Council, $100.”
There are a number of others which I listed as questionable, but let’s
not go into anything that isn’t completely sure.
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I don’t know from the records of 1954, which are incomplete, which
are really not the full proceedings, whether or not they
it is right here
(indicating). I didn’t notice offhand that these quick reports included
the financial record, so the fact that I have no records from the 1954
Convention does not indicate one way or other whether they have continued their practice.
Q. Well now, have you noticed —at any time in your examination of
the Biennial records or any other records of the Fur and Leather Workers
LTnion from 1948 through 1954, have you at any time seen one criticism
of Communism or Soviet Russia? A. No, sir, I can recall none. I looked
for such references and found none.
Q. Have you on a number of occasions found criticism of Fascism
A. Occasionally, yes.
Q. That includes Fascism, specifically, in Turkey, in Greece, in
countries to which the United States has been giving aid? A. Yes, sir.
The general practice of this Union, or at least those who articulate the
Union’s position, as it is for Communists around the Free World, is to
try to identify all those causes in the Free World which they oppose with
Fascism. Therefore, the Greek government, the Turkish government,
the government of Chiang Kai-shek on Formosa are identified, to my
memory, as Fascist, and many groups in the United States are attacked
as Fascist.

Q. Have you in the course of your studies of these documents noted
a constant reference to the imperialism of the United States? A. The
general form of such references, which are abundant, is that the United
alleged powerful
States Government, due to the powerful monopolies
monopolies, banking interests, and so on, and so on, which dominate it,
is pursuing an imperialistic policy
all I have just said should be put in
single quotation marks.
Q. Have you at any time noticed a single reference to the policy of
Soviet Russia as being imperialistic? A. No, sir.
Q. Are those two matters significant to you as regards Communist
domination in the International Fur and Leather Workers Union?
A. Yes, sir, they are, and they fit the general pattern of official positions
which I tried to delineate in my formal testimony.
Q. Let me particularly refer you to a resolution on China as it appears
in the 1950 Biennial report on page 259 entitled, “Resolution on China:”
“Whereas, it is now common knowledge that the people of China
have decisively defeated Chiang Kai-shek and set up a new government, and

“Whereas, the Chinese people have made the greatest sacrifices

long struggle against Japanese imperialism, and
“Whereas, the Chinese people although bleeding and exhausted
by many years of warfare forced upon them by Japanese imperialism, fought heroically on our side against Hirohito and Hitler, and

in the
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“Whereas, the White Paper on China, issued by the American
Government clearly establishes that the Chiang Kai-shek regime was
defeated by the Chinese people because it was corrupt and undemocratic, and
“Whereas, establishment of diplomatic relations and trade relations with the new China will open a big and much-needed market
for our products, which will provide jobs and workfor many thousands
of American workers;
“Be it therefore resolved: That we go on record for the establishment of diplomatic relations with new China and the opening of trade
with that country.”
Is that precisely in line with the present Communist line? A. It is sir.
Q. And the present line of the Soviet government? A. Yes, sir.
Q. Now, did you find in your review a constant demand that loyalty
aths in the United States be done away with? A. Yes. As I indicated
in my testimony, I found that all forms of action designed to expose, investigate or control the Communist movement in the United States are
under systematic attack and regular attacks throughout the proceedings.
Q. And did you find even up to the Convention of May 2nd to Bth,
1954, in the Hotel Chelsea, Atlantic City, New Jersey, on Public Education, this resolution:
“Public Education. Called for a Federal-State program to provide funds needed for new schools and increased salaries to teachers
and for an end to all witchhunt systems and inquisitions directed
against teachers in the nation.”

A. I recall that resolution, sir, yes
Mr. Bresnahan. Has the Commission any questions they would
like to ask?
Sen. Powers. Mr. Chairman.
The Chairman. Senator Powers.

Sen. Powers. Doctor, I would like for my own benefit and the benefit
of the members of the Commission that you give to us your definition of
Communism.

The Witness. Communism is an international movement with the
following purposes; First, to preserve the power of the Soviet and Chinese
Communist governments over the areas that they now control. That is,
the first duty of the International Communist movement is so to act as
to maintain the power base in those two countries which Communism
has successfully established. Secondly, it is a movement designed to expand the power of Communism based in Moscow and Peking by whatever means are open to the combination of external Communist power
and Soviet and Chinese Communist power
to expand it by whatever
means are open to them, given the weaknesses and disunity of the Free
World. Third, it is a movement whose ambitions are unlimited and
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whose only real limitations in the extension of power are these: First,
there is a first priority in maintaining the power that Communists have
achieved in Soviet Russia and China; and, secondly, of course, is the extent and unity and effectiveness of the Free World. That is how I would
define the Communist movement at the present time.
Sen. Powees. Doctor, you testified in your written report relative to
the pattern established in maintaining this supremacy. You also stated,
if I recall, relative to the apathy and the complacency of the rank and
file of loyal American members of a trade union. Have you any observations relative to creating and accelerating and stimulating more interest and activity on the part of the rank and file to become a responsible element and to destroy that complacency and that urge not to do
anything and to get more interest so that members will go to the meetings? I mean, have you ever given that any thought relative to an educational program, members to assume the responsibility they have, as
you say, to a bread and butter organization. The point being this, a
union of 3,500 members, or a local of 3,500 members, 50 members attending a meeting,
per cent. That, apparently, has been the pattern. We
are a fact-finding body. We are not a prosecuting body. It is our desire
to educate, and your appearance here today has given us a stimulant.
How can we destroy that pattern? How, as members of a Commission,
can we interest members more to assume their responsibilities, stimulate
an interest to become more interested in their own bread and butter?
I was very much interested in the approach that you made, Doctor,
you and your team. And I suggested
I will be guilty of that for the
enlightenment of the four and a half million people in the Commonwealth
to whom we have a direct responsibility, and I hope to the entire nation
and the world if they could hear what you said today, that you were here
today. You have lived through it; you have seen it, and studied and
have been associated with those that know the problem. I don’t know
what the answer is. I would like to find it. When you can tell me only
50 members of a local of 3,500 who are good loyal American citizens
and to say “This pattern.” We have seen the pattern during the past
year and a half. If we can get the answer to that, then I think we have
got to the root of this whole problem. Have you any observations relative to that?

The Witness. I will say at the Center at M.I.T. we have come to
realize one of our major responsibilities is not merely to do the studies
but find ways of making them more accessible to non-technical readers.
I really can’t pretend to have any wise answers. I have seen a lot. I
must say I have seen more of this exact problem in Europe than I have
seen here, and these three days have impressed me with this problem. I
think there are several things that may be in the minds of the rank and
file, and they are different things. They may feel, looking at the union
structure, which, if well run by the Communists, is awfully hard for them
to get at, “Golly, what can I do about this? They are carrying out
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you can get away with or are instructed to for straight Communist activity. In Great Britain they have hammered the margin down even in
the unions led by Communists.
The Chairman. Would it be typical of the Communist method, for
instance, if a member of a Communist-dominated union opposed a resolution that he felt was to enhance the position of a Communist member,
would it be typical if that man showed any strength, to postpone the
issue until a meeting could be held with fewer members more tightly
controlled. Would that be a typical method?
The Witness. This is a typical method of Communists elsewhere.
I can’t speak in detail of Britain. Communists are really among the real
reactionaries and traditionalists. They use methods worked out in the
first decades of Communism. The method outlined by Lenin was to work
from the smallest, tightest discipline out. The Communists didn’t want
to be a mass party. When they do have mass parties in Britain and
France and Italy, they keep the mass of the party in on only a very small
part and work in concentric circles back to a hard core. The key element
is an inner core. There is no meeting taking place without a caucus of
the inner core planning in advance. They work with great economy.
They like to get encumbered to the minimum with mass votes unless it
is all fixed in advance, and this is a basic Communist technique which
Lenin worked out, and was even a military technique for seizing cities.
You didn’t seize by occupying; you seized the key points, police stations,
electric power stations, the transport facilities. Then you had a modern
city, and a few other so-called commanding heights. They handle politics in exactly this way. They examine a situation, decide where the key
levers of power are to manipulate it, and go to work. It is always a lot
easier to get through resolutions with few people than a lot of people,
and if I were to modify anything in my general statement, they are prepared to sacrifice indoctrination of the mass of the union in favor of
apathy from the mass of the union. They really don’t go down and explain each resolution to each member. It is much more helpful to them
if the mass of the members are apathetic and they can get a fairly select
gang at one of the sessions who will take what the resolutions committee
puts in. This is really and literally universal Communist practice and
has been for 50 years now since Lenin outlined it.
The Chairman. It is a technique well known to men in your position
who have made a study of the situation?
The Witness. Yes, and I would say there are many more expert than
I am. It takes only a fairly casual study of Communism to know this
is an absolutely tried and true technique.
Mr. Cashman. Mr. Chairman.
The Chairman. Mr. Cashman.
Mr. Cashman. Doctor, lam very much interested in the fact that as
of the moment you haven’t specifically discussed the anti-anti-Communist.
Have you any observations to make with reference to the functioning
within trade unions generally of the anti-anti-Communist?
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The Witness. I will make a few observations, but I would like to
note that lam not an expert on this subject. lam really now talking as

a casual citizen who has read the papers. I have just finished three years
of work in which my mind was concentrated on Communist operations
mainly abroad, stemming from the Soviet Union and Communist China,
and I in no way rank as an expert in the position of the United States.
My general feeling is this, that it is obvious that the various efforts to cope
with Communism at home have stirred up worry and thought as to how
the job should best be done by many people. The Communists, sensing
this, have used this issue in exactly the manner in which I tried to put a
whole category of issues; that is, issues where good Americans may have
reservations or worries, and they systematically play on those worries
and try to blow them up into a fear, in this case that everything is witchhunts, Fascist, the beginning of a police state. Just as, for example, on
the discrimination issue, which is a real issue for thoughtful men in
America, they take this issue and they present it not as an issue on which
we have made a lot of progress and we are going to make more and the
problem is taking the next step, which is the way the normal American
figures it, but play up as a manifestation of a deep Fascism in America.
They have played the question of anti-Communist efforts up in just this
way, and it is a part of an accepted and well documented Communist
technique where they do not have power to exploit all the legitimate
worries and aspirations of men, trying to imply that all of these problems
will be solved if you will only come with us. This was essentially the
technique of the Chinese Communists. Before they gained power they
were for everything good,—-land reform, subdivision of land, women’s
rights, trade unions. They didn’t have responsibility and worked with
the popular issues. Once they were in power, they went in quite a different direction.
What you see in the United States is a very typical performance of a
Communist Party which does not have power and is working way, way
back toward a position where perhaps some day it might get it, and what
it must do in those circumstances, according to the book, is ride with
every legitimate aspiration and worry they can associate themselves with.
Mr. Cashman. Doctor, we know that under the Nazi domination trade
unions were destroyed. How does it happen that the people have not
been equally apprized of the fact that though they are permitted to function as unions in Russia they are not permitted to function as trade unions
in Russia. They have the name and no game. And where the distinction
is between destruction under Naziism and what is virtually inability to
function at all in Russia, I am attempting to discover the difference.
The Witness. There is no important difference at all, sir. In fact,
because the Communist system of labor control is more efficient than the
Nazis’ they have a more effective control than Hitler ever had in Germany, because despite the totalitarian methods of Hitler, he ran a pretty
sloppy show internally. As far as the working class in Russia or Eastern
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Europe are getting a fair proportion of the national income, I think the
Soviet case is worse than the Nazi case, simply because the controls are
more effective.
Mr. Bresnahan. May I suggest a recess?
The Chairman. I declare a five-minute rece
[Short recess.]

The Chairman. We will call the Commission to order. Mr. Counsel,
have you concluded with this witness?
Mr. Bresnahan. I have. I don’t know if any members of the Com
mission have any questions.
Mr. Cashman. I have one more. Doctor, I am interested in this
question. I think it is fair to say that during the course of our investigation and from what we have heard and read generally, that there is a
certain percentage, however large or small, of those individuals who have
been identified with Communism or fellow-travelerism, who represent
minority groups of one sort or another, either racial or whatever it might
be. The thing lam interested in is whether or not these individuals find
within the framework of Communism something that is very personal to
them and for that reason they are willing to hop on the band wagon, but
how far on the band wagon do they go? Do they go to the end of the
line, which is the ultimate of Communism, or do they stop somewhere
along the line when they think the subject matter of their concern has
been solved?

The Witness. This is a hard question to answer. I will give you my
observations although I don’t regard myself as a great expert on this
problem. My feeling is this, that you have got to be quite clear about
these concentric circles of the Communist organization I defined. You
will have some fellows and relatively few, and they want to keep the few
right on the inside planning. Within that inner circle there will be very
few in close touch with the higher policy, and so on, like a military operacan be drawn
tion. Those who operate in the inner circles are drawn
to Communism for many reasons, among them that they feel as a minority
in the country they are not getting a fair break. But, in general, those
who stay with it as operators of the Communist movement are men who
find in that game of power manipulation and of conspiracy a sense of
authority, a sense of being a big shot, which they couldn’t find elsewhere
in American life. Now, this is a small number of people, and I would
guess from my knowledge of Communists that these are ambitious people
who want to wield power and happen to find this way is the way to play
the game. Further down the line there may be people who are drawn in
because they feel a little lonely in American society because they are a
minority group or because the movement talks about interests which are
close to them and which no one else is pressing quite as hard.
Now, the question you asked is, how far do these people go? I would
say that that depends a little on what the Communist leadership asks of
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them. In general the Communist leadership will try to make it as easy
for them to come along as possible. I notice the allocations of money
from the Union funds for example, quite a lot of money was given
to minority clauses of a perfectly respectable character, and that undoubtedly was gratifying to certain of the minorities in the Union and it
put them in a mood not to inquire too much about whether the Bessarabian relief or the Hungarian war movement in 1948 was a proper place
for the funds. The rank and file of people following along felt that something close to them had been looked after. I don’t think you can say
dogmatically how far they will go. All you can say is a lot of people get
associated with Communism, whether they carry cards or not, who have
no idea as to how the apparatus is really working. And I think that is
about as much of an answer as I can give you. That is partly because
I am ignorant on the subject.
Mr. Cashman. I wish more people were equally ignorant, Doctor.
The Chairman. Any further questions of the Doctor?
Mr. Bresnahan. I would like to thank the Doctor, for the record,
for the interest and research and testimony he has given to us this morning. I think we are under obligation to him.
Mr. Cashman. There is one question which I know is of great interest
to the members of the Commission itself. Generally speaking, individuals
who are brought before a Commission label the members of the Commission as smearing them. I rather suspect the sword is two-edged, and I
wonder if you have a comment to make with respect to the other side
of the blade, namely, commissions being smeared who are attempting to
the best of their abilities and within the limits of human frailty to do
an honest, decent, respectable and thorough job.
The Witness. I would say this Commission, from what I have been
able to see from proceedings and gather from your purpose, and at least
several others w'ho are operating, have taken on a most difficult and important assignment where they have had to make really new patterns
for trying at the same time to cope with a conspiracy which is designed
to evade American political practice and at the same time to maintain
the values of our society. I think a great many of these commissions
have remained loyal to this great problem of doing the job while remaining, as I say, loyal to the basic principles of our society. It is an awfully
hard job and one which in general has been perhaps not fully appreciated.
I am sure that in taking it on in the spirit which you have and which certain others of the legislative investigating committees have, you are
making an absolutely essential contribution to the maintenance of our
form of society.
The Chairman. Mr. Counsel and our witness, I don’t want to engage in the old tried and true ism of fomenting a mutual admiration society here or tossing any more bouquets, but at the same time we want
you to know we do sincerely appreciate your appearance here, your contributions to our studies and your willingness to talk at such length and
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take such time from your official duties. We know you have classes this
afternoon and work to do, and again we profoundly thank you for your
appearance. The witness is excused.
The Witness. Thank you, sir.
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B.

REPORT

OF EXECUTIVE BOARD COMMITTEE
APPOINTED BY PRESIDENT MURRAY TO INVESTIGATE CHARGES AGAINST THE INTERNATIONAL FUR AND LEATHER WORKERS
UNION.

Introduction.

On November 5, 1949, William Steinberg, President of
the American Radio Association, and a member of the
CIO Executive Board, charged that the policies and activities of the International Fur and Leather Workers Union
are consistently directed toward the achievement of the
program of the purposes of the Communist Party rather
than the objective set forth in the constitution of the CIO.
The charges were received by the Executive Board, and it
authorized the President to appoint a committee or committees of Executive Board members to conduct hearings
and to report back to the Board. President Murray initially designated Emil Rieve, Harry Sayre and Joseph
Beirne as a committee to conduct hearings with respect to
the charges against the IFLWU. Notice was duly given
to the IFLWU of the existence of the charges and of the
appointment of the committee.
Thereafter Emil Rieve notified President Murray that
he would be unable to serve on the committee, and President Murray designated David J. McDonald to serve in
Mr. Rieve’s place as a member and as chairman of the
committee. The IFLWU was notified of the substitution.
On April 4, 1950, David J. McDonald, as chairman,
notified the IFLWU that the hearing would begin on April
18, 1950.
On April 11, 1950, Mr. Ben Gold, President of IFLWU,
requested Chairman McDonald, as chairman of the com-
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mittee, to postpone the hearing until after the impending
IFLWU Convention. Pursuant to this request, the hearing was postponed until June 1, 1950, and the IFLWU was
notified accordingly. Subsequently, on May 26, 1950, Mr.
Joseph Beirne advised President Murray that he would
not be able to serve on the committee, and President Murray designated Jack Moran as a member of the committee
in Mr. Beirne’s place. On May 29, 1950, Harry Sayre
notified President Murray that he would not be available
to serve on the committee, and President Murray designated Martin Wagner as a member of the committee in
Mr. Sayre’s place. The IFLWU was notified of those
substitutions.

The committee as ultimately constituted thus consisted
of David J. McDonald, as chairman, and of Jack Moran
and Martin Wagner. The committee, as so constituted,
met in Washington on June 1, pursuant to the notice theretofore given to the IFLWU.
When the hearing was called to order, Mr. William
Steinberg, the charging party, and two witnesses called by
him were present. These witnesses were Mr. Everett M.
Kassalow, Acting Director of Research of CIO, and Mr.
James C. Gildea, an assistant to CIO Secretary-Treasurer
James B.

Carey.

No representative of IFLWU appeared for the hearing.
Chairman McDonald had that morning received from Ben
Gold, President of IFLWU, a telegram which reads:
“RESOLUTION ADOPTED AT EIGHTEENTH BIENNIAL
CONVENTION OF INTERNATIONAL FUR AND LEATHER
WORKERS UNION REJECTS ‘CHARGES’ BY CIO OFFICIALS AGAINST OUR UNION AS ‘FALSE AND DISHONEST.’
IT REJECTS ‘KANGAROO HEARING’ SET BY CIO OFFICIALS AGAINST OUR UNION. IT CONDEMNS RAIDING,
SPLITTING, UNION WRECKING AND STRIKEBREAKING
DIRECTED BY OFFICIALS OF NATIONAL CIO. IT CONDEMNS POLICY OF CIO OFFICIALS AS DECLARED BY
CAREY TO UNITE WITH FASCISTS IN THIRD WORLD
WAR. IN VIEW ABOVE, CONVENTION DECIDED OVERWHELMINGLY TO DISAFFILIATE FROM CIO WITH ONLY
THREE OPPOSING VOTES. OUR UNION STANDS FOR
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UNITED LABOR MOVEMENT OF ACL, CIO, MINERS
UNION, RAILROAD BROTHERHOODS AND ALL INDEPENDENT UNIONS ON POLICY OF TRADE UNION DEMOCRACY AND ORIGINAL POLICIES OF CIO AGAINST
WAR AND FASCISM FOR SECURITY DEMOCRACY AND
PEACE. FULL STATEMENT AND RESOLUTION FOLLOW.”

The committee determined to proceed with the hearing
despite the failure of the IFLWU to appear, since it was the
opinion of the committee that the Executive Board would
in any event wish the committee to investigate and report
on the charges.
At the hearing on June 1, Mr. Steinberg made an introductory statement in which he set forth the basis for his
charges against the IFLWU. Mr. Kassalow presented
analyses, supported by documentary material, of the policies followed over the last twelve years by the Communist
Party and the IFLWU, respectively. Mr. Gildea testified
as to the positions taken on various issues at CIO Executive
Board meetings by Mr. Ben Gold, President of IFLWU
and its representative on the CIO Executive Board.
On June 2, the day following the hearing, there were
received at CIO headquarters a statement and resolution
which are evidently those referred to in Mr. Gold’s telegram. The statement had in fact been printed some time
before as a part of the IFLWU officers’ report to the IFLWU
Convention, and is merely a diatribe against the CIO.
The resolution reads as follows:
“We, the delegates at this 18th Biennial Convention of the International Fur and Leather Workers Union, reject the so-called
charges of the CIO officials against our union as false, dishonest
and fraudulent.

“We reject the kangaroo hearing set by CIO officials

as a

deliber-

ate sham and hypocritical attempt to perpetrate a colossal swindle
not only on the members of our union, but also upon all members of
CIO and the entire labor movement. We refuse to be accomplices
in such a barefaced fraud.
“Our union, built by the sweat and toil and sacrifice of our memis dedicated to the well-being of our members and to the
bership
preservation of their autonomous and democratic rights as free
Americans.
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“We approve the statement on CIO recommended by the International Executive Board in the Officers Report.
“Having further heard from the representatives of the Gloversville leather workers the shocking story of outright scabbery and
strikebreaking engaged in and directed by officials of National CIO,
this Convention goes on record to disaffiliate from CIO.
“This Convention further instructs the International Officers to
send the approved statement, with this resolution appended thereto,
to the Congress of Industrial Organizations, to all the unions affiliated to CIO and to make it known to all members of CIO unions.
“We have no quarrel with CIO membership. We are also confident that every decent, honest member of CIO unions will join with
us in denouncing and condemning the shameful raiding, splitting
and dictatorial policies of the present CIO officialdom. We have
faith that the millions of rank-and-file members of CIO will, by their
repudiation of the bankrupt policies of the CIO leaders, soon lay
the basis for a reunited, mighty, progressive and democratic American trade union movement. To this end, we pledge our organization
and all our strength.”

The committee has considered carefully both the testimony and the documentary material submitted at the

hearings. On the basis of this consideration, the committee
finds as follows:
Findings.

Since the charge against the IFLWU is that its policies
and activities are consistently directed toward the achievement of the program and purposes of the Communist
Party, the committee was required to examine the policies
of the Communist Party. The evidence submitted to the
committee on this subject was undisputed and was substantially identical with that submitted to other committees
in prior hearings involving other unions.

I.
The claimed purpose of the Communist movement has
from its inception been to establish a new order of society
which would be
“the dictatorship of the proletariat”
controlled by and operated in the interests of the working
class. In deference to this asserted objective, the Communist movement has always purported to be a movement
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of working people. Communist strategy has prescribed the
use of trade unions as an instrument for propagandizing the
workers and promoting through them the revolution which
is to place the Party in power. The Communist Party, in
all countries of its operation, has therefore always sought
to control trade unions and to speak for labor, in order
that it might direct labor towards the goals of Communism.
Lenin said:
to re“It is necessary to agree to any and every sacrifice
sort to all sorts of devices, maneuvers and illegal methods, to evasion
and subterfuge, in order to pentrate the trade unions, to remain in
them and to carry on Communist work in them at all costs.” 1
...

The Communist Party, contrary to the expectations of
its founders, first achieved its goal of revolution and Party
dictatorship in the Soviet Union. From that day forward,
unquestioning support of the Soviet Union has been the
invariable rule of conduct for Communists in every country.
To this cardinal principle, all other policies have been and
are ruthlessly subordinated.
Support of Russia is never openly admitted to be the
factor determining the Communist Party’s program in the
United States. To the contrary, the Communist Party
always asserts that its policies of the moment are in the
interests of American labor. But the interests of American
labor are always found by the Party to be served by whatever policies will aid the Soviet Union.
As the international relations of the Soviet Union have
changed from time to time, the program of the “American”
Communist Party has changed accordingly. When the
interests of the Soviet Union have so required, the “American” Communist Party has taken positions diametrically
opposed to the national interests of the United States and
to the basic interests of American labor.
The program of the Communist Party in the United
States, from 1938 to the present, can be divided into four
different periods, or five periods if the Teheran period be
1

Left-Wing Communism,

“

An Infantile Disorder

lnternationalPublishers (1934),

p.

38
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considered separately. Each of these periods corresponds
to a particular phase in the international relations of the
Soviet Union.
Collective Security and the Popular Front
The first period, extending from shortly after Hitler’s
acquisition of power until August, 1939, was the period of
“collective security” and of “the popular front.” During
this period, the Soviet Union was menaced by the Fascist
powers, Germany, Italy and Japan. It wanted the help of
the Western powers, and urged that they enter with it into
a system of collective security against aggression. To promote the adoption of such a system of collective security,
the Communist Parties in the various countries were willing
and even anxious to collaborate with all other groups which,
for whatever reasons, supported a program of collective
security against the aggression of the Fascist nations.
During this period the Communist Party of the United
States supported a policy of collective security and urged
that the United States enter into such a system with the
Soviet Union. The Communist Party hailed Roosevelt’s
Chicago speech urging that the aggressors be quarantined.
It favored changing the Neutrality Act to permit the shipment of arms to victims of Fascist attack. In line with
the popular front strategy, the Party was friendly to the
administration of Franklin D. Roosevelt.
During this period the American Communist Party
found that the interest of American labor lay in the elimination of Fascism wherever it was found. The Party declared that American labor had a stake in the maintenance
of free institutions throughout the world, and that it should
support a program for the creation of a system of collective
security against Fascistic aggression of aid to the victims
of such aggression.
The Russian-German Pact

In August, 1939, the foreign policy of the Soviet Union
abruptly changed. At the very time it purported to be
seeking the alliance of the powers opposed to Hitler, the
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Soviet Union signed a non-aggression pact with him. The
war between Germany and the Western powers began immediately thereafter.
This change of Soviet strategy immediately brought about
a violent change in the program of the Communist Party of
the United States. The American Communist Party lost
interest in the evils of Naziism and Fascism. The threat to
American labor, the Party now said, was the “Imperialist
War.”

As the foreign policy of the United States slowly developed
into a program of giving aid to the enemies of Hitlerism, the
Communist Party became more and more certain that such
aid was imperialistic and was opposed to the interests of
America. Not only did the Party no longer desire revision
of the Neutrality Act, it now opposed it. Roosevelt, whose
policy of quarantining the aggressors had been loudly
praised by the Party in 1937 and 1938, was now a Fascist
warmonger, while Senator Wheeler truly expressed the interests of American labor. The defense program of the
United States was a program fostered by Wall Street. The
draft was an instrument by which Wall Street intended to
impose a dictatorship upon America. The Lend-Lease Bill
was a “War Powers Bill.” The Party sought, through the
mechanism of such movements as the American Peace
Mobilization and such slogans as “The Yanks are Not
Coming, to capitalize upon the isolationist-pacifist sentiment in the United States and to defeat every measure
intended to aid the powers that were opposing Hitler.
”

All-Aid

to

Russia.

On July 22, 1941, Germany, in disregard of its ten year
non-aggression pact, attacked the Soviet Union. The Soviet
Union needed help. It was, however, unwillingly, fighting
on the same side as Great Britain and China.
A second rapid reversal in the policies of the American
Communist Party now took place. In essence, the Party
went back to its pre-pact position of the collective security
days, but with its policies tuned to the war crisis in which
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the Soviet Union found itself. Roosevelt’s program so lately
denounced as warmongering now became “the people’s program of struggle for the defeat of Hitlerism.” The Communist Party now called for all-out aid to the Soviet Union,
to Great Britain and to China. Once more the Party denounced the evils of Naziism and Fascism.
In September of 1940, the Communist Party had vigorously opposed enactment of the Draft Act. In September,
1941, it demanded its extension. In 1940, the Communist
Party praised Senator Wheeler for his isolationist position.
A year later it denounced him as a Munichman and a
traitor. The Communist Party rediscovered that labor had
a stake in the defeat of Fascism throughout the world, and
declared that it should direct its energies to all-out production to defeat Hitler.
When the United States entered the war in December,
1941, no change in Communist Party policy was needed.
The Communist Party’s Pearl Harbor had already occurred
on June 22, 1941, and the Party had favored United States
entrance into the war since that time. But the Part} continued to grind its axe. The United States and Russia did
not see eye to eye on military strategy. The Russians
wanted the immediate opening of a second front. And so
the Communist Party decided that American labor had an
interest in this question of military strategy, and that it
was to labor’s interest to bring pressure on the military
commanders for the immediate opening of a second front.
“It is imperative,” Eugene Dennis declared early in
1942, “that the labor movement unitedly should make its
such life and
voice heard and its influence felt on
as
Americans’
questions
insuring
participation
in the
death
opening of a second front in Europe this Spring.”
7

.

.

.

Teheran.

The Second Front issue was a symptom of the lack of
confidence which the Communist Party felt, during this
period, in the genuineness of American-Russian collaboration. These doubts, however, vanished when President
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Roosevelt met with Premier Stalin at Teheran, and an
agreement was reached on the basic problems confronting
the two countries.
This agreement seemed to the Communist Party to
herald a complete change in the relationship of America to
the Soviet Union, and therefore (in the Communist Party’s
distorted view of America) in the relationship between
labor and the rest of the American community. The fact
that the United States and the Soviet Union had reached
an agreement meant to the Communist Party that all
problems between labor and capital in the United States
were on their way to being settled. Teheran became the
watchword, the magic touchstone, which not only solved
foreign problems but laid at rest all of labor’s problems.
The Communist Party, accordingly, dissolved itself in
January, 1944. Earl Browder, then the leader of the Party,
announced that if J. P. Morgan would join in support of
the American-Soviet coalition he would clasp his hand and
join with him. The Party’s program of “socialism” was
abandoned in favor of the new “progressive” coalition
between labor and capital. The Party declared that there
was only one yardstick against which all trade union activities were to be measured, and that was the winning of the
war. During this period the Communist Party even supported national service legislation, a policy directly contrary to every tradition of the American labor movement.
It supported most vigorously the no-strike pledge, and
urged that it be continued in the post-war period.
In short, during this period the Communist Party, then
called the Communist Political Association, was —as it
later described itself during one of its periodic orgies of
Marxist self-criticism ”—■ m opportunist tail to the
capitalist class. During this period the Communist Party
exhausted its superlatives in praise of the wise and courathe same leadergeous leadership of President Roosevelt
ship which it had denounced during the period of Russia’s
pact with Hitler.
‘

i

‘
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The Post-War Period.
With the close of the European war, differences and
tensions began to develop between the Soviet Union and
the United States. The Soviet Union no longer needed
American military assistance, and its ambitions began to
conflict at many points with the policies of the United
States.

Accordingly, the “American” Communist Party again
reversed its field. Taking its lead from an article by the
French Communist leader Duclos, it reconstituted itself,
in June, 1945, as the Communist Party and once again
asserted its so-called aggressive role in domestic affairs.
It no longer supported national service legislation and
stopped talking about continuation of the no-strike pledge
after the end of the war.
The policy of the American Communist Party in the
post-war era did not exhibit any rapid and sudden shift,
since the international position of the Soviet Union did not
exhibit any such shifts. It was, rather, a slowly developing
policy of opposition to the aims of the Truman Administration. This opposition became clearer as the diplomatic
conflict between the United States and the Soviet Union developed and deepened. The post-war Communist policies
included the following specific items:
1. Identification of the Chinese Communists with the
“democratic” forces in China;
2. A claim that the United States was following an
“imperialistic” foreign policy, and a demand that United
States foreign policy be based on friendship with the Soviet
Union:
3. Opposition to the Truman Doctrine

4. Opposition to the Marshall Plan;
5. Support of Henry Wallace and the Progressive Party
in 1948;
6. Opposition to the Atlantic Pact

7. Support of the Communist-dominated World Federation of Trade Unions and opposition to the CIO and AFL
sponsored International Confederation of Free Trade Unions;
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S. Denunciation of the CIO as a tool of reaction and
imperialism; and
9. Support for the UE and the other Communist line
unions in their fight with the CIO.
Throughout this curious history, the Communist Party
has never ceased to claim that it makes its decisions on the
basis of a genuine appraisal of the interests of the American
people and of American labor. That claim is, of course,
false. The basic purpose of the Communist Party is the
support of the Soviet Union, and the program of the Party
is designed with only the interests of the Soviet Union in
view.

The Communist Party’s single-minded devotion to Russia
controls its position on domestic issues, as well as on matters
of foreign policy. During the collective security period,
when the Communists supported Roosevelt’s foreign policy,
they also supported his domestic policy as progressive and
pro-labor. In the next period, however, when the GermanRussian Pact was in effect, Roosevelt was seen by the
Communist Party as a reactionary and a Fascist, and his
domestic program was roundly attacked as being antilabor. As soon as Germany attacked Russia, Roosevelt
became once more, in the eyes of the Communist Party, a
great and farsighted leader. Since his foreign policy was now
acceptable, his domestic program was once more praised by
the Communist Party. Equally blatant is the Communist
position with regard to President Truman’s domestic policy
in the post-war period. When American foreign policy
became inacceptable to Russia, the Communist Party declared that the administration was a tool of the reactionary
capitalists and that its domestic program and its foreign
program were both products of the “bi-partisan reactionary
coalition.”
The Committee finds that the fundamental purpose of
the Communist Party is to promote the interests of the
Soviet Union. It finds that, although the Communist Party
has claimed to champion unionism and organization, it has
always done so in order to carry on Communist work
within trade unions and in order to influence their policies
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in the interest of the Soviet Union. The Communist Party,
the Committee finds, does not believe in trade unions. It
believes in using trade unions. And it believes in using
them for the purposes of the Soviet Union.

11.
The members of the Committee were of course aware that
Ben Gold, the President of the IFLWU, is and has for many
years been an avowed Communist. They were aware that
Irving Potash, Manager of the Furriers Joint Council of
New York, is and for some years has been, a high official of
the Communist Party, and that he has recently been convicted, along with other Party leaders, of conspiring to
advocate the overthrow of the United States government
by force and violence. These facts would not, however, if
they stood alone, sustain the charges against the IFLWU,
since those charges are laid under Article VI, section 10, of
the CIO Constitution and are based on the policies and
activities of the Union. It was therefore necessary for the
Committee to ascertain what policies and activities the
IFLWU has followed and is following, and whether those
policies and activities are directed toward achieving the
program or the purposes of the Communist Party rather
than the objectives set forth in the Constitution of the CIO.
The Committee has therefore examined the publications
of the IFLWU, including its convention proceedings, and
the positions taken by the IFLWU representative on the
CIO Executive Board. From these materials the Committee has ascertained the policies and activities which have
been and are being pursued by the IFLWU. The Committee has compared these policies and activities with the
program of the Communist Party of the United States.
The Committee finds that the policies and activities of the
IFLWU have been and are today directed toward the
achievement of the program and purposes of the Communist Party.
There follows a chronological summary of IFLWU’s policies and activities from 1938 up until the present time:
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1. During the collective security or “popular front” period, the IFLWU strongly supported Roosevelt’s antiaggression program. The January, 1938, Fur Worker declared that “We must carry out the principle enunciated
by President Roosevelt. We must quarantine the warmakers.” It demanded a boycott of Japanese goods and
a ban on the sale of war materials to Japan. It hailed “as
an event of international importance” a meeting of the
American League for Peace and Democracy, which was a
well known Communist front organization during this period.
The General Executive Board of the IFLWU had voted to
affiliate with the League for Peace and Democracy, and the
Fur Worker declared that the League’s collective security
program “deserves the support of all progressive, peaceloving people.” The January, 1939, Fur Worker warned
that the monster, Hitler, was hatching plans to conquer
the world, and called for “A united front of peace
uniting
the democratic peoples of England and France and the
two great democratic powers, the U. S. A. and the U. S.
S. R.
The Fur Workers Convention, meeting in May,
1939, condemned the appeasement of Germany by Chamberlain and Daladier, and called for amendment of the Neutrality Act to distinguish between aggressor nations and
their victims and for a boycott against all Nazi or Fascist
made goods.
2. On August 22, 1939, Russia entered into the infamous
non-aggression pact with Nazi Germany which led immediately to World War II and the Russo-German partition of
Poland. The “Fur and Leather Worker” was as prompt to
defend Russia as the “Daily Worker,” and its attempt
was as pitiable. The September, 1939, “Fur and Leather
Worker” declared:
”

By her timely non-aggression pact with Germany, Soviet Russia not
only moved to a neutral position comparable to the U. S. A. as a measure
of self-defense, but also succeeded in splitting the “axis” wide open and
in stiffening democratic resistance to Hitler. . . . Were it not for the nonaggression pact, there is little doubt but that Poland would already have
suffered the fate of Czechoslovakia, with Soviet Russia marked as the
next target of aggression.
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In October, 1939, the “Fur and Leather Worker,” like the
other Worker, was already denouncing the imperialist war.
It even had the effrontery to criticize the failure of France
and England to give Poland effective aid and to assert
that the “quick and effective action of Soviet Russia had
saved Eastern Poland from the clutches of the Nazis and
the intrigues of Chamberlain.” The “President’s Page,”
in the same issue of the paper, signed by Ben Gold, is given
over to justifying the Nazi-Soviet Pact and Russia’s seizure
of a large portion of Poland. In attempting to defend the
indefensible, Gold employed the same shameless gibberish
found in the contemporary “Daily Worker.” He declared
that Soviet Russia had “smashed” the Nazi plans, and that
the guilt of Britain and France “in building up Hitler can
no longer be erased from the pages of history. Peace might
have been saved by truly democratic governments in England and France. The reactionary, monopolist-dominated
governments of these two countries chose rather another
imperialist war for redivision of imperialist spoils.”
In November, 1939, Ben Gold, on the “President’s Page,”
denounced modification of the Neutrality Act to permit
the shipment of arms to France and England. This was,
of course, the very sort of modification of the Act for which
the IFLWU had called until Russia signed up with Germany. Significantly, the Declaration issued by the National
Committee of the Communist Party following the RussoGerman Pact had declared that the Party was no longer
interested in amendment of the Neutrality Act. Foster
and Browder had spoken, so Gold knew what to say.
From the signing of the Nazi-Soviet Pact until the German attack on Russia the IFLWU continued to pursue a
violently isolationist line. John L. Lewis, because of his
isolationist position, was the Fur Workers’ hero. The
IFLWU strongly supported the American Peace Mobilization. In the Spring of 1941, the IFLWU opposed the
Lend-Lease Bill. The “Fur and Leather Worker” declared
editorially that the bill was totalitarian and un-American,
and said that it did not like the Administration’s attitude
toward labor anyway. Like the Communist Party, when-
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ever the IFLWU has been out of agreement with the Administration’s foreign policy, it has automatically disagreed
with its domestic policy too.
In May of 1941, the IFLWU was still opposing aid to
Britain.
3. On July 7, 1941, the Furriers Joint Council of New
York, IFLWU, reversed the Union’s prior policy and
unanimously adopted a resolution calling for “unlimited
and immediate aid to Great Britain and the Soviet Union
in the fight against Nazi fascism.” The resolution declared;
Every blow to the Nazi monster is a ray of hope for the European nations bleeding under the heel of fascism. Victory over Naziism will
assure the people of our own country and the entire world of freedom
and true democracy.

What had happened between May and July to account for
this startling reversal? On June 22, Germany had attacked
Russia.

From this time onward, the IFLWU demanded all-out
aid to Britain and the U. S. S. R. The IFLWU had criticized the administration for giving any aid to Britain, but
now it criticized it for not doing enough to aid Russia. In
October, 1941, the “Fur and Leather Worker” demanded
the outright repeal of the Neutrality Act and denounced
the “appeasers” who wished to keep at least a part of the
Neutrality Act in effect. Within a fifteen-month period
the IFLWU, following the lead of the Communist Party,
had urged amendment of the Act, opposed any amendment,
and urged complete repeal.
In the same issue, Ben Gold, on the “President’s Page,”
demanded the opening of a second front. “Hesitation and
equivocation in this crisis are fatal,” he declared. “No
one can remain ‘neutral’ when the entire world is on fire
and the flames are licking closer and closer to our shores.”
Ben Gold even rediscovered that “the labor movement
cannot exist side by side with fascism.” The IFLWU, like
the Communist Party, was back to its pre-pact position.
When the Japanese attacked Pearl Harbor it called for no
change in the policies of the IFLWU or of the Communist
Party. Their Pearl Harbor had taken place on June 22.

1955.]

127

No. 3080.

HOUSE

The “Fur and Leather Worker” had demanded the opening of a second front to aid Russia even before this country
was in the war. It kept right on demanding a second front,
with shrill insistence, until Teheran. The April, 1942,
“Fur and Leather Worker” carried editorials by both Gold
and Potash demanding the immediate opening of a second
front. The Fur and Leather Workers, May, 1942, Convention unanimously adopted a resolution demanding a
second front on the European Continent. The same resolution paid tribute to the “armies of the great Chinese Reunder their great leader, Chiang Kai-Shek.”
public
September,
In
1941, the “Youth Conference” of IFLWU
had adopted a resolution urging the President to pardon
Earl Browder, “great pioneer in the struggle against world
fascism.” The May, 1942, issue of the “Fur and Leather
Worker” carried an editorial paying tribute to Earl Browder
and rejoicing in his pardon by the President. The editorial
related that when “the news of Browder’s release reached
the Fur Workers’ Convention
the spontaneous demonstration and cheers which swept the Convention
for a
the
completely
time
stopped
proceedings.” Happily disregarding the period of the Russo-German Pact, the editorial continued:
.

.

.

.

.

.

...

Earl Browder has a long record of consistent, unwavering and determined struggle against fascism and reaction. . . Browder has long been
one of America’s outstanding anti-fascists, a champion of liberty and
democracy against the evil forces of reaction.
.

The Convention sent to President Roosevelt a telegram of
thanks for “releasing that great anti-fascist champion
fighter, Earl Browder.”
In June, 1942, Ben Gold denounced as a “traitor” John
L. Lewis, whose isolationist leadership he had gladly followed until Germany attacked Russia.
Throughout 1942 and 1943, each issue of the “Fur and
Leather Worker” contained numerous stories or editorials
urging the immediate opening of a second front in Europe.
In support of this demand, it quoted such outstanding
military authorities as Soviet Foreign Commissar Molotov,
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Pietro Lucchi (Secretary-Treasurer, Fur Division, IFLWU),
Ben Gold and Irving Potash.
The September, 1942, “Fur and Leather Worker” devoted a page to a fur workers’ rally held to greet three visiting Soviet heroes. The “roaring welcome” which the fur
workers gave the Soviet heroes
was equalled only by the thunderous demand for a second front in Europe
now. . . . International President Ben Gold sounded the workers’ somber warning to the appeasers and defeatists within our own country who
are holding up the opening of the second front. He pointed out what
happened to France, Norway and the other occupied countries when
their traitorous fifth column betrayed the common people of those countries.

International President Ben Gold apparently omitted to
say where he, his union, and Soviet Russia stood when France
and Norway were being overrun. The meeting adopted a
resolution expressing their “painful regret that the understanding reached” by Roosevelt, Churchill and the Soviet
government “on the urgent necessity of opening the Western
Front in Europe in 1942 has not yet been carried out.”
Like the Communist Party, the IFLWU was, until
Teheran, mistrustful of American and British co-operation
with the Soviet Union. As late as October of 1943, Ben
Gold devoted the President’s Page to another call for a
second front. He complained that more workers were killed
in industry during 1942 than American soldiers on the battlefield, and criticized as excessively cautious a prediction by
Harry Hopkins that we would win the war in 1945. Ben
Gold was very impatient with the American armies.
The November, 1943, “Fur and Leather Worker” contains on its front page a telegram to Joseph Stalin from
“Ben Gold, President, Internationa] Fur and Leather
Workers Union, CIO,” extending “fraternal greetings” to
the people of the U. S. S. R. on the anniversary of the
October Revolution. The telegram states:
We join with many millions the world over, hailing October Revolution and building of Soviet Union as one of the greatest achievements of
mankind. . . . Fur and leather workers of United States and Canada
salute great Socialist country, Soviet Union, erected on indestructible
foundation of Marxism-Leninism-Stalinism.
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The December, 1943, “Fur and Leather Worker” has a
picture of Irving Potash presenting a fur-lined coat from
the fur workers for George Dimitroff, prominent Bulgarian
Communist. Earl Browder made a speech at the presentation calling for unity to smash the “red bogy.”
4. In December of 1943 came Teheran. To the IFLWU,
as to the Communist Party, Teheran was “world-shaking.”
The IFLWU’s International Executive Board promptly and
unanimously endorsed President Roosevelt for a fourth
term.
From Teheran onward, the IFLWU was completely satisfied with American-Russian co-operation. It made no more
demands for a second front, but called repeatedly upon
Roosevelt “to serve the nation and humanity for a fourth
term.” The IFLWU thought Teheran would not only secure an enduring peace but “the elimination of tyranny,
slavery and intolerance.” The Officers’ Report to the 1944
Convention pays lengthy tribute to “the priceless and decisive triumph of the peoples of the world at Teheran.”
The Report recites that
in December, 1943, stated that the
declarations of Moscow, Cairo and Teheran will without doubt take their
place with such historic documents as the Declaration of Independence,
the Bill of Rights, the abolition of chattel slavery by the Emancipation
Proclamation, and the Constitution of the U. S. S. R.”
“the International Executive Board

5. As the end of the war approached, the fur workers, like
the Soviet Union and the Communist Party, began to find
fault with the foreign policies first of Britain and then of the
United States. The January, 1945, “Fur and Leather
Worker” carried an article by John Vafiades, Manager of
Greek Fur Local 70, criticizing British intervention in Greece,
and declaring that the EAM represented the Greek people
and that “the case of Greece is the case of all liberated
peoples of Europe whose freedom has been guaranteed by
the Teheran agreement.” The same issue of the “Fur and
Leather Worker” declared that “Yugoslavia is making its
preparations for genuine democracy, but that unfortunately for Italy, Greece and Belgium the road to freedom
and democracy is blocked.” To the “Fur and Leather
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Worker” as to the “Daily Worker,” “democracy” and
“freedom” mean the Soviet system.
In October, 1945, the IFLWU’s Executive Board condemned British policies in Greece andits paper demanded
that Secretary of State Byrnes resign, accusing him of getting tough with Russia and of failing to live up to the
Potsdam Agreement. The paper also declared that “Our
government must stop assisting reactionary forces in China
and other Pacific countries in their attacks against the
rising democratic forces.”
In recent years the “Fur and Leather Worker” has become more and more open in its devotion to Marxism and
Stalinism. Its February, 1945, issue asserted that the Soviet
Union was able to achieve its military victories “only because the free peoples of the Soviet Union and their tremendous, free trade unions are loyal to the death in the
defense of their democratic land.” The November, 1945,
issue congratulated Communist Ben Davis upon his reelection to the New York city council, noting that “Our
Union whole-heartedly and energetically supported Ben
Davis for re-election.” The same issue attacked the Liberal
Party in New York and the British Labor Party, which, it
asserted, pretended to be Socialist but was really imperialist.
They are “Socialists” like the Social-Democrats in Germany back in
1932 who refused the plea of the Communists to unite the ranks of the
working class in order to prevent the seizure of power by Hitler. . . .
They are “Socialists” like the Social-Democrats in New York City who
split away from the American Labor Party, made a coalition in the recent
election with Governor Dewey and make a profession out of red-baiting
and

disunity.

The same issue of the paper carried the usual greeting of
President Gold and Secretary-Treasurer Lucchi to Stalin,
hailing the anniversary of the Bolshevik revolution;
Our members fully appreciate the great contributions of Soviet Union
toward victory in the Pacific, the destruction by Red Army of imperialist
Japan’s most powerful Kwantung Army in Manchuria. We know that
the victorious Soviet peoples desire and work for lasting peace; that they
are now turning all their enormous energies toward the reconstruction of
devastated areas and toward building that better, happier life they have
earned at such great sacrifice. We know that in the world’s first socialist
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country, there will be no unemployment, no exploitation or oppression of
people or of nations; no discrimination against national minority groups
because of race, color or religion. We know that the Soviet peoples are
dedicated to peaceful construction; to industrial, scientific, educational
and cultural progress; to the democratic rights and opportunities of all
Long live the Union of Socialist Soviet Republics and
the people.
its great leader, Generalissimo Joseph Stalin.
.

.

.

The March, 1946, “Fur and Leather Worker” called
Bevin a phoney “socialist” showing his imperialist fangs.
It ridiculed charges of Russian espionage in Canada, and
denounced as “villainous” the claim that the Polish government is Russian-dominated. “The Polish government is
not Russian-dominated and you know it. It is a free government, a coalition government.” It hailed the Soviet Union
as a truly Socialist country “where the workers and farmers
run the government.” “The Russians live under the system of Socialism
the people own the factories and farms
there are no bosses, no bosses’ profits, no unemployment.”
All of this is, of course, Communist propaganda of the most
bare-faced sort. The 1946 Fur Workers Convention even
adopted, unanimously, a resolution urging the nationalization of all of this country’s basic industries.
The July-August, 1946, “Fur and Leather Worker” denounced the Bikini test editorially as atom bomb diplomacy designed to intimidate the Soviet Union
into submission to the demands of the big businessmen who control our
country. It is an attempt to establish the United States as the world’s
dominant force, as an imperialist overlord to all other nations.

The editorial called for outlawing the manufacture of
atomic bombs. Like the Soviet Union and the Communist
Party, the IFLWU sought simply to disarm America rather
than to establish full and effective international control of
atomic energy.
The same issue of the “Fur and Leather Worker” made
the preposterous assertion that the “imperialist” actions of
the United States government had “fomented” the civil war
in China, and denounced the use of American arms by
Chiang Kai-Shek “against Chinese Communists and other
democratic groups.” Actually the Chinese civil war has
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been going on since 1927, when Chiang Kai-Shek broke with
his Soviet advisers. Subsequent issues of the “Fur and
Leather Worker” have continued to label the Chinese Communist forces as “democratic forces” and as “the People’s
Army

of Liberation.”

The IFLWU has bitterly opposed the Truman Doctrine
since its inception. The “Fur and Leather Worker” made
the same lying charge against the Truman Doctrine that
it did against American policy in China; that is, the Truman Doctrine had brought on the civil war. Actually, of
course, the civil war in Greece was precipitated by the
Communists, and had been going on for two years when the
Truman Doctrine was enunciated. The civil war was the
cause, not the consequence, of the Doctrine.
The IFLWU was out in front in support of Wallace and
the Third Party from the very beginning of Wallace’s campaign. Unlike some of the Communist-line unions, the
IFLWU never made any bones about the fact that it was
officially, as a union, supporting Wallace. The 1948 Fur
Workers Convention adopted a resolution officially supporting the Third Party and directing the Executive Board to
take all necessary steps to further the cause of the new
party within the union. The IFLWU continued to support Wallace throughout the campaign, and its paper was
plastered with the Third Party slogan; “A Vote for Wallace
is

a

Vote for Peace!”

The 1948 Fur Workers Convention also unanimously
adopted resolutions condemning American and British
policy in Greece, demanding the immediate end of the
Truman Doctrine and denouncing the Marshall Plan. The
Truman Doctrine and the Marshall Plan were condemned
“as political, economic and military intervention by American big business in the affairs of other nations.” The Officers’ Report to that Convention, which was formally approved by the Convention, asserted that the Marshall
Plan had created unemployment among the European
workers, lowered their wages and standard of living and
is used by big business against both the European worker
and the American workers.”
‘

‘
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When Russia blockaded Berlin, the IFLWU sided, of
course, with Russia. Its paper declared that “Our cold war
bankers and generals are afraid that ‘peace will break out.’
Like the Daily Worker,” the “Fur and Leather Worker”
has coupled the foreign policy of the Truman administration and the domestic policy of the Republican Party, and
damned them both together as if they were one and the
same thing.
Its columns join “the Taft-Hartley slave
the
Truman Doctrine and the Marshall Plan.”
labor law,
The “Fur and Leather Worker” has repeatedly asserted
that the Marshall Plan has worsened living conditions in
Europe. In its view, “The Atlantic Pact is the fuse that
will dynamite the peace.”
When the Atlantic Pact was endorsed by the CIO, Ben
Gold denounced both the Pact and the CIO. He declared
that Wall Street was planning a third world war and coupled
the Pact with the housing shortage, inflation and the TaftHartley Act. Gold, however, did not blame Wall Street
alone. Lie declared that also to blame were union leaders
who had failed to raise their voice against the “murderous”
Truman Doctrine and the “so-called” Marshall Plan. He
warned these union leaders that when “judgment day”
arrived, they would have a lot to explain about their disgusting role.
Contrasting with the IFLWU’S denunciation of American
policy and of American trade union leaders is its saccharine
praise for the Soviet Union. The August, 1949, issue of
its paper, for example, carried a letter from William Gropper
written from the Soviet Union. Gropper reported that in
’

‘

”

“

Russia
There is plenty of food and clothing; there are luxury items. The
shops are full of goods and people buying. I have experienced the thrill
of seeing dancing and listening to singing, not only at concerts or ballet,
. There are no police watching me.
but with people on the street.
There is no anti-Semitism.
The peasants today ride in automoThey own original
biles. . They are wealthy and educated.
paintings by the top Soviet artists, among many other luxuries.
.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

.

When the CIO and the British TUC withdrew from the
Soviet interests, the

WFTU, because of its subservience to
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IFLWU sided with the EFTU. The “Fur and Leather
Worker” stated that the CIO and the TUC withdrew
“under pressure from the state departments of both governments.”
The IFLWU was highly critical of the CIO after the
Portland Convention in 1948. Since the Cleveland Convention in 1949, its hostility has known no bounds. The
IFLWU has repeated all the canards about the CIO devised by the Communist Party. It has charged that the
CIO has made no effort to secure wage increases; that the
CIO leadership has made no effort to secure repeal of the
Taft-Hartley Act; that the CIO leadership has done nothing to secure the enactment of Civil Rights Legislation, and
so on and so on.
Following the CIO Convention, John Williamson, Labor
Secretary of the Communist Party, wrote a series of articles
which appeared in the “Daily Worker” on the attitude
which ought to be taken toward the pending hearings on
the charges against various unions of following the policies
of the Communist Party. The lead which Williamson
gave in his articles was scrupulously followed by the IFLWU.
Its Executive Board denounced the
witch-hunting so-called “investigation” launched by CIO against minority
unions, the star chamber kangaroo courts designated by CIO to purge
entire unions and split and disrupt the CIO, and the setting up of socalled “trial committees” in which persons who have already publicly
pronounced judgment are permitted to act as prosecutors, judge and jury,
all in one.

When the CIO Executive Board voted to expel four
unions for adherence to the policies of the Communist
Party, the “Fur and Leather Workers’” headline was
“CIO Board Expels 4 Progressive Unions In Labor-Splitting
Taft-Hartley Purge.” The story on the expulsion again
repeats the Williamson line about a kangaroo court, biased
judges, arbitrary hearings, witch-hunts, and comparison of
the hearings to the activities of the Un-American Committee.
With each passing month, the IFLWU has become more
hysterical in its hostility to the CIO and its leadership.
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When the Supreme Court upheld the non-Communist
affidavit, the “Fur and Leather Worker” blamed the decision on the leadership of the CIO. Actually, it was the
steelworkers, along with the ACA, who had carried to the
Supreme Court their challenge to the constitutionality of
the oath requirement. Ignoring this fact, the IFLWU
paper declared that the CIO leadership had encouraged the
Supreme Court decision, and that they were not genuinely
opposed to the Taft-Hartley Act but had “embraced that
fascist Act.” The IFLWU paper asserted that the CIO
leadership had betrayed the people.
Their policies encourage the Ku Klux Klan, the Jew-baiters, the Negrobaiters, the red-baiters, the witch-hunters and the warmongers.

Precisely the same sort of billingsgate can be found in
the “Daily Worker.”
Thus, the IFLWU has continued up to the present moment
to hew rigidly to the line laid down for it by the Communist
Party. Never has it taken a position at variance with the
policies of the Party. Never has the IFLWU criticized
Russia, or taken the side of the United States in a dispute
between the two.
The Communist line to which the IFLWU has publicly
adhered has likewise determined the positions which Gold
has taken as the IFLWU representative on the CIO Executive Board. Gold opposed the 1947 resolution censuring
Communist penetration of the mine, mill and smelter
workers. He opposed CIO support of the Marshall Plan.
He opposed CIO support of the Democratic Party in the
1948 elections. He opposed the expulsion from the CIO
of the New York City Industrial Union Council for its
subservience to the dictates of the Communist Party. He
opposed the withdrawal of CIO from the WFTU.
Conclusion.
The charge upon which this Committee was directed to
hold hearings and report is that the policies and activities
of the IFLWU are consistently directed toward the achieve-
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ment of the program and purposes of the Communist Party
rather than the objectives and policies set forth in the Constitution of the CIO. On the basis of the evidence before
this Committee, the Committee finds and concludes that
this charge is true, and the policies and activities of the
IFLWU have been in the past, and are today, directed
toward the achievement of the purposes of the Communist
Party rather than the objectives set forth in the Constitution of the CIO.
The charge against the IFLWU is not that it has differed
with CIO policy. Unions affiliated with the CIO have a
right to differ with CIO policies if they honestly believe
that the policies which they advocate will achieve the objectives of American industrial unionism set forth in the
CIO Constitution. The charge against the IFLWU is that
it has not adopted its policies on the basis of any honest
judgment as to how to achieve those objectives, but has
simply taken its policies from the Communist Party.
The basic question posed by the charge against IFLWU
is whether it is an honest trade union, genuinely devoted to
the advancement of the cause of American labor and American democracy, or a union whose policies and activities are
determined by the Communist Party. To this question
there can, in the light of the evidence, be only one answer.
The IFLWU has for years followed the tortuous paths of
the Communist Party. Over the years it has been interventionist, isolationist, interventionist and then isolationist
again. It has been pro-Roosevelt, then anti-Roosevelt,
then pro-Roosevelt again. The IFLWU’s occupancy of
these contradictory positions has invariably coincided with
the Communist Party’s tenure of them, and can only have
resulted from the IFLWU’s subservience to the wishes of
the Communist Party and the Soviet Union. Indeed, the
IFLWU’S prublications are rife with Marxist and Stalinist
doctrine, and with Soviet propaganda.
For the reasons stated, and on the basis of the evidence
presented to it, the Committee unanimously concludes that
the policies and activities of the IFLWU are consistently
directed toward the achievement of the program and the
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purposes of the Communist Party rather than the objectives

and policies set forth in the CIO Constitution. The Committee recommends that the Executive Board exercise the
powers granted to it by Article VI, section 10, of the CIO
Constitution and, by virtue of those powers, revoke the certificate of affiliation heretofore granted to the IFLWU and
expel it from the CIO.
Respectfully submitted,

David j. McDonald,
Chairman

JACK MORAN.
MARTIN WAGNER.
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