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hecdore Roosevelt was a man often ahead of his times. Within weeks

of the outbreak of the European war, the former president became
the first prominent American politician publicly to advocate the creation
of some kind of league of nations. The general idea was not new for
Roosevelt. In 1910, he had made an international league his main focus
when he formally accepted the Nobel Peace Prize (for having mediated
the Russo-Japanese War), at Christiania, Norway. During the fall of 1914,
a series of thoughtful articles on the subject, in the context of the war,
flowed from his pen. Of Belgium, he wrote in the Outlook in late Septem-
ber, “We have not the smallest responsibility for what has befalien her.”
Yet Germany’s trampling of that country in the drive toward Paris raised
serious issues for a neutral like the United States. Americans would not
find their future well-being secure in disarmament or in milk-and-water
“cooling-off” treaties, he was keen to say; rather, they would need to
strengthen the country’s military capabilities and put force behind arbitra-
tion (if that approach were to have any real worth). “Surely the time
ought to be ripe for the nations to consider a great world agreement
among all the civilized military powers to back righteousness by force,” he
concluded. “Such an agreement would establish an efficient world league
for the peace of righteousness.”’
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In November, in a piece for the New York Times, Roosevelt came as
close as he ever would to condemning the concept of the balance of power
(and to anticipating President Wilson). The alliance system, he declared,
was “shifty and uncertain” and “based on self-interest.” The kind of world
league he dreamed of would show its true temper through “conduct and
not merely selfish interest.” The United States must brace itself “to take
some chance for the sake of internationalism, that is of international mo-
rality.”?

Roosevelt’s mood and frame of mind underwent a dramatic change
in late autumn. He soon became the country’s most obstreperous pro-
Allied extremist and the administration’s most wrathful {(some observers
said “crazed”) critic. His personal correspondence scethed with vitupera-
tion of the President and Secretary of State. Bryan was “a professional
yodeler, a human trombone,” and a “prize idiot,” and Wilson was “a
prime jackass” who had mastered the “hypocritical ability to deceive plain
people.” How could it be that destiny had placed these “preposterous little
fools” in such positions of power at the very moment “when that great
black tornado trembles on the edge of Europe?” he asked an intimate.?
The administration’s failure to protest Belgium’s fate—sheer partisanship,
the Colombian treaty, and Wilson’s handling of Mexico played large roles,
too—ostensibly provoked Roosevelt’s increasingly shrill public denuncia-
tions from November 1914 onward. His criticism of American neutrality
had a consistent logic to it, and by his lights he had the country’s interests
at heart; but the manner and proportions of his antagonism, the public at
large and even his friends knew, were inappropriate in the circumstances
and unbecoming of someone of Roosevelt’s stature.* A man who had once
revered him summed it up best: “The truth is,” President Taft told a
friend, “he believes in war and wishes to be a Napolean and to die on the
battlefield. He has the spirit of the old berserkers.”® Had Roosevelt, in
1914-15, put his immense prestige behind a movement for a league, the
final chapter of his life and a part of American history would have been
substantially different. Instead he let the opportunity pass. After 1914, he

. ceased any longer to exert a salutary influence in American politics.

One of the chief responsibilities of the President of the United States,
Wilson believed, was to give purpose and direction to public opinion,
particularly during times of stress and change.® Throughout the first eigh-
teen months of the war, however, most of Wilson's public utterances on
foreign policy were aimed at justifying and maintaining neutrality, as public
reaction to both the British blockade and German submarine warfare seemed
to demand. His private deliberations and confidential diplomatic overtures
notwithstanding, Wilson had done less than Roosevelt—which was not
much—to cultivate public opinion on the question of an international league.
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The great issue, though, had already begun to stir in American pol-
itics. Beginning in early 1915, several small but influential groups of new
internationalists began to seck Wilson out, rather than the other way around.
Theretofore, the American peace socicties had demonstrated little more
than intellectual bankruptcy in the war crisis. They had not begun to
fathom the causes of the conflict, to define any goals for peace, to agitate
for mediation, or to make contact with potential European allies, such as
the Union of Democratic Control.” A new American internationalist
movement, however, soon came into being. It would transform American
politics and diplomacy. Accommodating far more diverse perspectives than
the long-established peace organizations, this movement was loosely com-
posed of two divergent aggregations of activists—"progressive internation-
alists” and “conservative internationalists.” Wilson's relationship with both
of them was of fundamental importance.®

Feminists, liberals, pacifists, socialists, and social reformers of varying
kinds, in the main, filled the ranks of the progressive internationalists.
Their leaders included many of the era’s authentic heroes and heroines,
both the celebrated and the unsung: Jane Addams, the “Beloved Lady” of
Hull House; Emily Greene Balch, Wellesley’s controversial sociology pro-
fessor whose future (like Addams’) held the Nobéel Peace Prize; Crystal
Eastman, the industrial reformer and radical suffragist; her brother, Max
Eastman, of the Masses; David Starr Jordan, president of Stanford Uni-
versity; Oswald Garrison Villard, crusader in the fledgling civil rights
movement and editor of the New York Evening Post and, later, of the
Nation; Paul Kellogg, the nonpartisan conscience of the Survey, Lillian
Wald, founder of New York’s Henry Street Scttlement; and Louis Paul
Lochner, secretary of the Chicago Peace Society.

The quest for peace provided a new frontier and logical common
ground for many liberal reformers, pacifists, and socialists, For them, do-
mestic politics and foreign policy had suddenly become symbiotic: Peace
was essential to change—to the survival of the labor movement and of
their campaigns on behalf of women’s rights, the abolition of child labor,
and social justice legislation in general. If the war in Europe were per-
mitted to rage on much longer, then the United States could not help but
get sucked into it; and not only their great causes, but also the very moral
fiber of the nation would be destroyed. Thus the raison d'étre of the pro-
gressive internationalists was to bring about a negotiated settlement of the
war.

Jane Addams played a pivotal role in this wing of the internationalist
movement; indeed, she personified its purposes and values perhaps better
than anyone clse. Dismayed by the failure of the established peace societies
to show any muscle, Addams, with the help of Paul Kellogg and Lillian
Wald, organized the Woman’s Peace party in January 1915. The Wom-
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an’s Peace party distinguished itself as the first organization of its kind-—
unlike the Carnegiec Endowment for International Peace or the World
Peace Foundation—to engage in direct political action (and on a variety
of fronts) in order to achieve its goals.’

Three thousand delegates attended the WPP’s inaugural convention
on January 10, 1915, in Washington, D.C. Guided by the principle of “the
sacredness of human life,” the platform committee produced the earliest,
and what must be acknowledged as the most comprehensive, manifesto
on internationalism advanced by any American organization throughout
the entire war, Their “program for constructive peace” somewhat resem-
bled the platform of the UDC. It called for an immediate armistice, inter-
national agreements to limit armaments and to nationalize their manufac-
ture, removal of the economic causes of the war (that is, a reduction of
trade barriers), democratic control of foreign policy, self-determination,
machinery for arbitration, freedom of the seas, and, finally, a “Concert of
Nations” to supersede the balance-of-power system and rival armies and
navies. Significantly (and without extended debate), the party also as-
sumed a strictly neutral position toward the belligerents and planned to
agitate for “continuous mediation” by neutral nations as the best means
of bringing about a cessation of hostilities. The party made-sure that Pres-
ident Wilson received copies of all their recommendations.'®

The ideas of the Woman's Peace party cut a wide swath among
progressives and radicals. Within a year the WPP had an active member-
ship of 40,000, while several kindred organizations sprang up and adopted
its platform. Addams displayed a determination to press hard for the New
Diplomacy in Europe as well. She became the dominating figure at the
International Congress of Women, which met at The Hague during the
last week of April 1915. After The Hague Congress endorsed the WPP
platform and continuous mediation, she received authorization to plead
the case before the leaders of every major European country. So esteemed
was Addams in the eyes of world opinion that she and her associates were
granted audiences with Asquith, Grey, Bethmann Hollweg, von Jagow,
and Pope Benedict XV."" In mid-summer, however, she returned to the
United States, not only to thunderous acclaim at Carnegie Hall, but also
to opprobrium, owing in part to the impasse with Germany over subma-
rine warfare. When Roosevelt was invited to welcome home the entou-
rage of the woman who had seconded his nomination in 1912, he fairly
spat, “They have not shown the smallest particle of courage; and all their
work has been done to advance the cause of international cowardice; and
anyone who greets them or applauds them is actively engaged in advanc-
ing that cause.”!?

But they were welcome at the White House. On several occasions

after the women’s congress at The Hague, Addams and Emily Balch met
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with Wilson, Colonel House, and Robert Lansing, Bryan’s successor as
Secretary of State. On July 19, Addams appealed to House on behalf of
continuous mediation but failed to persuade him. Balch had what she
believed was a more productive session with Wilson a month later when
she presented him with additional material on mediation. He assured her
that he would seize “any opportunity to be of use” if it presented itself.
Wilson, of course, could not divulge to Balch the nature of Colonel House’s
recent mission to Europe; nor did he care to be pressured on the subject.”
Hence, his polite evasions perplexed these progressive internationalists as
they continued to advise him on the matter of continuous mediation. Their
campaign nonetheless generated an extended correspondence within the
administration. Wilson and his advisers regarded their interlocutors as
well-intentioned, but impractical and naive. As Robert Lansing put it,
“The perversity and sclfishness of human nature are factors which they
have left out of the problem.”

Yet, if Wilson and progressive internationalists like Addams and Balch
sometimes felt frustrated with each other, their relationship was rather
well-tempered by mutual comprehension and admiration. “I have unlim-
ited faith in President Wilson,” Addams told a London reporter in the
summer of 1915, and Wilson fully reciprocated in his personal regard for
her.”> Moreover, although he doubted the wisdom of their approach to
mediation, Wilson was deeply impressed with the other proposals of the
Woman’s Peace party’s, especially their “program for constructive peace.”
Addams’ personal record of one of her many interviews with Wilson is
particularly enlightening: “He drew out the papers [ had given him, and
they seemfed] to have been much handled and read. ‘You see I have
studied these resolutions,” he said; ‘I consider them by far the best for-
mulation which up to the moment has been put out by anybody.” "¢ This
was an important admission. The fact was that the Woman’s Peace party
had furnished Wilson with a pioneering American synthesis of the New
Diplomacy during the critical year in which his own thinking acquired a

definite shape.

The Woman’s Peace party was not, of course, the only organization that
made a potent contribution to early progressive internationalism. The So-
cialist Party of America, too, formulated a momentous program for a
“democratic peace.” It also motivated a sizeable constituency to think about
foreign policy in new ways and, significantly, enjoyed access to the White
House. :

No group suffered greater despair over the cvents of August 1914
than American socialists. For them, the most troubling thing of all was
that every leading socialist party of Europe had put its own nation before
the International. One by one, those parties had voted in favor of war
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credits and mass human slaughter in their respective parliaments. Most
American socialists found it extremely difficult to swallow the rationaliza-
tions, for example, of both the French Socialist party and the German
Social Democratic party (however sincere the French and Germans’ per-
ceptions) that the actions of their incipient foes constituted wanton aggres-
sion, when they had all failed even to try to stop the war."”

Reeling under such blows to the cause of international worker soli-
darity, the American party scarcely knew which way to turn. In the cir-

‘cumstances, Eugene Debs, like the vast majority of his followers, advo-

cated strict neutrality, The party leader also took it upon himself to prepare
Americans for “the impending social revolution” by explaining why the
war had happened.”® “Despotism in Russia, monarchic Germany and re-
publican America is substantially the same in its effect upon the working
class,” he wrote in the New Review in October 1914. From the stump he
thundered against capitalism, which monstrously and climactically had
proved itself irredeemable. He denounced the ruling classes for having
driven the workers into the hell of the Marne and Tannenburg in order
“t0 extend the domination of their exploitation, to increase their capacity
for robbery, and to multiply their ill-gotten riches.”"? Yet Debs’ assess-
ment hardly explained his European comrades’ defense ‘of nationalism or
their encouragement of army enlistees.

Clearly, the Socialist party could not afford to indulge any longer its
historic indifference to foreign policy issues. The stakes had grown too
high. Morris Hillquit and William English Walling, among others, saw
the urgent need to take, not only “a leading place in the anti-war move-
ment,” but also a position distinguished by socialist principles as opposed
to the simple “bourgeois pacifism” of liberal-reformist peace societies. In
December 1914, the National Executive Committee drafted a “Proposed
Manifesto and Program of the Socialist Party of America on Disarmament
and World Peace.” After heated debate the party revised and finally adopted
the document the following May: although the chief author was Hillquit,
its contents~—in particular, unequivocal statements on disarmament and
indemnities—reflected the ascendent influence of the left wing. The
“manifesto” portion contained a sweeping analysis of the political and
economic causes of the war. Specific peace terms included the following:

1. No indemnities.

2. No transfer of territories except upon the consent and by the vote of
their people.

3. All countries under foreign rule to be given political independence if
demanded by their inhabitants.

4. An international parliament with. legislative and administrative powers
over international affairs and with permanent committees, in place of
present secret diplomacy.

W——_—_‘
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5. Universal disarmament as speedily as possible.
6. Political and industrial democracy [that is, the nationalization of basic

industries and improvement of working conditions].”

The manifesto was accorded ample space in the pages of the coun-
try’s major socialist publications, which meant that at least two million
Americans read it. If they happened to place it alongside the platform of
the Woman's Peace party, however, discerning readers could see that the
Socialist party’s official stand on the war presented few stark contrasts
with that of America’s foremost “bourgeois pacifist” organization (in which,
it should be mentioned, many individual Socialist party members held
leadership positions).?! The Socialist peace formula further echoed the WPP
by calling on the President to convoke a congress of neutral nations and
offer mediation to the belligerents. Morris Hillquit justifiably boasted in
his memoirs that the plank on “no indemnities” anticipated by more than
two years the comparable slogan of the Russian Council of Workers and
Soldiers.”? But this was the party’s sole (not to say, by any means, unim-
portant) radical supplement to the progressive intcrnationalist program.
Even bearing the patent of the party’s left wing, almost all of the procla-
mation might have been written—though, as of May 1915, not for publi-
cation—in the seclusion of the Oval Office.

None of these observations is meant cither to suggest that the work
of Hillquit, Walling, and company lacked originality, or to diminish its
significance. The Socialist party was second only to the Woman’s Peace
party in its impact upon both radicals and reformers (Wilson included)
during the progressive internationalist movement’s crucial formative stage.
Then, too, it is impossible to gauge who excrted the greater influence on
whom. Whereas the Socialist party officially kept its distance from groups
like the WPP, many prominent Socialists (left, right, and center) worked
closely on an informal basis with their otherwise radical friends, who ear-
nestly belicved that the endeavor to reform capitalism was meaningful and
worthwhile.

The Socialist program came to Wilson’s personal attention through -

official delegations commissioned to Jobby the White House. Although the
party propagated its peace terms with vigor, keeping the United States
out of the war received the stronger emphasis throughout 1915. The Na-
tional Executive Committee regarded continuous mediation (of the sort

advocated by the WPP) as the best means of accomplishing that object. ,

Meyer London of New York, the lone Socialist member of the House of
Representatives, introduced a resolution in Congress that proposed that
the President take the initiative for mediation now endorsed by several
organizations.”

Wilson received Meyer London, Morris Hillquit, and James Hudson

Maurer, president of the Pennsylvania State Federation of Labor, on Jan-
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uary 25, 1916. According to Hillquit's account, their host looked preoc-
cupied and tired when they arrived but became deeply interested and
animated once the conversation got under way. (Maurer, who interviewed
Wilson on two other occasions, described him as “a good listener.”) Con-
gressman London read his resolution aloud, and the four men then pro-
ceeded for the next hour to discuss the other provisions of the Socialist
party manifesto. Hillquit was somewhat surprised when Wilson, in con-
fidence, “informed us that he had had a similar plan under consideration”
and also “hinted at the possibility of a direct offer of mediation by the
government of the United States.” (This was privileged information he
had not chosen to divulge to representatives of the WPP.) The meeting
proved to be more encouraging and productive than London, Hillquit,
and Maurer miight have hoped. “[HJis sympathies were entirely with us,”
Hillquit told the Appeal 0 Reason. As the committee rose to take its leave,
however, Maurer turned and said, “Your promises sound good, Mr. Pres-
ident, but the trouble with you is that you are surrounded by capitalist
and militarist interests who want the war to continue; and I fear you will
succumb to their influence.” Placing a hand on Maurer’s shoulder, Wilson
smiled and replied, “If the truth be known, I am more often accused of
being influenced by radical and pacifist elements than by the capitalist and
militarist interest.” !

From their point of view, it remained to be seen whether Wilson’s visitors
could rest assured in his perception of which elements of the polity ex-
erted the greatest influence on him—for progressive internationalists con-
fronted formidable rivals. Indeed, conservative internationalists made up
the largest and, generally speaking, the most influential segment of the
broad American league movement. Unlike their liberal and left-wing
counterparts, most leading conservative internationalists had helped found
peace organizations—such as the Carnegie Endowment for International
Peace and the American Society for the Judicial Settlement of Interna-
tional Disputes—in the prewar years. They therefore benefitted from a
financially secure base of operations and from the kind of respectability
and power that came with membership in the establishment. Almost all
of them had been ardent imperialists and champions of Anglo-American
entente since the 1890s,

Many conservative internationalists—like Senator Elihu Root of New
York, the first president of the Carnegic Endowment (formerly Secretary
of War under McKinley and Secretary of State under Roosevelt) and Ni-
cholas Murray Butler, president of Columbia University—werc so-called
legalists. Secking stability rather than change in international relations,
legalists viewed the concept of world peace primarily through the prism
of international law. Conflicts between major powers, Root argued
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throughout the 1910s, could best be ameliorated through the steady growth
of international legal precedents established by a world court. Other con-
servatives, such as William Howard Taft, while not denying the value of
strictly juridical procedures, put greater faith in compulsory arbitration of
certain kinds of disputes sustained by coercive sanctions to compel the
submission of a dispute to a tribunal (though not compliance with the
arbitration decision itself). This approach suggested a form of collective
security, an alternative that legalists like Root considered too extreme.?
Conservative internationalists became a force to be reckoned with in
the summer of 1915. Under the auspices of the New York Peace Society
and Hamilton Holt, the editor of the Independent (and an internationalist
who also traveled in progressive circles), some 120 conservatives promi-
nent in the fields of business, education, law, and politics gathered in
Philadelphia at Independence Hall and, on June 17, founded the League
to Enforce Peace (LEP).2® The executive board of the new organization
included Taft; Theodore Marburg, who had served as minister to Bel-
gium under Taft; and Abbot Lawrence Lowell, president of Harvard
University. Their platform, entitled “Warrant from History,” corre-
sponded to the ideas of the Bryce Group, a British conservative interna-
tionalist roundtable that had been meeting quietly in London since late
1914.” The LEP’s platform called for American participation in a postwar
league in which representatives from all nations would assemble periodi-
cally to make appropriate changes in international law. Member nations
would also be bound to submit “justiciable” disputes (questions pertaining
to treaty obligations and international law) to a judicial tribunal or council
of arbitration, and “non-justiciable” disputes (questions of national honor
or vital national self-interest) to a board of conciliation, Finally, the plan
would require signatories to bring economic and military force to bear
against any state that made war on another signatory before submitting
its grievance to the foregoing process.”®
Because of its prestigious charter membership, the League to Enforce
Peace enjoyed considerable public attention and favorable editorial com-
ment. Soon the LEP began to formally consult and coordinate activities
with the Bryce Group as well as with the League of Nations Society,
founded in Great Britain in May. By the end of 1916, it had established
some four thousand branches in forty-seven states and had published
thousands of pamphlets explaining its “Warrant from History.” Although
the LEP was not a Wilsonian enterprise, it nonetheless ultimately became
the most influential pro-league organization in the United States and per-
haps in the world.”
When reporters asked Wilson about the conclave in Philadelphia, his
response was noncommittal, almost to the point of indifference.® From
the start, Wilson kept the conservative internationalists at arm’s length.
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He did so in part because of their connections with the Rept_:blican part:(—t—
Taft was elected president of the LEP—and because he d?d not war;] )
commit himself to a definite program that might later restrict his free orri
of action. But, for now, the fairly limited recommendations anfl p;r-so?a
discretion of conservative internationalist leaders averted potentiat r}xlcuon
between them. Cordiality prevailed throughout the carly stages 'of t ; r;l:-
lationship, mainly because the LEP’s directors demanded nothing of the
: 31
Prcm’jl?}?: influence of the conservative internationalists on W?lson wmfild
never be decisive in any case, but not only on account of partisan co;n_sn (;
erations or Wilson’s desire to protect his options. V.Vdsor} surely rea ize
that on certain points their platform convcr,gcd with his own pSrCS(_:rllP;
tions, as well as with those of the Woman’s Peace party, Lt‘i];) 0c1.e:t1:d
party, and the Union of Dcmocratit& Control. But what t_he omi o
was as important as what it prescribed. On one h'and, its rcc?mmcr; :
tions for settling disputes squared with Bryan’s _cooh,ng—off treaties, anb its
position on sanctions was roughly similar to Wll.S(.)n s own thoughts a h(.)u}:
mutual guarantees of territorial integrity and political lr.u?t:pendoencc—i‘1 (‘:;t:; r
the progressive internationalists had yet to cndm:sc explicitly). n the et
hand, the LEP did not concern itself muc-h VV.lth the econon:mc causes !
the war, with disarmament or self-determination, and certainly not wit
“democratic control” of foreign policy. Thus, even though the two .wmis
of the American internationalist movement were very broadly consutut; )
the differences between them were substantial; in ‘most respects, funda-
mentElltl:.is important to emphasize that, whereas the_y were absolutely v1t:;)l,
Wilson did not regard collective security and ar.b1trlatlon as ad.cquatfc ¥
themselves to prevent future wars. Self-determination, reduction 0 ar-f
maments, and free trade were equally important to the.com.mumty ﬁ
nations to come. Moreover, he and the progressiv:': internationalists sougbt
to mediate an end to the war and believed a fair peace settlcmf:nt to be
one based on a stand-off in Europe. In contrast, most con.serva.twc inter-
nationalists made no bones about their wish to see the Allies win a jeat:—
cut victory. Significantly, the slogan, “The L:EP does not secl; l;(; lt:6n32 ; .ed
present war,” appeared on their letterhead in the autumn o N .d \ hle
nally, for progressive internationalists, a league of nations symbo 12; o
confluence of other dreams and purposes. The ultm.late objective o 11(;
son and the progressive internationalists was a las.tmg peace that’\alrou ‘
accommodate change and advance democratic institutions and so;::a an
economic justice; and a just peace was (‘iependent on t.hc' sync ronoug
proliferation of political democracy and social and economic justice aroun

the world. . _ . _
Few conservative internationalists could identify with the exalted as
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pirations of liberals, pacifists, and socialists. Leading conservative intellec-
tuals like Taft, Lowell, and Root rarely entertained doubts about their
Social-Darwinist views of human relations. Some were fit to rule; the vast
majority were not; the poor were poor because they were poor. Worst of
all, liberal reformers and socialists abetted each other’s causes: together,
they threatened to overturn the natural order of things by appealing, either
inadvertently or overtly, to class differences. They strove toward a welfare
state that would destroy basic constitutional rights of individual liberty
and property.* Furthermore, conservative internationalists regarded di-
plomacy as unquestionably the province of an educated élite. Wilson might
fit into the latter category, but they could take little comfort in reading
newspaper stories about the regular flow into the White House of coun-
selors committed to mob rule.

Neither could conservative internationalists see much good coming
from a military stalemate in Europe. Because they considered the defeat
of Germany as essential to peace, they often regarded Wilson’s policies of
neutrality as either wrongheaded or morally reprehensible. Then, too,
whereas they advocated American participation in a league to enforce peace,
they remained committed nationalists and resisted any diminution of
American sovereignty or military strength. They believed that the United
States should pursue international stability through the power of deter-
rence inherent in collective security, yet reserve to itself the right to im-
prove its capacity to undertake independent coercive action against the
forces of disorder that threatened the national interest.

Such divergent viewpoints within the burgeoning American league
movement held serious implications for the subsequent course of the new
crusade as well as for virtually every other major issue related to the war,
including the climactic domestic debate over the Treaty of Versailles. For

the time being, however, Wilson and the progressive and conservative '

internationalists seemed inclined to perceive their differences as more ap-
parent than real. Throughout 1915, on the broad proposition of a league
of nations, they observed an unstated political truce in deference to the
greater common task of explorihg the possibilities for a domestic consen-
sus to underwrite such a basic change in American foreign policy.

From mid-1915 to mid-1916, the single most divisive issue in American
politics was neither the league idea, nor the New Freedom, nor neutrality;
it was, rather, the state of the nation’s military preparedness. Not since
the days of the early Republic had the question of the role of the military
in American life driven so sharp a wedge into American politics. ‘The
Progressive era witnessed the opening phase of a larger controversy that
would persist in various manifestations through the twentieth century to
the present day. In its own immediate context, the preparedness contro-
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versy would, among other things, reveal a subtle moldering within the
American internationalist movement before it had reached its apogee.

During the autumn of 1914, the relentless advocates of a large navy
and standing army had gained some momentum in Congress. Even' before
Germany had raised the specter of submarine warfare, Reprcs.cntau.ve Au-
gustus Peabody Gardner of Massachusetts, encouraged by his senior col-
league and father-in-law, Henry Cabot Lodge, introduced a mcz;iurc .call—
ing for an investigation into the nation’s preparedness for war.” Wilson
responded forcefully in his annual message to Congress, on .Deccmbcr 8.
“From the first we have had a clear and settled policy with regard to
military establishments. We never have had, and while we rf:tain our pre-
sent principles and ideals, we never shall have a large standing army,” he
declared. “We shall not ask our young men to spend the best years of
their lives making soldiers of themselves.” He reminded the Corlugress that
the country had a National Guard. The citizen soldier, a tradntxoq com-
patible with democratic institutions, would suffice in the present circum-
stances. “More than this,” he went on, “would mean merely that we had
lost our sclf-possession.” Then, looking directly at Senmator Lodge, the
President added, “We shall not alter our attitude toward it because some
amongst us are nervous and excited.” »

This was not the first time that antimilitarists had heard such sweet
music from the administration. The year before, William Jennings Bryan
had caused a commotion when he spoke at a military camp in Texas and
confessed that he could not understand how the men could prefer service
in the Army to “a respectable civilian profession.” Secretary of the Navy
Josephus Daniels, likewise, had raised some hackles. While CaSl.lally talk-
ing with a couple of stokers during an inspection of a battleship, he up-
braided the admiral escorting him for not following his example. “Do you
think that you are too good to shake the hand of a sailor?” Daniels wanted
to know. Then, too, there was the Carabao Affair, which had earned for
the officers responsible for the notorious anti-Bryan theatricale a severe
public reprimand from the President. “In military circles thc_rc is Igrea,t’
astonishment and dismay over the proccedings of the Democratic regime,
the Austrian naval attaché in Washington reported to Vienna. “Up till
now the Democrats have done nothing to raise the esteemn of officers.
Indeed they have damaged the officers’ own conception of their place in
society.” .

Whether or not the Austrian attaché’s judgment was accurate, Wil-
son’s summoning of Congress to uphold America’s venerable antimilitarist
tradition won overwhelming public approval, and the Republican drive to
expand the armed forces was casily quashed. Within a year, however, the
incessant abuses of the Allied blockade, and, especially, German subma-
rine warfare brought about a gradual shift in public opinion as well as
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within the administration. The shift rapidly evolved into a marked con-
version soon after May 7, 1915. On that day a German submarine had
perpetrated one of the biggest public-relations disasters of all time when
it torpedoed without warning the great British passenger liner Lusitania,
which took down with her 1,198 men, women, and children—among them
124 Americans. In the United States the shock of this seemingly wanton
murder of so many innocent civilians was so great that ten years later
people remembered exactly where they were and what they were doing
when they had heard the news, according to the findings of journalist
Mark Sullivan.”

Americans barely had the chance to digest this assault on their sen-
sibilities when, during the next week, the British government released an
official report on German atrocities, bearing the name and validation of
Viscount James Bryce, the esteemed former Ambassador to the United
States. The crescendo of a systematic propaganda cimpaign to overcome
American neutrality, this document catalogued in the most lurid detail
some 1,200 alleged acts of barbarism and cruelty committed by German
soldiers, primarily against Belgians—including the crucifixion and decap-
itation of prisoners of war, the gang rape and sexual mutilation of women,
the hacking off of children’s fingers for souvenirs, and the bayoneting of
infants.’® Although much of it was later proved to be fictional, the Bryce
Report created a sensation. Germany would never fully recover from the
revulsion that swept the United States during these seven days in May.®

Because it raised the distinct possibility of war, the Lusitania incident
presented the real crisis. Yet cries for intervention, though loud as they
could be, represented the voice of extremists. The vast majority of Amer-
icans, including the Congress, expected their president to keep his head
and save them from Europe’s awful mess. Three days after the tragedy,

Wilson addressed an audience of newly naturalized citizens in Philadel.

phia. “The example of America must be a special example,” he said. “The
example not merely of peace because it will not fight, but of peace because
peace is the healing and elevating influence of the world and strife is not.
There is such a thing as a man“being too proud to fight. There is such a
thing as a nation being so right that it does not need to convince others
by force that it is right.”*

Such eloquent convictions notwithstanding, Wilson’s subsequent de-
mands that Germany cease submarine warfare against unarmed mer-
chantmen were stern enough to compel the Secretary of State to resign in
protest from the Cabinet in June. Bryan believed that the President’s sec-
ond note to Berlin, in particular, would lead to war. The outcome of these
negotiations was still in doubt when, on the morning of August 19, 1915,
two Americans were killed in the sinking of another British liner, the
Arabic, “The worst worst fsic] thing that could possibly happen to the
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world” Wilson wrote that evening to Mrs. Galt, “would be for the Umt.ed
States to be drawn actively into this contest,—to become one of the bellig-
erents and lose all chance of moderating the resu}ts of the war by counsel
as an outsider.”*! In any case, he took firm action, threatening to sever
diplomatic relations if Berlin refused 'hcnceforth. to cease at'ta.cks ?n ulr:-
armed passenger liners without warning and without provndlr.llg ?r ; e
safety of those on board. The Germa‘n gfjvcrnrr:::nt met Wi son ;S e-
mands, and kept American neutrality alive, in the “Arabic Pledge o cp(;
tember 1, 1915. Consequently, tensions. begvccn the United States an
Germany abated until the following spring. ' . )
Wilson's consistent example of self-possession and restraint through-
out these protracted early crises made him somcth.mg of a hero ;n the eyes
of most progressive internationalists. The conclusion to the Arabic negoti-
ations moved Oswald Garrison Villard, for instance, to break all prece-
dents by running the President’s portrait on the front page of thcl.New
York Evening Post, above the caption “T.he man v\:‘ho, w1thou‘t rattling a
sword, won for civilization,”* Yet if Wilson had “won for civilization,
his stern notes, in the opinion of most Republicans, had not wrung cnouih
meaningful concessions from Berlin. ’_I'_hc Germans never adrcrlutt'cc? the
illegality of undersea attacks on nonmilitary vessels, af‘ld the a ministra-
tion's demands did not require them to forego subman‘ne warfare against
Allied armed merchantmen. This ambiguity, along with the resou.n;!lmigl
impact of the Lusitania calamity, supplied preparcdncssr ad.vocatcs wit Na
the ammunition they needed. Fortified by such organizations as the ;11-
tional Security League, the American Defense SoFlcty, .and, e:vcntually, the
League to Enforce Peace, the movement now shifted into high gear. \
Theodore Roosevelt had no peet in the preparedness crus.adc, 'and e
bc?ﬂc drum with both conviction and relish. Enraged by Wilson’s com-

-):1 fit about being “too proud to fight,” he virtually called the President a

coward and went so far as to hold him and Bryan .pcrsonally rcsPonmble
for the Lusitania’s and the Arabic’s misfortune. “It is our own attitude og
culpable weakness and timidity—an attitude 'assumcd 1:1nder pressure of
the ultra-pacifists—which is primarily responmbl.e for -thls dreafiful loss 34
life and for our national humiliation,” he was still saym.g_well into 1916.
The Colonel also called for a standing army of two ml_lhon men, a3 w.'cll
as for universal military training for adult males and drills a_nd instruction
for high school students. Soon the Governor .of New York s:gnc‘d into l_aw
five preparedness bills, two of which provided for Roosevelt’s tram}l\ng
program in private and public schools. Huge prcpared.n.css parades marche
down the avenues of all the nation’s big Eastern cmes..And. a series oc{'
popular books and motion pictures, pandering to fears of invasion, floode
the nations bookstores and theaters.*

Although the issue cut across party lines, the most vocal proponents
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of preparedness and universal military training—Roosevelt, senators Lodge
and Root, General Leonard Wood, and Taft—happened also to be Re-
publicans. Lodge was no doubt sincere in the argument (one of infinite
resilience in this century) that “there is no such incentive to war as a rich,

undefended, and helpless country, which by its condition invites aggres-

sion.”* But politics informed conviction. Republicans portrayed them-
sclves as the true patriots and the Democrats as the party of submission—
the party that was “too proud to fight.” Preparedness seemed an alto-
gether splendid charger upon which to ride to victory in 1916,

From the standpoint of politics, the President met the challenge mas-
terfully, Most Americans had reluctantly concluded that the changed cir-
cumstances of the war required some degree of rearmament. By develop-
ing a measured response, the Democrats posed as something better than
patriots—patriots with cool heads. On December 7, 1915, Wilson pre-
sented to Congress a program of national defense to increase substantially
the size of the Army and the Navy. He then embarked upon a speaking
tour of the Middle West to counter the Republicans and build support
for “reasonable” preparedness among the many doubters within his own
party.*’

The Republicans haped to exploit the troubles that Wilson mitially
encountered within Democratic and progressive ranks (see below) and to
make his alleged lack of leadership the keynote of their campaign in the
forthcoming national election. But eventually Wilson marshaled both pub-
lic opinion and a bipartisan congressional majority behind the administra-
tion’s program. Many Republicans—and many prominent conservative
internationalists, including Taft, Root, and Lowell—regarded Wilson’s
recommendations both as inadequate and as a characteristic example of
the basest political opportunism.”® Even harder to abide was the fact that,
in the end, Wilson beat his opponents at their own game. Compromise
and moderation robbed the Republicans of one of their most potent polit-
ical issues. These were portentous complications in light of the Republican
identity of the League to Enforce Peace, which had come into existence
just as the preparedness controversy burst forth. Although Wilson man-
aged to sustain a respectful correspondence with them, an important ele-
ment of the conservative internationalists experienced the first stirrings of
partisan bitterness toward the President.

Preparedness cut into the issue of a league of nations from another,
potentially more acute, angle. Many progressive internationalists watched
with alarm as their old collective nemesis—big-navy advocates, munitions
makers, imperialists, big business, and all other manner of reactionaries—
mounted what they viewed as an insidious offensive to thwart social and
economic progress at home as well as disarmament, international cooper-
ation, and the repudiation of war as an instrument of foreign policy. But
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opponents of preparedness suffered the greatest blow to their morale when
Wilson appeared to have surrendered to the enemy.

“The war in Europe is due to industrial strife, and the efforts of
capitalists to further enslave the workingmen,” Socialist Hc.lcn Keller de-
clared to the Labor Forum of New York. “If President Wilson had sup-
ported the policy of military preparedness which h.e recently sent to Con-
gress, in 1913, the people would have demanded his removal to an insane
asylum.”* In despair, Jane Addams, on behalf of .the Woman's Peace
party, reminded her friend in the White House of his own not-)lt.: expres-
sions “that the United States might be granted the unique privilege not
only of helping the war-torn world to a lasting peace, but of aiding toward
a gradual and proportional lessening of that vast burden of armament
which has crushed to poverty the peoples of the world.” She f:nded with
a warning: increased war preparations would “tend to disqua'llfy our Na‘—
tional Executive from rendering the epochal service which this world cri-
sis offers for the establishment of permanent peace.”*® Shortly after the
administration introduced its national defense bill, Lillian Wald’s Henry
Street Group organized an “Anti-Militarism Commitltcc.” ItS lbecame the
American Union Against Militarism (AUAM) in_April 1916.

The American Union Against Militarism represented one of the out-
standing collaborations of liberal reformers and socialists of the Progres-
sive Era. Its leaders and sympathizers included Addams and Wald, Paul
Kellogg, Amos Pinchot, Frederick C. Howe, Crystal and Max Eastman,
Rabbi Stephen Wise, Louis Lochner, Florence Kelley, Helen Keller, Os-
wald Garrison Villard, James Maurer, Hamilton Holt of the LEP, and
many other friends and acquaintances of Wilson's. Their mavement was
augmented by a cluster of Southern and Western Democratlc. congress-
men and senators (some of whom considered the issue from an isolationist
perspective), led by William Jennings Bryan; Claude Kitchin of _Nortl.\
Carolina, the House Majority Leader; and William J. Stone of Missouri,
the Chdirman of the Senate Foreign Relations Committee.” ‘

Within the year, the AUAM had established branchcs: in every major
city in the country. Members disseminated some 600,000 pieces c_\f antipre-
paredness literature through a variety of publications and lo.bbxcc,l exten-
sively on Capitol Hill and at the White House. To match Wilson’s swing
around the circle, they hired the largest halls they could find and ﬁll.ed
them to overflowing in New York, Buffalo, Pittsburgh, Clcv&_zland, Cin-
cinnati, Chicago, Detroit, Minneapolis, Des Moines, Kansas City, e.md St.
Louis. “Jingo,” the papier-miché dinosaur (who wore a collar bearing the
label “ALL ARMOR PLATE—NQ BRAINS") won national fame as the
AUAM's mascot, while “I Didn’t Raise My Boy to Be a Soldier” became
a hit song.”® Notable figures outside the AUAM—Bryan bcing the most
prominent and effective—also went out on the hustings to drive the an-
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tipreparedness message home. Eugene Debs, speaking for the majority of
Socialists, did not mince words. If citizens succumbed to the current hys-
teria, he declared, the ultranationalists would “transform the American
nation into the most powerful and odious military despotism on the face
of the earth.”> John Reed, too, devoted his talents to exposing widespread
collusion between the National Security League and the munitions indus-
try and to rebutting arguments that the United States was vulnerable to
invasion by a European foe® In almost all cases, the AUAM itself was
careful to strike, not at Wilson personally, but rather at the dangers of
militarism.

Not all liberals or socialists who advocated an internationalist foreign
policy, however, contested increased military and naval appropriations. For
instance, the editors of the New Republic—Herbert Croly, Walter Lippmann,
and, Walter Weyl—followed an interesting, and rather tortuous, middle

j th. For them, the question was not preparedness, but “Preparedness for

What?” Their point of departure was the complacency that they perceived
in Wilsonian reformers once the New Freedom had been consummated
by 1915. The influential voice of “pragmatic liberalism” searched for a
way to overcome the nation’s stultifying drift. Preparedness had the po-
tential to restore the lost sense of national purpose, according to the New
Republic, because it would at once strengthen the federal government's
direction of the economy and advance the cause of social welfare. Properly
bridled, the editors suggested, preparedness was a Trojan horse that car-
ried within it the means to undermine special privilege and to restructure
American society along democratic, collectivist lines.*® Wilson, thus far,
had failed to place the issue in this vital context. Nor could they depend
on their favorite Bull Moose to set the tone. As William Allen White later
observed, “social and industrial justice no longer interested Colonel Roo-
sevelt. He had a war, a war greater than even he realized it would be, to
engage his talents. He made a tremendous clamor for preparedness. He
won back many of his old enemies, the big businessmen, who now saw
eye to eye with him and applauded as the Colonel raged at Wilson.”*”
Moreover (and ironically o, from the point of view of the New Re-
public), both Roosevelt’s militant nationalism and the AUAM’s militant
!)aciﬁsm, albeit from opposite poles, contributed to isolationist torpor. Since
its ﬁr'st number, in November 1914, the New Republic had attempted to
cxPIam to its 15,000 readers (the President among them) that Jeffersonian
drift and complacency made poor substitutes for Hamiltonian mastery
over both domestic and foreign policy. The United States could not afford
to float aimlessly in the isolationist backwaters of the nineteenth century—
not if democratic institutions were to survive. The quality of Wilsc):n’s
n.cutrality, then, was considerably strained. The United States had an ac-
tive role to play in the service of international peace—perhaps throu.gh a
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league of peace, they began to say in March 19153% And for that task
something more than a provincial constabulary was required to impress
the great powers.

The editors of the New Republic probably had gotten to the pith with
respect to foreign policy. Yet, as Christopher Lasch once pointed out, their
analysis still “left the most important question of all, the question of war
or peace, to the decision of the European powers.”* Whereas, after the
Lusitania, Croly and Lippmann in particular considered a German victory
over the Allies a threat to American national interests, they would con-
tinue to balk at intervention until other related issues further clarified
themselves. But if Wilson was adrift, they surely had not supplied much
of a rudder. Then, too, their other criticisms—that the “pacifists” pre-
ferred to let the country go unprepared in an emergency and encouraged
isolationism as well—utterly ignored the clear distinctions the AUAM
made between militarism and “sane” preparedness. Even more important,
the New Republic also overlooked the distinctly internationalist principles
of the AUAM and the Woman's Peace party, not to mention those of the
Socialist party. (One could make the case that these groups by 1915 had
worked out far more advanced, coherent, and comprehensive proposals
for addressing the general world crisis than the editors of the New Repub-
Lic ever would.)

The New Republic nonetheless justifiably reproached Wilson in at
least two arcas. Was there a coherent relationship between neutrality (or,
for that matter, his domestic agenda) and his advocacy of preparedness,
or was he merely reacting to events? And what of the future, beyond his
vague and platitudinous hopes of offering the services of the United States
in the cause of peaceful counsel? Colonel House had not yet begun his
famous courtship of the New Republic crowd, so no one there scemed to
have a clue.®

As we have seen, Wilson actually had, very early on, mapped out a
rudimentary peace plan on his own. He also had closely studied the pro-
posals of the Woman'’s Peace party and the Socialist party, and was fa-
miliar with those of the Union of Democratic Control and the League to
Enforce Peace. Secretly, he pursued the Pan-American Pact, a model or-
ganization for the Western Hemisphere; and he and House, in late 1915,
embarked on yet another undisclosed mediatorial exploration in Europe.
(Either endeavor would have mitigated the concerns emanating from var-
jous progressive internationalist guarters.) But as late’ as January 1916, the
President had not so much as dropped a hint, publicly, about the real
direction of his thoughts. As the preparedness controversy reached its cli-
max, he at last began cautiously to remedy the situation—though, again,
not in an arena designed to gain a lot of attention. Rather provocatively,
he chose to do so for the benefit of those to his left.
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In the spring of 1916, the AUAM sent a distinguished delegation to
the White House."! The representatives included Lillian Wald, Paul Kel-
logg, Crystal and Max Eastman, Adolf Berle, Jr., Amos Pinchot, and Rabbi
Wise. The delegation emphasized that the AUAM stood neither for “peace
at any price” nor against “sane and reasonable” preparedness.® But they
were anxious about those numerous agents of militarism who were “frankly
hostile to our institutions of democracy.” Their deepest fear, Lillian Wald
said to the President, was that “the acceptance by the American people of
a big army or big navy would simply neutralize and annul the moral
power which our nation ought, through you, to exercise when the day of
peace negotiations has come.”® Significantly, Wilson contended that some
measure of military force was, in fact, essential to the vindication of moral
force. “I am just as much opposed to militarism as any man living,” he
said, and he had a record to substantiate that claim. He went on at some
length to explain how his program actually conformed to Wald's crite-
ria—that it would provide adequate security “without changing the spirit
of the country.”® Then he addressed her observation about moral force
and peace. “When you go into a conference to establish the foundations
of the peace of the world, you have got to go in on a basis intelligible to
the people you are dealing with. . . . And that means that, if the world
undertakes, as we all hope it will undertake, a joint effort to keep the
peace, it will expect us to play our proportional part in manifesting the
force which is going to rest back of that. Now, in the last analysis the
peace of society is obtained by force.”%

He continued: “Now, let us suppose that we have formed a family
of nations, and that family says, “The world is not going to have any more
wars of this sort without at least the duty at first, though, to go through
certain processes to show whether there is anything in the case or not.’
And if you say we shall not have any war, you have got to make that
‘shall’ bite. The rest of the world, if America takes part in this thing, will
have the right to expect from her that she contributes her element of force
to the general understanding. Surely that is not a militaristic ideal. That
Is a very practical, possible ideal.”%

“Would that not, Mr. President, logically lead to a limitless expan-
sion of our contribution?” Wald inquired. Wilson did not think so: “Now,
quite the opposite to anything you fear, I believe that, if the world ever
comes to combine its force for the purpose of maintaining peace, the in-
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The Masses editor was especially pleased that t‘hrougl_lc_)ut'thc mtcrv:cz
Wilson had “always referred to the Union Against I\‘/Ilht’ansm as thou%]
he were a member of it,” and had talked ‘fof how we E:oulﬂ mcctk.t e
difficulties of national defense without the rlsks_of mlhtansm.h.Spca ing
for himself, Eastman wrote, “I believe that h.c sincerely ha.tes hlS pr.cp:airr;
edness policies.”® Although the New York Times w'ould ‘mls:l t ;; poin o
its brief account of the meeting, Eastman cmahasgcd in the ]da:fe; he
explicit connection between ?rcparcdncs; and f'he idea of world-fede
i international enforcement of peace.
o aI\I/II:r:;;:, during the colloquy, Amos Pinchot. had asserted that the
United States, in time, could become more aggressive than an&r f)lthcr :ac-l
tion (in part because of its enormous economic might); and 1h s::rl: WaaS
said, “I quite see your point. It might very easily, unlcs.s l:cnmc: i:] e P
placed upon it by some international arrangement whlf: we hope ° .
These comments, Eastman concluded for the consideration of t ¢ rea ers
of his socialist monthly, placed Wilson “far a.bov‘tl: and beyond.d hx: pcict:;
especially Roosevelt. He could not hcl!) but wish that. the '1,’;'5:51 ent mig
point the way to all as boldly as he did to our committee. , "
There is no evidence that Wilson ever rcac! Eastman’s appraisa hm
the Masses, a publication that boasted a readership more than thrice t a;
of the New Republic”® But this conference at the .Whltc House was a
least a minor historic occasion. In making a plausxblc. case for strongtlzr
national defense to the AUAM, Wilseon, for the first time, had n.ot on 3
discussed the role of force in the modern Wf)rl.d; he hac‘i‘ also a.;tlcu}ate
to persons other than absolute confidants his |<':lca f:0r a family vc;] .lna-
tions.” Not incidentally, as the tenor of Eastman’s article suggests, Wilson
had inadvertently scored several points with a number o‘f f:loubtmg. pro-
gressive internationalists who represented liberal and socialist constituen-

cies of key political importance.

Throughout the preparedness controversy Wilson received countless othc;‘
peate delegations. In November 1915, Jane Addams brought a grc;;zl[;l o
omen from The Hague to see him and had arranged to f}ood the: hite
House with over twelve thousand telegrams from wgmcns_ orgamzatlonﬁ
across the country demanding mediation of the war. I:?arl:cr thal_; mont
Louis Lochner of the Chicago Peace Socicty and 'PrcSl_dcnt David S‘tarr
Jordan of Stanford University (progressive internationalists who occasion-

e

dividual contributions of each nation will be much less, necessarily, natu-
rally less, than they would be in other circumstances, and that all they
will have to do will be to contribute moderately and not indefinitely.”
After the meeting, the members of the delegation adjourned to a
ncarby hotel. According to an account by Max Eastman, they agreed
unanimously that “the President had taken us into his intellectual bosom.”

ally worked in conservative internationalist circles) again presented alrlgu—
ments for continuous mediation and a confercncc. of ne.utrals. I;oc n;r
related his experiences in Europe during thc.prcvmus winter an ma"e
Wilson wince when he described how nurses in thf: field had acc1d}1]:nta ty
snapped off the limbs of frozen soldiers whlle-trymg to remove t lcm 0
burial sites. Three million men had already perished. Struggling coalitions

t-.
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of liberals within the belligerent countries, Lochner and Jordan told him,
were awaiting his summons. The President must act before another grue-
some winter passed.”” By the end of the session Wilson was visibly moved.
Jordan later reflected, “[N]ever have I seen him so human, so deferential,
and so ready to listen. Usually he was difficult to talk to and rather haughty.”
Even so, Lochner found him inscrutable, and was convinced that he was
“playing a lone hand.”?

Jordan and Lochner—indeed, all progressive internationalists, but
particularly those who agitated for mediation and against preparedness—
might have been slightly more sanguine had they been privy to recent
conversations between Wilson and House. A few weeks before, Wilson—
his hopes raised by the temporary resolution of the submarine issue—had
begun anew to explore the possibilities for mediation.” On September 3,
House wrote to Sir Edward Grey: “Do you think the President could
make peace proposals to the belligerents at this time. upon the broad basis
of the elimination of militarism and navalism and a return, as nearly as
possible, to the status quo {ante bellum]?” Grey wanted some specifics.
“How much,” he cabled back on September 22, “are the United States
prepared to do in this direction? Would the President propose that there
should be a League of Nations binding themselves against any Power
which broke a treaty . . . or which refused, in case of dispute, to adopt
some other method of settlement than that of war?”?

Wilson could not have wished for more appropriately tailored ques-
tions. For a number of reasons, the moment scemed propitious for House
to return to Europe, not only because of the relaxation of German-
American tensions and the presumed tractability of Grey. Secretary of
State Lansing and Ambassador Naén of Argentina were working on a
revision of the Pan-American Pact, apparently to the satisfaction of every-
one involved. Anticipating a breakthrough, Wilson now contemplated going
public with the treaty—in part to prove.to the British that the Untted
States was serious about joining a larger postwar peacekeeping organiza-
tion. But, perhaps most important of all, Grey’s questions could be an-
swered in the affirmative because of the activities of both wings of the
new American internationalist movement. Their ongoing campaigns had
begun to create a fairly substantial body of opinion—which had not ex-
isted at the time of House’s previous mission—to support an American
pledge to join a league of nations.

Wilson gave House instructions for his assignment on Christmas Eve,
1915. The United States should have nothing to do with the actual settle-
ment; it was concerned only with the maintenance of the peace after the
war. “The only guarantees that any rational man could accept are (a)
military and naval disarmament and (b) a Jeague of nations to secure each
nation against aggression and maintain the absolute freedom of the seas,”
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Wilson wrote. “If either party to the present war will let vs 5«:1{ tlo tl;c
other that they are willing to discuss peace on sucijx terms, lthw1l c carty
be our duty to use our utmost moral force to oblige t.ht.: ot ;rhpartyrl(c;
parley, and I do not see how they could stand in the opinion o tfe u;ci)ons
if they refused.”” Thus the establishment of a postwar lcag,uc 0 dpa i
had at last become embedded as the central fact in Wilson’s mediatoria
d'PIO;‘::’ ylf any of the progressive or conscrva‘tivc .internationallistcsi ;‘1.ad
known the range of Wilson's initiatives, they still lmlght_ ha:vc as lc im
to act on the thoughts that he had once convcye(‘:l in an intimate letter to
Ellen Axson some thirty years before—a confession of his ambmon_to S(;
“communicate the thoughts of the great mass of the‘pec_)ple ;1; .;o m;]p(;
them to great political achievements.” 7 Smcc‘the beginning, c;s;n:] a
exhibited an extraordinarily broad understandlflg of the war an ; clr:-
tertained bold ideas and worthy plans that might avert anotl;er.d utthc
had permitted caution to overcome his na.tural. propensities to lead, md ;
extent that neither wing of the internationalist movement yet regarde
him as their obvious leader. All of this was about to chang!t’:, ho\;:frelvcr,
commencing in the first week of 1916—"a year of madness,” as l dl shon
later called it, “a year of excitement, more profound thafn the world has
ever known before.””® And, from that point onward,_t.he issue of a lcagulc
of nations would become the suture of American politics and foreign pol-

icy.
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The Turning Point

O nly weeks before his resignation, William Jennings Bryan conveyed
to Wilson his personal sense of urgency about the Pan-American
Pact: “The sooner we can get this before the public the better, for the
influence it may have across the Atlantic.”! But, due to a combination of
unfavorable circumstances—Chile’s persistent doubts about the treaty and
Wilson’s preoccupation with the submarine crises after May 1915—a pub-
lic announcement remained for some months highly problematical, In the
autumn, Robert Lansing and Ambassador Naén of Argentina finally over-
came Chile’s objections (or so it seemed) by removing the cumbrous
onec-year time limit for the settlement of pending disputes. Their draft
also s.atisﬁed Wilson’s concern that the collective security guarantees be
kept intact, if, as he put it, “these articles are indeed to serve as any sort
o_f model for the action of any other nations.”* Wilson’s subsequent deci-
sion to unveil the Pact at the Second Pan-American Scientific Congress in
early January was but the first indication that 1916 would be a crucial
year in the history of the creation of the League of Nations.

Wilson was positively buoyant as he walked onto the stage to address
the Scientific Congress on the evening of January 6. He and Edith Bollin
G?lt of Washington, D.C., had been married only three weecks before ang
this was her first public event as First Lady. Since New Year's Day,, ru-
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mors had spread among the delegates that something big was in the off-
ing. The President did not disappoint them. Before alluding to the Pan-
American Pact, he offered some prefatory comments that riveted the
attention of his audience. He had chosen to speak critically {perhaps even
self-deprecatingly) about one of the shibboleths of American foreign pol-
icy. “The Monroe Doctrine was proclaimed by the United States on her
own authority.” he said. “(I]t has been fears and suspicions on this score
which have hitherto prevented the greater intimacy and confidence and
trust between the Americas. The states of America have not been certain
what the United States would do with her power. That doubt must be
removed.” The removal of that doubt, he continued, “will be accom-
plished, in the first place, by the states of America uniting in guaranteeing
to each other, absolutely, political independence and territorial integrity.”
Upon highlighting its other features, he announced that negotiations for
the Pan-American Pact were under way and imparted his views of the
higher historical imperative of these “very practical” proposals: “They are
based on the principles of absolute equality among states, equality of right,
not equality of indulgence. They are based, in short, upon the solid, eter-
nal foundations of justice and humanity. No man can turn away from
these things without turning away from the hope of the world. God grant
that it may be given to America to light this light on high for the illu-
mination of the world.”*

The address was probably the most encouraging moment, for Wil-
son, in the entire mercurial evolution of the Pact. The delegates responded
with a thunderous ovation. Editorial opinion was extremely generous. The
New York Times endorsed the Pact on the front page and added, “The
President’s appearance before the congress was a great personal triumph.”
The New Republic also suggested that the administration had cause to
rejoice: “Mr. Wilson’s method of dealing with the other American states
... has had the great merit of disarming their suspicions and winning
their confidence. Our southern neighbors seem finally convinced of the
good faith of the United States. The Monroe Doctrine no longer looks to
them like . . . an imperialist policy.”* A. G. Gardiner, the English essayist
and journalist, submitted the most ebullient and prescient review in late
February. “Is it not possible,” Gardiner asked in the London Daily News,
“that in the President’s scheme we have the seed of that larger peace that
shall encompass the world?” Time and the experience of the war would
eventually pull, not only the Americas, but also a reconstructed British
Empire, France, Italy, Russia, and even Germany and the Hapsburg Em-
pire “within the orbit of a common deliverance.” Such was the mission of

the New World, he wrote—“to help the old find the way out of the
ns

wilderness.
It was no coincidence that A. G. Gardiner should have so vividly
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conjured. Colonel House had arrived at Falmouth on the day before Wil-
son’s address. His specific task, it will be recalled, was to work out terms
among the belligerents for possible mediation based on the starus quo ante,
disarmament, and the establishment of a league of nations. After making
the rounds in Paris and Berlin, however, he decided on his own to broach
the subject of Pan-Americanism upon his return to London in February.
His intention was to gain official British approval of the Pact, and he
started his campaign by taking a number of London newspaper editors
into his confidence.® Then, on February 21, House told Sir Edward Grey
about the treaty and asked whether he would be willing to express his
support for it in Parliament, provided that Sir Robert Borden, the Cana-
dian Prime Minister, approved. When Grey agreed to do so, a second
thought occurred to House. Great Britain should actually enter into the
Pz?b/y virtue of its New World territorial possessions! In House’s opin-

/i) , this was “an opportunity not to be disregarded and its tendency would

be to bring together an influence which could control the peace of the
world.””

Virtually all scholarship on House's mediatorial diplomacy of 1916
overlooks this bold and unauthorized formulation of foreign policy. The
mission is best known for a document which he and the Foreign Secretary
initialed on February 22, the famous House-Grey Memorandum. I, too,
ultimately played a part in the fortunes of the league issue in transatlantic
diplomacy, as we shall see.

House had come away from his conferences in Bérlin with the dis-
tinct impression that the pro-submarine faction within the German High
Command was ascendant and therefore very likely to drive the United
States into the war before long. For their part, the French were hardly

more receptive to peace talk than the Germans, until such time as their °

foes were beaten back beyond the Rhine. Indeed, both Jules Cambon, the
French Foreign Minister, and Grey had told him flatly that the President’s
terms were unacceptable. The Colonel now felt compelled to assure the
French of American sympathy. Circumventing Wilson’s instructions, he
went so far as to tell Cambdh that the United States would intervene
against Germany before the end of the year, if the Allies could avoid
stirring up American resentment over their commercial blockade. (House
deliberately misied Wilson about the astonishing surety he had given the
French. Instead, he sent back optimistic reports about the chances for
mediation, which would have stood as the historical record to this day
had Cambon not preserved his own account of the conversations.’) Even
so, when he returned to Britain from the Continent in mid-February,
House continued in earnest to discuss mediation with Grey and Asquith,
As a kind of inducement to gain their cooperation, House, on the day
after he raised the subject of British membership in the Pan-American

- e R

s

|

The Turning Point 3

5
. N . .
Pact, devised an agreement embodied in the controversial memorandum.

The document stipulated that if the British and French asked him to,
Wilson would summon a peace conference. If Germany refused to attend,
then the United States would “probably” enter the war on the side of the
Allies; if Germany agreed to attend but otherwise proved unreasonable
about the terms of peace, then the United States also would “probably”
enter war on the side of the Allies.”

The Colonel obviously had a lot of ground to cover when he briefed
Wilson at the White House on March 6. Wilson accepted his Pan-
American overture with little trepidation; his one concern was how Great
Britain, technically, could sign a treaty that referred to guarantees .under
republican forms of government, since the Empire was not a republic. He
considered the matter, however, not in terms of whether, but of how and
when, Britain should become a party to the Pact. In any case, it is clear
that, by this juncture, Wilson and House conceived of the Pact as both a
potential foundation league from which to build outward and a model to
show the Europeans in conjunction with their peace moves.?

The House-Grey Memorandom was a more hazardous proposition.
For one thing, everybody concerned interpreted it to suit their own pur-
poses. The British conceived of it as partial insurance against disastel"; they
would use it only as an alternative to abject defeat.'! House privately
believed that the memorandum would facilitate American intervention
once the Germans resumed submarine warfare. Wilson himself realized
that the terms carried the high risk of war. But, if, as House explained,
Germany was bound sooner or later to renege on the Arabic pledge and
the Allies only required the assurances stipulated, then the gamble was
worthwhile; moreover, Wilson could not conceive of the peoples of Eu-
rope permitting the renewal of hostilities once they had ceased. Therefore,
after inserting the “probablys,” Wilson approved the memorandum be-
cause it seemed to be the best available means of bringing the war to an
end, short of belligerency, and of moving forward with work on some
kind of league. Unfortunately, Wilson's strategy for achieving these objec-
tives was based on misinformation from House and an erroneous assump-
tion of the good faith of the British. Nonetheless, other events had.unex—
pectedly begun to set the stage for the long-overdue public declaration on
behalf of American membership in a league nations. The first of these
events was the resolution of the submarine issue in the spring of 1916; the
second, ironically, was the concurrent refusal of the Allies to activate the

House-Grey Memorandum at Wilson’s urgent request.

On March 24, a German submarine torpedoed the unarmed French
steamer Sussex in the English Channel. Four Americans were among the
eighty casualties.”? On April 6, the President, Colonel House, and .Secre—
tary Lansing held a long session to determine what.course of action to
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take in the face of impending war. They discussed the Sussex crisis, the
prospects for getting Grey to execute the agreement of February 22 (in
the hope of setting the process of mediation in motion), and the status of
the Pan-American negotiations, which had settled into another bog, again,
owing to Chile’s uneasiness about the Tacna-Arica dispute.!* Within a
matter of days, House received several messages from Grey. The Cana-
dian Prime Minister had approved of Britain’s joining the Pan-American
league; but, Grey also reported, it would be best to delay an endorsement
in Parliament until the United States and Argentina, Brazil, and Chile
had reached a solid understanding among themselves.** As for the House-
Grey Memorandum, the French could not consider a peace conference
while the outcome of the titanic struggle then raging around Verdun was
still in doubt. “There must be more German failure and some Allied
success before anything but an inconclusive peace could be obtained,” the
Foreign Secretary added.”®
This was not encouraging news. In the meantime, Wilson weighed

the potential consequences of holding Germany to strict accountability, a
decision he was obliged to make if he expected the British to take him
seriously as a mediator. In a very real sense, Wilson placed the choice
between peace and war in the lap of the Germans. On April 18, 1916, he
demanded that they restrict their undersea operations in accordance with
the rules of cruiser warfare, or “visit and search”; he did not, however,
insist that they abandon the submarine altogether. This concession, along
with the fact that Germany's fleet of U-boats was not large enough to
justify the risk of irrevocably offending the United States, probably pre-
vented war between the two countries in 1916. On May 4, the German

government accepted Wilson’s conditions. The so-called Sussex pledge was
the greatest diplomatic triumph of Wilson’s first administration, and it

seemed to vindicate the counsels of paticnce and forbearance. Sheer luck,

however, had intervened as well.'6

The happy resolution of German-American tensions caused many

commentators in the United States to'speculate that peace through Wil-

sonian offices was imminent.'”"It also contributed to the President’s belief
that both peace in Europe and the establishment of a league of nations

were now attainable, if only the Allies would cooperate. Just two days

before the arrival of the German note, Brazilian and Chilean representa-

tives had submitted a new draft of the Pan-American Pact; because the

Chileans had participated agreeably, the administration awaited in high
anticipation the official responses of the three principal South American
governments.'® In the meantime, Wilson concentrated his attention on the
British and mediation. Accordingly, he directed House to send Grey yet
another entreaty, on May 10, to stress the growing public demand for
action to end the war, and that the President was now willing to publicly
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commit the United States to postwar collective security and to propose a
conference to discuss peace.” _

Grey responded with unadorned frankness on May 12. If: the Presi-
dent acted on his stated intentions, the Allies would construe it as a plot
“instigated by Germany to secure peace on terms unfa\forablc to the Al-
lies.”2® House was mortified. “Sir Edward has been talking to me for two
years concerning the necessity of the United States d.oing what you now
propose,” the Colonel (attempting, in part, to coruer his own tra::hs) v\:'rote
to Wilson; “and yet when you are ready to do it, he hesntate:s. Wilson
was not exactly overjoyed, either. The administrat%on must “get down. to
hard pan,” he told House, and either insist on the rights of trade as against
the Allied blockade, or make a decided move for peace. He pr.oposcd a
course of action on May 16: the United States would have nothing to do
with the terms of peace the belligerents might agree on; it would, how-
ever, join “a universal alliance to maintain freedom of the seas a.nd to
prevent any war begun either a) contrary to treaty covenants o b) anthout
warning and full inquiry,—a virtual guarantee of territorial integrity an,d
political independence.”? House drafted a cable that er‘nbodwd Wilson’s
thoughts and dispatched it to Grey on May 19. .Tl.lus les?n had met tlr.le
Foreign Secretary’s previous conditions for mediation and, in no uncertain
terms, had conveyed to London his position on a league of nations. The
time had come to make his position explicit to the American people as
well.

During the height of the Sussex crisis, Wilson had declined an invi.tation
from William Howard Taft to address the first anniversary meeting of
the League to Enforce Peace, to be held in Washingt‘on. Whl‘fn Taft re-
newed the request on May 9, the day after Wilson outlined his 1d<=:as2 3about
a league to the American Union Against Militarism, he accepted.”” The
President’s decision had all the characteristics of good politics and goed
statesmanship, and demonstrated how closely yoked domestic politics and
ign policy had become.
e gDoEr)ncst?c considerations were varied. Setting aside his own diplo-
matic initiatives, Wilson’s sensibilities had surely been sharpened by the
almost constant, impassioned pleas of the progressive internationalists. He
also deemed it appropriate that, as head of the government, he should
provide leadership and guidance for a movement that had capturcc! the
imagination of so many people. But why cmploy. the Re[?ubhcan-
dominated League to Enforce Peace as the forum? Wllson.rcahzcc? that
he commanded the allegiance of probably most progressive lnFcrnaflonal—
ists, but not that of the conservative internationalists. ‘By making his first
public declaration before the LEP—the most influential of all _pro‘leaguc
organizations—he might bring some conservatives around to his own po-
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sition and lay the foundation for broad-based, if not quite bipartisan, sup-
port for the movement. Even so, it was general knowledge that Wiison
conferred much more often with left-wing progressives and socialists about
the subject than with conservatives. There existed, then, the greater like-
lihood, as the electoral season approached, that the distance between Wil-
son’s views and those of the conservatives would widen, thus fanning the
embers of partisanship, especially if the public began to identify the league
idea with Wilson and the Democratic party.

The Europeans—and, in particular, the British—were a considera-
tion as well. If Wilson came out strongly for a league and perhaps called
for a peace conference, he not only would make it clear that the United
States intended to guarantee the peace settlement; his declaration would
also focus the attention of the world on a peace league, invigorate all the
clements of the British movement, and thus exert tremendous pressure on
the Allies to consent to mediation. '

“I am thinking a great deal about the speech I am to make on the
twenty-seventh,” Wilson wrote to House, “because I realize that it may
be the most important I shall ever be called upon to make.” He had, of
course, voluminous material to draw upon. He kept a large file that con-
tained reports and memoranda from the Woman's Peace party, the AUAM,
the LEP, and the Union of Democratic Control, a collection of quotations
from the speeches of Asquith, Grey, Viscount Bryce, and clippings from
the New Republic, Hamilton Holt's Independens, and other publications.?*
As usual, House was the chief consultant; since Sir Edward had not yet
responded to his latest message (the cable of May 19), he advised Wilson
to treat only the subject of the league and to do no more than hint at
mediation. “Whether you succeed in starting a peace movement at this
time or not,” he wrote after reading Wilson’s final draft, “you are making,
I think, a good record to go before the world with.”?

At 7:20 p.M., on the evening of May 27, some two thousand people
greeted the President as he entered the main dining room of the New
Willard Hotel and sat down at the speakers’ tablé with former president
Taft, A. Lawrence Lowell, and Senator Henry Cabot Lodge.”® He was,
by choice, the last speaker on the agenda, after Lodge.

Wilson began by talking about the war. “With its causes and objects
we are not concerned,” he said, although the American people “were as

much concerned as the nations at war to see peace assume an aspect of

permanence.” The United States, he observed, had reached a point in its
history when it could no longer be guided by the timeworn precepts of
George Washington’s valedictory: “We are participants, whether we would
or not, in the life of the world. The interests of all nations are our own
also. We are partners with the rest. What affects mankind is inevitably
our affair as well as the affair of the nations of Europe and of Asia.
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“The peace of the world must henceforth depend upon a new and
more wholesome diplomacy,” he continued. “Only when the nations of
the world have reached some sort of agreement . . . as to some feasible
method of acting in concert when any nation or group of nations seeks to
disturb those fundamental things, can we feel that civilization is at last in
a way of justifying itself.” He thereupon proclaimed that the American
people believed in the following things: “First, that every people has a

right to choose the sovercignty under which they shall live. . . . Second,
that the small states of the world have a right to enjoy the same respect
for their sovereignty and for their territorial integrity. . . . And, third,

that the world has a right to be free from every disturbance of its peace
that has its origins in aggression and disregard of the rights of peoples
and nations.

“So sincerely do I believe in these things that I am sure that I speak
the mind and wish of the people of America when I say that the United
States is willing to become a partner in any feasible association of nations
formed in order to realize these objects and make them secure against
violation,” This would involve (once the belligerents had come to a peace
settlement on their own) “an universal association of the nations to main-
tain the inviolate security of the highway of the seas for the common and
unhindered use of all the nations of the world, and to prevent any war
begun either contrary to treaty covenants or without warning and full
submission of the causes to the opinion of the world—a virtual guarantee
of territorial integrity and political independence.

“But I did not come here, let me repeat, to discuss a program,” he
said in conclusion. “I came only to avow a creed and give expression to
the confidence I feel that the world is even now upon the eve of a great
consummation, when some common force will be brought into existence
which shall safeguard rights as the first and most fundamental interest of
all peoples and all governments, when coercion shall be summoned not to
the service of political ambition or selfish hostility, but to the service of a
common order, a common justice, and a common peace. God grant that
the dawn of that day of frank dealing and of settled peace, concord, and
cooperation may be near at hand!”#

The tumultuous applause that shook the New Willard Hotel was
but the first indication that Wilson’s momentous pronouncement would
be received, as Colonel House described it, as “a land mark in history.”
The president of Williams College, for instance, compared it to the Get-
tysburg Address. Walter Lippmann, using the Monroe Doctrine as his
point of reference, wrote: “In historic significance it is easily the most
important diplomatic event that our generation has known.” Hamilton
Holt proclaimed that the address “cannot fail to rank in political impor-
tance with the Declaration of Independence.” In an editorial entitled “Mr.
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Wilson’s Great Utterance,” the New Republic suggested that the President
might have engineered “a decisive turning point in the history of the
modern world.” Because he had given new meaning to preparedness and
had broken with isolationism, Wilson’s stand represented “one of the greatest
advances ever made in the development of international morality.”?

While the preponderance of American opinion was overwhelmingly
favorable—literally hundreds of editorials characterized the speech as “the
voice of America”®—Wilson had also incensed many observers. The New
York Tribune, for example, condemned as “fantastic” the idea of self-
determination and described the performance as “another flagrant illustra-
tion of Mr. Wilson’s instability as a statesman, his fluid sentimentalism,
his servitude to winged phrases.”*® Theodore Roosevelt’s organ, the Out-
look, castigated the President for not taking sides with the Allies.”!

The Outlook was practically alone in discerning that the League to
Enforce Peace might have less cause for celebration than the first Aush of
exhilaration seemed to warrant. Hamilton Holt considered the speech an
“almost official endorsement” of the LEP’s position; Taft, usually a shrewd
analyst, believed simply that Wilson’s appearance evidenced “sympathy
with our general purposes.” But they both had failed to note Wilson’s
comment “l did not come here, let me repeat, to discuss a program.”
Indeed, he had not endorsed the LEP’s platform. Even in its generalities
the address implicitly testified to the unreconciled differences between the,
progressives and conservatives over several important questions, including
self-determination, national sovereignty, and whether the war itself should
end in favor of the Allies or in a draw. If anything, Wilson had articu-
lated the position of the American progressive-left and the British radicals.
As Philip Snowden correctly observed, “Every one of the principles of the
U.D.C. was stated and approved in the speech by the American Presi-
dent.”* In any case, Wilson clearly had achieved two important objec-
tives: he had elevaied the general proposition of postwar collective security
to a position of preeminence in American politics, and, virtually overnighe,
%‘u‘: had secured for himself the_leadership of the American league move-
ment.

This much could alse be said about the effect of the address in Eu-
rope. A. G. Gardiner, in the London Daily News, claimed that Wilson
had opened “a new chapter in the history of civilization.” Sir Horace
Plunkett added that the League had now been raised “to a high place
among the prophetic visions of international statesmanship.”3* Comment-
ing on the UDC’s plans to disseminate the speech, Kate Courtney wrote
that Wilson had “filled us with hope,” while Noel Buxton, a Liberal member
of Parliament, told House that his party would now begin active propa-
ganda** Viscount James Bryce, whose views more closely approximated
Taft’s than Wilson'’s, informed House that all groups in the British move-
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ment were “greatly cheered and encouraged by the President’s recent de-

liverances.” ¥

The majority of European commentators, however, were decidedly

not cheered and encouraged. The most prevalent interpretation was that

Wilson was about to intervene.independently to try to end the war, chiefly
to impress the American electorate.’® Both the French press and Foreign
Office fairly scoffed at Wilson's alleged presumptions as mediator. Jean
Jules Jusserand, the ambassador to the United States, warned House that
his countrymen believed that the appeal was “clearly inspired by German
interest.”¥ For its part, the German press also dismissed the speech as
Wilson's opening petition for reelection (an opinion not without some
basis).®® The response of the Foreign Office was subtler. Since the war
then appeared to be moving in their favor, the Germans did not welcome
a Wilsonian settlement. In the event that a serious peace move material-
ized, they hoped to remain equivocal and to shift to the Allies the onus
of rejecting Wilson's hand.*® In Great Britain, the political right and cen-
ter were stung by Wilson’s professed unconcern with the war’s causes and
objects. Lord Cromer, in a letter to the London Times, claimed that the
remark disqualified the President from exercising “any decisive influence
on the terms of peace.” This opinion was shared by many publications,
including the Times itself.*

The British Cabinet was probably Wilson’s most important foreign
audience—not only because of the messages that were traveling back and
forth between Washington and London at the time, but also because the
Cabinet had just had an intense internal debate over the league idea. In
May 1915, Lord Chancellor Haldane had prepared a memorandum cn the
subject. His study reflected the influence of the Bryce Group (the British
equivalent of the LEP) and suggested that a league would serve Britain’s
security interests, but only if the United States became a dedicated mem-
ber. Two days before Wilson’s LEP address, Maurice Hankey, secretary
of the War Committee, rejoined that security through a league was illu-
sory. He feared that the Allies and other presumably peace-loving nations
would fall prey to the “enthusiasts for social reform and the anti-war and
disarmament people,” while the Germans (and perhaps the Russians) would
exploit the postwar craving for peace, rearm themselves, and attack the
democracies at the appropriate moment. The United States, he further
argued, could not be counted on. Its tradition of isolationism and its alle-
giance to the almighty dollar offered proof of his assertions. Any inter-
national scheme was doomed to failure, Hankey concluded. Arthur James
Balfour, First Lord of the Admiralty, had carlier staked out the middle
ground. In reply to the Haldane memorandum, Balfour had suggested
that periodic, informal conferences between nations, which brought dis-
putants together without forcing a judgment on them, would do more
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good than compulsory arbitration and ironclad guarantees of territorial
integrity. In any case, he was now advising that the government inform
Wilson that the league idea would best be furthered by American inter-
vention against Germany.*!

On the general question of a league of nations, then, there was di-
vided counsel within the British government. On the question of a peace
conference, however, there was unanimity. And in this respect, the timing
of both House’s request of May 19 for action on the House-Grey Memo-
randum and Wilson’s celebrated preachment could not have been worse.
Germany was in a vastly superior position vis-d-vis the Allies, and the War
Office was just then eager to unleash a new British army on the Somme
and deal the enemy the crushing blow. The government would never
consider mediation as long as some hope of victory remained. Wilson
would be called in only if Allied defeat appeared certain.®?

Consequently, Grey’s formal response to House on May 29 explicitly
ruled out American mediation. It also demonstrated the fundamental dif-
ferences, in this instance, between the British government’s qualified view
of the league predicated upon victory and a postwar Pax Atlantica, and
Wilson’s view of the league begat by self-determination and a peace short
of victory. “The best chance for the great scheme,” Grey wrote, “is the
President’s willingness that it should be proposed by the United States in
convention [with] a peace favorable to the Allies obtainable with Ameri-
can aid. The worst chance would be that it should be proposed in con-
nection with an inconclusive peace. . .. No such peace could secure a
reliable and enduring international organization of the kind he contem-
plates.”* Thus was Wilson at last confronted with reality; or, as he later
put it to House, with “the stupidity of English opinion.”* Yet no one in
the Cabinet had altered his attitude since the initialing of the agreement
of February 22; Grey had said nothing that he had not previously said to
House. Although he failed to grasp it, Wilson had finally reaped what the
Colone] had sown. :

The ensuing summer witnessed the lowest ebb in Anglo-American
public and official relations since the British burned Washington in 1814.
The British government’s ruthless suppression of the Irish Rebellion in
April and the subsequent execution of its leaders disturbed even the staun-
chest Anglophiles, including Theodore Roosevelt. The tensions soon
heightened when the Allies began to seize American mails on the high
seas. Then, on July 19, the British government published a “blacklist” and
forbade its subjects to do business with some 347 American and Latin
American firms suspected of carrying on trade with the Central Powers.
This action generated another swell of indignation in the United States.
By September, Wilson's attitude toward the British had so hardened that
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Secretary Lansing feared that the United States would soon find itself
aligned with Germany.” )

Meanwhile, House’s and Grey's correspondence tapered off. “I am
not sure that there is anything further that the Prcsidcn_t can do for' thﬁ
moment, for he gets little support or encouragement outsnd‘c oflAmenca,
House lamented to the Foreign Secretary. “We are stanc},mg it seems at
the roads of destiny, waiting to see which way to turn.” Grey did not
answer for six weeks. “There is nothing more that / can do at the mo-
ment,” he retorted on August 28, and rcm%ndcd House that he,. Grey, had
publicly advocated a league on three occasions. It was 100 bad If the Pres};
ident was disappointed “at the want of response to his specch. But_b?t
Wilson and the American people were apparently hell-bent on avoiding
war, even at the cost of national honor. He now wondered whether
Americans really understood what was at stake in the war and whether
“even with a League of Nations the United Statt':'i6could l?c dt?pendej
upon to uphold treaties and agreements by force. The situation ha
reached an utter stalemate.

For about three weeks after Wilson's address to the League to Enforce
Peace, events seemed to auger extremely ‘well for the Pan-A'mcncan Pact,
despite the fact that Grey had all but disposed of House's overture to
include Great Britain in it. On June 3, the government of Brazil, foll_ow-
ing the example of Argentina, accepted the Wilson-emended, Lansing-
Naén draft treaty. Although Chile had not responded, Ambassador.da
Gama launched a new drive to persuade her to come along.. The Foreign
Minister of Brazil announced that he would travel to Washington person-
ally to affix his signature, and Ambassador Naén began preparations for
a gala ceremony in which some thirteen Latin Amc’r.lcan countries were
expected to sign the Pact. “I think it is safe to say, Et;nry P. Fletcher
said in a letter to House on June 15, “we have arrived. .

Even as Fletcher wrote, however, untoward developments in the
Mexican Revolution conspired to ruin the credibility of the United States
in the eyes of practically every Latin American government and dealt the
Pan-American Pact a mortal blow. In October 1915, Wilson had granted
Venustiano Carranza's Constitutionalists recognition as the de faf'zo gov-
ernment of Mexico. On March 9, 1916, Pancho Villa, Carranza’s op_po-
nent, led a mounted attack on the little town of Columbus, Ntl:w Mexico,
killing nineteen Americans. A substantial historiography has since grown
up around the question of Villa’s motivations. For years, .thc most preva-
lent interpretation held that Villa, encouraged by German intrigues, sought
to further his own ambitions by provoking war between the Umted' Sta.tcs
and Mexico. New documentary evidence, brought to light by Friedrich
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Katz, suggests that the raid sprang from the general’s firm (but un-
founded) belief that Carranza and Wilson had reached an agreement that
would have made Mexico a virtual protectorate of the United States.*®

The killing of American citizens put the Wilson administration in
an extremely difficult position. Although few individuals of influence de-
manded war, many Republican critics of his Mexican policy blamed the
President for creating the circumstances that incited the raid. Perilous as
any sort of retaliation promised to be, Wilson, in this situation, could not
cry “too proud to fight"—and certainly not in an election year. On March
15, he ordered Brigadier General John J. Pershing, with a force of ap-
proximately 7,000 soldiers, to pursue Villa into Mexico. {Wilson took spe-
cial pains to keep a tight rein on Pershing in order to avoid a clash with
Carranza’s troops; he also cautioned several news services not to put a
dramatic construction on the intrusion.*) Initially, Carranza tacitly sanc-
tioned the so-called Punitive Expedition; by late spring, however, it had
penetrated 350 miles into the interior without even catching sight of Villa.
Then on April 12, a detachment of Pershing’s command clashed with
Carranzistas at Parral, leaving from forty to one hundred Mexicans dead.
At Carrizal, another incident occurred on June 21. Carranza now de-
manded that Pershing’s forces withdraw to the border. Wilson would not
comply.®®

At this point, the situation quickly went from bad to worse. The first
reports from Carrizal, on June 22, characterized the incident as a treach-
erous ambush by Mexican soldiers. Upon learning that Carranza refused
to release the prisoners taken in the engagement, Wilson seriously con-
sidered asking Congress to authorize him to clear northern Mexico of
forces that placed American citizens of the border states in harm’s way.’!
Clearly, the President was losing control of events that now threatened to
bring on full-scale hostilities between the United States and Mexico and,
short of that, to wreck not only the Pan-American Pact but also his stand-
ing among progressive internationalists.

Although the evidence is not altogether conclusive, it appears that
the crucial factor in averting war Was a series of extraordinary steps taken
by the American Union Against Militarism and the Woman's Peace party.
During the last week of June 1916, the AUAM publicly called upon Wil-
liam Jennings Bryan, David Starr Jordan, and Frank P. Walsh to meet
with three Mexican representatives at El Paso, Texas, “in an effort to get
at the difficultics which have arisen between the two governments.” >
Then, to disprove the sensationalized accounts of the clash at Carrizal, the
AUAM, on June 26, published in several major newspapers an eye-witness
account of an American captain, which revealed that his troops, and not
the Mexicans, had been the aggressors.”® Within twenty-four hours, the
AUAM’s advertisements precipitated a flood of telegrams to the White
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House and editorials imploring the President not to take any belligerent
action. “My heart is for peace,” Wilson assured Jane Addams on June 28,
in response to a petition from the Woman’s Peace party.” When, later
that evening, word arrived that the Mexicans had released their prisoners,
the crisis began to recede.

On June 30, Wilson, obviously with an enormous sense of relief,
addressed the New York Press Club and obliquely acknowledged the sal-
utary results of the good offices of the AUAM and the WPP. “Do you
think the glory of America would be enhanced by a war of conquest in
Mexico?” he asked his audience. “Do you think that any act of violence
by a powerful nation like this against a weak and distracted neighbor
would reflect distinction upon the annals of the United States?” With one
voice, the seven hundred diners shouted “No!” >

From the point of view of the AUAM and the WPP, these devel-
opments, coming on the heels of the former group’s colloquy at the White
House, furnished new proof that they wiclded influence where it counted
most.® For his part, Wilson realized that the AUAM and the WPP had
helped save him from a disaster. The unusual circumstances surrounding
the resolution of the crisis with Mexico had strengthened the bonds be-
tween Wilson and the progressive internationalists.

This was definitely not the case for the bonds of Pan-Americantsm.
To an extent, the initial American military operation was a legitimate
retaliatory response to Villa’s attack. But by June it had become a blatant
violation of Wilson's verbal commitment against interventionism, not-
withstanding his very limited goal in the incursion and the political pres-
sures he was subject to. The Punitive Expedition aroused anti-American
feeling in most of the prospective members of the Pan-American family:

Both Lansing and Fletcher informed the President that the imbroglio
would have a very bad effect on the Pact. Somewhat cryptically, Wilson
replied that the situation constituted “an additional reason for signing
rather than otherwise.”” Argentina, Brazil, and Chile did not share his
opinion. La Prensa of Buenos Aires remarked, “The triumph of tl.1c Pan-
America policy is preferable to any advantage that could be gained by
war.”*® But by this point, not even Ambassador Naén, the staunchest
Latin American champion of the Pact, could recommend proccedi:}g. “It
is difficult to sign treaties which tend to impose concord and union on
the continent,” he wrote Fletcher on June 27, “while thrcats.of ‘:;r:r are
passing between two of the most important nati.ons of Amf:rlca. This
was the heaviest blow of all. Da Gama, too, believed that it \.Jvould be a
mistake to sign, in view of the likelihood of war between Mexico and the
United States, and also because Chile was now "dccidedly. opposed to Fhe
treaty.” Although the war crisis abated by mid-July, neither Argentina

nor Brazil found Wilson’s attempt to rekindle the courtship beguiling as
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long as Pershing remained in Mexico. In early August, Frank L. Polk,
Counselor at the State Department, told Colonel House that the Pact “seems
dead for the moment.” At length, the grand endeavor became a clesed
incident.®

Chile’s unremitting reluctance to commit herself to the Pact's guar-
antees, when Argentina and Brazil (and several other sister republics) were
willing to do so, was one of two chief reasons for the project’s failure.
The second reason was the Mexican incursion, especially after the blood-
letting at Carrizal. With that, Wilson extinguished the light of all his
earnest work—the good faith and confidence whicli many Latin Ameri-
cans had temporarily come to repose in the United States. There is some
irony in the fact that Wilson interfered in the internal affairs of neighbor-
ing states (Nicaragua, Haiti, the Dominican Republic, as well as Mexico)
on a scale to rival Roosevelt and Taft. He was not unconscious of those
“blind spots”—of the contradictions between his pronouncements and his
actions. The President’s response to Argentina’s and Brazil's decisive alarm
over the Punitive Expedition—that the situation was “an additiona! rea-
son for signing rather than otherwise”—was not disingenuous; rather, it
reflected his conception of the Pact as a means of removing the causes of
those problems that, in his thinking, compelled him to do violence to his
own words,

Two years later, Wilson was still trying to explain himself. The trou-
ble was that the Monroe Doctrine “was adopted without your consent,”
he said to a group of Mexican newspaper editors. “We did not ask whether
it was agreeable to you that we should be your big brother.” Whereas the
Monroe Doctrine was ostensibly intended to check European aggression
in Latin America, there was nothing in it to restrain the United States.
The Pan-American Pact was, alas, “an arrangement by which you would
be protected from us.” The whole family of nations someday would have
to do this—to guarantee that none should violate another’s political inde-
pendence and territorial integrity. “That is the basis, the only conceivable
basis, for the future peace of the world, and I must admit that I was
anxious to have the states of the two continents of America show the way
to the rest of world as to how to make a basis of peace.”®

In any event, by the late spring of 1916, Wilson had brought the
United States closer to a commitment to join some kind of postwar league
of nations—as much by the failure of the Pan-American Pact as by the
ringing success of his address to the League to Enforce Peace. Now a new
campaign season approached. The precise cast of his bid for re-election,
with respect to both domestic and foreign policy, remained to be seen.
Yet, as his convictions about progressive internationalism continued to grow,
onc thing was sure: there could be no turning back.

b

Raising a New Flag
The League and the Codlition of 1916

olonel House was the first administration insider to realize that Wil-
C son’s attendance at the meeting of the League to Enforce Peace
held one of the keys to his re-election. As we have sceni, many Eu;o;:lean
critics, fearing that he was about to intervene on behalf of mediation,

i solicit
dismiss the President’s address as a transparent attempt to

o ose, however, Taft

votes. The address was not conceived for that purp
¢ invite Wilson to speak in order to help a Democrat

certainly did no _ a :
renew the lease on the exccutive mansion. And House originally con

sidered the belligerents Wilson’s primary audic‘ncc. 'But, bt:c:ausczl of g:c
unprecedented outpouring of acclaim, a very bright idea occurrc;‘: tod be
Colonel. “Do you not think that your speech . . . should b:. endorse ]y
the St. Louis convention?” he asked Wilson on May 29. Many p;:ope
with whom I have talked today regard it as the real democratic platform.

Some of them say it lcaves the republican leaders without a single issue

either foreign or domestic. _ .
Other sources, for somewhat different reasons, confirmed House

judgment. At the New Willard Hotel, Wilson l:lad administered a Erge
dose of adrenaline to American and European friends of the lfaguc. ow
they clamored for more. Sir Horace Plunkett urgcd_ the Prcs:?ent t{liorc(;
state his case as often as possible and n greater detail. Such efforts, Lor
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Loreburn added, would “re i i
sense.”” Noel Bu;ton wrote [::cllilgl:flfl::tsilrl‘::lc]:c:;)ltt:hci:ause -
. _ , in general, needed
more education on the subject. “The President’s prestige as a statesman
and speaker is immense,” the Liberal Member of Parliament also told th
Secretary of the Interior. “A great public following exists potentially if he
shows that he means to push the League of Peace.”? P
We.ll-nigh all scholarly accounts of the subject cite the wartime
Fongress:onal elections of 1918 as the point of no return in infusin
intense degree of partisanship into the debate over American membc;gsha!n
in t‘hc League of Nations. That interpretation must be revised. For it wlp
dur_mg the presidential campaign of 1916 that the league idea f-irst becan?:
an issue of national importance; and therein the partisan element had it
origins. That fact necessitates, as well, a reevaluation of the nat c:
significance of Wilson’s bid for re-election. e
. Wilson appealed to the electorate by emphasizing his achievement
in domc‘.:;tic reform and his success in having kept the country out 0;'
war—a .campaign for progressivism and peace,” as Arthur S. Link aptl
characterized it in the fifth volume of his biography of the President l;’cz
as he set out to win votes, Wilson could actually boast of deeds V;rhich’
went bf:'yond even the New Nationalism—if the spectrum of progressiv
and socialist opinion were any guide. Moreover, Wilson pcrsuadcc;g b tlhe
counsel of House, Buxton, and others, would defend ’his foreign ):)l' .
record and speak of things to come in terms that were muchgstrlc;n o
th..'m a defense of neutral rights and the wish simply to remain at efer
with Europe. His first step in this regard was to fashion a part latl;o n
that stressed progressive internationalism. For example, he b\!;illz int(:m
plank on preparedness an explanation based on the one t’hat he had mada
to the American Union Against Militarism—the requirement of an arme
and navy “equal to the international tasks which the United States ho cz
and expects to take a part in performing.” He also wrote a separate ma[')
plank on international relations (lifted from his speech to the LE’P) z}]:;
afﬁrmefi the right of every people to self-determination and the duty of
;he Umtcd.Statcs' to join a league of nations. The fact that he had eleed—
Ht:fi these 1d.eas in the Pemocratic platform, Wilson told House, would
give them immensely increased importance. That ought to soai( i
the other side, with all parties to the war,”? o
Wilson could not have made a truly plausible case for a new diplo-
macy andla league—nor, as the election returns bear out, would he hlive
be.crll continued in office—if, at the same time, he had, not been both
w1llmg and intellectually able to move plainly to the left of the center of
An'llcmfan politics. Indeed, the impressive array of (primarily) social-justice
lcglslano.n' that he pushed through Congress on the eve of the can'i aign
gave legitimacy and magnetism to his aspirations in foreign polic;) lilgcc
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nothing else could have. Never was the relationship between reform and
foreign policy more decisive than during the campaign of 1916. It was no
mere coincidence that leading conservative internationalists lined up as
Wilson’s chief domestic critics, while progressive internationalists (social-
ists as well as liberals) enthusiastically applauded his work and cheered
him on. These parallel alignments framed practically every important is-
sue pertaining to domestic affairs that arose throughout the whole of 1916.
In fact, if a gulf separated the internationalist movement’s two wings, it
seemed to grow wider, not simply because of competing views on the
proper role that the United States should play in world affairs, but be-
cause of their respective visions of the future of American society.

The response to Wilson’s two additions to the Supreme Court in
1916 is an illuminating example. Wilson created an almost unprecedented
sensation when, in January, he nominated Louis D. Brandeis for Associate
Justice. Not until Ronald Reagan attempted to elevate Robert Bork to the
high bench in 1987 would such an acrimonious battle over confirmation
take place in American politics. Progressives were extremely impressed
with what Wilson had done. “It took courage & sense to make this ap-
pointment,” said Amos Pinchot of the American Union Against Milita-
rism, “& | take off my chapeau to the President.”* Because Brandeis was
so closely identified with the social-justice movement and 50 hated by
powerful corporate interests, conservatives could not have been more up-
set if Eugene Debs had been recommended. That “a socialist” could be
put on the Court, the president of the League to Enforce Peace told a
friend, “is one of the deepest wounds that I have had as an American and
jover of the Constitution.” Taft also joined with other prominent con-
servative internationalists, including Elihu Root and A. Lawrence Lowell,
to organize a national campaign to discredit Brandeis; along with five
other former presidents of the American Bar Association, Taft and Root
signed a statement declaring him “not fit” to be a Supreme Court Justice.?
Brandeis was confirmed, on June 1, in large measure because Wilson went
to the mat for him.®

The “People’s Lawyer” was no sooner sworn in, however, than Wil-
son proffered “Another Supreme Court Radical,” John Hessin Clarke of
Ohio.” Clarke, a protégé of Cleveland’s mayor, Tom Johnson, and Mark
Hanna’s opponent in the senatorial race of 1903, was then a federal dis-
trict judge noted for his decisions on behalf of organized labor. According
to the New York Times, his nomination, coming so close on the heels of
Brandeis', was “likely to be viewed with some doubt and misgiving by
the conservative part of the public.” The liberal and socialist press, on the
other hand, was almost as pleased as it had been by the tapping of Bran-
deis. The New York World, a staunch supporter of the Wilson adminis-
tration, underscored Clarke’s “sympathies and activities for the causes of
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political and social justice.” The Call, New York’s leading socialist dail
quoted a statement that Clarke had made during the preparedness contr::
versy, “If we expect labor to fight our nation’s battles we must give labor
a nation worth fighting for,” and focused attention on a recent court de-
cision in which Clarke had saved the jobs of the wage-earners of Brews-
t(l:r: Ohio:‘ “There will be another radical on the bench,” the Call pro-
j;;ir::jl:-v . Not as radical as Justice Brandeis, but something of a near-
' W]Ison appointed Clarke and Brandeis because, he said, they be-
licved in a “liberal and enlightened interpretation” of the Cor,lstitution 9
{\lthough their membership on the great tribunal gratified pro, rcssiv'e
pternationalists, it was a source of resentment among most conscgrvative
1ntcr.nationalistS. By autumn, Taft had come to regard the approachin
elf:'ctlon as the most critical one of his career, and worried that Wilsoﬁ
mlght .have additional opportunities to select “men who are radical in
their views, who have no idea of preserving the rights of property. . . .”1°
.In retrospect, it is somewhat ironic that historians frequently cite the
nomination of Brandeis—who was the principal architect of the New
Freedom-—-—as the beginning of Wilson’s transition to the New National-
ism. The signs of at least a merger of the New Freedom and the New
Nationalism had been gathering since early 1915. They were manifest in
among other things, the flexibility that Wilson had demonstrated in thc,
evolution of federal trade and antitrust legislation; in the assistance he
had lent to certain social-justice measures of limited scope, such as the La
Follette Seamen’s Act; and in his sympathetic approach t(; the grievances
gf' the miners of Ludlow, Colorado, who had been murderously victim-
ized by John D. Rockefeller’s private army in the notorious ma);sacre of
'1914. Nor can one discount in Wilson’s metamorphosis the cumulative
1mBact of his regular exposure, from 1915 onward, to the eclectic minis-
trations _of socialists and liberals who spearheaded the progressive inter-
nationalist movement. Then, too, the connections that he perceived be-
tween domestic politics and foreign policy, as well as the very nature and
development of his internationalist thought, suggested a predisposition to
advanced positions on social issues, once a political environment conduci
to them had materialized. o
There was a comparative dimension to all of this, too. It centered
upon the devolution of Theodore Roosevelt, the politician who had once
stood as the incarnation of progressivism.!! Since 1913, the Republican
party had begun pulling itself back together under the aegis of l:hte Old
Gu?rd; by the following year, conservatives had completely consolidated
their control. In the mid-term elections of 1914, the former Bull Moose
conflicted and frustrated, declined to campaign for most Progressive part ;
candidates. While the Democratic majority in the House of chrcsgnta)-,
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tives fell from seventy-three to twenty-five, the Progressive party suc-
ceeded in electing only a single member to Congress. “The fundamental
trouble was that the country was sick and tired of reform,” Roosevelt
wrote to William Allen White. “Not only did the people wish to beat all
the reform leaders but they wished to beat the reform legislation.” As for
the Republican party, he said, “the dog has returned to its vomit." 2

After 1914, Roosevelt’s real political passions were restricted to the
war, to preparedness, and to the hated Wilson. As many of his erstwhile
adherents became increasingly identificd with antimilitarists, socialists, and
other assorted miscreants, he distanced himself from them even further.
In 1915, he began to make peace with the chieftains of the GOP. This
was proof enough for many critics that the Progressive party, now only a
britde husk of its former self, had been created to vent the spleen of one
man.

It was, therefore, almost inevitable that Progressives should turn for
leadership in 1916 to someone who seemed as sincere and inspired as the
Roosevelt of 1912, to someone who already possessed a record of signifi-
cant accomplishment as well as a capacity to expand his concept of the
role of government in order to confront the social problems born of in-
dustrial capitalism. Wilson needed the Progressives as much as they needed
him. The Democrats, still the country’s minority party, had gained power
because of the rupture within Republican ranks, which was now on the
mend. Simple political arithmetic dictated an expansion of the Democrats’
present electoral base if the party intended to remain in power. Certain
aspects of the President’s performance were thus shaped by expedience.

For instance, until 1916, Wilson had opposed a system of federal
rural credits that would gradually lower the discount on farm mortgages.
By the time a new Federal Farm Loan Act was introduced in Congress
in January, however, he had become more conversant with agrarian prob-
lems, specifically those generated by usurious interest rates that burdened
farmers in many regions. He also knew that the Democratic party stood
to lose the Middle West in November, as 2 Nebraska farmers’ organiza-
tion warned, if he failed “to give suitable legislation on this subject.” In
March, Wilson declared the Federal Farm Loan Act an administration
measure, worked to enlarge its provisions, and signed it into law in July.
By late summer, its beneficiaries were hailing the bill as the “Magna Carta
of American farm finance.” "

Wilson’s political instincts undoubtedly motivated a pre-campaign
decision to follow the lead of progressives in Congress in another critical
matter, one that concerned both domestic and foreign policy and regis-
tered a “radical” postscript to the preparedness controversy. Near the end
of summer, the administration had secured compromise legislation to ex-
pand the size of the Army and Navy (though not enough to satisfy Roo-
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sevelt, who pronounced the bill’s supporters guilty of “moral treason to
the American commonwealth”).”* The question of the hour, though, was
who was going to foot the bill. Representative Warren Worth Baile’y an
ardent antipreparedness Democrat from Pennsylvania, had an answer', “If
the forces of big business are to plunge this country into a saturnali;l of
extravagance for war purposes in time of peace, it is my notion that the
forces of big business should put up the money.” Socialist James Maurer
agreed. “We are sick and tired of being turned into fodder for cannons
an'd then fsic/ have to pay for ‘preparedness,’ ™ he said to the Senate Com-
mittee on Military Affairs. “If it’s right to take a poor man’s life, it’s righ
to take the rich man's fortune.”'” e
Th_c coalition of antimilitarists and progressives wrested more than
modest indemnities. The Revenue Act of 1916, signed by Wilson on Sep-
tember 8, levied a surtax, ranging from six to thirteen per cent, on iz—
comes over $20,000; an estate tax, from one to a maximum of ,tcn er
f:cnt, on amounts over $50,000; a two per cent tax on annual net corporgtc
income; and a tax of twelve-and-a-half per cent on gross income of all
munitions manufacturers. Designed to shift virtually the entire financial
burden for preparedness—some $300,000,000—onto the country’s wealthi
est classes, this bill established the first and one of the few truly pro rcl:
sive tax schec!ulcs of the twentieth century. Few presidential );ignafur:s
:i\;l'.l%ave radicals greater satisfaction, or conservatives greater apprehen-
Where Wilson really proved himself worthy of the support of liberals
as ?veil as of potentially large numbers of socialists was in the realm of
social welfare, particularly as it affected the lives of everyday workin
Eeopllc. Durin% t?e first week of June, Wilson sat down to write the nag-
ional party platform, a manifesto in irl “ i
racy.” The document could be distingt:icshsfc;nitnOtfwoP;;)gresswc g
: portant respects
from the one that the Republicans would adopt. First, Wilson’s synthesis
of progressive internationalist intentions, as concise as it was, represented
a position far in advance of the_foreign policy planks cont;incd in, not
only the Republican, but also the Socialist, party platform. Second W’ilson
catalogued his administration’s proudest deeds and endorsed thc’sections
of the Progressive party program of 1912 that the Democrats had not yet
br9ught to legislative fruition—the enactment of federal laws to rcst:;ct
chl!d labor, to provide workers with adequate compensation for industrial
?cmdcnts, and to establish the eight-hour day.'” These three measures had
or years engaged the energies o i i
o wagtcfn 1 the enc gies of progressives and of both left-wing and
Flnannounccd, on July 18, Wilson traveled up to Capitol Hill to con-
fer with Democratic leaders about the Keating-Owen child labor bill and
the Kern-McGillicuddy bill for federal workmen’s compensation, both of
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which had already passed the House. Commending the justice of the laws
and stressing that they constituted solemn platform pledges, he enjoined
his colleagues to see them through before the Senate adjourned. His per-
sonal appearance on the Hill, then considered an extraordinary step for
any president to take on behalf of pending legislation, did the trick. The
action “may have been extremely good politics,” remarked the Brooklyn
Eagle, “but it was also a use of party leadership in the interests of human-
ity.” The bills arrived on Wilson’s desk on September 1, a day of celebra-
tion for the nation’s labor leaders and for the folks at Hull House and the
Henry Street Settlement.'®
To be sure, Wilson was a distinctly political animal. Yet his dramatic
exercise of power on behalf of children and adult workers also represented
genuine convictions and reflected the historian’s sensitivity to the changing
world around him. In foreign policy, Wilson had first demonstrated a
growing awareness and appreciation of the fact that the problems of the
Industrial Age were as much social as political; they could not be ade-
quately addressed (as, for instance, he had learned in Mexico in 1914) by
recourse to old nostrums or by clinging to narrowly conceived constitu-
tional scruples. So also with the conditions of life and work at home.
Times had changed. “The pressure of low wages, the agony of obscure
and unremunerated toil did not exist in America in anything like the
same proportions that they exist now,” he said to a convention of woman
suffragists on September 8. “As the populations have assembled in the
cities, . . . the whole nature of our political questions has been altered.
They have ceased to be legal questions; they have more and more become
social questions, questions with regard to the relations of human beings
to one another.”" And, on the Fourth of July, he had declared to some
ten thousand people assembled for the dedication of the American Fed-
eration of Labor building in Washington: “The great difficulty about the
relationship between capital and labor is this: Labor is in immediate con-
tact with the task itself—with the work, with the conditions of the work,
with the tools with which it’s done, and the circumstances under which

they are used; whereas, capital, in too many instances, is at a great re-

move.” %

Wilson gave climactic proof of his conviction in an unforeseen series
of events that flared up just as the presidential campaign was getting
under way. Since the spring, the country's major railroad brotherhoods
had been struggling to obtain the eight-hour day (reduced from ten hours),
without a cut in pay and with time and a half for overtime. When twenty
railroad presidents rejected these demands and mediation failed in June,
ninety-four per cent of all the raitroad workers voted to call a nationwide
strike.”!

The situation was easily the gravest domestic crisis that Wilson had
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yet confronted. Throughout August he invited to the White House dele-
gation after delegation of representatives from management and the
brotherhoods to try to work out a settlement. He assured the brother-
hoods he favored the eight-hour day because, he said, it was right, and,
on August 18, persuaded them to compromise on the issue of punitive
overtime pay. During the next three days, forty-three railroad presidents
entered the Green Room to hear what Wilson had to say. They did not
like a word of it. When they refused to budge, he reportedly said, “I pray
God to forgive you. I never can.”? Capital had demonstrated to his sat-
isfaction that it was, indeed, “at a great remove.”

Wilson had pleaded with the railroad presidents to help him to untie
the Gordian knot. With the shutdown of the nation’s transportation sys-
tem set for September 4, he would now undertake to cut it with the
stroke of a pen. Between August 28 and 31, he ventured up to the halls
of Congress four times—three times to hammer out legislation with the
Democratic leadership, once to address a joint session of Congress—on
behalf of the railroad workers. On the latter occasion he portrayed man-
agement as unreasonable and the eight-hour day as “a thing upon which
society is justified in insisting.”2® The Adamson Act passed the House
by a vote of 239 to 56 on September 1, and the Senate by 43 to 28 the
next day. When Wilson placed this final jewel in the crown of “Progres-
sive Democracy,” the most hotly debated subject of the campaign was
born.

The Adamson Act, perhaps more than any other domestic issue, sep-
arated the progressives from the conservatives among internationalists. “[Tlhe
most humiliating thing in the recent history of the United States” was
how William Howard Taft characterized the settlement, in a letter pub-
lished in the New York Times. Charles Evans Hughes, the Republican
nominee for President, heartily agreed. “l am opposed to being dictated
to cither in the executive department or in Congress by any power on
earth,” he said in a hard-hitting campaign speech at Nashville. Attacking
both Wilson and the brotherhoods, Hughes declared at Beverly, Massa-
chusetts: “This country must never know the rule of force. It must never
know legislation under oppression.” The New York Times, usually sym-
pathetic toward the administration, also condemned the settlement for
“reducling] 100,000,000 people to a condition of vassalage.”?

The vast majority of progressives and socialists, however, saw the
matter differently. If nothing else, Wilson should be honored for having
averted what was potentially the worst strike of the century, argued most
Democratic newspapers. Although its editorial board was still undecided
about whose candidacy to endorse, the New Republic could not have been
more impressed with the “high statesmanship” that Wilson exhibited: “In
a very real and accurate sense the President has made himself the spokes-
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man of a whole people . . . [and] has shown how to turn an emergency
to constructive purposes.”?’

Such handsome praise was a welcome contribution to Wilson’s uphill
re-election campaign; but, in view of Hughes' attempt to exploit the
Adamson Act in the context of the Republican party’s swerve to the righ,
it might have been expected that the New Republic and the presidents of
the American Federation of Labor and the United Mine Workers, as well
as Democratic and progressive Republican newspapers, would issue strong
statements commending Wilson’s attitude toward labor. What really ex-
ceeded all expectations, though, was the way leading Socialist party mem-
bers acknowledged Wilson’s accomplishment——despite the fact that any
palm extended to him was bound to hurt their own presidential candidate,
Allan Benson.”®

For instance, Max Eastman startled many of his fellows by, address-
ing the Woodrow Wilson Independent League. There were several rea-
sons why the President had earned Socialist support, he suggested, among
them “his announcement that the best judgment of mankind accepts the
principle of the eight-hour day.” This was compelling evidence—in con-
trast to Hughes” “petty and indiscriminate scolding,”—that Wilson “has
vision and sympathy with human progress.” The Weekly People, a socialist
publication in New York, while giving the brotherhoods the greater share
of credit, also exulted because Wilson had conceded the “power of the
working class when consolidated upon the field of industry.”* Mary Har-
ris (“Mother”) Jones, the beloved, eighty-two-year-old radical and invet-
erate crusader for the rights of working people, declared that Wilson was
the first chief executive ever to “demand that the toilers be given an even
break in the world.”?® Frank Bohn of the Masses wrote that the President,
coming “face to face with the social problems of the new industrialism,”
had established himself “the ablest progressive yet produced by our poli-
tics.” %

Out of the heady welter of American progressive and socialist poli-
tics, then, a left-of-center coalition was becoming an increasingly distinct
and practical possibility, with Wilson as its pivot. For Wilson could boast,
not only of the Underwood tariff, the Clayton Act, the Federal Reserve
System, and the Federal Trade Commission; he had also put “radicals”
on the Supreme Court, and had secured enactment of an unprecedented
program of legislation to improve the lives of all working men, women,
and children. Moreover, he had defused the conservatives’ appeal to mili-
tarism with his moderate approach to preparedness, which, not inciden-
tally, had yiclded the first real tax on wealth in American history. And he
had kept the country out of war.

Throughout the United States, growing numbers of Roosevelt’s for-
mer followers as well as independents representing every shade of pro-
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gressivism came out for Wilson.3® Walter Weyl of the New Republic and
Amos Pinchot and Rabbi Wise of the American Unijon Against Militarism
presented the President with a resolution (signed also by John Dewey,
Ray Stannard Baker, and Walter Lippmann) expressing their regret for
having earlier opposed him; they now averred their unified support and
admiration for his battle against “privilege” as the “reactionaries of all
parties have watched this with dismay.”*! Paul Kellogg and Liltian Waid
organized “Social Workers for Wilson,” which claimed that the Presi-
dent’s driving purpose was “the social welfare of the whole people.” On
October 14, the Democratic National Committee proudly announced that
Jane Addams planned to vote for Wilson. In explaining her decision to
one activist in the internationalist movement, she confessed to having been
“quite unprepared for the distinctive period in American politics devel-
oped under the brilliant Party leadership of President Wilson.”32
Socialist luminaries admitted as much, too. John Reed, Jack London,
Charles Edward Russell, Helen Keller, Upton Sinclair, John Spargo, Wil-
liam English Walling, Florence Kelley, Algie M. Simons, and Gus Myers,
among others, forsook the party’s candidate for Wilson. For some, a prac-
tical consideration figured prominently; in the current world situation a
Socialist vote was too great a luxury when the race between Wilson and
Hughes promised to be so close. Others, like Frank Bohn, Max Eastman,
and John Reed, put their endorsements in wholly positive terms. Un-
grudgingly, they recognized that great advancements had been made and
they did not quarrel over the instrument (a capitalist party) employed.
Indeed, Mother Jones doubted whether a Socialist president could have
improved upon Wilson’s record on behalf of children, railroad workers,
and farmers. “T am a Socialist,” she explained. “But I admire Wilson for
the things he has done. . . . And when a man or woman does something
for humanity T say go to him and shake him by the hand . . . and say,
T'm for you."”* Bohn and Eastman made similar arguments. “The old-
tashioned, impossible attitude on the part of some Socialists—that of hat-
ing every radical because ‘he steals our thunder,” and so on—has no place
in the minds of intelligent persons in 1916,” Bohn admonished dissenters.
“Let us try to use our brains freely; love progress more than party,” East-
man wrote, “and see if we can get ready to play a human part in the
actual complex flow of events.”3
According to the Literary Digest, the rank and file was of the same
mind. In certain parts of the country, union labor was divided berween
Wilson and Benson, rather than between Wilson and Hughes. Socialists
frequently said that they preferred the President “because in the way of
actual accomplishment he can do more for the Socialists.” An official of
the Western Federation of Miners reported that Wilson's labor legislation
“will cause many members to vote the Democratic ticket who would oth-
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erwise vote for Benson.” A member of a“lNocal of thlc; tif;i:ihff:::ﬁ::s
* Union in Boston put it this way: “Nearest re

Srtt:::: Slcf;;?ir;ts and ncxtpto the Socialist.s are the Dcmocrajs. Bc:al;s:hz};
Socialists are too extreme and the chubhcafls are too slo;w(,)h{noiv ;:cre e
were supporting the Wilson ticket. .In the pivotal state o ] ﬁ:o;o‘:iation he
Socialist party was strong, an ofﬁaal' of ttmc Internationa t.; ation of
Machinists reported to the Literary D:ge._ft: Everywhere . . .h v: achine.
shop workers give Wilson credit for .domg more than any c:; : President
has done.” Citing the child labor bill and the Adamson Act,

viewer said “the shopmen seem to think Wilson is the best President we

» 35
ever had. . . .

All of this, of course, was only the half of 1t A brother of the I]’m:t(i
ers Union of Tennessee also emphasized that Vgllson should lbc rcile czht:: r
because he kept the country out of war‘—for labor as wc;: as a le0wrho
units of society know full well that war is only war_ltcd l(;yht kel peop s o
reap special dividends from their mun'mons and shipyard-ho t1ngls{.es ohe
left-wing Internationalist Socialist Reme.w st'ruck the same note. amp nd
ing to Victor Berger’s attacks on Wilson's prepa"r:::dn.css progrta, hat
publication told its 150,000 readers: “To howl of l‘mlltansm agamzl i}; -
ident who has kept the working class of America out of vlvar hurt dies
hair-trigger period is a species of tréachery to the WOI’klfl:lg ; ass ¢ :n locs
no good.”*® Max Eastman carried the argument a step furt erl .mt' el
torial that corresponded to House’s thoughts about the 1r(;'1p ica 1old of
Wilson’s address to the League to Enforce Peace. The PI?SI cgt wou s
re-elected, Eastman predicted in late summer, but not ]ustd ;causcbkm
kept us out of war.” He would win because “4e has attcfd(e the Fpmili[a-
of eliminating war, and he has not succumbed to the epidemic of m

. 139
rism in its extremest forms.

That point has never been cstablishc.d eithc'r in biog;;[_)lhxehs ora cll[:
more specialized studies of Wilson’s fore?gn policy. But h|so :t'_lhis
American membership in a league ofhnatlmnni1 (;nc t;)lf rtl;::) a‘is cix:u:; of s

i i s, he also had othe :
caﬂﬁ:zﬁ:n;li:sbl;;isgc;r:s:stfh::l?hzogtzz:rantcc of collective security rebutted
S:;ry reason for fighting on; and to continuf:, personally, wl‘mt he :alc:
begun at the New Willard Hotel—the c(i‘ucatlon of the American peop

j ive 1 tionalism.

. thsvsilllshc’)]rfcgnzlf‘-o%f(:gcljsi;::c :11;:::;2 at the very start, in his acceptance
speech at Long Branch, New Jersey, on September 2. Tll1.c spc:;;k\;r:s
quite unlike any that either Hughes or Benson wo_uld d; ll;'(‘.l;\.N art al-g-
off the distance that the Democracy had traveled since 1 ,f ;l s[ o
gued that the party had surpassed itself fmd"the Progressives of t ad ne“;
“An lagc of revolutionary change,” he said, ‘nccds new purpose:sf .'Ln 4 e
ideas.” The United States now faced searching problems born of bo
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nin i i
" ctecnthha.mlil the twenticth centuries. “They will require for their solu
10n new thinking, fresh coura .
_ ge and resourcefulness, and i
r : . s in sotne matters
t:!ihcal. dreco'nsndgranon." Even though Americans had not been forced to
¢ sides in the present awesom i
e war, its effects could |
ake sic € ) ‘ no longer be
& gcncmtt:dEErope. [A]hncw atmosphere of justice and friendshi§ must
y means the world has never tri
ied before. Th i
the world must unite in joi done o ot
n joint guarantees that what i i
e wors must unite ever is done to disturb
e must first be tested in the wh s opi
he whole e whole world’s opinion
befor &:- 1: altftemptcd. These are the new foundations the worldpmust
oui andl S'Ch, and we must play our part in the reconstruction, gener-
yW.l without too much thought of our separate interests.”*
1 . - ’
i stog ga';;c h;\s; fli)rst lfull-f'le:dged campaign speech about a league of
at Omaha, Nebraska, on Octobe 1
r 5. Ever since 1898 id, *
nac , Ne 2, nce he said, “we
v been caugh'f inevitably in the net of the politics of the wc:rld 7 Wl':crcas
the E was now “a program for America in respect of its domestic life
e ! :lvc Ecvcr sufficiently formulated our program for America with' r.c.
0 i i i .
fhat Sh':t ; plz:;'tfshe n‘i going to play in the world. And it is imperative
should formulate it at once.” Th
. ! : . e world was no lon ivi
o : : ) ger divided
l.fo llt(;le_ circles of Lntcrest. “The world is linked together in a common
ife ang interest such as humanit
y never saw before, and th i
wars can never again be a pri indtvi : et
private and individual f i
Wi o hever agan matter for the nations
e life of the whale world i -
rld is the con f
world. And it is our dut o o e
y to lend the full force of this nati
' nation—
physical—to a league of nations.” ! ton—moral and
On O . : . .

G ctober 12', in I_ndlanapohs, Wilson attempted to relate his do-
mes reforms to his aspirations in foreign policy. The United States, he
lid, v;as in the throes of rebirth. “We have been making Amcric’ i
leces for i ire,
?Or e for I:l;c :;ll:}t: of t:c] plcct;s. Now, we have got to construct her entire

e whole and for the sake of th ,
e world, because, ladi
and gentlemen, there i : e vory
s is a task ahead of us for which
nd ¢ : ich we must be ver
o ); prcp:iured. I have said, and shall say again, that, when the greaz
nt war is over, it will be the dut i joi
sent 1 duty of America to join with th
pr r the other
no:on:ls 1tn some kind of league for the maintenance of peace. . . . It is
po ro]E Vzhli:zhttihsay wl}:ctherfwl;: are going to play, in the world at large
¢ makers of this great nation bo i ’
asted and predicted we
ShOUI,CII. alw:ys play among the nations of the world.”* ’
wo
e n::[sr al;icr,‘ athSh;(?I()w Lawn, New Jersey, Wilson defended
ity i the following terms: “Wh ] inni
can. : at Europe is b
Ame | pe is beginnin
com:h‘;}: is that we are saving oursclves for something greater thgat is t§
]Cagu; ff: are saving ourselves in order that we may unite in that final
of nations in which it shall be und
erstood that there is i
where any nation is doin i o s
g wrong, in that final league of nati i
where ‘ : gue of nations which
y in the Providence of God, come into the world, where nation shall

o
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be leagued with nation in order to show all mankind that no man may
lead any nation into acts of aggression without having all the other nations
of the world leagued against it.””*

Socicty was struggling to understand itself, he continued at Chicago
on October 19, so that it could create a new instrument of civilization.
And the United States could facilitate this great endeavor by infusing in
\nternational relations the qualities of mercy and sympathy, and by dem-
onstrating to the family of nations its disinterestedness—the regenerative
influence that sprang, not from the power of arms, but from “the great
invisible powers that well up in the human heart.” He also publicly ex-
pressed an opinion, for the first time, on a fundamentally important aspect
of collective security. “There is coming a time, unless T am very much
mistaken,” he said, “when nation shall agree with nation that the rights
of humanity are greater than the rights of sovereignty.” "

As election day drew near, Wilson pressed his case for a league again,
on October 26, in two major addresses in the great river city of Cincinnati,
the home of William Howard Taft. Afer briefly describing the European
balance-of-power system, he said: “Now, revive that after this war is over,
and, sooner or later, you will have just such another war. And this is the
last war of the kind, or of any kind that involves the world, that the
United States can keep out of.” Neutrality, then, would be impossible to
maintain. “We must have a society of nations. Not suddenly, not by insis-
tence, not by any hostile emphasis upon demand, but, by the demonstra-
tion of the needs of the time, the nations of the world must get together

and say, ‘Nobody can hereafter be neutral as respects the disturbance of
the world’s peace for an object which the world’s opinion cannot sanc-
tion.”* Later that day he reiterated the same points, with a reference to
the Declaration of Independence: “Other nations owe it to a decent re-
spect for the opinion of mankind to submit their cases to mankind before
they go to war. And 1 believe that America is going to take pride in the
days to come in offering every dollar of her wealth, every drop of her
blood, every energy of her people, to the maintenance of the peace of the
world upon that foundation.”* )

In his penultimate speech of the campaign, at Madison Square Gar-
den, he spoke of his vision of international relations in the context of
domestic politics and social justice. “In proportion as we defend the chil-
dren, as we defend the women, as we see that the men are safe in the
mines . . . will the country be triumphant in all its affairs,” he told the
forty thousand people assembled in the Garden. “We have formed, for
the first time in recent years in this country a party of the people. We
have set up government in response to the opinion of the people. . . .
And as America feels her unity, she is gathering her force to play a part
among the nations such as she was never able to play before. When Amer-

;
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ica has found herself, then she will b
, bl ich 1
etined s shonld plarenr ¢ able to play the part which it was
. ch:.;on brought his two-point message to a climax in his final cam-
Sit E:l sa Ercss, kat_ Shadow Lawn, New Jersey. He characterized the con
of work in many regions of the United Sta “a di )
s of work ' tes as “a disgrace t
oijr ClVlllZﬁthﬂ- He had not given working people anything; he lfadc.:imc—)
fv z.g}:me into the ﬁght.shouldcr to shoulder with them to get the rights
o 1::‘1 bl.no man has a rlg}:‘t to give them.” He questioned whether the
5't'p 1c;ns even v.vantcd. to expound the real heart of the social neces-
tl ies an t‘l‘lc ;_)olmcal exigencies of America.” Wilson's coalition, in con
CE:;?I wash. tl:ymg to reconstruct America along the lines of jus,ticc and
y, which cut very much deeper than an i
y party lines.” The crisi
cb];an-ge at home was gli the more exigent, he suggested, because it llj;sdoj
unsllrmg uponl;nd mirrored the life of the world. “We have seen that
ess we could unite and direct and puri i ,
: purify the forces of this countr
j:):lld not lfio what it was necessary to do for the world through th): ::’f
s ::c:;a-lthOF }ﬁmenc;ll." Then, he declared: “The United States will
ain be what it has been.” For all time, Ameri
; : ! - F , America was caught ‘i
cl;fmg;:;a't dtrl:ft of Tdum.:a;nty which is to determine the politics 0% .‘:ve;ry1
in the world.” Thus so for the decision on T'

_ . : wesday next, he said
::1 j :tl:)cs)mg pc‘rc;rat:m.d The great forces of humanity were grzwim:r stro:;::r
nger. “In the days to come, men will no lon o
and - A der how Amer-
ica is going to work out her destiny, f i - pror hen

> wo er y, for she will have proclaimed to th
that her.dc?stn?y is not divided from the destiny of the world tl? 'l:m
purpose is justice and love of humanity.”* R

To Colonel Hou ilson’
se, Wil i i
St i E:, bS(;n 5 sl;lonsorshlp of the league idea had an em-
. Even before the cdmpaign had
phatic meaning. B g commenced, he warned
y in a letter on July 15, “If th i i
! , e President is re-ele
- . y cted the
‘pv i“pltet w:ill have .cndorscd his position on this question and the countr
Dems an com'mxtt,cd to it.”* This view was not restricted to partisax}),
N ;)crats.dWﬂson s utterances on the league (as the epiphenomenon of
1s advanced progressivism) had a signi i
adva a significant impact on ive i
nationalists and, ultim i bt controversial
s ately, on the election. M
. Max Eastman’s cont i
remarks to the Woodrow Wil Ot
ilson Independent League in mid
about why Socialists ¢ 1 1 Bt the s
ould in good conscie
_ nce vote for the admini
tion—are a good exampl i " ihe Presi
ple. Eastman had discussed 1
tion- . . ‘ sed, not only the Presi-
l.c:nts labor lpollcy, but also his foreign policy. “Wilson agg:cssivcly b
ieves not only in keeping out of i iz e
world e o b :)” ﬁc i o v\..rzr,lb}L; in ftf)irgamzmg the nations of the
, ad said. “His official endorsem
: ‘ said. ent of propa-
ganda for international federation in the interest of peace is thep m!:)st

import - .
mportant step that any President of the United States has taken toward
civilizing the world since Lincoln.” e
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Two weeks later, Herbert Croly, after agonizing (by all accounts)
over whom to support, finally came out for Wilson, but not solely on the
grounds of Wilson's domestic record, as it is always implied in scholarly
discussions of that influential editor’s decision”' The President, Croly wrote
in the October 21st issue of the New Republic, had “committed himself
and his party to a revolutionary doctrine”—that is, to “ardent and intel-
ligent support of the plan of international organization which has the best
chance of substituting security for insecurity as the basis of international
relationships.” He described Wilson’s campaign as “educative™ “He has
been gradually domesticating in the minds of the plain American people
<ome sense of international responsibility. . . . In its net result his leader-
ship has helped to bind the nation together, because it has been gradually
foreign policy with the facts of the American

squaring popular ideas about
is better prepared for action

international situation. Public opinion . . .
than it was two years ago.” Croly also attributed this apparent fact in part
to “the bracing and healing effect of the administration's domestic policy.”
In the following issuc of the New Republic, he added -that “enormous

* had been made in arousing American sentiment for the league,

progress’
"3l

“chiefly as a consequence of President Wilson’s assistance.

Because of the kind of re-election campaign that Wilson waged, the
proposition of American membership in a league of nations had begun to
put down roots. But the young plant grew in rocky, highly politicized
soil. The contest between Wilson and Hughes turned into one of the
bitterest and most rancorous in American political history; and rarely have
the two major parties exhibited such strong ideological differences as they
did in 1916. That the league issue would acquire a vexatious partisan
dimension probably became unavoidable, however, when, just as the par-
ties launched their campaigns, conservative internationalists failed to se-
cure even a vague endorsement of their position in the Republican party
platform.

Taft had lobbied strenuously for 2 plank based on the ideas of the
League to Enforce Peace. But Roosevelt, still personally estranged from
Taft, regarded the LEP’s propaganda as an “education of evil.” As Taft
once noted, the fact that he was president of the LEP “is like a red flag
to a bull to Roosevelt.” Republican opinion was thereforc very much
divided on the question. It fell to Henry Cabot Lodge to bridge the gap.
Previously, Lodge himself had expressed general approval of the LEP, or
so it scemed, inasmuch as he had shared the dais with Wilson on May 27.
But as William C. Widenor has demonstrated, Lodge had always har-
bored suspicions. Ever the vigorous proponent of the Allies and of pre-
paredness, he believed that the future peace could be maintained only by

and, perhaps, by Allied-American cooperation in
he extent that the LEP matched these views, he

a large army and navy,
a “league of victors.” To t
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had e.nd(.)rscd its aims. (It should be added that Wilson's coupling of pr
tgrc.sswc internationalism with neutrality during the campaign onlgy scfv:c;
;axf?':r;:fssv tiilsa:) :'T):;:Ots doubts about the desirability of a league—be it
) In any case, Lodge's chief concern was the presidential campaign
My one, overwhelming desire is to beat the Wilson administratios ”ght;
told Roosevelt. “ shudder to think what four years more of that c;owd
would mefm.”55 On this score, Taft was in complete accord; he realized
that any disruption provoked by the party’s two titular lcadcr;—-—cs eciall
a battle over foreign policy—could only damage the party’s ch;)nce ty
recapture the White House. Hence, at Lodge's insistence and with Taft'(:
acquiescence, the Republican platform would contain only a general stat
ment on behalf of the principle of arbitration. -
Wilson's campaign, as House had predicted, deprived the Republi-
cans of any completely serviceable issue. From child labor, rural credits
and preparedness, to Mexico, the European war, and the icague idea i ’
gcncrfal, the President made the causes of advanced progressivism andn
especially, peace and internationalism, his own. The situation was exacer ’
bated by the campaign that the Republicans mounted. Charles Evans Hu hes_
the former governor of New York and an Associate Justice of th::g Su,-
pre:ne_Court, .posscssed impressive credentials—one wag referred to him
;s: Wlls_on .w1t151? Whiskers"—and a few progressives initially applauded
is nomination. But Hughes proved to be a listless campaigner. Roose-
velt privately dubbed him “the bearded iceberg,” and William Alle;l Whit
characterized the Republican ticket as “two estimable mutes ;16
could conduct nothing but a funeral.”*® More often than not Hu- hc P
on thj: defensive. Of crucial importance, his doubts about L:hc '«rgirtuse:\‘r Z:'
ic eight-hour day (or, rather, his hostility to it) and related domesti
issues drove away probably tens of thousands of voters who feared t;“t:
the Adamson Act, along with other social-justice measures, would b .
pealed by a Republican President and Congress.™ e
~ On for.cign policy, it was equally difficult to determine Hughes’
i;t:'on. l?lcspl;:: oIchasional references to the LEP and an innocuois cc!;cg(a)-
ration that the nited States could no longer maintain its old pol; f
i(;l:\t‘:;rill,s ::1::;;: .}]1; nor hl.S supporters gave the league idea the Eft:z{i;rf
o 0n b c oll:e mdcl':blc impression that Hughes made on the
the Democrts chanted their pece shogen cverpanin e 1o e
that the ety e thei ogan cverywhere they went—was
cans than und:r the Dczrj::l:::z.ﬁgol\ﬁz:'el::zrthc e o ihe Re
¥

contempl f:or Wilson among Republicans grew
the administration as

publi-

as the contest heated up,

apace. Lodge characterized

“the worst Presidency thi y
y this country has

and I do not except Buchanan.”® Taft, a Republican ﬁr:t and c: Zrinl:::-ic’
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internationalist second, regarded Wilson as “a ruthless hypocrite . . . who
has no convictions that he would not barter at once for votes.”2 What
perhaps should have been more regrettable to the president of the League
to Enforce Peace was the fact that, for a number of reasons, his party (and
the LEP) had handed the issue of the league to Wilson and the Democrats

virtually on a silver platter.

It is almost superfluous to say that the Republicans considered the out-
come of the election something of a national disaster. Hughes swept the
Northeast and the upper Middle West, with the exception of New Hamp-
shire and Ohio. On election night, the New York Times conceded the race
to the challenger and Wilson went to bed thinking about his imminent
release from enormous responsibilities. But two days later, the official re-
turns showed that Wilson had won not only the Democratic stronghold
of the South, but also all the Western states, save South Dakota and Or-
egon. The final tally went as follows: Wilson, 9,131,511 popular votes and
277 electoral votes; Hughes, 8,548,935 popular votes and 254 electoral votes;
Benson, 585,974 popular votes. The returns revealed an important per-
sonal victory for Wilson; he polled approximately 2,830,000 more votes
than he had in 1912. His plurality over Hughes, however, came to only
some 582,000 out of the 18,536,000 votes cast for all candidates.®®
So close was the race in several states that any single. factor could
have tipped the balance one way or the other. By all estimates, labor and
the farm vote proved vital to the winning coalition, particularly in Ohio,
the Plains states, and the Far West.5* As a bloc, women also were a deci-
sive factor. Wilson carried ten (all west of the Mississippi) of the twelve
woman-suffrage states; women voted for him in disproportionately large
numbers because of the peace issue.”” Contemporary analysts and histori-
ans generally agree that the key to the dramatic victory was Wilson's
appeal to voters who had supported Roosevelt in 1912. Across the board,
he drew at least twenty per cent of the former Progressive vote.
Significantly, however, Wilson’s proportionate share of the Socialist
party vote was probably far greater. Slightly over thirty-three percent of
it shifted to him, or some 315,000 of the 901,000 who had supported Debs
four years earlier—a figure that represented well over half of his overall
margin of victory. At the local and state level, the Socialists improved
their showing over 1912 by approximately 250,000. Reports of ticket-split-
ting at the top were common, however; and the fact that Wilsen did well
:n states with a sizeable distribution of Socialists was crucial. For example,
a switch of 1,983 votes in California (.01 per cent of all votes cast for
Wilson and Hughes) would have given Hughes that state’s thirteen elec-
toral votes and thus the presidency. Wilson prevailed by attracting almost
half of those 79,000 Californians who had favored Debs in 1912.% The
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Golden State notwithstanding, if he had not made comparable inroads in
New Hampshire, North Dakota, and Washington, Wilson would have
lost Fhosc states’ combined sixteen electoral votes as well as the national
election. Literally all of Debs’ 7,000 supporters of 1912 cast their baliots
for Wilson in North Dakota, which gave him a plurality of 1,735; he
squeaked through by fifty-six votes in New Hampshire where ,abo:.lt a
third of Debs’ small bloc switched to the President; and some 17,000 of the
40,000 Socialist votes of 1912 moved to Wilson’s column in W,ashington
where he bested Hughes by 16,000 out of approximately 380,000 votes cast.ﬁ;

'Thcre were similar trends in other parts of the country as well. Ac-
co_rdl.ng to Charles P. Taft, the ex-President’s brother and ow;ler of the
Cmcmr_lati Times-Star, Wilson owed his victory in Ohio (an electoral col-
lege prize of twenty-four) to the Sacialist vote: “The President was radical
enf.)ugh to catch the extreme radical vote without being so radical as to
drive away many moderates who on general lines favored his policies,”
Mr. Taft explained. Wilson won about 52,000 of those Ohioans (sixty ;r
cent of his edge over Hughes) who had previously gone for Debs 'I}’)he
current ran in the same direction in Missouri, where Socialists ma;ic u
a‘bout half of Wilson's margin.®® Two independent reports—one by Willf
liam English Walling and another by the New York Evening Sun-—con-
firmed massive ticket-splitting in New York City; Socialists supported
local party candidates but voted in the thousands for Wilson (albeit not
enough for him to carry the state)”” J. A. H. Hopkins, a leader of the
Progress.we party and a good friend of Wilson’s, reported an identical
pattern in New Jersey, at the rate of thirty per cent.”® In Minneapolis
both Wilson and the Socialist candidate for mayor split an unexpected! :
large number of ballots. Statewide, Wilson reduced the Debs bloc of 27 505)(
votes by 7,388. Had he succeeded in attracting another 393 Socialists, he
would have carried Minnesota.”! ’

In the context of the politics and diplomacy of the, previous two years
as w-ell as of the nature of the campaign itself, we can assume that the
1mpl|cati(?ns 'of the returns were too awful for all Republicans and many
conservative :.ntt.:rnationalists fo contemplate. For their part, advanced pro-
gressives, socialists, and certainly all progressive internationalists had as
much reason to rejoice as the right had to grieve. They and their trium-
phant, like-minded President had not merely checked the reactionaries:
they had presided over the creation of a left-of-center coalition that no“:
seemed to hold the balance of political power in the United States. At the
very least, as so many pundits noted, Wilson had fulfilled William Jen-
nings Bryan's dream of uniting the West and the South.”? Eastman ac-
knowledged the birth of “the state capitalistic social reform party”; it was
hardl.y a revolutionary party, but “its attack on the plutocracy was g,cnuinc
and important,” he said. “It was the clearest line-up we have had in
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American politics.””> One of Wilson’s colleagues in the moribund Pro-
gressive party suggested that he had built the foundations for an entirely
new party “to sweep the country clean™—a Progressive Democracy aug-
mented by elements of the Socialist party.”

Precisely what such conclusions portended for future domestic strug-
gles could hardly be predicted. As for foreign policy, however, the election
had surely sharpened the conflict imbedded in the diverse political config-
urations of the American internationalist movement. The participation of
the United States in a league of nations now seemed a much greater
likelihood; yet, in retrospect, the most compelling fact was that circum-
stances surrounding the election had, if anything, dimmed the prospects
for bipartisan support for a league some two years before actual member-
ship impended. Likewise, with regard to Europe, Wilson’s electoral suc-
cess had emboldened the league movement in Great Britain; but that
movement, too, was far from united in purpose. Moreover, the Allied
governments remained implacable in their opposition to ending the war
on Wilson’s terms.

Even so, the campaign of 1916 was the prelude to a new era in the
history of international relations. By election day, Wilson had thrust the
proposition of a league of nations into the vortex of political debate on
both sides of the Atlantic. The American electorate had reconfirmed the
new leader of the internationalist movement, who, in the course of his
campaign, had implicitly committed his administration to pursuing the
concept and cause of collective security. In this fact alone, Wilson's re-
clection marked the first important culmination in the quest for a new
world order based on the League of Nations.

The American people had traveled a great distance since 1912. The leg-
islative record the Wilson administration had achieved by the late summer
of 1916 represented a watershed in American social and political history.
Those four years also heralded the primacy of foreign affairs in the life
of the nation. The United States, unlike any other major power, now had
begun to weigh and to champion the New Diplomacy. The origins of this
profound conjunction of events were manifold. From the strictly Wilson-
ian standpoint, they lay in his administration’s prewar efforts on behalf of
arbitration and conciliation, disarmament, and economic cooperation among
nations. These aims further crystalized as Wilson gained experience in
hemispheric diplomacy and as the magnitude and significance of the Great
War became clearer to him. In his mind, the European conflict illustrated
the utter necessity of establishing instrumentalities that, in addition to
securing peace, would also insure the right of self-determination for all
peoples and “a decent respect for the opinion of mankind” by the major
governments of the world.

N e e i om
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In all of this, it would be misleading to portray a solitary Wilson,
imperturbably rolling over in his mind political systems and possible so-
lutions to the world crisis. As several historians have pointed out, he was
indebted to the formulations of the British radicals;  but the British rad-
ical influence has perhaps been exaggerated. Wilson owed his greatest
debt to the American progressive internationalists—the advance guard of
the New Diplomacy in the United States and the impassioned proponents
of a fledgling, Americanized version of social democracy. The American
political origins of the New Diplomacy lay in the intellectual commurion
that Wilson and the American left and liberal-left had carried on together,
and that was now manifested in the unusual political coalition that had
Just elected him to a second term. Out of the hybrid of liberal and socialist
perspectives had blossomed Wilson's formula for a community of nations
as well as a program for social and economic justice at home. Perhaps
more important than anything else, the progressive internationalists had
helped Wilson to grasp the fact—which his own experience and indepen-
dent thinking corroborated—that the opponents of domestic reform and
the advocates of militarism, imperialism, and balance-of-power politics were
twins born of the same womb.

At the same time, Wilson’s distinctive contribution should not be
underestimated. He had become the touchstone by which progressive in-
ternationalist ideas acquired force and legitimacy. Because of him, con-
servative proponents of the league as well as the center-right opposition
in both America and Europe would have to reckon with potentially rev-
olutionary concepts in international relations. No one, then, who had voted
either for or against Wilson, or who had watched the proceedings from
afar, could fail to see the decper meaning of the politics of 1916. “[I)f
public education is equal to the strain of understanding what the Presi-
dent is trying to do, he may accomplish a service perhaps larger than any
other president,” Amos Pinchot submitted. “For the President we re-elected
has raised a new flag, or, ar all cvents, a flag that no other president has
thought or perhaps dared to raise. It is the flag of internationalism.”7®
The United States, as Wilson ‘himself had declared on the eve of his vic-
tory, would never again be what it had been.

/
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comprehensive synthesis of progressive internationalism—a New Diplo-
macy based upon the principles of the equality of nations, self-determi-
nation, the peaceful settlement of disputes, freedom of the seas, disarma-
ment, and collective security.

Wilson's re-election meant different things to different people. To A.
G. Gardiner, it represented something akin to the salvation of Europe. To
Theodore Roosevelt and Henry Cabot Lodge, it signaled the diminution
of the character of the American people and perhaps (through Wilson’s
spineless neutrality) the destruction of Western European civilization, if
the United States acquiesced in a German victory. Wilson himself could
interpret the election as a referendum on neutrality and, by reasonable
inference, on the desirability of both a negotiated settlement of the war
and the establishment of a league of nations to maintain that settlement.
At the same time, Wilson fully realized that Germany shared the bouquet
for the happy circumstance that had facilitated the slogan, “He Kept Us
Out of War.” Although he was content to have his managers run with it,
Wilson, personally, never felt comfortable with such prating; any little
F}erman lieutenant, he knew, at any moment could throw the country
into an irremediable crisis by some unexpected outrage on the high seas.
Thus, strengthened by the clectoral mandate for peace, he was now deter-
mined to force a compromise in Furope. As before, he believed that the
most alluring inducement he could offer the belligerents was the promise
of postwar collective security. Conversely, he was no less resolute in the
conviction that a military standoff was essential to the creation of a peace-
keeping organization, During the few remaining months before the war
would engulf the United States, in Wilson’s thought and diplomacy the

;]ucst for a negotiated peace and a league of nations became symbiotically
inked.

On November 10, 1916, Theobald von Bethmann Hollweg, the German
Chancellor, addressed the Reichstag and pledged that Germany would
cooperate to cstablish a peace Jeague after the war in order to prevent the
recurrence of another monstrous catastrophe. “Germany is at all times
ready to join a league of nations,” he said; “yes, even to place herself at
the head of such a league—to keep in check the disturbers of the peace.”?
Bethmann’s declaration may have been, as the New Republic asserted, “the
most momentous and encouraging utterance” made by any belligerent
spokesman since the beginning of the war.’ But the speech was motivated
by a number of considerations. Bethmann was responding in part to growing
restiveness among Social Democrats in the Reichstag and, it was said, to
Wilson's campaign speeches about the league (in particular, the ones he
had made in Cincinnati).' Bethmann's appearance before the Reichstag
amounted to a public invitation to Wilson to resume his mediatorial efforts.

“All the Texts of the Rights of Man” 107

The German government was receptive to a negotiated settlemnent
for the same reasons that the Allies opposed it—that is, because the Cen-
tral Powers now commanded the Continent from northern France to Eastern
Europe. Bethmann also sought Wilson's help because he did not know
how much longer he would be able to withstand renewed pressure from
within the German High Command to reinstitute unrestricted submarine
warfare; this, he feared, would mean war with the United States. Already
he had instructed Count von Bernstorff to explore the possibilities with
Colonel House, and to indicate that Germany would be willing to evacu-
ate Belgium and France as a first step.’

The Allies, meanwhile, once again had indicated their unchanging
view of mediation even as Wilson was making his campaign speeches on
the League. On September 28, David Lloyd George, Great Britain's war
minister, told the press that, until Prussian despotism was crushed, outside
interference would not be tolerated. “Peace now or at any time before the
final and complete elimination of this menace is unthinkable,” he avowed.
“The fight must be to the finish—to a knockout.”® Since that time, noth-
ing had passed between London and Washington to indicate a change of
heart.

In the circumstances, Wilson told House, on November 14, that he
was prepared to send a note to all of the belligerents and demand that the
war cease. He must act soon if the United States were to avoid drifting
into war over the submarine issue, and in such a way as to persuade the
Allies that, through his offices, they could obtain everything that they
claimed to be fighting for.”

Before writing the note itself, Wilson composed a lengthy prolego-
menon, an eloquent indictment of the balance-of-power system, which he
never sent and never showed to anyone. “War before this one used to be
a sort of national excursion . . . with brilliant battles lost and won, na-
tional heroes decorated, and all sharing in the glory accruing to the state,”
he wrote. “But can this vast, gruesome contest of systematized destruction
. . . be pictured in that light . . . wherein the big, striking thing for the
imagination to respond to was untold human suffering? . . . Where is
any longer the glory commensurate with the sacrifice of the millions of
men required in modern warfare to carry and defend Verdun?"®

The actual draft of the peace note was more restrained; but it, too,
revealed the progressive’s despair over a holocaust that humankind never
previously imagined possible.’ After reading it, both Colonel House and
Secrctary Lansing argued that the introduction—which placed the war
aims of all the belligerents on the same plane—would enrage the Allies.
House recommended that Wilson explicitly state that he was not attempt-
ing to impose mediation and later suggested that the House-Grey Mem-
orandum be activated instead.’® Wilson spurned that idea as obsolete. If
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necessary, he would use coercion to compel the Allies to come to the peace
table. Shortly after he finished the draft of his peace note, he instigated a
formal warning from the Federal Reserve Board to American bankers
against making any further unsecured loans to the Allies.!! During the
next weeks, the troubled, chain-smoking Lansing fretted openly—House
was far subtler—over the possibility of Germany’s acceptance and En-
gland’s rejection of the President’s overture. “Would it not be a calamity
for the nation, and for all mankind?” he asked Wilson.'?

There were, however, other voices to counter Lapsing’s. On Decem-
ber 2, Wilson received an advance copy of “An Open Letter to Ameri-
cans” by Charles P. Trevelyan, radical pacifist of the Union of Democratic
Control and a Member of Parliament. “My countrymen do not see that
your approval of the League of Peace amounts to an American coopera-
tion in the objects for which they profess to be fighting—a secure civili-
zation,” Trevelyan wrote. “Sooner or later your espousal of that plan will
affect the course of the war. It will shorten it.” Trevelyan also appealed
personally to Wilson to remind him of his standing in world opinion.
“However much you try to influence Prime Ministers and Chancellors, it
is far more important that your great, sane policy should be heard and
understood by peoples,” he wrote. “I am certain you can evoke the spirit
that will make mediation possible.”!* These were welcome words. “That
was a most impressive letter from Mr. Trevelyan,” Wilson wrote to House.
“The time is near at hand for somezhing!” '*

As Wilson polished his peace note, new political developments in
Great Britain brought about the downfall of the Asquith-Grey govern-
ment and the formation of a center-right coalition, on December 7. Lleyd
George was now Prime Minister, and Arthur James Balfour became For-
cign Secretary; neither was enthusiastic about a league of nations.'”” On
the following day, in Germany, Kaiser Wilhelm listened to his advisers
debate the potential advantages of a negotiated peace versus victory through
expanded undersea operations. The outcome was that Bethmann Hollweg
would be permitted one final peace initiative—which he took on Decem-
ber 12—while the Navy was to prepare for submarine warfare against all
vessels in the event that the Chancellor’s move failed.'s

Wilson dispatched his own peace note on December 18, the first
instance in which he directly thrust himself into the politics of the war, It
began by calling attention to the fact that the apparent objects of the bel-
ligerent governments were “virtually the same.” His review of their stated
objects emphasized that each side was “ready to consider the formation of
a league of nations to ensure peace and justice throughout the world.”
But, he beseeched them, the war had to be ended now so that “millions
upon millions of lives will not continue to be sacrificed . . . and lest, more
than all, an injury be done civilization itself which can never be atoned
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for or repaired.” The President was not prt?posing peace, or even offering
to mediate. He was simply requesting a direct statement of terms—car-
nest soundings that might reveal *how near the ha'vcn of peace we nlalg
be for which all mankind longs with an intense and increasing longing.
Because it was the first official, public statement that s_uggestcd t.hat
the Uni:tcd States was willing to join a postwar peacekeeping organiza-
tion, Wilson's note set off the first important debate on the leag:i]e ts;uc
to take place on the floor of the Senate. On Peccmbcr 2'1, the ka)Ir) that
Wilson’s peace note was published, Senator Gllbch M. Hltchc?c » Dem-
ocrat of Nebraska, introduced a resolution endorsing the Presu.icnts ac-
tion.'® Over the next few days, several Republican scnators_—mcludlr}:lg
Henry Cabot Lodge, Jacob H. Gallinger of New Hampsl‘urc, ﬁnd the
,progrcssivc William E. Borah of ldaho—rose to spt’:ak against the mea-
sure. While they did not necessarily object to WllSOI'.l s request for a state-
ment of terms, Lodge, in particular, accused the White House of partla.llty
toward Germany and indicated that he did not want to find lil.‘lC United
States suddenly ranged against the side that he perso.nally Fx‘:llcved was
“fighting the battle of freedom and democ‘racy as against nl“hta?; ?Utt?:;
racy.”!® The senator and his fellow Republicans were a‘lso alarme 1r;. i
instance by the implied commitment to membership in a ltj:aguc of na-
tions. This commitment constituted an irrevocable break \‘mtl}‘ tradltxgn,
Lodge said. It meant the abandonment of the venerable policy “of C(;fl. ni
ing ourselves to our own hemisphere, and makes us part of the po Itlc::j
system of another hemisphere.” How much, hc. wanted to kr‘:ow, wfc_)uh
such a sweeping change interfere with the security and sovereignty of t E
United States? Would it not shatter the Monroe Doctrine, tht:P l)oul“lrlar
that had repelled European encroachments for nea-rly a century? *’ These
were all important and legitimate questions that Wilson had yet to answer
satisfactorily. S . -
Lodge’s arguments were not based on 1solat:Ofust sentiments. 1111 e
lectually, his objections stemmed from his own umla‘tet.'ahst approach to
internationalism, which countenanced few of the restrictions on Amcrma!n
freedom of action that Wilson’s references to the league secmed. to entall]l;
but, perhaps more important at this juncture, he tog!& cxcelptl_on to the
league because Wilson had attached the proposal to an “inconc us:vi peace.
In any event, the Senate passed an amended version of Hltchcoch s]l reso—)
lution by a vote of forty-eight to seventeen (x'wth Lodge among.: e ‘attexil
and thirty-one abstentions. The resolution simply endorsed Wilson's ca
for a statement of peace terms.?! -
Although the senatorial discord was a portent of whatziay e);:lor'll
the horizon, it was drowned out by acclaim for the peace note: In o'f Cl;li
European circles, however, it was quite another rnattc1:. Agfnn, as 'm t e
case of his address to the League to Enforce Peace, Wilson's assimilation
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of the belligerents’ motives incensed the Allied governments and most of
the Allied press. Ambassador Page used the words “sorrow,” “anger,” and
“disappointment” to describe the mood in London. James Bryce was “pro-
foundly depressed” when he sought out the ambassador. Asquith could
not bring himself to discuss Wilson's note with anyone. The King, re-
portedly, wept. The UDC, Page wrote, was the “only section of opinion
that is pleased.”?

Much like the great majority of the Allied press—which accused
Wilson of working hand-in-glove with the Central Powers—the Pan-Ger-
man press asserted that the President was secking to rob the Fatherland
of deserved victory. Many leaders within the German High Command
including the Kaiser, shared this view. Nonetheless, Germany avowed it;
willingness both to confer with the enemy and to cooperate with the United
States in the “sublime task™ of establishing a peace league.®

The German response was less important for what it said than for
what it did not say; that is, it did not indicate specific terms under which
the Central Powers would agree to negotiate. This evasivencss allowed
the Allied governments to reject Bethmann's peace note of December 12
as insincere. To enter into a conference without knowing exactly what
Germany was proposing “is to put our heads into 2 noose with the rope
end in the hands of Germany,” Lloyd George assured the House of Com-
mons.”” Of course, the Allies could not so casily dismiss Wilson’s request
for terms. They would, indeed, respond with a list of specifics—and with
some assistance from the American Secretary of State.

On the day that Wilson’s note was published, Lansing was almost
prostrate with worry that the President would permanently alienate the
Allies. “When we go into the war,” he had written in his diary on De-
cember 3, “we must go in on the side of the Allies.”?8 Suddenly he took
it upon himself to tell the press that the note was not, in fact, a peace
note; it was merely an effort to learn exactly what the belligerents’ aims
were because the United States was “drawing nearer the verge of war
itself.” %

Lansing’s statement set off an explosion that reverberated from
Washington to Wall Street. When Wilson first learned of it, he considered
firing Lansing on the spot. He relented, however, at this delicate juncture,
and simply ordered him to issue a public retraction on the following day.?®
But this was not the only nail that Lansing had driven into the coffin. On
December 20 and 21, he had conferred with the British and French am-
bassadors and recommended that the Allies respond to the note by de-
manding the return of Alsace-Lotraine to France, an indemnity for France
Belgium, and Serbia, and the democratization of Germany—in short, tcrm;
that only the victor could impose on the vanquished.”

Arthur 8. Link has characterized this attempted sabotage as “one of
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the most egregious acts of treachery in American history.”*" Be that as it
may, the Allies were capable of framing a reply—without instructions
from Lansing—calculated to thwart Wilson and to encourage Germany
to revert to unrestricted submarine warfare (which is what the Secretary
of State hoped would happen). In any event, when the Allies responded
on January 10, 1917, their terms included all of Lansing’s suggestions, as
well as an obligatory expression on behalf of a postwar league of nations.’!

In the meantime, Colonel House had prevailed upon Count von
Bernstorff to find out whether Berlin would be willing to reveal to Wil-
son, in strictest confidence, its specific terms, thus enabling the President
to begin mediation.? This breakthrough caused Wilson to believe that the
elusive goal was within reach. While awaiting Bethmann’s reply to von
Bernstorff, as well as the Allies’ response to his own note of December
18, he came to a momentous decision. After twenty-nine months of neu-
trality, he would finally explain to the peoples of the world what he be-
lieved the general terms of the settlement ought to be—the kind of peace
which the United States would be willing to uphold. This, Wilson’s cli-
mactic attempt to end the war, would beget the most important American
pronouncement on international relations since the Monroe Doctrine—the
supreme progressive internationalist synthesis and the basis of all of Wil-
son's state papers thereafter.

Wilson discussed his idea with House on January 3. *We thought
that the main principle he should lay down was the right of nations to
determine under what governments they should continue to live,” the
Colonel recorded in his diary. “The keystone to the settlement arch,” they
agreed, should be “the future security of the world against wars and let-
ting territorial adjustments be subordinate to the main purpose.” “You
are now playing with what the poker players term ‘the blue chips,” ” House

said. >

Most senators were taken by surprise on January 22 when Vice President
Marshall announced at noon that, within the hour, the President would
make a personal communication to them concerning foreign affairs. Not
since George Washington had any president addressed a formal session of
that body. Senators rushed to take their seats and members of the lower
house packed the gallery and the back of the chamber. According to the
New York Times, as Wilson spoke, the entire audience leaned forward in
solemn, strained attention so as not to miss a word.**

Since the parties to the Great War had replied to his recent request
for a statement of terms, he began, they were all that much closer to peace
discussions. It was, therefore, his duty to disclose to the council associated
with him in the final determination of foreign policy his thoughts and
purposes in regard to the foundations of the anticipated settlement.
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The creation of a league of nations, he declared, was the one essential
element of the peace to come: “In every discussion of the peace that must
end this war it is taken for granted that peace must be followed by some
definite concert of power which will make it virtually impossible that any
such catastrophe should ever overwhelm us again.” It was “inconceivable
that the people of the United States should play no part in that great
enterprise.” This was the destiny they had sought to prepare themselves
for since the Founding Fathers. He then went a step further, in an expan-
sion of his previous comment, which was informed by the Pan-American
Pact: “No covenant of cooperative peace that does not include the peoples
of the New World can suffice to keep the future safe against war.” To-
gether, the Americas would lend “their power to the authority and force
of other nations to guarantee peace and justice throughout the world.” To
this he added a vigorous brief on behalf of collective security, reminiscent
of his justification of preparedness to the American Union Against Mili-
tarism: “It will be absolutely necessary that a force be created as guarantor
of the permanency of the settlement so much greater than the force of any
nation now engaged or any alliance hitherto formed . . . that no nation,
no probable combination of nations could face or withstand it.” The
peace must be made secure “by the organized major force of mankind.”

Wilson then turned to an analysis of the basic structural causes of
the European conflict. “Is the present war a struggle for a just and secure
peace, or only for a new balance of power? If it be only for a new balance
of power, who will guarantee, who can guarantee, the stable equilibrium
of the new arrangement?” he asked. “There must be, not a balance of
power, but a community of power; not organized rivalries, but an orga-
nized common peace.” If, as the belligerents had repeatedly claimed, nei-
ther side wished to crush the other, then the peace must be “a peace
without victory.” A decision by arms would mean peace forced on the
loser, “accepted in humiliation, under duress, at an intolerable sacrifice,
and would leave a sting, a resentment, a bitter memory upon which terms
of peace would rest, not permanently, but only as upon quicksand. Only
a peace between equals can Jast,”

He then outlined the basic principles upon which both the peace and
a league must stand. They constituted his version of the New Diplomacy.
First, “the equality of nations . . . must be an equality of rights; the
guarantees exchanged must neither recognize nor imply a difference be-
tween big nations and small, between those that are powerful and those
that are weak.” Second, no peace could last “which does not recognize
and accept the principle that governments derive all their just powers
from the consent of the governed, and that no right anywhere exists to
hand peoples from sovereignty to sovereignty as if they were property.
- - - Any peace which does not recognize and accept this principle will
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inevitably be upset.” Third, every people, so far as practicable, should be
assured an outlet to the sea. “Freedom of the seas is the sine qua non of
peace, cquality and cooperation.” Fourth, “there can be no sense of safety
and of equality among nations if great and preponderating armaments are
henceforth to continue here and there to be built up and maintained.”
The question of armaments, he said, was “the most immediately and in-
tensely practical question connected with the future fortunes of nations
and of mankind.”

As if to answer some of his Republican critics, Wilson characterized
his proposals as the logical culmination of, rather than a departure from,
American diplomatic tradition. “I am proposing, as it were, that the na-
tions should with one accord adopt the doctrine of President Monroe as
the doctrine of the world: that no nation should seek to extend its polity
over any other nation or people, but that every people should be left free
to determine its own polity, its own way of development, unhindered,
unthreatened, unafraid, the little along with the great and powerful. . . .
There is no entangling alliance in a concert of power. . .

“These are American principles, American policies,” he said in con-
clusion. “We could stand for no other. And they are also the principles
and policies of forward-looking men and women everywhere, of every
modern nation, of every enlightened community. They are the principles
of mankind and must prevail.”*

A sharp round of applause broke the momentary silence after Wilson
finished speaking. Virtually every Democrat and a significant number of
Republicans gave the President unstinting praise. “It was the greatest mes-
sage of the century,” exclaimed Senator John F. Shafroth of Colorado, on
behalf of the Democrats. “We have just passed through a very important
hour in the life of the world,” said Senator La Follette, who led the
applause from the other side of the aisle.” William Howard Taft stated
that adherents of the League to Enforce Peace could “rejoice sincerely.”*
Several senators who previously held doubts about the league admitted
that they were now completely won over. Others, however, described Wil-
son’s proposals as utopian, presumptuous, and impracticable. One Repub-
lican remarked, “The President thinks he is President of the whole world”;
while another quipped that the address “will make Don Quixote wish he
hadn’t died so soon.” Senator Lodge declined immediate comment. “Peace
without victory,” Roosevelt said a week later, “is the natural ideal of the
man who is too proud to fight.” %

Partisan critics notwithstanding, Wilson’s “Peace Without Victory”
address met with the same response from every quarter as did his address
to the League to Enforce Peace and his peace note. This time, however,
in the United States, the superlatives and comparisons with the Declara-
tion of Independence were all the more excessive. “The President’s great-
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est utterance,” the New York Times said, served notice to all the world
that “in the great adjustments at the end of the war our views must be
consulted, our interests must have representation.”* Herbert Croly told
Colonel House that “it was the greatest event in his own life” and wrote
to Wilson to say that the address “will reverberate throughout history.”
The New Republic’s editorials were only slightly less fulsome.*

On behalf of the American Union Against Militarism, Lillian Wald
Oswald Garrison Villard, Paul Kellogg, and Amos Pinchot stated that,
Wilson had rendered “a-service to all humanity which it is impossible to
exaggerate.” To their minds, the address was “destined to an immortality
as glorious as that of the Gettysburg Address.” Wilson’s pronouncements
on the league and his call for peace without victory, they continued, would
penctrate “every American town and hamlet” as well as the “silent mass
of mankind.”* Max Eastman, upon reflection, was not to be outdone by
his liberal friends in the AUAM. “I believe that the histories of the na-
tions of the world will hold a venerated record of President Wilson's
address to the Senate,” he said in the Masses. As one of the few commen-
tators to point out that it was significantly different from the program of
the League to Enforce Peace, Eastman added (in perhaps the most amaz-
ing assessment of all) that Wilson’s formulation was “the one hope of
preserving that struggle for a new civilization which we call Socialism, or
Syndicalism, or the Social Revolution, or the Labor Struggle, from the
continual corruption of militarism, and the ravaging set-back of patriotic
war.”* If any doubts had lingered in their minds, Wilson had surely
vindicated and even enhanced the faith that progressive internationalists
of all persuasions had reposed in him in November.

Since Wilson’s address was not a formal diplomatic communication
none of the belligerent governments gave out a formal response. But thé
British government’s attitude was well represented by Viscount Bryce.
Wilson’s goals were admirable, he wrote to Colonel House, but unattain-
able so long as Germany remained a militarist autocracy. In the Allied
press, the opinion was the same, though much less friendly in tonc. Like-
wise, in Germany, many commentators noted the impartiality of Wilson’s
statements, but doubted their practicability, especially in view of the Al-
lies” announcement of uncompromising war aims on January 10. Others
more critical were rankled by Wilson’s presumption that he could parcel
out the whole of Europe, and wondered who had asked him for his views
in the first place.®®

How Wilson could have expected, at this time, to achieve the kind
of peace he had outlined is difficult to fathom in light of the previous
succession of rebuffs that he had met with, and considering what he knew
about the belligerents’ ambitions. But, as he wrote to John Palmer Gavit
“the real people I was speaking to was [sic] neither the Senate nor foreign’
governments, as you will realize, but the people of the countries now at
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war.”* From this perspective, in Europe (and, as we have secn, in the
United States), he had achieved a great deal. On January 26, the French
Socialist party registered “with joy the admirable message of President
Wilson” and asked that the French Government “instantly and clearly
declare its agreement with Wilson’s noble words of reason.” When the
“Peace Without Victory” address was read aloud to the annual conference
of the British Labour party, the delegates stood and cheered Wilson’s
name for five minutes. Previously, this important group, unfaltering in its
support for the war, had repudiated the goals of the Union of Democratic
Control and the radical Independent Labour party; but now, Labour joined
with the radicals and unanimously passed a resolution calling for “the
formation of an international League to enforce the Maintenance of Peace
on the plan advocated by the President of the United States.”* And from
the forcign ministry in Petrograd came word, on January 26, that Russia,
recling after two and a half years of savage blows from the German and
Austrian armies, embraced Wilson’s program in its entirety.*® (All of these
developments transpired within two days) Thus Wilson's address had
opened the floodgates of an ensuing international debate on war aims—
in spite of the obduracy of the belligerent governments themselves—and
caused the first eracks in the political truces within and among the Allied
countries.

As a peace move, “Peace Without Victory” failed. Nonetheless, Wil-
son had drawn the attention of practically the entire world to the fact that
the warring nations, in their responses to his peace note, had joined the
United States in a commitment to the proposition of collective security.
The creation of some kind of league of nations at the conclusion of the
war now seemed a virtual certainty. Most significant of all, however, the
address marked the first time that any statesman of stature had launched
such a penctrating critique of European imperialism, militarism, and bal-
ance-of-power politics. In their stead, Wilson had called for a “community
of nations,” sustained by general disarmament, self-determination, free-
dom of the seas, and collective security. The chief instrumentality of this
new world order to supersede the old system was to be a “League of
Nations.” Thus, Wilson had spoken to every major issue and had offered
an answer to every important question the war had raised, or would raise.
With this grand synthesis of progressive internationalism, forged in the
struggle for neutrality, Wilson began his ascent to a position of central
importance in the history of international relations in the twentieth cen-
tury. The “Peace Without Victory” address was the Wilsonian manifesto

of the Great War.

Even as Wilson digested the voluminous commentary on his address, the
irony of fate was overtaking his exertions with cruel indifference. On
January 9, the pro-submarine faction within the German High Command
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had become a majority. Wilhelm’s advisers argued that the Allies had
demonstrated their true intentions in their responses to both Wilson’s and
Bethmann Hollweg’s peace notes; only by making war on ships of every
flag could victory be Germany’s, and the war would be over before the
United States would have a chance to affect the outcome.

Count von Bernstorff received word of this drastic change of policy
on January 20, but kept it to himself. On January 26, Colonel House told
the ambassador of a letter Wilson had written him just two days before:
“If Germany really wants peace she can get it, and get it soon, if she will
but confide in me and let me have a chance.”* Bernstorff apparently was
moved, and made a last, vain attempt to convince his superiors in Berlin
of the wisdom of mediation. By then, however, Germany’s sizable ficet of
long-range submarines had already steamed to their positions, beyond the
point of recall. Morcover, British intelligence had intercepted the Foreign
Office’s previous instructions to Bernstorff; the Allies had only to pay lip
service to Wilson and wait for an incident to occur that would bring on
war between the United States and Germany. Bernstorff's attempt to blunt
the effect of the new submarine policy was all for naught: when, at the
designated time, he was to inform the American government of the new
conditions of war, he was told that he could also tell Wilson, in confi-
dence, of the terms under which Germany would have been willing to
enter into negotiations if the Allies had accepted Bethmann’s peace pro-
posal of December 12. In addition, the ambassador should encourage Wil-
son to continue his efforts, but the President should know—and, in this,
Wilhelm was adamant—that he would not be welcome to participate even
if he were able to bring a peace conference about. Bernstorff delivered the
grim message to Lansing on January 31.%

Wilson paced the floor and rearranged his books as he and House
discussed the situation on the following day. House openly advocated a
policy that had been in the back of his mind for so long—the severance
of diplomatic relations with Germany. On February 2, the Cabiner con-
curred in House’s judgment: Germany’s unqualified decision left him no
choice. Yet, when he announced the diplomatic break before Congress on
February 3, Wilson expressed the hope that Germany would not actually
sink American ships. While pursuing a policy of “armed neutrality,” Wil-
son continued to work for a negotiated peace in the belief that justice
could be done only if the conflict ended in a draw.*®

Events in February and March did not bode well for Wilson or armed
neutrality. On February 25, a German U-boat sank the British passenger
liner Laconia without warning and with the loss of two American lives.
On the following day, Wilson learned of a fantastic secret plot in which
Arthur Zimmermann, the German Sccretary of State for Foreign Affairs,
had attempted to induce Mexico to declare war on the United States in
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the event of war between Germany and the United Sta.tes, wit_h the ;lc:t
provinces” of Arizona, New Mexico, and Texas as bait. In light oht e
recent history of Mexican-American relations, thc_: Gerrrllans could rfot 13\.«:
made a more unfortunate choice of countries:. with which to CO“SP”\;_l o
even the resumption of unrestricted submarine warfare d_lsturb;(i1 lSC.rE
as fnuch; the Zimmermann Note virtually shattered hlsl.con d'::nc:tt::lalz :
Germany’s good intentions. When .thc Plot was made pubhlc ;ndcrccom—
ing headlines on March 1, the reaction rwalcc.i the_uproar t a(t} ad a o
panied the sinking of the Lusitania. Then, in mid-March, tizlr-rrcllan $ >
marines, after having sunk hundreds of thou‘sands of tons of A ;:: l;ress.e )
demonstrated the frailty of armed neutrality by sending to the bottom

three American merchant ships—the City of Memphis, the Illinois, and the

Vigilancia. On March 20, the Cabinet unanin:m.usly rccommcr{{c!ed lflu.lll(;
fiedged belligerency.® “He is to be for recognizing war and ta mgA u? ‘
of the situation in such a fashion as will cvcntu_ally lead to a;: y ies
victory over Germany,” the Secretary of the Interior wrote of the Presi-

dent on April 1. “But he goes unwillingly.” '

Although Wilson had not abandoned his cherished goals, from th(; m}c:-
ment that he announced the break with Germany on February f, td e
progressive internationalist movement was .hurlcd onto the horm; o la 1_
lemma and suffered wounds from which it would never comp cteyl re
cover. It was one thing for Theodore Roosevelt's organ, tl}e QOutlook (akongf
with countless other publications), to demand war d‘urmg the hwee Y o
March 1452 It was quite another for the New Repub.hc, a ‘r.nont ear .lCl",:
to have characterized Germany's war against.thc Allies as “a war alg:;u}sh
the civilization of which we are a part.” With an almost mystical fait
that the means would not alter the ends, that fount of prc.ngressn{;isrf a;-
serted that, by joining in the “the defense of. the Atlanm:. wo;" Jt 3
United States “would weight it immeasurably in favor of liberalism an

make the organization of a league of peace an immediately practical object

.53
of statesmanship.”

Yet, until at least the end of Fcbruary—bcf.orc i‘ntriguc in Mcxtllc;):
and the sinking of American ships changed public attlltudfes-—it was e
more radical and pacifistic elements of thf‘: progressive 1f1tcrnatlon.:} is
movement who seemed to speak for the majority of Amencal?s. As tg to
counter the New Republic, Paul Kellogg coincidentally wrotim the lz;::—
vey’s issue of February 17 that the United States was now “the wol Sc:
only great reservoir of good will and resource for the gen;rous ;;lurpore
of reconstruction.” Go in now, he warned, and that, and much m 5
would be lost forever.?* Leading members of the AUAM, ththIVc()in:En:
Peace party, the Socialist party, and not 2 few Demacrats mars ?ct. nciln
collective energies to prevent “ignominious eleventh-hour participatio
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a struggle for mastery that is not our own.” On February 12, they staged
a march on Washington. Other great antiwar rallies (matche,d by equall
'wcll subscribed pro-interventionist congregations) were held in major cil:)j
ies throughout the country. In Philadelphia, James Maurer called for a
general strike in the event of a declaration of war. The AUAM took out
.full-page ads in major newspapers on behalf of continued armed neutrai-
ity and democracy at home.>® On February 28, Wilson received 150 dele-
gates of the newly formed Emergency Peace Federation, headed by Louis
L(I)chncr, Jane Addams, and Emily Balch. That same afternoon he met
with a delegation from the AUAM, led by Lillian Wald and Amos Pin-
chot, and listened to a moving memorial on behalf of forbearance by M
Eastman.* o
. Leaders of the AUAM probably realized that they could not indefi-
nitely hf)ld back the surging interventionist tide when principled col-
lcaguv::s in their ranks struggled with their own souls. In late Februar
Rabbi .Stephen Wise, sweat streaming down his face, told the AUAM¥;
executive cor.nmittcc that triumphant Prussianisin posed a greater threat
to democratic and progressive internationalist values than any possible
consequences of American belligerency. By the end of March, man
prominent Socialist party members, including William English V,Vallin )
Cha_rlcs Edward Russell, and Upton Sinclair, had come to the same cof—’
Cll:lSlOl‘l. It 1s no wonder that Lillian Wald was moved to write to Wilson’s
private secretary: “Our anxieties are with the President. His friends hardl
sl'ecp at night or rest by day in their ardent desire to help him sustain hi);
high moral plane and to keep out of the war.”¥
There 'is no direct evidence that reveals why Wilson decided to lead
the country into war. To be sure, a number of cumulative influences weighed
upon him. Arthur S. Link has suggested that the immediate factors that
.shapc.d his decision were twofold: Germany's flagrant assault upon Amer-
ican lives and property, and the Zimmermann Note. Together they caused
him to lose all faith in the intentions of the German government. Link
further concludes that Wilson chose war because he believed that t}.lc Eu-
ropean‘conﬂict was in its final stages and that American intervention would
hasten its end; but that he did not choose war because he regarded the Allied
cause as altogether just and the Central Powers’ cause as altogether
unjust. Rather, he believed that American belligerency would insure his
pla.ce at the peace conference at the end of the war and thereby guarantee
a liberal .:;cttlcr.nent and American participation in a league of nations.>®
In th? opinion of this writer, the latter considerations—and especially tl-uz
promise of a league of nations—were the crucial factors in Wilson’s de-
:,:f;;:. cor::iihf::l:z::rmc:fmonstratcd its intention to prosecute submarine

On February 11, long before Wilson had made up his mind, Lloyd

I
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George conveyed a personal message to the President through Ambassa-
dor Page. The Prime Minister wanted the United States to enter the war,
not simply to help in the fighting, but to help in the peace-making. “The
President’s presence at the peace conference is necessary for the proper
organization of the world,” he insisted. “Nobody therefore can have so
commanding a voice. . . . Convey to him this deep conviction of mine.
He must help make peace if the peace made at the conference is to be
worth keeping. American participation would enable him to be there and
the mere cffect of his participation would shorten the war, might even
end it very quickly.”*

Wilson well understood the underlying motive behind the Prime
Minister’s plea; he had no illusions about the purported virtues of Allied
war aims. (In fact, Lloyd George had not even begun to think seriously
about a league of nations.) But others in Great Britain who genuinely
shared Wilson's outlook—including the leaders of the UDC—cultivated
the nobler idea quite persuasively. For instance, as early as November
1916, Norman Angell sent the President a lengthy memorandum on the
subject. Wilson’s professions of unconcern with the causes and objects of
the war were illogical, he argued, for they contradicted his other avowed
convictions. The United States rvas involved in the war by sheer force of
circumstance, and it should not permit itself to drift into hostilities simply
as a result of some humiliation inflicted by a belligerent. Theoretically,
Wilson’s neutrality was unsound—it had been all along, if he truly be-
lieved in collective security—in its protests against violations of American
rights alone: “Only by directing efforts first to the establishment of rights
which are common to all can particular rights be safeguarded.” In a com-
munity of nations, no one was sccure against aggression unless all were
secure; and, Angell concluded, unless the United States entered the war
for that purpose, then a punitive peace—a peace that would sow the seeds
of another war—was inevitable.®

Charles P. Trevelyan had put it more succinctly, in a somewhat
different context, in his “Open Letter to Americans.” “Sooner or later,”
he had written in reference to Wilson and the league, “your espousal
of that plan will affect the course of the war. It will shorten it.” Noel
Buxton, another leader of the UDC, added in late February that, where-
as he had previously supported American neutrality, he now believed that
Wilson “could do more good by ‘coming in’ as a check on the Entente
jingoes.” 5!

Walter Lippmami cffectively assimilated these views (in consultation
with Colonel House) and sent them to Wilson in a memorandum on
March 11. Lippmann knew that, despite Germany’s deplorable course,
Wilson’s long-range objectives had not changed; the point now was that
the German government posed the greatest obstacle to their realization.
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Whenever Germany was ready to abandon its present policies it would be
welcome in a league of nations. In the meantime, the United States faced
a terrible dilemma. The solution to it lay in Wilson’s principles and the
quality of his leadership. Under Wilson, belligerency would always re-
main subordinate to liberal policy and to the goal of establishing a league
of nations. Indeed, Lippmann concluded, “the only victory in this war
that could compensate mankind for its horrors is the victory of interna-
tional order over national aggression.” %

Perhaps the best evidence that these kinds of invocations penetrated
Wilson’s thought and provided the solution to his dilemma comes from
Jane Addams’ poignant account of the Emergency Peace Federation’s visit
to the White House on February 28. “The President’s mood was stern
and far from the scholar’s detachment,” she later recalled. “He still spoke
to us, however, as to fellow pacifists to whom he was forced to confess
that war had become inevitable. He used one phrase which I had heard
Colonel House use so recently that it still stuck firmly in my memory.
The phrase was to the effect that, as head of a nation participating in the
war, the President of the United States would have a seat at the Peace
Table, but that if he remained the representative of a neutral country he
could at best only ‘call through a crack in the door.” The appeal he made
was, in substance, that the foreign policies which we so extravagantly
admired could have a chance if he were there to push and to defend them
but not otherwise.” % ’
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apparently only through the crucible of war—could permit someone such
as Wilson, in whom fate had so mixed the elements, to pronounce the
words for belligerency.

Thus, on the evening of April 2, 1917, Wilson asked Congress to
recognize that a state of war existed between their country and the Ger-
man empire. He began by indicting submarine warfare as “a warfare
against humanity” and recounted the events of the previous two months.
Because armed neutrality had proved impracticable, he said, the United
States was compelled to accept the status of belligerent that had thus been
thrust upon it.

After outlining the measures necessary for getting the country’s war
effort underway, he turned to more transcendent matters. His thoughts,
he said, were still the same as when he had addressed the Senate on
January 22: “Our object now, as then, is to vindicate the principles of
peace and justice in the life of the world as against selfish and autocratic
power and set up amongst the really free and self-governed peoples of the
world such a concert of purpose and of action as will henceforth insure
the observance of those principles.” Yet he emphasized several times, in
all of this, the United States had no quarrel with the German people
themselves; it was not they, but their military masters, who had brought
on the war. “A steadfast concert of peace can never be maintained except
by a partnership of democratic nations. No autocratic government could

of -

be trusted to keep faith within it or observe its covenants.”

He continued: “The world must be made safe for democracy. Its
peace must be planted upon the tested foundations of political liberty. We
have no sclfish ends to serve. We desire no conquest, no dominion. We
seek no indemnities for ourselves, no material compensation for the sac-

o e
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One is tempted to make a final comment about Wilson’s decision
that, in a sense, is implicit in all of the foregoing. In January 1916, Robert
Bridges, England’s poet laureate, published a small volume entitled The 3
Spirit of Man. The war, he wrote, had made it increasingly necessary to

affirm that “man is a spiritual being and the proper work of his mind is
to interpret the world according to his higher nature.” For Europeans,
such an outlook was now all the more essential because it lent “distraction
fr?m a grief that is intolerable constantly to face, nay impossible to face
without the trust in God which makes all things possible.”% Bridges might
have said much the same about Wilson. For Wilson was a deeply religious
man, the son and grandson of Presbyterian ministers, and the statesman

rifices we shall frecly make. We are but one of the champions of the rights 1

of mankind. We shall be satisfied when those rights have been made as
secure as the faith and the freedom of nations can make them.”

Then, in words that one observer compared to Shakespeare’s for their
rhetorical grace and power, Wilson compressed into a final peroration his
vision of the American historical mission, in all its arrogance and inno-
cence—a summons to the New World to return to the Old to vindicate

the creed for which it had broken away a hundred and forty years before:

‘ who had called for peace without victory. He was intensely aware of the
] fact that perhaps thousands of young Americans might go to their deaths
I upon his command. Once, during a campaign address in October, he had
i said in defense of neutrality, “When you are asked, ‘Aren’t you willing to
i fight?” reply, yes, you are waiting for something worth fighting for; that
you are not looking about for petty quarrels, but that you are looking
about for that sort of quarrel within whose intricacies are written all the
texts of the rights of man.”® Only the reasonable prospect of redemp-
tion—the hope of a league of nations and lasting peace, attainable, now,

It is a distressing and oppressive duty, Gentlemen of the Congress,
which I have performed in thus addressing you. There are, it may be, many
months of fiery trial and sacrifice ahead of us. It is a fearful thing to lead
this great peaceful people into wat, into the most terrible and disastrous of ;
all wars, civilization itself seeming to be in the balance. But the right is il
more precious than peace, and we shall fight for the things which we have ]

always carried nearest our hearts,—for democracy, for the right of those
who submit to authority to have a voice in their own governments, for the
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rights and liberties of small nations, for a universal dominion of right by
such a concert of free peoples as shall bring peace and safety to all nations
and make the world itself at last free. To such a task we can dedicate our
lives and our fortunes, everything that we are and everything that we have,
with the pride of those who know that the day has come when America is
privileged to spend her blood and her might for the principles that gave

her birth and happiness and the peace which she has treasured. God help-
ing her, she can do no other.%

In the thirty-six minutes that it took to deliver the address, Wilson
had seemingly united behind him the preponderance of the American
people. Even Lodge and Roosevelt admitted being impressed by the Pres-
ident’s words and performance. Of all the outpouring of public commen-
tary, none better captured the thoughts and emotions of Wilson’s admirers
and critics at that moment than the New Republic. “Our debt and the
world’s debt to Woodrow Wilson is immeasurable,” the editors wrote.
“Only a statesman who will be called great could have made American
intervention mean so much to the generous forces of the world, could
have lifted the inevitable horror of war into a deed so full of meaning,
. - . Through the force of circumstance and through his own genius he
has made it a practical possibility that he is to be the first great statesman
to begin the better organization of the world.”%”

Thirty years later, another of Wilson’s disciples, from a different
corner of the progressive internationalist movement, reflected on his high
speech to Congress and on the exhilarating few years that had preceded
it: “As I look back, my whole life up to that point seems to have been
introduction—a too tender introduction, politically, to the hard, fierce,
bloody thing that man’s life on this planet has been and is. Like all my
radical friends, I had mistaken for final reality the brief paradise of Amer-
ica at the turn of the century. . . . It was, comparatively, 2 protected little
historic moment of peace and progress that we grew up in. We were
children reared in a kindergarten, and now the real thing was coming.”®

p

S
“If the War Is Too Strong”

The Travail of Progressive Internationalism
and the Fourteen Points

he evolution of the League of Nations entered a new and decisive
Tstagc in American and world politics aftc.r Apnl‘lgl'?. threaslfﬂi
of the potential obstacles to its creation had their genesis in the neutra xtg
period, the issue took on an entirely new complexion once the Unite
States became an active belligerent. Wilson’s problems, nccdlf:ss to say,
were numerous and complex. They included, first, an.indetcrmmatc mea-
sure of opposition, both ideological and partisan, which was clustered in
the Senate and had first begun to stir in reaction to his peace note of
December 1916. Second, the ideas and the growing inﬂu.encc of conserva-
tive internationalists of the League to Enforce Peace, wnlth whortll Wilson
enjoyed neither a good working relationship nor 1dc.olog1ca] affinity, com-
plicated the senatorial challenge. Third, and just as important, the exigen-
cies of war imposed a fearful toll on progressive .mternatlonallsts, Wllson s
most important source of political strength outs_lde the Democratic pal;.ty.
Finally, the wide divergence between the Umtec.l States and the Allies
over objectives for peace constituted virtually an insoluble problem from
beginning to end. '

The outstanding ideological and partisan parameters o.f thc_Amerl-
can debate over the League bared themselves during the pr.csld_cntlal cam-
paign of 1916; in some respects, they gained greater clarity in the final
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months of neutrality. On January 23, 1917, a number of Republican sen-
ators publicly challenged the assumptions behind Wilson’s “Peace With-
out Victory” address—"the stump speech from the throne,” as Lawrence
Y. Sherman of Illinois characterized it.! During the extended floor debate,
Senacor Borah introduced a resolution, on January 25, that reaffirmed the
verities of Washington’s Farewell Address and the Monroe Doctrine, while
Porter ]. McCumber of North Dakota asked whether Wilson really rep-
resented the views of most Americans “when he leaves the realm of gen-
cralities.”?

On February 1, the chamber listened to a well constructed speech by
Senator Lodge. It contained some of the most trenchant criticisms that he
had theretofore raised. In the first place, Lodge questioned the desirability
of the kind of settlement that Wilson advocated, and defended Greart Brit-
ain against those who would hinder her righteous cause. He then turned
to the subject of the future peace and the role of the United States in
preserving it. If self-determination was the essential condition upon which
the peace must rest—and he did not contest the justice of that notion—
what steps, Lodge asked, was the United States prepared to take in order
to securc the adoption of the principle by other governments? The Sena-
tor also acknowledged the salutary function of voluntary arbitration in
settling international disputes; but as for compulsory arbitration and col-
lective sccurity, he noted, these were matters that could not be determined
“by verbal adherence to general principle; everything here depends on
details.” What, exactly, was a league of nations supposed to do if 2 mem-
ber went to war after arbitration had taken place? How large an armed
force was the United States expected to contribute to the international
force that, presumably, the league must maintain? Then, too, in such a
league, would not the smaller nations, by virtue of their numerical major-
ity, be able to compel the United States to go to war without any action
by the Congress?

“You can not make effective a league of peace, ‘supported by the
organized force of mankind,’ by language or high-sounding phrases,” he
said in conclusion. The United States must first preserve its own peace
with the world. It should enter into only those agreements that were
possible to uphold, build a strong national defense, and work to recodify
international law. Only then should Americans consider whether they
wanted to consign their vital interests to a league of nations, and then

only with “a full appreciation of just what it involves.”?

As William C. Widenor has pointed out, Lodge’s remarks were mo-
tivated, not only by second thoughts about collective security, but also by
Wilson’s coupling of the league with an “indecisive” peace.* He appar-
ently felt so strongly about the latter point that he had formally disasso-
ciated himself from the League to Enforce Peace two days before, in a

=l
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letter to A. Lawrence Lowell. Since addressing that organization, the LEP
had “become involved in one way or another in the popular mind, and
now definitely by the President’s action [his peace note and the “Peace
Without Victory” address], with the peace which is to end the present
war. To me this is most unfortunate and so far as ! am concerned I do
not feel that [the LEP] any longer represents my opinion.”> Lodge'may
have been concerned {for any number of reasons) about the public'ls .1dcn—
tification of the league idea with Wilson; but he had grossly misinter-
preted the LEP's views on the war, which had never included a peace
short of Allied victory. He had only to observe the LEP's letterhead to
comprehend that fact. ‘

The debate in the Senate probably would have generated a major
controversy if it had not been for Germany’s resumption of unrcstncu-zd
submarine warfare on the same day. When cvents finally compelled Wil-
son to call for war, Lodge joined in the cacophony of praise for the P:rc.s—
ident. The war address, after all, was a tacit admission that the admlmzi-
tration’s pro-Allied critics had been right all along, an(.:I, for a while, it
dissipated a certain amount of Republican ire. L9dgc bel:cch that Amer-
ican entry into the war symbolized the formation of the kind of peace
league that he could support. o

Not all Republican opponents of Wilson’s internationalism, however,
were of the same mind as Lodge. For instance, Senator Borah, a progres-
sive Republican from Idaho, had come to conclusions similar’to Lodge’s
during the Senate debates in first week of February; but Borah’s approach
was significantly different. When the time came to vote on thc_ war reso-
lution, he did so from the distinctly isolationist perspective (unlike Lodge)
that he had articulated on at least two previous occasions. “1 join no cru-
sade,” he declared in explaining his votc. “I seek or accept no alliances; 1
obligate this Government to no other power. | mal'cc war algzc for my
countrymen and their rights, for my country and its hon.or. .Bctwccn
Wilson and many Senate Republicans, substantial and varied dlffcrc_nccs
over both the league and the nature of the peace in general remained
unresolved as the United States entered the war.

Even as the wave of international acclaim began to wash over the
White House, Wilson confessed to a close friend, “I have been a little low
in my mind the last forty-eight hours because of the abso_lutc lack of any
power to see what I am driving at, which has been exhibited by the men
who are looked upon as the leading Republican members of the Senate.
After all, it is upon the Senate that I have to depend.””? Hcrbcrt.Crol!
shared the concern. “There seems to be a tendency among chubhcafls,
he told Wilson on January 23, “to oppose the participation of the United
States in a League of Nations under any conditions. They seem to h?.vc
decided to try to make party capital out of it.” Although he did not think

——
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that the League was in danger, he recommended a presidential speaking
tour for the league.® (In the main editorial of the New Republic's next
issue, Croly berated the Republican party for its unbecoming capacity “to
crouch at its own fireside, build a high tariff wall, arm against the whole
world, cultivate no friendships, take no steps to forestall another great
war, and then let things rip.”?)

Republican animadversion had a far more important impact on Wil-
son. It aggravated his disinclination to talk about the league in very spe-
cific terms. The Senate Republicans’ interpretations of his address, he be-
lieved, constituted a deliberate misrepresentation. They “had read all sorts
of things into his speech he never said,” he told Louis Lochner on Feb-
ruary 1. He shuddered to think what would happen “if an elaborate,
detailed program were to be submitted for discussion.”!® During a press
conference, on January 10, reporters dropped the subject after the follow-
ing exchange took place:

A reporter: “Mr. President, your world peace league plan you un-
folded to the Senate seems to give the United States a certain interest in
the possible future quarrels of Europe. It occurred to me that if the Eu-
ropean nations would be given a reciprocal interest—"

Wilson: “My dear boy, do you suppose I am going to tell you an
answer? If you want to find out, attend the conference that brings this
thing about. I don’t know anything about it.”!!

Wilson was considerably more courteous in responding to an inquiry
from Edward A. Filene, a Boston Democrat, and the LEP’s most success-
f'ul fund-raiser. “I have carefully put forth only the idea, . . . feeling that
it could be best achieved by leaving the whole question of organization
and detail to the [peace] conference,” Wilson wrote. “At present the op-
ponents of the measure are rejoicing in setting up men of straw and
knocking them down, and all the men of straw are particular plans and
details.” 2

Personal distemper and his own partisan anxieties were not the sole
factors behind Wilson’s position. His silence on the details was also attrib-
utable to the very nature of his conception of the structure of the league.
And that conception did not conform to the picture of unlimited diplo-
matic entanglements and military commitments that opponents conjured
up from the start, In early February 1917, Wilson set down some essen-
tials for the league in a document entitled “Bases of Peace.” These in-
cluded guarantees of territorial integrity and political independence, equal
trade opportunities, and a provision for the limitation of armaments. The

document also stressed that no administrative agency or permanent tri-
bunal was necessary in order to uphold such a settlement: “It would in
all likelihood be best to await the developments and suggestions of expe-
rience before attempting to set up any common intrumentality of inter-
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national action.” ' Wilson had no illusions about the difficulties involved,
he assured Ambassador Jusserand confidentially in March 1917, but he
was convinced that the league should evolve, rather than be created by
formal convention. One should begin with simple covenants, he explained
in a subsequent communication to Jusserand—for instance, with the ob-
ligation to submit disputes to arbitration. Then, “in the very process of
carrying these covenants into execution from time to time a machinery
and practice of cooperation would naturally spring up which would in the
end produce . . . a regularly constituted and employed concert of na-
tions.” " “ “T'he establishment of a league of nations,”” he told William E.
Rappard, a Swiss authority on international organization, in November
1917, “‘is in my view a matter of moral persuasion more than a problem
of juridical organization.” ”"

Within Wilson’s rationale lay an important proviso to what would
become Article X of the Covenant of the League of Nations as well as a
cogent response to one of the penetrating issues that Lodge, among others,
had raised—but that Wilson never clarified in any public forum before it
was too late to do any good. A mutual guarantee of political independence
and territorial integrity would not oblige every member of the League
automatically to throw an army into the field every time the peace was
disturbed; nor would it empower the League itself to compel a member
to do so. Whether the United States would employ military force would
depend entirely on all the circumstances surrounding a particular incident.
Then, too, Wilson (unlike conservative internationalists) also laid great
stress on disarmament as a crucial component of collective security. Dis-
armament would climinate many potential problems from the start. By
itself, the League could not prevent conflict in cvery instance. But it could
provide, as Walter Lippmann pointed out for him in 1917, “a temporary
shelter after the storm.” The best strategy for peace after the war was “to
establish enough order for a few decades in order to release some of the
more gencrous forces of mankind.”' For Wilson, then, the League of
Nations was a compass rather than the final destination. Could such a
league, formed under specific covenants and subject to a broad construc-
tion, really work in actual practice? That, Wilson admitted, was a very
good question. But, as he said to Jusserand, “It would be an experience to
try it.” "

Wilson's considered opinions were not unsound. After the United
States entered the war, however, he courted trouble by not taking any
leading internationalists, conservative or progressive, into his confidence.
Until the autumn of 1918, the major strain between the administration
and the conservative internationalists did not grow out of differences per-
taining to the League’s responsibilities. Rather, frustration and bad feel-
ings developed owing to the pains Wilson took to preserve, almost jeal-
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ously, his freedom of action. This problem became especially acute when
the LEP began to recommend the establishment of a commission to for-
mulate a constitution for the League.'®

Early on, Wilson took things more or less in stride. The LEP’s
activities were “based upon a very much too definite programme,” he
wrote to an old friend in May 1917, “but in view of my concurr-
ence with the general idea they have advocated, I have never felt at
liberty to criticize them.”' As they continued to press him, however,
Wilson began to reveal some hostility. To Colonel House he complained
about “the folly of the League to Enforce Peace butters-in” and worried
that he would not be able to head off Taft because “Mr. T. never stays
put.” Theodore Marburg, Wilson’s most loyal supporter in the LEP, was
dubbed “one of the principal woolgatherers.” As for A. Lawrence Lowell,
House wrote in his diary, “The President dislikes {him] as much as he
could.”®®

Wilson’s indisposition toward the leaders of the LEP was no doubt
nourished by their Republican affiliations, by their commitment to a par-
ticular program for the league, and by the bitter residue of the recent
presidential campaign. Although he refrained from public criticism, rarely
did he consult with them personally. That assignment fell to Colonel House,
whom the LEP regularly sought out; and House occasionally showed them
materials he and Wilson were working with., But the main result was
simply to protect Wilson, Taft, and Lowell from one another’s scrutiny.?*
Ultimately, this would not prove sufficient. By 1918, the LEP would be-
come the single most assiduous propagator of the league idea, reaching
millions of Americans through its cohort of public speakers and by dis-
seminating some four million pieces of literature.”? Meanwhile, in part
(but only in part) because he was absorbed by the enormous task of run-
ning the nation’s war effort, Wilson did not carry on with the impressive
program of public education that he had mounted from May 1916 to
January 1917, With the exception of Colonel House, Wilson’s ideas about
the League remained a mystery to all. We shall return to these subjects
in the next chapter; suffice it to say at this point that that omission, along
with Wilson’s failure to extend a friendly hand to the LEP leadership
(especially to Taft) would have extremely unfortunate repercussions.

To an extent, Wilson was justified in distancing himself from the LEP’s
program. By and large, it was advanced by very conservative people who,
on one hand, advocated for the United States a sort of garrison-state in-
ternationalism, and, on the other, had serious doubts about domestic re-
forms as basic as the eight-hour day. The conservative internationalists
were not Wilson’s natural constituency; the progressive internationalists
were. Let us, then, turn to the wartime relationship between Wilson and
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those groups who constituted the left-of-center coalition that had sus-
tained him in November 1916 and who had appreciated and contributed
so much to the “Peace Without Victory” manifesto of January 1517

Wilson’s legislative accomplishments, his synthesis of the ant-
imperialist New Diplomacy, and a war message as inspiring as the oration
of Henry V on St. Crispin’s Day settled most things for most progressives.
“The war liberals,” Christopher Lasch once observed, “now began to ar-
gue that a national emergency of such scope would unify the country
behind a program of socialized democracy, . . . putting an end to years
of aimless drift.”?? Indeed, during the week preceding the declaration of
war, the New Republic had outlined “A War Program for Liberals,” one
that not only liberals, but also many socialists could endorse.

First and foremost, this program echoed the rationalization for war
that Walter Lippmann had presented to Wilson in March—that is, “the
need for constant subordination of strategy to political aims. . . . [Ulnless
the world emerges from this war a more liberal and more peaceful world
America is beaten no matter how badly Germany is crushed.” The sub-
stance of the war program flowed logically from the Wilsonian reforms
of 1916, under the general category of “administrative efficiency”—of the
sort that would “keep the conduct of the war out of the hands of the
jingoes.” ‘This would require nationalization of all the country’s important
economic resources, progressive taxation of wealth and war profits, the
encouragement of the unionization of labor, the expansion of educational
opportunities, and, finally, universal military training, short of conscrip-
tion. Through such a program, the New Republic concluded, the United
States “may be able to maintain democracy at home and contribute to the
internationalism of the world.”#

So confident was Walter Lippmann of the progressive uses the war
could be put to that he told a leading pro-war Socialist, in May 1917, that
the country stood “at the threshold of a collectivism which is greater than
any as yet planned by the Socialist party.”” To the New Republic’s bene-
factor, Herbert Croly wrote that “under the stumulus of the war & its
consequences there will be a chance to focus the thought & will of the
country on high and fruitful purposes such as occurs only once in many
hundred years.”? These were exceedingly extravagant claims, but not en-
tirely without justification. At least on some levels, the changes that oc-
curred in America during the First World War could be characterized, as
Allen F. Davis once suggested, as “the flowering of progressivism.”%

For instance, the newly created War Industries Board, though it shied
away from full-scale state control, exercised unprecedented centralized
powers in coordinating industrial production.?® Under the United States
Railroad Administration, the federal government took over and modern-
ized the nation’s transportation system, increased wage scales, and gave

.
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impetus to plans (supported by both the American Federation of Labor
and the brotherhoods) for permanent nationalization of the railroads. “Not
even the Declaration of Independence nor the Emancipation Proclamation
would equal for liberty and democracy your act in taking the operation
of the railroads out of private hands,” one overwhelmed progressive told
Wilson.”” Whereas war bonds (“‘Liberty Loans”) supplied about two-thirds
of the $33.5 billion that the war cost the United States, the remaining
third was raised through new taxes. And, with some vengeance, wartime
tax legislation picked up where the Revenue Act of 1916 had lcf; off. The
Revenue Act of 1917 (denounced by Senator Lodge as “perfectly exorbi-
tant taxation”) placed some seventy-five percent of the burden on corpo-
rate profits and on individuals with high incomes. Then the Revenue Act
of 1918 increased the previous rates by nearly two-and-a-half times, eighty
percent of which was imposed on the same well-heeled groups. Tr;gcthcr
these bills represented one of the real triumphs achieved by progrcssivc;
and radicals during the war.’®

Finally, as Frederick C. Howe noted at the time, “the consideration
.. show.n for the workers in the midst of the war that commanded all
our energies, exceeds anything the most optimistic reformer felt could be
achieved in a quarter of a century.”* Howe was commenting on the fact
that for the first time the federal governmient had recognized labor’s right
to organize and bargain collectively. The National War Labor Board also
established a minimum wage and the eight-hour day in most industries
and settled labor disputes almost always in favor of the workers. By th;
end of the war, membership in the AFL had increased from slightly over
two million to some 3,260,000, and real income for all of labor had in-
creased by twenty percent over the prewar level. In addition, other notable
pro.grc_ssivc initiatives included the beginnings of federal public housing
s.oc1al insurance, federal programs .to improve public health, and an abor—,
tive venture {personally initiated by Wilson) to build a government-owned
munitions plant in order to deprive Pierre S. Du Pont of immoderate
profits.” .

3 B.y any reasonable standards, one had to conclude that the total mo-
bilization effort reflected certain traditional American liberal and socialist
values. But to infuse a progressive character into the wartime political
economy was not without its political costs. Although some Republicans
and Democrats liked to maintain the fiction that “politics is adjourned”
(a phrase coined by Wi_lson), the enactment of virtually all of the foregoing
measures was accompanied by partisan bitterness, by accusations that sec-
thl:lal 1;1tcrests were at work, and by administrative and legislative con-
fus_lon.3 Moreover, the Wilson administration endured incessant criticism
of its conduct of the war and incurred the deep resentment of the business
community. “They dread government control of the railroads and the
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mines: they chafe under taxation: they fear the growing power of labor
in" the councils of the nation,” Ray Stannard Baker wrote in his journal
in January 1918. “They recognize in Wilson, clearly, a truly progressive if
not radical leadership and they fear and despise him.”?

Skepticism, and even fear, about the nature of Wilson's domestic war
policies was not confined to Republicans and conservative businessmen.
The criticism and opposition that was the most unsettling for Wilson and
the progressives emanated from within—from vital elements within the
progressive internationalist movement itself. The outcome was by no means
inevitable, but the constituent parts that made up the American left had
a potential every bit as great as that of the American right to undermine
essential support for the League. And, as in the past, domestic and foreign
policy could not be separated.

The events of the four days between Wilson’s address on April 2 and
the vote on the war resolution were a portent of the broader problem.
During that time one of the most intense dramas in the history of the
United States Congress was played out. “Treason! Treason!” Senator
Norris’s colleagues shouted when he said, “We are going to war upon the
command of gold” and “I feel that we are about to put the dollar sign on
the American flag.” In all, six senators (including Norris and Robert La
Follette) and fifty representatives, mainly from the West and South, voted
no. Impressive as those numbers were, they probably did not reflect the
full extent of the opposition to the war, or at least the misgivings, in either
the Congress or the country as a whole. Yet, Senator Norris, after voicing
his convictions, had vowed that, should war be declared, “all of my energy
and all of my power will be behind our flag in carrying it to victory.”*

No such reassuring qualification, however, was given out by the So-
cialist party at its emergency convention in St. Louis during the second
week of April. Denouncing American participation in the war as “a crime
against the people of the United States,” its proclamation also promised
to oppose conscription and the sale of war bonds and to resist any restric-
tions on First Amendment rights. (A minority report, drafted by John
Spargo, urged support for the war as the best means of advancing social-
istic reforms as well as an anti-imperialist peace, which required the de-
feat of German militarism.) The uncompromising majority document was
approved overwhelmingly by both the Socialist press and the party mem-
bership in a national mail referendum.®®

The principled stand of the Socialist party intensified the protracted
crisis that had overwhelmed the pacifist and radical elements of the pro-
gressive internationalist movement from the moment the United States
entered the war, Within the Ametican Union Against Militarism, younger
members, such as Roger Baldwin and Norman Thomas, proposed a cam-
paign against conscription and another to defend conscientious objectors.
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Jane Addams, Lillian Wald, and Paul Kellogg, however, saw the need to
“distinguish between opposition to militarism and war and active opposi-
tion to this war” and, especially, to preserve the lines of communication
with the White House. Should they attempt to interfere with the prose-
cution of the war (which Baldwin and Thomas’ proposals seemed to en-
tail), the AUAM would be perceived as a “party of opposition” and lose
all respectability and infiuence. Within four months, irreconcilable differ-
ences over these issues paralyzed the organization. When Addams, Wald,
and Kellogg stepped down from the executive board, the AUAM all but
disintegrated.”

That the war was a giant wrecking machine with the potential to
batter the progressive wing of the American internationalist movement to
ruins was foreshadowed by the travail of the Socialist party. Upon the
adoption of the St. Louis Proclamation, many prominent members re-
signed from the party. By no means were all of the “deserters” right-wing
socialists. They included, from the left, William English Walling and Frank
Bohn; and from the center, Spargo, Charles Edward Russell, Upton Sin-
clair, Algie M. Simons, Gus Myers, and Allen Benson. Although even
better-known lights—Debs, Eastman, Reed, Hillquit, Berger—endorsed
the St. Louis Proclamation, the party was badly hurt, especially when
publications like the New York Times delighted in reporting resignations
(for instance, Spargo’s) on page one.*® The defections proved detrimental
to progressive internationalism as well, for they signaled the beginning of
the end of the intellectual communion and joint political activities be-
tween American liberals and socialists, the great hallmark of the pre-1917
period that had given progressive internationalism and the reform move-
ment in general so much of its vitality.

Some pro-war socialists were not content merely to sever party affl-
iations and let it go at that. Spargo denounced the St. Louis proclamation
as “essentially un-neutral, un-American, and pro-German.”* Gus Myers
wrote to the President that the party’s “dangerous and insidious propa-
ganda [must] be exposed.”*,And Walling, only one month into the war,
informed Secretary of Labor William B. Wilson: “None of the official
leaders of the Majority now in control of the American Party can be
trusted. On the contrary, all of them are in bitter opposition to the Amer-
ican government and the American people.”*!

Walling’s intolerance, however, was mild compared to other mani-
festations of “One Hundred Percent Americanism” that soon coursed though
the country. On March 19, 1917, while he was still weighing his fateful
decision, President Wilson told Frank Cobb of the World: “Once lead this
people into war . . . and they’ll soon forget there ever was such a thing
as tolerance.”* But, by April 2, Wilson had emerged from his torment
singleminded in his conviction to prosecute with as much dispatch and

“If the War Is Too Strong” 133

efficiency as possible a war to end all wars. “If there should be distoyalty,”
he noted briefly in his address to Congress, “it will be dealt with with the
firm hand of stern repression.”* In his next public address, on Flag Day
in 1917, while making the case for a war against German militarism, he
concluded with a warning: “Woe be to the man or group of men that
seeks to stand in our way in this day of high resolution. . . .”*

To help sustain the high resolution and vindicate principles held dear,
Wilson created the Committee on Public Information (CPI), headed by
the encrgetic progressive publicist George Creel. In “the fight for the minds
of men, for the conquest of their convictions,” as Creel called it, the CPI
launched a propaganda campaign of unprecedented proportions. An esti-
mated seventy-five million pieces of pamphlet literature spread the official
line on the war to all parts of the country. Stirring poster art, to encourage
enlistments and the purchase of war bonds, appeared everywhere. Famous
movie stars lent their celebrity to national Liberty Loan drives. And, not
only to sing the virtues of democracy and “Americanism,” but also te
discredit all things German, the CPI coordinated 75,000 so-called Four-
Minute Men to make specches that were heard by tens of millions of
people.®

As early as the summer of 1917, it was clear to many. observers that
the CPI was doing its work all too well. Citizens of German ancestry, of
socialist inclination, and of dissident mind in general bore the brunt of
the national campaign for patriotic conformity. Some aspects of the cam-
paign at the local and state level were merely ludicrous—for instance, the
removal of pretzels from saloon counters in Cincinnati and the renaming
of German measles, sauerkraut, and German shepherds to “Liberty mea-
sles,” “Liberty cabbage,” and “police dogs.” But from there it was a short
step to local ordinances that banned Brahms and Beethoven from major
concert halls, to the removal {and burning) of works of German litérature
from small-town schools and public libraries, and to demands by Theo-
dore Roosevelt to prohibit the teaching of the German language—a “bar-
barous tongue,” according to one noted scholar at Johns Hopkins.*

Inspired by federal legislation, encouraged by national organizations
such as the American Protective League and the National Security League,
and frequently instigated by local committees on public safety, acts of
political repression and violence were committed in almost every region
of the United States. In July 1917, thousands of soldiers and sailors at-
tacked a parade of Socialists on Boston Common and sacked the local
party headquarters while the police stood by and watched. That same
month some 1,200 miners peaceably walked off the job in the copper fields
of Bisbee, Arizona, in protest against substandard wages and working
conditions. A small army of thugs, equipped by the Phelps-Dodge Cor-
poration, rounded them up at gunpoint, loaded them into cattle cars, and
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transported them miles into the desert where they were abandoned with-
out food, water, or shelter. (Federal authorities rescued the workers three
days l_ater.)"? In August, Frank Liule, a physically handicapped union
organizer in Butte, Montana, made the mistake of speaking out against
strike breakers and the war of the capitalist class, In the middle of the
night, he was taken from his bed by vigilantes, chained behind an auto-
mobile, and dragged until his kneecaps were worn away. His patriotic
assailants then sexually mutilated him and hanged him from a railroad
trestle.”® Around Cincinnati, it was well known that the Justice Depart-
ment monitored the pacifistic sermons of Herbert Bigelow, a leading min-
ister of the city and a former associate of Secretary of War Newton D.
Baker. In October, a mob scized Bigelow, stripped him to the waist, and
cut his back to ribbons with a horsewhip.®® ’
Thousands of citizens suffered less brutal forms of chastisement as
rumors of espionage spread like plague. German-Americans frequently
were forced to kiss the flag in retribution for a casual remark that smacked
of disloyalty. Municipal judges issued countless fines to individuals who
failed to stand up when the national anthem was played at public events.
A movie producer received a three-year prison sentence for having made
T!zlt'.Spirit of 76, a film about the American Revolution that portrayed the
British in an unfavorable light. Teachers routinely lost their jobs if they
betrayed any objectivity about the causes of the war or discussed the pos-
sibility of an early armistice. Perhaps the crowning blow came when the
Los Angeles Board of Education ordered teachers to cancel a student de-
bate on the subject of William Howard Taft’s League to Enforce Peace.*
From the start, many progressive internationalists feared for the overall
health of the body politic. Only two weeks after Congress adopted the
war resolution, Lillian Wald, Herbert Croly, Jane Addams, Amos Pin-
chot, Paul Kellogg, Norman Thomas, and Oswald Garrison Villard sent
Wilson a letter of caution: “It is possible that the moral damage to our
den.wcracy in this war may become more serious than the physical or
national losses incurred.” So that “the spirit of democracy will not be
broken,” they urged the President to make “an impressive statement” to
curb local and state officials who might exploit the wartime circumstances
to serve their own agendas.” “Surely you can find a way for us to puil
together,” Wald wrote in a separate note to Wilson. “You will not drive
your natural allies from you. You will not banish us from the Democratic
party which you promised to make the home of all liberal spirits.” 2
. Wald's letter anticipated a broader issue—the preservation of civil
liberties in wartime—which held the gravest implications for the success
or failure of the league from the standpoint of progressive international-
ism. Wilson was not insensitive to the problem. However, he not only
never came forth with “an impressive statement”; he permitted Arttorney
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General Thomas Watt Gregory and Postmaster General Albert Sidney
Burleson virtually to become the arbiters of the First Amendment. In the
long run, their activities would prove to be the main source of disruption
within the progressive internationalist movement.

On July 15, 1917, Congress passed the Espionage Act® Title T im-
posed stiff fines and up to twenty years’ imprisonment for any one who
attempted to cause insubordination or disloyalty in the armed services or
to obstruct recruitment. The Justice Department prosecuted more than
2,000 cases under this provision. Title XII gave the Postmaster General
power to exclude from the mails any material that could be construed to
be in violation of the strictures of Title I, or that advocated or urged
“treason, insurrection, or forcible resistance to any law of the United
States.”*

Postmaster General Burleson was not a man of broad political or
social vision. Any day laborer in America, he once told a reporter, could
become “a railroad president as J. P. Morgan™; if he did not, it was due
to “the shape of the brain.” Burleson also held that the work of Jane
Addams, Lillian Wald, and the AUAM had done “great harm” to the
country and that Max Eastman was “no better than a traitor.”> Accord-
ing to the Postmaster General, “papers may not say that the Government
is controlled by Wall Street or munitions manufacturers,” nor could they
indulge in “attacking improperly our allies.”*® As Upton Sinclair observed
in a letter to Wilson, Burleson was “a person of such pitiful and childish
ignorance concerning modern movements that it is simply a calamity that
.. . he should be the person to decide what may or may not be uttered

by our radical press.””

Burleson exercised his new powers to the fullest against socialists
and, on occasion, liberals. In July 1917, he excluded from the mails the
American Socialist, the Appeal to Reason, the International Socialist Review,
the Masses, and Social Revolution (formerly the National Rip-Saw), along
with several weeklies in Chicago, Philadelphia, Detroit, and St. Louis.
Together, these publications had a circulation of more than one million.”®

Burleson struck at the August 1917 issue of the Masses because of its
“general tenor.” (The issue contained an editorial that defended Emma
Goldman and Alexander Berkman, both recently convicted of conspiracy
to obstruct Army recruitment.) Eastman, Amos Pinchot, and John Reed
protested directly to Wilson on behalf of all of Burleson’s victims. “Can it
be necessary, even in war time, for the majority of a republic to throttle
the voice of a sincere minority?” they asked. “As friends of yours, and
knowing how dear to you is the Anglo-Saxon tradition of intellectual
freedom, we would like to feel that you do not sanction the exercise.”” ™
Wilson promised to “go to the bottom of the matter” and wrote to Burle-
son, “These are very sincere men and [ should like to please them,”®
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Burleson claimed that he had excluded only particular issues that
“have gone far beyond what might properly be termed criticism.”%! But
he continued to impose the ban on the Masses, arguing that, since the
publication had skipped an issue, it no longer fitted the category of “pe-
riodical.” This mancuver compelled Eastman to seek redress in the United
States Court of Appeals and to petition the White House both in person
and by letter. Reactionary forces had seized on the war “to kill the pro-
paganda of socialism,” he told Wilson on September 8, and “you also
know that this propaganda will surely play a great part in the further
democratizing of the world.” Eastman’s anxiety thus cxtended to foreign
policy. “I believe that the support which your administration will receive
from radical-minded people the country over, depends greatly on its final
stand on these two critical matters of free speech and assemblage and
freedom of the Press.” %

Wilson confessed to Fastman that he had little confidence about how
to proceed in the matter of censorship: “I can only say that a line must
be drawn and that we are trying, it may be clumsily, but genuinely, to
draw it without fear or favor or prejudice.”®® He was no doubt sincere;
but, as of September 1917, only timidity and deference marked his efforts
to restrain his subordinate. In early September, he wrote to Burleson,
“[Ylou know that I am willing to trust your judgment after I have once
called your attention to a suggestion.” !

The controversy over the Masses was still hanging fire when, in Oc-
tober, the Milwaukee Leader, the New York Call, and the Jewish Daily
Forward—with a combined readership in excess of 200,000—were denied
second-class mailing privileges. Censorship now became the object of se-
rious concern, not only for the journalists directly affected, but also for
pro-war socialists and straight-line liberals.”® Colonel House advised Wil-
son “to err on the side of leniency” and take the matter out of Burleson’s
hands.* Walter Lippmann attempted to explain to the President that “the
feeling on this issue is at white heat,” not only for the radicals, but also
for the liberals and the labor movement. If he permitted the Postmaster
General to persist, he would “divide the country’s articulate opinion into
fanatical jingoism and fanatical pacifism.” Lippmann emphasized the im-
portance of the relationship between coalition politics and foreign policy.
“[T)he overwhelming number of radicals can be won to the support of
the war simply by conserving the spirit of the President’s own utter-
ances.”® In reply to a similar letter from Herbert Croly, Wilson said the
Postmaster General was “misunderstood,” and “inclined to be most con-
servative in the exercise of these great and dangerous powers.”® Yer,
when he informed Burleson—*I am afraid you will be shocked,” he be-
gan—that he did not think that the Milwaukee Leader “ought to be re-

garded as unmailable,” Burleson simply ignored him.®
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Soon, even pro-war Socialists pressed the vital point. Upton SinFlair,
who had agonized over his decision to break with his party, practically
pleaded with the President. He had tried to stay out of it, but the mea-
sures taken against the Masses could “only be described as disgraceful,’
and he now had to speak his mind. “I voice the sentiments of millions
throughout America, who will give their sincere support to a war for
democracy, but who will feel weakened in their enthusiasm if t.hcy_ see
any signs that while helping to win democracy abroad, we are losing it at
home.” 7 '

If any doubts remained about the implications of censorship for pro-
gressive internationalists, they should have been laid to rest by the warn-
ings of the ardent pro-war Socialist John Spargo, whose own previous
public statements had helped undermine the respectability of the Soc1ah§t
party’s anti-war position. “In commeon with a very large number of radi-
cals, I have rejoiced to acknowledge your leadership,” he wrote to the
President. But he knew personally scores of men and women who found
themselves constant critics of the administration because of “the unwar-
ranted and unnecessary suppression of criticism.” Wilson mus find a way—
and it could be done, perhaps, by inviting “a group of leading radicals of
various schools” to help formulate a new policy to replace Burleson’s—
“to overcome opposition and remove misunderstanding, and to secure the
support of by far the greater number of those liberals and radfcals who
are now distrustful of our part in the war and more or less active oppo-
nents of the Administration.””’

Wilson’s attitude toward civil liberties would remain an unresolved
problem throughout the war. After the autumn of 1917, however, the
issue seemed to abate somewhat. Indeed, by the early spring of 1918, Wil-
son had regained his standing among progressive internationalists. oflvir-
tually all persuasions, chiefly because the editors of socialist pubhcatlofls,
like their liberal counterparts, found themselves on common ground with
the President in the ensuing international debate over war aims. Nonethe-
less, the controversy would have a most untimely revival, during the sum-

mer and fall of 1518.

In most of his wartime reflections on the subject, Wilson emphasized that
the proper application of the League's guarantees would depend on whether
the territorial agreements at the peace conference “ought to be perpetu-
ated”—whether the final settlement conformed “with the general princi-
ples of right and comity” as set forth in his “Peace Without Victory”
address.”? Yet the last time that the Allies had made a statement on war
aims was on January 10, in their response to Wilson’s peace note of De-
cember 1916. That declaration hardly conformed to the precepts of the
New Diplomacy. In a sense, Gertany’s resumption of submarine warfare
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had temporarily rescued the Allies from Wilson. Moreover, Wilson had
not imposed any conditions on the Allies in exchange for American bel-
ligerency; thus, divergence in avowed purposes remained unreconciled as
Congress voted on the war resolution.”

Both Wilson and the Allied governments knew full well that a day
of reckoning was inevitable. In the first months after the United States
entered the war, however, Wilson avoided a direct confrontation. Other-
wise, as House said, the Americans and the Allies would have soon hated
“one another more than they do Germany.”” Shortly after he visited
Washington in late April, Foreign Secretary Arthur Balfour sent Wilson
copies of the secret treaties the Allies had earlier negotiated among them-
selves to divide enemy territories as the spoils of victory.”” In Wilson’s
eyes, such egregious violations of the principle of self-determination jus-
tified his designation of the United States as a wartime associaze, rather
than as an ally, of the powers arrayed against Germany. “England and
France have not the same views with regard to peace that we have by any
means,” he told House. Alas, not much could be done about it so long as
Germany was undefeated; he took solace in the optimistic assumption
that, after the war, “we can force them to our way of thinking, because
by that time they will, among other things, be financially in our hands.”’

The great question of war aims acquired a new urgency, however,
not just because the entrance of the United States into the war meant that
the Allies would eventually have to contend with Wilson. In March 1917,
the repressive autocracy of Tsar Nicholas II had been overthrown, to the
grartification of liberals, socialists, and not a few conservatives around the
world. When Wilson went before Congress on April 2, the reyolutionary
transformation of the government of Russia had made it possible for him
rhetorically to portray the world conflict as a struggle between the forces
of democracy and the forces of autocracy. The United States also became
the first power to recognize the Provisional Government of Alexander
Kerensky.”

From the start, Kerensky, vowing to continue the war (but now for
democratic socialist purposes), was besieged from within and without. Week
by weck, the Russian army, starving and poorly equipped, staggered un-
der the relentless blows of the German and Austrian armies. In April and
May, the soldiers’ and workers’ councils in Petrograd challenged the Pro-
visional Government’s authority and issued dramatic proclamations that
might easily have been passages from the “Peace Without Victory” ad-
dress. These proclamations appealed to all the belligerents for a peace
based on self-determination and prevailed upon the peoples involved in
the war to press their respective governments to repudiate plans for con-
quest.”®

Wilson’s series of anti-imperialist pronouncements before April 1917,
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in tandem with the Petrograd formula, stood in stark contrast to Allied
war aims. In light of both Russia’s precarious internal situation and the
existence of a formidable anti-war minority in the United States, pro-war
liberals and socialists on both sides of the Atlantic began to put new de-
mands on Wilson. “Something needs to be done at once,” the New Re-
public said on May 19. “The thing which is needed is a powerful reaffir-
mation of the international purposes for which the war is waged.”” The
executive committee of the Union of Democratic Control also pressed Wilson
to give his public endorsement to the Petrograd formula—"so in accord
with your own pronouncements”—and thereby remove the suspicions
hanging over the Allied cause.®®

In his Flag Day address, Wilson had characterized the war as a
“Peoples’ War.” At the same time, however, his exhortations to crush
Prussian militarism tended primarily to fortify super-patriotism and anti-
German hysteria and concomitantly obscured the objectives of a just peace
and a league of nations.®! The tone alarmed not only progressive inter-
nationalists at home; the British radicals as weli sought reassurance that
Wilson had not forsaken his higher goals.” Although Wilson naturally
sympathized with the Petrograd formula, his first priority would always
be the prosecution of the war. He preferred to agitate for the revision of
Allied war aims, initially, through the quiet channels of diplomacy.

Before the end of summer, however, Wilson was compelled to make
a public declaration. On August 13, Pope Benedict XV (who sympathized
with the German and Austrian governments) published an appeal to all
the belligerents to end the war on the basis of the status quo ante bellum.®
Such a challenge from the Holy See could not go unanswered. Before
releasing his reply, Wilson told House, “I have tried to indicate the atti-
tude of this country on the points most discussed in the socialistic and
other camps.”® In the document, Wilson suggested that the peace initia-
tive was premature, particularly if the object of the war were in fact “to
deliver the free peoples of the world from the menace and the actual
power of a vast military establishment.” He also implied that the Russian
Revolution would fall prey to “the certain counter-revolution which would
be attempted by all the malign influence to which the German Govern-
ment has of late accustomed the world.” The note continued: “Punitive
damages, the dismemberment of empires, the establishment of selfish and
exclusive economic leagues, we deem . . . no proper basis for a peace of
any kind, least of all for an enduring peace. That must be based upon
justice and fairness and the commen rights of mankind.”®

Wilson's forthright reply to the papal gambit accomplished a number
of things. In recapitulating his “peace without victory” formula, he had
publicly registered his displeasure with the Allies’ prevarication on war
aims, provided a more satisfactory response to the Petrograd soviet, and
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had also relieved the British radicals® and American progressive interna-
tionalists of much of their anxiety. The Appeal 1o Reason described the
message to the Pope as "not only a step toward the ending of the war
but also a blow to the imperialist schemers.”®”. Max Eastman, even whilc,
under attack from Burleson, wrote to Wilson: “Now that you have de-
clared for substantially the Russian terms—no ‘punitive damages,’” no ‘dis-
memberment of empires,” ‘vindication of sovereignties,’ and by making a
r.esponsiblc ministry in Germany one condition of your entering negotia-
tions, you have given a concrete meaning to the statement that this js a
war for democracy. The manner in which you have accomplished this—
and apparently bound the allies to it into the bargain—has my profound
admiration.”®
Eastman’s understanding, while representative of the responses of
American liberals and socialists, was erroneous on at least one count. The
Allies had not been bound to the bargain, as Wilson well knew. And to
preparc for the day when he would have to make the American case for
the peace settlement and the League of Nations, he instructed Colonel
]—!ousc to gather a group of experts in the fields of economics, geography
.hxstory., and political science. This group, the first “Brain Trust” in Amcr-’
ican history, subsequently became known as “The Inquiry”; it put to-
g-cthcr_ detailed, scholarly studies on social, economic, and poli’tical condi-
tions in Europe and Asia, which helped Wilson immensely throughout
the war and during the peace conference as well.® In October, Wilson
also. decided to send House to the forthcoming Inter-Allied Conﬂ;rcnce in
Paris where he was to try to obtain a joint statement on war aims.%®
Before House arrived in Paris, the Provisional Government of Russia
had met with disaster. Under the leadership of V. 1. Lenin and Leon
Trotsky, and armed with the irresistible slogan “Peace, Land, and Bread,”
the Petrograd soviet overthrew Kerensky on November 7, and intendc’d
to turn the stirring words of the “International” into reality. On Novem-
bc:.' 8, _thc new Bolshevik government issued a peace decree, strikingly
W.dsoman in tenor, calling for “the immediate opening of negotiations for
a just and df.:mocratic peace.” Two weeks later, to tell the unholy lie on
:::;:Id war aims, the Bolsheviks published most of the Allies’ secret trea-
. Rflssia’s virtual (or incipient) withdrawal from the war, in conjunc-
uon. with a coincidental military disaster in October—the defeat of the
Italian Army at Caporetto—~dealt the Allied position a potentially morzal
blow. When the Inter-Allied Conference convened on November 29, Lloyd
George, C?eorgcs Clemenceau, and Baron Sidney Sonnino of Italy s’howcd
far more interest in getting American soldiers and matériel to the western
front than in countering the enormous psychological advantage that the
Central Powers had gained by the Bolsheviks’ publication of the secret
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treaties. Repeatedly, Colonel House tried get them to designate terms, and
he even presented the conclave with a vague resolution on war aims be-
fore returning home. Clemenceau and Sonnino, however, would have no
part of it. This being the casc, House reproved them, the President would
have to act unilaterally.**

Wilson had already decided to do just that. In his annual message to
Congress, on December 4, he made his most unambiguous statement since
the “Peace Without Victory” address. It was his duty, he told the Con-
gress, to add “specific interpretations” to what he had said to the Senate
in January. Whereas he assailed the German autocracy for its exploitation
of the Bolsheviks, he also asserted that the damage was as much the fault
of the Allies themselves for not having purged their cause of suspicion
before world opinion. Had they cleared the air, then “the sympathy and
enthusiasm of the Russian people might have been once and for all en-
listed on the side of the Allies.” In any case, Wilson now promised the
German people an impartial settlement if they would but rid themselves
of the encumbrance of the Kaiser’s government. With German militarism
defeated, “an unprecedented thing” would be possible: “We shall be free
to basc peace on generosity and justice, to the exclusion of all selfish claims
to advantage even on the part of the victors,” and Germany itself could
be admitted “to the partnership of nations which must henceforth guar-
antee the world’s peace.””

Wilson’s message to Congress did not make the slightest dent in the
leaders of the Allied governments; they chose to interpret it mainly as a
reaffirmation of American commitment to victory. The British radicals,
however, regarded the remarks as a most timely addendum to the “Peace
Without Victory” address.” Significantly, in the United States, the mes-
sage appeared to have brought a halt to the dissolution of the progressive
internationalist coalition. The faithful and the doubters alike were greatly
encouraged by Wilson’s analysis of the events of November. “I rejoice
exceedingly to have you remind the Congress as well as the statesmen of
the world of that immoertal January address to the Senate,” George Foster
Peabody wrote the President. In the Philadelphia Public Ledger, the pro-
gressive publicist Lincoln Colcord praised the Bolsheviks for bringing or-
der out of chaos and described the “magnificent liberalism of President
Wilson's address” as a “gift” to the Russian people that would also “uplift
the failing hearts of the whole world.” Grenville Mcfarland, who had
prevailed upon Wilson on behalf of the socialist press, wrote in the’New
York American that the message to Congress “breathes the spirit of Lin-
coln’s second inaugural and will take its place beside that great docu-
ment.”% And Louis Kopelin, editor of the Appeal to Reason, wrote: “Your
open-hearted espousal of a democratic peace after the central European
peoples have been freed from the yoke of Prussian militarism removes the
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last possible suspicion against the cause of the entente allies.”” From De-
cember 1917 onward, the Appeal—"the oldest and largest American so-
cialist publication,” Kopelin had reminded Wilson—reversed its anti-war
position and for the next year became one of the President’s most faithful
editorial patrons.*®

As word of Wilson’s pronouncement reached Europe, the Bolsheviks
had begun to consider a bold initiative for a separate peace. In part to
consolidate their own power in Russia, in part because the Allies (not to
say Wilson) had studiously maintained silence about their régime, the Bol-
sheviks at last signed an armistice with Germany at Brest-Litovsk, on
December 15. One week later, Adolf Joffe, the leader of the Russian del-
egation, laid down six points as the basis for the negotiations, which the
Germans accepted on December 25. In broad strokes, the program consti-
tuted a model “peace without victory”—no forcible annexations, the ap-
plication of self-determination for all national groups, no indemnities, no
economic boycotts or restrictions on freedom of trade.” This extraordi-
nary new set of circumstances—the Bolsheviks’ appropriauon of most of
the New Diplomacy, coupled with the specter of a separate peace in the
East that would enable Germany to bring new might to bear in the West—
rendered Wilson's recent utterances inadequate.

Colonel House’s diary entry of December 18 offers a succinct expla-
nation of the immediate gencsis of what was to become the most cele-
brated diplomatic statement of Wilson’s career: “I never knew a man who
did things so casually. We did not discuss the matter more than ten or
fificen minutes when he decided he would take the action I told the
Interallied Conference he would take as soon as I returned to America.”%
Wilson then instructed House to put The Inquiry to work. Over the next
two weeks the team of experts labored day and night, drawing up specific
recommendations on a wide variety of economic, political, and territorial
matters.”” On their own, the President and House hammered into shape
a series of (as it turned out, fourteen) concise, categorical paragraphs on
war aims, on January 5. “We actually got down to work at half past ten,”
House recorded, “and finished remaking the map of the world, as we
would have it, at half past twelve o-clock” (It had been a remarkably
productive morningl}'®

Unexpectedly, on the same day, Lloyd George had abandoned the
ancient Foreign Office custom of sitting on the fence and had managed
to upstage Wilson, or so it seemed for a short while. On December 28,
the British Labour party had published a “Memorandum on War Aims.”
It declared that the war could no longer be justified, except “that the
world may henceforth be made safe for democracy,” and that a league of
nations would be established so “that there should be henceforth on earth
no more war.” Labour thus served notice that its continued support hinged
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on a satisfactory answer from the government. The negotiations at Brest-
Litovsk and the weary prospect of yet another year of senseless slaughter
had obviously triggered the memorandum. Its sub?tance, however, was
determined by the previous pronouncements of Wllsc?n and the Brlt:zlh
radicals. The war cabinet concluded that it had no choice but to reply.

Accordingly, on January 5, Lloyd George addressed tl::e Bl’lt.ls!l Trades
Union League at Caxton Hall, in order to remove all “misgivings and
doubts” about British war aims. Great Britain longed only ‘f(?r a demo-
cratic peace, the Prime Minister said; she harbored no ambitions to de-
stroy the Central Powers, even though Germany was pl:escntly perpetrat-
ing the conquest of Russia. He then went on to pay obelslancc to the New
Diplomacy and assuage British Labour with a dcclara.non of moderate
terms: “First, the sanctity of treaties must be re-established; sccor‘ldly-, a
territorial settlement must be secured based on the right of self-determination
or the consent of the governed; and, lastsome, we must seek by the crea-
tion of some international organization to limit the burden of armaments
and diminish the probability of war.”'% .

When Wilson learned of the address, he momentarily hesitated to go
forward with his own plans. Bouse, however, persuaded him that Lloyd
George had merely primed the pump, and that the Prcsidcnt,"s“;;would 50
smother the Lloyd George speech that it would be forgotten.

Wilson delivered his address to a joint session of Congress on Janu-
ary 8. He began by acknowledging that the Russian representatives at
Brest-Litovsk had recently engaged the Central Powers in parlays ‘for a
peace based on democratic principles. The Central Er.npirc, he.pomted
out, was merely exploiting the precepts of the New Diplomacy in order
to absorb part of Russia. Even so, there was no good reason not to rcsponfi
to the Bolsheviks’ earnest invitation to the Western powers to state thc%r
terms. The conception of the Russian people “of what is rlght., of what is
humane and honorable for them to accept, has been stated with a frank-
ness . . . and a universal human sympathy which must challengc the ad-
miration of every friend of mankind,” he said. “Whether their present
leaders believe it or not, it is our heartfelt desire and hope that some way
may be opened whereby we may be privileged to assist the pco‘l')lc of
Russia to ateain their utmost hope of liberty and ordered peace. The
American people saw clearly that unless justice be done to others it woulfi
not be done to them. “The programme of the world’s peace, therefore, is
our programme; and that programme, the only possible programme, as
we see it, is this, . . .” .

The first five of the fourteen points were familiar to all progressive
internationalists: open covenants openly arrived at and the abolition of
secret treaties; absolute freedom of the seas, “except as the seas may be
closed . . . by international action for the enforcement of international
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covenants”; the removal of all economic trade barriers and the establish-
ment of the equality of trade conditions; the reduction of all national
armaments to the lowest point consistent with domestic safety; and the
impartial adjustment of all colonial claims in observance of the principle
of self-determination.

The sixth point demanded the evacuation of all Russian territory and
the “unembarrassed opportunity for the independent determination of her
own political institutions.” The way other nations treated Russia in the
months to come, Wilson said, “will be the acid test of their good will.”
Points seven through thirteen specified the evacuation of Belgium; the
return of Alsace-Lorraine to France; the readjustment of Italian frontiers
along clearly recognizable lines of nationality; autonomous development
for the peoples of Austria-Hungary, the Balkans, and the Turkish por-
tions of the Ottoman Empire; and the creation of a Polish state assured
of free and secure access to the sea.

According to Colonel House, Wilson thought that the subject em-
bodied in the fourteenth point “should come last because it would round
out the message properly.” For Wilson, it was the most important one of
all: “A general association of nations must be formed under specific cov-
enants for the purpose of affording mutual guarantees of political inde-
pendence and territorial integrity to great and small states alike.”

It was for these things that the United States and its associates were
fighting. “We have no jealousy of German greatness, and there is nothing
in this program that impairs it. . . . We wish her only to accept a place
of equality among the peoples of the world.” Before serious discussions
could begin, however, the United States must know for whom Germany’s
representatives spoke—whether for the Reichstag majority or for the mil-
iary party whose creed was imperial domination. The single thread that
ran through the whole program, he said in conclusion (as he had said
many times before), was “the principle of justice to all peoples and nation-
alities and the right to live on equal terms of liberty and safety with one
another, whether they be strong or weak.” This was the only principle
upon which the American people could act. “The moral climax of this
the culminating and final war for human liberty has come, and they are
ready to put their own strength, their own highest purpose, their own
integrity and devotion to the test.”'%*

The Fourteen Points address, as the New York Herald described it
at the time, continues to stand as “one of the great documents in Ameri-
can history.”'” Since the height of the Cold War in the late 1950s and
1960s, the preponderance of historical interpretations—most notably those
of Arno J. Mayer, William Appleman Williams, N. Gordon Levin, and
Lioyd C. Gardner—have emphasized the degree to which Wilson’s pro-
gram was formulated in response to, and the degree to which its provi-
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sions were influenced by, the revolution in Russia. Yet, save the very one
on Russia, Wilson did not define a single point that was in.any way
inspired by the Bolsheviks, The seven proposals for tcrrlto!'ml adjustments
(principally the work of Walter Lippmann and The .Inquxry) would have
been advised in any circumstances. The remaining six, a sermon on pro-
gressive internationalism, were fundamentally a reprise of Wilson's pro-
nouncements before the United States had even entered the war, and long
before revolutionary upheaval in Russia appeared imminent. ‘

To be sure, but for the events that culminated at Brest-Litovsk, Wil-
son would not have delivered such an address just when he did. Two of
his purposes were to diminish the impact of the publication of the secret
Allied treaties and to try to bring the Bolsheviks back into the war against
Germany through an appeal to commeon principles. Another purpose was
to rally all groups at home and abroad behind a peace scttlcrrllent grounded
in a league of nations and other new principles of international condl:lct,
and to induce the Allied governments to embrace that cause—an object
Wilson had been striving for since the spring of 1916. Finally,.Wilson
hoped to foment political dissension within German)_( and Austrla—Hun—
gary by indicating upon what terms they could obtain peace. Yt.:t, in all
of this, the Bolsheviks played a primary role only insofar as the timing of
the Fourteen Points was concerned.

Neither was the address the opening salvo of a counterrevolutionary
campaign. Not until the spring of 1918, when a Gcrn*.xan victory bccafnc
a distinct possibility, did Wilson’s historical appreciation of' tl}(}: Russian
upheaval begin to show signs of real hostility toward Lcnfn. For one
thing, the President was far too self-assured to regard Lenin as any sort
of challenge or threat to his own preeminence as a world statesman. (Lenin
was, after all, a comparatively obscure politician at the head of a very
shaky government, and Wilson knew very little about him.) Moreover,
one of the most striking aspects of the Fourteen Points, in its restatement
of the “Peace Without Victory” address, was its uncompromising anti-
imperialism. As he had done in the case of Mexico, and thus in Russia,
he fully accepted revolution as a legitimate, if undesirable, agent of .c.hange.
And, as he had palpably demonstrated in American domestic pOlltl(':s, he
did not consider liberalism and socialism, practically speaking, as irrec-
oncilable—and certainly not in the sort of community of nations he en-
visioned, in which such contending forces would naturally audit and reg-
ulate one another. . )

In any event, Lenin himself reportedly hailed the address as “a great
step ahead towards the peace of the world” and arranged‘ for its publica-
tion in levestiya. American representatives and Bolsheviks worked to-
gether to circulate millions of copies in Petrograd and Moscow anq among
German soldiers inside Russia.!” The entire French left, along with most
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of the French press, greeted the Fourteen Points with unqualified ap-
proval—despite the circumspect attitude of Clemenceau's government.'%®
In Great Britain, the UDC regarded the President’s reiteration of the
progressive internationalist synthesis as the vindication of jts own plat-
form. Whereas the London Times commented that the speech presumed
“that the reign of righteousness upon earth is already within our reach,”
the London Szar implored British politicians “to emulate . . . the greatest
American president since Abraham Lincoln.” Without actually endorsing
its contents, Balfour called the address a “magnificent pronouncement,”
Lloyd George sent word informally that he was “grateful” that his and
President Wilson’s peace policies were “so entirely in harmony.”'®
In the United States, the most important impact that the Fourteen
Points had was to engender a fresh environment for progressive interna‘
tionalism and the League. The approbation heaped upon the address ap-
proached phenomenal proportions. Although a few Republicans took sharp
exception to the point on free trade, praise from both parties was gener-
ous. Many congressmen and senators expressed the opinion that the ad-
dress marked the moral turning point of the war.!"® The headline that
the New York Times ran above its main editorial—“The President’s
Triumph”—was indicative of the general reaction across the country. Wilson
had articulated “the very conscience of the American people,” said Ham-
ilton Holt in the Independent.""! “We think that your message to Congress
cxpresses the broadest understanding and profoundest insight and that
your program would bring about the possibility of nations harmonized in
their relationship with each other,” Lillian Wald wrote to the President.
Jane Addams transmitted to Wilson a resolution passed by the Woman’s
Peace party which acclaimed the addréss “the most profound and brilliant
formulation as yet put forth by any responsible statesman of the program
of international reorganization.” John Spargo deemed it “a great inspira-
tion to the believers in democracy in all lands, including the enemy na-
tions.” 112
It was not, perhaps, surprising that leading members of the coalition
of 1916 like Holt, Wald, and Addams, or a pro-war Socialist like Spargo,
should lavish such praise. But indications that progressive internationalism
was on the road to recovery extended further than that. Max Eastman’s
mitial reflection, “A World’s Peace,” emphasized the fourteenth point,
upon which rested all the others. “If the world falls into peace, exhausted,
without having accomplished this,” he wrote, “it will be a sad peace—a
peace without victory indeed.”''* The Appeal 10 Reason ran a front-page
banner headline, “World League to Preserve Peace Is Now Vital Issue”
and subsequently called upon the Socialist party to revise the St. Louis
Proclamation."" Eugene Debs pronounced the Fourteen Points “thor-
oughly democratic,” deserving of “the unqualified approval of everyone
believing in the rule of the people, Socialists included.” There were even
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bigger surprises coming. “] am not in the hapit of payi‘ng tribute to Eubhc
officials,” Mother Jones told the West Virginia Federation of Labor, [b'ut]
I pay my respects to President Wilson.” She even announced that \iork(;ng
people now could in good conscience buy Liberty Bonds. Meycr ondon
followed suit, expressing the hope that soon “the V.V'Ol'ld“\:'l'lsll be at peace,
based on the principles formulated by President ‘W}lson.

Later, in the spring, Eastman offered an additional, .6,000-W0rd meld—
itation entitled “Wilson and the World’s Future,” p1.1bllshcd in the Lib-
erator, the new incarnation of the Masses. Through his efforts to advance
the New Diplomacy and the League, the President had I?r?ught to states-
manship “some of the same thing that Bergson and Wlll§am ]a.mes and
John Dewey have brought into philosophy—a sense of re_allty of time, and
the creative character of change. . . . It is the expression of a wisdom
which is new and peculiar to our age.” Eastman also commcnted. on Up-
ton Sinclair’s recent statement that, in light of the Four.teen Pon.nts, the
Socialist party should formally declare its §uppor.t f)f Pres:dcnt.\?\.ﬁlson. It
might be better, Eastman noted wryly, if Wilson ]onfmed the Socialist R:;llréty.
“T should be willing to take the risk of accepting him as a member.

In October 1917, the brilliant young radical Randolph Bourne fublfs.hcd
in The Seven Arts what was to become his most famous essay—"Twilight
of Idols.” Disillusioned by his mentor, John Dewey, who had cmb.ra(.:ed
the war because of its “plasticity,” Bourne had asked all pro-war socialists
and liberals the haunting question: “If the war is too strong for you to
prevent, how is it going to be weak enough for you to co‘ntrol and mould
to your liberal purposes?”' In the autumn of 1917, it appeared that
Bourne had surely struck home. By the early months. of 191§, however,
most progressive internationalists could claim that .hIS question was no
longer necessarily relevant, or they could turn to W'llson_for an emphatic
answer. For, if the response of progressive internationalists to the Folur-
teen Points was any guide, then it scemed that at last the war was .be.mg
molded to serve the good purposes of, not only liberals, but alse soc.:lahsts.
The President had forsaken neither after all. Even in the suffocz'm.ng at-
mosphere of “One Hundred Percent Amcricanism,j’ he had administered
a most comforting balm to those important constituents .who hafi bc?n
battered and betrayed. His championship of progressive internationalist
values, like a cure endowed with miraculous properties, had alsc.> breathed
new life into the hope that a better world could come of tl}c vxolept and
complicated spectacle humanity was passing _throug”h. If t}'us was in fa:n:t
“the culminating and final war for human liberty,” as Wilson .had said,
then was it not worthwhile to see the struggle through to the bitter end?
Was it not possible that Wilson could be right? There no longer seemed
to be any serious reason to doubt it.
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as little as possible with national sovereignty was the main challenge, and
it had been met. He underscored the slow and circuitous procedure for
imposing sanctions and stressed that any coercive action would require 3
unanimous vote in the Executive Council. “To refrain from war until cvery
other possible means of setling disputes should have been exhausted, then,
was the “first and chieftest” principle behind the League. Moreover (though
he had previously believed otherwise), if that principle were “really to be
acted upon,” nations must go onc step further and carry into cffect a
meaningful reduction of armaments, as that was also clearly laid down as
a responsibility of the League, They all “must try to substitute for the
principle of international competition, that of international cooperation.”
He concluded with an observation at once Cecilian and Wilsonian: “We
are not seeking to produce for the world a building finished and complete
in all respects.” If those who built on this foundation cultivated “the habit
of cooperating with one another,” if they really believed “that the interest
of one is the interest of all, . . . then and only then, will the finished
structure of the League be what it ought to be—a safety and a glory for
the humanity of the world.”

The presentation of the Covenant was a triumphal event. When it
was all over, Wilson and Cecil received high marks all around. From
Wilson's vantage point, if this League were incorporated into the general
settlement, then he could feel confident that he had kept the faith, that
the most important abjective of the Great War had been consummated,
and that any injustices done by the treaty of peace itself could be redressed
later with relative ease. Though far from perfect, this League could be-
come a “temporary shelter from the storm"” and help release “some of the
more generous forces of mankind” in the course of the next crucial de-
cade.® Its contents perhaps pushed things to the limits of what the grear
powers might accept; but Cecil's heartfelt enthusiasm for the present Cov-
enant (combikied with his influence within the British Cabinet) was a good
omen.

There were others. Tumulty telegraphed Wilson on the morning of
his departure, quoting the Philadelphia Publi Ledger on the Covenant:
“Its superb achievement crowns his home coming with sweeping victory,”
“Plain people throughout America are for you,” Tumulty added. “You
have but to ask their support and all opposition will melt away.”® And,
to House’s surprise, all of official France turned out with evergreens and
red carpets to bid the President adieq, “He looked happy,” the Colonel
noted to himself as Wilson boarded the train for Brest, “as wel] indeed
he should.”*

135

“The Thing Reaches the Depth
of Tragedy”

he George Washington dropped anchor in Boston Harbor on the eve-
ning of February 23. That afternoon a dense fog had caused the

ship to stray some seventeen miles off course and nearly run aground.300
yvards from land. Four days earlier, a wave had swe;?t away two sailors
from the decks of an accompanying destroyer. The high seas and strong
winds that President Wilson’s transport had encountered alm_o.st from the
start of the voyage home were fitting harbingers of the politics that lay
ahead.! . o .
It is not the mission of this book to retell, in all of its intricate dt::tml,
the familiar story of the Senate’s rejection of the T_rcat_y of Versalll.cs,
although some aspects of the historiography St_xrroundzfxg it cannot be ig-
nored. The primary emphasis of the final portion of this study will be the
stage of inquiry that compelled Wilson to revise the Covenant wh.cn he
returned to Paris for the second half of the peace conference. For it was
during this period—in particular, the first month or so after the. publica-
tion of the original Covenant—that the deep lines of demarcation were
unmistakably drawn. Traces of this development, as we have seen, had
first become manifest in the sharp ideological and partisan conflict vented
by the recent congressional campaign. Bu, in light of those sources from
which the President had derived his synthesis of the New Diplomacy as
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well as of the nature of his political base outside the Democratic party, it
would be a mistake to focus exclusively upon the consequences of his
tactical errors in responding to the Republicans. The state of Wilson’s
relationship with the progressive internationalists was in many ways just
as important for the future of the League as the bitter parliamentary struggle.
Although certain potentially remedial options revealed themselves, the se-
ries of events set in motion during this crucial period foreclosed any real
possibility for launching a Wilsonian League of Nations.

Let us begin with three general observations. First, Wilson’s attitude toward
the opposition, contrary to the common historical characterization, was
not utterly defiant from beginning to end, although this was surely the
case by the end of his visit. Rather, it would be more accurate to say that
he had returned to Washington with an abiding faith that he would pre-
vail. His sense of confidence was not altogether unjustified in view of the
Covenant’s initial reception in the press and among leading conservative
and progressive internationalists. Before the George Washington had eased
into its berth at Boston, Taft and Lowell had already set out on nation-
wide speaking tours on behalf of the League. (Rumor had it that Taft
had said he would quit the party if the Republicans opposed American
membership.?) Regional chapters of the League to Enforce Peace had an-
nounced their unqualified support and declared that “the overwhelming
public opinion of the United States . . . will sustain the President.”® The
Federal Council of Churches of Christ of America (claiming to represent
33,000,000 people) had passed a resolution of endorsement; by mid-February,
several state legislatures, along with the World Court League and the
New York Peace Society, had done the same.* According to the Literary
Digest, the majority of the nation’s editorial pages regarded the experi-
ment as “tremendously worthwhile.” Although many bitterly anti-Wilson
newspapers, such as the New York Sun, spared no criticism, many other
partisan Republican newspapers, such as the Boston Herald and the Los
Angeles Times, gave the Covenant their approval. In the staunchly con-
servative community of Amherst, Massachusetts, Ray Stannard Baker found
“almost unanimous support of the League . . . [and] outspoken disap-.
proval of the obstinate position of Senator Lodge.” The President’s oppo-
nents, stated the New York Times, “will contend in vain against an over-
whelming public opinion.”> At least to some extent, then, it was not
unreasonable for Wilson to regard the verdict of the press as “splendid”
or to believe “that the people are absolutely with the purposes and plan
of the thing.”®

Second, notwithstanding public opinion, the intensity of the political
storm about to break over Wilson's head was directly proportionate to the
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success that he had thus far achieved at Paris. By virtue of their assent to
his prioritics—from Lloyd George’s resolution to make the venture “an
integral part” of the treaty, to the triumphal presentation of the Cove-
nant—it appeared that Wilson’s European counterparts either had de-
cided to follow his lead in spite of his November setback, or had proved
unable to exploit his Achilles’ heel. By the end of the first major phase of
the peace conference, one might have thought the mid-term elections had
gone the other way.

Third, with respect to the more salient objections to the League aired
during 1919-20, hardly any of them had not been registered before—
cither in the abbreviated Senate debates sparked by Wilson's peace moves
in December 1916 ‘and January 1917, or in the anti-League themes of the
autumn campaign and the contention over the Armistice. It would be
misleading, however, to characterize the preponderance of these objections
as “isolationist.” (That term fit only a small number of opponents, even
among the dozen or so “irreconcilables.”)” No one better captured the
essence of the situation than the Democratic leader in the Senate, Gilbert
Hitchock. “Internationalism has come,” he declared in defense of the draft
Covenant on February 27, “and we must choose what form the internation-

alism is 10 take."®

Wilson’s harshest critic would not have demurred. In a series of articles
after the Armistice, Theodore Roosevelt had written that the United States
could never again “completely withdraw into its shell” and that interna-
tional consultation could help avert war.” Yet Roosevelt, like most oppo-
nents of a Wilsonian league, was ever the ardent nationalist and the cham-
pion of universal military training; he could accept a league “only as an
addition to, and in no sense as a substitute for the preparedness of our
own strength for our own defense.”"’ Moreover, he wanted to konow if
Wilson meant to go to war “every time a Jugoslav wishes to slap a Czecho-
slav in the face.”"" In his ongoing condemnation of the Fourteen Points,
Roosevelt would brook none but a “spheres of influence” partnership with
the Allies. “Let civilized Europe and Asia introduce some kind of police
system in the weak and disorderly countries at their thresholds,” he wrote,
and let the United States look after the Western Hemisphere.? As for
anything else, “let us with deep seriousness ponder every protnise we make
50 as to be sure our people will fulfill it.”

Along these lines of battle, he planned to lead his party against “Wil-
son’s Hill,” and it would have been the most spectacular charge of his
career; but it was not to be. During the early hours of January 6, 1919,
the sixty-year-old Bull Moose at last succumbed to the ravages of “the
strenuous life.” ' While most Americans mourned, Oswald Garrison Vil-
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lard remarked that Roosevelt’s passing was an act “of divine mercy for
the country and another picce of Woodrow Wilson’s extraordinary luck.”
Perhaps so. However, other prominent Republicans had been raising
doubts, too, in anticipation of the kind of league they believed Wilson
would bring home. Among the more notable ones was Philander C. Knox's
speech to the Senate on December 18, Knox demanded that the League
be separated from the peace treaty and went on to articulate his “new
American Doctrine,” a variation on Roosevelt’s spheres-of-influence idea
within the context of a limited Allied-American entente.' As for the next
chairman of the Senate Foreign Relations Committee, Henry Cabot Lodge’s
thinking had not changed since his attack on the “Peace Without Victory”
address two years earlier. Like Roosevelt, he believed that the United
States must play its part in the peace settlement and work closely with

the Allies in upholding it. Any league of nations, if it were to be more

than “an exposition of vague ideals,” must, of course, have both “authority
to issue decrees and force to sustain them.” It was at this point, Lodge
emphasized to the Senate on December 21, “that questions of great mo-
ment arise.”'” Even though Wilson had yet to make clear what he meant
by a “league,” his archrival feared the demise of the Monroe Doctrine and
the submersion of American sovereignty.'® Anxious about all the easy talk
about “the beauty and necessity of peace,” he asked his colleagues: “[Alre

you ready to put your soldiers and your sailors at the disposition of other
nations?” *?

As of February 14, it became obvious that Wilson had devised no slender
organization. On the same day, he gave his critics even more to digest—-
a cable to each member of the House and Senate committees on foreign
affairs requesting that they refrain from further public comment on the
League until he could discuss the Covenant with them, article by article.?
It is frequently maintained by scholars (as it was at the time) that Wilson
thereby tried to muzzle the opposition so that he could fire the opening
shot at Boston’s Mechanic’s Hall, where he told his audience he had “fighting
blood” in him. Thus, the afgument goes, it was Wilson who set the con.
frontational tone.?'

Yet even Wilson's admirers among historians have overlooked sev-
eral mitigating circumstances surrounding this seemingly partisan offen-
sive. Although he had approved the idea (Tumulty's) for a presidential
homecoming in Senator Lodge’s own state, Wilson had not intended to
make an important speech. En route to America he learned of newspaper
announcements to the contrary and exchanged with Tumulty cight radio-
grams on the subject. He knew his “immediate duty” was to get to Wash-
ington; he was worried about the “impression on the hill” if his stopover
became “an arrangement for a premeditated address.” Could they not
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forgo an elaborate ceremony and just let him make a few informal. l(:orn’-
ments at the train station? 22 Tumulty plainly had misconstrued Wi SOIlll $
communications; but by this time he had invited‘ the governors of all the
New England states; and, he beseeched the President, tbc people of Bos-
ton looked forward to the event “with splendid and en.nrc[y non-partisan
enthusiasm.”? Wilson had no choice but to accept a fait accompli.

The speech itself, except for one or two sentences, was not markedly
partisan. For half an hour he spoke extemporaneously about the gr;at
esteem in which Europeans held Arericans. The pcop‘lle of Europe be-
lieved that the United States had converted the war to “the cause of hu-
man right and justice,” and that the world was about ‘fo cnter a new agfi
when nations would “understand one another” and .u’r,utc every mo(;a
fiber and physical strength to sce that right shal} prevall: This 1mpo;c ha
proud burden upon America; if she were to fail, despair would sen lt. e
nations back into hostile camps and America wou‘l‘d forcvcrl hav:: to 1lvc
with a gun in her hand. Anyone who resisted t'hc present uc}::s, he also
declared, would find himself thrown upon a “high and ’tzarren shore. B1.1t
he had no doubt about the ultimate verdict. The world’s pco}?les :g;:re in
the saddle and they had “sct their heads now to.c%o a great thing. e

If any of this was terribly unfair. (or impolltl_c), it should be recalle

that, since autumn, a steady rhythm of denunciations of bofh the L.eague
and Wilson had filled the air of the Senate; moreover, three 1rrc‘conc1llab.lcs
(Borah, Poindexter, and the Democrat James A. Reed of Mlssourl)dxﬁ-
nored the request for a temporary cease-fire and, before Wilson laln ch,
had delivered some of the most vituperative addrcsses_cvcr heard in t ;
chamber.2® Taft called them “barking critics.” To a friend he bt?moanc
“the vicious narrowness of Reed, the explosive ignorance 01? Pm;lc;fx:lcr,
the ponderous Websterian language . . . ztzf Bolrah, the vanity of Lo ]glc
.. . [and] the selfishness . . . of Knox.” It is no re'ﬂccuon uponf the
integrity of his opponents’ convictions to say'that, as in thchcase.o the
1918 campaign, Wilson was probably more sinned against than smnmlg.
He may nonetheless have crred, but in nunllber 1:ather t.han (.icgrce.d n
part because of the crush of work confronting him dunng_ his ten- a};_
stay, he made no other public addresses on the League until the eve o
his return to Europe, and that would be that for almost half a year.

Wilson did, however, engage in significant parlay with his lcgisle;ltwe ccl:]l-
leagues at a White House dinner on February 26. Fo:: se\_reral ourskc
and his thirty-four guests explored most o.f the substantwr? lssu;.s at stat t:‘:.
Although it seldom receives more than brief scholarly nonce,lt is t:’vas e
most revealing and decisive encounter that would ever take place between
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the President and the League’s critics. _ o
One of their first questions concerned the disarmament article an
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thf:- right of Congress to establish the size of the armed forces. That right

W:lson maintained, was safeguarded, more or less. The Executive Coun-’

cil’s responsibility for effecting a reduction of armaments was subject to

the approval of cach of the governments represented on that body; there-
fore., unanimity was required before any such plan could go into effect.

(This was a reasonable interpretation of how the League might well pro-
ceed; bur Article VIII, which Wilson considered among the Covenant’s
most important components, contained no such explicit qualifications.)

The League’s potential impact on the Monroe Doctrine was in the

forefront of the discussion. On at least two previous occasions, Wilson had
faulted that shibboleth—because it had never protected Latin America
against aggression from the United States—when he had unveiled the
Pan-American Pact and in his remarks to a group of Mexican editors in
June 1918. Now, he iterated its traditional stated purpose: to insure the
Western Hemisphere against foreign aggression. In a sense, he said, the
.Lcague would make all nations a party to the Monroe Doctrine and broaden
its scope to cover the world.
. Many senators also asked about the articles on arbitration. Anticipat-
ing their objections, Wilson gave a construction that suggested a limited
application. Before resorting to arms, of course, League members would
be required to submit their disputes to arbitration; if this were unaccept-
.?lblc, the next step would be an inquiry by the Executive Council. Only
in the case of unanimity was the Council’s decision binding on the dis-
putants, on pain of sanctions. Therefore, the Covenant's provisions for the
sett-lement of international disputes fell somewhat short of compulsory
arbitration. (Again, the point was not clarified, but if| after going through
t}}c process, one nauon invaded the other, then that nation would have
violated Article X. While their main purpose was to delay hostilities, these
articles, in the context of the whole, were still fairly strong.)

Some of the questions put to Wilson were captious. For instance, one
related Senator Borah’s recent assertion that, because the British domin-
ions would have separate representation in the Body of Delegates, the
Covenant embodied “the greatest triumph for English diplomacy in three
centuries.”*® Wilson met this protest by explaining that Great Britain would
never be more than one among the five permanent members of the Ex-
cFudve Council; and it was inconceivable that the Body of Delegates, whose
right it was to name the other four of the council’s nine members, would
chose from among any but the smaller powers. ,

' The most heavily stressed issues were Article X and sovereignty. Wilson
did not mince words. “[Slome of our sovereignty would be surrendered,”
he said. How could an enterprise to eliminate war hope to succeed "wit};-
out some sacrifice[,] . . . each nation yielding something to accomplish
such an end”? But, one senator asked, would the obligation to participate
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in some concerted action not impair the right of Congress to declare war?
Not necessarily, Wilson replied. The United States would be bound to the
Covenant, like any other treaty; it was possible, though far more likely
under the old order, that a situation might arise that would compel Con-
gress to declare war. But the fact that such a situation “might force us to
declare war was not a usurpation of the power of Congress to declare
war.” Even so, he went on, the United States “would willingly relinquish
some of its sovercignty . . . for the good of the world™; and, of course,
other nations would be doing the same. Wilson's summary comment un-
derscored the central issue: the League “would never be carried out suc-
cessfully if the objection of sovereignty was insisted upon by the Senate.”?

Most witnesses gave this signal conference a favorable report shortly
after it adjourned. According to a New York Times canvas of participants,
the session was nothing if not “good humored.” Dr. Grayson's record for
that day, based on what Wilson told him, described it as “free and easy.”
Some adversarics remarked that Wilson had gone some distance in allay-
ing charges that he was secretive or imperious. Two senators told the
Times that the President said he did not expect the charter to go through
without some changes (though he hoped otherwise).”

Two weeks later, however, Wilson complained bitterly about the way
some senators had allegedly treated him. “ ‘Your dinner,”” he said to Col-
onel House upon returning to Paris, “‘was a failure as far as getting
together was concerned.’ »31 Afrer initially speaking respectfully about it,
one critic later said that he “had had tea with the Mad Hatter.”* These
dramatic changes in perception, as we shall see, owed to subsequent events
during the remainder of Wilson's stay—a chain reaction set swiftly in
motion within two days of the White House gathering. For, rather than
bringing them around, Wilson’s forthright explanation of the Covenant—
in particular, his comments about Article X and sovereignty—-had simply
confirmed his opponents’ predictions. “I can say that nothing the Presi-
dent said changed my opinion about the League of Nations,” Senator
Frank Brandegee remarked. “I am against it, as [ was before.”

There was, of course, another constituency of consequence whose advice
and consent Wilson had vet to secure. In light of ongoing developments
in early 1919, the disposition of progressive internationalists toward the
President had an increasingly significant bearing on the League's pros-
pects. As Norman Hapgood had written to Colonel House in January,
“most assuredly, we cannot gain the Senate if, in addition to the opposi-
tion of the reactionaries we have the liberals dissatisfied.” i

A few preliminary observations are in order before we consider the
progressive internationalists at this critical juncture. As Wilson had inter-
preted it at the plenary session, the Covenant was both definite enough to
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guarantee peace and elastic enough to provide for readjustment, its pow-
ers subject to “those who exercise it and in accordance with the changing
circumstances of the time.” Thus, as had been once the case with the
Constitution of the United States, the League of Nations awaited practical
definition. Considering the diplomatic realities that constrained him, Wil-
son had probably infused the Covenant with as great a progressive inter-
nationalist character as possible; but only time could tell in what direction
the tree would actually grow. Under the best of circumstances (perhaps a
third Wilson administration), progressive internationalists could feel rea-
sonably confident that the United States would pursue a progressive con-
struction and not only shoulder new responsibilities but also accept limi-
tations on its own freedom of action in international refations. Yet a highly

conservative, even reactionary, construction could be also put on the Cov- .

cnant if the task of putting it into operation fell to conservatives and
reactionaries. So the question was not just of the League in itself. Other
matters of politics and foreign policy and perceptions of their relationship
to the League—and, therefore, of what was likely to unfold in the im-
mediate postwar years—shaped the thoughts and actions of progressive
internationalists. (This much could be said, as well, of the thoughts and
acttons of Henry Cabot Lodge.)

Despite their dismay over his regrettable contribution to the advers-
ities confronting them at home, Wilson had left for Europe with the bless-
ings of most progressive internationalists upon him. But for one major
exception, their early response to the Covenant was highly favorable, from
Hamilton Holt's Independent, to Paul Kellogg's Survey. Matching its kindred,
the New Republic extolled “the Constitution of 1919,” ridiculed references
to a weakened Monroe Doctrine, and dismissed other criticism that the
document did not go far enough in a progressive direction. No one, the
editorial asserted, “can doubt for a moment that if such an organization
had been in existence in 1914 there would have been no war.”

As for the socialist press, the Appeal to Reason (still circulating in the
hundreds of thousands) hailed the Covenant as a “revolutionary document
-+ - designed to preserve the world’s peaceful equilibrium.” By itself, the
League would not “absolutely wipe out the possibility of war,” but it
augured the eventual disappearance of the plague of “belligerent and wholly
selfish nationalism.” The President’s opponents in the Senate, the Appeal
also vigorously submitted, were not isolationists. They were imperialists
and militarists who feared restrictions on “America’s armed forces . . |
land] the commercial and territorial greed of American capitalists.” The

League foreshadowed “the internationalism of balanced Justice and coop-
cration,” while the Lodge crowd favored “the internationalism of unre-
strained plunder and competition.” %

Many progressive internationalists held the great hope that the League
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T . ve
would become the vehicle for reuniting liberals and socnallljst;. Th;y ga
i re the con-

i 1 i the drafting of the Covenant beto .
Wilson credit for seeing to . o
ference proceeded to impose a settlement on Germany. 'IF'lhlsl was a stlgrms

i i e terms,
i i ; i led their hopes that, in the final peac
icant achievement; and it fue e terms
the New Diplomacy would replace the balance of power. Yet '(cv:ncl;Tai 2
close reading of Wilson) the Covenant was, as one of thc‘m put. it, “a o
check—a form which may be signed but will then require filling out wi
. e L n37
1 it meanng.
the figures which alone can give n
'gl‘hus the ultimate worthiness of the League depended on.the‘ ctcr
tents of a treaty as yet unwritten, and this made many prog{’cssive in .
€0
nationalists somewhat uneasy. As Paul Kellogg once noted, t fe ea%;;acc
Free Nations Association (LFNA), unlike the I:.caguc to En”O{)cc thcr,
was not “absorbed in the machinery of international control,” but ra
i . e to
in “the democratic principles which must shoot through .thc_ Leagu
m ke th sertlement “tolerable.”3® Would the organization becomne
make the peace . anization becomne
ts, or one of peoples,-as Wilson
merely a league of governments, ! \ "
said i:! should? Did it deal adequately with the economic causes ;i{ \S:Sia
Was the disarmament article strong enough? ?ould Germany an
expect to be invited into the family of nations? —
At this point progressive internationalists did not want to pM .
questions into print, for Wilson seemed to share their concerns. ec mgf
with representatives of the LFENA on March 1, he explamc-:d that somi Zf
the provisions they all desired had been impossible to obtain. Bu‘t mcosout
the important ones were there, including some that were not w(rjlt;:cn tior;
(For example, his idea of giving each country a thrce;)rlne;nbcr e egat. '
i i vativ
i id, would make it possible for conser ,
in the general assembly, he said, : ive
liberal, and radical groups alike to be represented in tl(lje Lea.glu:c. Arrzl ! the
| imity 1 i ncil in o
i mity in the Executive Cou
resent requirement for unani / in o
Smcnd the Covenant itself would, in time, no doubt be reduced to a o
thirds majority.) Just now, however, he feared that too rr::[:l;%rhpr'oposat t
{ jonists. * mportan
ly assist the obstructionists. ci
alter the structure would on ructi . i
thing to do is to get behind the covenant as it s, he Sal(:.'. Al"ld if t:l:iang':st
had to be made, they should be pointed “in a liberal direction [and] no
. on 139
i irecti tion.
in the direction of the opposi .
In all, Wilson could not have hoped for a more thoughtfuiﬁrec;:puon.
' .
And, for the time being—or pending the announcement of the Sah‘terms
of tl,le peace treaty-—most progressive internationalists honore his rc}
. . . . o
quest. If, in any case, apprehensions seized them during this w.u;tcr ‘
I, f
discontent, they did not center on the Covenant, or even on the ar;: ml:'l
4
of the Senate. Far more ominous was the pall that darkened the skies
above the national political scene. o n
By carly 1919, “One Hundred Per Cent Americanism™ was shtftm.g
? -
focus from the German menace to the threat of Bolshevism, although it
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was hard to tell where one form of hysteria left off and the other began:
-In fIf':::lbruary, Scott Nearing of the Rand Schoel of Social Scicnce was tgril:d
gnec :r?: (1:011;1;;:1 for attempting, .th.rough his Writings, to obstruct the draft.
Capitol Hill, the Senate Judiciary Committee investigated alleged Bol-
shevik efforts to overthrow the government. In Seattle, when risi o pric
caused workers to strike for higher wages and the pol;cc brutall nfrprll'ncc;
the movement, Mayor Ole Hanson declared, “We didn’t need Zn unsl ;
law than we did to stop the red flag. We just stopped it.” Lati tgrc
m:onth, senators Poindexter and Reed attacked the League b'y e uatr' p
‘\;vt;t::’;Bolslhzvis}lln. In Marfch, the Supreme Court, in Schenck vs. t(}tc llf:ie:;
» ruled that some forms of political expression were not protected
é?‘i‘;rLtiEc flrs;j A_mcndmcpt.'l?ogcr Baidwin, director of the };\Iational
erties Union, was in jail. Rose Pastor Stokes had begun servin
a ten-year sentence for making an anti-war speech. Eugene Debs, afi ;
!osmg an appeal, would soon enter prison as well. And, though the’ﬁa ltlcr
ing was over, the Post Office Department continued to ,harassg or su o
gdlca; pull()li(r}a;ilons such as the Liberator, the Milwaukee Leader, arf.)cll) r:::
ew York Call. It did not yet h ilson’s ret isi
coincided with the opening pl{asc :;' ih: ‘l‘];::ie’srauri "’b‘{oﬂson e
l':‘or progressive internationalists, the fate of the League presently did
not hmgc_ on w‘hat was in the Covenant, but rather on the persisten):: lf
:ncli;rgjs:}llc 'cnfw]rlocr;mcnt that was discouraging liberals from givingct}‘:e
eir full devotion and preventin i i i
participatin_g in it atv all. As far Es the ultigmnzzs:n;cl:clzu:e:lt:llini:ﬁmals from
cerned, Wlls?n’s performance so far had earned him the bencf;::asfco;:-
dmfbt. Yet, in the circumstances, they needed further reassuran . l:e
their confidence in him was not otherwise misplaced. It was now c:cc t 'a;
thsft he ta.lke extraordinary steps to restore their erstwhile coalitionstnu?
tality. Without delay, he simply must put an end t the repressi ° Vlc;
extend to its past victims a sweeping presidential amnesty.! preon &
.ThlS was not the counscl of malcontents on the pc.riphcry Wils
rcccwcd the same message from Democrats and nonpartisan libcr‘als -
1ﬁ.sts and pro-war socialists, journalists across the progressive intern;tl?ac-
alist spectrum, and from personal friends. This aspect of the stor "}’1“'
long bCC!’] |gn0red, but it is no exaggeration to say categorically that ! ta' T
tllu: publication of the Treaty of Versailles, the broad issue of ci,vil l'l; e
rlvaled the Covenant as the chief subject of concern amon ressive
internationalists. 5 PIOBTERE
‘ The general question had first been raised in leading liberal publi
cations shortly after the Armistice. For example, the Dia/ wonder dPuC o
we now look forward to something like normal conditions of fr:cdlo a[;'
speech a‘nd opinion? Will radicals and dissenters now be pcrmittf:rcli1 N
have their say, or must we expect more orgies of suppression?” Citing t}:

b severe punishment meted out to Rose Past

E [would] be now shown to . . . political prisoners.
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or Stokes “for a few unimpor-
nimum, “some leniency
»42 [ January, Norman

Thomas asked in the New Republic, “With what possible grace can we
appear before the conference table as a champion of liberty” when so
many in America were in prison “for no other crime than loyalty to con-

Charles Beard put the matter derisively. “The time has come,”
offensé was to retain Mr.
43

want remarks,” the journal hoped that, at a mi

viction?”
he wrote, “[t]o release political prisoners whose
Wilson’s pacifist views after he abandoned them.
Once he had arrived back in Washington, progressive international-

ists lost ‘no time in pressing the point—that herein the League hung in
the balance—in correspondence with Wilson as well as in editorials. John
Palmer Gavit was the first. Because of the burdens of peacemaking, the
editor of the New York Evening Post wrote to him, Wilson probably did
not realize the extent of the damage being done. But the administration’s
policy on civil liberties was “the very reason that you are not having now
the liberal backing that is your right.” The President had “a golden op-

portunity.” Nothing “would so uplift and electrify” the country's liberal

forces or have a more “far-reaching political effect,” Gavit affirmed, as an

“mmediate and unconditional amnesty for all those persons convicted for

expression of opinion.”*

John Nevin Sayre wrote
sive war machinery as a tool use
interests to persecute labor leaders—t
dence in your proposals for a League.” A general amnesty was the “one
thing” that could “rally the laboring classes” to his side.”” (On the broader
subject, Ray Stannard Baker considered the recent official statement of
the new American Labor party of Greater New York important enough
to outline it for the President: The party resolutely supported the Four-
teen Points and “a real league of nations.” But labor demanded “honest
disarmament,” “honest self-determination,” “open trade,” and “open dis-
cussion” at home. They would oppose with all their might the Poindex-
ters, the Reeds, and the Lodges. “As between them and Wilson we are
for Wilson, but we are not behind Wilson. We are a long way ahead of
.n46)
Dudley Field Malone made the case with a direct reference to 1916.
Many radical groups who had supported Wilson then, Malone explained,
opposed him now because the government continued to act as if the war
had not ended. A “bold and generous stroke,” however, could win radical
support for the Covenant. The President must urge Congress to repeal
the Espionage Act, order the Attorney General to drop all pending cases
under it, put a stop to Burleson’s activities, and proclaim a general am-
nesty for all political prisoners. Courageous action Was the key to victory.

Wilson that labor looked upon the repres-
d in many instances by selfish capitalist
hat it tended “to undermine confi-

him
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It would create “a force great and militant enough to crush the opposition
to the League.” %’

Of all the anxious warnings, none was more emphatic than an open
letter published in the Appeal to Reason on March 1. In the battle for the
Leag.uc, the message to Wilson began, “[ylou will be met by a storm of
reactionary opposition.” Then, speaking on behalf of its less radical breth-
ren, the socialist weekly asked, “Where in America can you turn for aid
and comfort save to the American people’—to American liberalsf” It was
common knowledge that the President had received both public and per-
sonal notice of the gravity with which virtually all progressive internation-
alists regarded the issue of amnesty, “They cannot accept your leadership
in the League of Nations movement so long as . . . you persist in ignoring
their single demand,” the Appeal concluded. *They must lose faith in you—
regard your flowering rhetoric as mere ‘wind along the waste,” signif ing
nothing sure or stable.” RS

Wilson’s response fell far short of stirring. With some dispatch, he
!ooked into the questions of censorship and amnesty, but once again ;ICS-
itated to act resolutely. After writing to Burleson on the subject of radical
publications—"I cannot believe that it would be wise to do any more
suppressing”—he failed to follow through. “Continued to suppress and
Courts sustained me every time,” Burleson subsequently scratched on the
bottom of the President’s note.*” As for the Espionage Act, the Attorney
General maintained that no one had been convicted “for mere expression
of opinion.” In those few cases where punishment had been unusually
severe, a warrant of commutation was in order, but in no circumstances
could he recommend “an indiscriminate pardon.” Tumulty voiced doubts
about the Justice Department’s assertion that there were no political pris-
oners; hf’ also pointed out to Wilson that Gregory took on the mien of
prosecuting attorney and that, in most cases, the proposed reductions of
sc:,ltcnccs were “not at all considerable.” Wilson should not grant Grego-
ry’s request to announce such a compassionless policy. It would be better
Tumulty advised, “if you would keep in mind the idea of a general am-’
nesty and not foreclose yourself from acting along a different line.”®

. ‘Nevcrthelcss, on March 1, Wilson did defer to Gregory’s persistent
rnllmstrations. His decision could only compound the difficulties should he
wish to change the policy later on; though not irrevocable, it certainly
rcd_uccd the possibilities for an amnesty. “I can only say that it is a matter
which I have approached again and again without being able to satisfy
‘r‘nyself of a wise conclusion,” he wrote to John Nevin Sayre two days later.
‘I am going to keep on thinking about it.”® But merely “thinking about
Tt” was a tuxury he could ill afford. Progressive internationalists had made
it abundantly clear that both principle and political cominon sense re-
quired a long-overdue act of faith, a test of his sincerity in the search for
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a democratic peace. Wilson needed their unconditional support; he would
no longer have it. Soon they would disregard his appeal to refrain from
publicly offering criticism of the Covenant. This additional complication,
however, was owed as much to new developments on Wilson’s right flank
(precipitated by the White House dinner of February 26)—to which we

now turn,

Few historians have ever doubted that the League, at least unul 1920,
enjoyed overwhelming public approval. Nor did Henry Cabot Lodge; that
fact informed his strategy at every turn. “[TThe people of the country are
very naturally fascinated by the idea of eternal preservation of the world’s
peace,” he wrote to ex-senator Reveridge. The problem was that “[tlhey
have not examined it; they have not begun to think about it.” To an
extent, this was probably the case, but the observation also reflected Lodge’s
contempt for public opinion, especially in foreign policy, whenever it in-
truded with judgments averse to his own. (His attitude toward the pub-
lic’s regard for progressive taxation and the eight-hour day, it should be
noted, was no different)) The remedy was to educate the people, to take
every opportunity to bring them to a full understanding of the practical
details. “[The second thought,” Lodge assured Beveridge, “is going to be

with us.”*?

At the same time, Lodge knew that it would be counterproductive
to confront Wilson “with a blank negative.” Even among his own con-
stituents the League idea was popular. Some two hundred thousand Bos-
tonians had turned out to give the President a rousing hero’s welcome,
and Governor Coolidge had reminded the Senator that “Massachusetts is
a pacifist state in a way.”* If the party adopted the position of the irrec-
oncilables, a minority view among critics, it was bound to backfire. Wilson
could easily make capital out of an uncompromising stand against any
League at all; moreover, it would alienate Republicans like Talft, who
found the Covenant satisfactory, or those others who apparently desired a
league but had qualms about its present form. As his most insightful and
sympathetic biographer has observed, “we may reasonably assume that
Lodge would have swallowed the League had he seen therein the means
of securing a Republican victory.”>*

There were other grave concerns—in a sense, the mirror opposite of
those of progressive internationalists—at work as well. “Any party which
carries out . . . a great progressive and constructive program is sure to
bring out a reaction,” Wilson said to members of the Democratic National
Committee on February 28, in reference to the mid-term elections.”® He
might also have applied that analysis to current circumstances. As the
Republicans’ recent campaign suggested, his prewar domestic policies and
“war socialism,” from labor legislation to tariffs and taxation, gave them

1
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every cause f i ; : '
vcmicr Wil:;nal}:zln r‘:;ﬁ;c:‘i 1ssue o_f post;var reconstruction. Since No- 1 fairs, “if there is a majority against us.” Wilson would substitute “an
] 0O a O 1ee] 1 . . + . I
o s o e e . ﬁ) int a formal COI’I"lmlS.SI;II on recon- international state for pure Americamsm. In other words, the country
, prevent Republicans from controlling it And, while was being asked “to move away from George Washington to . . . the

he: had scarcely begun to consider a program (as progressive internation-
alists complained), there was talk within administration circles about per-
manent government ownership of the nation’s railroads and telegraph sys-
tem, the establishment of a permanent federal employment service, and
federal coordination of a major public works program. Furthcrmor,c on
the day f)f his arrival in Washington, the President signed into law a ;cw
progressive tax bill that sharply increased the previous, high rates on large
incomes and corporate profits.”” From the Republicans’ standpoint, then
the triumph of an unmitigated Wilsonian League held profound impli-,
cations for foreign and domestic policy alike. Here partisanship was im-
bued wi;.h ideological conviction. Their present advantage in the Senate.
wa
Parst;f_ ? ‘:crlr;:i (;Jc}u:;llcb:;) E;:::,aisi ;;;;;i:l::;;al.or\f;atldwould b.t;corne of the Lodge’s carefully calibrated assault had thf’. desired effect all around.
D uld bt of e st com vge y ljd cz}guc, i tbc Dcin(;; His catalogue of the troubles that might be vis¥tcd upon the country gar-
coud poast of the Breatest constructive » orld re 0{;m in history”? . nered the applause of the irreconcilables; his list of “reasonable™ sugges-
ol o e Wilson:s pe torch had s :T,p;sscl ,d and the stakes tions for improving the Covenant impressed the more moderate critics.
feated; but this could be done, Lodge reasoned vel-l all;l eh (l)(;,' bet‘t‘cr’ o e et it e ot pessons upr e
position that T shall be able fo unite the [Republican] senator sucha [ day, to the Democratic National Commitce, he fast s5perar® 0% o
me.”” To that end, the battle was formall Pt t;:an] se:;ators behind intelligence of his adversaries and declared that they were “going to have
Bite Lo i b e T ); ](;),;1-3 t:lvoh ays after the the most conspicuously contemptible names in history.” Though meant to
important address of his career ’ ge delivered the second most be off-the-record, the remarks quickly made the rounds and added cre-
. dence to the Republicans’ charges that the President was unreasonable.®'
Even so, it appeared to Lodge and Brandegee that Wilson still en-

sinister figure of Trotsky the champion of internationalism.”

The Senator granted that a league might be advantageous. All he
asked was for “consideration, time and thought.” As the League stood
now, the danger of future collision with Europe was very great. The
Covenant required amendments to exclude from its jurisdiction the Mon-
roe Doctrine and immigration, to provide for the right of withdrawal
from the organization, and to clarify how international force might be
employed. Perhaps it would be wiser, he concluded, o have a league
“made up by the European nations whose interests are chiefly concerned,
and with which the United States could cooperate fully at any time,
whenever cooperation was needed.”®

; Th’e Pres‘ilden.t, he began, was unfortunately prone to “enticing gen-
:}1;5; :;::i |c:;liut521:f]i]n?::i§’s; T\}}:ih:—c\;a:tnc(:fietﬂ vt\ferc “ffac;]ts, details, and joyed the upper hand, at least on the surface of things. Many Republican
crudely cxpressed and susceptible o diverse intu ion of the League was . | 5 newspapers remained more or less favorably disposed toward the I_:caguc.
rormoring harmony, the Gonenact juclf . ;rpretauons. Rather th:‘m s (“We have been almost entirely cut off,” Lodge complained to. Viscount
aqrecmen, amons d;osc pvenant | se \(&)"ou h_ccomc the source of dis- Bryce.®) The LEP was unwavering in its support. Taft and Wilson were
g By e gned on. One t ing was no.nctheless defi- scheduled to appear together at New York’s Metropolitan Opera House

n American foreign policy upside down. He on March 4. It did not occur to Lodge that the President’s following

wanted “very complete proof . . . of the superiority of any new system
before we reject the policies of Washington and Monroe.” To guarantee
the political independence and territorial integrity of all the members of
the League was “a very perilous promise to make.” And “that guarantee
we must maintain at any cost when our word is once given.” The ques-
tion of compulsive force was not a matter of interpretation, he told his
fellows. “It is there in article 10 absolutely and entirely by t;zc mere fact
of these guarantees.” Moreover, dismissing Wilson’s attempt to reconcile
collective security with the Monroe Doctrine, he asserted that, under the

League, domestic questions, including such issues as immigration, would
no -Iongcr be settled by Americans alone. The United States would also
waive the right at all times to take independent actiof in its foreign af-

among progressive internationalists could possibly be in jeopardy. Most
important, because of the dinner at the White House, Wilson could truth-
fully report to the Peace Conference that he had met and consulted with
members of the legislature.

Thus, before Wilson returned to Europe, it was essential to demon-
strate the views of a strategic minority. To that end, Lodge, Brandegee,
and Knox drew up an appropriate resolution, circulated it strictly among
Republicans, and secured some thirty-seven signatures. The document stated
that it was the sense of the Senate that a league of nations should be
considered only after peace terms with Germany were settled and that the
Covenant “in the form now proposed . . . should not be accepted by the
United States.” These rather open-ended words fit Lodge's strategy per-
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fectly, for they were deliberately chosen to attract (in addition to the ir-
reconcilables} a good number of senators not on record as diehard oppo-
nents of the League. In a daring parliamentary maneuver just before
midnight on March 3, Lodge introduced this, his famous “Round Robin,”
and read off the names of the signatories.5 ’

. T.hc impact of this simple device was manifold. First, literally over-
mght, it forced most of the League's supporters to review the entire situ-
atton. In his address at the Metropolitan Opera House, Taft, while de-
ploring the tactic and insisting that the League must be a part of the
treaty, conceded the necessity of amendments to preserve the Monroe
Doctrine and to safeguard American control over immigration.** Demo-
cratic newspapers also soon began to realize that such modifications were
inevitable.

Second, as the dispatches from the British Embassy in Washington
to fhe Foreign Office amply demonstrate, the Republicans accomplished
their main goal—to serve notice to the Allied leaders that at least one-
third of the Senate would probably vote not to ratify the peace treaty
barring certain changes in the Covenant.® This would have uncnding,
repercussions. The fact that Wilson needed to obtain any important changes
would weaken his bargaining position in other areas of contention, and
that would have an enormous impact on the peace treaty. ,

Third, the Round Robin altered the debate in several ways with
respect to progressive internationalists. Almost immediately, it under-
mined Wilson's argument about getting behind the Covenant as it stood
Now. thzft it was clear that the document was going to be revised, pro—'
gressive internationalists concluded that those revisions ought to be deter-
mined, not by reactionaries like Lodge or even conservatives like Taft
but by the League’s real friends. And their concerns had little to do with’
the Monroe Doctrine, contro! of immigration, or sovercignty.

Robert Morss Lovett, editor of the Dial and a member of the League
o.f 'Free Nations Association, outlined the progressive internationalist po-
sition on March 8. While mainfaining that the Covenant should be wel-
comed “with such signs of acceptance as the Senate cannot fail to under-
'stand,” he counseled Wilson to provide for Germany’s and Russia’s entry
into the League and to ensure that the mandate system be implemented
‘in conspicuous good faith.” Moreover, the Covenant was too vague on
the subject of disarmament, the supreme test of nations, and silent on the
sgl?jcct of the economic causes of war. And, whereas it contained a pro-
vision to secure for labor humane conditions of work (Article XX), the
League needed some form of direct representation of peoples as we,ll as

of governments.
A week later, the New Republic asserted that defeat could be avoided
only by combining “agitation on behalf of the official draft with candid
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and thoroughgoing criticism.” Noting that radicals and liberals must not
:mitate their foes and “threaten to upset the whole applecart” if they did
not get everything they wanted, the journal added to Lovett’s list of short-
comings the draft’s omission of a guarantee to protect minorities in na-
tional states. In this, the first in a series of articles, the New Republic also
began to raise new doubts about Article X, but not because it “too severely
limits sovereign discretion.” Rather, it was potentially “dangerous and am-
biguous” because it “may mould the League into an agency of interna-
tional inertia rather than into an agency of international adjustment.” The
New York Call, too, worried about the League’s capacity to “subdue the
aspirations of sullen subject populations for the very self-determination
for which we avowedly fought the war.” Waiter Lippmann put it this
way: Article X constituted “an effort to be wiser than the next genera-
tion.” There was no question of trusting the President; it was “a matter
of the future, when Mr. Wilson will be a private citizen, and when per-
haps some other person will be in the White House who needs to be
checked by Congress.”® Here, then, the Round Robin revealed how in-
eptly Wilson had marshaled the best among his own forces. Although
they were judicious enough to leaven their criticisms with appeals to prag-
matism, the very fact that progressive internationalists had opened up this
entirely new front demonstrated, on one hand, that they expected to be
heeded and, on the other hand, that Wilson now exerted litde if any
control over them.

Finally, in a more comprehensive way, Lodge's resolution also drew
back the curtain and exposed both how much Wilson had overestimated
his personal powers of persuasion and how inadequately he had played
the role of propagandist in general. Only five days before, he had told
Breckinridge Long, “I am in doubt whether the time has come for a
systematic campaign.”® But that was precisely what was needed. As Ray
Stannard Baker urged, it was of paramount importance for Wilson to
explain that zhis League really was the best one obtainable, to “defend the
Covenant as adopted by your committee, to convince the people . . . and
enforce and re-enforce the Covenant, illustrating how it applies in specific

cases.”

Lodge’s timing left Wilson only one day to respond, in his farewell
address at the Metropolitan Opera Housc. This was an event attended by
thousands and scrutinized by millions. (The President looked, accotding
to Baker, “very much worn, his face gray & drawn, showing the strain of
his heavy work at Washington.”) There were, to be sure, moving insights
in his comments about the hopes of suffering Europeans, the sacrifice that
tens of thousands of American soldiers bad made to a great ideal, and
about the dangers of another war if the balance of power were not sup-
planted by a community of nations. Yet, he maintained, “it is perhaps not
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necessary for me to discuss in any particular way the contents of the doc-
ument.” Hence one single, hapless line of defiance reverberated: “And
when that treaty comes back gentlemen on this side will find the Cove-
nant not only in it, but so many threads of the treaty tied to the Covenant
that you cannot dissect the Covenant from the treaty without destroying
the whole vital structure,””" No matter how otherwise emotionally effec-
tive they might have been, Wilson’s two addresses in Boston and New
York, about general conditions in Europe and the duty of the United
States to fulfill a historic mission, were hardly enough—not when he would
be absent for another five months and the Republicans would continue to
hammer on the details.

Two paths to the League now lay before Wilson, neither one guarantee-
ing success. He could undertake some heroic eleventh-hour endeavor to
bring life back to the progressive internationalist coalition, or he could
seck help from sympathetic conservative internationalists. It had been a
long time since the Fourteen Points and the Fourth Liberty Loan ad-
dresses; progressive internationalists were in sore need of some tangible
evidence that they still counted for something in the President’s book.
Primarily because of obstacles that he apparently did not care to clear
away, the opportunity to take the first path was rapidly receding. The
compliments he paid to Taft at the Metropolitan Opera House, however,
as well as his estimation that the latter’s presence there meant that the
League was “not a party issue,” scemed to suggest, ironically, that Wilson
now considered the conservative second path as the more practical means
to his own progressive ends.

But this entailed a tremendous gamble, notwithstanding Taft’s pres-
tige and willingness to help. Whatever “clarifying amendments” Wilson
and Taft might settle on, there was no assurance that they would satisfy
a sufficient number of the signers of the Round Robin. Nor did this ap-
proach take into account that Taft had faltered before—that he was bound,
sooner or later, to come under pressure from fellow Republicans to draw
back from Wilson. And, if after all of this Wilson was left high and dry,
what other conclusion would progressive internationalists come to but that
he had permanently abandoned them?

Then, too, what would the League mean, even if it won adoption on
a decidedly conservative basis’ Would the possibilities for a progressive
internationalist League not have been lost forever? To whom would Wil-
son (or a like-minded successor) turn for understanding and support to
sustain a progressive construction of the Covenant during the first postwar
crisis when, hypothetically, the United States might have to sacrifice its
own short-term interests for the well-being of the fledgling organization?

“The Thing Reaches the Depths of Tragedy” 245

In this regard, the domestic political circumstances that prevailed would

i tant as any other factor.
" asl;r;[;\i;rch l9l9,ythc_ events of the previ?us months had at li-st“:;.cl—
quired an unmistakable meaning as they continued to hurt!c out o 1(;
son’s control with scemingly inexorable logic. Just after Wilson n:ctlurn.ch
to Paris, Oswald Garrison Villard reflected upon the recent past and, -v:;:m
great perspicacity, contemplated the future. The RePubllcan opposi
factitious,” he admitted. The President ought now to

b

was “more or less _ . 0

realize. however, that arrayed against him was “a body of liberal thought
3

as well as “a body of feudal thought,” and tha.t “between them, thougz
there can never be conscious cooperation, there is enough power to vffrtcc :
his plans.” He might well attempt to appease the Senate, but his persis ertl

diffidence toward progressive internationalist concerns w?uld continue ho
militate against him; “the compromises he ha..s charted with an ;y; toft_ t;
conservatives have not placated the latter, while t.h‘cy have chilled ¢ u.:i al !

of the radicals,” Villard concluded, “Honest politics are always good pol-
itics, and there is only one method by which the President C:Ln wl:n ;‘m;:
tories—by loyalty to the fourteen points and to the league that he fo

"72

merl)',ril;:aizda harsh indictment from someone who, somewhat to t;u:
left of Wilson, had become as skeptical of the League as had‘%rohdgcl,‘. ar
to the right of Wilson. Yet, Villard hafi gotten to t_hc Crux. | 1S tf ltr;lg
reaches the depth of tragedy,” Wilson himself had said to mem ;r; od h
Democratic National Committee_on the .last day of February.” In :}:: ,
the story had taken on that quality, but this was 50, as much for any other
reason, because Wilson did not seem to realize why.
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