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AN ANALYSIS OF THE ARGUMENTS USED IN THE
UNITED STATES SENATE AGAINST AMERICA'S
ENTﬁY INTO THE LEAGUE OF NATIONS

CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION

In 1914, the League to Enforce Peace was founded to
establish an international organization for peace. By 1917,
the League had spread throughout Amerlca, steadlly galning
support. During the war years Americans concluded generally
that some sort of organized peace was necessary to prevent
another such devastation.

The Unilted States Chamber of Commerce reported that

96 per.cent of more than 700 business groups polled
favored creation of some sort of a soclety of natlons.
A survey of 99 leading newspapers showed that 91 fa-
vored world organization, while only 8 opposed 1it.

s+ « o The League to Enforce Peace developed into a
strong nation-wlde organlzatlon, and soon had branches
in all states except Minnesota, Nebraska, and Nevada.
+« + o Meetings were held, pamphlets were distributed,
letters were sent to civic, church, eduoat+onal, busl-
ness, labor, fraternal, and other leaders.

Men of the stature of Theodore Roosevelt, Woodrow Wilson,

William Howard Taft and Henry Cabot Lodge wolced their

'Alan Cranston, The Killing of the Peace (New York:
The Viking Press, .1945), pps T-0e

1



. 2
approval of the proposal to establish a league of natlons.

President Wilson left for Parls soon after the arml-
stice to assist. in formulating the peace terms. Opposition
to hls departure also inltiated the first significant op-
poslition to a league of natlons. For seventeen months the
Senate debated the merits of the league covenant; the
Senate chamber became the forum for opposition to the league.
During that time the Treaty of Versailles, which fathered
%he new league, was rejected by the Senate four times. Al-
though the covenant inspired some genuine opposlitlon, these
rejections did not reflect general Senatorlal attltudes;
seventy-~nine Senators voted for the league 1n one form or
another. These rej)ections also dld not reflect the attltude
of a majority of the electorate. Although the people ap-
parently were willing to accept something other than the
original proposal by the fall of 1919, a vast majorlty fa-
vored some.league to no organization at all.

Various writers have blamed the Senate, Wilson or
the 1solatlionists for the defeat. Historlans clte party
politics, Congressional Jealousy of the Preéident, and the
personallty conflicts between Wilson and Lodge as contrib-
uting factors. :While these explanations suggest why the
Senate voted as 1t did, they do not answer the questlon of
interest to the rhetoriclan: "What role dld persuasive
speaking piay in the debate in the Senate.and in changing the
attitudes of the Amerlcan people?" This study through an
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analysis of the arguments used in the Senate against Amer-
ica's entry into the League of Nations will investigate the

relationshlp of the arguments to the Senate vote and to

American attitudes.
That the rhetoriclian should be interested in the

league debate 1s evident. On December 18, 1918, the Boston

Trangcript. predicted.

One of the great debates in the history of popular gov-
ernment 1s about to begln in the Senate of .the United,
States. It wlll attract the interest of the leaders

of the,01d World no less than of the people of the new,
for 1t will afford our Allies a barometer of sentiment
in the place and among the men, who under the Constitu-
tlon, have the power from the peogle to veto even the
work and wishes of the President.

One of the.participants, Senator Lodge, described one of the

values of the debate.

The value of the great and, I think I may say, historic
debate in the Senate was that every day the American
people learned more clearly what the covenant of the
League.of Natlons which Mr. Wilson presented to them
really meant, what dangers it threatened and what
perilous purposes 1t might conceal. It was a very re-
markable debate. It rendered an immense service ln the
instruction. of the people.”

The Washington Post similarly described how Senate arguments

would be employed to alter public opinion.

During the two or three months of President Wilson's
absence in Europe the best orators of both sides will
tour the country and discuss before the-people the ls-
sue that has now become paramount in American politics.

20ited in Denna F. Fleming, The United States and
the League.of Natlons (New York: G.P. Putnam's Sons, 1932),
p. 70,

3Henry Cabot Lodge, The Senate and the League of Na-
tions (New York: Charles Scribner's Sons, 1925), PD. 211=212.
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The speecheg made by friends and opponénts,of the
league. in the Senate in the last two weeks, and Presldent
Wilson's Boston and New York addresses, as well as the
speeches of.Mr. Taft, will be circulated broadcast in
the malls, and willl serve as textbooks for each side of
the controversy.
Wilson's decislion to take his case to the people was probably
also predicated on his bellef that his earlier estimate that
the league.enjoyed unqualified endorsement was no longer
valid. |
The leaders of the Senate oppositlon to the league
admitted the necessity for debate; Lodge confessed to Borah
that an early vote on the peace treaty would result in 1its
ratification. Senator Moses also sald that a quick declsion
by the Senate would have meant immediate ratification.>
Thus, the Senate debated the propositlon to answer

thelr own questions about the covenant and to inform the

Amerlican people of thelr answers.

Method Used in the Study

The debate on the League of Nations occurred in three
phases. The first phase, from November of 1918, to May of
1919, was characterized by efforts to delay a decislion on
the peace treaty. The second phase, from May until November,
1619, was & period of attempts to alter the prépdsed cove=

nant. The final phase, from November of 1919 to March of

i

“March 3, 1919, p. 1.

5W. Stull Holt, Treatles Defeated by the Senate
(Baltimore: The Johns Hopkins Press, 19335, B 282,
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1920, was represented by unsuccessful attempts to pass the
treaty with and. wlthout modifying reservations. League op=
ponents were divided into three segments: those who wanted
to settle the peace terms before discussing a league; those
who wanted.to alter the proposed terms; and those who op-
posed any league. As the major contentions and supporting
arguments were developed, these groups operated independ-
ently and in combination to implement the various opposition
strategies. For example, all three sets of critics combined
to implement the strategy of delay to obtain more anti=-
league support within the Senate and from the American
people. The postponement critics Jjolned the revlislonists in
implementing the strategy of amendment to protect America's
interests in the proposed world organization. .The rejection-
ists recelved their support from the pro-league Senators
rather than from other league critics in the strategy of de-
feat.

The Oongressional Record was analyzed from November,

1918, to March,,1920. Although all of the speeches relevant
to the league controversy were consulted, only those of
1eague-opp0nents are analyzed and evaluated. Refutation by
league supporters is considered only when it has a direct
bearing on:the development of anti-league arguments. The
speeches of sixty-one Senators are considered in the process.
The varlous arguments used by league critics are identified

and catalogued under three major contentions.
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The anti-league arguments are analyzed .on the basls
of thelr influence on two audiences. The Senate was the im-
medlsate audience. The American people constituted an in=-
direct audlence. as many of the speeches were directed as
much to the electorate as to the Senators. In addltlon to
the speeches 1n. the Senate, select newspapers, perlodicals, -
and contemporary accounts are comblned wlth secondary source
material in describing the general attlitude of the audiences.

The arguments of league critics are then analyzed on
the basis of loglcal standards and on thelr probable ac-
ceptabllity to the two audiences. In general, thls study
reports what "was sald" rather than speculates about "what

could or should have been sald."

Plan of the Study

Chapter II presents background data for the contro-
versy. Data concerning the evolutlon of an internationally
organlzed peace.movement in America 1s followed by more
gpecific information on the League of Natlons. The chapter
bullds a setting for the debate, lncludlng the developmént
of Congressional opposition to the League's formation. The
background chapter concludes with the adjournment of the
sixty-fifth Congress, March 4, 1919.

Chapter III is an analysls of the first phase of the
conﬁroversy. Duriﬁg the period from November, 1918, to May,
1919, the primary function of the arguments of all three
kinds of league critics 1s to delay Senate actlon on the
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covenant for a league of nations. The three major conten-
tlons used.by opponents of the league, along with their de-
veloplng arguments, are dlscussed.
' Chapter.IV 1s an analysls of the second phase of the
controversy. When the slxty-sixth Congress convened in
speclal session, a majority of the Senators and American
people s8tlll favored the general outline of the league of
nations. On the other hand, that a modified covenant would
be more acceptable was evident. Opposition strategy shifted
from one of delay to one of amendment during the period under
analysis from May to November, 1919.

Chapter V 18 an analysis of the final phase of the
éontroversy. In late October, 1919, league critlics were con-
vinced that attempts to alter the covenant proper were not
possible. Thé bulk of the critics then passed fourteen res-
ervations; they solicited support from the rejectionists to
achleve thelr purpose. The chapter dlscusses the reservatlon
and the rejection of the covenant from November of 1919 to
March, 1920.

Cﬁapter VI represents the conclusions of the study.
Other factors which contributed to the treaty rejection are
analyzed for thelr influence in the debate. The probable
effect of the arguments on the Senators is dlsecussed while
the effect of the Senate arguments on the American people is
summarized. to consider why the people did not violently ob-

Ject to the Senate rejection of a popular proposlition. The
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canclusions of thls study do not evaluate whether the Senate
was right in rejecting the League of Nations membership for
America. Various value judgments are made, however, on the
arguments which league critics used to justify thelr po-

sitions.

Previous Research on the League Controversy

The most comprehensive historical account of the
league controversy is Fleming's. While hls purpose was
historical, Professor Fleming especlally recognized the role
of public speaking as a factor lIn the treaty outcome.

Rhetorical works on the league controversy include
figure studles on Borah and Wilson although no studles were
discovered on two of the leading figures in the controversy,
Henry Cabot Lodge and William Howard Taft.®

The only other rhetorical work is the one by Ralph A.
Micken. Micken's purpose was "to provide in careful summary
and exact text a selective editlon of the League of Ngtions
debate as 1t occurred on the floor of the Senate and to pro=-

vide a rhetorical analysis of that debate."7 Through the

6Waldo W. Braden, A Rhetorical Criticism of In-
vention of William E. Borsh's Senate Speeches on the League

of Natlons, 1215-1920 (Unpublished Ph.D. dissertation, Uni-
versity of Iowa, 1942); Anna J. Pendleton, Woodrow Wilson's -
Speeches on the Western Tour in 1919 (Unpublished Master's
thesls, University of Illinois, 1931); Ruth Rucker, Woodrow

Wilson's concept of American Principles As Revealed 1n the
Speeches of His Western Tour, September 3-25 Z?npublished

Master's thesis, Northwestern University, 1936).

7Ra1ph A, Mlcken, A Rhetorical Study of the nate
Debate on the league of Nations {Unpublished Ph.D.
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speeches of elght Senators, Lodge, Borah, Reed, Knox,
Hitechcock, Willlams, Walsh and McCumber, Micken sough£ to
discover the principal arguments and to arrange them ac-
cording to loglcal development. This study varies from
Micken's in two respects. First, this study investigates
the speeches of all the league critics. Micken's list in-
cludes only five opponents--three rejectlionlists, one strict
reservationlist, and one mlld reservationist. The views of
the irreconcllables Borah, Reed and Knox do not reflect
those of the majority of the league critics in the Senate or
in the nation. As Chapter VI demonstrates, Lodge's purpose
was to defeat the treaty as much as 1f he had been an ir-
reconcilable. The remalning critic, Senator McCumber, was
atyplcal of the reservationlsts as he voted for the proposed
covenant as well as the reserved treaty in November. The re-
lationship of opposing arguments to the two audlences can be
more clearly represented by considering the arguments of all
the critics. Second, thls study differs from Micken's in
analyzing only the arguments of the critlcs, whereas Micken
conslders the controversy'as a debate and, consequently,
analyzes also the arguments of three league supporters. The
league opponents' adaptation to thelr audiences is of more
concern in thls study than the emphasls on presentation and
refutation of arguments which characterize the Micken study.

Micken concludes that those who consider the

dissertation, Northwestern University, 1948).



10
controversy a "great debate" and those who feel it was an
"incoherent gabfest" can both find support for their extreme
views. The present study concludes that most of the speaking
was not part of a debate as such; in essence there was rela=-
tively little clash. League opponents based thelr presenta-
tion on appeals to partisanshlp, Senatorial prerogatives and
the protection of natlonal interests whlile league supporters
generally argued on the basls of what would be best for
world peace. On the other hand, the arguments of league
critics more closely approximated the motlves and beliefs
shared by the American people. As the controversy unfolded,
people agreed more and more wlth the posltion taken by league
critics that the proposed covenant would not most effectively
protect America's iﬁterests. Thus, from a rhetorical stand-
point, league critlics were successful in influencing the at-

tltudes of some in the Senate and many in the nation.



CHAPTER II
HISTORY OF THE CONTROVERSY

The ldea for a league of nations was not merely the
result of the horrors of World War I. As Denna F. Fleming
noted: "Dreams of a parliament of man and federation of the
world began centurles ago and plans for a league to keep ihe
peace were proposed long before the twentieth century."1
The Quadruple Alliance of 1815, the International Peace
Congress in 1848, the International League for Peace and
Fréedom in 1867, the International Women's Peace Soclety in
Europe in 1896, the Nobel Peace.Foundation in 1910 were some
of the major organizatlions alming at the establishment of

peace.?

‘Formulatlon of the League Ides in America

Although the American Peace Soclety was founded in
1828, not untll the aftermath of the Russo-Japanese War did

1Fleming, Pe e

For more detalls see John I. Knudson, A History of
the League of Nations (Atlanta: Turner E. Smith & Co.,
1958), pp. 19-25; Gerard J. Mangone, A Short History of
International Organization (New York: McGraw-Hill Book Co.,
1050), pDe 12-127.

11
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Americans demonstrate any sppreciable interest in world
organizations tor peace.” In 1905 a proposal for such an
organlization was initlated by Richard Bartholdt, Represent-
ative from Missourl, and Andrew Carnegle fostered an inter-~
national meeting in New York City in 1907.%

Among early American proponents of world peace
organizations were two ex~Presidents. Theodore Roosevelt's
experiences as mediator in the Russo=Japanese war intensi-~
filed his interest in an organized peace. In an address be~-
fore the Nobel Prize Committee in 1910 Roosevelt said: "It
would be a master stroke 1f those great powers honestly bent
on peace would form a League of Peace."? In 1915 he re-
emphaslized this belief.

The one permanent move for obtalning peace which has
yet been suggested with any reasonable chance of ob-
talning its object 1s by an agreement among the great
powers, 1in which each would pledge 1tself, not only to
ablde by the declsions of a common tribunal, but to back
with force the declsions of that common tribunal. The
great clvlillzed natlons of the World which do possess
force, actual or immediately potential, should combine

by solemn agreement in % great world league for the
peace of righteousness.

SMerle E. Curti, The American Peace Crusade, 1815-
1860 (Durham: Duke University Press, 1929); for later

treatments see A.C.F. Beales, The History of Peace (London:
G. Bell & Sons, Ltd., 1931), pp. 119=276, and Benjamin F.

Trueblood, The Development of the Peace Idea (Boston:
Plimpton Press, 19325, PP. T=182.

4Fleming, PP 3=4.

5Independent, LXVIII (May 12, 1910), 1027.

6rheodore Roosevelt, America and the World War (New
York: G.P. Putnam's Sons, 1925;, pp. 80=81. His letters
during this period indicate his desire for a world-wide
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Another ex-President, Willlam Howard Taft, spoke before the
Century Club in New York, 1914.

The time has come when the peace-loving natlons of the
world should organize themselves into some sort of
soclety in which they should agree to settle thelr own
disputes by amicable methods, and say to any nation that
started to go to war: "You have got to keep the peace
or have all the rest of us against you."

On July i7, 1915, the League to Enforce Peace held
its iInitial meeting. This league, the most influential
movement for peace and lnternational co-operatlon, advocated
that the Unlited States joln a concert of nations which bound
its members to four princlples:

1« To submit all justiclable questions to an inter-
national court of justice both upon the merits and
upon any 1lssue as to 1ts jurlsdictlon;

2. To submilt all other questions to a council of con-
ciliation for hearing, consideration, and recom=-
mendation;

3. To Jointly use forthwith both thelr economic and
milltary forces against any member committing acts
of hostlllty against another before submltting to
arbltration or concilliation;

4, To hold periodic conferenges to formulate and
codify international law.

organization; Eltine E. Morison, (ed.), The Letters of
Theodore Roosevelt, 8 vols. (Cambridge: Harvard University
Press, 1952), Vols. V and VI.

TGited in A.B. Hart, "His Place in American His=
tory," Current History, XXXII (May, 1930), 293.

8Flem1ng, ppe. 8~9, For further detalls see Robert
Goldsmith, A League to Enforce Peace (New York: The Macmillan
Co., 1917); Ruhl F. Bartlett, The League to Enforce Peace
(Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina Press, 19115; the
documents and correspondence of Theodore Marburg, chalrman of
the League's foreign organization, are also informative,
John H. Latane (ed.), Development of the League of Nations
Idea, 2 vols, (New York: The Macmillan Go., 1932), 1; see

also Marburg's own bpok, League of Nations: A Chapter in the
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By 1916 League organizations had branched into almost every
section of the country.
At one of the League's reglonal meetings in New York

City, May 27, 1916, Henry Cabot Lodge jolned its ranks of
Influentlal citlizens. Lodge believed that America had ex-
hausted the possibllities of voluntary arbitration: "I
think the next step 1s that which this league proposes, and
that 1s to put force behind international peace, an inter-
national league or agreement, or tribunal, for peace.” The
Senator, an astute historian, knew how Amerlicans were llkely
to react to such a proposal.

I know the difficulties that arise when we speak of

anything which seems to involve an alllance. But I do

not believe that when Washington warned us agalnst

"entangling alliances" he meant for one moment that we

should not Join with the other clvilized natlione of the

world 1f a method could be found to diminish war and en-

courage peace.’
He left his audience with this thought: "We may not solve 1t
that way, but, if we cannot, it can be solved in no other."

On that same platform, Woodrow Wilson also spoke for

an organized peace movement. He had told his brother-in=-law,
Dr. Stockton Anson, in the fall of 1914: "After the war all
nations must be absorbed into some great assoclatlon of na-

tlons whereby all shall guarantee the integrity of each so

that any one nation violating the agreement between all of

History of the Movement, 2 vols. (New York: The Macmillan
Co., 1917;, I.

9Lo0dge, pp. 131-132.
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them ghall bring punishment on itself automatically."'o
Now he told hils audience that the United States should Jjoin
with other nations to preserve the freedom of the seas and
to prevent any war begun without warning or without full
submission of the causes of the conflict to the peoples of
the world.'! This speech initlated a series of Wilson's
appeals for a league of free peoples which he developed in
his "War Message," April 2, 1917, followed with his plea to
the Russian people, May 26, 1917, and climaxed in hls famous
"Fourteen Points," January 8, 1918.12

Wilson differed from previous proponents. He was
anxious to asslist personally in the preparation of a peace
document. Colonel House, an intimate advisor, encouraged
Wilson in hls desire. House gave hls reasons for wanting
Wilson to be a part of the peace formulation: ". ., . he, of
all the statesmen now living, is the only one in a position

of power necessary to accomplish the task."13

America Prepares for a League of Nations

The first step toward peace was to wiln the war.

101 ted in Fleming, p. 7.

'1Ray Stannard Baker and William E. Dodd, The Public
Papers of Woodrow Wilson, 6 vols. (New York: Harper &
Bros., 1925-1027), L11, 184~188; hereafter clted as Public
Papers.

127p14,, "War Address" text, V, 17-21; appeal to
Russian people, V, 49-51; "Fourteen Polnts," V, 155-162,

'Jcharies Seymour (ed.), The Intimate Papers of
Colonel House, 4 vols. (Boston: Houghton Mifflin Co.,
1923’, I, 2985,
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America's investment in men and millions paid off. Victory
became apparent in the fall of 1918. As Wilson made plans
to head America's delegation to Versallles he became very
interested in the outcome of the approaching Congressional
elections. He wanted to prevent Republicans from assuming
control of Congress for two speclal reasons.

Primarily, a Republlican victory would mean the re-
organization of the Henate which would place the all-
important Foreign Relations Committee under the ranking Re-
publican member of that committee, Henry Cabot Lodge. Lodge
veered from his pro-league stand of 1916. Whether or not
this change was due to his dislike of Wilson, allegedly
stemming from the 1916 presidential campalgn, i1s a matter
for historical 1nterpretat.ion.14 At any rate, when Lodge ad;
dressed Congress on February 1, 1917, his remarks were de-
cldedly anti-league.15 To face Lodge as Chailrman of the
Foreign Relations Commlttee was, no doubt, distasteful to
Wilson. As later evidence will prove, Lodge's chairmanship
would prove to be influentlal 1n the defeat of the treaty.

A second reason for desiring a strong Democratic

1411 the waning days of the 1916 election there was
a rumor to the effect that Wilson was making underhanded
deals with the German government. Lodge used thls rumor as
the basis for a last minute attack on Wilson. Wilson's
statement to the press: "This charge is simply not true,"
could not be refuted with facts. Lodge was put in the em=-
barrassing posltion of dropplng the charge and publically
apologlzing.

15Lodge, pp. 270-296; although he lists the date as
February 28, the actual date was February 1, 1917.
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victory was that he recognized that a militant minority could
block ratificatlion. He was not unaware of the difficulties
his predecessors had encoﬁntered in treaty confirmation. He
had said to the country on March 4, 1917:
The Senate of the Unlted States 1s the only leglslative
body in the world which cannot act when its majority ls
ready for actlions. A little group of willful men,
representing no opinion but thelr own, have rendered

the great Gov?gnment of the United States helpless and
contemptible.

Determined not to be personally "helpless and contemptible"
in the eyes of the world, Wilson issued a call to the
electorate asking for the return of a Democratic Congress.
If you have approved of my leadership and wish me to
continue to be your unembarrassed spokesman in affairs
at home and abroad, I earnestly beg that you will ex-
press yourselves unmistakably to that effect by return-
ing a Democratlc majority to both the Senate and the
House of Representatives.!7
Angry that he had violated his own war-time truce on poli-
tics, Republican leaders intensified thelr campalgns and won
control of both houses.!8
Obviously an election 1s not won or lost due to one
lssue and Wilson did not interpret the results as a mandate
against hls plans to head America's peace delegatlon. Nor,

apparently, did he consider the results 1ln selecting his

165000 R. Bolling, et. al., (eds.), Chronology of

Woodrow Wilson (New York: Frederick A. Stokes Go., 1927),
D. 213. .
~ 1Tpublic Papers, V, 286-288.

18For an analysis of this election see Charles P.
Howland, Survey of American Foreign Relations, 1928 (New
Haven: Yale Unlverslity Press, 1928), pp. 239=246.
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fellow delegates, which included no Congressmen and only
Henry White, professional diplomat, represented the victo-
rious Republicans. Wilson recelved criticism for ignoring
bothk the Senate and the Republicans. Crlitics sald he should
have taken Taft and Lodge. To have melected Taft, a sup-
porter of the League of Natlons, may have been wlse; to have
chosen Lodge 1s another matter. The determination that the
Senate should assume its "rightful place" in treaty-making
led Lodge to give White a memorandum which he was to show to
the other negotliators. The note was to inform them of "the
real feeling of the people of the United States and certalnly
the Senate." According to Lodge, the feeling was not for a
league of nations at that time. Lodge obvliously planned to
limit Wilson's activities with this information; the memo~
randum read, in part: "This knowledge may in certain con-
tingencies be very important to them [@he Allieé] in
strengthening their position." White did not reveal the
note.!9 Lodge would obviously have been 1n a position to
clrcumscribe Wilson's activities if he had been in Paris.
Thus, although Wilson might have allayed some severe criti-
cism by taking Lodge, hls preparation of the League covenant

might have been seriously hampered.

19

Allan Nevins, Henry White: Thirty Years of Ameri-
can Diplomacy (New York: Harper & Bros., 1930), pp. 353-350,
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Congressional Opposition Toward
the League of Nations

Minority Leader Lodge was not the only Senatorial

opponent of the league ldea. Others, notably Borah, Poln-
dexter, and Reed, volced even stronger disapproval. Whille
Lodge was leaving an opening for some future league this trio
denied that for Amerlca to Jjoin "any league" was practical.
Thelr remarks might have become immersed in the pages of the

Congressional Record had 1t not been for the furor ralsed by

Wilson's departure. Many Senators openly criticized the
President while others sought to censure Wilson officlally.
Senator Sherman, Republican from Illinois, proposed a reso=-
Jution in December which declared the office of the President
vacant whlile Wilson was in Paris. On the same day Senator
Knox introduced a resolution which had the effect of repu~
diating the President's trip. The resolution stated in part:
That any proJject for any general league of natlons for
any sweeplng change in the anclent laws of the sea . . .
should be postponed for separate consideration not alone
by the victorious belllgerents, but by all the nations
if and when at some future time general conferences on
those subjects might be deemed useful.20
Although nelither proposal passed, the final two weeks in

December found the pages of the Washington Post fllled with

stories that the Allied Powers concurred wlth the Knox Reso-

lution that there should be "peace now, league later."2!

20U.S.,Congressiona1 Record, 65th Cong., 3rd Sess.,
1918, LVII, Part 1, 23; hereafter clted as Cong. Rec.; un-
less otherwise indlcated all citations are to the 3rd Sesslon.

21pecember 13-30, 1918.
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In an address to Congress on December 21, Senator
Lodge echoed these postponement sentiments. He sald that
flve of the fourteen points, including the one concerning
the League of Nations, must be deleted 1f a peace treaty was
to be ratified. Lodge warned the world that 1t was within
the Constitutional rights of the Senate to amend the treaty
in whole or in part.22 Commenting on the speech the Post
noted: "There 1s a possibility for some understanding to be
reached between these two leaders, but it is evlident that
the President cannot afford to completely lgnore the warning
of Senator Lodge."23

The month of January was a frustrating one for League
opponents, Most of the proceedings in Paris took place be-
hind closed doors. The dearth of facte did not curtall
eritics' attack but 1t meant that elther suppositions or
rumors served as premises for thelr arguments. Around the
middle of January the Post reported that a draft of the cov-
enant was soon to be released. Even though a preliminary
copy "it is felt in administration circles that much of the
criticism leveled at the plan by Senators Lodge and Knox will

14

disappear."24

,Qgcong. Rec., 1, T24~T734.

23Washington Post, December 22, 1918, p. 1.

241114,, January 13, 1919, p. 1.
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IThe Covenant Draft Ls Published,
February 14, 1919

"I think I can say of this document that it is at

one and the same time a practical document and a& humane docu~-
ment," Wilson told the Third Plenary Session of the Peace
Conference as he officiallj presented the document. "I} is
practical, and yet 1t 1s 1lntended to purify, to rectify, to
olevate."2> The Stars and Stripes, printing an eye-witness
account, stated: "The privates who heard a draft of the
Covenant of the League of Natlons belleve that thelr com-
rades did not die in vain."26 "It ig sufficlent for the
moment that 1t 1s born, and no birth save one 1s of greater
importance to mankind," wrote the Republican St. ng;g Globe~
Democrat.2l

Senatorial reactions were not as favorable. Lodge
and Knox declined to make any comment until they had read the
document carefully. The more vitriolic irreconcilables had
no such qualms; The next day they began to blast the treaty
a8 "un-American," a chorus to the verses they had sung since
November. Senator Frelinghuysen stated: "I stand for Ameri-
canism and the Monroe Doctrine; this violates both." Borah
agreed that the treaty vlolated the Monroe doctrine while

Sherman opposed "any league that takes away American

25puplic Papers, V, 428.

2601ted in Cranston, p. 60.

2T0ited in New York Times, February 15, 1919, p. 1.
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sovereignty."28
Those who dild not dwell on the glories of the Monroe
doctrine echoed the Washington Post's "unconstitutional®
ciaims.
Even though the Senate should unanimously ratify a
treaty transferring the war-making power to a league of
nations, still the old Constitution would stand unim-
paired, and all thelr effort would be in vain, unless
the people should modify thelr will as expressed in the
organic law whlch controls all parts of the govern-
ment .2
Later, league critics were to develop further the claim that

the covenant was unconstltutional.

Wilson Returns from Paris, February 24, 1919

The President entered the stronghcld of Lodge not as
a partisan measure but in answer to an invitatlion from the
Bostoniaens who awalted an;iously for a first-hand account of
the negotiations. Personal advisors were divided on what
Wilson should say. One factlon wanted him to say nothing
specific until he had held hls scheduled meeting with the
Foreign Relations Commlttee; the other faction insisted he
answer hls critics. That evenlng he satisfied bothe. The
first portion of his speech briefly described the actlions in
Paris, commentlng more on the reasons for the delay than on
any results. As he developed his favorite theme, that Amer-
ica was the hope of the world, he unleashed a challenge to

nis critics.

28Wash1n5ton Post, February 16, 1919, p. 10.
291bild., p. 4.
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We set up thils Nation to make men free and we did not
confine our conceptlon and purpose to America, and now
~ we will maske men free. If we did not do that all the
fame of America would be gone and all her power would
be dissipated. 5She would then have to keep her power
for those narrow, selfish, provinclial purposes which
seem so dear to some minds that have no sweep beyond the
nearest horizon. I should welcome no sweeter chal=-
lenge than that. I have fighting blood in me and 1t
13 sometimes a delight to let it have scopes « e +20
The Boston audience cheered and prided themselves on belng
among the select few of the 230,000 who had sought admlssion.

The New York Tribune editorallzed:
No senslble person now challenges « . . the slncerity
of the President's alleglance to the idea of organlizing
the world for peace instead of for war. « . « The dis~
cusslon of the momentous problem must therefore be
lifted above the plane of personalities. To do other
than this is to degrade a theme_almost as lofty as that:
contained in the new testament.
A leading Republican Journal thus Joined Taft in a blpartisan
support of America's membership in the League of Nations.
Wilson met with the Forelgn Relations Committees,
minus Borah and Fall, on February 27, in the White House. To
comment on that night's proceedings was to demonstrate party
regularity. The Republicans said: "He didn't even know
much about the covenant he's asking us to approve without so
much as one amendment." The Democrats thought Wilson to be
well=informed, handling himself quite well under the croas=-
examination. Perhaps one of the more slgnificant outcomes

was the President's statement which in effect said the

3OPublic Papers, V, 432=440,

31Cited in Fleming, p. 127,
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covenant could not be amended because 1t would be too dif=-
ficult to secure the other nations' consent.J? Senator
Hitchcock, nominal majority leader, volced similar sentiments
in a speechlthe same day. His theme was "peace with the
League, war without it; any eamendment wlll merely weaken the

document . "33

The Final Days in the Senate
While Wilson prepared to return to Parls, Congress
was preparing to adjourn. Knowing that Wilson would be
forced to call a special sesslon to pass needed leglslatlon,
most of the final days were spent 1n attacking the League or
Wilson, not in passing appropriastions measures. Senators
Lodge, Knox, Lenroot, Frellnghuysen, Hardwlck and Sherman
spoke against the covenant while McCumber gave the sole pro-
league speech.3%
Lodge gave a most dramatic concluslion to the sixty-
fifth Congress Just before midnight on March 4. He read a
resolution, later dubbed the "Round-Robin," which stated in
part:
e« o o that the negotistions on the part of the Unlted
States should be immedlately be directed to the utmost
expeditlion of the urgent business of negotiatling peace
terms wlth Germany satisfactory to the United States

« o o and that the proposal for a league of nations to
insure the permanent peace of the world should be then

321b1d., pp. 133-136.,
33cong. Rec., 5, 4414-4418,
341b1d., 5, 4518-4772, 4838-4908, 4967-5021.
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taken up for careful consideration.35
The resolution, by implication .an ultimatum, was originated
by Brandegee, approved by Lodge, and drafted by Knox. Thirty-
geven signatures were read into the Record that nlght and two
more were added the next day. All thirty-nine were Repub-
licans; thelr votes appeared to be six more than was neces-~
sary to block ratiflcation of the proposed treaty. Actually,
Lodge had included the names of outgoing Republlicans as well
as Senators-elect; not all thirty-nine men could have voted

on a single proposal.

Preview of the Impending Controversy

Congress adjourned on March 4.36 0On the same day
Taft Joined Wllson on a platform in New York to urge ac-
ceptance of the covenant. Taft had apparently heard the
criticisms in Congress; he described them as "especially
valuable 1in revising the form of the covenant and making
reservations to whilch his Wilson“E] colleagues in the con-
ference may readily consent, where Senator Lodge or the other
critlcs have misunderstood the purpose and meaning of the

worde used."37 Not unaware of the nature of the criticisms,

55Ibid., 5, 4974.

36V1ce-President Marshall adjourned the Senate with
the words "sine Deo" instead of "sine die." Some of the re-
actions to the slxty-fifth Congress might justify the in-
adveﬁteng substitution; see Literary Digest, LX (March 15,
1919 b 1 "170

3Tcarl G. Brandt and Edward M. Shafter, Jr., (eds.),

Selected American Speeches on Baslic Igsues, 1850-1950
(Boston: Houghton Mifflin Co., 1960), DP. 353.
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Wilson attacked the Republicans: "No party has a right to
appropriate thles issue and no party will in the long run dare
- oppose it." As further refutation to the attacks he told his
audlence:

When the treaty comes back, gentlemen on this side will

find the covenant not only in it, but so many threads

of the treaty tied to the covenant that you cannot dls-

sect the covenant from the treaty without destroylng

the whole vlital structure. The structure of peace will

not be vital without the League of Natlons,_and no man

1s going to bring back a cadaver with him.38
The challenge was stated. Wilson was determined; so were
the Senators.

In addition to the warning of the "Round-Robin,"

Wilson had been served notice in three separate ways. Sen-
ator Lodge stated: "What I ask and all I ask is consider-
ation, time and thought."39 These words were to character-
1ze league opponents as they implemented a strategy of delay.
Senator Lenroot hinted at still another weapon: "In my
Judgment the country will approve the proposed constitution
if certaln materlal modifications are made and other pro=-
visions simplified and made clear."40 1If this strategy of
amendment did not prove satisfactory, lrreconcilables would

always welcome asslstance in implementing a strategy of re-

Jectlon.

38public Papers, V, 444-451.

39Brandt and Shafter, p. 367.

40song. Rec., 5, 4569-4572.



CHAPTER III
PHASE ONE: THE VOTE ON THE COVENANT IS DELAYED

The war with Germany was over; the struggle for
peace had Just begun. President Wilson left for Parls de-
termined to formulate an international organization which
would settle the question of peace for all times. He left
two sets of critics who were just as determined in thelr plans
for America's future. The irreconcilables continued their
demaqu for no league, while the other set of critlcs wanted
to postpone the league discussion until the peace terms had
been concluded. Before Wilson returned to the United States
8till a third group of men Joined the ranks of league oppo-~
nents., Although they were not opposed to the idea of a
league, the Paris version was not the answer to world peace.
This chapter will analyze and evaluate the arguments used by
the speakers from these three groups during the period from
December, 1918, through April, 1919. Although the spokesmen
for the groups differed in thelr purposes, they agreed on a

single conclusion: the vote should be delayed.

Analysis of the Audlence

Congressional speeches are often evaluated in relatlion

27
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to the different audiences to which the remarks are directed.
In this controversy the immedlate audlence was, of course,
the Senators; the indirect audience was the American people.
The importance of the latter group in this Senatorlal con-
troversy is indicated by a Washington Post comment: "Both
Democrats and Republicans are reported as saylng, 'Get the
issues to the voters and they will make their will known'."!
League obponents would have to de?ise arguments acceptable to
both groups in order to galn the time necessary to evaluﬁte
the covenant in a favorable light. Most league critics de-
fined "favorable" as beneficlal to America or to the Re-

publican party.

Description of the Immedlate Audience

By March of 1919 many of the Senators had made a
sufficient number of public.ﬁronouncements to make group
identification possible. The smallest and most vocal group
was composed of Senators who readlly admitted thelr complete
opposition to any league. For example, Senator Borah vowed
that any kind of internationallsm was an evlil force con-
templating "world domination and the utter destruction of

the national spirit everywhere."2 Charles Thomas, Senator

'March 3, 1919, pe 1.

2

Cong. Rec., 65th Cong., 3rd Sess., 1918, LVII,
Part 2, 138%—1337; unless otherwise designated, all cita=-

tions are to the 3rd Sesslon.
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from Qolorado, echoed these sentiments.J
Another group of Senators spoke of postiponing the
league's formulatioh. Senator Knox, Pennsylvania, intro-
duced a proposal to make the peace with Germany and then,
perhaps, discuss a league. Senator Sterling, South
Dakota, agreed with Knox's position; he could see no neces-
slty for a league of natlons at that time.4 Senator Myers,
Montana, indicated that it would itake a year or longer to
formulate a league and "that could wait."> Senator France,
Maryland, conceded the possibllity for such a league but
only after the millenial work of achleving the peace had
been accomplished.G
A third group, labelled the administration men, en-

thusiasticélly favored the proposed organization or could be
counted on to endorse any policy sponsored by the chief ex-
ecutive. Answering Knox's resolution, Senator Pittman,
Nevada, reéd an edltorlial from the Fhiladelphis Inquirer:

We have no hesitation in pronouncing the Knox resolution

to be mlschlevous in the extreme. The Senator is tri-

fling with a most important matter. He 1s erecting

barriers in the pathway of permanent peace, or at least

an effort to secure permanence. To reject the league

of nations idea 1is to uphold militarism--the continuance

of secret alllances, the maintenance of vast standing
armies.”

3II._bi;_d., 2, 1384-1386.
41bid., 2, 1314-1318,
SIbid., 2, 1319-1322.
61pid., 2, 1383.
TIbid., 1, 605-608.

«
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Senator Williams, Mississlippl, read poetry to 1llustrate
his position:
This potent league of nations wlll send no gun nor sword,
Its order is the law of the ever-living Lord.
The law of harmony, all brutal war shall cease--
Ite corner stone 1s justlce, its translucent walls are
peace.
Rige citizens! Arise from the weary, blood-drenched sod,
Proclaig the league of nations~-sealed wlth the seal of
God!
"With the seal of God!" repeated Williams, "and Thank God,
not with the seal of the Senate of the United States, unless
the- Senate shall hereafter lndlicate a sufficlent degree of
common sense to afflx 1ts seal, which I doubt." Senator
Lewls, Illinols, portrayed the course of the future:
The people will soon distinguish those who are sincere in
opposing the plan because they consclentlously fear the
experiment and those others who fancy they have found a
political issue on which they can summon the pride of
natlonalism and arouse the prejudice of race as a plat-
form for nomination to office.
Senator Hitchcock, Majorlty Leader, predictably upheld
Wilson's program.!0
Singular in its membership was another “group." The
member was Sgnator McCumber, North Dakota. The only Re-
publlican to cross party lines to support the covenant, he
apparently analyzed the peace proposal as a Senator first
and & Republlican second. McCumber addressed the Senate on

January 7, 1919: ". . . the world looks with hopeful

81bid., 2, 1388.
9Washin5ton Post, December 10, 1918, p. 1.
10¢ong. Rec., 3, 2656-2658.
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expectant eyes to the Peace Commission for some international
arrangement that will make impossible another such war." He
pleaded: "Must history repeat itself over and over'again?
Must our children's children suffer and die as thelr fathers
have suffered and dle ito propitiate the God of War?“1
The remainder of the Senate were sufflclently vague
or sufficlently silent to prevent immedliate classification.
They appeared to keep thelr feelings hidden or perhaps they
had not decided on thelr respective positions. Whatever the
reason, they were potential converts to a "peace now, league
later" philosophy.
That these separate active groups exlisted is 1lmpor-

tant. In his analysis of Congress, Roland Young noted:

The process used by Congress 1s resolving domestic con-

flict 1s not necessarlily appropriate for developing

foreign policy. Domestlc policy 1s developed through

negotlation and compromise, with an attempt made after

a sharp debate conducted in part for partisan advantage.

In foreign policy, however, all the interests to a dis~-

pute are not so clearly represented.1
Thus, efforts to compromise on the league would be hampered
by the attitudes and diversificatlon of goals of the pre-
dominant groups within the Senate. Irreconcllables felt
that rejection of the covenant was best for Amerlca; post-

ponement critics felt that delaying the vote was best; re-

vislonists consldered an amended covenant best for Ameriéa.

"1p1a., 2, 1084.

12The Amerlcan Congress (New York: Harpér & Bros.,
1958), ppo 10 ""1070
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Leagué supporters also wanted what was best for America--
Wilson's proposal. Democrats felt that America was protected
by the covenant; Republicans sald that America was 1in danger.
Negotiation and compromise would be difficult to find a
single proposal on which sixty-four men could agree.
In addition to these specific characteristics of the

1919 Senate which are relevant to the controversy, general
Senatorlal characterlstics persistently affect any policy de-
clsion dlscussed by Congress. Young ildentlified some of these
general concepts.

What speclal condltlons are imposed by the fact that

there 1s a contlinual turnover in membershlp, that the

deliberation and the votling take place in public, that

members speak wlth the aim not only of informing but of

convineing, that membershlp depends on the acceptabllity

to others of speeches and votes, and that decislons af-

fect people, processes and stipulations about which the

legislators themselves have no personal knowledge or

even any direct personal interest? What type of mental

activity 1s required of all members before there can be

any form of corporate action?!>
The rhetoriclan asks in addition: "What type of argument
could be formulated by the speakers in thls controversy which
could appeal to the dlverse groups and obtain some form of
corporate action?"

The following description of the Senate can perhaps

assist In an understanding of the type of men who would

listen to the varlous arguments.14 The Senate 18 a

131p14., p. 103.

14The conclusions are derived from Robert A. Dahl,
Congress and Foreign Policy (New York: Harcourt, Brace and
Co., 1950).
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conservative institution and is usually not receptive to a
proposal which directly affects that institution. For ex-
ample, the strength of the Seniority Rule, demonstrated by
the highly organized, albelt unsuccessful, attempt to re~
organize Congress in 1946, supports this conclusion. A4s
conservatives, Congressmen rely on and react to the argu-
ments of conservatives in general. Moreover,’according to
Dahl, the training, education and personality of the Senate
18 not particularly conducive to the managerlial, executive
type of maneuvering. Thus, when Wilson appeared to be plac~
ing the role of the executlive above that of the Senate in
the realm of treaty-making, Senators could be counted on to
object.

Commenting specliflcally on foreign policy, Dahl noted
that the typical Congressman has had limlted experience with
forelgn affairs. Thls lnexperience is more significant be-
cause the typlcal Senator 1is more often than not a lawyér.

In many weys, no background 1s better calculated to pre-
vent realistic actlon in international politics. The
treaty process, careful analysis of legal obligations,
concepts of "rights" in the arena of international
politics, emphasis on forms-~thls 1s the thrust of the

lawyer.15

Dahl also mentioned the lawyer-like tendency of Senators to

1BIbid., p. 134; see also George B. Galloway, Con-

regs at the Orossroads (New York: Crowell, 1946), p. 384
for data on the 54th and 79th Congresses; Madge M. Mckinney,
"The Personnel of the Seventy-seventh Congress," American
Political Science Review, XXXVI (February, 1942), 67;
Donald R. Matthews, Unlted States Senators and Thelr World

(Chapel Hill: Univ. of North Carolina Press, 1960), is a
comprehensive analysis of the 80th-84th Congresses.
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conduct a word-analysis.
To the lawyer, words are declsive; 1f only the contract
1s properly drawn up, one may safely rely upon the court
to enforce its terms. As a result, debate in Congress
over foreign policy is often an inquiry into semantlcs
rather than a debate about whether the proposed actlon
symbollized by the words 1s or is not an appropriate
policy for achleving certain values %n a particular
context of international relations.'
Although many of the opponents cited linguistic confusion as
a reason for their objections to the peace commission's
draft, Senator Lodge's approach exemplifies the appropriate-
ness of Dahl's cbservation. Lodge sald:
The language of these articles does not appear to me
t0 have the precision and unmistakeable character which
a constitution, a treaty, or a law ought to represent.
The language only too frequently 1s not the language
of laws or statutes. The artlicle concerning manda-
tories, for example, contalns an argument and a statement
of exlsting conditions. Arguments and historical facts
have no place in a statute or a treaty. Statuatory and
legal language must assert and command, not argue and
describe. 1T
The point is this: debate in Congress often evolves into a
debate over semantics. Senators appear more concerned over
the worde in a document than the proposal itself. For ex-
ample, the word "disputes" meant to league critics "any
trouble" between nations; the terms of the covenant clearly
indicated that disputes meant "incldents likely to provoke
war." Often critics appeared to add a word in thelr inter-
pretation of the "meaning" of an article. In the controversy

over article 10, league critics referred to the "guarantee"

16pan1, p. 135. :

17Cong. Rec., 5, 4520.



35

of exlsting territorial boundaries; article 10 merely stated,

"the Council shall advise."

Description of the Indirect Audience

Modern techniques of direct polling, accompanied by
tests of attitudes, were not prevalent in the early 1900's.
The Literary Digest conducted a comparatlvely comprehenslve
poll of newspapers during this period but the results were
published after Congress had adjourned. During this first
phase of the controversy some indices of public opinion were
avallable to the Senators which could indlicate how the Amer-
ican people might react to possible arguments.

Up to the start of the war there was virtually no
dissent in the "thinking parts of the Unlted States from the
ldea of an organized peace to replace the old drifting policy
which always had and forever must lead to war."1®  An anail-
y8is of newspaper editorial comment durlng the six weeks
prior to September 8, 1917, revealed 152 comments on league
principles with 149 in favor.!9 Two years later the Literary
Digest reported that "the majority of our papers regard the
experimeht as tremendously worth trylng."20 The Review of
Reviews editorialized: "Never . . . has any President been
as strongly supported. . . . He may go to Europe feeling that
the country is behind him wlth hearty and sympathetlec

18Flem1ng, Pe 13,
19Bartiett, p. 89.
201X (March 8, 1919), 11=13.
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support."2! Senator Watson, Indiana, told Lodge:

I don't see how we are golng to defeat this proposition.

It appears to me that 80 per cent of the people are for

it. Fully that percentage of the preachers are right

now advocating it. Churches are very largely favoring

1t, all the people who have been burdened and oppressed

by thls awful tragedy of war and who lmagine that this

opens a way to world peace are for it.22
The Wichlta Eagle recorded midwestern sentiments as of
,December, 1918: "There has been no opposition until lately"
to the peace program.23 A national women's conference, at-
tended by 760 delegates, adopted a resolution in favor of
the league as "the only way to prohibit future wars."24

One of the major projects of the League to Enforce

Peace was to hold reglonal congresses dquring the month of
February, 1919. Nine clties were selected: New York,
Boston, Chicago, Minneapolls, Portland, San Francisco, Salt
Lake City, St. Louls and Atlanta. Well-known speakers such
as Taft, Lawrence Lowell and Henry Morgenthau travelled some
8,000 miles and dellivered 175 addresses to approximately
300,000 people. Every congress passed a resolution favoring
the league 1dea. A sample resolutlion drawn up by the At~
lantic congress in New York stated: "We are convinced that

the public opinion of the United States 1s in favor of a

league of nations to malntaln the peace of the world."25

2 22

1Cite«d in Cranston, p. 39. Ibid., pp. 48-49,
23¢ited in Fleming, p. 67n.

24Washing$og Post, February 12, 1919, p. 3.

25Bartlett, pp. 114=115,
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One study sums up the general pro-league attitude of
the people.

There 1s every evldence that the overwhelming majority

of the Amerlican people were prepared, in the early spring
of 1919, to approve the Treaty of Versallles and Ameri-
can membership in the League of Nations. Newspaper
pells, resolutlons adopted by thirty-two state legls-
latures, the declarations of labor unions, farm groups,
women's organlzations, and professional assoclations,

all substantiate thls interpretation of public op:Ln:!.on.26

Apparently the league supporters in Congress shared this
view; Wilson did as he left for Paris.

On the other hand, Senatorial league critlcs were
not wilthout support. The first murmurings of discontent
could be noticed 1n the election results of 1918, although
no election is decided on a single issue. One fact did
emerge from that contest; domestic 1ssues were not completely
overshadowéd by the war. After the armlstice the concern
over domestic affalrs became even more paramount.

The year 1919 was marked by skyrocketing infla®ion,
violent and dlsturbing industrial dlsputes, the out-
break of bloody race riots in half a dozen cltles, and
a pervaslve fear of the Bolshevik activity which was
belleved to underlie much of the social unrest of the
period. These 1ssues began to steal newspaper head-
lines and force forel affairs further and further
into the background.

Another wrliter substantiates this concluslon.

At the same tlme that men were drawing back from foreign
contracts, they were enlarglng thelr personal ambitions.
Wartlime prosperity had created a new and swollen middle
class. Millions of people were anxious to relax their

26Foster Rhea Dulles, America's Rise to World Power:
1898-1954 (New York: Harper & Bros., 1955), p. 115.

2T1pid., p. 117,
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tenslons and to enjoy thelr status in old-fashloned
tranquility. Isolationism was part of the acute nos-
talgla for the good 0ld days--for clgar store wooden
Indians, for the Police Gazetie, and for Casey who
waltzed with a strawberry blonde. The lmpression was
wldespread that 1f we could shake off the responsibil-
itles of the world, we could turn the clock back to a
normality that had known no high costs of living, no
income taxes, no small and oppressed nations, no
grisly Rggs, no thought of grticle X or a League of
Nations.

According to Arthur S. Link, the fear of the Russlan
Bolsheviks was partially Jjustified.

The triumph and establishment of the Bolshevlk dictator-
ship in Russia in November 1917, the ensulng spread of
communism into Germany, Hungary, and other parts of
Europe, and especlally the formation in Moscow on

March 2, 1919, of the Third Intermational, or Comintern,
as 1t came to be known . . . set off a wave of new
hysteria in the United States. No other development of
the postwar era so well reflected the insecurity of the
American people as the way in which they reacted to
fantastic rumors of an equally fantastlc Bolshevik up-
rising in their midst.29

Some of the rumors were based on fact: the trial of Victor
Berger, Soclallst Congressman from Mllwaukee; the Seattle
strike on February 6, 1919, publicized as the work of the
Bolsheviks and the IWW; the proposed plot in April to assas-
sinate governors, judges, Cabinet members and other offi-
clals. An instance of thé hysterla occurred in Indlana
where a naturalized cltizen was acquitted for killing an

alien who had shouted, "To Hell with the United States."50

285011g Adler, The Isolationist Impulse: Its
Twentieth~-Century Reactlon (New York: Abelard-Schumen Ltd.,
1957), D 9%4. '

29 merican Epoah (New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 1955),
Pe 241,

301pid., pp. 241-243,
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Some people opposed the league because of thelr con-
cern for America. Some adopted the philosophy: "We should
not trade the Alladin's lamp of nationalism for a cheap,
hastlly constructed, foreign-made lamp of international-
ism."3! Another way of expressing concern over nationalism
came from Missouri:

We were a nlce prosperous nation when we were just

ourselves. Now 1f some blatherskite 1s not working up

some sort of a drive for money, old clothes or nightles

for the down~trodden . . . some other thimb%g head 1s

kicking and screaming for internationalism. .
Soldiers in Europe set to music thelr thoughts concerning
national interests:

We drove the Boche from Across the Rhine

The Kalser from his throne.

Oh, Lafayette, we've pald our debt,

For Christ's sake, send us home.
In short, not all of the people shared the oplnlion that Amer-
ica should be the hope of the world as the leader of the pro-
posed league of natlions.

Specific groups were also in disagreement with league
principles. The educational leaders of the country had mem-
bers who volced complaints. From Princeton, two volces lent
encoufagement to the rejectionists. Professor Phillip Brown

considered the league too daring an experiment; he was un-

willing to gamble with America's destiny. Professor Edward

31cited in Adler, p. 98.
321p4d., p. 99.

35114,
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Corbin maintained that the entire concept of league member-
shlp was contrary to the framework of American constitutional
government. David Jayne H1ll, former President of the Uni-
verslty of Rochester, was one of the most outspoken educators.
To H11ll the leaglie was a conspliracy of the victors to unite
agelnst the rest of mankind; such a scheme was entlrely con-
trary to traditional American policy.34 Some of the Jour-
nalists also began to reject the principles of international
Involvement. George Harvey, consumed with an intense hatred
of Wilson, was the most vitrliolic of the fourth estate.
Others Jolned his theme, 1f not with his intensity: Boston
Transcript, New York Sun, Washlngton Post, Kansas Clty Star,
Chicago Tribune and the entire Hearst chain,35

One group of antl-league support was specifically
damaging to the Wilson program. After 1912 Wilson became
the champion of the liberal element in politics; séme his-
torians even contribute Wilson's narrow victory in 1916 to
liberal support.36 The liberals flrst showed some concern
with Wilson over America's role in the war. Many more became
disillusioned over his concept of "reforming" Europe.

Many liberals who had heretofore generously supported
both the domestic and forelgn policies of the Wilson

341p1d., p. 107

35Wash1ngton Post, December through April, 1918~
1919; Cranston, ppe. 170-171, for data on Hearst papers and
49-50, 109-113, for information on Harvey's Weekly; Fleming,
pp. 118=120, 165=169, 190-194, for others.

36Dulles, p. 115; Adler, p. 50.
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administration . . . strongly resented a settlement
that seemed to them to perpetuate the basle evils of
the 0ld order rather than to provide any hope for re-~
allzing the war ailms of democracy. From theilr point
of view, the Lea%ue was an agency deslgned to freeze
the status quo.>
Another writer's analysis substantiates this conclusion.
Wilson's fallure to placate them Ehe liberals] , to
prepare them for anything but a utopian peace, was to
prove a fatal mlstake. Growlng liberal unrest thus
formed the seventh factor in the creation of an anti-
Wilson coslition. The group expected too much from
the peace. If disappolnted, they were ready to give up
hope of reforming Europe and to geturn to thelr older
task of cleaning house at home.J
Not only did the liberal defection hurt the pro~league cause
but thelr relectlon of Wilson gave anti-league critics a
pfopaganda weapon to use: "Even former supporters reject
Wilson's own proposal."”

The hyphenate groups constituted another segment of
the public which was fundamentally anti-league. The estab~
lished group of Irish-Americans, German~Americans and Italian-
Americans were jolned by the Czechs, Poles, Latvians, Slavs
and Hungarians who were stlirred to actlon by a mutual desire
to see thelr former countrlies benefit from the spolls of the
war. German~ and Austrlan~Amerlcans were naturally hostile
to the administration which had led America to war agalnst
thelr homeland. In order to obtaln the support of David

Lloyd George, Wilson also allenated the Irish-American

37Dulles, p. 111,

38Adler, p. 51; the chapter "The Liberal Defection"
contalns more detalled information.
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contingency. To please all these splinter groups was impos-
slble as the good wlll of some could only be obtained at the
expense of another. The outcome of the Fiume controversy was
bound to alienate either the sons of Italy or Yugoslavia; the
Shantung settlement might please the Japanese-Americans but
would be completely unpalatable to the Chinese- and German-
Americans.>?

Although their individual memberships were not large,
the following groups were qulte active during this period.

The hundred percenters carried the nationalistic dogma
to a point where they began to talk like home-grown
fascists. A magazine entitled Amerlca First wanted to
bring patriotism to homes and schools. Senator Borah
thought the name "perfectly captivating." The True
American Publishing Company dedicated itself to fight-
ing the athelists who kept the name of God out of the
Ireaty of Versailles. The league of Loyal Americans
promised to fight for "One Tongue, One Ideal and One
Flag." The blographer, Louis A. Coolidge of Boston,
headed the Sentinels of the Republic, whlle an American
Flag movement almed to put the national colors in each
home in the land. Springing up indigenously all over
the country, these organlzations represented the stir-
rings of a revived nationallism. Whatever thelr im-
medlate purpose or pet phobla, they all shared one
thing in common: they looked back at an earlier America
that had been shlelded from the world anﬁ they de-
manded an end to European entanglements.40

The doctrine of nationallism was one which would appeal to
immigrants and nativists, progressives and reactionaries,
insular politicians and career diplomats, Democrats and Re-
publicans.

In short, those seeking to damn the league would not

391pid., pp. 75-92.

401144., p. 116.
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always face a hostile audience. They could appeal to those
who overwhelmingly denied the pragmatism of the covenant; to
those who wanted thelr sons back home; to those who suspected
anything forelgn, exemplified by the popularity of "victory
cabbage" as semantic validity for the consumption of sauer-
kraut. Above all, they could appeal to those who loved
their country.

Anti~league speakers indicated that they intended to
make this appeal to the lndirect audience. Borah told
Frank A. Munsey, editor of the New York Sun, that 1f the
people were informed of the "real detalls" of Wilson's pro-
posal, the plan would be defeated by an avalanche of publlc
1ndignation.41 When Lodge suggested that they offer some
gsort of substitute proposal, Borah dlsmlissed the counter-
plan approach: "I told him I would never agree to anything
taking us into the league of natlons . . . we could arouse
public opinion to the point where we could defeat the League
on 1ts merits."42

The debate may have been in the Senate chambers but
the audlence also extended from ocean to ocean. The people
who favored the league appeared to be in the majority; the
pressure of thelr endorsement was felt in capital ecity. If
that endorsement could be changed to acqulescence or even to

condemnation, league critics might succeed in thelr endeavors,

g

*paler, pp. 102=103.
42Lodge, p. 148.
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whether the particular purpose was to postpone the vote, to

amend the covenant, or to reject the treaty.

Argument Analysls

Three separate dlvisions of league critics sought
three distincet goals: postponement, amendment and rejection.
The arguments used during this initlal phase of the contro-
versy were not as distdnct. In appeallng for amendment, the
effect was often manifested in rejecting the vote; in appeal-
ing for rejection, the effect was often an amendment for the
covenant. Labelling a glven argument by its goal is diffi-
cult due to the interrelationship of design and effect.
Nevertheless, three major contentlons of league critics are
clear: the covenant should not be accepted at the present
time; the covenant has certaln undeslrable features; and the
covenant should be rejected altogether. The followlng sec~-
tions will analyze each of these contentlions and the support-
ing arguments used in thelr development.

The Covenant Should Not Be Accepted
at the Present Time

'Some critics claimed not to be anti-league in prin-
ciple but simply preferred to settle the war before becoming
enmeshed 1in plannling the peace. The question which these
critics had to answer was: "How can we postpone this meas-
ure without creating an unfavorable lmage in the eyes of the
voters?" Two answers were avallable. The first was to put

the question of America's membership in the league of nations
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to a vote by the people; the second was to show the people
the deslirablility of settling the peace terms flrst. Both
approaches had persuasive merit; both arguments were de-
veloped.

The Pgople Should Have an Opportunity
to Vote on the Covenant

Wllson had asked Congress not to initlate debate on
the peace terms untlil he had time to discuss the matter with
them. Senator Vardaman, Misslissippi, selzed thls oppor-
tunity to appeal to the electorate. How could the Senate
be sure, how could the people be sure that the covenant was
the right approach to world peace? Vardaman was not sure:

"I would not take the step the President 1s asking the Ameri-
can people to take without invoking the assistance, criticism,
and the fullest investigation by all the people before taking
this important step."43 Of course, the peace should not be
held up while this investigation was taking place.

In the flrst major address attacking the covenant
draft, Senator Poindexter, Washlngton, spoke of submitting
the questlon to the electorate.

If this constitutlion 1s ratified without being sub-
mitted to the Amerlcan people in a political campaign,
where 1t shall have been made an 1lssue, and upon which
they will have had an opportunity to render Jjudgment
in an election, then self-government in America will

have dlisappeared. We are faclng an abyss and the ﬁmeri—
can people should not be led into it blindfolded.4

43Cong. Rec., 4, 3656.
M1vig., 4, 3746.
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In other words Polndexter would not just delay the vote 1n
the Senate but would postpone the vote untlil the next po-
litical election, some twenty months away. Poindexter's
purpose was to defeat the covenant altogether. His appeal’
to "let the people decide" demonstrated the manner in which
the various types of criticse blended their appeals. Time
would demonstrate the effectivensss of this interlocking
approsach.

Senator Hardwick, Georgla, endorsed Polndexter's
plan of placing the lssue before the people. Prior to cast-
ing their ballots, however, this Southern Senator had a llst
of questions which the voters would have to answer. He
asked thirty-three questions, one after another. Repre-
sentatlves of the 1list include:

Are you willing to pull down the stars and stripes?

Are you willing to strike from the calendar July Fourth?

Are you willing to return to the chains which our
fathers burst asunder?

Are you willing that the American eagle shall shrink
back into his shell?

Are you willing for Amerlcan people to lose their
ldentity and become a part of a great international
bolshevism? '

Could Patrick Henry have fired American patriotism by
exclaiming: Give me & league of crowned heads or
glve me death?45

There was no appeal to patriotism that could not be found in
one of the questions, often repeated in another. A negative
answer to these questlons meant a negative vote on the

league.

Hardwick's speech revealed how much personality can

451bid., 5, 4704.
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affect a speaker's selection of arguments. He had been de-
feated the previous November by an admlpnistratlon-endorsed
candidate. His hatred of the administration in general, and
Wilson in particular, was evident. He had seen "the three
branches destroyed by an Executive who, with the lash of
war in his hands, has usurped the powers of Congress."
Having absorbed all the powers in America, this executive
proceeded to "take them all to Europe and in a ship by mock-

ery the George Washington and proposed to ﬁand them over to

a league of netions."#6 Thus Hardwick spoke not only for
postponing the vote but also appealed to those who were in-
censed by the leglslatlive-executive struggle, to those who
upheld the principles of "no entangling alliances," and to
those who feared the forelgn domination of the league. The
purpose of the speech was much anti-Wilson as it was anti-
league; still the effect would be the same.

The postponement critics argued that the final de-
clsion on the acceptabllity of the covenant should be made
by the people. The Washington Post had suggested the means
by which the question could be settled: samend the Constl-
tution. Hlstory records the hesitancy which the people have
had in altering that baslc document. Undoubtedly league
critics intended to capitallze on the reluctance to take

that "last drastic step."

461p1d., 5, 4705.
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Peace with Germany Should Be
Settled Flrst

The other argument used to develop thls major con-
tentlon had its origln in the Knox Resolution on December 3,
1918. 1In essence Knox resolved that any plans for the league
of nations should be postponed untll the peace terms had been
settled. On February 26, 1919, Senator Cummins, Iowa, sald:

It is my opinion that we should first dispose of
Germany, and that immedliately thereafter the peace con-
ference now assembled In Paris should make a determined
efforz7for peace among all natlons and for all time to
come.

During the final days of the sixty-~fifth sesslion the argument
had made a clrcle and was agaln developed by Knox:

Let the discussion of a league of nations be postponed
for later consideratlon not alone by the victorlous
belllgerents but by all the nations 1f and when at
some future time a general confeﬁgnce of this subjlect
may be both possihle and useful.

Senator Poindexter's approach summarized the league
eritics' position:

There are two divisions of men upon thls question,

One of these divlislons advocates the proposition that
before we establish present peace we should provide, by
gsome yet 1ll-defined means, for permanent peace. The
other division of men who are interested 1ln this great
questlon belleves . . . that the first duty of the
world 1s to establlsh present peace, to restore order
in Europe, and that instead of satlsfylng ourselves
with expresslions of 1lnterest in the future welfare of
manklnd the leaders of Govermments should demonstrate
thelr sincerlity by relieving.the present suffering
which affiicts the world.*9

4T1bid., 5, 4310. 4B1p1d., 5, 4692-4693,

491v1d., 3, 3746; other Senators who similarly
argued include Sterling, 2, 1314-1318, and Hale, 3, 2598-
2599.
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Who could deny the efflcacy of this development? League
supporters would have to argue agalnst the curtaillment of
suffering or argue for the necesslty to bypass the present
in consldering the future. Most league supporters dld not
speak during these final days.
On March 4, the Senate Republicans made the most ef-
fectlve presentation of the argument with their slignatures
on the "Round-Robin." Lodge knew the resolution could not
be discussed without unanimous consent; the consent was not
gilven. Nevertheless these few words were as effective as
1f the resolutlon had been under consideration for weeks.
ﬁesol%ed by the Senate of the United States In the dis-
charge of 1its Constitutional duty of advice in regard
to treaties, that it ls the sense of the Senate that
whlle 1t 1s thelr sincere desire that the natlions of
the world should unite to promote peace and general
disarmament, the constitution of the league of nations
in .the form now propoded to the peace conference should
not be accepted by the Unlted States; and be it
Resolved further, that it 1s the sense of the Senate
that the negotlations on the part of the Unlted States
should immediately be dlrected to the utmost expedlition
of the urgent business of negotlating peace terms with
Germany satlisfactory to the United States and the na-
tlons, with whom the United States 1s assoclated in the
war against the German government, and that the pro-
posal for a league of nations to insure the permanent
peace of the world should gs then taken up for careful
and serious consideration.

In the turmoll that followed few noticed the important

qualification, "in the form now proposed"; fewer still ana-

lyzed the list of signatures to see that it included out-

going Senators as well as Senators-elect. Even with these

501bid., 5, 497"
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two limiting factors the point was clear: "If you want a
league of natlons you stand a better chance of success if
the Senate has time to consider the matter."

The arguments used to develop the major contention
calling for postponement were certainly cogent. The argu-
ments were designed for those who loved America; for those
who wanted an end to war and a beginning to the reconversion
to peace; for those who bellieved the people had a right to
make the decision. DPeople had sacrificed during the war;
they could not be expected to continue that sacrifice in-
deflnitely. The armistice had been signed in November and
by March there was stlill no peace settlement.

In short, the invention of the league critlcs was
effective. Thelr cholce of toplcs and development had an
appeal with which a majority of their audlence, both Senators
and citlzens, could identify. In addition, the league pro-
ponents were put in a position of saying "act now, think
- later." This awkward position might well account for the
small number of speeches which were glven on behalf of the

covenant.

The Covenant Has Certaln Undesirable Features

The terms of the covenant were made public on
February 15, 1919. At that point league critics focused on
the undesirable features of the document as reasons why they
objected to the league of nations. To some, the covenant

would always be objectlionable; to other critics, necessary
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revisions in the structure might make league membershlp a
possibility. Two arguments were used to develop thls major
contentlon: the covenant interferes with American sover-
elgnty; and the covenant does not adequately provide for

peace.

The Covenant Interferes wlth

American Soverelgnty
The philosophy behind thils argument was that the

nations of the world would have an opportunity, as league
members, to lnterfere with American sovereign rights. To
reproduce the argument-development would mean the reproduc-
tion of the Congressional Record for this period. Irre-
concllables used the argument as often as they spoke.51 Yet
almost every man who spoke against the proposed draft was

"worried about America's future." Apparently no one wanted

~to face the electorate the next year as un-Amerlcan. Most

of the critics merely developed the general theme of sover-
eignty-loss; others made speclfic reference to the particular
rights which would be lost.

Senator Sterling initlated one of the earller phases
of the general theme. He noted the varlous colonies had to
glve up thelr sovereignty to form the United States and "this

18 the one mighty obstacle in the way of a league."52

51according to Holt, p. 303, anti-league speeches out-
numbered pro-league efforts three to one wlith lrreconcllables
dellvering two out of every three anti-leagus addresses.

520ong. Rec., 2, 1314-1318.
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Senator Hale's comment exemplifies the early development of
the argument: "When all is sald and done, Mr. President, the
American people are for America first, and they have no de-
gire nor intentlon to wander very far from the falth and
teachings of theilr fathers.">3 Senators used some form of
this argument until the draft was published in mid-February;
they then became more speclfic in thelr attacks.

Most of the speakers used the argument to advocate
rejection of the league principles. Poindexter made his po-
sltion clear:

We have had but few wars, and have avolded war by avold-
ing the cause of war. We are now asked to avold war by
multiplying immeasureably the cause of war, and by sur-
rendering to a hetgrogeneous league o£ diverse races
our soyerelgn rights and privileges.5
Another advocate of rejlection was Senator Borah. On Feb-
ruary 21, he delivered his speech entitled "Americanism."
Borah's thesis was that England would not only dominate the
league but would surrender nothing in the process. On the
other hand America would surrender her entire tradition of
forelgn policy; she would surrender nationallsm to an ever=~
menaclng internationalism. The national state must be cast
aside: "That is disclosed in every line and paragraph of
this instrument. It begins with the preamble and ends with

the last article."”®® As an indication of the distortion

531pid., 3, 2598-2599; other Senators who similarly
argued include Myers, 2, 1318, and Watson, 2, 1318-1319,

54%Tpid., 4, 3746,
551bid., 4, 3915.
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which many rejectlonists used, the actual words of the pre-

amble read:

In erder to promote internstlonal cooperation and to
secure international peace and security by the ac-
ceptance of obligations not to resort to war, by the
prescription of open, just and honorable relatlions
between nations, by the firm establishment of the under-
takings of international law as the actual rule of con-
duct among Governments, and by the maintenance of Jjustice
and & scrupulous respect for all treaty obligations in
the dealings of organized peoples with one another, the
powers slgnatory to thils covenagt adopt this constitu-
tion of the league of nations.”

Where 1s the abolishment of the national state? Neither the

preamble nor any of the articles in the covenant would Justify

the conclusion of the Senator from Idaho.

The Idahoan was not one tc present undocumented
points, however.27 As substantiation for the evils of inter-~
nationalism he read from a book by Leon Trotzky, the
Bolshevekl and World Peace: "The present war is at bottom a
revolt of the forces of production against the pollitical form
of natlon and state. I means the collapse of the national
state as an independent economic unit."58 Boreh dld not re-
veal the connection he saw between the author of the book and
the authors of the covenant. At another point he used

Theodore Roosgevelt as an authority. Roosevelt's statement

56Ibid., 4, 3408; the covenant was placed into the
Record on Febhruary 16.

5Twaldo W. Braden, "The Bases of William E. Borah's
Speech Preparation," QJS, XXXIII (1947), 28~30; "William E.
Borah's Benate Speeches on the League c¢f Nations, 1918~
1920," Speech Monographs, X (1943), 59-60.

580ong. Rec., 4, 3915.
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was:

Any man who says he is an American but something else
also isn't an American at all. We have room for but one
flag, the Amerlican flag. . . . We have room for but one
language, and that 1s the English language; for we in-
tend to see that the cruclble turns our people out as
Americans, of American natlonallity, and not as dwellers
in a polyglot boarding house; and we have room for but
one soul loyalty.>59
Again Borah falled to demonstrate how the proposed league
was golng to replace the American flag or the English lan-
guage. Borah would be the first to point out England's
domination of the league yet he did not explain why this
damination would not occur through the use of the English
language. As a matter for fact, the league covenant was
printed in English as well as French which for centuries had
been the traditional diplomatlc language for international
discourse.

As part of his attack on February 26, Senator Cummins
argued against the loss of American sovereignty. The cove~
nant, and especlally article 10, was "the most destructive,
unjust, and reactlionary proposal which was ever submitted to
the American people." Americans loved peace and "will devote
all our intelligence, all our efforts, to attailn it; but,
glr, we wlll not surrender our right to llive under our own

institutions, to worshlp at the shrine of our own patriots."so

Senator Knox proposed four areas in which the

591p1d., 3916.

01p14., 5, 4316.
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covenant must be tested to prove its acceptabllity. The
third test was: "Are the principles of the proposed cove-
nant destructive of our sovereignty?" They were.

e ¢« o we are to give up the power to say when we shall

have war, when peace, whait shall our army number, how

many vessels of war shall we have, how, when, where, and

under what conditions shall our Army and Navy be used,

vhen shall our treaties be binding, what shall our

treatment of commerce be, how great shall our gift of

funds to other powers be, and, therefore, how great

the tribute shall we pay. Consider all these, and you

cannot but say that our sovereignty has in matters of

national 1ife and death been destroyed.b!
Utilizing the principle of restatement he applied his fourth
test: "Will this plan, if put into operation, threaten our
national independence and 1ife?" To hils previous answer he
added historical examples and testimony from Jefferson,
Monroe and Richard Olney, Secretary of State durlng the
Venezuelan boundery dispute. He also employed anticipatory
refutation, cautioning against anyone's use of the covenant
to oppose his conclusions as the covenant was filled with
"vague and general prescriptions and poorly worded declara-
tions." He might well have saved his time as only a handful
of league supporters took the floor during this flirst phase;
fewer stlll utilized the articles of the covenant as a basis
for thelr defense.

To continue a 1list of the Senators who similarly

argued would not add to the analysis. The refraln was the

same; the purpose was rejection.

T

611p14., 5, 4692.
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Some of the speakers used the loss of soverelgnty
argument to reason why the covenant should be amended.
Senator Owen, Oklahoma, was normally & loyal administration
Democrat., Still, the permanency of membership ilmposed by
article 1 of the covenant would have to be altered to make
league membership more desirable.62 Senator Lenroot,
Wisconsin, did not want to reject the league but he certalnly
wanted it made safe for America. He urged his auditors: "A
league of nations, yes; but the American people wlll not be
for such a league as may prevent America from reallzing her
own ideals, achleving her own destiny."03 To most league
critics, however, the covenant was too much a threat to
American soverelgnty to warrant amendment; the more frequent
reaction was rejection.

League supporters trled to refute the charges of lost
soverelgnty in two ways: the other nations would lose their
goverelgnty as well; and America sacrifices some part of her
ngtional soverelgnty any time she signs an international
treaty. The welght of persuas}on was probably on the side of
the critics. As for the Senate, that body was always jealous
of anyone infringing on thelr rights. Many of them were still
upset over the way Wilson had apparently "taken over" treaty-
making. They could easlly visualize a league of natlons in
which America had but one volce. They could easily picture

621p1a., 4, 4323,

631p14., 4, 4572.
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the role of the Senate steadily decreasing in importence. If
there were any seeds of doubt in thelr minds, the general
theme of thls argument would certainly fertilize the growth
of those doubts. As for the Amerlican public, the average
citizen knew little about international relations. He did
know ébout the greatness of his mother country. To his ears
the words of the critics made sense. Naturally America should
not sacrifice herself to the growing unrest of international-
ism; of course, 1f there is a cholce to be made between
America and the rest of the world, the selection is clear.
He was not concerned with the sovereignty of other nations,
but of America's sovereignty. America might be the "hope of
the world" but she must remain "his" hope as well.

Thus, the league critics had an advantage. The pur-
pose behind most of the development of the argument was re-
Jection. Amendment would have to be extensive enough to
move the focus from international cooperatlon to an inter-
natlonal soclety based upon the principles of Americanism.

In addition to the general application of the loss
of Amerlcan soverelgnty argument, league critlics highlighted
three specific ramifications of this loss.

1. The covenant would nullify the principle of the

Monroe doctrine.

2. The covenant would interfere with administration of
domestic policies.

3. The covenant provides no way for America to withdraw
membership.

These speclific minor arguments are lmportant because of the

effect which they had in amending the briginal covenant draft.
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The Covenant Would Nullify the
Principle of the Monroe Doctrine.

Even before the covenant terms were known, league
critics decried any principle which would permit the nullifi-
cation of the Monroe doctrine. Poindexter attacked the pro-
posed league on that basis.

If the plan 1ls adopted, the power of determination has
gone from the Unlted States. It 1s in the hands of an
alien power; 1t 1s in the hands of rival powers; it is
in the hands of Europe. The United States wlll have
surrendered its birthrights; it wlill have glven up the
epirit as well as the fact of sovereignty. Your Monroe
doctrine wlll be absorbe% in your league of nations.
It will become obsolete.o%
Criticlism in these early hours was not limited to the "bitter-
enders." Senator Lodge asked in December of 1918:
Are we ready to abandon the Monroe doctrine and to leave
it to other nations to say how American questions
should be settled and what steps we shall be permitted

to take in order go guard our own safety or to protect
the Panama Canal?05

In mid-February the covenant terms produced an out-
burst of violent objectlons that the league would abrogate
the doctrine. Senators Borah, New, King, Frellnghuysen and
John Smith immedlately obJected. Frelinghuysen, New Jersey
Senator, sald: "I stand for Americanism and the Monroe
doctrine; this violates both." Senator John Smith, Maryland,

wanted "America to mind her own business, defend the Monroe

doctrine and the exlsting balance of power." These and

64Con « Rec., 65th Cong., 2nd Sess., 1918, LVI,
Part 11, 1153&.

651114., 3rd Sess., 1919, LVII, Part 1, T24.
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slmilar remarks reported by the Washington Post seemed to
indlcate that any doubts harbored'by league opponents con-
cerning the doctrine were now justified.66
During the remalning three weeks of the sixty-flfth
Congress the argument was used agalin and again. Outside the

Chamber the New York Sun, Washington Post, Kansas Clty Star,

Spokane Review, Harvey's Weekly and the Hearst and McCormilck

chalns carried stories and editorlals which echoed the
Senate's claims that the doctrine would become obsolete.67
By March 15, the effects of the argument could be
partlally measured. A Washington correspondent of the New
York World told readers that hls lnformatlon indicated that
the major criticisms of the league were three in number; the
protection of the principle of the Monroe doctrine was one
of the three.68 Sensator Hitchcock, Nebraska, gave Wilson
four prospective amendments to the covenant draft which the
Majority Leader sald typifled the responses from many sec-
tions of the country; one of these reflected a concern for
preserving the Monroe doctrine.69 On March 18, Taft sent
Wilson a telegram which pleaded for action to spec&fically

exclude the doctrine from league Jurisdiction.7o Ten days

66pebruary 16, 1919, p. 10.

67supfa, p. 40, 35n.

68Cited in Literary Digest, LX (March 15, 1919,

13-16.

6901ted in Cranston, p. 90.

70¢ited in Fleming, p. 183.
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later, Taft, Lowell and Tumulty jointly authored a more
anxlious telegram,

Friends of the covenant are seriously alarmed over re-

port that no amendment wlll be made more specifically

safeguarding Monroe Doctrine. At full meeting of execu-

tive committee of League to Enforce Peace, wilth thirty

members from elghteen states present, unanimous opinion

that without such amendment Republican Senators will

certainly defeat ratification of treaty, because public

opinion will sustain them.T! |

History records the serles of compromises that

Wilson was forced to make with the other powers to obtaln
the amendment. On April 11, 1919, the newly worded article
21 made clear that the guarantees provided by the Monroe
doctrine would not be pre-empted by the League of Natlons.
Article 21 read:

Nothing in thls covenant shall be deemed to affect the

validity of internatlonal engagements, such as treatles

of arbitration or regional understandings like the

Monroe Doctrine, for securing the maintenance of

peace.’2 .
This clarification should have ended the discussion but
league critics were not to be silenced. . Desplte the specific
wording of "regional" they read the word “international" and
began thelr attacks anew.!-

Thus the effectiveness of the argument cannot be

denied. That Wilson had to secure the amendment at all was

1101ted‘in Cranston, p. 91,

T2pitman B. Potter, The Covenant of the League of
Nations: Text, Index, Interpretations (New York: Carnegie
Endowment, 19275, p..23; hereafter clted as League Text.

73Lodge's comment was typlcal: "It's not inter-
national; it's all ours.”
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due entirely to league critics as he had long belleved that
the covenant was an extension of the Monroe doctrine, not a
nullification.
The Covenant Interferes with Ad-
ministration of Domestic Policles

To some league critics the most undeslrable feature
of the covenant was the league's interference with America's
adninlstration of purely domestic pollicles. Some of the pol-
lcles most frequently referred to were immigration, main-

tenance of the armed forces and the ﬁroposed mandate system.

Interference with lmmlgration procedures.--Some
critics argued that the league threatened United States im-
migration policlies. As early as 1917, Lodge had asked Con=-

gress:

Is 1t possible that anyone who wishes to preserve our
standards of life and labor can be drawn into a scheme
velled by glittering and glancing generallitles which
would take from us our soverelgn right to decide for
ourselves the vital questlion 2f the excluslon of
Mongolian and Aslatic labor??

Two years later, on February 26, the basis of the argument
had not changed. Segnator Cummins wondered what would happen
if Japan protested America's restriction of Oriental laborers
and took the matter to the league for arbitration.
Suppose 1t should be declded against the Unlted States;
suppose 1t should be decided that the Unlted States

ought to admit the subjects of Japan not only to our
borders, but to our cltlizenship upon the same terms on

p 7400ng. Rec., 18t Sess., 1917, LV, Part 3, 2364~
23 50 :
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which we admit the cltizens or subjects of Great

Britain, France, or Italy? Then the council would

recommend that subjects of the Japanese Emplire should

be admitted to the Unlted States upon the same terms

g%ﬁgrtﬁ:tiﬁﬁ:.?givileges accorded to the subjects of
If Amerlca honored this decision, as articles 12 and 15 would
force her to do, Orientals would overrun the country. If she
did not honor the decision and tried to uphold her conviction
she would have "committed an act of war against all the other
nations of the league, which would lead to the severance
automatically of all trade of financlal relations between our
country and the world."76 Cummins summarized his objJection:
"It would seem that the framers of this remarkable document
considered 1t more important that our territory should remain
intact than our right to say what men and women should live
within our borders."?7 Cummins was either unaware of the
error in hls loglc or he deliberately distorted the covenant.
To enyone familiar with the wording of the document, and its
terms had recelved wlde publlclty, the idea of the league
forcing the United States to give immigrants citizenship was
absurd.

Outside the Senate, the immigratlion-interference

argument was also used and equally distorted. President

Wilson's meeting with the Foreign Relations Committees at

75gong. Rec., 3rd Sess., 1919, LVII, Part 5, 4310.
T61pid., 5, 4311.

TTIvid., 5, 4316.
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the White House was described by the New York Sun: "The

President stated with finality that the United States must
surrender vltal points of soverelgnty; Chinese and Japanese
exclusion goes out of American control into the hands of
league control."78 The Sun's documentation were statements
attributed to Senators Knox, Lodge, Brandegee, McCumber and
Hitchcock. Within two weeks both Democratic Senator Hitch-
cock and Republican Senator McCumber completely refuted
these claims while Senators Knox, Lodge and Brandegee re-
mained silent.

Despite the bipartisan refutation, friends of the
league were fighting a losing battle. Critics were inter-
ested in raising the specter of a "Japanese invasion" which
they were obviously directing toward the west coast. This
aree had played an important part in the 1916 election, al~-
most electing as presldent Charles Evans Hughes. If the
people were not sollidly behind Wilson, then appealing to
them on the basls of an ethnic violation of their rights

might be effective persuasion, even if untrue.

Control of the armed forces.-=Critics charged that
the treaty interfered with domestlic policy in a second area
by regulating the size of America's army and navy. On Feb-
ruary 17, Senator Reed stated that he was opposed to "sur-

rendering America's right to manage her own affairs."’9

78¢1ted in Fleming, pp. 134=135,
T9%ashington Post, February 17, 1919, p. 1.
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Senator Poindexter clted five instances in which the league
had usurped the rights of the Senate, one of which concerned
the control of armed forces. League membership involved a
surrender of the "power and discretion of determining the
rules, methods, and disarmament, and the relative and ab-
solute slze of the Army and Navy."80 Hardwick added to
Poindexter's complaint.
First, the provision In the constitution of the league
of nations embraced ln article 8 of the instrument,
authorizing thls league to limit the armeaments of the
powers that are signatory to this agreement, is in
utter and irreconcilable conflict with Article 1,
section 8, clauses 12 and 13 of the Constltutlon of the
United States, which authorlze the Congress, and the
Congress alone, to organlze and maintain armles and to
provide and equip navies for the country. The Congress
of the United States has no right, in law or in morals,
to delegate that power to any agency on_this earth, or
to surrender 1t to any foreign country.8
Apparently the limitation of article 8, "reduction of na-
tional armaments to the lowest point conslistent with national
safety" had no meaning to these critics. Surely the Senate
had used "natlonal safety" as a criterion for the size of
America's armed forces in previous years. If the other
powers of the league agreed to the stipulation, "consistent
with national safety," why would the Senate need powers
above and beyond that 1imit?
None of the league critics had an answer to that

questlon nor was any speech dlscovered which asked it. The

8OCong. Rec., 4, 3748.

811p14., 5, 4702.
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point of the attack was to play upon the jealouslies which
surrounded the Senate and its powers. More than likely thelr
answer would have been: "Even if the size of the armed
forces would not be any larger, we would have made the de~

cision, not the league."

The question of mandates.--Perhaps the most unten-
able argument which treaty opponents used was thelr ob-
jection to the mandate system. Wilson wanted a system of
contrclling conquered territories similar to the relatlion-
ship the United States had with Cuba and the Fhillppines;
the colonlial powers predictably objected.e2 As word crossed

the Atlantic of thls opposition, Senator Lodge commented on

January 31:

We are apparently being involved in some sort of guar-
anty, elther with force or without force, to take care
of German possesslons in Africa and in the Pacific
Ocean. We seem t0 have lnvolved ourselves already in
serious differences with the Australlans and Boers of
South Africa-~-populations with which we have always
been most friendly and sympathetic. Our good relations
with Australia are of enormous importance. I do not
know exactly what we are doing, but we seem to be an-
noylng them very much; and in some method we are ap-
parently going to guarantee and sustaln and watch over
republics or States made up of Bantus and Hottentots,
and we are to be mgddling with it all the time in an
indefinite future.°>

Lodge's language, "annoylng, meddling, Bantus and Hottentots,
indefinite future," i1llustrates again the tendency of league

82Ray Stannard Baker, Woodrow Wilson and World
Settlement, 3 vols. (New York: Doubleday, Doran and Co.,
1923), I, 236-274, 329-333.

83Cong. Rec., 3, 2421,
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critlcs to try to persuade through the use of loaded lan~
guage .
The compromise between Wilson and the Colonial
powers was article 19, which provided that the German and
Austrian possessione "should be intrusted to advanced na-
tions, who, by reason of their resources, thelr experlience,
or their geographlical position, can best undertake this
responaibility."B4 The entlre article seemed harmless un-
t11 1t was dissected by Cummins on February 26.
This article is not only bad in and of itself, but it
is the grossest violation of our powers under the Con-
stitution that has ever fallen under my observation.
I can best examine it by taking a concrete instance of
what may happen under it, and I selected thils instance
because it is Whgt members of the league expect shall
happen under it. 5

This "concrete instance" was Turkey.

Although the covenant made no specific allocation of
territories, the vision of an "atheistic, sword-swinging,
dark-skinned" people would be well-suited to a speaker who
wanted emotlonal phrasing and distortion as his persuasive
weapons.,

Unquestlonably we have the right to acqulre territory
by conquest, and it is just as clear that we have the
right to acqulre it by purchase, but we have no con-
quered the Turkish Empire nor have we bought one foot
of 1ts soll. Moreover, when we acquire territory,
whether by conguest or purchase, 1t becomes the ter-
ritory of the United States, controlled by the laws

of the United States, and destined elther for ad-
mission as a State, or to be governed directly as a

841v14., 4, 3409.

8511p14., 4, 4313.
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Territory, 82 to be disposed of as the will of Congress
may direct.

In case his pathos was not sufficient, the Senator used
ethos to solidify his position. As a Congressman "who
quickly achleved a position of responsibility and prom-
inence," he was considered for the presidential nomination
in 1908 and was nominated in the Republican conventions of
1912 and 1916.87 He dangled these qualifications in front
of his auditors.
What I have sald I am quite willing to admit is a ques-
tion for lawyers, and if I shall ever hear of one who
affirms the validity of such a transaction I shall be
tempted to tear up my certificate of admission to the
bars of the courts of this country into little pleces
and consign the fragments to the flames, and there-~
after I shall do my best to forget that g ever belonged
to the honorable profession of the law.S
No less qualified a lawyer than William Howard Taft dlisagreed
with Cummins; he even criticized the mandate system as "not
going far enough."89
Stlll there 1s no record of any Congresslonal refu-
tatlon to the Senator's dlstortions despite the abundance of
logical appeals which could be made. The speech contalined

many errors of fact and erroneous suppositions. His as-

sumption that the "supervision of a mandate" meant the

861p14., 5, 4314,

8TE1vert W. Harrington, "Albert Baird Cummins: An
Analysis of a Logical Speaker," American Public Address, ed.
by Loren Reid (Columbia: University of Missourl Press,
1961), pp. 107-109.

8800n5. Rec., 5, 4314,

8901ted in Fleming, p. 116.
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"acquisition of territory by conquest or purchase" was a
flagrant violation of both logic and fact.
Senator Sherman also criticized the mandate system
but he elther did not read the provisions or wanted to mis-
interpret article 19.
Article 19 unloads the guardianship of Great Britain's
far-flung empire upon the Unlted States. Thls article
smells loudly of the professors. It sounds like a
lecture on ethnology, blended with an appeal to sub-
scribe liberally for foreign missions. Great Britain
and other European powers find increasing need for con-
centrating their forces near home. Addltional territory
in a distant part of the world 1s an undeslirable burden
at this time.J0

Britain's empire was not under discussion. Article 19

clearly stated that the objects for mandates were the pos-

sessions of the German and Austrian emplres.

The effectiveness of these arguments concernlng the
alleged threat of the league to domestic policles is evident.
Senator Hitchcock's proposal to Wilson called for the pro-
tection of national 1mmigration'procedures and proclaimed the
right of a nation to refuse mandatory powers. The New York
World 1list of major covenant criticisms included prospectlve
league interference with immigration procedures. Taft tele=-
graphed Wilson: "Addition to Article 15 will answer ob-
jection as to Japanese immigration."9! Senator Gore, Okla-

homa, quoted William Jennings Bryan as favoring an amendment

which would clearly guarantee the right of a member natlon

-

9OGong. Rec., 5, 4867.

91Cited in Fleming, p. 183.
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to refuse mandatory powers.92 In Paris, Secretary of State
Robert Lansing opposed Wilson's policy of mandates: "The
system of mandates appeared to possess no pecullar advan-
tages over the o0ld method of transferring and exercising
goverelgn control."9> Thus statements by the leading treaty
proponents and outstanding Americane outside the Senate as
well as public opinion generally, indicated the persua-
silveness of the argument that the covenant interferes with
the admlinistration of domestic policies.
Wilson, too, was convinced that the fear of league
interference wlth domestic policles required appropriate
changes in the covenant. On March 26, word came that ar-
ticle 15 now read:
If the dispute between the partles 1s claimed by one
of them, and is found by the Councll, to arise out of
matters which by international law 1is solely within
the domestic Jurisdiction of that party, the Council
shall so report, ag% shall make no recommendatlon as
to 1ts settlement.

Article 22, which dealt with the contents of the previous

article 19, protected any nation which might disapprove of

the mandate system by adding the stipulation: "and those

92¢ong. Rec., 5, 4845.

93Robert Lansing, The Peace Negotiations (New York:
Houghton Mifflin Co., 19215, p. 155.

94For detalls on the amendments proposed by Wilson
see David Hunter Miller: Drafting of the Covenant, 2 vols.
(New York: G.P. Putnam's Soms, 1928), vol. 1, Chapter 28;

Edward M. House (ed.), What Really Happened at Paris (New
York: Charles Seribner's Sons, 1921), pp. 398-44%4,
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who are willing to accept 1t."95 Article 8 was revised to
read: "Such plans Eize of armed forcg. shall be subject
to reconsideration and revision at least every ten years."96

In essence the entire argument was an exercise in
pathos. League critics "read between the lines" of the
articles to produce the Japanese Buddhist and the Turkish
Moslem as balt to be dangled in front of the American Christ-
ian. Even those who had not sung the stanzas of "America
First" could not be criticized for shuddering at the thought
of the invasion of American rights to determine immigration
policy. League critics could not effectively attack a docu-
ment. to preserve world peace by appearing to favor a large
standing army. Their obvious answer was to attack the docu-
ment on the basls of who should regulate size rather than
slze itself. Here agaln no loglcal grounds existed unless
the .Unlted States was planning on a large standing army; no
Jusﬁification for that conclusion existed at that time. In
all three areas the use of pathos proved to be effective in
developing the argument. Treaty opponents were probably ef-
fective in making the league suspect in the eyes of the
American people, at least sufficiently suspect to provide a
foundation for later arguments which called for "American-

izing" the world organization.

95Baker, I, 329; League Text, p. 28.
96Lea ue Text, p. 14. .
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The Covenant Provides No Way to
Withdraw Membership

The flnal argument critics employed to show that the

covenant destroyed the sovereignty of ﬁhe_United States was
the clalm that the covenant makes difficult or lmpossible
the withdrawal of the United States once she has become a
member. This supporting argument was not as widely used as
arguments already considered in this study, and usually 1t
appeared in conjunction with some other argument.

In one of the argument's presentations, Poindexter
appealed to the conservative members of his audlence.

The question at once arises whether, when we have once

committed ourselves to its power, we can ever wlithdraw.
It no doubt will be contended by its advocates that we

can renounce our alleglance and abrogate our agreement

at any time. It was so contended by many of the States
who joined the Federal Union.97

Senator Thomas asked his audience:

Bhall the league be an indissoluble one? Should a
dissatisfied nation determine to secede, are the bat-
teries of the league to be turned upon it? If so, must
it not by the unlon surrender an important element of
1is soverelgnty? If not, may 1t not be dissolved at
the pleasure of one or more of the constituents?9

Senator Knox also used the argument.

That point is worthy of conslderation: if we get into
the league we can not get out. No matter how badly it
works for us, no matter how much we may come to dis-

like 1t, we are bound, in honor, to remain in it. 1If,
in desperatlion, we broke the treaty and released our-

selves, would we not thereby invite war upon us by the
other members of the league? Even if they generously

ot
98
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refralned from attacking us, could they be expected
to ever trust us again?99

These speakers characterlized the use of the argument. They
employed no extensive development, just subtle inferences
designed to plant a seed of doubt.

Many of the wltnesses to the controversy became
doubtful. Senator King proposed thirty articles for a new
covenant which he consldered taking to Paris for the peace
commlission to conslider. One of these provided that America
could withdraw from the league if she desired.!00 America's
right to withdraw was included both on the New York World
list of three major criticisms and on Hitchcock's 1list of
four proposed amendments.

In the revised draft, article 1 was amended to read:

Any member of the league may, after two year's notice of
1ts intentions so to do, withdraw from the league, pro=-
vided that all its international obligations and all its
obligations under the Covenant shall have been fulfilled
at the time of its withdrawal.101
The argument would be revived as the subject of one of the
reservations in November. For the time belng, however, most
league critics probably realized that to argue "we should
never join" or "we should not jJoln this league" was more ef-

fective than to make a case for "well, if we do join, there

is no way to get out."

991bvid., 2, 2114,

100Washington Post, March 22, 1919, p. 3.

101Lea. ue Text, p. 7.
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The Covenant Does Not Adequately
Provide for Peace

The second basic argument that the covenant had
"certain undesirable features" claimed that the proposed
league plans did not meet the primary objective of a world-
wilde peace organizatlon: the covenant did not adequately
provide for peace. The argument presented league sup-
porters with a dilemma: the covenant was too weak since it
relied only on moral suasion as a means of resolving con-
flicts; the covenant was too strong since the resolving of

conflicte would lead to war.

The Covenant Is Too Weak

Early in the controversy Senator Reed explalned the
crities' position, which objected to "moral suasion" as a
means to enforce league decisions. What kind of moral code
could be set up that would be a standard?

The nations have different religions, different forms
of govermment, different clvilizations, and the roots
of these differences in many instances go back more
than 2,000 years. Are we to undertake to create a
league of natlons and set up a moral code for the other
nations of the world? If so by what princlples are we
to govern ourselves? China would be invited into thils
league of nations. . . . Japan must come in; and yet we
say that Japan 1s pagan, and we say that China 1is
pagan. Shall the "unsepeakable Turk" come in and if so,

‘ shall he bring his religion and his serapho? How are
we to agree on a code that wlll accord with the tenets
of the Greek Cathollc, the Jewlsh, the Mohammedan, and
the Confuclan religion, or the Shintoism and Buddhism
of Japan? By what code of moral are we to regulate and
set up our standards?!02

?

102¢ong, Rec., 2nd Sess., 1918, LVI, Part 11, 11564,
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Senator Sherman said: "I am skeptical of moral suasion as a
coerclve agency on some governments."103 Senator Shaforth,
Colorado, said he favored peace efforts but this covenant was
not "strong or drastic enough."104 Even one of the league's
gtaunchest supporters, Taft, stated that if the league re-

lied on moral suasion alone, 1t became a mockery.

The Coveégnt Is Too_ Strong
At the same time, another segment of critics pro-
claimed that to use force in place of moral suasion would
mean an invitatlon to war. For example, Reed now expounded
the principle that "Europe has had about 100 wars in the last
century, and we got into just one of them. When you get
through with your 1little league of nations, 1f Europe should
have a hundred wars we would be a party to all of them."105
Senator Cummlins declared that the covenant was not a
constitution for permanent peace: "It is a league for the
invitation to war."106 Knox was equally emphatic in his de-~
nouncement. He asked: "Do its provisions abolish war and
make 1t thereafter impossible?"
There 1s not an lmportant article in the document which
doss not specifically answer that question "No." And

further, the scheme provided therein holds out a greater
promise, nay, assurance=--of a future worldwide war,

1031p1d., 3rd Sess., 1919, LVII, Part 5, 4864.
1041p14., 5, 4310.

1%511m14., 4, 3750.
106Wasp1ngton Post, February 16, 1919, p. 10.
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greater than any which has gone on before, than ?8%
other document in thls history of recorded time.

Sherman, while dublious of the pragmatism of moral suasion,
also attacked 1ts antithesls, force. Calling the covenant
a "Pandora's box of evil to empty upon the American people
the aggregated calamities of the world" he demonstrated in
article after article why the covenant was a war document.
He concluded:
Like his neutrality device that was a prelude ltself
to unprepared war, his peace league engages us not in
one war but, in an overwhelming sweep of authority, in
all wars that scourge the earth. It is simple but
deadly. Apparently an open covenant of peace, 1t is a
masked charter of unceasing war; the volce of Mars,
but the hand of Woodrow.!0
In other words, the league oritics clalmed the use of moral
suasion was inefficlent while the use of force would only
breed wars.

Those who favored the league tried gallantly to show
that peace would not be won or could not be won without ef-
fort. ©Such an attempt would refute only the rejectionists
and would only whet the appetites of the revisionists for
"changes to remove these evils." In this particular argument
even those who favored amendment, however, were at a disad-
vantage as the covenant was, to use the vernacular, "damned

if it did, damned if it didn't" provide adequately for the

enforcement of league declsions.

107Gcong. Rec., 5, 4690-4691.

1081114., 5, 4868.
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Thus the second major contention, "the covenant has
certain undesirable features,” involved a two pronged at=-
tack: 1loss of American sovereignty; and no adequate pro-
visions for peace. The relationship of the contention to the
three strategles 1ls clear. Although probaebly not designed as
such, the development of the contention did help in the de-
laying tactics; all league critics had to do was stall from
February 15 to March 4. The effectiveness of the contention
in securing amendments has been demonstrated. The baslc ap-
peal to consider America before conslidering the world was
the foundation of the lrreconcilable approach. Judged from
customary standards, the invention of anti~league speakers
was often poor, but thelr selection of the lssues to empha-
size was appropriate. Thelr development of supporting argu-
ments, while questionable ethically, was effective when
Judged by the standard of predictable and actual audience

response.

The Covenant Should Be Rejected Altogether

No doubt exists concerning the. purpose of the speakers
who used this major contention. No amount of postponement
would change the situation; no amount of alteration would re-
move thelr objections. These treaty opponents sought but one
answer from thelr audlence: rejection of the proposal. The
speakers used several supporting arguments in developing the
contention: the league would be dominated by forelgn powers;

the league violates Washington's doctrine of "no entangling
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alliances"; the covenant 1s unconstitutional; and no covenant

can adequately provide for peace.

The League Would Be Dominated by
Forelgn Powers

The assumption behind this argument was that America

would be a minority power in the league. This assumption
allowed the rejectionists to combine thelr appeals wlith those
who objected to the league's violation of American rights.
Thus, not only did the irreconcilables proclaim the superi-
ority of America but they also threatened thelr audlence with
a fear that the United States would be dominated by "those
strange foreigners.”

Most of the charges clalming that the league would
be dominated referred to Great Britaln although others con-
jured up images of "bearded monarchs," revolutlonary
Bolsheviks, and even a resurrected Germany. Later in the
controversy, Cathollc and Negroes were presented as two more
scapegoats.

One of the principal users of the argument that Great
Britaln would assume league control was the great national=-
ist, William E. Borah. Amerlca had sscaped once from the
chains of England and he for one was not goling to tear up the
Declaration of Independence to sign the covenant. To prove
‘that "the greatest triumph for English diplomacy in three
centuries" laid the foundation for eventual English conquest,
Borah noted the similarity between the covenant draft and the
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verslon submitted by Jan Smuts. He pointed out the similar-
ities and called upon the London Times for support: "This
project, 1f not the same as that outlined by General Smuts,
1s 1like it as i1ts brother." But, why was this English in-

fluence objectionable? Borah continued:

When they finally settle down to business England will
have one vote, Canada one vote, New Zealand one vote,
Australlia one vote, and South Africa one vote, whilst
the Amerlcan natlon, brought into being by our fathers

at so much cost of blood and treasure . . . will have
one vote.!

Senator Vardaman, quoting Dr. Hamnis Taylor, also argued
that English authorshlp of the draft meant that England

planned to dominate the league.

Mr. Simonds has disclosed the fact that the "framework"
which has been constructed 1s the brain child of

British statesmen like Lord Robert Cecil, like Gen.
Smuts, like Mr. Asqulith, who contemplate an international
organization possessing more authority over varilous
nations of the world than the Brlitish Parliament pos~
sesses over her self-governing dominions. Before the
Senate permits this Trojan horse to be brought within

our walls, it should certainly consider the pedigree.!10

Othersa similarly argued to the same end. This argument was
to become the foundation of the "inequality of votes" reser-
vation 1n a later phase of the controversy.
On February 19, Poindexter replaced England as the
potential dominator wlth another swesome possibility.
It is impossible to tell who the entire representation
of the executlve councll will be. Five of its members

of nine shall be the Unlted States, Great Britain,
France, Italy and Japan, and they shall select four

1091p14d., 4, 3913-3914.
M01y34,, 4, 3658-3659.
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others. If they should select Germany for instance--
Germany, one of the great populations of the world,
with something like 77,000,000 or 80,000,000 people,
capable of a high degree of organization, very likely
would be selected as a member of the executlve council--
then, 1f, with that capacity which Germany has for
propaganda and for organization and for manipulation,
she would be able to secure the cooperation of the
other three of these four additlional members, then with
one other out of the five, she could control the
executive council of the league.!!?
Germany, of course, was not even a proposed member at this
time; yet even more absurd was the probability of Germany
convineing Great Britain, Italy, France or Japan, as well as
all three of the yet unnamed nations, to "gang up" on the
helpless United States of America. ©Still, plcture the Ameri-
can people's reaction to Poindexter's portrayal of Germany,
"the butcher and murderer of our fathers and sons," dominat-
ing the United States 1f she became a league member.

Senator Sherman also feared league domination by
alien powers but he foresaw control by the smaller nations
of the world. Discussing the procedure of business of the
body of delegates, he noted a majority of the states make the
declisions. Thus "Holland and Montenegro would outvote the
United States. Denmark, Sweden, Swltzerland, Roumania and
Montenegro would outvote Great Britain, France, Italy and the
United States."!'2 John Q. Citizen did not even know where
Montenegro was and "they are going to outvote the United

States?" Of course, he would want no part of such a league.

"W 11p1q., 4, 3748.
M21y43., 5, 4866.
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All of the developments of this argument appear to
be minute, however, in comparison to the attack by Senator
Reed on February 22. His speech was based on five major
headings.

1« The control of the league from the first wlll in-
evitably be in European and Asiatic natlons, having
many interests in common and who may have common
antagonisms against us.

2. The British Empire, will, in all probability, con-
stitute the controlling influence of the league.

3. If at any time England shall lose control, the
German powers will be likely to succeed to her po-
sition of dominance.

4. There is in the background the menace of world
Bolshevism.

5. Whoever controls the league will control the
world.113 ‘

Reed was no different from most irreconcilables 1in that
pathos was hls primary weapon. To substantlate the first
point he said: "Great Britain, Japan, and Italy are mon-
archies; France and the United States are republics.”" To
Reed, these flve nations were the only league members. For
his second point he used the traditional counting of England
and her dominions to obtain a five to one result; at least
nine nations now belonged to the league although the four
"new" ones would make the monarchles in the minority. As
for the prospect of German control he reasoned that Germany
and Austria would eventually become league members: "Indeed
the four kingdoms of the German Empire and the five kingdoms
of the Austro-Hungarlan Emplre could all undoubtedly qual-

ify." He did not bother to disclose the reasoning process

"31p14., 4, 4027.
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by which he arrived at the fourth point that the league would
be replete wlth Bolshevik control. He also dld not discuss
the fifth headlng, nor dld he describe what effect America's
abstention from membership would have over this "control of
the world."

Thus, league critics portrayed the course of events
to come. The fear of an allen body domlnating the league
was tallor-made for the American people. They had just
fought a war to prevent the conquest by a militant tyrant;
any league which meant thls domination might become a reality
surely could not expect a "true American's support.”
Membership Violates Washington's
No Entangling Alllances

As the ghost of Monroe was resurrected, so was Wash~
ington's. To hear league critics argue. Washington had given
the country an irrevocable forelgn policy statement in his
"Farewell Address." His principle of "no entangling al~-
liances" was invoked either separately or in conjunction with
other arguments. The argument was used to secure a rejection
of the league; no amendment could offset the fact that once
in the league America would be hopelessly enmeshed 1n the
forelgn affalrs of other natlons.

Poindexter described how critics felt about abandon-
ing the principles of Washlngton.

Those who take that vliew of the matter belleve that in
order to arrive at a satlsfactory basls of peace not

only must we lgnore and neglect the duty of bringing
the present war to an end but that we should cast aside,
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as the refuse of government, the great pollicles of the

past, and adopt new policies, aﬂd make, as they express
it, a new order in the world.!!

Using the historical example he listed the actions and at-
titudes of not only Washington, but also those of Monroe,
Cleveland and Theodore Roosevelt. He made an interesting re-
merk 1ln conjunction with the latter:

Was Roosevelt promoting war . . . when he reslsted the
efforts of the German Emplre to lnvade the traditlional
pollcy of America? He was awarded by an impartial
tribunal . «+ . the prize to be bestowed upon those who
contributed most to the peace of the world.l!

Polndexter must have been referring to the Nobel Peace Prize
which was presented to Roosevelt for hils moderation in the
Russo~-Japanese war. In hls eagerness to sway his auditors
Poindexter somewhat obscured the facts.

Senator Knox had applled four tests which the covenant
must pass to be acceptable for America; one of the four was
its threat to national indepéndence. To show how America
was threatened he called upon the principles embodled in the
entangling alllances theme. He asked league supborters to
show him how the doctrines of both Washington and Monroe were
not cast aside.

For more than a hundred and thirty years the America

Natlions has progressed along the plain safe course these
men marked out. It has kept us from dlsastrous forelgn
entanglements and ruinous foreign complications. It has
saved us hundreds of thousands of llves and hundreds of

blllions of dollars. Why leave 1t nov to wander through
g pathlese wllderness of allen interests, racial hatreds,

h1v14,, 4, 3746.
131b1d., 4, 3746-3T47.
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historic animosities?!16
At least Knox developed the argument in a fresh way by quot-
ing Thomas Jefferson: "Our first and fundamental maxim
should be néver fo entangle ourselves in the broils of Europe;
our second, never to suffer Burope to lnter-meddle with cls-
Atlantic affairs."117 Authorship of those principles was
accredited traditionally to George Washington and James
Monroe.

Reed blended this argument with his favorite theme:
forelgn domination. He waded through an almost inexhaustible
1ist of past wars ln Europe; he called upon almost every
patriot of America history to testify to the greatness of
America; he investigated the articles of the covenant in-
dividually to prove that they were part of a "war-breeding"
document. He closed hls speech with the theme from an artli-

cle in the Saturday Evening Post, "Washington Was Right." He

pleaded with his audlence to look back into time:

I gsee them at Valley Forge as they walk smidst the snows
and frosts, staggering and hungry, falling dead, but not
surrendering. I behold Washington with his troops
ocrossing the Delaware to attack the Hessian horde. I
see the flag of Cornwalllis above the battlements of
Yorktown lowered and the Starry banner go up amidst the
tears and cheers of Washington and his soldlers. Since
then no despot has dared to try and drag it down agailn.
Shall it be now supinely surrendered into the hands of
forelgners? §Shall it be turned back to the Monarchs we
defined? 1§ga11 we yleld the soverelignty thus glorliously -

obtained?
1M61034,, 5, 4692. "MT1p4.
118 "

ivid., 5, 4693. f
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Proponents of the treaty would have difficulty in countering
this attack with "the covenant won't really be as bad as you
say."

Almost every attack Senator Borah made found its
Justiflcation in the words of Washington. Washington had
warned "that we never could become a nation with a national
mind, a national purpose, and national ideals untlil we di=-
vorce ourselves from the European system."!'9 If America
falled to heed Washington, she also abandoned Monroe.

He had warned us against the entering of Europe--the
Monroe doctrine declared that Europe should not enter
America. Permit me to say that one of these can not
stand, in my judgment, without the support of the other.
It i1e the inevitable result of Washington's teaching
that the Monroe doctrine should exist. Indeed, such
men as Mr. Coubert, the great lawyer, say that Wash-
ington's policy incorporated and included the Monroe
doctrine; that Monroe's statement was simply an ex-
emplification and the application of this principle.120
To illustrate the polnt the Senator told a story about a man
named Europe who ran a farm. One of his tenants, called
America, becaﬁe dlssatisfied and left to set up his own sys~
tem of farming. He was so successful that, fearing the
Jealousies of o0ld man Europe, he bullt a fence which said:
I will neither go to your farm nor shall you come to mine."
After a hundred years of success, a man, called William
Howard, said: "Let's tear down that fence and go into
partnership with Europe." America protested that he did not

like thelr system of farming. William Howard answered:

"M97pi4., 4, 3911, 1201134,
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One system 1s just as two systems. I know somethlng

about this; I ran this farm for four years myself.

e ¢ o I had such universal success while I was running

this farm and received such universal commendation

upon my work after it was over, having receilved the

approval of 2 tenants out of 48, that I am sure I can

run both farms.!2?
The speaking of Reed and Borah shows how two speakers using
the same theme, both seeking the same goal, may employ very
different methods. While Reed rellied upon pure emotion,
Borah utlilized narrative, testimony and example for hls
proofs.

Treaty supporters were certalnly at a disadvantage

in using emotlon to counteract opponents' outbursts. Ethos
was all that remalned; Taft, Lowell and others did their best
while the most 1nfluentilal figure, Wilson, was still overseas
and would not return until mid=July. By that time public
opinion would have been somewhat altered. Whether thils
particular argument effected that change 1s conjectural; no

doubt 1t helped.

The League Covenant Is Unconstitutional

The argument was first developed after publication of
the covenant in mid-February. Although Norrls, Reed, Sherman
and Frelinghuysen argued the constitutionality of the cove-
nent, Senators Vardaman, Polndexter and Knox dellvered three
of ite most typical presentations.

In his speech on February 18, Senator Vardeman read

1211 014., &4, 3913-3914.
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a letter from Dr. Hannls Taylor which expressed the Sgnator's
views. Taylor 1ln turn had reproduced an editorial from the
Washington Post. The paragraph which summarizes the Post-
Taylor-Vardaman position reads:

No treaty can be made by which the United States
Government can agree to substlitute the decislon of a
league of natlons for Congress 1n declaring a state of
war. Nor can any treaty pass the Supreme Court which
attempts to create an obligation upon Congress to de-
clare war when called upon to do so by an international
organization. Nor can any treaty pass muster which
obliges Congress to accept the mandate of another au-
thority regarding the size and compositlion of the United
States Army, the Navy, the fortiflcatlions of the arma-
ments of the United States or 1ts possesslions on land
or sea. Nor can any treaty be made which deprives the
United States of the right to preserve its neutrallty
in case of war between two or more forelgn nations, for
denlal of this right would be the denial of the right
to declare war.  Nor can any treaty be made which,

upon the outbreak of forelgn war, the Unlted States
could be compelled to suspend its commerce with any
State against the will of Congress.122

The argument developed the general theme: "The power exer-
cised by the government of the United States was delegated
to 1t by the States and the people; thls power is not trans-
ferable."

In his address of February 19, Senator Polndexter
baéed the covenant's unacceptabllity on five points; the fifth
was 1ts unconstitutionality. There was no limit placed upon
the power of the league to supervise the commerce or the
armament of the United States: "This power under the Con-

stitution of the Unlted States 1s vested in Congress."123

1221p44., 4, 3656.

1231p14., 4, 3657.
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Poindexter continued to enumerate the many other areas in
which he considered the rights of Congress would be usurped
by the league.

On March 1, Senator XKnox delivered a thorough attack
on the covenant. Apparently Knox had absorbed, digested and
outlined the document as no previous critic, with the pos-
slble exception of Lodge, had done. He performed a pene-
trating analysis of the covenant, article by article. He
demonstrated 1ts confusing language; he polnted out its de-
ficiencles. He applied four teste which i1t must pass. The
second of these dealt with its constitutionality: "Do the
provisions of the proposed covenant strike down the precepts
of the Constltution?" They obviously did.

Under the Constitution the Congress of the United
States has the exclusive power to declare war. The
proposed covenant puts the power of declaring war in
the hands of the executive council. . . « Under the
Constitution of the United States the Congress has the
exclusive power to raise and support armies and to
provide and maintain a Navy. The covenant provides
that the executive council shall formulate plans
limiting the size of our Army and Navy. . . . Under
the Constltutlon, a treaty becomes effective upon its
ratification, following the advice and consent thereto
of the Senate. Under the covenant no treaty becomes

binding until it has been re*iitered under the secretary-~
general of the leaguee. o o .12

Using anticipatory refutation, definition, comparison, his-
torical example and hypothetical illustration, Knox dismlssed
ﬁhe covenant as an unconstitutional document.

A columnnist for the Wasghington Post, Albert W. Fox

124 1d., 5, 4687=4694.
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had reported the oppositlon to the league would focus on
four points; the basis for all four was the assertion that
the document was unconstitutional.!'25 The overall effect of
the argument, however, was probably not very successful on
the American people. John Q. Cltizen might appreclate the
symbolism of the Constitution but not the legalistic intri-
cacles within that symbol. The history of his voting record,
his lack of interest in polltlics, and his lack of knowledge
of the machinations of a political body, make 1t doubtful
that the argument had much appeal. He could become much
more aroused over the league's dictates concerning Japanese
laborers than the Senate's right to declare war. Besides,
there was to be no more war. He was much more Interested in
the pollicy of Washington than he was in preserving the
treaty-making capacity of the Senate. As for the Senators,
the argument was no doubt effective. That body was already
Jealous of anyone taking away its rights. League critlcs
merely had to amplify that Jealousy and relate it to the con-
troversy. What Senator was willing to see that revered body
turn into nothing but a debating soclety when all 1ts powers
were stripped or transferred to an international organization?

No Covenant Can Adequately Provide

for Peace

Whereas revislionists had doubted the efficacy of

Wilson's covenant to secure world peace as an argument for

125Washin5ton Post, February 17, 1919, p. 1.



89
alteration, other speakers employed the same argument to
Justify rejecting any plan for world peace. Senator Thomas
did not belleve that America, or the world for that matter,
could rely on a document to insure the peace.

I fervently hope that thls great war may mark the close
of strife among men. But I apprehend that until human
nature sheall have profoundly sltered, until selfishness
and greed, until the passlions, the ambitions and the
emotions of men shall have been tempered by the al-
trulsm of a brotherhood we have never yet attalned, the
world will be troubled by war. A French antiquarian
recently announced that he had unearthed more than
3,000 treatlies of peace since organized soclety began,
all of them expressively designed to establish permanent
peace on earth. The Congress of Vienna wrought to that
end and rashly proclaimed its consummation, yet its
every signatory was at war within a half of century
afterwards. . « « "The fate of natlons," sald Gov.
Black, "is still decided by their wars. You may talk
of orderly tribunals, and learned referees; you may
sing in your schools the gentle phrases of the qulet
life; you may strike from your books the last note of
every martial anthem, and yet out in the smoke and
thunder wlll always be the tramp of horses and the
silent, rigid, upturned face."!

Note the Senator's use of the example, analogy and testimony
as amplification. As an irreconcilable, this attempt to
clarify and persuade with tools other than loaded language

. was atypical of "bitter-enders."

Not all ampllifying materials were developed so log-
ically. For example, Senator Moses used the historical ex-
ample as a vehlcle for the lnnuendo, the emotion-laden phrase
8o characteristic of irreconcllables.

| For example, we find Alexander described by his closest

companion, Czartoryski, who, as near as I can make out
was the Col. House of that era, as one of the group who

1260ong, Rec., 1, 998.
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had brought over into the nineteenth century the il-

lusions of the elghteenth . . . a few sacramental phrases

were all that were necessary to solve any problem grow=-

ing out of the relations of people. We find that very

closely paralleled here. We find the description of

Alexander paralleled further when Czartoryskl sald, as

I recall, that the Czar was willing that everyone should

be free, provided that everyone should do as he wished.!27
Notice his phrasing, "Col. House of that era, illusions, sac-
ramental phrases, everyone should do as he wished." His
choice of Alexander, the head of Russla, was probably an ap-
peal to the fear of Bolshevism which exlisted in America.

Thus the major contention of league critics that the-
covenant should be rejected altogether was a separate entity.
Undoubtedly 1ts use played some part in the delayling tactics
used by other strateglists, but the design and function of the
arguments was to secure rejection. The continuance of the
controversy would be marked by a .repeated. use of the conten-
tion. While the postponement and amendment critlcs would
unite in an attempt to "Americanize" the covenant, rejection-

$8ts would remain constant in thelr demandse.

An Analysis of a Speech Delivered
: by Senator lLodge

Heretofore the development of the arguments of the
three ma Jor contentlons has been exemplified with excerpts
from various speakers. At thls point a single speech, glven
by Senator Lodge on February 28, 1919, will be analyzed to

show the development of all three major contentions and most

12T1p1d. , 3, 2599.
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of the supporting arguments. As the most influentlal person
behind the antl-league attack, his selectlon 1s considered
representative of the period of time under survey.

The purpose statement of the address is not clear.
His goal was probably not just postponement despite his re-
peated plea: "What I ask, and all I ask, is consideration,
time, and thought."'28 (Congress would adjourn in four days
and he was surely aware of the proposed fillibuster. His
goal was probably not Just rejection as he had admitted that
a straight vote at that time would be unsuccessful. His goal
was probably not just amendment at this polnt since the Senate
would get no credit for amendments secured by Wilson. His
primary goal was probably to convince the undecided Senators
and the American people that the proposed league of nations
was not to be automatically endorsed. Thls purpose would
cover the diverse points ln the speech and would explain hls
“1inclusion of the appeals to postpone, amend and reject.

The speech had three main heads: the covenant has
undesirable features; the covenant is unable to provide for
peace; and the peace terms be settled before considering a

league of nations.

The Covenant Has Undesirable Features
Lodge used several arguments to develop thls headlng.

1. The language of the document is confusing.
2. The covenant 1s contrary to Washington's "no

12BIbid., 5, 4522; Lodgé made fifteen such appeals in
the speech. -
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entangling alliances."

3. The covenant nullifies the Monroe doctrine.
4, The covenant is a war-breeding document.
5. The covenant is in direct oppositlion to the

Constitution.

6. The covenant usurps America's rights in immigration.
He also briefly mentioned three arguments: league domlnatlon
by certain foreign nations; mandates; and America's right to
withdraw.

Previous mention was made of Lodge's complaints con=-
cerning linappropriate and ambigious language of the docu-
ment.129 Furthermore, the peace commisslion had created no
interpretative body which could pass Judgment on d&lsputes
arising from the imprecise language. Throughout the speech

" as reinforce-

he made use of "I assume,” or "it seems to me,
ment for the point.

He had no new development for the entangling al-
lianéea point. He did make the statement: "I suppose ;
shall make myself the subject of ridicule and derision for
quoting from the Farewell Address." His remarks seem to
say: "Those that disagree with me are laughing at me and
therefore laughing at George Washington." He left it to his
audience to declde who was more patriotlec.

He did present a new amplification of the Monroe
doctrine argument.

To say that 1t is a question of protecting the bound-
aries, the political integrity, of the American States

18 not to state the Monroe doctrine. Boundarles have
been changed among Amerlcan states since the Monroe

129supra, pp. 34-35.
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doctrine was enunciated. That 1s not the kernel of

the doctrine. The real essence of that doctrine 1is

that Amerlcan questlons shall be separated from Europe

and from t?g interference of Europe in purely American

questlions. 0
The legality of Lodge's interpretation is subject to ques-
tion. The wording does not clearly support Lodge's con-
clusion. The first sectlon discusses two principles:

The Amerlcan continents are not to be conslidered as

subjects for future colonlzation by European powers;

Amerlca would consider any attempt to extend a

European system to the Western hemlsphere as danger-

ous to her peace and safety.
Since the league prohibited external aggresslon anywhere, it
prohibited such an extension in the Western hemisphere as
well. The second part of the doctrine merely states: "In
the wars of European powers in matters relating to themselves
we have never taken part, nor does i1t comport with our policy
so to do." This part was related to the controversy, but did
not warrant the conclusion which Lodge drew from the data,. 2!

He argued that the covenant was a war-breeding docu-

ment. He focused on the phrase "the territorial integrity
and the political independence," and omitted the qualifying
phrase "agalnst external aggression." To argue that America
ghould not "guarantee," a word Lodge lnserted in article 10,

exlsting boundarles 1s not the same as arguing that she

1301p14., 5, 4521,
131 5amuel E. Morison and Henry S. Commager, The

Growth of the American Republic, 2 vols. (New York: Oxford
University Press, 1950), 1, 462; the autliors use the direct

words of the doctrins.
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"guarantee" that no aggressor will violate those boundaries.
The Senator's omission of one phrase and addition of a key
word made his appeal logically invalid.
Lodge sald: "I am not here to discuss the constitu-~
tional question of the sole right of Congress to declars
war," but he did state his opinion.
We shall be obliged to modify the Constitution. I do
not think, and I can never admit, that we can change
or modlfy the Constltution by a treaty negotiated by
the President and ratified by the Senate. I think
that must be done, and can only be done, in the way
prescribed by the Constltution 1ltself, and to promise
to amend our Constitutign 1s a serious task and a
doubtful undertaking.'?

This statement requlred no discussion; the audlitors could

draw their own conclusions.

The final argument for this section was that America
would put herself in the position of submitting "every pos-
slble international dispute or difference to the league
court or to the control of the executive council of the
league." To Lodge, thls covenant phrasing included immigra-
tion. The covenant'’s use of "dispute," however, referred to
war-provoking situations. Articles 8 and 9 pertained to the
reduction of armaments; article 10 dealt with external ag-
gression; article 11 dlscussed war or the threat of war;
article 12 prohiblted member natlons from resorting to war

until they had trled arbltration; articles 13 and 14 also

discussed the arbitration process as did article 15; article

1320 ong. Rec., 5, 4525.
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16 dealt with the breaking of agreements mentioned in arti-
cle 12; article 17 covered dlsputes with non-member states;
and article 18 referred to trade in armaments. Any article
that mentioned disputes was one of the above. To state that
any of these artlcles would include immigration was a dlis-
tortion of the truth. His statement could only have the
basls for an emotional appeal, 1llustrated by the following:

.If we are ready to do this [E@bmit every possible dis-

putg we are prepared to part with the most preclous

of soverelgn rights, that which guards our existence

and our character as a natlon. Are we ready to leave

it to other nations to determine we shall admit to the

United States a flood of Japanese, Chinese and Hindu

labor? If we accept this plan for_a league, that 1s
preclsely what we promise to do.

The Covenant Is Unable to
Provide for Peace

Under the second main head he inquired "whether the
terms of this draft of a constitution for a league of nations
really make for harmony among the nations or will tend to
produce dissension and controversy?" To answer this question
he palnstakingly analyzed and evaluated every ariicle in the
covenant. Only articles 6, 20, and 22 had his support; he
criticlzed all the others. For example, he read only the
last line of article 2: '"each of the high contracting parties
shall have one vote but may not have more than three repre-
sentatives." Without comment he continued:

Therefore the voting in the body of delegates proceeds
on the well-settled principle of international law that

1331p14.
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each national soverelgnty 1s equal to every other na-

tionel sovereignty, and the Unlited States will have

one vote and so will Siam."
Lodge cannot be criticlzed for what he sald; his facts were
correct. What he did not say made his motives suspect. If
he were speaking in the deep South he might well have sald
"Nigeria;" the purpose, the appeal to prejudice, would be
the same.

In fact most of this sectlion of the speech 1s char=-
acterized by what he dild not say. He elther allowed his
audlence to draw an unfavorable conclusion or encouraged
them to draw an erroneous one by omitting some integral plece
of information. At one point, in discussing article 3, he
merely said:

Ultimately it will have nine members. I assume, and

I think I have the right to assume, on the best au-

thority, that there is no intention of making Germany

one of the four nations to be added to the existing

five which will c02Pose the nine members of the ex=-

ecutive council.l3
Since Germany was not to be a member at that time, the state-
ment was correct. The prospect of what could happen in the
league was the conclusion which Lodge apparently wanted his
auditors to form. A few sentences later he remarked: "It
is to be declded by the executive councll, where we shall
have one vote in flve, or when the councll ls enlarged, one

vote in nine, and in the body of delegates, of course, only

one vote." He immediately changed the subject but the

134 1014., 5, 4523,
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impression of being "outvoted" had been created. In analyz-
ing article 11 he remarked that he knew some of the men who
drafted the covenant but "I can not say I know them all; I do
not believe anybody here could get up and say who the 14
members of that commission are." An obvious conclusion was:
"America 1s being sold a bill of goods by a group of for-

elgners we don't even know."

Settle the Peace Before Conslderin
a ﬂeague of Natlons

Lodge developed this main head primarily by listing
speclfic proposals. For example, he listed the following
items which needed immedliate attention by the peace commis~-
sion.

o« o » &xclude Turkey from Europe, strengthen Greece,

and glve freedom and independence to the Armenlans and

to the Jewish and Christian populations of Asla and

Jugo-Slavs; to take pussession of the Klel Canal; to

establish the Baltic States and free them from Russia

and restore Danish Schleswig to Demmark.135
He warned the Senate that these objectlons could not be at-
tained while the peace commission was engrossed in polishing
up a "world constitution hastily constructed in a few weeks."
He summarized this sectlon, and the speech proper, with an
appeal to patriotism which lightly touched upon the major
arguments.

One attribute of the Senator as a rhetorical artist

‘deserves individual attentlon. His use of language was in

1351p14., 5, 4527.



98
many instances hls most effective persuasive device.
William Lawrence, a Lodge blographer, described Lodge as a
speaker: "He rose to speak as informally as in his library;
his conclge language and crisp voice held attentlon, whlle
the clarity of his thought carried the Senators along with
him."136 A less enthuslastlc account glves additional in-
sight into hils stylistic characteristics.

In Senate debates, Lodge more often than not found it
hard to refraln from 1little taunts, fleers, and Jjibes--
mannerisms further accented by his pliping irritating
volce. Although he learned to control those unpleasant
aspects of his speech delivery, he never mastered them
completely, nor would he have been Henry Cabot Lodge
if he had done so. A sarcastlc phrase drove the polnt
home; the volce twisted 1t.137

Some specific instances of this "sarcastic phrasing" will
demonstrate the appropriateness of this observation. Lodge
was discussing the article which provlided for a three-month
"cooling off" period prior to any military action.

Suppose we had a Mexlcan rald across the border. It
has happened. Perhaps Mexlcan nature has changed and
it will never happen again, but 1t may happen. We
are members of the league, we wlll suppose, and mean
to carry out, as we must, every provision in absolute
good falth. Mexlco does not happen, we will say, to
be a member of the league, or she 1ls a member and
breaks her covenant; she has not yet "given effective
guarantees of sincere intention"; she breaks across
our border, and under thls article we have got to
walt three months before we can do anything. That,

I think, would be a léttle hard on the people who
live on the border.!3

136Henry Cabot Lodge (Boston: Houghton Mifflin Co.,
1925), pp. 128~-129,

13TBrandt and Shafter, p. 354.

138Gong. Rec., 5, 4524.
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Another example demonstrating his deliberate selectlion of
words intended to create an unfavorable reaction came in his
plea for world peace: "We are invited to move away from
George Washlngton toward the other end of the line at which
stands the sinister figure of Trotzky, the champion of in-
ternationalists." 139 The Senator did not make the claim
that the league was Bolshevik-inspired as a Reed would do,
but the inference was there. What he dld not say encouraged
distorted conclusions; how he phrased his comments contributed
to the distortion.

Although Lodge's speech may be Justly criticized, it
was the most comprehensive effort during this period. While
his address might have appeared too broad in scope, his rea-
gson for thls breadth was prompted by a deslre to achleve a
united front within the Republican party. He had to be suf-
ficlently critical to satisfy irreconcilables while retaining
the support of those wha deslred American membership in some
league. Lodge was determined that the league would not be
a Wilson triumph; 1n‘fact he was. anxious that Wilson take the
onug for its defeat. He wrote in his book that 1f the treaty
were defeated, "ihe Democratic.party, and especially Mr.
Wilson's friends, should be responsible for its defeat."!140
A test of his ablility to hold the Republicans together oc-

curred three days after this speech; the "Round-Robin"

1391p14., 5, 4528.
14oLodge, p. 164.
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contained a majority of Republican Senators' names, from
Borah to Lenroot, from irreconcilable to "mild reservation-
ist."

In seeklng to achieve his purpose Lodge often made
extreme rhetorical decisions which were not warranted.
Enough concrete and valld weaknesses exlisted in the covenant
to furnish Lodge with materials for direct refutation; he
did not 'have to resort to questionable tactics. The subtle-
ties of syntax, the omisslion of information and the encour-
agement to draw unwarranted conclusions are some of these

tactics.,

Conclusion

The arguments of league opponents had been successful
in preventing a favorable reactlon to the covenant. No vote
could be taken as the peace commission was still at work on
the final draft. Thé Sénate could have indicated their ap-
proval, however, in the form of a resolution. The only in-
dication was the "Round-Robin." 1In addition to the delaying
effect of the arguments heard in the Senate, the filibuster
at the end of the slxty-fifth Congress had prevented the pas-
sage of needed legislation. Without these appropriation
measures Wilson would have to call a speclial session. Recon-
vening meant reorganization of the Senate with vital positions
being assumed by league critics. The treaty opponents had
been successful 1n thelr strategy of delay.

The success had not been a clear-cut victory. The
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Literary Digest published the results of thelr publlic opinion
poll on April 5; these results indicated a majority still fa-
vored the 1dea for a 1ea.gue.]41 Other reports appeared to
valldate these conclusions; for example, Senator Pomerene
reported that three-~fourths of hls constituents in Ohio fa-
vored the league in late April.142 During the month of
April Wlilson was able to secure four vital amendments which
would remove some of the major arguments against the cove-
nant's desirabllity. The reception of these amendments was,
in general, favorable. Senator Myers noted that his major
objection, that the covenant abrogated the Monroe doctrine,
had been taken care of by the peace commission.!43 Senator
McNary, Oregon, told reporters: "In my opinion the Covenant
has been amended to meet all the legltimate objJjections ralised
agalnst 1t."144  yhat the remaining Senators thought about
the covenant was, due to the actions of Lodge, a mystery.
On April 29 he sent a telegram to all Republican Senators with
a request which hls colleagues honored.

We suggest that Republican Senators reserve final ex-

pression of opinion respecting the amended league cove-

nant until the latest draft has been carefully studied

and unEil there has been an opportunity for confer-
ence. 145

141Infra, pp. §$4a¥16.
142yaenington Post, April 14, 1919, p. 1.

1431b14., p. 3.

144New York Times, April 16, 1919, p. 3.

1451p14., April 30, 1919, p. 1.
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The conference was necessary. An important qualificatlion to
the "Round-Robin" had read: "in the form now proposed."
This phrase had obvlously been necessary to obtain many of
the signatureé. The question which must now be answered was:
"Do the covenant critics still have enough votes to block
ratification?” An informal poll by the League to Enforce
Peace indicated that sixty~four Senators would vote for the
treaty. If thls were a irue reflection of attitude, then
arguments of the preceding four months had been in vain.
But America was not yet a member of the league; the treaty
would not be presented to the Senate until July. Opponents
had two months to achlieve thelr goals. Postponement critics
would make one flnal effort. Other critlics would still seek
rejection. For the majority of league critlics, the goal was

amendment.



CHAPTER 1V
PHASE TWO: AN ATTEMPT TO AMEND THE COVENANT

The sixty-fifth Congress adjourned on March 4, 1919.
The slxty-sixth Congress convened in speclal session on
May 19. From that point until July 10, when Wilson presented
the peace treaty to the Senate, league opponents actively de-
bated the purported terms of the covenant. From July 10 to
September 10, the treaty was 1n the Forelgn Relations Com-:
mittee. During those two months ex-Preslident Taft revealed
that he would be in favor of certain interpretative reserva-
tions.! President Wilson agaln tried to reason with the
Forelgn Relatlons Committee in a second meeting at the White
House.2 Wilson then took his case to the people, beginning

a tour of the country in Columbus, Ohlo, on September 4.3

1Bartlett, pp. 143-148. Due to unfavorable publicity,
Taft offered to resign. The League to Enforce Peace refused
his resignation but remained as a group unalterably in favor
of the proposed covenant.

2U.S., Congressional Record, 66th Cong., 18t Sess.,
1919, LVII, Part &, EO13-EO30, and Lodge, pp. 297-379, print
accounts of that meeting. Unless otherwlse designated, all
references to the Record wlill be to the first session.

. 3Fleming, pp.'337-358, has a summary account of
Wilson's tour.
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An irreconcilable "truth squad," consisting primarily of
Senators Borah and Johnson, followed the President untlil its
presence 1n Washington was needed.

On September 10, the Foreign Relations Committee re-
turned the treaty to the Senate which debated the recom-
mendations. These recommendations consisted of some forty-
flve amendments to certain sections of the covenant and four
reservations stating America's interpretation of other sec-
tions. On October 2, league critics lost the battle for
most of the amendments but the pro-league forces lost even
more. Wilson suffered a stroke which lncapaclitated him
during the cruclal days of the controversy. By the end of
October the other Committee amendments had been rejected.
League opponents were no closer to thelr goals than they had
been six months previously, but the peace treaty was no
closer to ratificatlon.

This chapter wlll analyze the arguments of league
opponents as they lmplemented the second phase of their at-
tack. Some critics still sought to postpone the vote while
others sought to reject the covenant. The majority of the
opponents, however, directed thelr attacks toward "American-
izing" the document. This strategy originated in a confer-
ence between Borah and Lodge:

« o« o 1t seemed perfectly obvious to me Lodgé] that
any attempt to defeat the treaty of Versallles with the
League by a stralght vote in the Senate, 1f taken im~
medlately, would be hopeless . « . but I thought that

the interests and safety of the United States mlght be
80 protected by amendments or reservations that a
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lar&e majority of the Republicans could vote for
it.

Borah agreed with Lodge's analysis but told the new Majority
Leader that so far as he was personally concerned, after
having voted for the reservations or amendments, on the flnal
vote he would support a rejection of the treaty.

Borah probably concluded that reservations would
lead to rejectlion. The League to Enforce Peace drew such a
conclusion in early May: "The opponents of the Covenant in
the Senate will probably stake everythlng upon amendment
e « o which probably will defeat the plan just as effec-

tively as absolute rejections."d

League Opponents Prepare for the Debate
Among the Senate committees reorganized with the Re-

publicans in control, the Forelgn Relations Committee was
most important to the controversy. According to tradition
the 0ld members were retalned, and the new chalrman filled
the vacant slots. As chairman, Lodge opened to criticism his
selection of new members. He declded that both minority
parties should have representation. The two new Democrats
were Smith, Arizona, and Shields of Tennessee. The other
ninority party was the Progresslve party, represented by
Hiram Johnson, California's avowed rejectionist. Senator

Moses was one of the majority party appointments; his

4Lodge, p. 147.

5cited in Bartlett, p. 132.
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selectlion made a total of six irreconcllables. Senators
Harding and New were also representatives of the Republican
party; nelther had demonstrated any party irregularity in
the past. After Lodge had made his appolntments the Com-
mittee had seven avowed critics, six league supporters and
four "neutral members," with three of these in favor of
smending the covenant.

League proponents objected to this “packing." Sen-
ator Hitchcock accused the Republican leaders of "filling
the committee . + . with Senators practically pledged to op-
pose the league of nations and practically pledged to bring
an amendment out of the Forelgn Relations Committee."6 Sen-~
ator Colt had been considered but not appointed; he explained
the reason.

They are committed agalnst the treaty. The new men were
carefully picked and made thelr promises in advance. I
was asked to take a place on the committee, but the con-
dition was that 1 oppose the League of Nations and the
treaty. I declined to commlt myself to any attitude
toward a document which I had not seen because 1t did
not exist.”
Ex-President Taft was not pleased by the actions of his fel-
low Republicans.
Senator Kellogg would naturally have been taken before
Moses, a new Senator, and one whose terms explres in
two years. Senator Kellogg, however, had ventured to

nake a speech in favor of a league of nations, even

before the Covenant was aﬁgeed upon, and had refused
to sign the "round-robin,

GCong. Rec., 1, T792. Tcited in Cranston, p. 130.

8Ibido ’ ppo 128“"1290
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Lodge's nominations were also criticized as partisan-
inspired. Taft warned the Republicans that the league was
not a partisan question: "We should be for or against the
covenant without regard to whether we think it will bring
credit to our party or credit to any man."9 Senator Williams
openly defled Lodge to deny the accusation of party politics,
and Senator Thomas repeated the challenge. Lodge had no
answer. He did defend his selection in his book: "It will
be seen at once that thls was a strong committee and such as
the existing conditions demanded."!'® The significance of the
makeup of the committee would become evident in the cruclial
days to follow.

Outside the Senate chamber, league critics were also
actively preparing for the treaty debate. The League to En-
force Peace had been carrying on a nation-wlde campalgn on
behalf of the treaty; thelr organization was active in all
forty-eight states and almost a third of the nation's coun-
ties.!1 Through newspapers and speeches, league critics had
attempted to counter this organization but they felt the need
of a more active campaign with posters, pamphlets, speakers

and mass meetings. Henry Clay Frick and Andrew Mellon agreed

INew York Times, June 8, 1919, p. 1.

1OLodge, p. 152; Fleming, pp. 218-220 and Cranston,
pp. 218-230, have more detalls on the Committee member-
ship.

11Ba.rtlet.t, pp. 113-141, has more detalls on League
activities.
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to make the needed funds available.'? George Harvey de~
scribed the amount: "The desired reservoir had been found
and it was both deep and full. . . . Rejolcing pervaded the
camp of the Irreconcllables, efforts were redoubled all
along the line."!3

Meetings were then scheduled all over the nation
with renowned speakers presiding. A sample advertisement in
Massachusetts read:

AMERICANS AWAKE!

Shall we bind ourselves to the war breeding covenant?

It impalrs American soverelgnty!

Surrenders the Monroe Doctrine!

Flouts Washington's warning!

gﬁtansiistﬁi in fggépegﬁlangaﬁz%?zic intrigues!

e ev ng w a y

This particular meeting feature Hiram Johnson and George
Wharton Pepper. The subjects were the rejectionists' argu-
ments for the preceding six months.

The availlabllity of funds to combat the covenant
could not but help anti-league efforts. Elght months had
passed since the armistice was slgned; the horrors of war
were fading as people became engaged ln a reconversion to

peace. Any actions which created a doubt in the minds of
the people about the advisabllity of a world organization

1"?Flemins, pp. 206-211; Cranston, pp. 109, 113;
George Harvey, Henry Clay Frick the Man (New York: C.
Seribner's Sons, 1928), pp. 293-330.

13Harvey, p. 329.

14Cit.ed in Fleming, p. 211.
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for peace would be beneficlal to league critics 1ln general

1f not to one of the various factions in partlcular.

¥llson Presents the Treaty to Congress

The day after Congress reconvened critics began de-

manding that the treaty be presented immediately to the Sen-
ate. Hiram Johnson introduced a resolution demanding that
the Secretary of State produce a copy of the treaty. The
resolution passed on June 6, but Lansing took no action.15
Senator Borah chargéd that coples of the treaty were in the
United States. Wilson was contacted; he replied that the
treaty had been sent to Germany but that the commission had
agreed not to release its terms until signed. On June 9,

Borah produced a copy glven to him by the Chlcago Irlbune; he

proceeded to read this version "to see 1f it really was the
treaty," although his intent was to get the official terms
before the Senate. After parllamentary maneuvers falled to
prevent him, the Idashoan began to read agaln. The Senate

gave in and allowed Borah to print his version as a Senate
document.16

During the month of June Senator Knox introduced
another of his resolutions to consider the peace treaty with-

out the covenant. Ellhu Root announced his reservatlons

which some league critics wanted to send immedlately to Paris

o

1ECong. Rec., 1, 63, 733.

1114., 1, 799-856.
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but the Forelgn Relations Committee declded to walt until
the treaty had been officlally submitted. On June 28, the
Germans signed the treaty; on July 9, Wilson arrived 1in
New York Clty; on July 10, Wilson was able to present the
treaty to Congress before flnal action was taken.

A few days later the Forelgn Relations Committee
met to discuss the document. Before they could proceed,
Lodge decided that the exact terms should be read aloud.

One by one the Senators slipped out of the committee
room, until finally Senator Lodge looked up to see that
he was reading to Charles F. Redmond, clerk of the
commlittee, and no one else. Without comment Mr. Lodge
contlnued. A little later, hls eyes agaln 1lifting

from the pages, he noted that Mr. Redmond had slipped
out to attend to some mall and he was reading alone.!

A New York Times' correspondent described the committee ac-

tion "like a body of the Inquisition hunting through an
Erasmian pamphlet for heterodox utterances, or a gimlet eyed
church committee bent upon convlicting the parson of heresy."18
When Lodge finished readling, on dJuly 29, he decided
to hold open hearings. During the early days of August the
commlttee questioned many witnesses, including Bernard Baruch,
an economlc adviser to the Peace Commlission, David Hunter
Miller, a legal advliser, and Secretary of State Lansing. By
August 21, the committee opened the hearings to American rep-

resentatives of "any national group which should be

17New York Tribune, July 29, 1919, cited by Cranston,
pp. 145-146,

18 pugust 5, 1919, p. 7.
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consulted.” Italian-Americans complained about Fiume;
Hungarian-Americans were concerned over the fate of the Haps-
burgé; Greek-Americans were worried about the new Greek fron-
tiers. George Creel commented: "The forces of hyphenation
were boldly called into belng and no effort spared to revive
and exaggerate the divisive prejudices of American 11fe."19
These open hearings gave league critics slx more weeks in

which to present thelr arguments to the people.

Analysis of the Audlence

A description of the attitudes of the Senate and the
American people in mid-1919 supports the conclusions by
league critics that some action was necessary to prevent an
acceptance of the proposed covenant. Despite the pleas during
the first three months of 1919, a majority of the Senate and

the electorate was still in favor of a league of nations.

Description of thelImmediate Audience
Senator Lodge interviewed varlous anti-league Sena-
tors. Although he did not identify them, he did describe
thelr attitudes: the greater part of the Republican majority
in the Senate "were anxious to adopt the treaty if it could
be done with safety to the United States."20 Lodge 1indicated
the numerical strength of these groups.

We had in all forty-nine Republican Senators. There

19Cited in Cranston, p. 162.

20Lodge, p. 148.
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were fifteen Republican Senators who were ready to vote
for reservatlions but would not vote for the treaty
under any circumstances, whether reservations were
adopted or not. They were known as the "irreconcllables.'
That left thirty-four Republican Senators who were
ready to vote for the treaty with reservations, but
there was a difference among the thirty-four as to the
character of the reservations desired. There were
elght or ten Republican Senators who were known as
"mild reservationists," but they differed among them-
selves as to the degree of mildness which they were
ready to accept. . . . There were about eighteen Re-
publican Senators, who, llke myself, were determlned to
have effectlive reservations.

f

Even 1f all Democratic Senators voted for the league, the
measure could not obtain the necessary two-thirds majority.
By the same token, no effort to amend the covenant would be
guccessful until the amended version obtained that majority.
The distinction between amendment and reservation is

important. An amendment would alter the covenant 1tself;
many felt that the other nations would then have to act on
these amendments. A reservation permitted the Unlted States
to observe a given provision according to America's interpre-
tation of 1ts meaning. The distinctlion between amendment and
reservation helps to understand the various divisions of
league critics. Lodge sald:

There was a group of Senators who took the position

that, although favoring certain reservatlions, they would

support no amendments, not even an amendment embodying

a proposition which they intended to vote for in the

form of a reservation. Their objectlon was that amend-

ments, 1f adopted, would requlre acceptance by all the

powers which were signatories of the treaty, that the

representatives of the signatory Powers at the Versailles
Conference had already scattered and that much time

21Lodge, p. 163. 8Six to elght Senators remain un-
classified.
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would be lost if amendments were submitted to them,
which would be, as they sald, necessary.22

The fallure of the Committee amendments in October indicated
that the reservationists probably had the more appealing
solution to the alleged errors in the covenant.

Another way to describe the immedlate audience is to
analyze various polls taken during this period. On May 1,
one source revealed that thirty-four Republicans were agalnst
the treaty; "add two Democrats, Reed and Thomas, and it 1is
8t111l not enough to obtain amendments even though the number
1s sufficlent to prevent ratification."2? At the same time,
the League to Enforce Peace claimed that sixty-four Senators
would vote for the proposed treaty although by May 12, seven
of these sixty-four had reportedly changed thelr minds.2%
Sti1l11 another informal poll listed the Senators by

name. Fifty-five men were reported ready to vote then to

amend the covenant.

Nelson Spencer Norris Penrose
Phipps McCormick Moses Knox
Brandegee New Keyes Colt
McLean Watson Cummins Fall
Ball Edge Sterling Lenroot
Sherman Kenyon Wadsworth Dillingham
Borah Kellogg Calder Page
Curtls Hale McCumber Thomas
Capper France Gronna Sutherland
Fernald Lodge Harding Poindexter
Townsend Newberry McNary Chamberlailn
Smoot Warren Reed Gore

221p14.

23

Waghington Post, May 1, 1919, p. 2.

2%1p14., May 1, 1919, p. 3; May 12, 1919, p. 1.
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Underwood Bankhead La Follette Johnson (Calif.)
Elkins Jones Frelinghuysen
(Wash. )

Thirty~four were

opposed to any amendments.

Beckhan Ashurst McKellar Smith (Md.)
Robinson Stanley Culberson Smith (S. Caro.)
Kirby Ransdell Sheppard Walsh (Mont.
Fletcher Gay Martin Walsh (Mass.
Harris Williams Swanson Johnson (S. Dak.)
Trammell Harrison Kendrick Jones (N. Mex.)
Nugent Dial Hitchecock Smith (Ariz.)
Overman Gerry Pomerene Henderson
Pittman Simmons

Phelan
Wolcott

Myers
Owen

Seven of the Senators were undeclded.

Shields
King25

Smith (Ga.)

A correspondent of the New York Times was unable to find a
"single Republican Senator who did not agree that changes in
the covenant would be necessary."26 Stlll, only a simple

ma Jority was necessary to make these changes but the Consti-
tutlon required a two-thirds majority to approve the treaty.
Some alteration in group-membership would be necessary to

obtalin that two-thirds majority.

Description of the Indirect Audlence
The first comprehensive index of public reaction to
the covenant was published by the Literary Digest on April 5,
1919. The purpose of the poll was to validate Wilson's
statement that "an overwhelming majority of the people are

in favor of the league." The Digest sent the following

251b1d., May 16, 1919, p. 1.
26 une 28, 1919, p. 1.
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question to every newspaper in the country: "Do you favor
the proposed League of Nations?" Editors were asked to as
"accurately as possible” reflect public sentiment in thelr

%
areas. The overall vote favored the league.

Yes No Conditional
718 181 478
A political breakdown did not alter the endorsement.
Republican 114 107 306
Democrat 379 47 18
Independent 205 8 51

In every section of the country at least a plurallty of

papers favored the covenant.

Pacific 64 20 49
Roc Mtn 33 8 30
South West 88 8 29
NW Central 85 - 29 70
NE Central 166 48 132
SE Central 45 4 7
Sou Atlantic 75 13 24
Mid Atlantlc 122 37 104
North East 40 14 41

Considering circulation, a plurality stlll exlsted.

Republican 1,911,256 1,249,264 3,836,417
Democrat 4,886,449 121,912 508,384
Independent 3,648,141 2,955, 706% 2,447,660
Total 9,886’459 4,326,882* 6,792,461

*Includes 2,488,976 of the Hearst Chain27
Thus, only one-fourth of the total circulation was for com-
plete rejection; over half that number, the Hearst papers,

can be partially discounted as not representative.28 The

2T1iterary Digest, LX (April 5, 1919), 13-17.

28Cranston, p. 171, dlscusses the role of Hearst who
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date of the poll is significant. While the date was late
enough in the controversy for a majority of the arguments
to have been heard, the results were tabulated before Wilson
added the four amendments to counteract the source of most
of the unfavorable reaction. Actually the favorable re-
sponses might have been even higher on May 5.
A conslderable number of organizations favored the
league.
The American Agricultural Assoclation, the National
Grange, the National Board of Farm Crganizations, the
Farmers' Reconstruction Conference, the Farmers' Edu-
catlonal and Cooperative Unlon of America, the Natlonal
Retall Dry Goods Associatlon, the American Manufac-
turers' Export Assoclation, the National Association of
Builders' Exchange, the National Assoclation of Mer-
chants Tallors of America, the Daughters of the Ameri-
can Revolution, the General Federation of Women's
Groups, the Victory Assoclatlon for Women, the Federal
Council of Churches, the National Soclety of Christian
Endeavor, the Church Peace Unlon, the General Assembly
of the Presbyterian Church, the Northern Baptist con=-
vention, the Evangelical Lutheran Church in America.?
The League to Enforce Peace surveyed editorials from across
the natlon for the week ending June 3, 1919; out of approxi-
mately 1,200 edltorlials, 1,100 favored adoption of the cove-
nant 030

Perhaps one of the most enlightening pleces of

"hated the League of Nations because to his mind it repre-
sented a unlon of the two most detestable things on earth,
Woodrow Wilson and Great Britain." Herbert Houston said:
"Who 1s the real leader of the opposition . . .? It is
William Randolph Hearst, who is using all the power of his
newspapers from the Atlantic to the Pacific to keep America
from entering the League of Natlons."

29Cranston, pp. 103=104.
30Bartiett, p. 130.
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evidence came from Senator Lodge.

The great mass of the people, the man in the street,

to use a common expression, the farmers, the shop-
keepers, the men in small business, clerks and the like,
in short the people generally, did not understand the
treaty at all, had had no opportunity even to read the
provislons of the League except 1n the draft which

Mr. Wilson had brought back when he returned in Feb-
ruary, and that knowing nothing about any of the de-
tails of the treaty their nmtural feeling was, "Now

the war 1s over, and let us have peace as qulckly as
possible." . . . The vocal classes of the community,
most of them clergymen, the preachers of sermons, a
large element of the teaching force of the universitles,
a large proportion of the newspaper editorials, and
finally the men and women who were in the habit of
writing and speaking for publication, although by no
means thoroughly informed, were friendly to the League
a8 1t stood and were advocating 1t.01

The Senator viewed these facts and pronounced any immediate
action "hopeless."

On the other hand, most public sentiment did not
clearly indicate a preference between the covenant as pro-
posed and an amended covenant to protect America's interests.
An "Americanization" would probably not drive away much pro-
league support, while it was sure to be favored by many in
the "no" and "conditional" columns. League critics would
not have to run the risk qf'alienating public opinion by
calling for a protection af American rights.

Argument Analysis
The Senate had only three weeks to discuss the first

draft of the covenant before they adjourned in March. During

the ten weeks between the slixty-flfth and sixty-sixth

31Lodge, pp. 146-14T.
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Congresses, four amendments were added to the covenant to
make 1t more acceptable to league critics. Deasplte these
alterations, desplte the additional time to consider the
peace terms, the major contentions in the new Senate dupli-
cated those used in the previous Congress. Not only were
the contentlions the same, but, with one or two exceptlons,
the developing arguments were similar.
The Covenant Should Not Be Accepted
at the Present Time
On June 10, Senator Knox lntroduced Senate Resolutlion

76, to be submitted to the Forelgn Relations Committee. The
resolution stated that the purpose of the Peace Commlission
was to end the war. It read, in part:

That the Senate advises, in accordance with its con-

stitutional right and duty, that the great paramount,

if not sole, duty of the peace conference 1s qulckly

to bring all the belligerents a full and complete peace,

that to this end the treaty shall be so drawn as to

permlt any nation to reserve without prejudice to it-

self for future, separate and full coneiderggion by 1its

people the question of a league of nations.
Furthermore, the resolution stated that the Senate would look
"with disfavor upon all treaty provisions beyond these ends."
The Forelgn Relations Committee approved the resolutlon with
the exception of Sectlion Five, which resolved that in the
event of some future conflict the United States would consult

with the threatened nations "with a view to devising means

for the removal of such a menace."

32(301:15. Rec., 1, 894,
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When the resolution was presented to the Senate,
Knox argued for 1ts adoption: "The resolution before us does
not call for a vote for or against the league of nations; 1t
does not call for even an expression of an oplnion elther
for or against the league." He could see no reason for op-
position.
A vote agalnst it 1s a vote to deny the right of the
Senate to have time to conslder thlis momentous question,
is a vote to deny the right of the people calmly and
fully to consider this great problem, the greatest
which has been put before them since, through the ter-
rible aritrament of the sword, with all its attendant
miseries and woes, 1t wag_determined that this Union
was one and lnseparable.’d
According to Knox, the only purpose behind his resolution
was to postpone the vote on the league.

The development of his remarks, however, was char-
acterlzed by arguments for a rejectlon of the covenant al-
together. He argued that the proposed covenant was uncon=-
stitutional; 1t should not be ratified untlil the Constitution
was amended by the people. He argued that the covenant was
a war-breeding document because of the obligation under arti-
cle 10 to guarantee territorial boundarles. He argued that
to adopt the covenant meant the nulliflcation of the Monroe
doctrine. He flnally argued that membershlip in the league
would be contrary to Washington's principle of "no entangling
alliances." While he claimed that all he wanted was to end

the war, he gave evlidence of wanting to end the possiblility

33Ipbid., 2, 1216=-1217.
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of America's league membership.J’%

Knox's speech was the only major development of this
contention. For the most part, league critics were actively
engaged in other means of combating the covenant. By June 21,
that the resolution would not be passed became evident and 1t
was not brought to a vote.35 Knox openly jolned the irre-
concllables. Other league critlcs who would have voted to
postpone the vote followed sult or Joined the revisionists.
No evidence indicates that any of the postponement critics
Joined the ranks of league supporters.

The contentlon that the covenant vote should be post-
poned did not appeal.to the lmmediate audlience. Probably it
dld not appeal to the indirect audlence elther; at least no

evidence favoring postponement has been discovered.

The Coyvenant Should Be Rejected Altogether

The rejectionlsts were still the most vocal group in
the Senate. Scarcely a day passed when one of them was not
denylng the practicallty of the league. The subjJect matter
of thelr supporting arguments was ldentical to the arguments
used in the initial phase of the controversy. Four argu-
ments now recelved the most emphasls: the covenant nullifies

the Monroe doctrine; the covenant diminishes American

3*1pi1a., 2, 1217-1222.

35Fleming, p. 227; "Several Republicans refused to
vote for"it; enough, with the Senate evenly balanced, to de~
feat 1t.
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soverelgnty; the covenant promotes war; and the covenant

permitas forelgn powers to dominate the league.

The Covenant Nulllfles the
Monroe Doctrine

Article 21 represented Wilson's effort to satisfy
league critlics who feared the abrogation of the Monroe doc-
trine. The artlicle stated:

Nothing in this article shall be deemed to affect the

validity of international engagements, such as treaties

of arbitration or regional understandings like the

Monroe_doctrine, for securing the maintenance of

peace.’
This phrasing did not satisfy some critics. They argued that
the use of the phrase "international engagements" was erro-
neous slnce the doctrine was not international but American.
For evidence some critics quoted the British government.
Knox quoted the British Peace Commission: "At first a prin-
ciple of American forelgn pollicy, it has become an inter-
national understanding. . . "7 Knox also quoted from var-
lous British publications which arrived at the same general
concluslon. Although England agreed to exclude the doctrine
from the sphere of league influence, rejectlonists would not
tolerate the phrase "international" in that agreement.

Senator Lodge did not belileve the doctrine was elther

reglional or international; it was America's.

It has never been an international engagement. No

36League Text, p. 26.
5T Gong. Rec., 2, 1221.
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nation has ever formally recognized 1t. It has been
the subject of reservation at international conventions
by Amerlcan delegates. It has never been a reglonal
understanding, or an understanding of any kind with any-
body« It was the declaratlon of the United States.. « .,
1te 1life was predicated on the force which the United
S8tates would place behind it. . . . It is now proposed
to kill 1& by a provision in a treaty for a league of
nations.”
This accusatlion was false. Article 21 specifically stated
that nothlng would affect the validity of the doctirine. Just
because the majority leader dld not think it was regional 4id
not alter the interpretatlion of the Allled Powers; nor does
the argument itself Justlify rejecting the covenant.

The only concelvable purpose behind this debate over
the correct word to describe the doctrine was to keep the
lssue alive in the minds of the electorate. As Lodge saild,
"All Americans are for it;" therefore league opponents must
make the people believe that the doctrine was in danger.

The Covenant Diminishes American
Soverelgnty

The theme behind most of the irreconcilable approach
wes that Amerlca would lose her soverelgnty if she became a
league member. A statement by Senator Moses typlfles this
theme.

I am in full accord with the views which the opponents
of the league of natlons have expressed, that to my
mind the proposed covenant presents features which en-
danger our rights of sovereignty, which shackle our
freedom of Jjudgment and action, and which bind us to
perpetual observance of stipulations, uncertain and

381p1a., 4, 3782.
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unknown, to be lald upon us by a foreign concert act-
ing under the most sinister of all the powers ever
ekxercised by the old order of diplomacye o . .09
Moges did go one step further than most critics; he objected
to the Treaty of Versailles in 1ts entirety.

Senator Fall, New Mexlco, also portrayed the dangers
which faced Amerlca as a member of the league. His language
represents the phrasing of these patriotic tirades.

We are listening every day to speeches and addresses
referring to the "spirit" of the American people; to
the desire of the American people to serve mankind; of
the duty of the American people to the Buddhists of
Japan and Indila, the Confucians of China, the Voodoo
worshlpers of Africa, the fire worshipers of Persia,
the Mohammedans of Turkey, the Jews and Gentiles of

the world--in fact, to all the people and races and

tribes beyond the bo&nds of the United States and its
insular possessions.*0

Another time he made the statement: ". . . mj pride is in
being an American and not & follower of Karl Marx," implying
that only rejectlonists were true Americans while league
supporters were Bolsheviks. Rarely in America's history of
public speaking were phrases as emotlon~laden as in the de-

velopment of the loss of sovereignty argument.

The Covenant Promotes War

Artlcle 10 stated that the exlsting boundaries of
member natlons would be protected against external aggression.
League critics argued that this provision would promote war

and not preserve peace. No other article received as much

391pid., 3, 2989.
401p1d., 3, 3942.
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attentlon from the critics. Both sides in the controversy
agreed that article 10 was the "very heart" of the covenant.
Senator Brandegee, Connecticut, presented a typlcal
development of the argument. As an extenslon of his remarks

he read a statement by William Jordan.

We are to bind ourselves to respect and preserve the
territorial 1lntegrity and political independence of

40 or 50 States for all time, not only when they are
invaded, but to do whatever the nine men in Geneva de-
clare we shall do 1n case of even any threat or danger
of aggression. We are to send our brave sons to be
malmed or to lie wounded and dead. . . . Do they imagine
that America is a nation made up of elther fools or
fanatics? Thiﬁ ls altrulsm gone crazy, internationalism
running amuck. L

This analysis exemplifies the reading between the llnes of the
covenant which was so prevalent in considering article 10.
Anothér instance of misinterpretation occurred in Senator
Cummins' attack on the covenant. He stated with finality:

I only know that when these borders and frontliers are

establlshed, 1t then becomes the duty of every member

of the league to employ all the force, whether men or

money, to maintaln and protict the boundaries that

have thus been established.42

Some critlcs not only overlooked the qualifying phrase

"external aggression" but argued as if the word were "in-
ternal." Lodge declared:

I object in the strongest possible way to having the

United States agree, dlrectly or indirectly, to be

controllied by a league which may at any time, and per-

fectly lawfully and 1n accordance with the terms of

the covenant, to be drawn in to deal with internal
conflicte in other countrles, no matter what these

41pia., 3, 3672.

421p14., 6, 5954.
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conflicts may be.43

Article 10 did not even hint that internal disputes would be
subject to league Jurlsdiction. Article 15 specifically
stated that when a controversy was deemed to be "solely within
the domestic Jurisdlction" of a member nation, the Council
would make no recommendations.

The debate over article 10 continued almost daily.
The lssue had to be kept current; the league for peace must

appear to be a league for war.

The Covenant Permits Foreign
Powers to_ Dominate the League

During the early phase of the controversy league op-
ponents had argued varlously that the league would be domi~-
nated by England, Germany, Russia, the minor nations, the
Oriental natlons and the monarchies of the world. During the
summer of 1919, critlcs added two more potential dominators
and consequently alleged two more reasons for rejecting the
covenant.

Senator Reed introduced the first new scapegoat; a
close examination of league membershlp would "first astonish
and then arouse the indlgnatlion of every thoughtful man . . .
[Eo learn thaij thls 1s a colored leagué of nations." With
a detalled listing of member natlons, Reed proceeded to show
how the white race would be dominated.

There will be 15 men representing white nations and

431p1d., 4, 3780.
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17 men representling black, brown, yellow and red races;

among the nations classifled as dark the average of the

gzrg;:ii?ngdtge??iﬁ compared with the total population
Hitchcock tried to find out why Reed kept changing his mind
about who would dominate the league. Reed countered by chal-
lenging Hitchcock to tell the people of Nebraska whether he
believed that "50,000 semi-civilized negroes along the coast
of Africa should cast a vote 1n the league of nations equal
to that of the United States."#5 Neither Reed nor Hitchcock
recelved an answer.

Reed continued with his analysis of the colored na-
tions in the world, pausing to note miscegenation, polygamy,
1llegitimacy and even cannibalism. He also emphasized il=-
literacy, referring to the people as "dregs of lgnorance,
victims of superstition, steeped in barbarism.”" He did not
reveal why he belleved the civlllzed natlons of the world,
recently engaged in a technologlcally advanced war, could be
overcome by these "ignorant" nations. He only stated that
Latin America and Africa would comblne with Asia to outvote
Europe and the United States. Although in Reed's own words
the‘argument was directed to "men from the South and West,"
in the voting which was to follow the men from the South and
West voted as elther Democrats or Republicans, league critics

or league supporters, and not as whlte supremaclsts.

A4rvia., 1, 236.

451p1d., 1, 238.
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In his address on June 20, Senator Sherman suggested
to the Senate another force which would dominate the league.
Although he was not a church member himself, although his
friends had counseled agalnst such an approach, Sherman felt
the necesslty to demonstrate how the Vatican would dominate
the league. He rev;aled that twenty-four of the forty na-
tions wWere predominantly Catholic and therefore subservient
to the will of the Pope. While he admired the Catholic
stand against the Bolsheviks, Sherman could not in clear
consclence plape the "fate of the world in the hands of the
Vatican."46

Senator Ashurst, Arizona, made an impromptu speech to
reject this appeal to prejudice: ". . . let patriotism
speak, let loglc and the power of thought speak, and not
prejudice of any kind, either political or religious."l"'7
Even irreconcllable Thomas condemned the argument: "If the
religlous question in any phase 1s to be introduced into the
discussion and the determination of this great treaty . . .
it will prove most unfortunate not only to Amerlica but to the
world."#8 Tnese pleas to reject prejudice might prove ef=-
fective in the Senate but the rejectlonlsts knew the effi-
cacy of these arguments as surely as dld the political
speakers in the presidential campalgns of 1884, 1928 and
1960.

461114., 2, 1435-1444, 4T1p1d., 2, 1444.
481p1d., 2, 1446.
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The brevity of this discussion of the major conten-
tlon that the covenant should be rejected altogether should
not be mlsleading. The supporting arguments were heard agaln
and again. Many of the majJor speeches argued for rejectlion:
Borah, July 24;49 Fall, August 1390 Lodge, August 12301
McCormick, August 20;52 Poindexter, September 10;53 Sherman,
September 16;54 Reed, September 20;°95 Frelinghuysen, Sep-
tember 24;56 and New, September 25.57 Desplite the frequency

of the addresses, no arguments other than those dlscussed in

this and the preceding chapter were developed in support of

the contention.

The major contentlon was probably not very acceptable
to a majority of the people. A New York Times correspondent,
reporting Wilson's tour, gave his opinion.

There have been three outstanding developments 1ln con-
nection with President Wilson's tour to the Westemn
coast. « « o Filrst, the people in the states which Mr.
Wilson has passed want the Peace Treaty ratified, and
are absolutely opposed to any efforts to make the
treaty a "football in politics" which may result in a
moment's unnecessary delay. Second, the people in
these states are pretty well satlisfled that the treaty
of peace . « . 18 not an instrument of war and are
about to accept Mr. Wilson's assurances that it will
go far, instead, to assure world peace. Third, busi-
ness and financial interests . . . are convinced that

491p1d., 3, 3141-3145. 501p1d., 4, 3493-3407.
511big., 4, 3778-3784. 52Ibid., 4, 4041-404T.
Ipid., 5, 5024-5031. 54Ibid., 6, 5491-5500.
251pid., 6, 5700-5716. 61pid., 6, 5841-5849.

5T1pida., 6, 5899-5902.
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the greaty of peace should be ratified without de-
laye.

Other evidence, perhaps not qulte so optimistic, also sub-
stantiates the conclusion that the people were not in favor
of rejection.59 Thus, although the rejectionists appealed to
bagic motives held by the audlence, e.g. patriotism, indi-
vidual freedom, prejudice, the goals which irreconcilables
urged were not those held in common by the people 1n general.
The alternatives were not only league or no league; the ad-
dition of the third alternative of a modiflied league severely

limited the persuasiveness of rejectionists.

The Covenant Has Certain Undeslrable Features

The majority of league critics argued for an alter-
ation of the covenant rather than for its rejection or a
postponement of 1ts consideration. During the perlod from
July 14 to September 10, while the Forelgn Relations Commit-
tee consldered the treaty, league critics developed arguments
which would effect changes in the covenant. The Committee
report reflected these arguments and league critics con-
tinued to support amendment while the report was belng de-
bated. Although some minor changes were suggested, the ma-
jority of the objections concerned five major proposed alter-
ations.

1. The Monroe Doctrine should be more specifically

protected.
2. Domestic issues should be more specifically excluded.

58Sept.ember 8, 1919, p. 3. - 59Infra, Pp. 145-147.
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3. Restrictions on withdrawing membershlip should be
removed.
4. Provisions giving Shantung to Japan should be
changed.
5. Provislons of article 10 should be changed.
The arguments called upon both amendment and reservatlon as a

means of removing the undesirable features.

The Monroe Doctrine Should Be
More Speclfically Protected

While some of the Senators invoked the Monroe doctrine
lssue to secure a rejection of the covenant, other league op-
ponents felt that an amendment to article 21 would protect
America's intereéts. These league critics proposed that the
wording be changed so that no amblgulty existed. Senator
Lenroot sald that if the Monroe doctrine were indeed excluded
from the league's Jurisdiction, then a more stralghtforward
way of statlng that excluslon would not alter the meaning.60
Senator Nelson, Minnesota, argued that 1f any doubt did
exlst, a sultable reservation would clear up the misconcep-
tion.61 Senator Kenyon, Iowa, agreed that some people were
concerned about the "somewhat muddled reference to the doc-
trine." He did not share this concern but could certainly
see the praetlcality of strengthening artlcle 21.62  Ssenators
Spencer,63 Harding,64 Thomas65 and Edge66 slmlilarly argued

60cong. Rec., 3, 3094-3095.
611p14., 4, 3322. 621p14., 5, 5152,
31p14., 4, 5079 6%41114., 5, 5005.

66

51114., 6, 5674. Ibid., 6, 6130.
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argued for modification. The reservatlon appeared to be the
most effective form: Senator Kellogg, Minnesota, proposed
the following condition which he felt would remove the objec-
tions while not altering the meaning.

The United States does not bind ltself to submit for

erbltration or lnquiry by the assembly or the coun-

cil any question which in the Jjudgment of the United

States depends upon or lnvolves its long-established

pollcy commonly known a8 the Monrcoe doctrine, and it

is preserved unafgected by any provislion in the said

treaty contalned. 7
This wording, virtually identical with the version submitted
later by the Forelgn Relations Committee, apparently satis-
fled most critics. The only real difference between the
Senate's interpretation and the wording of article 21 was to
say who would adjudge a dispute as sultable for league Jjuris-
diction. The necesslity to specifically state the United
States alone was to have full power was part of the struggle
between nationalism and internatlonalism which would become
80 evident later in the controversy.

Domestic Issues Should Be More
Specific Excluded

Another Section of the covenant which did not satisfy
the Senate was the one which stipulated who would declde what
questions were purely dbmestlic and therefore not eligible for
league action. Agaln Senators Spencer, Harding, Thomas and
Edge argued for the right of the United States to decide upon

domestlic matters. Senator Kenyon stated that the section
. ’

671bid., 3, 3690.
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should be amended since "domestic questions should, of course,
be protected."68 Senator Nelson doubted any significant con-
fusion in the Commission's phrasing; critics' claim that
article 12 would compel America to submit domestic questions
was "to a great extent obviated or neutralized by the second
paragraph of article 13 and the eighth paragraph of article
15."69  senator Kellogg's proposed change apparently satis-
fled most critics as 1t did the Foreign Relations Committee
who only added three words.
The United States reserves to itself the right to de-
clde what questlons are within its domestic jurisdiction
and declares that all domestlic and political questions
relating to 1ts internal affairs, including immigration,
coasgtwlse traffic, the tariff, commerce, and all other
purely domestlc questions are solely within the Juris-
diction of the Unlited States and are not by this cove-
nant submitted 1n any way elther to arbitration or to
the conslderatlion of the council or the assembly of the
league of nations or recommendation of any other power.70
Agaln, the objection of the critics was to the language of
the covenant.

Restirictions on Withdrawing Member-
ship Should Be. Removed

The covenant had been amended by Wilson to enable a
member nation to withdraw membership after two years notice
provided that "all its obligations under this covenant shall
have been fulfllled at the time of 1ts withdrawal." League

criticse protested violently agalnst these restrictions; they

681p14., 5, 5152. 91p1d., 4, 3322.

701pid., 3, 3690.
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demanded to know who would decide if the nation's obliga-
tions had been fulfilled. Senator Nelson's complaint was
typlcal: "The last provision of article 1 should be in some
form eliminated or neutralized; the right of withdrawal from
the league should be unconditional."71 Senator Thomas de-
veloped the argument.
I want no sirings, elther moral or legal, attached to
our withdrawal from the league. I know that my coun-
try will be faithful to all of its obligations, and
the very suggestlon that a council of allens shall de-
termine whether we have fulfilled our obligations, not
only to the league but to all other natlons of the
world, is offensive.l?2
While other speakers used the argument, they all sought the
same goal; the removal of any restrictions on wilthdrawing
from the league.

All three of these arguments calling for amendments
or reservations had been used in the early phase of the con-
troversy; all three had been the subject of amendments se~-
cured by Wilson. Although Wilson's amendments removed some
of the earlier objectlions, he falled to stipulate specifi-
cally that Amerlica was to make the final decisions. Critics
maintained that no league decislon was to bind America, yet
they wanted the Senate's decisions to bind other league mem-
bers. Another posslble explanation for the continued use of
these arguments is the influence of party politics. The

document presented to the Senate was unquestionably a Demo-

cratic measure and the presidential campalign was a scant

" Ipid., 3, 3322. "2Ipid., 5, 4454,
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twelve months away.

Provisions Glving Shantung to
Japan Should Be Changed

Many Americans felt that the German control over the
Shantung peninsula should be returned to its rightful owner,
China, and not to Japan. Japan had lost the battle to have
the covenant recognlze the equallty of races; she was deter-
mined to salvage something. Actually she had two strong
points in her favor during the negotiations: she had taken
the area from Germany during the war, thus claiming the rlght
of conquest; and she had signed secret treaties with France
and England in 1917 which gave her the territory. Wlilson was
not pleased with the transfer but he had to secure four
amendments to pacify certaln Congressional eritics.’? One of
the compromises he had to make was the Shantung transfer. Not
only did the four amendments fall to paclfy the Senate, but
the questlion of ownership of Shantung became one of the
critice' most powerful weapons. They showed the public how
powerful the Japanese were in drawlng up the treaty. They
then made clear how this power could be used against America
as a league member. They also related this argument to others
used in degradlng the proposed covenant, and especlally re-

ferred to foreilgn domination in the league and the league

73Baker, II, 263; Joseph P. Tumulty, Woodrow Wilson
As I Know Him (New York: Doubleday, Page & Co., 1921),

p’ 5350
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control of American immigration procedures.

Many speakers used the Shantung controversy as a
basis for rejectlon; yet some in the Senate felt that the
covenant could be amended to make the situation more desir-
able. Among those who thus argued that the moral wrong done
to China should be changed were: Lodge,74 Colt,75 Watson,76
Townsend,77 Kenyon,78 Spencer,79 Harding,Bo and Edge.81 The
development of the argument by rejectionists and revisionists

was the same: Chlna, not Japan, should receive Shantung.

Provislions of Article 10 Should
Be Changed

O0f all the sections of the covenant which critics

labelled undesirable, article 10 was the most attacked. Ac~-
cording to league opponents, the article's obligations would
involve the United States in all the future wars of the world
i1f she agreed to the provisions to "preserve and respect the
territorial boundaries and political independence of member
nations." No one who listened to the speeches in the Senate,
or throughout the country, could doubt that article 10 would
be a barrier to Senatorial endorsement of the peace treaty.
The revislonists argued for a stipulation which re-

moved America's absolute obligation under article 10. To

T4cong. Rec., 3, 2604. T5Ipid., 3, 2722-2723.
T01134., 4, 3637. TT1bid., 5, 4454,
"™8lpi4., s, 5151-5152. P1p4., 5, 5079.

801134., 5, 5225. 811p14., 6, 6130.
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secure that protection for America they developed the argu-
ment in several ways, asking first for an amendment and then
for a reservatlon.
To Senator Lenroot, article 10 was obJectlonable be=~

caugse Americae would have to fight in an unjust war:

Under this article, if any member of the league

should undertake to do for an oppressed people what

France dild for us in the Revolutionary War, what we

did for Cuba in the Spanlish ggr, we would be com~

pelled to fight that natlon.
Kenyon sald: "Is it not more provocative of war than of
peace?"83 Sterling sald article 10 would involve America in
European entanglements.S4 Nelson objJected to article 10 be~
cause 1t was contrary to the Constitutional powers of Con-
gress: "So far as article 10 of the covenant would tend to
embroil our country in war wlthout the consent of Congress,
1t 1s manifestly outside the pale of the treaty-making
power."85 Kellogg concurred: "There ought not to be a prom-
ise which would require us to send an army to forelgn shores
which would be vliolated i1f the Congress,; in the exercise of
a constitutional right, should refuse to act."80

Thus, the argument was developed in various ways.

The revlisionists could see the possibllity of Americans be-

coming involved in future wars but they wanted her to have

821114., 3, 3095. 831v14a., 5, 5152-5153.
8% p1a., 4, 3611. 851v14., 4, 3322.
86
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the right to make that declision. Rejectlionists who used the
same argument drew an entirely different conclusion: America
should not get involved in any future wars.

This major contentlon calling for the removal of
certaln undeslrable features appealed not only to Senators
but the American people also appeared to favor some sort of
modified league, at least in comparison with no league.
Wilson's decislon to appeal to the people had been generated
by reports of growlng unrest and demands for a "safer" league.
Although Wilson was favorably recelved, Senators Borah and
Johnson drew equally large and equally enthusiastlic crowds
a8 they followed the President. Actuslly the "middle-of-
the-road" approach of the revisionists had persuasive poten=-
tlal for a majorlty of the witnesses to the league contro-
versy.

Recommendatlons of the Forelgn
Relatlons Committee

The results of the arguments to amend the document
can be viewed in the report by the Foreign Relations Commits
tee. Actually three reports were submltted: the Democratlc
minority report, McCumber's minority report, and the majority
report. The Democratlic report, signed by six Senators,
denied the necessity for amendments or reservations.S?
McCumber's report indicated the influence of anti-league per-

suasion on the content of the majority report.

87Ibid., 5, 5213-5215.
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Irony and sarcasm have been substituted for argument.

e o o It 18 regrettable that the animosity which

centers almost wholly agalnst the league of nations

provisions should have been engendered agalinst a sub-

ject so important to the world's welfare. It 1s re-

grettable that the consideration of a matter so forelgn

to any kind of partisanship should be influenced in the

country as well as on the floor of this Senate Bg hos-

tility toward or subserviency to the President.
McCumber also disapproved of the language of the majorlity
recommendations, describing them as "sarcastic disdain" or
"Jingoistic contempt."

The majority report actually contained more oratory
than recommendation. The first two or three pages were de-
voted to developing arguments against the covenant or in re-
futing arguments in favor of the proposal. The flmnal two
sections listed "certain amendments to the text of the treaty
and certaln reservatlons to be attached to the resolution of
ratification and made a part of that resolution when it is
offered."89 All of the changes pertained to the sections of
the treaty creating a league of nations. Forty-five amend-
ments were listed. The first proposed to secure for the
Unlted States votes in the assembly equal to that of any
other power. The argument that England and her dominlons
represented a five to one margin over the Unlted States had
been effective. The argument was also reflected in the second
.amendment which proposed that when a nation had dominions or

colonies which were league members, all those assoclated na-

tions would be excluded from voting in a dispute where one of

881p14., 6, 5356. 891p1d., 5, 5113.
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them was excluded.
Six of the amendments demonstrated the effect of the
argument based on the "moral wrong" done to China.

Amendments 39 to 44, inclusive, transfer to China the
German lease and rights, 1f they exlst, in the Chlnese
Province of Shantung, which are glven by the treaty to
Japan., The majority of the committee were not willlng
to have thelr votes recorded at any stage ln the pro-
ceedings in favor of the cgnsummation of what they con-
sider to be a great wrong. 0

The other amendments, called the "Fall amendments," after
their author Senator Fall, had not been the subject of any
ma jor speech or the development of any supporting argument
previously dlscussed. The report stated:

The remaining amendmefite, with a single exceptlon, may
be treated as one, for the purpose of all alike 1is to
relieve the United States from having representatlves
on the commlsslions established by the league which deal
with questions in which the United States has and can
have no interest and in which the Unlted States has
evidently been inserted by design. The exception is
amendment No. 45, which provides that the United States
ghall have a member on the reparation commission, but
that such commisslioner can not, except in the case of
shipping, where the interests of the United States are
directly involved, deal with or vote upon any other
questions before that commission except under instruc-
tions from the Government of the United States.?!

The purposé of the Fall amendments waslto remove the Unlted
States from nine-tenths of the league transactions, making
the Unlted States no more than a silent partner if she did
become a member.

The amendments which did not alienate England or

Japan speclfically would thus prove dlstasteful to the other

01114, IM1p14.
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slgnatories. These nations could not really be expected to
agree to these severe limitations. If they did not concur,
then the league of nations would be established wlthout the
United States. The amendments, both in content and lan-
guage, reflected the irreconcilable majority on the Foreign
Relations Committee.

The vote on the amendments demonstirated that the 1lr-
reconcilables were not in the majority in the Senate. On
October 2, the first four Fall amendments were defeated
singly while the remalning thirty~three were defeated vivar
voce.92 The six Shantung amendments were defeated by a vote
of 35 to 55 on October 16.97 Amendment one, glving the
United States equal votes, was defeated on October 27 by a
vote of 38 to 40.9% The remaining amendment, which excluded
the votes of dominions, was rejected on October 29, 32 to
49,95

The defeat of the amendments did not mean that the
treaty was out of danger. Senator after Senator agreed with
Lenroot's position: "I am opposed to this amendment, but
shall favor a reservation that will fully relleve the United
States of the obligation."9® Thus, during the month of Oc-
. tober, the primary strategy of the league critics changed

from one of amendment to one of reservation.

921pid., 6, 6265-6281. 931p14., 7, 6889-7013.
941p14., 8, T545. 95Ibid., 8, 7679.

961pia., 6, 6280.
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The majorlty report had included four reservatlons.

Number one reserved for the United States the unconditlonal
right to withdraw. Number two stated that the United States
declined to assume any obligation under article 10. Number
three reserved for the United States the exclusive right to
declde what questlons were purely domestic in nature. Num=-
ber four specifically excluded the Monroe doctrine from
league Jjurisdiction. The language and contents of these four
conditions reflected the persuasion of the Senators who had
advocated modifications of the covenant. Before any of the
reservatlons could be debated, however, Senator Lodge ob-
viously 1lnterpreted the defeat of the amendments and took im-
medlate actlon.

On the 6th of November; I reported from the Committee

the resolutlion of ratification, which contalned some

very lmportant clauses not usual in resolutlions of

ratification, and fourteen reservatlons which included

the four that were recommended in the report of

September 10th.97
That one vote margin which had glven Republlicans control over

the Senate commltitees was as effectlve as 1f 1t had been one

hundred.98

97Lodge, p. 180.

980ne man who contributed to that margin, Senator
Newberry, answered his last roll call on December 5, 1919.
Fleming, p. 401n, notes that in March, 1920, Newberry, whose
election over Henry Ford by a vote of 220,054 to 212,487, '
was convicted of violating the Federal Corrupt Practlices Act
and sentenced to two years 1n prison. Acquitted in May,
1921, he resigned in November, 1922.
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Conclusion

Phase two was completed when the amendments were de-
feated in the Senate. All three factions of the league op-
position had actually been unsuccessful in achleving thelr
direct goals. The postponement critics lost thelr fight in
June. The rejectlionists could analyze the speeches and
votes of thelr fellow Senators and see that a majority of
them did not favor the irreconcilable position. The revi-
sionists were unsuccessful in obtaining amendments although
they could see how interpretative reservations could ac-
compllsh many of the same alms. Reservations would satlsfy
those who wanted the covenant more Senate-insplred than
Wilson-oriented; reservations would satisfy those who wanted
a Republican label attached to the treaty; reservations would
satisfy those who demanded the protection of the national
state.

After six months of debate the fate of the covenant
was s8till to be declded. The Senate could endorse the docu-
ment as 1t had been proposed or they could vote for the
treaty with the reservations or they could reject the entire
proposal. During the final two weeks 6f this speclal session
of Congress, friends of the treaty and the reservatlonlsts

each claimed victory.



CHAPTER V
PHASE THREE: THE COVENANT IS5 REJECTED

The armlstice ending the war was sligned on Novem-
ber 11, 1918. On November 11, 1919, the peace treaty was
st11l under consideration by the Senate. The interim period
wag fllled with accusatlons denying the value of the docu-
ment which would officlally close the war. The peace terms
were only rarely mentioned; the debate centered around the
covenant for a league of natlions. Treaty opponents first
tried to postpone the vote and then they tried to amend the
covenant; both attempts falled. Unless thelr efforts for
the past twelve months were successful in elther "American-
izing" the covenant or rejecting the treaty, the whole op-
posltion to the league would end in fallure. The first ses-
slon of the sixty-sixth Congress}convened on May 19, 1919; it
would adjourn on November 19. Only days now remained to set-
tle the question of America's league membership. Thls chap-
ter will analyze these remalning days from November 6 to
November 19, and also analyze the events leading to the final

re Jection of the treaty on March 19, 1920.

Analyslis of the Audlence
Every index of popular oplnion in the early days of
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1919 1indlcated an endorsement of the league. Then the Senate
and the American people listened to arguments for and
agalnst the covenant for almost ten months. The New York
Morning Telegram doubted that the league discussion had been
worthwhlle: "Fourteen points, forty-five amendments, and
four reservations seems all we have got out of the situa-
tion to date."! On the other hand, Albert Bushnell Hart felt
that the league debate had been productlve.
The discussion of the league of natlions during the
last slx months has been nothing short of a public
education. Millions of people have learned the mean-
ing of such obscure terms as "covenant, league, rati-
ficatlion, reservation, amendment, interpretation,
mandatory, exlsting political independence, arbitration
and inquiry." Never since the Federal Constitution was
on the knees of the gods a century and a third ago have
the American people so carefully studled a document and
so anxiously listened to arguments upon its meaning and
its application to the welfare of the country.Z2
As a result of thlis educatlion, the people had altered thelr
position somewhat. Instead of an automatic approval of the
league 1n its present form, they also lndicated a desire to

accept some modified form.

Description of the Immediate Audlence
The only officlal statement of the Senate's atti-

tudes had been the "Round~Robin," although informal polls

o

1cited in Literary Digest, LXII (September.27,
1919), 14. .

5 ,

Cong. Rec., 66th Cong., 18t Sess., 1919, LVIII,
Part 8, 7616; unless otherwlse indicated, all subsequent
references are to this sesslon of Congress.
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indicated that a majority favored some league. By November
of 1919, almost every Senator could be placed in one of four
groups: league supporters, rejectionlsts, mild reservation-
ists and strict reservationists. League supporters consisted
of thirty-nine Democrats. Democratic Senators Thomas, Reed
and Trammell, and fourteen Republicans were the rejection-
ists. The mlld reservationists were Republicans McNary,
Spencer, McCumber, Colt, Cummins, Kellogg and Lenroot.” The
thirty-two remaining Republicans were the strict reserva-
tionists. No one group could command the two-thirds vote
requlsite to ratify the treaty. On the other hand, with only
seventeen men completely opposed, four-fifths of the Senate
need only find some common ground on which to indlcate thelr

approval.

Description of the Indirect Audience

Although no nation-wide poll tested the overall
sentiments of the American people, the pages of the Congres-
sional Record are replete with petitions, resolutions, letters
and telegrams repcrting attltudes on the proposition.

Individuals and groups endorsed the 1dea of a league.
A petition signed by 14,450 representatives from the leading
Christian agencies throughout America asked for

the ratificatlion at the earliest possible date of
the Parls peace treaty, embodylng the league of

3ldentified by the New York Tribune; cited in
Fleming, p. 297.
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nations covenant, wlthout reservations or such amend-
ments as would require the resubmission of the treaty
to the peace conference and Germa.ny.4

The St. Louls Post Dispatch polled the delegates to the con-

vention of the American Bankers' Association: 442 favored
the present form of the covenant; 308 were in favor of res-
ervations which did not require reopening of negotlations;

84 favored amendments even 1f the peace commission had to
reconvene; and 40 were opposed tc any covenant.? Senator
Hitchcock read the following petition: "Resolved, that the
New York Section of the Council of Jewlsh Women, consisting
of 3,600 citizens, in meeting assembled, indorse the covenant
of the league of nations."® A pro~league petition by gover-
nors, bankers, lawyers, publishers and other leading fig-
ures included the names of Luther Burbank, Alexander Graham
Bell, Thomas Edison, Bernard Baruch and Henry Ford.! Pe-
titions elther favoring the covenant as proposed or with some
interpretative reservations were submitted by the American
Federation of Labor, the Assoclated Advertlising Clubs of the
World, the American Bar Assoclatlion, ihe Massachusetts Re-
publican State Conventlon and the Texas Legislature.8 Sen~
ator Hitchcock presented the Senate with a 1llst of 104 or-

ganizations in California who approved the league idea; "It

4cong. Rec., 7, T156. S1bid., 7, 6173.
®1p1a., 8, 7868. Tcitea in Cranstom, p. 197

8
Fleming, pp. 383=-385.
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will be remembered thét I have already introduced a number
of reports of that sort from various states."9
Various military groups were contacted. The Missis-
slppl State Conventlon of the American Leglon recommended
that the treaty be adopted without reservations.!'0 The war

veterans in Fall River, Massachusetts, voted: 537 in favor

of the league; 12 opposed; only 5 favored reservations.!!

The veterans of Grand Raplds, Michigan, recorded a different

endorsement: 21 favored uncond%;ional ratification; 13 op=-

posed the treaty; and 196 approved of some reservations.12

Not all of the reports were favorable to the proposed
covenant. Cranston described the opposition to the league.

There was no doubting the fact that the elaborate,
skilful, hard~hitting campaign put on by the lrre-
concilables was bullding up a strong bloc of oppositlion
to the League of Nations, and somewhat as a by-product,
to all forms of Internatlonalism. A rabid nationalist
sentiment was growing rapldly in Chlcago and the mlddle
west. The omnipotent Chicago Iribune was convincing
tens of thousands that the League of Natlons would land
ug in World War II. . . . Mobs attending the mass meet-
ings staged by the League for the Preservation of Amer-
ican Independence behayed like Holy Rollers when Borah
and Johnson performed. >

The Friends of Irish Freedom meeting in Detrolt petitioned

the Senate to oppose the covenant; ten thousand signatures

9Con5. Rec., 7, 6587; A Los Angeles poll indicated
10,941 for the league; 997 agalnst; only 156 mentioned
reservatlons.

101p14., 8, 7912.

'101ted in Cranston, p. 198.

127pid., p. 184. 151b1d., p. 196.
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accompanied the petition.14 The Washlington Post made a com=-

parlison between public sentiment in March and the attitude

prevalent in November:
But now, after an inqulry that has by no means
searched lnto all the secrets of the Parls Conference,
public opinion is practically a unit in demanding
reservations which shall safeguard the vital lnterests,
honor and independence of the United States.!5
Still, most of the people elther favored the original

treaty or some modificatlion not too far removed.

The Senate Prepares to Vote on the Covenant

On November 6, Senator Lodge introduced certaln reser-
vatlons from the Foreign Relatlons Committee. Quite a con=-
troversy arose over the procedure which the Senate would
follow. League proponents were no doubt aware of Lodge's
prowess as a parllamentarian. They questioned the Majority
Leader about hils plans. Lodge sald the Senate would dlscuss
the reservations, then any amendments to the reservations,
then the resolution of ratification. He wanted this plan
because "many of the Senators have stated on the floor of the
Senate that they were votlng agalnst amendments because they
preferred to have them covered by reservations."16 Then, 1if
the reservatlons seemed to be suffering the same fate as the

amendments, league critics would have some chance to make

14Gogg. Rec., 8, 8365.
'5Cited in Literary Digest, LXII (November 1, 1919),

14.

'60ong. Rec., 8, 8015.
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thelr will known through an amended or substitute reserva-
tlon.

League supporters pushed the point further and asked
if the Senate would have an opportunity to vote on other
resolutions of ratification if this one falled. Lodge gave
them a direct answer: "If after adoption of these reserva-
tlons the resolution of ratification should fall, he
E%nanson may look for & very long delay indeed; it wlll be
the delay of death."!?T Notlce had been served; Lodge in-
tended to reserve the treaty or kill 1t.

At thils point, Senator Underwood, Alabama, tried to
test the sentiment of the Senate by asking for a vote on the
covenant as proposed. Thls change in the order of business
required unanimous consent; first Senator Fall, and then
Wesley Jones, Washington, objected and the motlon was de-
feated.!8

Lodge then read the fifteen reservations. From
November 6 to November 13, the Senate debated the preamble
and the flrst two reservatlons. During this time the Senate
ad journed on November 12 and 14 due tp tge death and funeral
of Senator Martin. Hitchcock unsuccessfully attempted to
invoke the cloture rule on November 13.19 Lodge's proposal

for cloture was successful on November 15 and ten reservatlons

M1p14., 8, 8017. 181p14., 8, 8019-8022.

191bid0 ’ 8, 814‘3"8417.
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were passed on that day.go On November 17, the remalning
two reservations were defeated but two substitﬁte measures
were passed on the following day. During this period many
pro-~league amendments to reservatlons and substitute reser-
vations were introduced but all were defeated or never de-
bated.?2! League supporters and mild reservatlonists were
unable to offset a coalltlon by strict reservatlonlsts and
rejectlonlsts.

On November 19, the Senate voted on the resolutlon
of ratlification wilith the accompanylng reservations and then

on the covenant as proposed.22

Argument Analysis

The debate in the Senate during the final two weeks
of the first sesslion of the sixty-sixth Congress comes more
under the province of the parliamentarian than the rhetori-
clan. Of all the reservations submltted, only three were
actually debated before the cloture rule was applied. The
time for extenslve persuasive argumentation had passed; the
skillful parliamentary maneuvers of Senator Lodge barred any

attempt at compromise. The cholce before the Senate was

201pid., 9, 8555-8571.

211vid., 9, 8795, contains a 1list of these pro-
posals.

22Dnr;ng thls time there were fifteen reservations
debated. During the vote, the numerical designatlion was re-
moved from the preamble. Thus Lodge's fourteen reservations
competed against Wilson and hls Fourteen Polnts.



151
8imply to ratify the treaty with the reservations, to ratify
the treaty as submltted; or to reject both versions. During
the limited development of arguments, league opponents sup-
ported two of thelr original contentions: the covenant
should be rejected altogethers and the covenant has certain

undesirable features.

The Covenant Should Be Rejected Altogether

The 1rreconcllables were not sllent Jjust because the
controversy focused on reservations. As Senator Hlitchcock
stated: "Supporters of the treaty during these two months
have consumed 27 per cent of the time and the opponents have
consumed 73 per cent of the time."23 Not all the opposition
speeches came from the rejectionists but certainly a large
proportion of the arguments were presented by this group.
In addition, most of the developlng arguments which they used
as reasons for rejection had subject matter used by other op-
ponents. During the final two weeks the bltter-enders used
three main arguments to support theilr contentlion: the cove-
nant means a loss of Amerlcan soverelgnty; the covenant gives
an unfalr voting advantage to Great Britaln; and the covenant

is not an effective means for peace.

The Covenant Means the Loss of
American Soverelgnty

1]
The theme of the rejectionists' attack was nationalism.

23cong. Rec., 9, 8549.
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Hesltant to approve any measure which would threaten Ameri=-
ca's soverelgnty, league critics were especially opposed to
this covenant. Brandegee's comment was typical. He would
not vote for the covenant "even with all the reservations
which the wit of man could devise because 1t would not be
safe for my country." The danger would come from placing the
destiny of

my country under the control of a politically selected

tribunal of nine, a foreign tribunal sitting forever

upon foreign soill, without knowledge, or care for the

traditions, of the hopesé or the asplrations, or the

Interests of my country.

The pleas for America's protection recelved their best
statement from Senator Borah. Variously referred to as hils
"Little America" or "League of Nations" address, this speech
summarized Borah's position as well as the posltion of re-
Jectionists in general. He criticized the covenant as a war
document, as unconstitutional, as a nullification of the Mon-
roe doctrine, as a violation of the principles of Washington.
He focused on the league's conflict with the national con-
cepts on which America had been founded.

In opposing the treaty I do nothing more than decline
to renounce and tear out of my life the sacred tra-
ditions which throughout 50 years have been translated
into my whole intellectual and moral belng. I will
not, I can not, give up my belief that America must,
not alone for the happiness of her own people, but of
the moral guldance and greater contentment of the
World, be permitted to live her own life. Next to the

tle which binds a man to hls country, and all schemes,
all plans, however amblitious and fasclnating they seem

2%1114., 9, 8775.
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in thelr proposal, but which would embarrass or entangle

and impede or shackle her soverelign will, which would

compromise her freedom of action, I unhesitantly put be-

hind me.<>
These words represent the argument of a man who sincerely op-
posed the 1ldea of a league from the beginning. He dlsmissed
the idea of reservations when they were first mentloned; no
"watered-down" version would compromise his principles. He
was publically praised by Williams and Wilson even though he
was inexorably opposed to the proposal for which they
fought.26 He was the "Father of the Irreconcilables," and
deserved much credit for the increase to thelr present
strength of seventeen.2'

The persuasiveness of the soverelgnty argument had
lost some of 1ts appeal, however, as other means of preserv-
ing America's honor were belng presented by the revisionists.
No one wanted to speak or vote against America's interests
but if the league could be made safe for America, then why
'reJect the document out of hand. Irreconcilables no longer

had the strong appeal which they had enjoyed during the

earlier phases of the controversy.

251pid., 9, 8763.

261p1d., 1, 792; Thomas A. Balley, Woodrow Wilson and
the Great Betrayal (New York: The Macmillan Co., 1945),
pp. 123-12%. Wilson described most critics as "pygmy minds,"
but he sald of Borah, "This man I respect."

27Ra1ph A. Micken, "Western Senators in the League
.of Nations Debate of 1919-1920," Western Speech, XVI (Octo-
ber, 1952), 244; Micken concludes that Borah's speech had
quite an influence on the final November vote.
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The Covenant Gives an Unfalr Voting
Advantage to England

From the beglnning Great Britaln had been the subject
of lrreconclilable attacks. The domination by the English
through thelr domlnion system had been an early reason for
objJecting to the league. Amendments and reservations to
neutralize this domination dld not satisfy the rejectionlsts.
The United States might be given equal votes in matters
where America was involved in a dispute but many disputes
could exist in which America was not directly a party and
the flve votes of England could stlll be wlelded to adversely
affect the Unlted States. Reed presented a hypothetlical ex-
ample about a dispute over mandates.
When that question comes up for consideration the
United States may believe those countries should be
permitted to set up a government of thelr own, or may
believe that the mandsate should be extended or it
should be limited. Great Britlan may desire them for
herself or may advocate any other policy contrary to
the policy and wish of the Unlted States. In that
question, which involves a tremendous stretch of ter-
ritory and may concern trade relatlons of a most vital
character, Great Britaln casts her 6 votes and the
United States casts her 1 vote.28

Senator Knox would not tolerate America to be "bound with

1 vote, with the greatest emplre outside of ourselves with 6

votes."29 Poindexter added to the argument in an attack on

a reservation.
It does not provide that every other nation in the

world 1s not bound by the decision. The reservatlion
of the Senator still leaves 1t so that 1n a dispute,

280ong. Rec., 9, 8733. 2I1pid., 9, 8734.
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for instance, between China and Japan, a dlspute

which affects the welfare of the entire world, per=-

chance, and in which the United States and Great

Britain are interested, Great Britain will cast her 6

votes in the assembly and Great Britain will have 18

delegates 1n the assembly, whereas the United States

will cast but 1 vote and have but 3 delegates.’O
Obviously no compromise measure could satisfy these Senators.
No reservation could possibly give the United States an ab-
gsolute volce in the league, a volce which these critics in-
slisted she must have. No business was to be transacted, no
declision made, no new nations were to be created which did
not first require the stamp of approval from the United States
of America. In this clash of nationalism versus interna-
tionalism, the lrreconcilables had drawn thelr conclusions
monthe earller. The Senate might as well proceed with the
voting.

The Covenant Is Not an Effectlive
Means for Peace

A number of the rejectionlsts would not vote for the
covenant because they belleved 1t was not an effective force
for peace. Some felt it would even provoke war. Senator
Fernald, Maine, objected on that basis.

Those well-meaning people, those churches, who have re-
solved that thls treaty be ratified without a change
believe that the league of nations to enforce peace

will stop all further war. Oh, what a delirilous,
Utoplan dream! How I wish that it would accomplish

501pid., 9, 8738; note the subtle reference to the
Shantung controversy in the "example" of a dispute between
China and Japan.
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this. But 1t is certain to do Just the opposite.31
Senator Norris, Nebraska, objected to the covenant because
i1t 4id not provide for disarmament. In the discussion of a
reservation which would permit Congress to regulate America's
armed forces, Norris said:

It 1s a question in my mind whether this reservation

strengthens or weakens article 8 of the covenant. I

really belleve 1t 1s mostly academic, because under

the provisions of article 8, in my Jjudgment, there

never wlll come disarmament. I do not believe that

we wlll get a permanent peace until we get some form

of disarmament.
Senator France agreed that the league left many points un-
settled. He sald that a league should provide for

the ellminatlion of the causes of war and for the

elevation of the backward people, while this so-

called league of nations has seemed to me t0 be more

In the nature of an entangling alliance with one

group of lmperialistic powers.33

No new arguments were developed during this period

in attempts to reject the covenant. The rejectionists surely
knew they constituted an unalterable minority. Perhaps they
knew the importance of thelr number; perhaps they could
foresee the significance of thelr bloc voting during the
final minutes. At any rate, they were a steadfast group.
No one veered from the course which had been outlined ear-

lier. The decision was rejection; no compromise sought and

none given.

311p14., 8, 7887. 321p14., 9, 8567.

331b1d., 9, 8629.
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The effect of the major contention that the treaty
should be rejected was probably negligible on elther audlence.
The irreconcilable faction had nelther increased or decreased
In months. Around forty per cent of the Senate lndlcated
that they were willing to modify the covenant; around forty
per cent indicated approval of the proposed covenant.
Nelther group could share motives with the fejectionists and
remaln constant in their positlion. As for the indirect au-
dience, no report listed as much as twenty per cent 1ln favor
of complete rejection. In appealing to a basic motlve such
as national honor, lrreconcllables effectlively adapted to
thelr audiences. But the argument that America should "go 1t
alone" instead of Jjoining some kind of world organizatlon
appears to have been lneffective.

The Covenant Has Certain
Undesirable Features

At this stage in the controversy, few doubted the ef-
flcacy of some type of interpretative reservations. The
problem was the degree of or the language of the condltions.
The most effective way to analyze thle major contention 18 to
discuss the Forelgn Relatlons Committee reservations since
they served as the base for the other proposals.

The Preamble to the Resolution
of Ratiflcation

The first reservation which the Senate debated was

the preamble to the resolution of ratification.
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1. The reservations and understandings adopted

by the Senate are to be made a part and a conditlon

of the resolution of ratification, which ratificatlon

1s not to take effect or bind the United States until

the said reservations and understandings adopted by

the Senate have been accepted by an exchange of notes

as a‘part and a condition of sald resolution of

ratification by at least three of the four principal

allled and assoclated poweﬂs, to wit, Great Britaln,

France, Italy, and Japan.)
Even some league critics objected to the reservation. Thomas
felt that 1t was an insult to the allied nations: "If a
similar preamble or condition should be lald before the Sen-
ate by the President, we would not regard i1t with equa-
nimity.">> Hoke Smith, Georgia, agreed: "It might be em-
barassing to ask these other nations to approve them."36
Senator McCumber doubted the necessity of the condltion; even
if there were no formal declaration of acceptance, the ef-
fectlvenesse of the reservatlions would stand unlmpaired.37

Three attempts were made to amend the reservation.

McCumber wanted to strike everything after "resolution of
ratification," but the amendment was rejected twice by identi-
cal votes of 40 to 48.38 Borah proposed to make the condlitlon
read "four out of four," but was defeated 25 to 63.97 King

attempted to amend the sectlon concerning the exchange of

notes; hls measure was defeated 42 to 46.40 The preamble

3%41p14., 8, 8023. 35T bid.
361p14., 8, 8062. 3T1pid., 8, 8024-8025.
38Ipid., 8, 8068. 391p1d., 8, 8069.

401p1d., 8, 8074.
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passed as worded 48 to 40.41

During the entire debate no one referred to what was
perhaps the principle reason for the wording. The condition
stated that the ratification would not take effect until
three out of the four nations agreed. As a subsequent analy-
g8ls willl demonstrate, Great Britain was not likely to agree
to the reservatlon calling for equal votes for America; for
that matter France and Italy might not be inclined to give
America a six to one majority over them. Japan was glmost
sure not to agree with the Shantung modification. Thus, a
strong likellhood existed that three out of four natlions
would not exchange notes; if not, the United States would not
become a member of the league of nations. Apparently the ir-
reconcllable majorlity on the Foreign Relatlons Committee pre-
ferred some margin of safety 1f the Senate did ratify the
treaty.

The Reservation Concerning League
Membership

One of the earllest arguments used agalnst the league
was that membershlp was permanent. Wilson obtalned an amend-
ment 1n April which permitted a nation to withdraw after two
years notice, provided all its obligatlons had been fulfilled.
An amendment specifylng that the Unlted States would be the
sole Judge of whether its obligatlons had been met was de-

feated by the Senate. Thls reservation had the same purpose.

H1p4.
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2. The Unlted States so understands and construes
article 1 that in case of notice of withdrawal . . .
the United States willl be the sole Judge as to whether
all its international obligations and all its oblliga-
tlons under the said covenant have been fulfilled, and
notice of withdrawal by the United States may be glven
by a concurrenz resolution of the Congress of the
United States.%42
Desplte the development of the argument during earlier phases,
the debate now focused on "concurrent resolution"=-the sov-
erelgn rights of the United States were not mentloned once
in the entire discussion.

Senator Thomas was the first to object. He wanted to
strike all after "fulfilled." Any notlce of withdrawal was
anh executive not a leglslative function.43 His amendment
provoked a debate which lasted two days. During this time
the combat arena changed from nationalism versus interna-
tionalism to leglslatlve versus executive predominance. Gone
for the moment was the specter of an international force
swallowing a defenseless and outvoted United States; 1in 1ts
place rose the specter of a power-mad executive which had
dominated Congress for seven years. The hatred of monar-
chies, of colored peoples, of all allens gave way momentarily
to a hatred of Wlilson. McCumber challenged the Senate to
"get out from behind this screen and meet the issue just
exactly as it 1s." He was sure that

if we had a Republican President today we would not

be insisting that he should be ellminated from any
volce in the matter of any future action that we

Ibid. Brpid.
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might take in respzzt to elther staying in or getting
out of the league.

Another Republican, Senator Nelson, echoed the sentiment:
"Let us not on this side of the alsle be carried away by
hostility to the President."45

Various amendments were suggested after Thomas had
withdrawn his motion "satisfied that it will not receive a
ma jority vote." Senator Gore's alteration would have the last
line of the reservation read "by the President or a concur-
rent resolution." For once the rigid group membership broke
down and sixty-elght Senators from various factlions rejected
the amendment.“6 Nelson tried to substitute "joint" for "con-
current." A jJoint resolution is eligible for a veto while
concurrent resolutions are normally not. This wording sub-
stitution realigned the Senators into thelr established
groups and the amendment was defeated 39 to 45.47 Thomas
Walsh, Montana, renewed the Thomas amendment; as Thomas pre-
dicted, the measure was rejected 37 to 49 and the original
resolutlion was passed 50 to 35.48

Just as the flrst resolution had little or nothing
to do with the actual terms of the covenant, nelther, appar-

ently, dld the second. After ten months of debate, after

44Ibid., 8, 8077; a characteristic Lodge reply was,
"In two years we will have & Republican President."

451p14., 8, 8136. 461114., 8, 8134,
¥T1p14., 8, 8135. “®1p14., 8, 8138-8139.
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two months of study by the Forelgn Relatlons Committee, the
resolution of ratification appeared more a vehlcle for per-
sonal philosophles than an acceptance of peace termse.
The Reservation Concerning
Article 10

During the earllier phases of the controversy both
sldes admitted that article 10 was the crux of the contro-
versy. Article 10 proposed to preserve exlsting territorial
boundaries and political independence of member nations
agalnst external aggression. Some critics objected to the
article as if the word "external" were mlssing, and some
critics objected because the obligation woulu lead to war.

The Committee reservation attempted to remove both

eriticisms.

3. The United States assumes no obligation to
preserve the territorial integrity or political inde-
pendence of any other country or to interfere in con-
troverslies between nations . . . or to employ the
military or naval forces of the Unlted States under any
article of the treaty for any purpose, unless in any
particular case the Congress, which, under the Consti-
tution, has the sole power to declare war or to au-
thorize the employment of the milltary or naval forces
of the Unitzd States, shall by act or joint resolution
80 provide. 9

This wording did not really reflect the fundamental objectlons
to article 10 as much as it assigned to Congress the right to
evaluate the decislons of the league. Again, nationalism

conflicted with internationalism.

Senator Thomas proposed a substitute motion which in

491p1a., 8, 8193.
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essence stated that the suggestions of the league council
were only advisory. If Congress declined to accept those
suggestlons, the Unlted States would not violate the treaty.
The primary distinction between the two versions was that the
Thomas motlon eliminated the phrase "scle power . . . to au-
thorize the employment of the millitary or naval forces. 50
Thomas Walsh supported the motion; Congress did not have the
sole power. He clted instance after instance when the Presi-
dent had employed the millitary forces without Congresslonal
sanction.o! Desplte these objections the Thomas amendment
was defeated 36 to 48,52
Senator Boraﬁ then proposed a substitute for the
Committee reservation which simply stated that Amerlca as-
sumed none of the obligations, elither "moral Qr legal,"
stated in article 10. His measure was rejected 18 to 68,
while David Walsh's amendment, which would relieve all na-
tions from thelr oblligations to America, was cast aside 4 to
68.53 Irreconcilable attitudes were in the decided minority.
After several time consumlng dlgresslions, and the

funeral of Senator Martin, the Senate returned to article 10
on November 13. Hltchcock proposed a substitute reservation.

That the advice mentioned in article 10 of the covenant

e o o 18 merely advice which each member nation 1s free

to accept or reject, according to the consclence and
Judgment of 1ts then.exlsting government, and 1n the

SQIBLQ- 5112;9-, 8, 8193-8200.

5Ibid., 8, 8420-8421.

52111a., 8, 8212.
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case of the Unlited States this advice can only be ac-

cepted by action of the Congress at the time in

being. Congress alone under the Constitutlion %£ the

United States having the power to declare war.
Despite the similarity in meanling with the Committee reser-
vatlon, the excluslon of the "sole power" clause was suffi-
clent to reject the measure 32 to 44; the Committee reserva-
tion was then adopted 46 to 33.25

The discussion of this reservation clearly indlcated

that attempte to compromise were going to be difficult, if
not impossible. Hitchcock stated the attltude of league
supporters.

There 1s not any objection on this side of the Chamber,

so far as 1 know, and the President has not objected,

to a reservation which shall provide that the advice

of the league be mere advice, and that the Congress of

the Unilted States shall be free to accept it or reject

it, Just as any other nation of ghe league shall be

free to accept 1t or reject it.”
Such an admisslon should have answered the criticlism that
article 10 would lead America to war; 1t should have answered
the pleas for the "down trodden" natlions of the world which
would be bound into slavery forever; 1t should have settled
the question of the distinction between an internal and an
external war. The defeat of all compromlse attempts indicated

that league critlcs wanted something more than the "protection

of American rights," which they had professed to the people.

541pid., 8, 8434.
551pig4., 8, B436-8437.

561pid., 8, 8215.
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The Reservatlon Concerning Mandates

The covenant had been amended by Wilson in April to
read "and those who are willing" to accept a mandate. The
Senate made sure that only Congress could authorize that ac-
ceptance.

4, No mandate shall be accepted by the United

States under article 22, Part I, or any other pro-

vislon of the treaty of peace with Germany, exce$t

by action of the Congress of the United States.>
The Senate must have held a distorted view of Wilson's powers
if they thought he could have accepted a mandate without their
approval yet no other reason for this particular ciltation ap-
pears valld. The treaty supporters could see no harm in the
proposal; 1t was adopted without debate.58
The Reservation Pertaining to '
Domegtlic Issues

Another section of the covenant which Wilson had
amended in April was article 15. Whlle the covenant gave the
council of the league to determine the nature of a dispute,
the reservation explicitly specified that the United States
would have such a right.

5. The Unlted States reserves to itself exclu=

sively the right to decide what questlons are within
its domestic jurisdiction and . . . [Ehese questior?_g'_']

are not under this treaty to be submitted in any wey
elther to arbltration or to the consideration of the

5T1pid., 9, 8556.

58Ibid.; no votes listed. Lodge called for the
votes on November 18 to straighten the record; the results
at that time were 52 to 3i.
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councll or of the assembly of the league of natlons,

or any agency thereof, or to the declsion or recom-

mendation of any other powers.59
The debate on this reservation continued the struggle between
nationallsm and internationalism.

Various amendments were proposed. Hitchcock at-

tempted to broaden the scope of the reservation to include
any member nation; critics apparently preferred the speciflec
reference to the United States as the amendment was defeated
43 to 52.60 Senator Hale wanted to extend the coverage to
include the "present boundaries of the United States and its
insuler and other possessions." The Senator from Maline was
concerned about a boundary dispute between America and Canadsa.
Again the rigid group membership disappeared and a combination
of opponents and supporters, Democrats and Republlicans, Joined
forces to pass the amehdment 52 to 40; .the reservation with
the Hale amendment was then passed 59 to 36 with ten Demo-

crats in support..61

The Reservatlon Concerning the
Monroe Doctrine

By now the subject of the nullification of the Monroe

591bia., 9, 8556.

6OIbid.; Phelan and King also made unsuccessful at=-
tempts at amendment, 9, 8556-8558. Senator Smoot observed
that every Senator voted on the Hitchcock proposal, "A thing
I do not remember to have ever occurred before in the history
of this body."

611p14., 9, 8559-8560.
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doctrine had been discussed to almost everyone's satisfaction;
at least no debate occurred over the purpose of the reserva-
tion.
6. The Unlted States will not submit to arbitra-
tion or to inqulry by the assembly or by the councll
o « o any questlons which in the jJjudgment of the
United States depend upon or relate to iis long-
established policy, commonly known as the Monroe
doctrine; sald doctrine 1s _to be interpreted by the
United States alome. . . .02
Three amendments had been submitted prior to the cloture
ruling. Hitchcock, Pittman and King all sought the same
goal: removal of the phrase "interpreted by the United
States alone." All three were defeated. Everyone seemed to
agree that the doctrline could be specifically protected but

the language of the Committee reservatlon appeared to please

the majority; the reservation passed 55 to 3#.63

The Reservation Concerning Shantung

From the time that Wilson conceded to permlit Japan
to gain the Shantung territory, the Senate had argued whether
the treaty makers had the moral right to make the transfer.
As indicated earlier, six amendments were defeated but many
of the Senators vetoed the amendments because they preferred
a reservation. The Committee reservation stated:

7. The United States withholds 1ts assent to

articles 156, 157, and 158, and reserves full liberty
of action wlth respect to any controversy which may

Ibld.

631p14., 9, 8561.
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arlse under sald artlcles betwgzn the Republlic of
China and the Empire of Japan.

McCumber immediately objected. He explained that England,
France and Italy had treaties with Japan which gave the
Shantung territory to Japan. Unless they broke those treatles
they would have to refuse to agree wilth the United States’
interpretation of the ownership of Shantung. He reminded

the Senate of the preamble they had passed requiring "three
out of fourlnations" to agree. He then introduced an amend-
ment which stated: "The United States refrains from entering
into any agreement on its part in reference to the matters:
contained in articles 156, 157, and 158."65 This version
would permit the allles, except Japan, to honorably agree
that the United States would not be a party to the transfer.
Lenroot sald the origlnal wording stated exactly whgt the
Senate wanted expressed: "full disapproval of this robpery

of China by Japan;" enough Senators agreed with Lenroot to de-
feat the McCumber proposal 42 to 50-66 The Commlittee reser-

vation was approved by a vote of 53 to 41.67

Six Procedural Reservations
Reservations eight through thirteen are dlscussed
jointlj sinde, with one exception, they produced no extended

debate. The combined support of irreconcilables, strict

64114, 51p14., 9, 8562.

661114, 8T 1p14., 9, 8564.
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reservationists and mild reservationists passed all slx pro-
posals in one afternoon. Reservation elght stated that Amer-
lcan representatives to the league were subject to Senate
confirmation; the measure passed, 53 to 40, with only a mild
protest from Thomas Walsh that the resolution was Just an-
other personal attack on Wilson.68 Number nine stated that
the Reparations Commlssion could not interfere with trade
between America and Germany without the approval of Congress;
the reservation passed without comment 54 to 40.59 Number
ten provided that no American funds would be allocated to the
league without Congressional approval; it also passed without
debate 56 to 39.70

Number eleven referred to one of the original ob-
Jections to the league, regulatlon of the slze of armed
forces. The reservatlon simply gave Congress the power to
increase the armaments if America was "threatened by inva-
sion or engaged in war." With no serious objections the
reservation passed 56 to 39.71

Number twelve permitted the natlionals of a covenant-
breaking state who lived in the United States to "continue
their commercial, financlal, and personal relations with the
nationals of the United States," which article 16 prohibited.
Wadsworth, New York, attempted to get one phrase reworded

but lacked unanlmous consent required under the cloture rule.

681114., 9, 8564-8566. 91pia., 9, 8566.

T01p14. T1vid., 9, 8567.
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Otherwise the reservation easily passed 53 to 41,72
The final procedural reservatlon referred to the
section of the treaty which stated that the affairs of clti-
zens would be subject to "any court or any department of the
Government of any of the high contracting parties . . . 1ln
pursuance of war legislation." Wadsworth offered a ration-
ale for the reservation:
The purpose . . . is merely to make it clear that
this . . . shall not be taken to mean that American
cltizens are deprived of thelr rights in our courts
?gg?ﬁy any case which they are warranted in present-
The majority of the Senate agreed and number thirteen passed
52 to 41,17
While the subject matter of all reservations was the
peace treaty, the purpose of many was to establish the su-
premacy of Congress over any international body. The absence
of debate can be interpreted as an agreement between the Sen-
ators who believed that the treaty Jeopardized America's
soverelgnty and the league supporters who never serlously
worried about the alleged loss.
Thus, on November 15, between 10:00 a.m. and 4:15 p.m.,
the Senate passed ten reservations. After twelve months of

debate, league critics took only six hours to give Wilson

ten reasons to refuse to sign the peace treaty.

72I1p1d., 9, 8567-8570.

73Ibid., 9, 8570-8571.
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Two Commlttee Reservations Are

Re jected

Reservation fourteen was & confusing condition. The
reservation stated:

14, The United States declines to accept, as
trustee, or in her own right, any interest in or any
responsibllity for the government or disposition of
the overseas possessions of Germany, her rights and
titles to which Germany renounces to the principal
allied and assoclated powers under articles 119 to
127, inclusive.T4

Most of November 17 was spent 1n debating whether or not the
reservation concerning mandates covered this subjlect. One
group of Senators proclaimed that Amerlcens wanted no part
of the African and Pacific possessions while another group
sald America should not remove herself completely from these
territories due to theilr possible millitary value. At any
rate, the reservation was overwhelmingly rejected 29 to 64,
with about half of the "yes" votes cast by irreconcilables.!>

The next reservation, now numbered fourteen, was a

specific reference to the supremacy of natlonallsm ln the
proposed world order.

14, The United States reserves to itself exclur
sively the rlight to declde what questlons affect lts
honor or 1ts vital interests and declares that such
questions are not under this treaty to be submlitted
in any way elther to arbltration or to the conslder-
ation of the council or of the assembly of the league

of nations or any agency thereof or to the declsion
or recommendation of any other power. 6

™1p14., 9, 8617. 51bid., 9, 8617-8634.

T61p14., 9, 8634.
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The volce of the lrreconcilable majority on the Foreign Re-
lations Committee was evident. Nineteen Senators Jolned the
irreconcilables but the measure was defeated 36 to 56.77

Two Resgervationsg Are Added by
the Senate

The Commlttee reservations accepted by the Senate
now numbered thirteen. Since the peace treaty was before the
Commlttee of the Whole, any Senator could propose an addition
to the Commlttee recommendations. Before the cloture rule
was put lnto effect many amendments and substitute reserva-
tlons were introduced. McCumber had introduced nine reser-
vatlons which reflected the mlld reservationist attitude in
the Senate. BSeven of these were elther discussed or rejected
during the action on the Committee slate. The Senate now
investigated McCumber's eighth proposal which referred to
the international labor organlzation to be created.

14, The Unlted States withholds its assent to

Part XIII (articles 387 to 427, inclusive) of said
treaty unless Congress, by act or Jjoint resolution,
shall hereafter make provislon for representation in
the organizatlon established by sald Part XIII, and in
such event the partlicipation of the United States
will be governed and conditioned 8y the provisions
of such act or joint resolution.’
The purpose of the reservation was the protection of Ameri-
ca's honor. The covenant would set up machinery which pur-

ported to protect laborers all over the world. McCumber was

not agalnst the policy of protectlon but rather the means by

"1p14., .9, 8640. 81p1d.
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which the guarantee would be implemented. He uged as an ex-
ample the labor union that was at that time sharing the
headlines with the lesague controversy.

The Industrial Workers of the World, the I.W.W. or-

ganlzation that we are now irying to destroy and

attempting to drive out of the country, can lodge a

complaint with this body .]League Commission on

Labor] and compel the United States to answer to

its charges; and if the United States sends its

representative, then this organizatlon may, by a two-

thirds vote, refuse to accept the representatlve sent

by the United States. In other words, not only must

a great nation come before this organization, bound

to kneel and plead before it, but the attorney that

natlon employs to defend 1tself may be relected by

that organization. Was ever a soverelgn nation reduced

to such degradation?79
Senator King immediately introduced an amendment which re-
moved America from any action concerning the labor commis-
sion, evelr including its formation.80

On November 18, the Senate debated the merits of both

proposals. McCumber evaluated the two recommendatlions as the
difference between the use of an ax and an anesthetlic in per-
forming a surglcal operation: "The difference is that one
kllls whlle the other leaves the door open for hope."81 The
vote on the two proposals validates that distinction. King's
"ax" was defeated 43 to 48; strict reservationists split
thelr vote and only Cummins represented the mild reservation-
18t8.82 MqCumber's version became the fourteenth reservation

with a vote of 54 to 35; all seven mild reservationists, all

T91bid., 9, 8641. §01p14.
81 82

Ibid., 9, 8T02. Ibid., 9, 8730.
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of the strict reservationists and all but two of the lrre-
concilables combined to secure its adoption.83

The Senate then dlscussed McCumber's final proposal.
In this wording, McCumber attempted to satlsfy those critics
who objected to the voting edge of Great Britain.

When the case referred to the council or the assembly
involves a dispute between one member of the league
and another member of the league whose self-governlng
dominions, colonles, or parts of emplre are also
represented in the body to which the case 1s referred,
or involves a dispute between one member and any such
dominion, colony or part of empire, both the dis-
putant members, lncluding the dominion or principal
country and all its sald dominions, colonles, and
parts of empire, are to b§ excluded from votlng upon
any phase of the dlspute. 4
Senator Hitchcock immediately agreed: "I think the reser-
vation . . . expresses what 1ls the real meaning of the league
covenant."85 With the leader of the treaty supporters in
favor of the measure the reservation was almost certaln to
be adopted.

On the other hand, Hiram Johnson offered a substi-
tute proposal which had three parts: America would have slx
votes in any phase of the league's voting; Great Britain
would have no votes 1f involved in & dlespute with America;
and Great Britaln would only have one vote 1n a dlspute be-

tween America and any other country.86 McCumber attacked the

general nature of the proposal: "Under the reservation
831114, 841p14., 9, 8731.

851114. 861114.
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« « « each of the other natlons would, of course, demand an
equal 6 votes; and if there were 40 of them there would be
240 votes to be cast."87 Senators Reed, Borah and Knox im-.
medliately supported Johnson but were unable to explalin away
McCumber's objection. The amendment was voted on by sec-
tions. The Senate rejected the first section 43 to 16;
Johnson withdrew the other two sections.88
Senator Lenroot also had a substitute motlion for con-

sideration.

The Unlted States assumes no obligation to be bound

by any decislon, report, or finding of the councll

or assembly in which any member of the league and 1its

self-governing dominions, colonies, or parts of emplre

in the aggregate have cast more than one vote, and

assumes no obligation to be bound by any decision, re-

port, or finding of the councll or assembly arilsing

out of any dispute between the Unlted States and any

member of the league if such member, or any self-

governing dominlion, colony, emplre or Sart of empire

united with it politically has voted.S
The appeal of this proposal was evlident; Lenroot captured
the spirit of McCumber's motlon and most of the Johnson sub-
stitute. The rejection of the McCumber version was virtually
unanimous, 3 to 86; the Lenroot verslon passed 55 to 38 to

become the fifteenth reservation.90

Other Reservations Are Rejected

In the remaining hours, seventeen other reservations

.

were rejected. Phelan proposed that the United States

871p14., 9, 87%3. 881114., 9, 8738.

891p14., 9, 8736. 901p1d., 9, 8741.
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interpret the league covenant on the basis of Wilson's Four-
teen Points; the Senate objected 12 to 79.97  Owen presented
another version of the same proposal and 1t was also re-
jected.?2 EKnox's proposal that the Unlted States be the sole
Judge on questions of i1ts honor was rejected 30 to 61, and a
similar version by Reed was defeated 34 to 50.95 Wesley
Jones recommended that Congress be the sole Jjudge of the slze
of Arwerica's armed forces; the Senate dlsagreed 34 to 50.94
He later proposed that the Unlted States withdraw member=-
ghip after two years unless: Shantung were given to China;
Ireland and Egypt were glven thelr independence; and all mem-
ber nations had disbanded peacetime conscription. The
reservation was rejected.95 Owen also proposed Egyptlan
independence; the motlon falled 31 to 46.96 Senator France
suggested that Germany's African colonles be given to the
United States; with no debate the Senate refused 3 to T1.97
Gore wanted to specify that America would not become en-
tangled in any forelgn alllance but the Senate refused 28 to
50.98 David Welsh made a motlon which 1n essence protected
the First Amendment to the Constitutlion; the motlon was

911pid., 9, 8742.
921pid., 9, 8736; no votes listed.
91pia., 9, 8T44; 8756, 9%1pid., 9, BT44-8T4S5.

951b1d., 9, 8748; no votes listed.

9%61pid., 9, 8756+8759. 97Tbid., 9, 8746.
98Ibid., 9, 8745.
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rejected 36 to 42.99 Hitchcock tried to remove the "three
out of four" stipulation in the preamble but was defeated 36
to 45.100

Senator La Follette proposed six reservations; all
glx were rejected. The principle that self-determination
should be accorded all nations was defeated 24 to 49. That
peacetime conscription should be abolished was defeated 21
fo 54, That no nation could go to war without giving 1ts
cltizens a vote on the proposition was discarded 13 to 58.
A proposal to force all natlons to decrease their millitary
expendlitures by one-=fifth in five years was overwhelmingly
defeated 10 to 60. That no new territory could be acquired
unless 1ts cltlzens agreed was fejected 19 to 51. Finally
La Follette proposed that no nation could appropriate the
natural resources of any mandatory wlthout the explolted na-
tions' consent; this measure was rejected 23 to 51.101

The major contention that the covenant had certain
undesirable features was used by the league critics to
achleve the goal of altering the covenant. The developing
arguments were those heard since the initlal phases of the
struggle. Yet the reservations appended to the resolution
of ratification were less directed toward the subject of
these arguments than toward certaln other purposes held by

the Senators. The desire to give the Republican party credit

991pid., 9, 8753. 1001 p14., 9, 8754-8755.
1011pi4., 9, 8748-8753.
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for the peace terms; the struggle between the leglislative
and executlve branches for supremacy in making forelgn pollcy
decisions; the conflict between the natlonal state and lnter-
natlonal cooperatlon; and the confllct between certaln Sena-
tors and President Wllson were as much an lmpetus for the
fifteen reservations as the Senate's desire to remove certain
undesirable features of the proposed covenant.

No one seriously doubted that certain interpretative
reservations would be necessary to obtain the Constitutional
two-thirds majority. Extreme reservatlons were unhesltantly
defeated while other measures were passed only through the
bloc support of the irreconcllables. At any rate, ieague
critics who sought to alter the covenant were successful.

All that remained was to ensure that the alteratlon was re-

tained when the final vote was taken on November 19.

The November Rejectlon of the Peace Treaty
Vice President Marshall lald the Treaty of Versallles

before the Senate on November 19. After two months 1n the
Forelgn Relatlons Committee and two more months before the
Committee of the Whole, the Senate was ready to take officilal
actlon. Two communiques to Congress were read before the
voting began; both had a potential influence on the vote.

The first was a letter from Wilson to Hitchcock which
Senator Lodge read to the Senate.

My dear Senator: You were good enough to bring
ne word that the Democratlc Senators supporting the
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treaty expected to hold a conference before the
final vote on the Lodge resolutlon of ratificatlon,
and they would be glad to receive a word of counsel
from me.

I should hesitate to offer it in any detail, but
I assume that the Senators only desire my Jjudgment
upon the all-important question of the final vote on
the resolution contalning the many reservatlons by
Senator Lodge. On that I can not hesitate, for, in
my opinion, the resolution in that form does not
provide for ratification but, rather, for the nul~
lification of the treaty. I sincerely hope that
friends and supporters of the treaty will vote agalnst
the Lodge resolution of ratification.

I understand that the door will probably then be
open for a genulne resolution of ratification.

I trust that all true friends of the treaty willl
refuse to support the Lodge resolutlion.

Cordlally and sincerely yours,

(signed) Woodrow Wilson'02
Wilson again challenged -the Senate, as he had done twlce the
previous spring.

The second communique was read by Senator McNary. A
bulletin from the League to Enforce Peace urged "the imme-
diate ratification of the treaty, even with 1ts reserva-
tions."103 For almost four years this organization had been
actively working toward the initiation of a world organiza=-
tion. Even when Taft indicated in July that he would accept
some reservations, League officlals stood steadfast for un-
conditional ratification. Now the League had capltulated;

Wilson apparently stood alone.

1021 44., 9, 8768. 103:114., 9, 8774,
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The Lodge resolution could probably count on the sup-
port of members of all three factions of league critics, a
potential of fifty-six votes. But if all thirty~-nine Demo-
cratlic league supporters followed thelr President's advice,
the peace treaty would not be ratified. Twelve months of
debate had still not effected a constitutionally acceptable
approval of peace terms.

The first vote on the resolution of ratification was
taken about 1:00 p.m. on November 19. All thirty-two strict
reservationists and seven mlld reservationists voted for ap-~
proval. The thirty-nine league Democrats heeded Wllson; they
were jJolned by slixteen irreconcllables in defeating the reso-
lution 39 to 55. Senator Fall was the only member not voting;
the total would have been 39 to 56 with his presence.104

After hours of parllamentary maneuvering the reso=-
lutlon was voted on again; this time the treaty was rejected
41 to 51. Only three votes changed; Owens, Myers and
Pomerene now voted for ratification. Thirty-five league
supporters comblned with sixteen irreconcllables in rejec~-
tion. 105 Lodge immediately eddressed the chair: "So far as
the treaty now submitted goes, the final vote has been taken,

and I move that the Senate proceed to the conslderation of

104Ibid., 9, 8786; Kendrick announced Fall's ab-

sence: "I am informed he would vote 'nay' on the question.”

1OBIbid., 9, 8802; Culberson, yes, and Nelson, no,

were absent.
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- leglislative business." Senator Underwcod appealed for a vote
on an unencumbered resolution. Lodge agreed to make no point
of order if the vote were lmmedlate. For two weeks parlia-
mentary procedure had been one of the critics' main weapons;
Lodge must have been convinced of the outcome of this vote

as he could have prevented 1t as he had done four times thaf
day.

On that vote the resolution of ratificatlon was de-
feated 38 to 53. Thirty-seven Democrats and McCumber voted
yes; all the other reservationlsts and the irreconcilables
voted no.106 Lodge moved to reconsider the vote just taken
end then immediately moved to lay the motion to reconsider
on the table. This maneuver would prevent any league sup-
porter from preventing the Senate's adjourning. With a vote
of 48 to 42 the Senate lald the motion to reconsider on the
table, and the Senate was through with the treaty for this
session. After a brlef return to leglslative business, the

Senate adjourned until December. 107

The Interim Perlod

Since the relectlon of the peace treaty did not truly
reflect the majority opinion of the Senate or of the people,
the reaction to the defeat was predictably unfavorable. The

press blamed elther Wilson or the Senate. Wilson was blamed

1061p1d., 9, 8803%; Culberson and Kendrick, for;
Nelson and Fall, agalnst, were absent.

1071pid., 9, 8804-8809.
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for refusing to compromise. The pro-league St. Louls Globe

Democrat wrote: ", . . with unbending egotism and amazing
tactlessness he stood 1n the way of conclliatlon and compro-

mise.” The Philadelphia Ingquirer agreed. Others blamed the

Senate. According to the Rochester Times-Union: "The
United States Senate under the bankrupt leadership of Sena-
tor Henry Cabot Lodge has killed the peace treaty." The New
York Tlmes asked its readers:

Who has supported the Treaty of Versallles from the

- moment of 1ts submission to the Senate, who has tolled
and striven for its ratification? Who has opposed
ratification, who has plled Ossas and Pellons of ob-
struction across lts pathway? Who has engrafted upon
it reservations that blast and destroy 1it?

The New York Sun was an exception: "Thank God this treaty 1s
dead and we are still a free and independent nation."108

Public reaction was sufficlently vliolent to cause
Lodge to comment:

In that brief interval I went to Massachusetts for a
few days and whlle there and after I reached Washington
at the opening of the regular sesslon I found that a
sltuation had developed, both in the Senate and in the
country, which was caused by the contlinued assertlon
of the frlends of the league that the reservatlons had
been added and the defeat of the treaty had been
brought about by the disputes between the two parties
on what were merely verbal dlfferences. The statement
was false, but I thought its falslity should be pub-
lically exhibited.109

If the Senate's rejection was not acceptable to the people,

108These reactions of varlous newspapers are cilted
in Fleming, pp. 396-397, and Cranston, pp. 233-234.

109Lodge, pp. 192-193,
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league critics still had to prepare a lesson for thelr publlec

educatlion program.

The Senate Attempts Compromise Negotiatlions
Most of the criticlism of Senate actioh was 1ts fallure

to negotiate some type of compromise. The Literary Digest

reported: "Yet as the first exclamation of regret or delight
gave way to sober editorlal thought, we find newspapers of
every politlical hue and geographlical location urgling compro-
mise."'10 The Nashville Banner typified these demands: "Re-
publicans under Lodge's leadershlp can better afford to leave
off some of thelr stronger reservatlons than to have the
treaty fall altogether and the administration forces can well
afford to agree to some of the reéervations proposed."111

The League to Enforce Peace combined with the Amerlcan
Federation of Labor in sponsoring a conference in Washlngton.
Leaders from thirty-three organizatlons across the country,
representing a combined membership of over twenty million
people, adopted a resolution stating that the treaty should
be ratified "with such reservationse as may secure in the Sen~
ate the necessary two-thirds vote."112

One index of popular opinion was the Intercolleglate
Treaty Referendum which was addressed to colleges ln every

sectlon of the country. The poll is especlally significant

1101 X111 (December 6, 1919), 14.

111Ibid., p- 15. 11201'3.ns‘c.on,, Pp. 241=242,
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since, in general, the academic world had supported Wilson's

attempt to organize peace.

Unreserved ratificatlion 48,232
Ratification wlth Lodge reservations 29,970
Ratification wilth compromlise reservations 61,494
Complete rejectlon 13,933113

Although the proposed covenant had a four to one majority
over a rejected league, a modified league was almost a two
to one favorite over Wilson's proposal; the compromise at-
titude was decidedly preferred to elther Wilson's or Lodge's
program.

Thomas Balley commented on the compromise demands of
the period: "The tremendous ground swell 1s an impressive
tribute to the power of public opinion, and its ability to
secure action, if not results, when 1t makes up l1ts mind that
something must be done 114

The financlal leaders élso began to exert pressure
for compromise. According to Carl Ackerman, a Washington
Post correspondent: "The business interests are dolng every-
thing within their power to have the treaty of Versallles
ratified by a compromise between President Wilson and the

Republican leaders of the Senate."115 Underwood presented

Ackerman's analysis to the Senate as a reason for

"30ong. Rec., 66th Cong., 2nd Sess., 1920, LIX,
Part 2, 1695; unless otherwise designated, all citatlions are
to this session of Congress.

114

11SCong. Rec., 1, 531.

Balley, p. 226.
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reconsidering the treaty; he proposed a Committee of Con-
clliation be appointed to draft a compromise. With typlcal
sarcasm, Lodge dismissed the analysis "by a gentleman named
Carl Ackerman, apparently of German origin, whose name, I
think, I have before observed during the war."116 Lodge
also dismissed the 1ldea of a committee; his stand was that
the treaty was not before the Senate and would not be until
Wilson resubmlitted the document. Underwood reminded him
that i1f the treaty were resubmitted 1t would go to the For-
elgn Relations Commlttee, which had held it two months the
last time, and would not be before the Senate where action
was needed lmmedlately. Lodge did not answer.!17

Lodge's refusal to compromise alienated some members

of his own party. The New York Tlmes reported that a dozen

or so Republicans were provoked by Lodge's refusal and issued
an ultimatum that they would deal directly with the Democrats
if necessary.118 Lodge did not take lmmedlate action but
these murmurings of discontent helped initiate the Bi-

Partisan Conference in January, 1920.

The Actlion of the Bl-Partlsan Conference

Lodge takes credit for calling the conference 19

161p14., 1, 533.
"71p14., 1, 534-535.
118December 27, 1919, pp. 1, 3.

119Lodge, p. 193; for some reason Lodge lists
McKellar as Republlcan.
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although Senator McKellar, Tennessee, sald the ldea origl-
nated with Senator Colt.120 Five Democrats and four Repub-
licans met to see 1f they could reach some agreement. Lodge
described the procepdings.

This conference met and sat constantly for two weeks

and consldered all the reservations. We came to

tentative agreements on certain changes in the word-

ing of some of the reservations . . . but we could

not agree on the reservation relating to the Monroe

doctrine, or the reservation pertaining to the equal-

1ty of voting in the league, and we falled conspic-

uously and emphatically to agree on any changes in

the reservatlon relating to article 10.1
The New York Tribune commented on the meeting on January 223
"While nothing is actually settled, the language of the com-
promise program 1s regarded as distinctively mllder 1in 1ts
terms than the Lodge reservations."!22

On January 30 the conference mysteriously broke

up.123 Both Lodge and Hitchcock lssued statements about the
results of the conference.124 Lodge gave hls reason for the

failure: "I had made up my mind at the beglinning that if

the conference was to break up without an agreement it would

120y, Maurice Darline, "Who Kept the United States
Out of the League of Nations," Canadlan Historical Review, X
(September, 1929), 198=-200; Fleming, p. 406, prints McKellar's
letter giving Colt the credit.

121Lodge, p. 193.

12201 ted in Fleming, p. 407.

1QBInfra, p. 205 for the influence of the irre-
concllables.

1
24Lodge, pp. 195=205, has copies of both state=~

ments.
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be on article 10, which was the crucial point throughout the
contest."125

The Final Rejection of the Peace Treaty
On February 9, after a hectic parliamentary inquiry

concerning the status of the treaty, the Senate approved
Lodge's motion to send the treaty back to the Forelgn Rela-
tions Committee. The only votes against the motion were cast
by irreconcilables. The next morning Lodge reported the
treaty back fromthe Commlittee but suggested that debate be
postponed until the following Monday, February 16, due to

the absence of so many Senators. 126

Debate on the Treaty Is Resumed
On that day Lodge introduced an amendment to the
first reservation, which dealt with the withdrawal procedure.
He proposed to remove the objectlonable "concurrent resolu-
tion" clause which created such a controversy in November.
The last line now read: '"notice of withdrawal by the United
States may be glven by the Presldent or by Congress alone

whenever a majority of both Houses may deem it necessary." 127

125Ib1d., p. 194. Fleming, pp. 433-439, contains a
detalled account of the conference including the substitute
proposals by Simmonds, Hltchcock and Taft for the reservatlon
on article 10.

126Marshall evaluated the comlng debate to a group

of reporters, "Boys, why don't you just teke your files on
this treaty debate and print them over again.”

1271v14., 3, 2944.
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Hitchcock labelled the new wording "not a compromise but
more obnoxious than before." America's membership was not
to be determined on an "either-or" basis; the only true so=~
lution was a Jjoint resolution. He proposed an amendment to
that effect which was defeated 26 to 38.128 Lodge's subm
stitute was also defeated 32 to 33, and the Senate reap-
proved the original reservation 45 to 20.129 The forty-five
votes represented & curious combination of five league sup=~
porters, ten irreconcilables, six mlld reservatlonlsts and
twenty-three strict reservatlonists.

Lodge suggested that the Senate save the second
reservation, on article 10, untll last. The third reserva-
tion, on mandates, was reaccepted without debate 68 to 4,130

The fourth reservation, concerning domestic issues,
was reconsidered on February 26. Hitchcock proposed a sub-
stitute which stated that no member nation would be required
to submlt any questlon which it consldered to be wholly do-
mestic in nature. The only major distinction between this
wording and the Committee reservation was the omlssion of the
specific reference to the United States. The death of Sen=
ator Bankhead, Alabama, interrupted debate on the treaty;
discussion on the Hitchcock substltute was resumed on
March 2, 1920. This substitute was defeated 36 to 44, and

the original reservation was again adopted by a vote of 56 to

1281p14., 4, 3241. 1291p1d., 4, 3242.

1301p14., 4, 3514.
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25,131 Five league supporters had changed their votes and
now supported the reservation: Ashurst, Henderson, Myers,
Nugent and Plttman.

The fifth reservation, pertaining to the Monroe doc-
trine was reconsidered and reapproved 58 to 22.132 Nine
Democrats who had previously voted against the proposal now
favored the reservation: Beckham, Fletcher, Henderson, King,
Myers, Nugent, Phelan, Plttman and Hoke Smith.

The sixth reservation, the Shantung clause, was dis-
cugsed on March 4. Lodge proposed an amendment which re-
moved the speclfic reference to China and Japan. Hitchcock
questioned the force of the reservation now that France,
Japan, Italy and Great Britaln had ratified the treaty. The
territory had been officially transferred. If the Senate
wanted to protect China's interest, then state 1t in the res-
ervation: "It is of no benefit to China unless we are going
to back up our protestations by active means."133 Even so,
Hitchcock agreed that excluding the specific reference would
lessen the tension. The Senate concurred and voted for the
amendment 69 to 2, and the reservatlion as amended was adopted
48 to 21.13#4 six Senators changed thelr votes: Chamberlain,
Henderson, Myers, Nugent, Pittman and Hoke Smlth.

The slx procedural reservations were readopted with

13 1p1a., 4, 3741, - 1323p14., 4, 3748.

1331014, 4, 3839-3840. 3% 114, , 4, 3857.
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no real opposition from league supporters.135

The thirteenth reservation, on the international
labor organization, was readopted without debate 44 to 27.136
No one who had previously voted agalnst the reservation now
favored the measure. Senator Dial's opposition represented
the only change from the previous vote 1n Nocvember.

The fourteenth reservation, concerning the inequality
of votes, was resubmitted on March 8. Lodge proposed an
amendment which added two parts. The filrst sectlon stipu-
lated that the covenant would have to be amended to entltle
America "to cast a number of votes equal to that which any
member of the league and its self-governing colonies, domin-
lons, or parts of empire in the aggregate, shall be entitled
to cast. « o " The second part stated that the Unlited States
was not bound by any decision where any nation or dominion,
colony, or part of emplre, voted if a natlon connected with
1t had voted.'37T Lodge was apparently not interested in com-
promise. He not only demanded votes equal to England but
wanted all six of her votes to be nulliflied in any dispute
with America.

The debate centered around the distinction between an
amendment and a reservation. League supporters claimed that

a regervetion which forced the covenant to be amended was

1351b14., 4, 3864-4007. 1361p1d., 4, 4010.
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actually an amendment, no matter what label the Senate gave
it.
Lodge's two part amendment was adopted by the Senate.
The vote on the first part was 49 to 28; no votes were listed
for the second part.138 The fourteenth reservation, as
amended by Lodge, was adopted 57 to 20.139 Seven Demccrats
who had voted agalnst the Lenroot version now supported the
reservation: Ashurst, Chamberlain, Henderson, Myers, Pittman,
Nugent and Pomerene.
The Debate over the Reservation
to Artlicle 10

Lodge asked the Senate to dlscuss the second reserva-
tion last. On March 12, he lntroduced a substitute reserva-
tion,

2. The United States assumes no obligation to
preserve the territorlal integrity or political inde-~
pendence of any other country by the employment of
ite military or naval forces, its resources, or any
form of economic dlscrimination, or to interfere in
any way in controversies between nations, whether
members of the 1ea§ue or not, under the provisions of
article 10. . « .140

He had removed the sole power clause which had been one of
the original objections but hls addition of "any form of eco-
nomic discrimination" was equally distasteful to league sup-

porters. This addition virtually removed America's obliga-

tion under article 16 as well as under article 10. The

1381p14., 4, 4061-4062. 1391v14., 4, 4067.

1407014., 4, 4211.
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inclusion of "resources" indicated a new interpretation of the
dangers inherent in the article. Even 1f the Unlted States
refused any obligation to preserve territorial boundaries, she
would have to help pay the cost of any league action for such
a preservation. One critic stated that the financial obli-
gation "would be likely to prove as much of a burden to the
United States as any military obligations. . . 141

Frelinghuysen submitted a substitute resolution which
slmply refused American obligation to article 10 under any
circumstances; the amendment was rejected 17 to 59.142 Only
irreconcilables were interested in rejecting artiéle 10 com-
pletely.

After five days of discussion, Senator Kirby, Arkan-
sas, was the first league supporter to actively enter the de-
bate. He proposed to add the phrase: "Nothing here shall be
deemed to impalr the obligation in article 16 concerning the
economic boycott." The motion was defeated 31 to 45. He then
offered the Taft Reservatlion to article 10 which Kirby said
had the assent of forty Democrats.

The Unlted States declines to assume any legal or
binding obligation . . . to employ the military or
naval forces of the Unlted States under any article of
that treaty for any purpose; but the Congress . . .
will consider and decide what moral obligation, 1if
any, under the circumstances of any particular case,

when 1t arlises, should move the Unlted States in the
interest of world peace. . . o143

14101ted in Cranston, p. 248; author of quotation
unknowne.

"420ong, Rec., 5, 4321. 1431014, 5, 4324,
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The motlon was the most effective compromlise which had been
consldered. Congress could still determine America'’s obli~-
gations. Wlth legal obligations denled, the covenant could
not be labelled a war-breeder. Congress would still control
America's armed forces. Yet without debate the league critics
rejected the measure 30 to 46.144

Simmonds, Senator from North Carolina, offered a sub-
stitute motlon which he said Wilson would accept. The Senate
d1d not accept 1t; the measure falled 27 to 51.145 With the
fallure of these last minute compromise attempts, the new
Lodge reservatlon was adopted 56 to 26.146 Seven Democrats
had switched votes from the prgvious November: Ashurst,
Gerry, Myers, Nugent, Phelan, Plttman and Pomerene.

Article 10 was supposedly the basis for accepting or
rejecting the treaty. The Senate had passed this reservation
with a two-thirds majority. With this requisite majority,
the treaty apparently stood a good chance of ratification;
but this vote was the closest that Amerlca came to being a

member of the then functioning league.

A New Reservatlon Is Adopted
by the Senate’

The symmetry of fourteen reservations opposing the

Fourteen Points was broken when a league supporter, Senator

Gerry, Rhode Island, submitted a new reservation which stated

1441454, 5, 4325, 1451p14., 5, 4332.
1461p14., 5, 4333.
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America's position toward Ireland.

In consenting to the ratification of the treaty with

Germany the United States adheres to the principle

of self-determination and to the resolution of sym-

pathy with the aspirations of the Irish people for a

government of thelr own choice, adopted by the Senate

June 6, 1919, and declares that when self-government

is attained by Ireland, a consummation it 1s hoped 1is

at hand, it should promgtly be admltted as a member of

the League of Nations.!47
Thomas proposed to extend the statement to include Korea but
the Senate refused 34 to 46.148 The fifteenth reservation was
adopted 45 to 38.149

Gerry's reasons for submitting this reservation are

not positively known. One reason might have been politlcal.
Many other natione had been discussed in the Senate, includ-
ing Egypt, Armenia and Korea. The selectlon of Ireland was
probably an attempt to appeal to the Irish-Amerlcan elector-
ate in particular and to the anti-British element in general.
Another reason might have been to prohiblt the acceptance of
the treaty with reservatlions. The preamble read "three out
of four" nations must approve; Japan would surely be dis-
pleased by the Shantung condition while England would probably
not accept both of the reservations--the one dealing with
equal votes and Gerry's concerning Irish independence--if
elther. Whatever the reason for the linltlation and passage |,

of the reservation, 1t represented an anomaly. Some of the

very Senators who decrled any interference in America's

47 1p1d., 5, 4499. 1481p14., 5, 4512.
1491p14., 5, 4532.



195
internal affairs now proposed to meddle 1n the affairs of
England; some of the very men who protested England's six to
one voting margin now proposed to increase that margin to

seven to one.

The Final Vote on the Treaty

On March 19, the resolutlon of ratification with the
accompanying fifteen reservations was again officlally before
the Senate. The flrst order of business was to alter the
wording of the preamble. The "three out of four" clause was
replaced with one which read, in effect, "if no nation dis-
agrees" the resolution will become effective.'90 Senator
Brandegee wanted to add a sixty-day stipulation; league sup-
perters violently objected on the basls that the Senate had
no right to specify how and when the President could obtain
approval. The Jealously guarded rights of the Senate endan-
gered by the executlve agaln became the focal polnt of the
debate. The Brandegee stipulation narrowly falled 41 to
42,15¢% Actually the change in the language was even more fa-
vorable to the rejectionists than to any other position. They
no longer had to count on Japan and another natlion to disap-
prove; any one nation's refusal would be sufficlent to in-
validate the resolution.

The struggle was virtually over. Some seventeen

1501p14., 5, 4567-4569; no votes listed.

1511v14., 5, 4574.
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months had passed since the armistice had been signed and
‘Wilson had decided to go to Paris. In the remaining minutes
representatives of several factlons closed the debate. Two
league critics~~Lenroot, a mild reservationist, and Hoke
Smith, a strict reservationlist--argued for the resolution.
Five league supporters gave thelr reasons why they planned to
vote for the reservations. No word was heard from the lrre-
concllables.

Even though seventeen Democrats left the league sup-
porters, the Senate refused to adopt the resolution by a vote
of 49 to 35, seven votes short of ratification.!®2 Fifteen
irreconcilables jolned twenty league supporters to defeat the
proposition.153 Twelve Senators did not vote but each one's
opinion was announced as hls name was called. If all ninety-
8ix Senators had voted, the total would have been 57 to 39,
still seven votes short. For the fourth and final time the

Senate refused America's membership in the League of Nations.

Conclusion
The third and final phase of the treaty struggle was
completed. The league opponents were successful in preventing
Wilson's proposed covepant from belng accepted. The revision-

ists successfully attached certain Interpretative reservations

1521p1d4., 5, 4599.

153Mhe irreconcilable vote changed. Trammell voted
for the resolution but was replaced by Shields, a strict
reservationist. Penrose did not vote but would have sup-
ported the irreconcilable position this time.
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which would "protect" America's interests. The rejectionlists
achleved thelr goal but not through the use of arguments;
most Senators were not convinced that America should abstain
from jolning any league.

The prime accompllishment of league critlics during
this phase of the controversy was to shift the lssue from the
previous choice between Wilson's league versus no league.

Now the 1ssue was twofold: Wilson's league versus a modified
league; and a modified league versus no league. Critics were
successful in obtailning a modified league in preference to
Wilson's version but the coalition between the Wilsonites and
the Borahltes prevented a majority of the Senate from obtain-
ing thelr goal of a modified league in preference to no
league.

As for the indirect audience, many in the Senate
hoped the people would make their will known in the coming
presidential electlon. Wilson shared that belief as he pro-
posed to make the next election a "great and solemn referen-
dum as to the part the United States 1s to play in completing
the settlements of the war."'5*

154From a letter to the Democérats read at the Jack=
son Day celebration; cited in Fleming, p. 404.



CHAPTER VI
CONCLUSIONS

After the final rejections by the Senate, the gquestion
of league membership became one of the lssues in the campaigﬁ
between Harding and Cox. How much Influence the league ques-
tlon had on the eventual Republican victory is a subject for
eanother study. If the country had not indicated in 1918 that
Républicans were coming back 1nto power around the country; if
the myrlad of domestic issues had not clouded the results; if
the voters had been glven a more clear-cut cholce between the
two parties on the league dlspute, the influence on the 1920
election of America's decislon to stay out of the league might
prove a useful final analysls for the controversy. As 1t was,
America did not Jjoin the League of Natlons and that chapter
in her hilstory was closed.

The purpose of thls study has been to ascertain the
role of persuasion in the outcome of the Treaty of Versallles.
Major contentions and supporting arguments were isolated when
’possible and evaluated for the signiflcance they held in the
controversy. The arguments used by speakers, however, were

not solely responslble for the flnal rejectlons of the peace

198
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treaty. ©Some of the contributing causes operated lndepend~
ently of the arguments while others enj)oyed a close relatlon-
ship to the arguments. The function of this chapter 1s to
discuss the relatlonshlp of these factors which contributed
to the rejectlon of the treaty to the argumente used in the
debate.

Factors Contributing to the Treaty Rejection

Many writers have cited various causative factors for
the fallure of the Senate to ratify the Treaty of Versallles.
This study concludes that flve contributing factors were in-
terwoven with the persuasive arguments of the antl-league
speakers. These elements sometlmes caused arguments, some=-
times resulted from arguments, sometimes were unaffected by
the arguments. The filve factors are: Henry Cabot Lodge,
Woodrow Wilson, the irreconcilables, the two-thirds majorlty

rule and the influence of factlonal rivalries.
The Influence of Henry Cabot Lodge

As Senate Majority Leider, Lodge was 1n an enviable
position to solidify partisan oppositlion to the covenant.
Lodge held his party together on the "Round-Robin" resolution
in March of 1919 and agaln during the final voting. Only a
total of four Republican votes were cast agalnst the entlre
slate of the original fourteen reservations; three by Senator

McCumber and one by Senator Sherman. Of course Lodge falled

to retaln the support of the Republican irreconcilablee but
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Lodge knew of thelr revolt and was able to plan accordingly.
Lodge's influence as Chalrman of the Forelgn Relatlions Com-
mittee has already been demonstrated; and, as a skillful par-
liamentarian, he was able to carry out his demands in a way
that a less adept performer would have found dilfficult.
Waldo Braden concluded: "The league had no powerful advocate
on the floor of the Senate capable of matching the eloquence
or parliasmentary tactics of the opposition."! A New York Sun
correspondent described the November proceedings as the most
"amazing parliamentary tangle that anyone could remember."2
Lodge had long upheld the right of the Senate to make

treatlies; on this occasion hs had an added incentive, his
dislike for Wilson. He explained to James Watson what
Wilson's response to the reservatlions would have to be:

You do not take into consideration the hatred that

Woodrow Wilson has for me personally. Never under any

set of circumstances in this world would he be lnduced

zg.%ccept a treaty with Lodge reservatlons appended to
Watson had an interview with Wilson a week later. Wilson's
reaction to Lodge reservations was: "Never! I'll never con-
sent to adopt a policy with which that impossible name 18 so
prominently 1dentified."4 Lodge referred to Wilson as the man

produced by the "Presidential lottery" of 1912. The

I"The Senate Debate of the League of Nations, 1918-
1920," Southern Speech Journal, XXV (Summer, 1960), 281.

2¢ited in Cranston, p. 226.

3cited in Cranstom, p. 142. 4Ibid., p. 150,
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antagonism grew during the incident in the 1916 campaign and
became so pronounced that the two men would not attend the
same public function. Lodge disliked Wilson for many reasons;
one of the most pressing was his indignation over Wilson's
reputation as a scholar. Lodge wrote that Wilson was "not
& scholar in the true sense at all, although the newspapers
were fond of applylng that term to him, as they are apt to
apply 1t to anyone who has held a position of educational im-
portance."? Lodge critlcized Wilson for being a poorly-read
man because he did not use literary quotations in his speeches,
addresses or writings. Lodge belleved

a true lover of literature and letters instinctively

and almost inevitably thinks of the words of the

poet or great prose writer which expresses better than

he can 12 writing or speaking the idea he 1s trylng to

enforce.
Even Wilson's presidency of Princeton was suspect to Lodge:
"I was aware that he had serious difficulties as president of
Princeton that led to his reslignation, which, I have reason
to believe, was a forced resignation."’

Finally, Lodge was influential in this controversy
because he was instrumental 1In setting up a serlies of alterna-
tives for the Senate which must meet with their approval or
no treaty would be signed. He would not permit any other

choices; he was not interested in compromise measures. After

the November rejection an Assoclate Press release printed the

>Lodge, p. 220. 1pia., p. 221.

TIbid.
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results of an interview with Lodge in which he sald: "These
reservations as presented wlll stand. There is no room for
further compromise between Americanlism and the super-govern=-
ment presented by this league."8 A treaty with Lodge's
name on it or-a treaty kllled by Wilson; elther solution

would satisfy the Senator from Massachusetts.?

The Influence of Woodrow Wilson

Wilson's influence in the controversy has been de-
scribed by many as "the" cause of treaty rejection. Arthur S.
Link's comment 1s typical: "Because of his consuming hatred
of Lodge he, too, refused to compromise; he lignored the advice
of his best counselors and threw away the only possible chance
for ratification."!'0 Braden wrote: "The idealist and profes-
sor forgot the necessity of being a politiclan. . . . [E}E]
all-or-nothing technique was probably a political mistake."!!

Actually, Wilson was willing to make some compromlses
but the Senate was not aware of his action. In late August,
1919, he wrote Senator Hitchcock stating the conditions he
would accept. Wilson's words were:

Inasmuch as Article ONE of the Covenant of the

8Cong. Rec., LIX, 1, 535.

IFor mdre details on Lodge's role in the defeat of

the league, see Fleming, pp. 475-487; Darling, pp. 196-211;
and Holt, pp. 290~306.

105, 233,

11"mne Senate Debate of the League of Nations, 1918-
1920," p. 281.
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League of Natlons provides no tribunal to pass Jjudg-
ment upon the right of a member state to withdraw from
the League, the Government of the U.S. understands the
provision of Article ONE wlith regard to wlthdrawal as
putting no limitation upon the right of a member State
to withdraw except such as may lie in the consclence
of the Power proposing to withdraw. . . .

It understands that the advice of the Council of
the League with regard to the employment of armed
forces contemplated in Article TEN of the covenant of
the League 18 to be regarded only as advice and
leaves each member State free to exercise its own
judgment as to whether it is wise or practicable to
act upon that advice or not.

It understands that under Article FIFTEEN . . . no
question can be ralsed elther in the Assembly or in the
Council which will glve that body the right to report
or to make any recommendations upon the pollicy of any
member state wlth regard to such matters as immigra-
tion, naturalization, or tariffs.

It understands, also, that the reference to the
Monroe Doctrine in Article TWENTY-ONE . . . means that
nothing contained in the Covenant shall be lnterpreted
as in any way lmpalring or interfering with the ap-
plication of the Monroe Doctrine in the American
hemisphere.1

Fleming and Darling agree that Wilson wanted Hitchcock to sub-
mit these conditions under the Minority Leader's name. Wilson
reasoned if he openly gave in on certain demands, the Lodge
forces would only ask for more, as they had done after the
amendments Wilson had secured 1in April.

When the Sgnate refused to accept the Hitchcock-

Wilson proposals, Wilson became as unylelding as Lodge. If
Wilson truly wanted America in the league, hls letter to the

Democrats just before the November voting was probably

1261 ted in Fleming, p. 493; the original is among
Wilson's papers.
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unadvisable.!3 First, the Democrats knew how Wilson felt;
such evidence of pressure from the Whlte House as the letter
represented could only antagonlze many Senators who already
feared that the executive had too much power. Secondly,
Wilson's continued reference to the covenant with the attached
reservations as the "Lodge resolution" would be an affront to
many in the Senate. The authorship of the various reserva-
tions was known and the debate over those conditlons indicated
that many other Senators also approved. Wilson's label gave
the impression of splte and personal anlmosity instead of a
desire to get some proposal passed which would be of beneflt
to the whole country. Third, Wilson's phrase "genuine resolu-
tion of ratification" was potentially offensive to many Sena-
tors. The President's inference that the motion was a false
or insincere reflection of Senatorlal attitude was'simply not
true. The inference presented as much of a challenge to Sen=~
ators as he had hurled to them in hls Boston address ln Feb-
ruary and again in his New York speech in March. Those chal=-
lenges had riled many in the Senate; thls challenge would
likely produce a similar effect. Thus, from both a politlcal
and a persussive standpolnt, the letter was ill-advised and
poorly phrased. The same criticlism can be leveled against
Wilson's letter to the Demoorats at the annual 1920 Jackson
Day dinner in ﬁhich he sald the people should declde if he had

been wrong in opposing Lodge.

135y ra, p. 179.
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In addition to the letter, Wilson had two Cabinet of-
ficers on the floor of the Senate "uslng every possible effort
to keep enough Democrats in line to assure defeat of the
Treaty."14 Oscar S. Straus, an officlal in the League to En~-
force Peace, showed Senator McNary a llst of seventeen Demo-
cratic Senators who had signed a pledge to vote for the Lodge
reservations during the November ballotting. According to
Straus, Wilson's letter made it impossible for them to keep
that pledge.15 No names were given by McNary but seventeen
Democratic Senators dld chenge their votes and approve the
resolution in March, 1920. If seven more men had made that

switch, the Treaty of Versallles would have been ratified.

The Influence of the Irreconcilables

The narrow margin by which most of the reservatlions
were passed indlicated the importance of the bloc voting of the
irreconcilables. They were not going to vote for the treaty
under any circumstances so thelr votes do not reflect the
value of the disputed reservations. Only'five reservations
would have been adopted W1thout thelr votes 1f every other
Senator had voted as he did.

In addition to the bloc voting influence, the rejec-
tlonlsts also prohibited attempts at compromise. After the
November defeat of the resolution with the reservations, Sen=-

ator Pomerene made a compromlse attempt.

v

410dge, p. 214, 1501ted in Fleming, p. 396n.
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I move that the treaty, the resolution of ratification,

and the reservations heretofore presented to the Senate

be referred to a commlttee of conclliation composed of

six Senators to be appolnted by the President of the

Senate . . . and that sald commlittee be instructed to

prepare and report to the Senate such a resolution of

ratificatlion and reservations as in thelr Judgment

will meet t?g approval of not less than two-thlrds of

the Senate.
The motion was defeated 48 to 42. Fourteen lrreconcilables
voted with the majority. Mlnutes later Hitchcock made an-
other compromise attempt and tried to get the resolutlon of
ratiflication sent back to the Committee of the Whole. The
results were similar; the motlon was defeated 41 to 50, with
the fourteen irreconclillables contributing to the defeat,

Another effort to compromise, the Bi-Partisan confer-

ence, was also influenced by, the irreconcilable element.
They had no offliclal representation in the conference and were
upset by varlous reports of the changes that were belng made.
McCormick, Brandegee and Johnson were reportedly "“greatly dis-
turbed." Frelinghuysen stated he would not be bound by the
conference’s decislon. Sutherland confessed he was irrecon-
cllable at heart, that he had reluctantly voted for the Lodge
reservatlons and would accept nothlng less. Sherman threatened
to bolt the party 1f any changes were made.!T Borah called

Lodge out of the conference to a meetlng with the rejlection-

ists. Hé questlioned Lodge about why he was giving in to the

6600z, Rec., LVIII, 9, 8800.
-

5 17Darling, pe. 205; New York Times, January 25, 1919,
pp. 7-8.
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Democrats. Lodge became angry and threatened to resign 1f
they did not like the way he was handling the affair. Borah
retorted: "I won't glve you a chance to resign. I'm going
to the Senate Chamber Monday morning and say that the Repub-
licans must have a new leader and I wlll tell them why one is
needed."1® Tne next day the Bi-Partisan conference adjourned.

A New York Tribune reporter concluded that the lirre-

concllables objected to compromise measures because any
changes in the Lodge version would make the condlitlions become
known as the "Hitchcock Reservations."'9 Actually, most of o
the differences between the Committee slate and the substl-
tute measures favorable to the Democrats occurred in the
phrasing, not the content. For example, at one point the only
distinctilion between the Commlttee version of the article 10
reservation and one of the Hitchcock substitutes was one word.
The original wording used the phrase "unless in any particular

casee « « o" Hitchcock's version read "until in any particu-

lar case. . « " The other ninety-eight words were exactly
the same.20

In short the irreconcllables were influential in re-
Jecting the league proposal by thelr actions as much as by
thelr argumentation. Arthur S. Link evaluated thelr influ-

ence: "Although sincere conviction . . . cause them to raise

1801aud1us O. Johnson, Borah of Idaho (New York:
Longmens, Green and Co., 1936), pp. 243-248,

19¢ited by Fleming, pp. 409-410.

206ong. Rec., LVIII, 9, 8547.
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the standards of battle, they fought bitterly and unsecrupu-
lously. Not truth but misstatements, perversions of fact,
and false alarms were thelr chilef weapons."21 Allan Nevins
described thelr actlons: "If the strict reser%ationists had
been willing to flght, they might have won but whenever a
fight was required they bent weakly to the biltter—enders."e2 |

The Influence of the Two-thirds Rule
Another factor which contributed to the defeat of the

treaty was the Constltutlonal stipulation that treatles be
ratified by two~thirds approval of the Senate. BSuch a stipu-
lation influenced the rejection of the league in four ways.
First, Senators elected for six-year terms frequently have
conservative tendencles which lead them to vote against doubt-
ful propositions. Howland applles such a tendency to the con~
troversy concernlng the peace treaty.

Wilson's task required him to secure the two-thirds

votes in the Senate necessary to the ratification of

the treaty. Its fate . . . %@epende partly on the

fact that the Benate was unfamiliar with the European

conditions and impatient of the study necessary to

envisage the setting of the new instltution and the

lines of its probable development, under the principle

of unanimity. BSome Senators devoted themselves malinly

to the lawyer's task of considering . . . the extent

of the damage to the national interest that gguld be

wrought in extreme cases under the contract.

Second, & president seldom has two-thirds of the Senate 1n hils

21y, 228,

22vBorah and World Politics," Current History, XXXVI
(April, 1932), 24.

23Howland, p. 271.
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own party. Wilson had considerably less; he was forced to
seek support from the Republicans just as Lodge was forced to
seek support from the Democrats for the amerided verslon.
Nelther man could even obtain a simple majority for hls pro-
posal in November although Lodge obtained fifty-nine per cent
in March.

Third, the Senate basically favors the smaller states
and consequently one~third of the Senators can represent a
decided minority of the population. Senators from sixteen
states could reject a proposal which Senators representing
four-fifths of the populatlion might approve. For example, the
irreconcilables represented sixteen states with 35,209,846
population, according to the 1920 census. Only Illinols had
two irreconcilable Senators. The other Senators from the re-
malning states supported some kind of league; four were league
supporters and eleven were reservationists. If the population
of these fifteen states were divided, half for the irrecon-
cilable Senator and half for the other Senator, the lrrecon-
cllable minority 1n the Senate would represent only 20,847,563
people, less than one-fifth of the total population in 1920.
Various sources which discuss the indirect audience agree that
‘twenty per cent 1s about the maximum which asserted that Amer-
ica should not Jjoin the league.

Fourth, the two-thlirds stipulation required the coali-
tion of several groups, a condition difficult to achleve.

| Even a majority vote 1s gained only through alignment of
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groups. Roland Young explains how the term "a majority" can
be misleading.

Ready made majorities do not necessarily exlst and may

have to be developed by various, frequently temporary,

alignments of groups, blocs and partlisans. A number of

majorities will be formed in the total process . . .

for the composition of majorities fluctuates constantly

the attentlon of Congress from tople 5o toplesEh

gre 0 p p
This analysis helps to explain the Senate in 1919~1920. More
than a two-thirds majority favored a somewhat simlilar league,
but the Senate was divided into four distinct gfoups. These
groups would have to combine to form various temporary allign-
ments. A temporary allgnment was present in March when a
two-thirds majority was achleved on elght of the reservatiomns,
Including the highly controverslal article 10 and the inequal-
ity of votes. During the November rejection of the treaty
with the reservatlons, Democrats opposed Republicans in one
group alignment while 1ln November, and in the March vote,
league supporters Joined irreconcilables in still another
alignment. A stralght party allgnment was sufficlient to re-
Ject the treaty in November but not in March when the twenty
league supporters and fifteen irreconcllables prohiblited the
two-thirds majorlty.
Young's analyslis of the voting record of Congress on

many lssues indicates "an everchanging mosalc of groups and

individuals, witih similar patterns forming and reforming on

the various categories of issues."®> Both Wilson and Lodge

24young, p. 157. 251pid., p. 160.
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were aware of the necesslty to keep thelr respective groups
intact. Wilson falled in March to prevent almost half of the
Democrats from changing positions to vote for the treaty wlth
reservations. This change allowed the Republicans to clailm
that the rejection was not party-inspired; a claim that surely
assisted them in the 1920 campailgn.

In the league controveprsy, the two-thirds requirement
by the Constitutlion was an influential factor in defeatling &
proposition which a majority of the Senate and a majorlity of
the electorate approved. This reason could not operate alone
but coupled with the personal lnfluences of Lodge and Wilson,
and the bloc voting of the lrreconcilables, the two-thlrds
ruling operated as a nulllfying force on the arguments which
vere used to find some common ground for agreement. Actually
the two-thirds rule is not even conslstent with other Consti-
tutional powers given to the Senate. A simple majority 1is
all that 1s required to start a war but a two-thirds majority

must approve action to officlally stop that war, 26

The Influence of Factional Rivalries
Unlike the preceding factors which influenced the de-
feat of the covenant, a fifth factor was more closely related

to the arguments. It consisted of three factlional struggles:

26Daniel S. Cheever and H. Field Havliland, Jr., Ameri-

can Foreign Policy and the Separation of Powers (Cambridge:
Harvard Unlv. Press, 19525, PPe. 178-181, has more data on the

inefficliency of the two-thirds rule.
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Republlicans versus Democrats; nationalism versus internatlon-

alism; and leglslative versus executlve predominance.

Republicans Versus Democrstis

The sixty~sixth Senate was composed of forty=-nine Re~
publicans and forty-seven Democrats. Although the crucial
votes in the contest dld not represent an absolute party
alignment, the following table clearly demonstrates the parti-

san voting.27

Reservation November March
1919 1920

yea nay yea nay
1. Withdrawal Democrats 5 35 10 20
Republicans 45 0 35 0]
2., Article 10 Democrats 4 33 14 26
Republicans 42 0 42 0
3. Mandates Democrats 9 31 30 4
Republicans 41 0 38 0
4, Domestic Issues Democrats 10 36 14 25
Republicans 49 0 42 0
5. Monroe Doctrine Democrats 9 34 17 22
Republicans 46 0] 41 0
6. Shantung Democrats 5 40 10 21
Republicans 48 1 38 0]
T. League Democrats 5 40 17 14
Representatives Republicans 48 0 38 0
8. Trade with Democrats 5 40 6 22
Germany Republicans 49 0 35 0
9. U.8. Funds Democrats 7 39 8 25
to League Republiceans 49 0 38 0

2Tp similar table appears in Holt, p. 260.
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Reservatlion November March
1919 1920

yea nay yea nay

10. Regulation of Democrats 7 39 g 26

U.S. Forces Republicans 49 0 40 0]

11, Nationals of Democrats 5 41 5 28

League States Republicans 48 0] 39 0

12, American Citi- Democrats 4 4 8 26

zens' Rights Republicans 48 0 37 1

13. International Democrats 8 34 6 27

Labor Republicans 46 1 38 0

14, Equal votes Democrats 8 37 17 20

Republicans 47 1 40 0

15, Irish Inde~ Democrats 21 16

pendence Republlcans 17 20

Ratification with Democrats 4 42 21 23

Reservations Republicans 35 13 28 12
Ratification with- Democrats 37 7
out Reservations Republicans 1 46

The average number of "nay" votes on the reservations in the

November voting, thirty-seven, directly corresponds to the num-

ber of the Democratlc Senators who supported the league.

Even

on the third reservatlion, which was not debated, thirty-one

Democrats voted against the proposal.

These votes reflect the influence of party=-politics;

they do not adequately reflect the attltudes of many Senators

on the league lssues.

Nationallsm Versus Internationalism

This conflict is not so much a factlional struggle with=-

in the Senate as 1t ls a struggle between the philosophies
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which would chart America's future. The great nationalists
1n the Senate were also the irreconcilables; yet even some of
the leading lnternatlonal thinkers, such as Ellhu Root, mo-
mentarily balked at the prospect of American entanglement in
an unmodified league of natlons. The point which is relevant
to this study is that those Senators who argued for the preser-
vation of national characteristics appeared unduly concerned
over the alleged loss of soverelgnty. While perhaps no coun-
try should be condemned for seeking to protect its soverelgnty,
the Unlted States Senate appeared to be overly fearful of the
potential threat to soverelgn rights, or else the anti-league
Senators inaccurately pictured the bleak future in the domi~
nated league. As of January 17, 1920, the followlng countries

had ratified the treaty without reservatlons.

Belgium ' Guatamala  Panama Norway
Bolivia Haitl Peru Paraguay
Brazil Honduras Argentlina Persla
British Empire Italy Chile Spain

Cuba Japan Columbia Sweden
Ecuador Liberia Denmark Switzerland?d
France Nicaragua Netherlands

If the league were to be that destructive of national rights,
these twenty-seven nations representing different forms of
government, culture and tradition did not consider this poten~
tial threat as sufficlent grounds to refuse to become league

members.

2811 terary Digest, LXIV (February 28, 1920), 13-15.
Flemlng, ppe. 3 385, also questions why other nations dild
not share the Senate's fears.
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Some users of thls argument were undoubtedly slncere
while others might have jolned in its development because of
its persuasive potentlal appeal for the American people. As
Senator Pittman stated: "The nationallistic spirit was too
strong in this country to allow any great hope for ratlfi-

cation of the league."29

Legislative Versus Executlve

That many in the Senate were allenated by Wllson 1s
evident; even had no personal alienation exlsted, however, the
leglslative-executive conflict would undoubtedly stlll have
been an influentlial factor in the league controversy. One
study indicated why the conflict is partlcularly unfortunate
in matters of forelgn policy.

The most deplorable aspect of this situation 1s that
at a time when the very survival of the free world de-
pends upon posltive and consistent Unlted States
leadership, constant interbranch conflict has seriously
crippled that leadership. Criticlsm of forelgn pollcy
must not be stifled, but narrowly partisan executlve-
leglislative sniplng, which 1s enc%uraged by our system
of government, should be avoided.>0
The Versallles Treaty controversy publiclzed this confllct
between the Senate and the executlive so dramatlcally that the
entire nation became concerned. An outgrowth of that concern
in later years was the increasing use of executlve agreements

in place of treaties, the promotion of bipartisanship, and the

29Micken, "Western Senators in the League of Natlons
Debate," p. 244.

30cheever and Havliland, p. 3.
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general improvement of executive~leglslatlve relations as
demonstrated in the overwhelming Senatorial approval of the
United Nations and the North Atlantic Treaty.>!

During the actual league debate, reference after ref-
erence was made to Wilson as if he and not the league were on
trial. Holt stated:

It was on the appeals to the Senate's jealousy of its

powers that the irreconcilables chlefly depended 1in

thelr early efforts to rally the Republican majority

to an attack on Wilson's program. Scarcely a speech

was made by the opposition in which some variation

of this idea was not included.>2
The arguments used to obtaln adoption of the reservations ap-
pealed to the Senate's concern about thelr powers. Also, six
reservations--numnbers one, three, seven, eight, nine and
thirteen--specifically stated that "Congress shall have the
power. . . "

In short, many Senators were influenced by their de-
gire to protect Senatorlal rights. Lodge had warned Wilson
in December, 1918, that it was within the rights of the Senate
to amend the treaty in whole or in part. He carried out his
threat; assistance from some of the Senators was probably
guided by a similar desire.to protect the treaty-making rights
of the Senate.

These three factlonal stiruggles were qulte active in

31mhe entire work by Cheever and Haviland i1s an excel-
lent historical background and commentary on the executlive=-
leglislative struggle from Washlngton to Truman.

32K01%, p. 303,
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influencing not only the arguments used but also the actual

votes rejecting the peace treaty.

The Influence of Arguments on
the Immediate Audience

In the early phase of the controversy, enough Sena-
tors were wllling to endorse the proposed league of nations
to cause Lodge and Borah not to gamble on an lmmediate vote
on the measure. When the final votes were taken in November
and again in March, some attitudes of the Senators had been
altered. Certain causative factors have been discussed
earllier in this chapter, however, the argumentation of league
critice was in part responsible for that alteratlon.

To support their positions most league critlics had
argued agalnst the proposed covenant for the followlng rea-
sons.

1. The covenant destroys America's soverelgnty.

2. The covenant nullifies the Monroe doctrine.

3. The covenant interferes with administration of
domestlc policles.

4, The covenant restricts America's withdrawal of
membership.

5. The covenant does not adequately provide for peace.

6. The covenant permits America's domination by

forelgn powers.

7. The covenant violates Washington's warning against
entangling alliance.
8. The covenant ls unconstitutional.
Each of the three major contentions wlll be dlscussed to ascer-
taln the effects of these arguments on the achlevement of the

persuasive goals.
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The Influence of Arguments Desligned
to Postpone the Vote

The postponement critics, led by Senator EKnox, were
unable to make thelr proposal sufficiently persuasive to the
bulk of the Senate. These critics developed thelr contentlon
independently of the other league opponents by argulng that
the peace terms should be settled first and that the people
should, by thelr votes, validate America's league membership.
Even though Knox was still attempting in June to galn support
for his resolution to postpone the league dliscussion, most of
the Senate held firm in thelr convictlons that the matter
ought to be settled, one way or another, at that time. The
elght arguments on the above list would still be pertinent
to league membership when the questlion was discussed. To
postpone the problem would not solve it.

The Influence of Arguments Deslgned
to Reject the Covenant

The irreconcilables were the most consistent Senate
group as far as purpose was concerned. From the earllest
days in the controversy, they were steadfast ln thelr claims
that no league could prove beneficlal to American interests.
That some influence was exerted by rejectlonist arguments in
increasing the number of irreconclilables i1s apparent. In his
study on Borah, Wgldo Braden lists the original irreconcil-

ables as four: Borgh, Polndexter, Sherman and Frelinghuysen.J3

33Braden, pp. 301-302.
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Medlll McCormlick also numbered the irreconcilables in March
of 1919: "Four Senators oppose a league of Nations,:t{wo.
Republicans and two Democrats."34 Although Frelinghuysen
voted a8 a stirict reservationlst, the number of irreconcil-~
ables had increased to seventeen by November, 1919, and to
elghteen in March, 1920. The arguments in the Senate may not
have effected thls lncrease but the possibllity cannot be
summarily dismlissed. While all elght of the arguments could
have persuaded someone to Joln the ranks of the bitter-enders,
the threat to America in four of the arguments~--numbers flve

through eilght on the preceding page~~-could not be removed by

reservations.
The Influence of Arguments Deslgned
to Alter the Covenant

When the first draft of the covenant was published,
meny in the Senate demanded that certain changeé be made.
Even after Wilson's four amendments were secured in April, the
necessity to alter the covenant was stlll pronounced. The
informal poll of May, 1919, discussed earlier, listed thirty-
four Senators who were opposed to any further amendments. At
that point in the controversy, amendments were assumed to be
any change In the peace document as prepared by the Peace Com-
mission. Thirteen of these men voted ln March of 1920 for the

resolution of ratification wlth the reservations: Ashurst,

34Washingt.on Post, March 25, 1919, bP. 1; no names are
listed.
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Beckham, Fletcher, Henderson, Kendrick, Nugent, Pitiman,
Pomerene, Ransdell, John Smith, Trammell, David Walsh and
Thomas Walsh. These men also actlvely supported one or more
of the indlvidual reservations as they were reconsidered in
March. In that same poll, seven of the Senators were unde-
cided; six of them voted for the March resolution: King,
Myers, Owen, Phelan, Hoke Smith and Wolcott. Of these, Myers
indicated the 1nfluence of the revislonists; he was not even
sure that all the requisite changes had been made.’> . Hoke
Smith had left the "undecided" camp the previcus November to
favor the fourteen reservations.

That these men voted for the reserved treaty does not
mean that the arguments had changed their minds but 1t does
indicate that the league critics who argued for revision had
been Influential iIn forcing these men to vote for the revised
treaty or none at all. For example, Pomerene stated: "My
soul rebels at the thought.that I shall do nothing because I
can not do all that I feel I ought to do."36 Thomas Walsh
sald: ", . . but as we are compelled to take what 1s offered
or to take nothlng, I am prepared to accept what can be
had."37T Senator Ransdell, Loulsiana, revealed his reason for
voting for the resolution. Although satisfled with the orig-

inal version, Ransdell felt America would be remlss in her

35cong. Rec., LIX, 5, 4588. 361bid., 5, 4579.

3T 1p1d., 5, 4582.
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obligations to mankind 1f she did not join the league.38 In
gsecuring the reservations, the revisionlsts had effectively
employed thelr strategy of amendment.

Actually, almost the entlre body of Democratic league
supporters ultimately favored certain changes in the pro-
posed covenant. Even if the appeals of the antl-league crit-
ics had not been lnstrumental 1n persuading these men to
change the views they held in early May, the appeals had
caused enough pressure to make necessary certain pro-league
concesslons. Regarding the highly controversial artliele 10,
Hitchcock told the Senate that the Democrats would accept any
reasonable interpretation of the article.’? Even Wilson was
amenable to a change in the "heart of the covenant," a change
which would remove America's unalterable obllgation by stating
that the advice of the Councll was to be regarded only as ad-
vice, leaving each member nation free to accept 1t or reject
it as they saw fit. All other things being equal, almost
four-fifths of the Senate would have undoubtedly accepted this
concesslon as it dld remove the label of "war-breeder" from
the covenant. Perhaps the Senate refused to accept Wilson's
concéssion because 1t would not have removed from the covenant
the label of "Democratic executive" and, for the Senate, this
label was equally as important.

All but one of the arguments catalogued by this study

381pid., 5, 4585.  Jcong. Rec., LVIII, 9, 8779.
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could have led members of the Senate to conclude that the pro-
posed covenant must be changed. While some of the disputed
areas could have been altered by amendments to the document,
the reservation method was obviously the preferable means to
achleve that alteration.

Of the five factors previously discussed, only the
factional struggles generated the elght major arguments.

That the remalning causative factors were not argued as such
can perhaps be explained by their relative lack of appeal to
the indirect audience. The average American citlzen could
posslbly be swayed by the alleged threats to America by the
proposed International organizatlion; his opinion was not as
likely influenced by appeals based on pe;sonalities or polit=-
ical rivalry.

In short, the Senate obvliously did not want to accept
the proposed document and, as obviously, did not want to re-
Ject the league ldea altogether. Some common ground was neces-
gary on which the requisite two-thirds of the Senate could
agree. The argumentation of the revislonists wquld normally
have been sufflclent to produce this common ground.but thls
segment of the Senate's history was not normal. The factors
of Lodge, Wilson, the irreconcllables, the two-thlrds rule,
and the factlonal struggles prevalled over the usual process

of "advlse and consent."



223

The Influence of Senate Arzuments
on the Indlirect Audlence

Most of the arguments in the Senate were directed
primarily toward the indlirect audlence. Thelr purpose'and de=
sign appeared to explain the vote to the American people
rather than influence the vote of the Senators. Two aspects
of the speakers' development of these arguments were the inter-
weaving of arguments by the varlous types of league critics
and the appeal to the basic motives held by the people.

The Interweaving of Arguments
by League Critics

Most league critics were able to capitalize on thelr
mutual use of supporting arguments to develop the varlous ma-
jor contentions. For example, the use of the Monroe doctirine
igsue as a reason for rejecting the covenant also became a
reason why the covenant should be amended. The distinction
between these purposes was probably more evident to the Senate
than to the indirect audlence. Since the irreconcllables
represented the most active faction of league critics, the
American people were more often exposed to thelr arguments
than to those of elther group of reservatlonists. Hence, when
the people learned that the Senate planned to adopt a reser-
vation protecting the Monroe doctrine for America, they had
been prepared for thls action by the speaking of the bltter-
enders. The same princlple applies to the arguments concern-
ing article 10, the excluslon of domestic lssues, the inequal-

1ty of votes, and the withdrawal of league membership.
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In short, league critics who wanted to amend the cov-
enant to protect America did not have to carry thelr case to
the people; the irreconcllables demonstrated the flaws in the
proposed league. The postponement critics were unable to
benefit from this overlapping of arguments. "Peace now and
the league later" could not effectively be blended with the
arguments used for rejection or revision.

The task of the league supporters was to Justify the
exlstence of the covenant, to defend the practicality of
making the covenant part of the peace treaty, and to uphold the
terms drafted by the Peace Commission. They had to combat
purposes as well as arguments. A majority of them followed
Wilson's lead and tried to make the "America is the hope of the
world" theme serve all three defenses. Whereas thls theme
might Justify discussing a peace organlzatlon at that time and
might make the necesslty of some league of natlons appear
valld, the theme would not counteract the pleas for modifying
the proposed document. The change in a public endorsement of
Wilson's league to a willingness to agcept a revised league
supports this concluslon.

The Appeal to Baslc Motlives Held
by the Audlence

Anti~league speakers were able to appeal to bésic
motives of the American people which were not avallable to
league supporters. Sellg Adler explalns why this capabllity

wag present.
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While the 1solatlonists had the advantage of a well-
defined program that was easy to grasp, Wilson had made
no provisions for the inevitable sobering aftermath of
war. As long as the nation was polsed to send troops
anywhere, the League ldea sounded attractive. But wlth
demobllizatlon and the slgn of rellef that it was
"over, over there," Americans began to look at it in
an entlrely different light. The impllcatlons of
Artlcle X were too much for a provinclal people to
accept upon second thought. Hlidebound lsolationlists
were not the only ones shocked at the apecter of a
perpetual guarantee of the boundaries and independence
of scores of states. Internationalists llke Elihu
Root, Herbert Hooveﬂb and « « + Charles Evans Hughes
balked at the idea.
Lodge and Borah had sald "get the word to the people;" the
strategy of delay had obviously been effective.

To further demonstrate the blend of motlve appeals, the
development of arguments by Wilson 1s contrasted with typical
developments of league critics. Wilson was not the only pro-
league speaker whose efforts had a potential influence on the
Indirect audlence but his speeches served as models for other
pro~leaguers, notably Hltchcock, Thomas Walsh and Willlams.
As Braden noted, "the Democratlc Senators relied upon him to
call the moves and to frame the arguments."41 Clair
Henderlider evaluated the speaking techniques employed in
thirty-three major speeches delivered by Wilson in hls tour
of the country. Henderllider cites slx maj)or motlve appeals

which predominated in the speeches.

40Adler, p. 95.

e Senate Debate of the League of Natlons, 1918-
1920," p. 278; Dulles, p. 123, and Howland, p. 270, have some
interesting comments on Wilson's fallure to identify his
proposal with vital motlve appesals.
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1. Fear of the consequences of rejection of the
league and return to the old system of internatlonal
anarchy and war.

2. Indignatlon at the injustices of the former system.

3. Pity of the plight of the denlizens of small nations.

4, Duty to the world, to our fighting men, to Justlce,
to liberty.

5. Pride in the Unlted States and i1ts tradition.

6. Profit from the removal of international chaos and
from pazticipation in internatlional economic inter-
course.42

Contrast these appeals with some of the major motive appeals
used by League critics.
1. America wlll lose her soverelgnty as a league
member.
2. America wlll no longer be able to control her
domestic problems.
3, American men will be called out to fight in the
wars of the world.
4, America wlll be dominated by the forelgn powers of
the world.
5. America rejects the wisdom of actlon initiated by
our foundlng fathers.
6. America wlll become a partner to the subjugation
of people yearning to be free.
Faced with these altermatives, the Amerlican people probably
found the appeals of league critics more attractive. Wilson
had a propensity to speak "at" his audience rather than "with"
them. He explained the "what's and the how's" whlle neglect-
ing the "why's." The American people have a tendency to say
"what's in it for me?" Wilson was generally unable to answer
that question.
Some specific cltations from randomly selected
speeches wlll exemplify the appeals of league supporters and

league critics. On hls western tour Wilson often spoke of

42nyoodrow Wilson's Speeches on the League of Natlions,
September 4-25," Speech Monographs, XIII (#1, 1946), 30.
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America's duty to become a member of the league.

If by any mysterious influence or error America would
not take the leading part in this new enterprise of
concerted power, the world would experience one of
those reversals of sentiment, one of those penetrating
chllls of reaction, which would lead to a universal
cynlcism, for if America goes back upon mankind, man-
kind has no other place to turn.43

Compare wlth a section of Borah's "League of Nations" address
in which he portrayed what would happen to America as a league
member.

When you shall have committed this Republic to a
scheme of world control based upon force, upon the
comblned military force of the four great nations of
the world, you wlll have soon destroyed the atmosphere
of freedom, of confldence in the self-governing ca-
pacity 2£ the masses, 1in which alone a democracy may
thrive.

On another occasion Wilson explained to his audlence the rea-
son why he supported the covenant as it was drafted in Paris.

I want to say that this 1s an unparaileled achlevement
of thoughtful clvilization. To my dying day I shall
esteem 1t the crownlng privilege of my life to have
been permitted to put my name to a document like that;
and in my Judgment, my fellow citlizens, when a passion
is cooled and men take a sober, second thought, they
are all going to feel that the supreme thing that
America did wes to help bring this about and then put
her shoulder to the great chariot of Jjustice and of
peace which was golng to lead men along in that slow
and tollsome march, tollsome and full of the kind of
agony that brings bloody sweat, but nevertheless going
up a slow incline to those distant helghts upon which
will shine at last the Bereneclight of-

43Cong. Rec., "Addresses Delivered by President
Wilson on His Western Tour," 66th Cong., 1st Sess.,
pp. 86-87.

“0ong. Rec., LVIII, 9, 8783.
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Justlce, suffusing & whole world in blissful peace.45
Notice the phrasing which Lodge used in defending the right of
the Senate to alter the document.

Our first 1deal is our country, and we see her in the
future, as in the past, glving service to all her people
and to the world. Our ldeal of the future 1is that she
should continue to render that service of her own free
wlll. ©She has great problems of her own to solve, very
grim and perllous problems, and a right solution, 1if
we can attain it, would largely benefit mankind. We
would have our country strong to resist a perlil from
the West, as she has flung back the German menace from
the East. We would not have our politics dlstracted
and emblttered by the dlssensions of the other lands.
We would not have our country'’s vigor exhausted, or
her moral force abated, by everlasting meddling and
muddling in every quarrel, great and small, vwhlch af=-
flicts the world. Our 1deal is to make her ever
stronger and better and flner, because in that way
alone, as we belleve, can she be of the greatest serv-
ice tz the world's peace and to the welfare of man-
kind,46

The league critics appeared to counter the baslc Wilsonlan
theme with "a safe America is the hope of the world."

Of course, not all the league supporters imit&§sdd
Wilson's development any more than did all league critics fol-
low the Lodge or Borah models. The point 1s this: the league
supporters appeared to be Justifying why America should con-
slder the rest of the world 1n forming a league; the league
critics appeared more concevned with America's future as &
member of that organization. Wllson offered the people a hopse
for the future; league critics offered them the stabllity of

45npqaresses Dellvered by President Wilson on His
Western Tour," pp. 101=-102.

46cong. Rec., LVIII, &4, 3784.
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the past.

In general the revisionists were agaln more success-
ful in adapting thelr arguments. League supporters were un-
able to retain the support of the people; league rejectlon=
1sts were unable to obtain their support. The majorlity of
the electorate apparently concurred with a majority of the
Senators: 1if America were to become a member of the league,

certain condltions must be fulfllled.

Summary Evaluatlion

The Senate debate concerning the league of nations
lasted some seventeen months, comprising the bulk of as many
volumes of the Congressional Record. The purpose of thils
study was to see what persuaslive effect the league critics had
In the final outcome of the Treaty of Versallles. To achleve
that purpose, the debate was analyzed during three major
phases of the controversy. In the process, the arguments and
1deas of some sixty-one Senators were evaluated to ascertaln
the relatlionship of the arguments and major contentions to the
outcome.

The concluslions of this study indicate that a myriad
of contributing factors affected the votes of the Senate with
the league critics' arguments being often more reflective of
these factors than causative; On the other hand, the persua-
slon of the speakers in the controversy did have a marked ef-

fect on the indirect audlence, usually not influenced by the
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personality conflict, the leglslatlive-executive supremacy
struggle or the partisanship. Lodge indicated early in the
controversy that a "direct vote would be hopeless." He was
referring to the Senate but the conclusion also applies to the
people. In early 1919, the people approved of the proposed
League of Nations. Had the Senate gone against that approval,
even 1f the sufflclent votes could have been mustered, the
people would undoubtedly have volced thelr disapproval.
Later, in the weeks followlng the November rejection, the
people clamored for some kind of compromise measure, some
kind of a league of nations. Followlng the March rejection,
the press, the nation's leaders and the people themselves
seemed adjusted to the declsion. By the time of the November
election, two years had passed since the end cof the war; en-
thusiasm for peace which had been so predominant in early
1919 was no longer evident. The people were apparently satls-
fied that America should not become a member of the League of
Nations which had been described by league critics as a detrl-

ment to the future of their country.
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