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PREFACE 

The problems President Woodrow Wilson encountered in his relations 
with the leaders of Europe and the United States Senate were brought to my 
attention in stark detail in 1949 during a graduate course entitled "Europe 
Since 1914." The professor, Dr. Walter Consuelo Langsam, assigned to the 
members of the seminar specific documents to investigate. My assignment 
involved the origin and evolution of Article XXI of the League of Nations 
Covenant. My interests in the process of developing policy and in the tortu
ous path of approval and effectuation have continued. Texas Tech Univer
sity has supported me in further investigations of pertinent archives, 
including the papers of President Wilson, several of his closest advisors, 
vigorous critics, and related public documents. 

Profound appreciation also should be expressed to the staff in the Manu
script Division of the Library of Congress who for so long have been so wil
ling to locate vast numbers of containers of the papers of Wilson, Miller, 
Hitchcock, Bonsai, and others. Similarly, staff members in the museum 
created in the former law offices of James Monroe in Fredricksburg, Vir
ginia were most helpful. 

My debts to others are legion and errors contained herein are mine. 
Hopefully, the following brief monograph will serve to stimulate my stu

dents or those of others active in the field of public policy, especially in the 
areas of national security or international relations, to pursue similar policy 
issues. Causation of public policy is usually obscure and often unsubstantia
tive. Influences may be inferred but rarely established. Goals are equally 
nebulous from time to time. Nonetheless, public policies do emerge and 
undergird the activities of the body po litic. Of such ingredients are the 
account and analysis of Article XXI of the Covenant of the League of 
Nations composed. 
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INTRODUCTION 

The Monroe Doctrine was nearly one hundred years old when President 
Woodrow Wilson set forth to Paris to participate in the negotiations at the 
conclusion of World War I. The story of the origin of the Doctrine has been 
abundantly chronicled. However, to set the stage for an examination of the 
significance of the issue in Paris and in Washington, a brief coverage of the 
times and circumstances obtaining in 1823 is included. Also relevant are 
Wilson's views on the Monroe Doctrine as well as his perspective of his own 
role in the formulation of United States foreign policy. 

By the same token, the process of negotiation involves the views and atti
tudes of the other sovereign states as expressed by their leaders. Often the 
process of determining national views varies widely among states. The diffu
sion of power to determine a national stance as evinced in a treaty in the 
United States mode is unusual. Foreign powers and U.S. Presidents alike 
have been confounded by the constitutional role of the U.S. Senate in advis
ing and consenting in treaty-making. In no instance has this unique partici
pation been more spectacularly controversial or definitive than during the 
ratification debates of 1919 and 1920. 

The United States Constitution provides in Article II, Section 2, that the 
President "shall have Power, by and with the Advice and Consent of the 
Senate to make Treaties, provided two-thirds of the Senators present con
cur." Upon occasion Presidents have been constrained by the pressures of 
international relations or by their own views of the powers of their office or 
their vision of the future to negotiate treaties that lack an overwhelming 
appeal to the country and/ or to the U.S. Senate. Securing Senatorial 
"advice" is often much less difficult than obtaining Senatorial "consent." 
The stipulated hurdle requiring concurrence of two-thirds of the Senators 
present adds to the difficulties of treaty-making, especially in times of strain 
between executive and legislative branches. In cases where different parties 
control the two branches, leadership is difficult. When the two contesting 
leaders are bitterly opposed to each other, the stumbling blocks loom large. 

Even so, the efforts of President Woodrow Wilson to heed the "advice" he 
received from a distance and in the absence of Senatorial participation in 
the negotiations, his complicated dealings with other members of the Big 
Four, and then his failure to get "consent" from the required number of 
Senators merit review and analysis. 

In comparing the fate of the product of the Paris Peace Conference of 
1919 with, for example, the Panama Canal Treaties of the late 1970's, at 
least a few similarities, and many dissimilarities appear noteworthy. In both 
instances the President initiated negotiations. Popular support for both 
issues was a question. Certainly in both instances the Senate began to offer 
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advice well ahead of the request for consent. However, in neither instance 
did Senatorial input proceed apace with the actual negotiations. 

In both cases approximately four groupings of senatorial attitudes 
appeared. One group strongly supported the President's efforts and indi
cated their support early in the debates. Another group opposed the final 
approval with great vigor, with no indication of accepting with modifica
tions. Then appeared the two swing groups. One, the "mild reservationists," 
declared that they could support the treaties with certain limited changes, 
which might or might not require renegotiation. The "strong reservation
ists" fundamentally opposed the documents, but indicated possible support 
if major changes were made. Ultimately, President Wilson was physically 
unable to continue his drive to win greater popular support. Also, he appar
ently was unwilling to pursue compromises he had earlier outlined on his 
own typewriter and thus he lost the possible support of some of the 
reservationists. 

In both instances U.S. relationships with Latin America were critical 
issues. The changes wrought over hal£ a century of diplomacy have recast 
the emotional impact of the Monroe Doctrine as a focal point. Moreover, 
the Western Hemisphere is much more multilateral in its dealings than was 
the case either in 1914 when the Canal opened or in 1919 when the special 
"regional" arrangement was insisted upon in Paris. 

The story of the Paris Peace Conference has been widely told, in the 
archives of the State Department, by many of those present, and in both 
sweeping and detailed accounts by two or three generations of scholars. 
However, the unique place of the Monroe Doctrine as an issue in the United 
States during both the negotiation process and the debates for ratification or 
"consent" is less well-known. 

This study is an effort to fill in the record by extracting and developing 
the beginnings, the negotiations, the refinements, and, ultimately, the ratifi
cation debates over Article XXI of the League of Nations Covenant. As a 
case study in international relations, American diplomacy, or domestic poli
tics, the data are worthy of attention by students of the American political 
processes. 



THE MONROE DOCTRINE: MONROE, ADAMS, 
CANNING, ET AL. 

Following the Revolutionary War, the paramount issue facing the new 
nation was how to maintain the precariously won independence. The warn
ings of Washington and Jefferson against involvement in the affairs of 
Europe represented practical recognition of the hazards inherent in dealing 
with either old autocratic regimes or new revolutionary systems such as 
those spawned in France and spread by Napoleon. The dangers were illus
trated by the War of 1812 and thereafter. Czarist Russia joined the list of 
nations with expansionist plans for the Americas. By 1823, both the U.S. 
President and the British Foreign Office were concerned with the "Holy 
Concert" and its ambitions. 

In his message to the U.S. Congress on 2 December 1823, President James 
Monroe delineated the fundamentals of the doctrine bearing his name. In 
essence, the doctrine outlined two key strictures and hinted at others. Euro
pean countries were not welcome to secure new holdings in the Americas or 
to expand existing colonies. The United States eschewed interests in acquir
ing holdings or participating directly in the political affairs of Europe. On 
the other hand, the implications of multilateral economic and trade rela
tions with Europe were indicated. Whether Monroe intended to stake out a 
claim for extensive U.S. participation in Latin America is less clear. Histori
cally however, his successors left no doubt that Latin America was part of 
the U.S. sphere of influence. The latter concept flourished throughout the 
1800's and it was understood and generally accepted by the European pow
ers in the deliberations at the Paris Peace Conference in 1919. Power poli
tics, rather than ideological preferences, seem to have wielded the greatest 
influence in conditioning responses in this regard. 

The factors contributing to the formulation of the brief statement by Pres
ident Monroe in his message to Congress in December 1823 may well have 
included as many domestic concerns as fundamental foreign policy issues. 1 

Monroe undoubtedly had the advice of Jefferson and Madison as well as 
that of his Secretary of State, John Quincy Adams. 2 

The role of George Canning, British Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs, 
was important in the early conversations with Mr. Richard Rush, U.S. Min
ister to the Court of St. James. As British relations improved with France 
and Russia, the urgency for a joint declaration diminished. Moreover, the 
American statesmen were inclined to issue a unilateral pronouncement. 

Nonetheless, the extensive conversations and correspondence between and 
among American and European diplomats reflect large-scale consideration 

1. Ernest R. May. Th e Ma king of the Monroe Doctrine, (Cambridge: The Belknap Press of Harvard University Press, 
1975), 306 pp. This recent publication argues the primacy of domestic issues and motives in a spirited contest for the 
Presidency as the prime inrluences that produced the Monroe Doctrine. 

2. Ibid. See also the pert inent letters to these men in the Writings of fames Monroe, ed. Stanislaus Murray Hamilton 
(New York: G. P. Putnam's 1898-1903). 7:323-324. 
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of the relative roles of the states in the other's hemisphere and the resultant 
efforts to safeguard their own national interests. Spain wanted to regain 
former colonies in Latin America. While seeking to bolster monarchy in 
Europe, Russia also wanted to maintain, and probably desired to expand a 
presence in the New World. France wanted to placate Russian anxieties over 
the weakened condition of Spain. Britain sought to maintain a balance of 
power on the European continent without endangering British political and 
economic interests in the New World. The United States, determined to pre
serve American independence and to preclude further European encroach
ments in the New World, was ambivalent about U.S. involvements in 
Europe. The admonitions of Washington and Jefferson regarding "entan
gling alliances" were counterbalanced to some extent by the desire to see 
independence flourish in Greece and other areas where the movements to 
throw off the chains of empire were developing. Nevertheless, given the real
ities of power politics, Americans' preference for abstention from direct mil
itary or political involvement in European affairs prevailed over the 
national sympathies toward others' efforts to become free. 

For the remainder of the nineteenth century, however, U.S. interests in 
territorial expansion continued to be a theme in national politics and the 
continent was spanned from Atlantic to Pacific. 

The extensive bibliography on the Monroe Doctrine traces the course of 
the Doctrine and its variations. Until the outbreak of World War I, or, more 
particularly, until the entry of the United States into that conflict, the 
implicit abstention from European involvements was a basic component of 
U.S. foreign policy, derived, in part, from the Monroe Doctrine. Isolationists 
could argue then and since that failures to respect that abstention marked 
serious aberrations in U.S. policy. Although World War I marked a break in 
continuity of one facet of the Doctrine, there is no evidence of consequence 
that U.S. leaders sought or expected a change in the preclusion of further 
European colonizing (or expanded involvemen t) in the Western 
Hemisphere. 

In fact, the insistence upon protecting the U.S. sphere of influence became 
a major clamoring point for those at home who opposed Woodrow Wilson's 
foreign policy. The bulk of this paper examines the domestic demands for 
specific protection of the Monroe Doctrine, the development of Article XXI 
of the League of Nations Covenant in response to that demand, the process 
of securing acceptance by the Allies of its inclusion in the Covenant, and 
finally, the dramatic and tragic domestic contest between the President and 
the U.S. Senate for control of foreign affairs. In the wake of this struggle, 
despite the extensive rhetoric on all sides in defense of the Monroe Doctrine, 
both the League of Nations Covenant and Article XXI thereof were aban
doned by uncompromising contestants for domestic leadership. 

The story is an intriguing incident in the evolution of U.S. foreign policy 
with its elaborate interplay of checks and balances. The pressures for special 
provisions, the techniques for preparing them, the raw contests for power 
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between executive and senatorial leaders, the dramatic speaking tours, and 
the tragic illness of the President are all part of the post-World War I 
debates both at home and abroad. The extent to which one element, the 
Monroe Doctrine, was part of the series of events is the main theme of this 
study. 

Internationally, the U.S. in 1919 was at the highest plateau of influence 
and acceptance in its history to that point. Domestically, the 1918 general 
election had put the Republicans in power in the Senate while a lame-duck 
Democrat inhabited the White House. The normal joustings between two 
branches of government were not only exacerbated by the differences in 
party control but also by the contest between two powerful scholars of the 
American political scene, President Woodrow Wilson and Senator Henry 
Cabot Lodge. Ironically, each had spoken for international involvement, but 
ultimately, each wished his version of U.S. participation therein to prevail. 

One key question of concern to the serious student of Woodrow Wilson's 
foreign policy is Wilson's own view of the Monroe Doctrine. He spoke on 
the topic many times, particularly in the series of addresses designed to win 
support for the League of Nations Covenant and to secure Senate ratifica
tion. During the speeches in Paris, he outlined the compatibility of world 
peace, international organization, and the Monroe Doctrine. 

On occasion, however, he recognized a singular U.S. foreign policy inter
est. Two illustrations suffice to indicate this attention to strictly U.S. inter
ests. Although much of the argument favoring inclusion of "regional 
arrangements" stressed the "universality" of such regional approaches, the 
United States was opposed to the Japanese aspiration for a "regional 
arrangement" in the Shantung peninsula, and this attitude may well have 
portended the ultimate clash of U.S. and Japanese interests in World War II. 

Within the Western Hemisphere universal acceptance of the Monroe Doc
trine as a hemispheric doctrine was the usual approach. But on one impor
tant occasion, a speech to a group of Mexican editors, Wilson acknowledged 
the view that the Monroe Doctrine was really a U.S. policy rather than a 
hemispheric one and he admitted that the whole doctrine could be viewed as 
one imposed by a "big brother" power upon the rest of the hemisphere, 
willingly or unwillingly, and without prior consultation.3 

The search for continuity from the "regionality" of Article XXI of the 
Covenant protecting the Monroe Doctrine and the evolution of Article 51 of 
the United Nations Charter, appears to the author a tortuous route. To 
ascribe causality from Article XXI or Article X to the Organization of Amer
ican States is even more questionable. O.A.S. claims to have been "formu
lated in 1890, and chartered in 1948. " 4 

3. Woodrow Wilson, War and Peace: Presidential Messages, Addresses, and Public Papers (1917·1924), ed. Ray Stannard 
Baker and William E. Dodd (New York: Harper and Brothers Publishers, 1927), 1:226. T he occasion was a White House address 
entitled "Sincere Friendship for Mexico.'' delivered on 7 June 1918. The same unilaceral "big brother" attitude appeared in his 
speeches of II September 1919 in Helena, Montana, and on 12 September 1919 in Spokane, Washington. 

4. See Organization of American States, An Invitation to Subscribt to America, undated but received November 1976. 
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Therefore, the evidence would appear to sustain only the facts that ( 1) 
regional efforts to act, or at least to organize, collectively preceded the 
League of Nations by more than twenty years; (2) both the Covenant and 
U.N. Charter took cognizance of regional arrangements (the latter in much 
more positive language than the former); (3) the Monroe Doctrine was 
issued by the United States to stake out its own interests; and (4) one U.S. 
interest consistently has been viewed as seeking a stable, non-European 
dominated political pattern in the Americas. To ascribe more weight to 
Article XXI or Article X in the evolution of O.A.S. seems unwarranted in 
the light of political reality.5 

United States interests, whether in 1823, 1845, 1945, or 1980 seem best 
served by peaceful, stable and friendly governments chosen locally in the 
other American states. In any event, U.S. national policy consistently has 
opposed intervention by powers outside the western hemisphere in domestic 
hemispheric affairs. Mexico in the days of Maximilian and Cuba during the 
Missile Crisis illustrate the difficulty of establishing and maintaining such 
views in the face of large power intervention from outside the hemisphere. 
Fortunately, in both instances, large-scale war was avoided. In the latter 
case, however, hemispheric solidarity is still materially affected.6 

5. The argument that Wilson ~lieved the Monroe Doctrine as a regional arrangement to portend a world system or 
regional arrangemems rests in part on his speech at Reno, Nevada, on 22 September 1919, in War and Peace, 2:31, and the 
following day in Salt Lake City, Ibid., 348. However, his theme appears to havo been to show that the other powers in Paris 
had recognized the Monroe Doctrine "as the principle o£ the world" for purposes of accepting the U.S. declaration in regard to 
the Western Hemisphere. 

6. Article X may be viewed as more of a forerunner of Article 51 of the U.N. Charter as related to domestic mauers and 
collective protection but, while a subject for reservations and debate at rhe same time as Article XXI, Article X is not part of 
this study and does not appear to the author to be demonstrably a part of the Wilsonian plan for an Organization of American 
States. See Wilson's speech at Los Angeles on 20 September 1919 in War and Peace, 2:304-305. 



THE MONROE DOCTRINE CLAUSE OF THE 
LEAGUE OF NATIONS COVENANT 

Perhaps the most interesting phenomena of American foreign policy dur
ing the present century have been the contradictory twin policies of coopera
tion in Europe and revulsion from participation in international affairs. 
These opposite trends of isolation and participation have been reflected 
nowhere more than in the attitudes of President Woodrow Wilson in Paris 
and the forces of opposition both in Paris during the deliberations leading 
to the draft of the League of Nations Covenant and in Washington during 
the senatorial debates on ratification of that document. 

Among the paragraphs of the League of Nations Covenant, perhaps Arti
cle XXI best illustrates the split personality of United States' attitudes 
toward international affairs. On the one hand were broad idealistic hopes 
such as those expressed by Wilson's Fourteen Points, and on the other, Arti
cle XXI also exhibits the determination, accepted by Wilson, that the pecu
liar hegemony of United States domination in the Western Hemisphere must 
be insured. Provisions for regional arrangements within a broader interna
tional organization may be alternately cited as indicative of selfishness or of 
affording to an unprepared world an instance of an international organiza
tion operating at less than worldwide scope. 

Whatever interpretation is placed on United States actions during the 
Paris and Washington conferences, there can be little doubt that American 
insistence on special protection of the Monroe Doctrine was significant in 
the Paris debates. The same issue was critical in March and April of 1919 
during a major part of the lengthy Senate debates that followed presentation 
of the proposed treaty by the President. One cannot claim that Article XXI 
was the most important of the Articles of the Covenant; however, it loomed 
large in debate and a considerable number of draft versions were presented 
by various authorities, American and otherwise. 

Specific suggestions for international organization can be found at least as 
far back as the reign of Henry IV and his minister, the Duke of Sully. Since 
the seventeenth century, numerous plans have been presented to supplant 
international conflict by organization. William Penn, Immanuel Kant, The 
League to Enforce Peace, and other like-minded men and groups have sub
mitted hypotheses for such an approach. 

The immediate forerunners of the League of Nations Covenant, however, 
appeared in the reports made by the interested governments in the period 
from the beginning of 1917 until presentation of the first draft of the Cove
nant on 14 February 1919. The most famous of these early statements was 
the last of President Woodrow Wilson's Fourteen Points. In this memorable 
paragraph, Wilson voiced his ideal: 

13 
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A general association of nations must be formed under specific covenants for the purpose 
of affording mutual guarantees of political independence and territorial integrity to great 
and small states alike.7 

Among the other projected schemes for uniting the victor nations (with 
minimal concern for the vanquished) were the Phillimore Plan, the French 
Plan, "Suggestion for a Covenant of the League of Nations" by Colonel 
House, Wilson's First Draft, General Smut's "A Practical Suggestion," the 
Cecil Plan, Wilson's Second Draft, Wilson's Third Draft, the Hurst-Miller 
Draft, Wilson's Fourth Draft, the Italian Draft,8 and finally, on 14 February 
1919, the Draft of the Covenant.9 

At the same time that efforts toward universal international organization 
have progressed, a somewhat contradictory, or at least an intermediate, 
development has taken place: consideration for regional arrangements that 
allow for spheres of influence or traditional relationships without making 
impossible a movement toward broader organization. One of the first ratio
nalizations of this hiatus occurred in Paris during the negotiations that cul
minated in Article XXI of the League of Nations Covenant. 

In none of the above mentioned draft documents is there a clause dealing 
directly with the Monroe Doctrine as such. However, there was apparently 
considerable discussion of and agitation for such a provision even before the 
gathering at Paris. One of the first declarations involving the idea of the 
Monroe Doctrine was made by President Wilson on 22 January 1917, when 
he explained his concept of world organization: 

I am proposing, as it were, that the nations should, with one accord, adopt the doctrine of 
President Monroe as the doctrine of the world: that no nation should seek to extend its 
policy over any other nation or people, but that every people should be left free to deter
mine its own policy, its own way of developmen~. unhindered, unthreatened, unafraid, 
the little along with the great and powerful.•o 

At about the same time, although with a different purpose, Senator Wil
liam E. Borah (Republican from Idaho) denounced the idea of a league as 
being incompatible with the Monroe Doctrine.11 In these denunciations he 
was not alone. Sena tors Henry Cabot Lodge,12 Kenneth McKellar,13 Henry 
L. Myers14 also went on record challenging the reconcilability of the two 
ideas. · 

A figure much nearer the President expressed the desire for a Monroe Doc
trine clause in the proposed Covenant. David Hunter Miller, Technical 
Advisor to President Wilson and closely associated with Colonel House, 
noted his opposition to omitting such an important item. On 14 January 

7. Con1ain<d in David H. Mill.r, Th< Drafting of the Covtnant (Now York: G. P. Puanam's Sons, 1928), 1:12. 
8. Ibid., 3-6. 238·246, 7-11. 12-15, 23-26, 61-64, 65·93, 98· 105, 231·238. 145-154, 246-255. 
9. U.S. Congrus, S.na~t. Congressional Ruord, 65th Congrtss, 3rd S.ssion, 57:3408-HII. 

10. U.S. Congr<Ss, S.na~t. Congressional Ruord, 64th Congrus, 2nd S.ssion 54:1743. 
I I. Ibid .. 892-96. (Sot Apptndix lor a roster ol tho Unit«! Statts S.nalt at tho timt ol tho rati fication volt .) 
12. Ibid., 2!67. 
1! . Ibid .. 65th Congress, 3rd Stssion. 57:920. 
14. Ibid., 1! 19. 



KENNEDY-THE MONROE DOCTRINE CLAUSE 15 

1919, Miller wrote a paper listing some of his objections to the draft then in 
the hands of the President. 

The fact should be recognized, as the program recognizes it, that America has departed 
from her traditional policy of the past, that she is now a part of the future of the world, 
and that hereafter she must be willing to throw her influence, and even, if need be, her 
force, in favor of peace founded upon justice, as in this war she threw both her influence 
and her force in favor of justice after peace had gone from the world. 

But more than this America should not do, for it is not only enough but is all and 
more than all that she has promised. That in addition to this, America should give up a 
policy which she has pursued for a century, and pursued faithfully when she was able, 
with some trifling exceptions-a policy which never had anything ignoble in its results, 
although it sometimes had something of the baser metal in its motives- is not demanded, 
and if demanded or if granted would be a wrong to our country and to those countries to 
the south of us who now rely, because of President Wilson, on our attitude and on our 
ideals .... 

The Monroe Doctrine is abandoned under the provisions of the paper. The differences 
between the United Sta tes and Mexico would have been submitted for mediatory action or 
recommendation to Great Britain, France, Italy, Japan, perhaps Germany, and either four 
or five o ther powers, the majority of which would probably have been European.•s 

Immediately after the Draft Covenant was presented to the Plenary Session 
of the Peace Conference on 14 February 1919, a wave of criticism began in 
America. In the U.S. Senate, the first blast was delivered by Senator Miles 
Poindexter (Republican from Washington) on the nineteenth of February. 
The Senator, later known as one of the "irreconcilables," 16 reviewed at great 
length the history of the Monroe Doctrine and denounced the Covenant 
makers for omitting a protective clause. After praising the Monroe Doctrine 
and Washington's Farewell Address, the Senator declared: 

The question is now presented of whether we are to adhere to this policy of Washington 
and Monroe, of cul tivating friendly relations with all nations and making entangling 
alliances with none, or whether we are to enter into a treaty and adopt a constitution of a 
league which binds us to a great number, and possibly to all, of the other nations of the 
world in the most entangling alliance that could be conceived, since it binds us as one of 
the guardians and guarantors of every right or interest of any of these nations which 
might be involved in actual or threatened war. 17 

Continuing in the same vein against the compulsory arbitration clause, 
Poindexter revealed his extreme nationalism. He warned that 

controversies in regard to immigration on the Pacific Coast, or elsewhere; of naturaliza
tion; of alien ownership of land, neither involve political independence nor territorial 
aggression; and yet, under this provision, we are required to submit them all to the deci
sion of a tribunal the great overwhelming majority· of which is composed of aliens to our 
interests and institutions. 

So as to the Monroe Doctrine, when a threat was made to infringe upon it in 
Venezuela-once in the administration of Cleveland and once in that of Roosevelt. 

15. Milltr, The Drafting .of the Covenant, 1:45·47. St< also Edward M. Houso and Charlts Seymour, eds. What Really 
Happened at Paris (New York: Charlts Scribntr's Sons, 1921), pp. 405-406. 

16. Thomas A. Bailey, Woodrow Wilson and the Great Betrayal (New York: The Macmillan Company, 1945), p. 405. Bailey 
consid~rs tht £ol1owing fih«n Rtpub1ican Senators to have been irreconcilably opposed to any Unittd States participation in 
the League ol Nations: Borah, Brandegee, Fall, Fernald, France, Gronna, Johnson, Knox, Lafollette, McCormick, Mosts. 
Norris, Penrose, Poindexter, and Sherman. During the voting on ratification, only Penrose failed to vote or pair against it. 

17. U.S. Congrtss, Senate. Congressional 'Record, 65th Congress, !rd Session, 57:5746-5747. 
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Neither of the conditions just stated were involved, and yet these were attacks upon a fun
damental essential policy of the Nation, which ought not to be and cannot be-if we are 
true to the trust which we have received from Cleveland and Roosevelt; and from 
Washington and from Monroe-transferred to the control of a league of nations or any 
tribunal established by it. It should remain under the control of the American people.18 

The Senator was not content to harass the advocates of the League. He 
enlarged his attack to include a tirade against the proposed mandatory 
clause. His arguments, however, still concerned chiefly the Monroe Doctrine 
and the effect upon it. Deriding the supporters of the League, he charged: 

It is said by some that this is not an entangling alliance. Some of the advocates of a 
league of nations have gotten into such a transcendental plane of logic that I have been 
unable to follow them. They have said that the Monroe Doctrine is not affected. I always 
thought the Monroe Doctrine was an American doctrine to be administered by America, 
and that was one of the essential elements. They propose to transfer its administration to 
Europe and say it is not affected at all. I have never quite understood the process of 
thought by which they arrive at that conclusion. 19 

Not satisfied with the service to mankind, greater than all others, which has been ren
dered by the establishment of a government, without class, with equal opportunity, and 
subject to the control of the people, in the United States, and with that protection which 
we have extended under the Monroe Doctrine to other nations in the Western Hemi
sphere, we thus undertake, practically unsolicited and unsought, to extend our responsi
bilities and cares unto the uttermost parts of the earth. . . . 

Correspondingly, while assuring obligations of government in Asia, Africa, and 
Europe, this article, at once, by the same terms, surrenders to Asia, Africa, and Europe, 
American policies which have been the prize jewels in the American diadem of state. 
Emergencies which have arisen in the past may arise in the future. The expulsion of Max
imillian from Mexico, the protection of Venezuela from Germany and Great Britain, the 
freeing of Cuba from the despotism and cruelty of Spain under Lincoln, Roosevelt, Cleve
land, and McKinley, in pursuance of the famous policy of Monroe, would have been 
impossible under a League of Nations. All of these issues instead of being decided by the 
United States in the light of the high ideals of these traditional doctrines would be left to 
the administration of an alien tribunal, established under the League of Nations. 

The Monroe Doctrine is an American doctrine. If its administration is transferred to the 
congregated nations of the Old World, it ceases to be a Monroe Doctrine. Its application, 
construction, and existence would then be dependent upon the mercy of the very nations 
against whose interests it was promulgated. Its fate can easily be foreseen. 20 

By 21 February 1919, at least one Senatorial temper was aroused to the 
point of wishing to invoke cloture on the ·President. Senator Lawrence Y. 
Sherman (Republican from Illinois) went so far as to introduce a series of 
resolutions declaring the equal position of the Senate in the field of treaty
making. Inasmuch as this was true, in the eyes of the Senator, any public 
discussion of the treaty provisions by the President before he presented it 
formally to the Senate was "unwise, undiplomatic, and calculated to pro
mote discord and misunderstanding between such two treaty-making powers 

18. Ibid., 3752. 
19. Ibid., 3753. 
20. Ibid., 3753·3754. Senator Poindexter was aided in this speech by the questions put by several of his colleagues. Among 

the Iauer were Senators Reed, Sterling, Brandegee. Knox. and Lodge. Senators Hitchcock and Norris spoke in a favorable light 
but were not conclusive in their remarks. Poindexter's speech has been quoted at gr-eat length as typical o£ the attacks that were 
leveJied against the League of Nations in the name of the Monroe Doctrine. II was much less vitriolic than some delivered 
during those hectic days. 
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whose joint act is indispensable in making such treaty .... " To prevent 
such a calamity from befalling the nation, the Senator further resolved: 

That it is the sense of this Senate, and it hereby respectfully requests, that the President 
do not discuss such treaty until he shall have communicated, either to the Foreign Rela
tions Committee or the Senate, or both, such information as may properly bear upon such 
proposed treaty, and that he preserve an unbiased and impartial mind until he shall have 
advised with the coordinate power, the United States Senate, under the mandates of the 
Constitution, so that each of said treaty-making authorities may have the benefit of each 
other's advice, and information as contemplated in the established and orderly prepara
tion and ratification of treaties.2' 

There were, however, cooler minds in the Senate. On the same day, 21 
February, Senator William E. Borah reviewed the question of a treaty with 
no provision for a Monroe Doctrine .reservation. He endeavored to define the 
Doctrine by declaring that 

the Monroe Doctrine is simply the principle of self-defense applied to a people, and the 
principle of self-defense cannot be the subject of arbitration or of enforcement by any one 
other than one who is to claim and enforce the principle of self-defense.22 

After thus defining his concept of the Monroe Doctrine, Borah maintained 
that the United States could not share the Doctrine with any other nation 
either in the Western Hemisphere or elsewhere. Quoting a letter from Elihu 
Root, Borah reasoned, "If the declaration of Monroe was right when the 
message was sent, it is right now."23 

At this point, the Senator made a tangible proposal. Addressing himself to 
the supporters of the League, he asked: 

Do you Senators, or those who are in favor of the League of Nations, want to destroy the 
Monroe Doctrine? If you do not, why leave it in doubt? Why leave it to the construction 
of European diplomats sitting behind closed doors: By the insertion of three lines in this 
constitution you can place it beyond the peradverture, beyond contention or cavil. The 
question which I submit now is, if you are unwilling to do this, is it not proof conclusive 
that you intend to destroy the policy and wipe out this long-standing doctrine?2• 

The Congressional Record of 21 February 1919, also contains a copy of a 
speech made by former President William Howard Taft in Stockton, Cali
fornia. Speaking for the League to Enforce Peace, Taft challenged the argu
ment that a Covenant without a Monroe Doctrine reservation necessarily 
weakened that Doctrine: "The League believes that the Monroe Doctrine 
instead of being endangered is strengthened by the Covenant, one of whose 
great purposes is to extend the Doctrine to the whole world." However, to 
placate those who needed further assurance he suggested: "If the restriction 
of that doctrine that foreign nations shall not buy their way into new terri
torial and political power in the Western Hemisphere is not sufficiently 
prescribed in the Covenant, the League believes it can be easily secured as 
an addition to the treaty before it is signed. "25 

21. U.S. Congress. Senate Resolution 460, Ibid., 3909. 
22. Ibid., 3911. 
23. Ibid., 3913. 
24. Ibid. , 3914. Italics added to nott the fact that this suggestion was one of the first indications of the action to be 

demanded by the opposition 10 the 11eaty. 
25. Ibid., 4108. 
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William Jennings Bryan, the thrice-defeated Democratic candidate for 
president, attacked the validity of departing from the traditional policy of 
isolation and the Monroe Doctrine. Speaking on 21 February 1919, he 
insisted that 

our nation is not asking to be permitted to take part in the settlement of European dis
putes, and .. . it ought not to be asked to give up its paramount influence in the Western 
Hemisphere as a condition precedent to its entry into the League.26 

Even the Minority Leader of the Senate, Democratic Senator Gilbert M. 
Hitchcock from Nebraska, upon whom the task of waging the battle for rat
ification later rested, urged limited compromise. Commenting upon the 
potential division on the matter of supporting the treaty, he estimated that 

a number of Republican Senators who signed Lodge's manifesto on the League of 
Nations constitution will, in my opinion, vote for it nevertheless if it is a part of the 
peace treaty. A large number will give it support if certain amendments are made.27 

On three occasions during the interval from 18 March 1919 through 26 
March 1919, outstanding Republican leaders continued the fight for recogni
tion of the Monroe Doctrine. On the eighteenth, William Howard Taft 
wired the peace delegation and assured President Wilson: 

If you bring back the treaty with the League of Nations in it, make more specific reserva
tion of the Monroe Doctrine ... (and) the ground will be completely cut from under the 
opponents of the League in the Senate. . . . 

Monroe Doctrine reservation alone would probably carry the treaty, but others would 
make it certain.zs 

Elihu Root dispatched his views to Paris in considerable detail. On the 
nineteenth, a summary of his statement reemphasizing the importance of the 
Monroe Doctrine was circulated. 29 A week later in a speech before the Union 
League Club of New York, Charles Evans Hughes, the nominal head of the 
Republican Party and an emminent lawyer, declared: 

It is idle to say that the covenant in its present form adequately safeguards our traditional 
policy; in order to safeguard interests that are distinctively American, I agree with Mr. 
Taft that there should be a further provision that the settlement of purely American ques
tions should be remitted primarily to American nations with machinery like that of the 
present League, and European nations should not intervene unless requested to do so by 
the American nations.3o 

The preceding statements make obvious the domestic political case for 
special recognition of the Monroe Doctrine in the deliberations at the Paris 
Peace Conference. American sentiment for such recognition had crystallized 
in advance of the early drafts of the Covenant and this sentiment was not 
unknown to the United States delegates. 

26. U.S. Congress. Senate. Congressional Record, 57:4845. 
27. This statement was contained in a letter from the Senator to President Wilson on 4 March 1919, as recorded by RayS. 

Baker, Woodrow Wilson and World Settlement (Carden City, New York: Doubleday, Page &: Company, 1922), 3 (Document 19): 
174. The papers of Senator Gilbert M. Hitchcock, bound in two volumes, are in the Manuscript Division of the Library of 
Congress but are not published except as indicated here in other sources. (Listed as Gilbert M. Hitchock, The correspondence 
ol Gilbert M. Hitchcock, bound by the Library ol Congress, 1945. 2 vo ls.] 

28. Miller, The Drafting of the Covenant, 1:277. Taft suggesttd o ther reservations at the sam~ lim~. bul he gave greatest 
importance to the Monroe Doctrine. 

29. Ibid., 1:299. 
30. Ibid .. 1:384. 



KENNEDY-THE MONROE DOCTRINE CLAUSE 19 

In Paris, various expressions regarding the Monroe Doctrine were made 
during the period following the presentation of the draft Covenant on 14 
February. David Hunter Miller, legal advisor to the American delegation, 
wrote that as early as the Hurst-Miller draft of 3 February 1919 he had 
desired a reservation clause for the Monroe Doctrine. Speaking of the Hurst
Miller draft he coauthored, Miller revealed: 

Certainly, from my point of view, the text ... was subject to criticism, both for things 
omitted and for things contained; the most important of the former was that it said 
nothing about the Monroe Doctrine .... I had brought up the question of the Monroe 
Doctrine in the observations which I submitted to Colonel House. I had verbally proposed 
a Monroe Doctrine clause to Mr. Lansing. 

Such a clause was contained in the drafts submitted by Doctor Scou and myself, and my 
views in general on the question had been more emphatically expressed in a rather severe 
confidential criticism of President Wilson's plan, which I prepared in Paris." 

Colonel Edward M. House, the closest advisor to the President and a 
member of the American peace delegation, recorded on 16 March 1919 that 

the President . .. desires to leave it (the Covenant) as it is, saying that any change will be 
hailed in the United States as yielding to the Senate, and he believes it will lessen rather 
than increase the chances of ratification. ' 2 

At a private dinner two days later, however, the President displayed a 
changed attitude toward the Senate if not toward the inclusion of a Monroe 
Doctrine clause. In addition to President Wilson, only Lord Robert Cecil of 
the British delegation, Colonel Edward M. House, and David Hunter Miller 
were present. One of the guests, Colonel House, discussed the conference 
that followed in considerable detail. He wrote: 

The President was more reasonable than he was the other day as to meeting the wishes of 
the Senate, but we found it nearly impossible to write what the Senate desires into the 
Covenant and for reasons which are entirely sufficient. We are perfectly willing to adopt 
them if the balance of the world would accept them, and if they do not cause more diffi
culties than they cure. If a special reservation of the Monroe Doctrine is made, Japan may 
want a reservation made regarding a sphere of influence in Asia, and other nations will 
ask for similar concessions, and there is no telling where it will end. If a statement is 
made that it is not intended to interfere in domestic affairs, this would please our Senators 
from the Pacific Slope, but it would displease all the Senators of pro-Irish tendencies, for 
they would declare that it was done at the instance of the English in order to keep the 
Irish question forever out of the League of Nations." 

As a result of this conference, the movement for a Monroe Doctrine clause 
gained considerable momentum. On the following day, concrete proposals 
were presented. According to Miller, they were the "first drafts of a Monroe 
Doctrine clause which I saw." One of the clauses was drafted by Lord 
Robert Cecil and the other by T. W. Gregory, Attorney General of the 
United States. According to Miller, the drafts stated: 

31. David Hunter Milltr, '"The Making ol <he League ol Na<ions."' pp. 405·406, in What R•ally Happm•d at Paris, ed. 
Edward M. Hous< and Charles S.ymour (New York: Charles Scribner's Sons, 1921). S<e p. 14. 

32. Charles S.ymour, arrangtr, Th• Intimal• Papas of Colon•/ Hous• (Bos<on: Hough10n Milllin Company, 1928), 4:385. 
33. Ibid., 4:411·412. On <his occasion <here was apparenlly a very realislic approach 10 world and domes<ic poli<ia ra<her 

<han <he idealism <hal is so ohen alleged. See also, Miller, Th• Drafting of the Covenant, 1:279-297. 
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(Cecil) Where any coercive action has to be taken in the Western Hemisphere under Arti
cles X, XIII, XVI, or XVII, no power outside that hemisphere shall take part in such 
action except at the request of the United States of America and the other states members 
of the Executive Council if any situated in that hemisphere. 

(Gregory) No coercive action shall be taken in the Western Hemisphere under Articles 
X, XIII , XVI, or XVII, except at the request of the United States of America and the other 
States members of the Executive Council, if any, situated in that hemisphere.34 

Dissatisfied with both of the proposed drafts, Miller, in his capacity as 
legal adviser, prepared his own papers. A rough draft was presented to 
Colonel House on the nineteenth and the revised version was ready the fol
lowing day. Both drafts follow: 

(19 March) Subject only to the provisions of this Covenant, the liberty of action in matters 
of national policy and of domestic concern heretofore belonging to the States, Members of 
the League, is recognized as continuing. 

(20 March) Subject only to the express provisions of this Covenant, the liberty of action 
in matters of domestic concern and of national policy heretofore belonging to the States, 
Members of the League, is recognized as continuing.35 

According to Miller, none of these four texts had any particular bearing 
on the final adopted text. In his opinion, the drafts o£ Cecil and Gregory 
were incomplete in regard to the Monroe Doctrine. His own versions were 
not desirable because he failed to mention "the Monroe Doctrine eo 
nomine" and placed too much emphasis on national policy.sG 

The President took action on the twenty-fourth of March and drafted his 
own version of the proposed amendment. Before presenting his draft to the 
Commission on the League of Nations that evening, he prepared the para
graph and sent it to Miller for translation into French. Wilson's own words 
follow: 

Add to Article X the follow ing paragraph: 
Nothing in this Covenant shall be deemed to deny or affect the right of any American 

State or states to protect the integrity of American territory and the independence of any 
American government whose territory is threatened, whether a member of the League or 
not, or, in the interest of American peace, to object to or prevent the further transfer of 
American territory or sovereignty to any power outside the Western Hemisphere.s7 

Prior to the evening meeting, however, Colonel House instructed Miller 
to delete the Monroe Doctrine clause from the mimeographed copies of Wil
son's amendments. No explanation of this last minute change of plan is 
indicated. 38 

34. Miller, Th t Drafting of lht Coutnanl. 1:297. Apparently, Miller did not consider the suggested text lorwarded by 
William Howard Taft as a draft. The Tah telegram suggested the following clause: "Any American state or states may protect 
the integrity of American territory and the independence of the government whose territory is threatened whether a member of 
rhe League or not, and may. in the interest of American peace. object to and prevent the further transfer of American territory 
or sovereignty to any power outside the Western Hemisphere." Ibid., 1:277. See p. 19. 

35. fb id., 1:298. Italics added to highlight <xpms, the only word added to the revision. 
36. Ibid. In the same paragraph Miller indicated some degree o£ personal pride in his own draftmanship, indica1ing 1hat his 

own dra£1 was pre(erable to that of Tart. 
37. fbid., I :322. On the lollowing page Miller conceded that the President had drawn heavily !rom Talt's telegram lor his 

text, bu1 Miller still maimained that his own version was superior. The French version of Wilson's text was never presented. 
Miller revised his own draft the same ahernoon and omiued the opening phrases. His revision reoad: "Liberty of action in 
matters of domestic concern and of national policy hereto£ore belonging to the States Members of the League, is recognized as 
continuing." fbid ., 1:323. 

38. fbid., 1:323. 
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The twenty-fifth of March 1919 was a significant day for the peace dele
gation from the United States. On that date, the Monroe Doctrine amend
ment began to take final form. Sir William Wiseman of the British 
Delegation presented to Miller a draft that he had prepared with the 
approval of Mr. Arthur James Balfour, Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs. 
As originally conveyed to Miller it stated: 

Nothing in this Covenant shall be deemed to impair the validity of any international 
engagement or understanding for securing the peace of the world such as treaties of arbi
tration and the Monroe Doctrine.59 

Miller approved in general the Wiseman draft, but he made several sug
gestions as w· phrasing. His changes resulted in shortening the clause to the 
following phrasing: "Nothing in this covenant shall be deemed to affect any 
international engagement or understanding for securing the peace of the 
world such as the Monroe Doctrine."•o 

On the following day Miller wrote another draft. T he new version was 
inspired by a visit from Mr. Wellington Koo of the Chinese delegation. Koo 
was particularly interested in securing a clause that would not in any way 
countenance the promulgation of a Japanese "Monroe Doctrine." In an 
effort to placate Koo, Miller suggested this version: "Nothing in this Cove
nant shall be deemed to a ffect the Monroe Doctrine, which is recognized as 
having in view the peace of the world."41 

When Lord Robert Cecil was told of this latest text he consulted Balfour 
who considered the change to be sufficiently important to require the atten
tion of Prime Minister Lloyd George. The latter raised two objections to 
mentioning the Monroe Doctrine at all. First, he feared that such a clause 
would be regarded in Great Britain as an element of concession to America. 
Second, he cited the original objection of President Wilson to including in 
the Covenant any doctrine that applied only to one specific part of the 
world. Apparently Lloyd George was more interested in securing bargaining 
power than he was in either objecting to or su pporting the Monroe 
Doctrine. 42 

After considerable exchange of views, the Americans impressed upon the 
British the idea that, as far as the United States was concerned, there was no 
connection between the Monroe Doctrine clause and other questions such as 
the naval building plan. By 10 April the discussions reached the stage where 
Colonel House instructed Miller to present a proposed amendment embody
ing the principle of the Monroe Doctrine to Lord Cecil. Submitted as an 
addition to Article X, the amendment provided that 

nothing in this Covenant shall be deemed to affect the validity of international engage
ments such as treaties of arbitration or regional understandings like the Monroe Doctrine 
for securing the maintenance of peace." 

59. Ibid., 1:556. 
40. Ibid. 
41. Ibid ., 1:556·557. 
42. Ibid., 1 :337·338. For a discussion of the views of the several powers in regard to the Monroe Doctrine clause, s« pp. 

22·27. See also Ibid. , 1:419·425. 
45. Ibid., 1:425-426. 
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Nothing significant resulted from the meeting between Miller and Cecil. 
However, the general atmosphere was one of compromise and discussion 
rather than one of edict or ultimatum. With the diminution of disagreement 
between American and British delegates, the advocates of the Monroe Doc
trine reservation were strengthened. 44 

The Fourteenth Meeting of the Commission on the League of Nations 
was highlighted by the introduction, discussion, and finally, the passage of 
President Wilson's amendment providing for a Monroe Doctrine clause to 
be inserted in the Covenant. The President submitted the following text: 

Nothing in this Covenant shall be deemed to affect the validity of international engage
ments such as treaties of arbitration or regional understandings like the Monroe Doctrine 
for securing the maintenance of peace. 45 

A French text prepared by the staff of David Hunter Miller was attached 
to the amendment and stated as follows: 

Nulle disposition du present Pacte n'est consideree comme affectant les engagements 
internationaux tel que les traites d'arbitrage ou les accords regionaux tels que la Doctrine 
de Monroe, qui assurent le maintien de La paix.<6 

The discussion following the introduction of Wilson's amendment was 
intensive and revealing. Lord Robert Cecil virtually became the floor leader 
for the Monroe Doctrine clause. Earlier British insistence upon a naval 
agreement before acceptance of a Monroe Doctrine reservation appears to 
have subsided by this time. One of the first statements regarding the Presi
dent's amendment was made by Wellington Koo of the Chinese delegation. 
Koo did not object to the Monroe Doctrine as such, but he wished to be 
doubly sure that acceptance of that doctrine did not denote the creation or 
sanction of a class of regional understandings. 47 His real purpose, of course, 
was to forestall a possible Japanese declaration of an Asiatic Doctrine.48 

Monsieur F. Larnaude of the French delegation was concerned with a 
definition of the Monroe Doctrine. He was aware that, on several occasions, 
the United States had come to the aid of various European states and he 
wondered whether or not the purpose of the amendment was to prevent 
such future action. His neighbor from Portugal, Jayme B. Reis, was quite 
perplexed because he had been unable to find a clear text of the Monroe 
Doctrine and hence he could not commit his government. 49 

At this point, Lord Cecil made a short statement which he requested be 
included in the proces-verbal. He desired to explain the meaning of the 
amendment as he understood it. In his opinion, the amendment recognized 
only the validity that such regional understandings already possessed. It 

44. Ibid. , 1:426-427. 
45. Miller included 1wo accounts of the Founeemh Meeting of the Commission. The notes from which the minutes were 

transcribfod were kept by Whitney H. Shepardson and are more complete than the m inutes. The former are found I bid. , 1:442-
450. The latter are in Ibid., 2:369-474. 

46. Ibid., 1:442. 
47. Ibid., 1:442-443. Mr. Koo had previously expressed 1his reeling in consuhing Miller. See p. 21. 
48. The Chinese were not the only delegates concerned about the prospect of such ac1ion by the Japanese. Colonel House 

warned o£ the same problem when early discussion o( a reservation clause began. See p. 19. 
49. Ibid., 1:443. 
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neither enlarged nor diminished the scope of such doctrines as that of Mon
roe. It could not be cited as a sanction for future regional understandings.so 

Mr. Reis again raised the question of the definition of the Monroe Doc
trine. This time he wondered whether or not the Covenant conflicted with 
that doctrine. If so, would the Covenant permit "the United States to go to 
Europe or Europe to go to the United States?" President Wilson replied at 
some length and outlined in considerable detail his views on the Monroe 
Doctrine. In the President's words: 

The Covenant provides that the members of the League will mutually defend each other 
in respect to their political and their territorial integrity. This Covenant is therefore the 
highest tribute to the Monroe Doctrine, for it is an international extension of that princi
ple by which the United States said that it would protect the political independence and 
territorial integrity of other American States. By it the United States served notice on the 
rest of the world that it would defend any South American country against political or 
territorial attack. 

When you try to understand what the Monroe Doctrine means, you should not study 
theoretical interpretations which have been placed upon it, but actions which have been 
taken thereunder. I am certain that no actions under this doctrine will be found to be 
inconsistent with the general principles of the Covenant. 

When I was in America my colleagues asked whether the acceptance of the Covenant by 
America would destroy the principles of the Monroe Doctrine. I replied ·that it was 
no thing but a confirmation and extension of the Monroe Doctrine, and explained to them 
why this was so. They then asked me if this were so, whether there would be any objec
tion to making a specific statement to that effect in the text. It is by way of concession to 
this reasonable request that I am asking the Commission to state definitely something 
which is already implicitly taken care of.S1 

Mr. Koo was still concerned about the possible effect of the plural use of 
"regional understandings like" and urged that the word "of" be substituted 
therefor. His plea went unheeded. Monsieur Larnaude responded to Wil
son's answer with the observation that if the Monroe Doctrine did not vio
late the Covenant nor vice versa there was nothing to be gained by making a 
specific mention of that doctrine. In fact, he thought that mention thereof 
might set a bad precedent inasmuch as the Monroe Doctrine was the only 
exception listed in the Covenant. He was of the opinion that "it would cer
tainly be very unfortunate if the Monroe Doctrine should be interpreted to 
mean that the United States could not participate in any settlement of Euro
pean affairs decided upon by the League."52 To this challenge Mr. Vittorio 
E. Orlando, head of the Italian delegation, was ready with the observation 
that the United States had come to the aid of Europe during the war. He 
was convinced that if such action was taken under the Monroe Doctrine 
without any league, surely similar action would be taken with a league.53 

50. Ibid. 
51. Ibid ., 1:4:44. Here President Wilson revealed officially that the Monroe Doctrine clause was a direct result of the pressure 

exerted by various reservat ionists in public oHice. See p . 19. 
52. Ibid., 1 :444·445. The minutes of the meeting re late that Larnaude joined Lord Cecil in opposing the Wilson 

amendment; Larnaude opposed only Koo's .amendment that would have narrowed Wilson's text to apply only to the United 
Slates. See Ibid., 2:370-371. 

53. Ibid., 1:445. 
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Mr. Reis was still unsatisfied and wished to add to Wilson's amendment 
the words "so far as the Monroe Doctrine is not inconsistent with the 
League." 54 

Wilson enlarged upon his explanation of the application of the Monroe 
Doctrine under the League of Nations. He believed that any adverse action 
by the United States could be corrected by the League. He offered to strike 
out the word "regional" inasmuch as that term was too limited to apply to 
an area as large as the Western Hemisphere.55 

After additional explanation by Lord Cecil of the reasons for mentioning 
the Monroe Doctrine specifically, Mr. Koo expressed at some length the atti
tude of his government. He declared: 

I am in complete accord with President Wilson and Lord Robert Cecil in wishing to have 
the Monroe Doctrine specifically mentioned here, because I believe that this doctrine has 
been tested for a century and has been found to have contributed greatly to the develop· 
ment of the ideas of liberty and peace throughout the world. But as to the retention of the 
words 'regional understandings' or even 'understandings,' I should like very much to see 
them omitted. Unless Lord Robert Cecil has some other understandings of a similar 
nature in mind, it would appear better to confine the amendment to the specific mention 
of the Monroe Doctrine. 

As it is now worded, while it does not add anything to the validity of all existing 
understandings, it does appear to uphold all those which might otherwise become obso
lete or fall into desuetude. Besides, the present wording appears also to include any under
standings which may be made in the future of whatever nature. This would hardly be 
advisable, as one could not be sure of the understandings which might be made in five or 
ten years from now. For these reasons, I should like to see these words omitted but in case 
Lord Robert Cecil has some reason for still desiring to retain the word 'understandings' 
then I would like to add after it the words 'hitherto commonly accepted.'S6 

Although Lord Cecil admitted that the British had the Arabian "under-
standing" in mind as well as the Monroe Doctrine, he was unwilling to 
accept the suggested addition that Mr. Koo wished to insert. In British view, 
mention of the Monroe Doctrine was as an example of a "regional under
standing" rather than an effort to list all arrangements affected. President 
Wilson pressed his view that 

any understanding which infringes upon the territorial integrity or political independence 
of any States would be inconsistent with the Covenant. Any State which signs the Cove
nant obligates itself immediately to abrogate such inconsistent understandings. 

The inclusion of this reference to the Monroe Doctrine is in effect nothing but a recog
nition of the fact that it is not inconsistent with the terms of the Covenant.S7 

This statement brought the rejoinder from Larnaude that, unless an 
inconsistency existed between the League and the Doctrine, there was no 
need for the clause. Orlando defended the past efforts of the United States in 
aiding Europe. Wilson wondered whether or not Larnaude doubted that the 
United States would live up to its obligations. The French delegate replied 
that he wished only a clear expression of the significance of the Monroe 

54. Ibid., 1:444. 
55. Ibid., 1:445. 
56. Ibid., 1:445·446. 

57. Ibid .. I:H6. 
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Doctrine. A second member of the French group, Monsieur Leon Bourgeois, 
observed that inclusion of the clause in the Covenant would create two 
groups of States-the United States of America and the European States. 
President Wilson was of the opinion that "in such a world League it seems 
out of place to talk about two groups. "58 

At this point in the discussion, Lord Cecil perceived the French problem. 
He stated that, apparently, the real stumbling block in the path of French 
acceptance of the amendment was that it had been presented as a part of 
Article X. This article was the key provision for security-the basic aim of 
all French proposals during the Conference. Consequently, Lord Cecil sug
gested that the Wilson amendment be attached to Article XX which would 
define the Monroe Doctrine. According to the notes of the meeting, there 
were "general objections from the Commission to Monsieur Larnaude's 
suggestion.' '59 

For the first time in the evening's discussion, the delegate from Serbia, 
Milenko R . Vesnitch, joined in the exchange of views. He urged acceptance 
of the amendment. He added that, in reality, there were two parts to the 
Monroe Doctrine. In the first place was the matter of protection for the 
American states. This he considered essential. The second part was but a 
corollary of the first-"abstention of America from European affairs." Ves
nitch then praised the United States for its help in the great war just 
completed.60 

Miller described the next statement by President Wilson as the most elo
quent and perhaps "the most impressive speech I ever heard."61 The brief 
remarks were in the nature of a lecture rather than an oration. The Presi
dent began: 

I think it might be helpful for the discussion if I should give something of the history 
which lies behind the Monroe Doctrine. At a time when the world was in the grip of 
absolutism, one of the two or three free States of Europe suggested to the United States 
that they should take some political step to guard against the spread of absolutism to the 
American Continent. Acting upon this suggestion, the principles of the Monroe Doctrine 
were laid down, and from that day to this, proved a successful barrier against the insinua
tion of absolutism into North and South America. 

The question now arises, whether you are going to penalize the United States for her 
adoption of this policy, when you are engaged upon the drafting of a document which is 

·the logical, historical extension of the Monroe Doctrine to the whole world. A hundred 
years ago we said, 'the absolutism of Europe shall not come to the American Continent,' 
and we preserved that principle through all these y~ars. Then there came a time when the 
liberty of Europe was threatened by the spectre of a new absolutism. America came and 
came gladly to help in the preservation of European liberty. America was proud to come 
in such a case. 

58. Ib id., 1:446·447. 
59. Ibid., I :447. 
60. Ibid., 1:447-448. 
61. Ibid., 1:450. According to Miller the prectding comments had a!!ecttd Wilson very much. " He became very much stirred 

and a sign of his agitation was that his Jowtr lip commenced to quiver. Finally and just about midnight, there was a pause; he 
got up and made his speech about American policy for the past century in words which li terally setmcd to cast a spell over 
those present. It was, of course, entirely exremporaneous, a sort of verbal magic, and I think that no one pr~ent got it down." 
Actually, Shepardson took down a fai rly complete account which appears in the text above. 
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Are you now going to debate this issue, are we going to scruple on words when the 
United States is ready to sign a Covenant which makes her forever a part of the movement 
for liberty? This is not a little thing, this is a great thing. Gentlemen, you cannot afford 
to deprive America of the privilege of joining with you in this movement.62 

Despite this explanation of the Monroe Doctrine, both Mr. Koo and Mon-
sieur Larnaude repeated their original objections. President Wilson and 
Lord Cecil challenged the possibility of reluctance on the part of the United 
States to recognize American obligations under the Covenant. Mr. Reis then 
declared his willingness to accept the amendment. Wilson suggested that the 
amendment, if passed, could be logically incorporated into the Covenant. 
His amendment was then adopted by the Commission. Baron Makino of the 
Japanese delegation broke his silence on the matter by reserving the right to 
ask additional questions at the next meeting.63 From this point, inclusion of 
a Monroe Doctrine clause in the Covenant was not seriously questioned. 
Only the details remained to be settled. 

In summarizing the views of the participating delegations regarding the 
Monroe Doctrine clause, David Hunter Miller was of the opinion that the 
British wanted a somewhat noncommittal amendment. The French were not 
really concerned with the Monroe Doctrine as such, but were mortally afraid 
of any weakening of their security system and viewed every situation or 
question against that possibility. Mr. Koo, speaking for the Chinese govern
ment, was extremely interested in forestalling any clause that might open 
the way for a Japanese "Monroe Doctrine" for Asia.64 

On 11 April 1919, the Monroe Doctrine clause was included in several 
conversations. Colonel House asked Miller to convince Koo that the amend
ment, as adopted the evening before, did not endanger the Chinese. Despite 
Miller's efforts, Koo was not entirely convinced. 

Another problem was whether or not the amendment actually had been 
adopted or whether it was still on the agenda. Miller reported to Colonel 
House that, in his legal opinion, the clause had been adopted officially. 
House reported a conversation between Leon Bourgeois, of the French dele
gation, and Oscar Straus in which the former indicated that the French 
desired to use their amendment only as a bargaining instrument and would 
not insist on its adoption. Colonel House replied, in very direct language, 
that the Monroe Doctrine clause was to be put through despite the French. 65 

The Commission on the League of Nations met for the last time on 11 
April 1919, at 8:30 p .m. Beginning with Article XI, the Draft Covenant was 
discussed in considerable detail. Article 12a, the Japanese amendment on 
arbitration and armament, stimulated several spirited exchanges during the 

62. Ibid., 1:448. O ther v<rsions of this SPf"Ch ap~ar in Ibid .• 1:450 a nd 2:373·374. 
63. Ibid .• 1:448-449. 

64. Ibid .. I :149·450. Only th= d<l<gations <xpr<sSfd d<fini!f vi<ws. R<is of Portugal. Vosnitch o f S..bia, and Orlando of 
Italy wert involvtd to a dtgret-. T ht total membership prtsem for this meeting indudtd Wilson and House of rhe United 
Statos. C.Cil and Smuts of Gr<at Brita in . Bourgeois and Larnaude o f FranC', Orlando and Scialoja of Ita ly. Makino and 
Chinda of Japan. Hyma ns of B<lgium. Pessoa of Brazil, Koo of China, Ven iz<los of Greece, Dmowski of Poland, Reis of 
Portugal, Danielopol o f Roumania, Vosnitch of S<rbia, and Kramar of Cz<choslovakia. Wilson presided . 

65. Ibid., 1:453·H4. 
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earlier discussions of the evening. When Article XX was reached, Larnaude 
presented an amendment to the Monroe Doctrine clause. His text follows: 

International underslandings intended to assure the maintenance of peace, such as Trea
ties of Arbitration, are not considered as incompatible with the provisions of this Cove
nant. Likewise, with regard to understandings or doctrines pertaining to certain regions, 
such as the Monroe Doctrine, insofar as they do not in any way prevent the signatory 
States from executing their obligations under this Covenant.66 

Larnaude declared that the purpose of his amendment was to correct the 
erroneous impression that the Monroe Doctrine might prevent European 
action in America under the Covenant and vice versa. Lord Cecil declined to 
take sides. Wilson reiterated his stand that the United States did not view 
the Monroe Doctrine to be contrary t.o Covenant obligations. Further discus
sion by Larnaude, Bourgeois, Wilson, Cecil, and Charles Kramar from 
Czechoslovakia indicated that in the event of trouble in the Western 
Hemisphere, the League could take a definite stand in settling such 
differences. 67 

Wellington Koo entered the debate with another amendment. Following 
the word "understandings" he desired to add "which are not incompatible 
with the terms of this Covenant and which are intended to assure the main
tenance of peace, such as the Monroe Doctrine. "68 His suggestion was 
unsuccessful, but he persevered and secured the adoption of "or understand
ings" following the word "obligations" in the first paragraph of Article 
XX.69 

A new draft of the French amendment did not gain any more support 
than had the previous versions. Thereupon, the French delegation threat
ened to make a reservation to their approval of the Monroe Doctrine clause. 
However, the reservation did not materialize and the clause stood as 
approved on the tenth of April. The last formality concerning the Monroe 
Doctrine clause was that of numbering it Article XXJ.7° 

Chronologically, the next development in preparing the Monroe Doctrine 
clause was the determination of a suitable French version for the final text 
of the Covenant. At the last meeting of the Commission on the League of 
Nations, a two-man committee was appointed to handle the task. The two, 
Larnaude and Miller, did not meet until the eighteenth of April. In the 
meantime, Miller had been consulting Monsieur A. de Lapradelle of the 
French group. Together, they arrived at a draft translation which was com
pleted on the seven teenth. The following day Miller and Larnaude met and, 
using the Miller-de Lapradelle draft as a basis, arrived at an official French 
version. T he two texts follow: 

66. Ibid., 2:382. T his is the versio n appearing in the English minut~ o f the m~ting. For o ther translations and the French 
vttsion, ..., Ibid., 1 :~57-~58. ~60. Mill<r includes various remarks made by Wilson during 1his discussion, bu1 1hey are n01 
pauicularly revealing. Ibid., 1 :~59. 

67. Ibid., 2:382·585. 
68. Ibid., 2:383-38~ . Fo r 1he 1ex1 as adop1ed 1he prec<ding ev<n ing. see p. 22. 
69. Thus Anicle XX, paragraph I, r<ad: "The Members of 1he League severally agree 1ha1 1his Covenanl is accep1ed as 

abrogat ing all obligations (or understandings) inter 5t which are inconsistent with the terms thereof, and solemnly undertake 
that they will not hertafter enter into any engagements inconsistent with the terms therto£." Ibid., 2:679. This amendment 
apparently would havt invalidated any £ururt japant~ Mo nrot Doctrines. 

70. Ibid .. 1 :~60. 2:38~. 
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de Lapradelle Draft 
ARTICLE XXI 

Nulle disposition du present Pacte n'est 
consideree, comme affectant la validite des 
engagements intemationaux tels que les 
traites d'arbitrage ou des ententes 
regionales, comme la Doctrine de Monroe, 
qui assurent le maintien de la paix. 

Lamaude Draft 
ARTICLE XXI 

Les engagements intemationaux, tels que 
les Traites d' arbitrage, et les ententes 
regionales, comme Ia Doctrine Monroe, 
qui assurent le maintien de la Paix, ne 
sont consideres comme incompatibles avec 
acune des dispositions du present Pacte. 11 

On 21 Aprill919, an English text of the Covenant of the League of Nations 
was issued. This version, with minor corrections, was the text that was adopted 
at the Plenary Session of the Peace Conference of 28 April. 72 

At the Plenary Session, President Wilson, as chairman of the Commission on 
the League of Nations, presented the Covenant and moved its adoption. Before 
a vote could be taken on the motion, Mr. Policarpo Bonilla from Honduras 
introduced an amendment to the Monroe Doctrine clause designed to clarify 
the meaning of the doctrine. During a speech in which he praised the United 
States, and President Wilson in particular, Bonilla offered the following expla
nation: 

This doctrine which has been supported by the United States of America since 1823, when it 
was proclaimed by President Monroe, means that all the Republics of America have the right 
to an independent existence, and that no nation can there acquire by conquest any portion of 
their territory nor intervene in their internal government or administration, nor perform 
there any act which can diminish their autonomy or wound their national dignity. The Mon
roe Doctrine does not hinder the countries· of Latin America from confederating or otherwise 
uniting themselves in the search for the best way of fulfilling their destiny.75 

The amendment apparently lacked support inasmuch as no action was taken. 
After additional speeches, the President of the Peace Conference, Georges E. 

B. Clemenceau, put the question of adopting the Covenant before the Confer
ence. Without allowing time for further discussion, he declared the Covenant 
unanimously approved and adopted. The official treaty texts of Article XXI in 
French and English are as follows: 

Pacte de Ia Societe des 
Nations 

ARTICLE XXI 

Les engagements intemationaux, tels que 
les traites d'arbitrage, et les ententes region
ales, comme Ia doctrine de Monroe, qui 
assurent le maintien de Ia paix, ne sont con
sideres comme incompatibles avec aucune 
des dispositions du present Pacte. 74 

71. Ibid .. 2:785. 

The Covenant of the League 
of Nations 

ARTICLE XXI 

Nothing in this Covenant 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.75 

72. For tht 21 April text, see Ibid., 2 (Document 31):683·694. 
73. The sptech was delivered in Spanish but, according to Miller, no translation of it was made at the time. However, a 

dra h had been circulated a day or so previously. This English vtrsion apptars in David Huntt r Miller, My Diary at thr 
Conferrnce of Paris (Ntw York: Appeal Printing Company, 1924-1928), 19:34·55 [Htreahtr cittd as Milltr's Diary. ] A text in 
Fronch is q uottd in his Th e Draf ting of the Covenant, 2:715-716. 

74. Milltr, The Drafting of the Covenant, 2 (Documt nt 34):734· 755. 
75. U.S. Congrtss, S.natt. Congressional Record, 66th Congrtss, 1st Stssion, 58:5627. This phrasing appeartd in th t official 

~natoria l vttsion o£ the Treaty o£ Vtrsailles. 



THE BATTLE OF RESERVATIONS 

The signatures of the parties to the Treaty of Versailles did not end the 
era as far as the United States was concerned. In accordance with constitu
tional authority, the President "shall have Power, by and with the Advice 
and Consent of the Senate, to make Treaties, provided two-thirds of the 
Senators present concur." 76 Senatorial consent is not lightly given. Rum
blings from those who opposed the various provisions of the treaty were 
heard long before the final draft was approved. Upon several occasions the 
negotiators in Paris were made aware of the opposition, both actual and 
potential.77 The primary objection .listed by most of the key Senators who 
indicated their dissatisfaction with the treaty during the negotiations was 
inclusion of the League of Nations Covenant as an integral part of the 
Treaty. On the last day of the Sixty-fifth Congress, the Majority Leader-to
be, Republican Senator Henry Cabot Lodge of Massachusetts, presented a 
resolution with thirty-seven signatures. The signatories (I) opposed the 
League of Nations as then proposed; (2) urged conclusion of a peace treaty 
immediately; and (3) wished the idea of a league to be tabled for more delib
erative formation at a later date. 78 Although this resolution was not offi
cially considered, it gave a good indication of the difficulties President 
Wilson would face in the matter of ratification. 

As early as 17 May 1919 the Department of State in Washington warned 
that Republican opposition to ratification would center on Article X of the 
Covenant. This was the provision designed to give power to the League. 
There would also be considerable opposition to Article XXI, the Monroe 
Doctrine clause. The Department suggested that changes in the Monroe 
Doctrine clause might be made after the Senate began hearings; any compro
mise then would put the Republicans in the position of either having to 
accept the treaty with modifications or to remain defiantly opposed. 79 

On the same day, Dwight W. Morrow, then a Wall Street financier and 
later Ambassador to Mexico, wrote to Thomas W. Lamont at the Peace Con
ference. Morrow gave a most prophetic picture of the opposition the Presi
dent could expect from the Senate. 

My impression is that the Republican members of the Senate will line up pretty strongly 
against an unconditional ratification. I think the President, and those who are supporting 
him in the adoption of the treaty, should determine pretty soon what course to follow. 
There will be a great temptation for the President to make a popular campaign, which 
may get the country with him but ·make the present Senate even firmer against him than 
it is now. I wish someone who is close to him could get him to make, when he first 

76. U.S. Constitution, Art. 2, Sec. 2, §2. 
77. Ibid., 4!£. 
78. U.S. Congress, Senate. Congrtssional R ecord, 65th Congress, 3rd Session, 57:7974. Of the thirty·seven signatures, four 

were o£ men who wtre sworn in as Senators the following day, 4 March l9J9. Two more signatures were added on the fourth of 
March. 

79. Letter from Frank Lyon Polk, Acting for · the Department of State, to Secretary Lansing and Colonel House in Paris, 
included as Document 975 in Miller 's Diary, 9:386. 
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comes back, an expository speech. There has been no official statement by him that has 
thrown much light upon what the document means. The result is that even though he 
succeeds in getting a great deal of popular support on the general belief that this new 
League is going to stop war, the Senate will be confirmed in its opposition by a conscien
tious belief that the League is probably going to do no such thing. 

I think most of the opposition will centre around Article X and the Monroe Doctrine 
clause. I wonder if James Brown Scott (one of Wilson's advisers) could write a careful 
statement of what these two clauses really mean. If he could show that this document is 
really an outgrowth of the Hague Conference it ought to have some effect upon the 
Republicans under whose guidance the Hague Conference developed. I have not seen 
Senator Root recently, but the present impression is that he is not satisfied with the 
amendments. [This reference is to the amendments that Wilson had secured as a result of 
his conference with the Senate leaders during his return to the United States in Febru
ary. lao 

Even before these warnings were formulated, the Republican leaders had 
been preparing their strategy. On 29 April 1919, a Washington news service 
carried the following report: 

Telegrams were sent to all Republican Senators today by Senator Lodge, of Massachusetts, 
floor leader, and Senator Curtis, of Kansas, asking that public expressions of opinion 
upon the League of Nations Covenant be withheld until a Republican conference could 
decide upon what attitude should be adopted. Senator Lodge and other Republican lead
ers, it was said, have no intention of summoning Republican Senators to Washington 
immediately. The Republicans will be urged to give the revised draft of the Covenant 
careful study preparatory to a conference before the Senate meets. It was considered proba
ble that Senators now here would hold informal conferences meanwhile with Senator 
Lodge. 

Senator Lodge and Senator Borah, of Idaho, conferred today, and Senator Borah said 
that the conference had been very satisfactory. This announcement attracted attention in 
view of Senator Borah's opposition to the League of Nations.st 

According to Lodge, the strategy for the battle against ratification was 
decided at the latter conference. 

I said to Senator Borah, it seemed perfectly obvious to me that any attempt to defeat the 
Treaty of Versailles with the League by a straight vote in the Senate, if taken immediately 
would be hopeless, even if it were desirable. (Thinking that) the interests and safety of the 
United States might be so protected by amendments or reservations that a large majority 
of the Republicans could vote for it, I told him that in any event there was only one thing 
to do and that was to proceed in the discussion of the treaty by way of amendment and 
reservation. He told me that he entirely agreed with my description of the situation, that 
he did not believe the treaty could possibly be beaten at that time by a direct vote, that he 
was against the treaty in any form whatever, whether with reservations or amendments or 
not, but that thinking I was right in my judgment of the conditions and the situation 
generally he would support any amendments or reservations which I and those who 
agreed with me should offer, although, of course, so far as he was personally concerned, 
after having voted for the reservations or amendments in the belief that they would make 
the treaty better and the League safer, on the final vote he would vote against the accep
tance of the treaty by the Senate. s2 

80. Miller, Diary, 9 (Document 938):455·458. Italics added. The debates in the Senate during the President's tour substan· 
tiated Morrow's predicdon. 

81. Quoted by Senator Joseph T . Robinson, Democrat of Arkansas, in the Congr<Ssional Record, 58:329. The name of the 
news service was not disclosed. No Republicans challenged the validity of the statement. 

82". Henry Cabot Lodge, Tht Senatt and tht League of Nations (New York: Charles Scribner's Sons, 1925), p. 147. 
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On 18 May 1919, the Congress met in special session. In the interval 
before the President returned from France with the final version of the 
treaty, a number of Senators took the opportunity to express their opinions 
of the Covenant. Almost everyone who spoke at length mentioned the Mon
roe Doctrine and Article XXI. Some of those who had insisted that a pro tec
tive clause be included in the Covenant now inveighed against the article 
that answered their original demands. One of those was the Majority 
Leader, Senator Lodge. On 6 June he declared: 

In the first draft of the treaty that was presented to us ... the Monroe Doctrine was left 
somewhere among the voices heard in the air and the visions that are seen by capable 
visionaries, and we were told that the doctrine was safe, because it had been extended to 

the whole world, which took away its entire meaning and all its characteristics. Now, 
however, there comes back a second draft with a direct statement in regard to the Monroe 
Doctrine putting it in a far worse position, in my judgment, than it was under the first 
draft, and that was bad enough.ss 

Other Senators were of the opinion that the Monroe Doctrine had been 
carefully protected and preserved by the inclusion of Article XXI. On 28 
May 1919, Senator Joseph T. Robinson (Democrat from Arkansas) expressed 
the belief that 

the league covenant as now written expressly preserves from intervention by nations in 
other parts of the world the whole of the Western Hemisphere. The incorporation of this 
provision has removed one of the chief objections urged against the League of Nations. 
By Article X the principle of the Monroe Doctrine is made universaLs• 

Although he arrived in New York only the day before, the President pre
sented to the Senate the official text of the treaty on the tenth of July. The 
presentation speech touched on world problems and the proposed league. At 
no time in the oration did he mention the impending battle of reservations 
or the Monroe Doctrine.85 Senatorial reactions to this speech varied 
considerably. 

On 11 July President Wilson issued a concise statement of his position in 
which he indicated some degree of willingness to accept limited compro
mise. The statement reported that "the President is open-minded as to every 
proposition of reasonable interpretation, but will not consent to any propo
sition that we scuttle. "86 This attitude seemed to infer that the President 
would admit certain interpretative resolutions or, possibly, reservations, but 
would not be at all amenable to amendments to the Covenant that might 
change the basic relationship of the United States. 

Presentation of the treaty touched off a series of oratorical blasts. Few of 
these verbal battles dealt primarily with the Monroe Doctrine, but almost all 
mentioned it as one of the points of controversy. On the fourteenth of July, 
Senator Claude A. Swanson (Democrat from Virginia) defended the Paris 
actions of President Wilson and his associates. Concluding his speech with a 
defense of the Monroe Doctrine clause, the Senator contended: 

83. U.S. Congress, Senate. Congr.ssional Record, 58:729. 
84. Ibid., 335. 
85. Ibid., 2336·2339. The official version of the treaty may be found on pp. 2340·2397. 
86. Bailey, Woodrow Wilson and the Gr.al Betrayal, p. 170. 
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Every right possessed by us under this doctrine prior to agreeing to this covenant would 
continue without discrimination. If by possibility any conflict should arise between the 
provisions of the covenant and the Monroe Doctrine, as far as we are concerned the provi
sions of the covenant are annulled and the Monroe Doctrine survives for us a living for
eign policy. We accept the covenant with this clear reservation. 

Thus, Mr. President, not only is the Monroe Doctrine fully preserved and protected by 
name in this covenant, but is given new force and new dignity. We obtain by this cove
nant practically a world's recognition of our right to insist upon its maintenance as our 
fully understood foreign policy. 87 

Senator Frank B. Kellogg (Republican from Minnesota) wanted to know 
why, if Article XXI exempted the Monroe Doctrine from the jurisdiction of 
the League, there could not just as easily and harmlessly be such a statement 
in the ratification document. Swanson thought that such a statement would 
not only delay ratification but was also needless.88 

At this point the senior Senator from Nevada, Key Pittman (Democrat), 
entered an argument that became a favorite issue of debate until the final 
vote. He wondered if the treaty contract could be changed by reservation as 
well as by amendment. His statement drew from Kellogg the opinion that 
both parties to the contract must agree to a change.89 

One of the most unexpected views voiced in regard to the Monroe Doc
trine came from Senator George W. Norris of Nebraska. On 15 July 1919, 
the Republican lawmaker uttered something that must have sounded like 
heresy to his isolationist associates. Norris declared: 

I do not agree with a large number of my colleagues in regard to the desirabilities of 
excepting the Monroe Doctrine from the application of a League of Nations. If we get the 
right kind of a League of Nations, we thereby abandon the Monroe Doctrine, and we 
ought to be glad of it. We get something better for it. If conquest is abolished, if disarma
ment takes place, and secret treaties are no longer made, there is no further excuse for the 
existence of the Monroe Doctrine.9o 

The seventeenth of July 1919 was an unusual day in the debates of the 
Senate. One Senator, LeBaron B. Colt (Republican from Rhode Island) 
offered the opinion that "I believe the popular sentiment is universal, and I 
certainly share it, that the Monroe Doctrine should be clearly safeguarded."91 

However, the Senator observed that he would reserve his judgment on the 
matter of reservations to the treaty until he had heard a full discussion of 
the subject. Such objectivity was not the keynote of the Senate at that time. 

Another Republican legislator, Senator William E. Borah of Idaho, 
advanced a novel scheme for determining public opinion of the League. "A 
popular vote," said the Senator, "can be had upon this question if those in 
favor of the league will cooperate with those who are opposed to it. "92 

Speaking frankly he admitted, though, that a favorable vote by the people 
would not change his vote on ratification. Senator Albert B. Fall (Republi-

87. U.S. Congress, Senate. CongTnsional RecoTd, 58:2541. 
88. Ibid. , 2542. 
89. Ibid., 2543. 
90. Ibid .. 2593. 
91. Ibid., 2722. 
92. Ibid., 2731. 
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can from New Mexico) cited the Tenth Amendment of the United States 
Consitution, with its reserve powers clause, as ample authority for a popular 
referendum. 93 

On 21 July one of the most ardent advocates of United States participa
tion in the League of Nations, Democratic Senator Atlee Pomerene of Ohio, 
outlined the main features of the League and listed the principal objections 
that had been levelled against it. Speaking of the Monroe Doctrine he said, 
"I think so much of the Monroe Doctrine that I would extend its principles 
to the world. The opponents of the league seem to think so little of it that 
they would confine it in its operations to America alone. If it is a good 
thing, let us extend it. If it is a bad thing, let us restrict it."94 

Senator Charles L. McNary, the junior member from Oregon and a 
Republican, spoke at length on the twenty-second of July. Taking notice of 
the divided opinion on the matter of whether or not the Monroe Doctrine 
was adequately protected, McNary reasoned that 

without altering the terms of peace and with evident propriety the Senate could attach to 
the treaty a resolution stating its understanding of the article by again defining and 
declaring the doctrine of Monroe. Resolutions of this kind which in their purpose are not 
supposed to amend or alter, but only to interpret, the treaty do not operate to effect a 
change in the terms as to require ratification by other nations. If we should go further in 
this regard and attempt by an explanatory expression, whatever it may be called in name, 
to introduce a substantial change in an article, it would be in effect an amendment and 
would require resubmission to the other signatories. . . . 

As I say, Mr. President, I am one of those who contend that the Monroe Doctrine is 
already preserved in the covenant, but I say it will be harmless to restate it; that it is 
already there, but it might find its reward in comforting some of the timid minds that 
oppose the covenant.9S 

Senator Kenneth McKellar (Democrat from Tennessee), then serving his 
first term, displayed some of the forceful language characteristic of his legis
lative career: "How any reasonable mind after reading that language can 
come to the conclusion that the Monroe Doctrine is not taken care of I can
not understand."96 

The junior Senator from Wisconsin, Irvine L. Lenroot (Republican), 
expressed on 24 July an opinion that recurred in subsequent statements. He 
believed the phrasing of the Monroe Doctrine clause in the treaty to be very 
awkward. His idea was that in order to eliminate any possible doubt as to 
the correct meaning of the article, a reservation on that subject should be 
introduced. Speaking very confidently, Lenroot said, "I have no doubt that 
at the proper time the Senate will readily agree to a reservation upon the 
Monroe Doctrine.' '97 

The following day Senator Pittman made a penetrating analysis of the 
groups then at work in the Senate. In a lengthy statement he declared: 

9S. Ibid. 
94. Ibid., 2931. 
95. Ibid., 2984-2985. Although McNary indicated such a libeTal attitud< h<r<, he voted again5t unconditional ratification 

and for the Monrcx Doctrint restrvalion. 
96. Ibid., S029. 
97. Ibid., S095. 
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They may be divided into groups: First, those who believe in national isolation and who 
are opposed to any league of nations; second, those who favor a phantom league of 
nations without effective powers and who, to accomplish this purpose, would eliminate 
by amendment or reservations the vital articles of the covenant; third, those who favor the 
league of nations as it is now planned but who desire that the rights and obligations of 
the United States under the treaty be made more certain by interpretative reservations in 
the resolution of approval; fourth, Senators who favor the league of nations and believe 
that the rights and obligations of our country are definitely stated in the articles of the 
covenant and who are now ready to vote for the approval of the treaty without amend
ments, reservations, interpretations, or other qualifications or changes. 

There are but a few Senators in the first group. There are but a few more in the second 
group, and I am confident that those two groups combined do not constitute one-third of 
the Senators. In the third group, there are possibly one-third of the members of the 
Senate. The fourth group includes the main body of the Senate, and if a vote were taken 
today I am satisfied that they would cast a majority vote.98 

In Pittman's opinion, the future of the League, as far as American 
approval was concerned, was in the hands of the so-called "mild" reserva
tionists. Those Senators had no desire to kill the League. They were inter
ested only in assuring that the United States should be adequately protected. 

Democratic Senator Marcus A. Smith from Arizona, one of the more 
ardent advocates of the League, maintained that "if the Monroe Doctrine had 
never been promulgated, if it had never been heard of or thought of, it 
would nevertheless have been fully protected in carrying out the declared 
guaranties of this treaty. "99 

Senator Borah presented clearly the views of the isolationist group on the 
twenty-fifth of July. Reviewing the motives of those who were willing to 
accept the treaty with reservations, he warned: 

Let the people of this country who are opposed to entering into an alliance with Europe, 
who are opposed to surrendering the policy of Washington and the doctrine of Monroe, 
understand that reservations, like political platforms, unless they are conditional upon 
acceptance by the older powers, are made to get votes and not for the purposes of standing 
upon them after they once get in ... after we are once in the league, then the council at 
Geneva, from whose judgment there is no appeal, begins its latitudinous and political 
constructions and our interpretations will not even be given the 'cold respect of a passing 
glance.' ... All amendments should go to the vital question of alliance or no alliance 
with European powers, and ratification should be conditioned upon their affirmative 
acceptance.1oo 

The Senator made his position definite. "I am utterly opposed to it 
[League of Nations]. I want no political partnership or alliance or league 
which commits us to meddling in European affairs." Becoming figurative in 
his language, the Senator continued, "we had just as well talk about tearing 
away the lower story of a house and leaving the upper story stand in midair 
as to tear away Washington's policy and leave the Monroe Doctrine intact. 
One is built upon the other and cannot exist without it." Summarizing, he 

98. Ibid .. 3UI. 
99. Ibid .• 3137. 

100. •[bid., 3142. 
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declared that "there is just one way to preserve the Monroe Doctrine, and 
that is to stay out of European affairs and Asiatic affairs."IOI 

On the last day of July, Senator Robert L. Owen (Democrat from Okla-
homa) stated the case for those who urged unconditional ratification. 

I have studied the covenant of the League of Nations with care. I have read many 
speeches hostile to this covenant, and have weighed the arguments against the covenant. I 
have found them very hypercritical, partisan, and without convincing force. 

I am profoundly convinced that it is my duty as a Senator of the United States, repre
senting the people of the United States, to give this covenant my support without amend
ment or reservation. I regard it as my duty to the world to support this covenant.1o2 

Senator Owen presented a proposed solution for the troubled minds of 
those who were not willing to accept the covenant as it stood with Article 
XXI. "Instead of making reservations which would temporarily exclude the 
United States from membership in the league it would be much better to 
ratify the treaty of peace with Germany and let Senators who have doubts 
remaining pass resolutions at the same time stating what the interpretation 
of the Senate or of Senators may be"I03 

On 31 July 1919 the Committee on Foreign Relations began the extended 
hearings on the treaty. Under the stern leadership of the chairman, Senator 
Henry Cabot Lodge, the Committee met on at least thirty-seven days during 
a period of six and one-half weeks. The general tenor of the hearings was 
one of determined opposition to the treaty and the President.l04 During the 
course of the hearings a strategy of delay became evident. Senator Lodge 
insisted on reading the entire treaty in the Committee meetings. So tedious 
and drawn out was this task that upon one occasion Lodge was the only 
person in the committee room. 105 The membership of the Committee was 
heavily stacked against the treaty and this factor gave a bizarre turn to the 
testimony and activities. Joined with Lodge were nine other Republicans. 
These included McCumber of North Dakota, Borah of Idaho, Brandegee of 
Connecticut, Fall of New Mexico, Knox of Pennsylvania, Harding of Ohio, 
Johnson of California, New of Indiana, and Moses of New Hampshire. Of 
these, only McCumber, Harding, and New were less than violently opposed 
to the President or to the treaty. And only McCumber voted for ratification 
without reservation when the opportunity was later presented on the floor 
of the Senate. Both Harding and New voted for the treaty with reservations. 
To classify Senator Lodge accurately is difficult. He talked and acted in 
accord with the "irreconcilables," but he finally voted with the reservation
ists for the treaty. 

The Democrats on the Committee were Hitchcock of Nebraska, Williams 
of Mississippi, Swanson of Virginia, Pomerene of Ohio, Smith of Arizona, 
Pittman of Nevada, and Shields of Tennessee. Of these, only Shields voted 

101. Ibid., 3143. 

102. Ibid., 3408. 
103. Ibid. 
104. Tht> hearings of the Committee were pubJished as St natt Documt nt 106. 66th Congress. 1st Session. The volumi· 

nous proceedings cover 1297 pages. 
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against unconditional ratification. Senators Pomerene and Shields voted for 
the treaty with reservations. Pomerene voted thus after his efforts to secure 
an unconditional treaty had failed; Shields so voted because he would agree 
to nothing less. 

With ten of the seventeen members of the Committee actively opposed to 
the treaty as submitted by the President, it is not surprising that the hear
ings were not always constructive. Three of the witnesses called were abler 
than most to shed light on the situation that had produced the treaty. On 
the sixth and eleventh of August, the Secretary of State, Robert Lansing, 
appeared before the Committee. He testified that he was not familiar with 
the term "regional understanding" as it appeared in Article XXI until the 
Covenant was drafted. In general, his testimony revealed more of that which 
the Secretary did not know than that which he understood thoroughly. This 
fact apparently further solidified opposition against the President and gave 
rise to charges that the Chief Executive had usurped the powers ordinarily 
exercised by the Secretary of State.106 

David Hunter Miller appeared before the Committee on 12 August 1919. 
The fifty pages of his testimony offer no information at all either on the 
Monroe Doctrine or on the drafting of Article XXI. He was primarily ques
tioned about the extent of the effect that British, French, and South African 
suggestions had on the final phrasing of the Covenant. It was ironic that 
the Senators challenged the phrasing of the Monroe Doctrine clause on the 
floor of the Senate and then failed entirely to challenge the person who had 
so much to do with that phrasing. 107 

The most important meeting of the Committee was held in the White 
House on 19 August 1919. After interviewing various lesser officials, Senator 
Lodge requested and secured an interview with the President of the United 
States. In a meeting lasting for several hours, the President exhibited a con
siderable knowledge of the subject at hand and was very patient with several 
Senators who apparently relished the opportunity to beleaguer him. T he 
opening remarks were a prepared statement by the President. In presenting 
his position, President Wilson recognized the existence of opposition to the 
treaty. He was, however, confident that ratification would be certain. 

Nothing, I am led to believe, stands in the way of the ratification of the treaty except cer· 
tain doubts with regard to the meaning and implication of certain articles of the covenant 
of the League of Nations; and I must frankly say that I am unable to understand why 
such doubts should be entertained. You will recall that when I had the pleasure of a con· 
ference with your committee and with the Committee of the House of Representatives on 
Foreign Affairs at the White House in March last the questions now most frequently 
asked about the League of Nations were all canvassed with a view to their immediate clar
ification. T he covenant of the league was then in its first draft and subject to revision. It 
was pointed out that no express recognition was given to the Monroe Doctrine; that it 
was not expressly provided that the league should have no authority to act or to express a 

106. Ibid., 82·83. Lansing's t<stimony appeared in the Senate Document 106, pp. 1 39·2~5. At one point in the hearing, 
St-nator Borah said, "Mr. Secretary, I do not desire to ask anything about the Moor~ Doctrine. We all understood what it was, 
up to six months ago." To this SeCTelary Lansing replied, "I congratulate the Stnato r, Jxcause then~ seems to bt a wide dH£tr· 
enct o£ opinion as to what it means. He may bt the only man that knows." Ibid., 229. 

107. Senau Documtnt 106. pp. 379·429. 
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judgment on matters of domestic policy; that the right to withdraw from the league was 
not expressly recognized; and that the constitutional right of the Congress to determine all 
questions of peace and war was not sufficiently safeguarded. On my return to Paris all 
these matters were taken up again by the commission on the League of Nations and every 
suggestion of the Unted States was accepted. 

The views of the United States with regard to the questions I have mentioned had, in 
fact, already been accepted by the commission and there was supposed to be nothing 
inconsistent with them in the draft of the covenant in the minds of those who partici
pated in drafting them, and I respectfully submit that there is nothing vague or doubtful 
in their wording. 

The Monroe Doctrine is expressly mentioned as an understanding which is in no way 
to be impaired or interfered with by anything contained in the covenant and the expres
sion 'regional understandings like the Monroe Doctrine' was used, not because anyone of 
the conferees thought there was any comparable agreement anywhere else in existence or 
in contemplation, but only because it was ·thought best to avoid the appearance of dealing 
in such a document with the policy of a single nation. Absolutely nothing is concealed in 
the phrase. 108 
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Out of the Committee, the Senate continued to debate the desirability of 
the treaty. The group wanting at least a mild reservation of the Monroe 
Doctrine became more numerous. On 7 August Senator Kellogg appended a 
draft of four reservations to a speech in which he contended that a reserva
tion would strengthen and not weaken the covenant. The last of his reserva
tions provided: 

The United States does not bind itself to submit for arbitration or inquiry by the assem
bly or the council any question which in the judgment of the United States depends upon 
or involves its long-established policy commonly known as the Monroe Doctrine, and it is 
preserved unaffected by any provision in the said treaty contained. 109 

On that day, too, the Chairman of the Committee on Foreign Relations, 
Senator Lodge, spoke of reservations as accomplished facts. He stated, "I 
hope when we put these reservations on we shall provide that they shall be 
accepted by at least the other four of the five principal allied and associated 
powers before we become members of the league, and that we shall have 
their acceptance of our reservations. There will be no question about it. 
They will accept them."ll0 

Senator Lodge spoke again on 12 August 1919. After quoting from British 
and French statements on the Monroe Doctrine, the Senator echoed the 
words of the isolationist: "It is as important to keep the United States out of 
European affairs as to keep Europe out of the American Continents." Deny
ing that the Monroe Doctrine had been extended to the world, he empha
sized: 

I repeat, it was purely an American doctrine, a purely American policy, designed and 
wisely designed for our defense. It has never been a 'regional understanding,' or an under
standing of any kind with anybody. It was the declaration of the United States of Amer
ica, in their own behalf, supported by their own power. 

108. Ibid., 500·501. The above lengthy statement summarizes beuer than other utterances of the President his views of the 
original covenant draft. the e££ect of the March conference, the real meaning of the Monroe Doctrine Clause, and h is impa· 
tience with thOse wishing to alter his handiwork. His complete test imony appears in Ibid., 499-556. 
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The instant that the United States, who declared, interpreted, and sustained the doc
trine, ceases to be the sole judge of what it means, that instant the Monroe Doctrine ceases 
and disappears from history and from the face of the earth. I think it is just as undesirable 
to have Europe interfere in American affairs now as Mr. Monroe throught it was in 1823, 
and equally undesirable that we should be compelled to involve ourselves in a ll the wars 
and brawls of Europe. 111 

Two Senators presented reservations on 20 August. The first of them, 
Democrat Robert L. Owen of Oklahoma, was interested in securing support 
for the treaty even at the cost of accepting resolutions or reservations. His 
fourth paragraph provided "that the covenant of the league will not in any 
degree impair the Monroe Doctrine as heretofore interpreted by the Govern
ment of the United States."112 The second Senator-Key Pittman, Democrat 
from Nevada-placed a resolution before the Senate. His fourth paragraph 
also applied to the Monroe Doctrine. 

There shall not be submitted to arbitration or inquiry by the assembly or the council any 
question which, in the judgment of the United States, depends upon or involves its long
established policy, commonly known as the Monroe Doctrine, and it is preserved unaf
fected by any provision of the said treaty .m 

The junior Senator from Idaho, John F. Nugent (Democrat) insisted that 
"I am as much interested in the preservation of the (Monroe) doctrine as any 
American can be, and am glad that it will be recognized by the members of 
the league." He maintained: "I submit tha t it is amply safeguarded in the 
covenant."114 Concluding, he said: 

As for me, my duty is plain. I shall vote for ratification of the treaty, thereby doing all 
that it is possible for me to do to bring the league into existence, and having done so, 
when my 'summons comes to join the innumerable caravan,' the moans and groans of 
men in agony, stricken in battles that I might have averted, the weeping of wives and 
mothers and the wailing of orphans will not ring in my ears, nor will a multitude of 
voices chide and rebuke me as being faithless to humanity and to reason."s 

On the twenty-seventh of August, two Republicans took leading roles in 
debate. Senator Albert B. Fall of New Mexico called attention to a lack of 
preparation on the part of a number of his colleagues. "I want to say here, 
in order that people may know it, that the first meeting of the Foreign Rela
tions Committee, sir, Senators sat down at the table admitting that they had 
never read the treaty which was placed before them, and yet they prepared to 
vote upon it.'' However, the Senator's motives were not all educational. He 
was trying to justify the extended reading of the treaty in the delaying tac
tics of the Committee. Furthermore, speaking of treaty ratification, he chal
lenged: "If this is to be made a political issue, let it come. I, for one, have 
no fear of the result. " 116 

I ll. Ibid .. 3782. Senator Williams criticized Lodge lor appealing to the galleries. Lodge was supposedly applauded lor three 
minutes. 
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The other Republican Senator, Charles E. Townsend of Michigan, 
expressed the viewpoint of the "strong reservationists." After warning of the 
risks of too much contact with the danger spots of Europe, he declared: 

I cannot support the treaty unless in unequivocal and clear language we reserve from the 
consideration by the League of Nations or the Supreme Council all questions affecting 
the internal policies of the United States. No verbal understanding or expressions of 
doubtful construction will meet with my approval, and what I say of internal policies I 
say of the Monroe Doctrine. No convention representing monarchies or other alien 
nations shall have the right even to discuss whether this doctrine is a 'regional under
standing' or purely an American policy. That question must be left unembarrassed to the 
United States. 117 

On 3 September 1919, the administration spokesman on the Foreign Rela
tions Committee revealed that the Committee, by a vote of nine to eight, 
had accepted a series of amendments and reservations to be submitted with 
the treaty. The official attitude of the Democrats was indicated when Hitch
cock declared, "I am not going to discuss the nature of the amendments; but 
I lay down this proposition, and I challenge anybody to meet it, that the 
adoption of any amendment to this treaty-and the committee proposes 
many-means its defeat so far as . we are concerned."l18 

Two days later, perhaps the most liberal Republican member of the Com
mittee, Porter J. McCumber of North Dakota, presented a set of reservations 
that he wished to substitute for the forthcoming Lodge reservations. 
McCumber suggested the following phrasing in his fourth paragraph: 

The United States does not bind itself to submit for arbitration or inquiry by the assembly 
or the council any question which, in the judgment of the United States, depends upon or 
involves its long-established policy commonly known as the Monroe Doctrine, and it is 
preserved unaffected by any provision in the said treaty contained.'l9 

On the eighth and ninth of September, three Senators declared their posi
tions. Republican Selfen P. Spencer of Missouri and Democrat Furnifold M. 
Simmons of North Carolina voiced a preference for reservations. Spencer 
insisted on "strong" protective clauses. Simmons acknowledged that politi
cal expediency necessitated at least interpretative reservations. An "irrecon
cilable" Republican Senator, Miles Poindexter of Washington, launched 
into a tirade of nationalism and isolation. He accused President Wilson of 
deluding the people as to the real extent of American participation under 
the Covenant. His opinion was that any strengthening of ties with Europe 
would weaken or perhaps kill the Monroe . Doctrine. He denied that reserva
tions would be of any value.12o 

After more than six weeks of meetings, the Committee on Foreign Rela
tions issued its report on 10 September. The majority report submitted a 
number of amendments and four reservations. The amendments were to 
become a part of the treaty text and the reservations were to be incorporated 
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in the resolution of ratification. Once again choosing the fourth paragraph, 
the Committee reported the following reservation: 

The United States declines to submit for arbitration or inquiry by the assembly or the 
council of the League of Nations provided for in said treaty of peace any questions which 
in the judgment of the United States depend upon or relate to its long-established policy, 
commonly known as the Monroe Doctrine; said doctrine is to be interpreted by the United 
States alone, and is hereby declared to be wholly outside the jurisdiction of said League of 
Nations and entirely unaffected by any provision contained in the said treaty of peace 
with Germany. 

The Committee attempted to justify the reservation in the following 
manner: 

The purpose of this reservation is clear. It is intended to preserve the Monroe Doctrine 
from any interference or interpretation by foreign powers. As the Monroe Doctrine has 
protected the United States, so, it is believed by the Committee, will this reservation pro
tect the Monroe Doctrine from the destruction with which it is threatened by Article XXI 
in the covenant of the league and leave it, where it has always been, within the sole and 
complete control of the United States.l21 

Considerable discussion followed Lodge's report. One of the most interest
ing observations was made by Senator William S. Kenyon of Iowa. This 
Republican Solon was not enthusiastic about the treaty and was insistent on 
reservations. At the same time, he was not perturbed about the Monroe Doc
trine. In fact, he said: 

The Monroe Doctrine is a good deal of fetish with the American people which they rather 
cherish. I have not been particularly alarmed about it with reference to this treaty because 
there is reference to it, and while it is called a regional understanding, yet there would be 
basis for the American people to claim that it is excluded. It seemed clear to me in the 
first covenant as presented that we absolutely surrendered the Monroe Doctrine. It is not 
clear in this covenant, and true, like nearly everything else in the treaty, it is somewhat 
muddled, yet there is reference to it. I do not feel much alarm about that question.t22 

In addition to his statement on the Monroe Doctrine, Kenyon made a very 
plain talk on the possibility of ratification. Addressing his remarks to the 
Democrats, he declared: 

There are the necessary votes here to ratify this treaty with substantial reservations. They 
are not here to ratify it without. The votes are here to defeat the whole treaty regardless of 
consequences if reservations are not adopted. Make no mistake about that. Why try to 
deceive yourselves about it any longer? Why do your leaders keep talking about enough 
votes to ratify without reservations, that it is a fight to the finish, and so forth? If that is 
your doctrine, the finish is here. It cannot be ratified and will not be unless reservations 
are adopted substantially like those presented by the Foreign Relations Commiuee.125 

On the other side of the Senate, Democratic forces were also at work on 
reservations. It is not generally known, but before leaving on his nationwide 
speaking tour, the President had drawn up a list of acceptable reservations 
that he had given to Hitchcock to be used if necessary. Speaking of the view 
of the United States government, the President wrote: 

121. Ibid .• 5114. 
122. Ibid .. 5152. 
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It understands, also, that the reference to the Monroe Doctrine in Article XXI of the Cove
nant of the League means that nothing contained in the Covenant shall be interpreted as 
in any way impairing or interfering with the application of the Monroe Doctrine in the 
American Hemisphere.t2i 
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With this guide, the Democrats on the Committee, with the exception of 
Senator John K. Shields of Tennessee, wrote a minority report that was sub
mitted on II September 1919. The report began: "The undersigned members 
of the Foreign Relations Committee unite in urging the early ratification of 
the pending treaty of peace without amendments and without reservations." 
Then the Democrats challenged the real purpose of the reservations 
requested in the majority report. "While masquerading in the guise of reser
vations, they are in fact alterations of the treaty. · They have all the vices of 
amendments and the additional vice of pretending to be what they are not 
. .. Those who oppose the League of Nations realize that it is invincible 
on a square fight and they hope to destroy it by this indirection."125 

Senator Warren G. Harding of Ohio presented his views of the treaty at 
considerable length the same day. Among his statements were the following: 
"I can never vote to ratify without safeguards .... I mean to vote for the 
amendments proposed by the committee .. .. I could no more support 'mild 
reservations' than I could sanction mild Americanism."126 

The Republican member of the Committee who most favored the treaty, 
Senator McCumber of North Dakota, submitted his report on 15 September 
1919. Stating that he was unable to agree with the other Republicans and 
unable to "work in harness with the Democratic Party," he took to , task 
those who were allowing partisanship to hamper consideration of the treaty. 

It is regrettable that the consideration of a mauer so foreign to any kind of partisanship 
should be influenced in the country as well as on the floor of this Senate by hostility 
toward or subserviency to the President of the United States. No mauer how just may be 
any antagonism against President Wilson, the aspirations and hopes of a wounded and 
bleeding world ought not to be denied because, under our Constitution, the treaty must 
first be formulated by him. 

At the conclusion of these remarks, McCumber made a part of his report 
the substitute reservations that he had introduced 5 September 1919.127 

After a delay of more than two months, the Senate began reading the 
peace treaty on 16 September 1919. The proceedings from that time until the 
conclusion of the reading followed a fairly fixed pattern. After handling 
routine matters, the Senate reviewed the treaty paragraph by paragraph. 
Very often other matters were allowed to interfere with consideration of the 
treaty. It might even be inferred that the leadership of the Senate was delay-

124. Denna Frank Fleming, The United States and the League of Nations 1918·1920 (New York: C.P. Putnam's Sons, 1932), 
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President's memorandum, Ibid .. 147·148. 
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ing at every opportunity. The opposition to the treaty believed that time 
was on their side-either the President would have to yield, or, perhaps, the 
people would lose interest in matters outside the country. 

By 19 September the reading had progressed as far as Article XXI. The 
official version of the paragraph follows: 

Nothing in this Covenant shall be deemed to af£ect the validity of international engage
ments, such as treaties of arbitration or regional understandings like the Monroe Doctrine, 
for securing the maintenance of peace.12s 

In the meantime, the President was on an extended speaking tour of the 
country. Beginning in Columbus, Ohio, on 4 September and continuing for 
eighteen days, he spoke thirty-nine times in thirty towns and cities. 129 In 
general, the President defended the Covenant against the need for any 
amendment or reservation. He appealed to the people to frustrate the efforts 
of the enemies of the League. President Wilson mentioned during several of 
his speeches that he sought and received the advice of the Senate leaders dur
ing his return to the United States in the spring. He maintained that the 
advice had been accepted and followed .1So 

Speaking specifically of the Monroe Doctrine, he was both in favor of the 
Doctrine and convinced that the phrasing of Article XXI protected and 
strengthened it. At Helena, Montana, he declared: 

Here the nations of Europe say tha t they are entering into an arrangement no part of 
which shall be interpreted as invalidating the Monroe Doctrine. I do not have to say any
thing more about that. To my mind, that is eminently satisfactory, and as long as I am 
President, I shall feel an added freedom in applying, when I think fi t, the Monroe Doc
trine. I am very much interested in it, and I foresee occasions when it might be appropri
ately applied.m 

On the last day of the tour, President Wilson made a very impressive 
speech at Denver. He stated his position on the subject of reservations with 
clarity. 

We therefore have come to the straight-cut line-adoption or rejection. Qualified adop
tion is not adoption. It is perfectly legitimate, I admit, to say in what sense we understand 
certain articles. T hey are all perfectly obvious in meaning, so far as I can see, but if you 
want to make the obvious more obvious, I do not see any objection to that; if by the mul
tiplication of words you can make simp le words speak their meaning more distinctly, I 
think that that is an interesting rhetorical exercise, but nothing more. Qualification 
means asking special exemp tions and privileges for the United States. We cannot ask that. 
We must either go in or stay out. 1'2 

128. Ibid., 5621. Shorlly be(ort the art icle was read, Senator James W. Wadsworth , J r. (Rtpublican (rom New York) declared 
thai: "Whoevtr drafted this article, w hatever group of men draftrd this definition of the Monr~ Doctrine, either did not know 
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Back in the Senate, the debate and the reading of the treaty continued. 
Other Senators took stands in one of the four groups mentioned earlier. 
Their reasons for so doing did not differ greatly from the arguments 
advanced earlier by their more outspoken colleagues. One colorful declara
tion was that of Senator George P. McLean (Republican from Connecticut). 
On 1 October 1919, he pleaded for reservations and then declared that "if 
these reservations are rejected by the Senate, I shall vote to return the whole 
of this medieval volume to its authors in the hope that its revisers will look 
for peace where peace may be found."I33 

Democrat Hoke Smith of Georgia introduced several reservations the fol
lowing day. In his words, " I have sought in part to interpret in these reser
vations the views of many Senators who favor ratification of the treaty [if] 
possible at an early date." The reservations, which were of the "mild" vari
ety, included one regarding the Monroe Doctrine. Smith's version had a 
great resemblance to the suggested text of Wilson's letter. 

The United States understands that the reference to the Monroe Doctrine in the league 
covenant means that the long-established policy of the United States, commonly known as 
the Monroe Doctrine, is preserved unaffected by the covenant, and that no question which 
depends upon or involves this policy is to be submitted to arbitration or inquiry by the 
assembly or the council of the league.'5' 

The next few days were devoted primarily to a series of heated debates on 
the Shantung amendment and the six votes the British Empire was to 
receive. The longer the debates continued the less the Monroe Doctrine was 
mentioned. On 16 October, Republican Senator Frederick Hale of Maine 
expressed what must have been in the minds of many. "I think that every
body in the Senate and in the country is sick and tired of the whole debate. 
All of us know exactly how we are going to vote"135 Senator Sherman indi
cated the position of the "irreconcilables" more clearly when he said of the 
treaty: "It can not be made worse. So vote them [amendments] in; and then, 
after every one of the amendments is voted into the treaty and the league, I 
will vote to reject it all. " 136 

The laborious task of reading the entire treaty was finally completed at 
the close of the day on 20 October 1919. On the following day, Senator 
McCumber introduced another set of compromise reservations. This time his 
fourth paragraph stated: 

The United States does not bind itself to submit for arbitration or inquiry by the assembly 
or the council any question which, in the judgment ·of the United States, depends upon or 
involves its long-established policy commonly known as the Monroe Doctrine. Said doc· 
trine is to be interpreted by the United States alone and is hereby declared to be wholly 
outside the jurisdiction of said league of nations; and it is preserved unaffected by any 
provision in said treaty contained.157 

133. Ibid .• 6210. 
134. Ibid .• 6271. 
135. Ibid .• 6990. A list or all r<s<rvations to all tr .. ti<S made by the United Stat<S with Senatorial approval was included in 

the Congressional Ruord on pp. 6953·6954. 
136. Ibid .• 7000. 
137. Ibid., 7269. 
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That day, Senator Pittman from Nevada moved that all reservations be 
printed in one document and included in the Congressional Record. In 
addition to those by Pittman, McCumber, Lodge, and Smith of Georgia, res
ervations by Owen, Spencer, and Hale appeared in regard to the Monroe 
Doctrine. Owen's reservation was the briefest introduced. 

That the Covenant of the league will not in any degree impair the Monroe Doctrine as 
heretofore interpreted by the Government of the United States.'" 

In his version, Spencer stated: 
First, that the Monroe Doctrine is an essential national policy of the United States, and 
that the necessity and exten t of its application and enforcement are matters to be deter
mined alone by the United States as the occasion for interpretation may from time to time 
arise and without interference, direct or indirect, on the part of any other nation.139 

Hale's reservation declared: 
Third, that the meaning of Article XXI of the covenant of the League of Nations is that 
the United States of America does not relinquish its traditional attitude toward purely 
American questions, and is not required by said covenant to submit its policies regarding 
questions which it deems to be purely American questions to the League of Nations or 
any of its agencies, and that the United States of America may oppose and prevent any 
acquisition by ·any non-American power by conquest, purchase, or in any other manner of 
any territory, possession, or control in the Western Hemisphere.140 

Fourteen reservations were reported from the Senate Committee on For
eign Relations. These differed somewhat from those presented earlier. The 
four reservations became fourteen while the Monroe Doctrine reservation 
was changed both in number (five instead of four) and in content. Inserted 
into the Record on 24 October 1919, it stated: 

5. The United States will not submit to arbitration or to inquiry by the assembly or by 
the council of the League of Nations, provided for in said treaty of peace, any questions 
which in the judgment of the United States depend, upon or relate to its long
established policy commonly known as the Monroe Doctrine; said doctrine is to be inter
preted by the United States alone and is hereby declared to be wholly outside the 
jurisdiction of said league of nations and entirely unaffected by any provision contained 
in the said treaty of peace with Germany.'" 

The interval from 24 October 1919 to 6 November 1919 was devoted 
largely to such issues as the Shantung amendment and the p lural voting 
power of the British Empire. On the latter date, Senator Lodge, the Majority 
Leader, introduced a somewhat different version of his reservations. The 
only changes in the Monroe Doctrine clause were the addition of commas 
after "which" in line four and "States" in line five.H2 

As the final days of debate on the treaty progressed, several Senators intro
duced their own ideas concerning the Monroe Doctrine clause. On 8 

138. Ibid .. 1211. 
139. Ibid., 1210. 
140. Ibid., 1211. 
141. For preceding rt-poriS. st't' p. 43. Note the change toward a stronger version in the second wording. Instead o£ the phra.st 

"The Uniltd States d~clin~s to submit," the second version read "The Unitrd States will not submit ." 
142. Ibid., 8022-8023. 
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November Senator Joseph France (Republican from Maryland) suggested the 
following clause: 

The United States understands that it is not obligated by the covenant of the League of 
Nations to submit for arbitration or inquiry by the assembly or the council any question 
which depends upon or involves its long-established policy commonly known as the 
Monroe Doctrine, and that the Monroe Doctrine is preserved unaffected by any provision 
in the said treaty contained.IH 

Senator Hitchcock introduced five substitute reservations on the thirteenth 
of November. His third paragraph was brief and contained the following 
phrases: "The national policy of the United States known as the Monroe 
Doctrine, as announced and interpreted by the United States, is not in any 
way impaired or affected by the covenant of the league of nations and is not 
subject to any decision, report, or inquiry by the council or assembly." 
However, this conciliatory attitude came too late to influence Republican 
Senators and the reservations were voted down fifty-one nays to forty-three 
yeas.144 

Senator Thomas P. Gore (Democrat from Oklahoma) introduced the reser-
vation that had appeared in the Hague Conventions of 1899 and 1907. 

Nothing contained in this treaty or covenant shall be so construed as to require the 
United States of America to depart from its traditional policy of not intruding upon, 
interfering with, or entangling itself in the political questions or policies or internal 
administration of any foreign State; nor shall anything contained in the said treaty or 
covenant be construed to imply a relinquishment by the United States of America of its 
traditional attitude toward purely American questions.l•s 

On the same day, 15 November, Senator Pittman presented another set of 
reservations. The Monroe Doctrine was well protected by the following 
paragraph: 

The meaning of Article XXI of the covenant of the League of Nations is that the United 
States of America does not relinquish its traditional attitude toward purely American 
questions, and is. not required by said covenant to submit its policies regarding questions 
which it deems to be purely American questions to the League of Nations or any of its 
agencies, and that the United States of America may oppose and prevent any acquisition 
by any non-American power by conquest, purchase, or in any other manner of any terri
tory, possession, or control in the Western Hemisphere. 116 

After having introduced the set of reservations, Senator Pittman moved an 
amendment to Lodge's sixth reservation. The amendment follows: 

The United States does not bind itself to submit for arbitration or inquiry by the assembly 
or the council any question which, in the judgment of the United States, depends upon or 
involves its long-established policy commonly known as the Monroe Doctrine, and it is 
preserved unaffected by any provision in the said treaty contained.117 

Pittman's amendment was promptly defeated by a vote of fifty-two nays to 
forty-two yeas. Senator Lodge brought his reservation to a vote at that point. 

143. Ibid .• 8140. 
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With the exception of nine recalcitrant Democrats, the vote was on a purely 
partisan basis. Senators Chamberlain of Oregon, Gore of Oklahoma, Kirby 
of Arkansas, Owen of Oklahoma, Reed of Missouri, Shields of Tennessee, 
Thomas of Colorado, Trammell of Florida, and Walsh of Massachusetts 
broke with the party and joined the ranks of the reservationists. Not a single 
Republican wandered from the fold. This evidence of party discipline helps 
to explain the relative ease with which the Republican leaders, with only a 
slight majority, controlled proceedings. The final tally was fifty-five yeas to 
thirty-four nays. Thus the Monroe Doctrine reservation officially became a 
part of the ratification resolution.148 

Following Senatorial acceptance of the reservation, Senator Hoke Smith 
of Georgia presented an amendment designed to take out the phrase "is to 
be interpreted by the United States alone and," thus leaving the latter part 
of the paragraph as follows: "said doctrine is hereby declared to be wholly 
outside the jurisdiction of said League of Nations and entirely unaffected by 
any provision contained in the said treaty of peace with Germany." Senator 
Lodge objected to the amendment on the grounds that the Monroe Doctrine 
was solely an American doctrine and should never be left to outside inter
pretation. Smith's amendment lost by an unrecorded vote.149 

On 18 November 1919, President Wilson wrote a letter to Senator Hitch
cock. The Senator read the letter into the Congressional Record the follow
ing day. The President expressed his opinion of the Lodge reservation in no 
uncertain terms. "In my opinion," he wrote, "the resolution in that form 
does not provide for ratification but, rather, for the nullification of the 
treaty. I sincerely hope that the friends and supporters of the treaty will vote 
against the Lodge resolution of ratification."I5o 

These instructions left little hope for compromise. However, Senator 
Hitchcock made a last plea for modification of the Lodge reservation. 
Speaking of the Monroe Doctrine, he said: 

We believe that the Monroe Doctrine is distinctly protected in this covenant of the League 
of Nations, but we are willing to have the reservation making that protection more clear 
to those who doubt. We cannot accept the phraseology of the reservation that is put up to 
us with 'take it or leave it.' We ought to have some voice if we furnish the votes for the 
ratification.tst 

Senator Borah followed with a speech in which he made a remarkable 
admission. He declared that the Monroe Doctrine was as well protected by 
the Lodge reservation as language could possibly attain. Nevertheless, he 
doubted the real protective value of language protection only. Therefore, he 
was still unalterably opposed to the entire treaty.152 

148. Ibid., 8561. The death of Democratic Senator Thomas S. Martin of Virginia on 12 Novtmber not only lowered the 
nume-rical strt-ngth of his party to forty-six (against forty-nine Republicans) but also cost the party a leader. The six Senators 
who did not vote wen· evenly divided: three RepubHcans for and three Democrats against. See p. 40 for the reservation. 
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Finally, the resolution of ratification was brought to a vote. As voted on, 
the resolution included the reservations submitted by the Committee on For
eign Relations and accepted by the Senate. The vote was unusual. The divi
sion was not strictly along party lines despite the efforts of the leaders of 
both groups. Of the thirty-nine yeas there were thirty-five Republicans and 
four Democrats. The fifty-five nays included forty-two Democrats and thir
teen Republicans. Only one Republican, Senator Fall, failed to vote. The 
treaty was not ratified.I53 

At this point Senator Hitchcock attempted to adjourn the Senate in order 
to gain time for the reconsideration of the voting allowed by the Republican 
leaders. He moved that the President of the Senate appoint a six-man com
mittee of conciliation to prepare a satisfactory resolution of ratification and 
reservation. The motion was tabled.154 

Hitchcock then moved to refer the treaty to the Committee of the Whole 
with instructions to return the resolution with five reservations. One reserva
tion was the following: 

That the national policy o( the United States known as the Monroe Doctrine, as 
announced and interpreted by the United States, is not in any way impaired or affected by 
the covenant of the league of nations and is not subject to any decision, report, or inquiry 
by the council or assembly. 

The motion was defeated fifty nays to forty-one yeas.155 
Defeating another motion to adjourn-this time by Smith of Georgia-the 

Senate voted again on the resolution of ratification. The vote was fifty-one 
nays and forty-one yeas with three not voting. The only changes were that 
Myers, Owen, and Pomerene voted for the treaty with reservations when 
they saw that unqualified ratification was impossible. Nelson of Minnesota 
and Culberson of Texas were paired. Fall was not present. The treaty fell far 
short of ratification.156 

As a last resort, Senator Underwood of Alabama moved that the "Senate 
do advise and consent to the ratification of the treaty of peace with Germany 
concluded at Versailles on the 28th day of June, 1919." This motion was 
defeated fifty-three nays to thirty-eight yeas. Only one Republican, 
McCumber, voted for unconditional ratification. Seven Democrats voted 
with the Republicans. These included three Democrats who had opposed 
ratification under any circumstances: Reed of Missouri, Thomas of Colo
rado, and Trammell of Florida. The other four were reservationists Gore of 
Oklahoma, Shields of Tennessee, Smith of Georgia, and Walsh of 
Massachusetts. 157 

153. Ibid., 8786. Democrats Gore, Shields, Smith of Georgia, and Walsh of Massachusetts voted for the treaty. The thirteen 
RepubJicans who voted against the treaty were the so·catled "irreconcilabJes." They were Senators Borah of Idaho, Brandegee 
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The Senate adjourned sine die that afternoon. The treaty had failed to be 
ratified. The irony of the situation was that, as so often occurs in three-way 
political fights, the two extreme views-in this case, the "irreconcilables" 
and the "unconditional ratificationists "-had united to defeat the group in 
the center. 



CONCLUSIONS 

The Monroe Doctrine clause of the League of Nations Covenant precipi
tated lengthy debates. During the formative days of the Peace Conference, 
considerable agitation for a protective device for the time-honored policy of 
the United States was felt by the American delegation. When such pressure 
was injected into the proceedings of the Conference, several distinct views 
were expressed. President Wilson did not believe that explicit mention of the 
Doctrine was necessary in order to protect it. Rather, he considered that the 
League would guarantee to all the world the protection that had been 
afforded the Western Hemisphere by the declaration of Monroe. However, 
after his hurried trip to the United States in February, the President seemed 
reconciled to the realities of politics and consented to the insertion of a 
clause designed to satisfy the "doubting Thomases" who feared such a dras
tic change in American foreign policy. There is no evidence that he acted in 
any manner other than sincere good faith in getting Article XXI incorpo
rated into the treaty. Neither is there any evidence that he endeavored to 
secure a phrasing that would be meaningless. During his tour he contended 
that the meaning of the article was clear and that no arrangements had been 
made in Paris that would either limit or weaken the Monroe Doctrine. 

Other Americans were not so convinced of the safety of the Monroe Doc
trine without a specific exemption. David Hunter Miller expressed a desire 
for such a clause at an early date. In the United States there were ot,hers, 
seemingly sincere, who considered a Monroe Doctrine clause essential. Wil
liam Howard Taft and Charles Evans Hughes were among those who 
apparently were highly desirous of seeing America join the League, but at 
the same time were also interested in protecting American policies. 

Another group of Americans used the absence of a Monroe Doctrine 
clause in the February draft of the Covenant as a political device for heap
ing abuse and criticism upon the President. They could not readily be consi
dered as primarily concerned with making the treaty acceptable. Their main 
concern was to discredit the Wilson regime. This group was not limited to 
Republicans; Senators Brandegee and Reed, along with others, fit into this 
group. 

Among the other delegations at the Paris Peace Conference, a surprisingly 
mild attitude was evinced toward the Monroe Doctrine. The British and 
French were interested primarily in using the keen American desire for such 
a clause as a basis for trade and compromise. The French wanted security 
above all else and when concession was made in that direction, they were 
willing to accept Article XXI. The British used the issue as a tool of negoti
ation in the matter of naval agreements until informed that the United 
States considered the two questions completely unrelated. Any British or 
French opposition was largely nominal. Even the creation of a somewhat 
special category for the United States apparently did not perturb them. 
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However, the Chinese and Japanese were genuinely concerned. The Chi
nese lost no opportunity for shoring up any loopholes in the treaty that 
might act to the advantage of an increasingly aggressive Japan. The Monroe 
Doctrine as a strictly American policy did not annoy the Chinese. Rather, it 
was the principle of regional influence or understandings with a possible 
Asiatic corollary that the Chinese dreaded. 

On the other hand, the Japanese were very desirous of obtaining a more 
favorable position in world affairs. This took the form of an amendment to 
guarantee racial equality. With such a guarantee, the Japanese would have 
been able to increase their prestige in the Orient and, at the same time, alle
viate the crowded conditions on the homeland. They wanted to make possi
ble a Japanese "Monroe Doctrine" for Asia. 

After the Monroe Doctrine amendment was presented in the Commission 
on the League of Nations, the issue soon came to a climax. The debate was 
concentrated into two main hearings. However, the phrasing of so short an 
article was studied very carefully. When acceptable versions in French and 
English had been formulated, they were adopted and then left unchanged. 
As a tribute to the scholarship of an American-David Hunter Miller-it 
might be noted that the French accepted his phrasing of the article in their 
own language. 

In summary, the work of the American delegation may be defended on 
the grounds of sincerity of effort as well as in terms of the finished product. 
They believed, and with good cause, that they had protected the Monroe 
Doctrine against any outside interference. They also believed, though with 
much less political validity, that they had forestalled and nullified any 
domestic opposition to the treaty from those whose prime interest was isola
tion and who talked so frequently of the Monroe Doctrine. 

When President Wilson presented the treaty to the Senate of 10 July 1919, 
the battle lines already were drawn fairly clearly. There were many Senators 
who were ready to ratify the treaty without any conditions or reservations. 
These were almost entirely Democrats and loyal party members. To them 
the treaty vote may have been more a test of political fidelity than of foreign 
policy. They considered the Monroe Doctrine well protected. 

Among those who objected to the treaty in its presented form were two 
segments who indicated a willingness to accept it with modifications. One 
of the two groups was known as the "mild reservationists." They apparently 
had no ulterior motives in wanting reservations made to the treaty. Demo
cratic Senators Smith of Georgia and Gore of Oklahoma joined the majority 
of the Republicans to make the mild reservationists one of the largest 
groups in the Senate. These Senators would not accept the treaty at all with
out protecting what they considered vital American interests. 

The "strong reservationists" verged on complete opposition to the treaty. 
In most instances they were very reluctant to accept anything less than 
unquestionable guarantees. In reality, it would appear that at least some 
strongly opposed the League of Nations from the beginning, but lacked 
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either the moral or political courage to make such a bold declaration. In the 
heat of debate, Senators accused some of their colleagues of such attitudes 
and practices. This was a fairly small group including such figures as Har
ding and Frelinghuysen. Although these men were not satisfied with the 
limitations placed upon the treaty by the reservations, they followed the 
leadership of Senator Lodge and voted for the treaty with reservations. 

The last and most implacable group in the Senate has been characterized 
as "irreconcilables." This small coterie conferred often and understood its 
position clearly. First of all, they would support any modifications or condi
tions that might be tacked on to the treaty. Then, after thus weakening it to 
the utmost, they would vote against the entire instrument. The leaders of 
this faction were among the ablest and most respected Senators of the day. 
Borah of Idaho and Johnson of California were widely respected for the 
sincerity of their opposition and the openness of their battle. Other of less 
caliber were content to harrangue, malign, and bicker. To this latter group 
belonged, among others, Brandegee, Reed and Poindexter. 

One of the most apparent facts of the struggle for ratification was the 
advantage that the Republicans had in party discipline. From the begin
ning, their strategy was clear. The leadership of Senator Lodge, though per
haps misguided in goal, was thorough and decisive. The Democrats, 
however, were confronted with several dissident views at a most unfortunate 
time. Two of their leaders were unavailable at critical times. President Wil
son became dangerously ill in September and his moral and political leader
ship was not felt in the vital stages. Senator Martin of Virginia, the 
Minority Leader, died during the debates. This lack of able leadership' and 
the existence of divergent factions irreparably weakened the Democrats. 

The subject of Wilson's health has been developed by many authors. The 
sympathetic account by his personal physician, Rear Admiral Cary T. Gray
son158 contrasts with the highly critical psychological essay by Sigmund 
Freud and William C. Bullitt.159 The papers of Stephen Bonsai note the con
cerns of Colonel House and Clemenceau, as well as his own observations of 
the deteriorating health of President Wilson following his illness in the 
spring of 1919.160 Grayson announced that it was a severe case of influenza. 
Herbert Hoover reported that the physician for the American delegation, Dr. 
Albert R. Lamb, told the delegation that the President had an infection of 
the prostate and bladder.161 

Concern for the President's health increased dramatically during Sep
tember 1919, foll~wing his collapse in Colorado during a rigorous nation
wide speaking tour in support of ratification. His incapacitation produced 
many rumors and some evidence supports the speculation that Mrs. Wilson, 
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with the advice of Dr. Grayson, was the real executive pipeline, if not the 
executive power. Senatorial curiosity produced a formal visitation by a dele
gation of Senators to the White House. The legend persists that when the 
group was ushered into the President's bedroom one of the staunch oppo
nents of ra tification told the President, "I have been praying for you , sir." 
The President is alleged to have asked, "Which way, Senator?" 

In any event, the inability of the chief executive to do battle with his sena
torial opponents at the decisive moments during the struggle for ratification 
made the efforts of his senatorial supporters much less effective than migh t 
have been the case. T here is evidence a lso that the essential elements of flex
ibility and compromise that characterize successful rela tions between an 
executive of one party and a senatorial majority of the other party may have 
been adversely affected by a stiffening of Presidentia l attitudes; this rigidity 
is sometimes symptomatic of illnesses such as his. 

A layman attributes actions or inactions to health problems with trepida
tion, particularly when physicians disagree as in the cases of Grayson, 
Lamb, and Freud. In all fairness, Freud never examined Wilson. Hence his 
account is specula tive at best, although highly interesting as an overall 
explanation of the Wilson personality and reaction to various stresses and 
stimuli. 

One question has been constantly before the historians of the period: 
would the treaty with reservations have been so seriously a ltered as to nul
lify the League? Wilson believed that such would be the case. Miller and 
Bailey, among others who wrote both during and after the time of the de
bates, believed that the treaty with reservations would not have affected the 
League vi tally. It is difficult to justify the necessity of a further protection of 
the Monroe Doctrine than that assured by Article XXI. It is, however, equally 
difficult to justify the uncompromising attitude displayed by some of the 
Democrats in refusing to accept a mild reservation to the ratification resolu
tion . There seems to have been little substantive significance to the Lodge 
reservation on that subject. There is evidence that at least part of the hostil
ity of the two parties was a direct result of personal animosity between Pres
ident Wilson and Senator Lodge. Unfortunately for the world, both were of 
tough fiber and neither would compromise enough to secure adoption of 
the treaty. 

Outside influences were considerable during the debates on ratification. 
The Irish were particularly vociferous in their efforts to weaken the British 
in any way possible. It is interesting to note that in Illinois, Massachusetts, 
and New York-the Irish strongholds-sufficient pressure may have been 
exerted to affect the votes of those representing the three states. At least, all 
six Senators voted for a reservation of the Monroe Doctrine. Generally 
speaking, the Senators from the West Coast insisted upon the Monroe Doc
trine being protected. The dread of Japanese immigration accounted, in part 
at least, for the a ttitude of tha t section. 
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When the multi-faceted issues and arguments are analyzed, it becomes 
sadly apparent that a sincere desire to protect the Monroe Doctrine was not 
the primary consideration either in Paris or in Washington. In Paris, that 
doctrine and the efforts of those who worked to guarantee it were the objects 
of compromises, trades, political advantage, and in some instances, ridicule. 
In Washington, the battle resolved itself into party warfare. At the end, the 
importance of the Monroe Doctrine, Article XXI, or the reservation was of 
little consequence when surveyed in the light of political expediency. 



BIBLIOGRAPHICAL NOTE 

Both the Monroe Doctrine and the presidency of Woodrow Wilson have 
been abundantly chronicled and analyzed. The well-known studies of Dexter 
Perkins on the Monroe Doctrine and the monumental undertakings by 
Arthur Link on Wilson are available to serious students. Fewer have the 
opportunity to work with the writings of President Monroe and the papers 
of President Wilson. In the latter instance, even at the Library of Congress, 
microfilms have been substituted for the previously available scraps of 
paper and voluminous pages of a prolific writer. 

Housed in the Library of Congress are the less well-known papers of such 
participants as Senator Gilbert M. Hitchcock, ranking Democrat on the For
eign Affairs Committee; David Hunter Miller, Wilson's expert on Interna
tional Law and keeper of a voluminous diary from which he extracted a 
two-volume version of the Paris Conference; and Stephen Bonsai, interpreter 
and later prize-winning author whose observations on the people at the 
Conference were interesting and occasionally acerbic. 

Other sources of particular interest include the various explanations of, 
apologies to, or attacks upon either Wilson, or Lodge, or the times. The 
explanations of Wilson's illness, in particular, vary from the sympathetic 
account by the second Mrs. Wilson to the devastating collaboration by 
diplomat William Bullitt and renowned psychoanalyst Sigmund Freud. The 
more moderate report of Admiral Grayson, Wilson's personal White House 
physician, is also noteworthy. 

Fundamental to the study are the official publications of both the Depart
ment of State and the U.S. Congress. The Department of State Series con
tains, among a vast collection of data, the organization and format for 
preparing for the Paris Conference. One is struck by the extensive use of 
unpaid experts in the development of position papers. The reports of the 
Senatorial debates are a gold mine of diverse news and compromises-some 
accepted and some gone awry. 

In short, the serious student is urged to go to the raw data and original 
materials from which both history and studies such as this are made. 
Among the occasional flashes of inspiration and genius of leadership may 
be found even more instances of geographic, political, or personal interests 
and clashes of personality that materially influence, and sometimes destroy, 
statesmanship and statesmen. And none of the key figures in Paris or 
Washington appears to have been devoid of a mixture of motivating pres
sures. Of such are great conferences and debates made. 
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APPENDix.-Senators of the Sixty-sixth Congress, First Session. 

Yoar Entered 
Nam( Stat< Par1y Senate 

Ashurst, Henry F. Arizona D 1912 
Ball, L. Heisler Delaware R 1919 
Bankhead, John H. Alabama D 1907 
Beckham, J .X.W. Kentucky D 1915 
Borah, William E. Idaho R 1907 
Brandegee, Frank B. Connecticut R 1905 
Calder, William M. New York R 1917 
Capper, Arthur Kansas R 1919 
Chamberlain, George E. Oregon D 1909 
Colt, LeBaron B. Rhode Island R 1913 
Culberson, Charles A. Texas D 1899 
Cummins, Albert B. Iowa R 1908 
Curtis, Charles Kansas R 1915 
Dial, Nathaniel B. South Carolina D 1919 
Dillingham, William P. Vermont R 1900 
Edge, Walter E. New jersey R 1919 
Elkins, Davis West Virginia R 1919 
Fall, Albert B. New Mexico R 1912 
Fernald, Bert M. Maine R 1916 
Fletcher, Duncan U. Florida D 1909 
France, joseph I. Maryland R 1917 
Frelinghuysen, joseph S. New Jersey R 1917 
Gay, Edward J. Louisiana D 1918 
Gerry, Peter G . Rhode Island D 1917 
Gore, Thomas P. Oklahoma D 1907 
Gronna, Asle J. North Dakota R 1911 . 
Hale, Frederick Maine R 1917 
Harding, Warren G. Ohio R 1915 
Harris, William J. Georgia D 1919 
Harrison, Pat Mississippi D 1919 
Henderson, Charles B. Nevada D 1918 
Hitchcock, Gilbert M. Nebraska D 1911 
Johnson, Edwin S. South Dakota D 1915 
Johnson, Hiram W. California R 1917 
Jones, Andrieus A. New Mexico D 1917 
jones, Wesley L. Washington R 1909 
Kellogg, Frank B. Minnesota R 1917 
Kendrick, John B. Wyoming D 1917 
Kenyon, William S. Iowa R 1911 
Keyes, Henry W. New Hampshire R 1919 
King, William H. Utah D 1917 
Kirby, William F. Arkansas D 1916 
Knox, Philander C. Pennsylvania R 1917 
La Follette, Robert M. Wisconsin R 1905 
Lenroot, Irvine L. Wisconsin R 1918 
Lodge, Henry Cabot Massachusetts R 1893 
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