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INTRODUCTION 

"FOR A LIBERAL AND CONSTRUCTIVE FOREIGN POLICY" 

On the evening of April 23, 1918, a group of liberals met to

gether in New York City at the invitation of Paul U. Kellogg, editor 

of Survey Magazine, for dinner and discussion. The fast-approaching 

end of the Great War had forced them to consider the direction 

American policy would take in the coming months and years. They 

sought to devise plans that would hopefully allow Woodrow Wilson and 

the American nation to bring to the world the reforms of the Progres

sive Era in America. When Kellogg originally decided to have the 

meeting, he planned only a small dinner party of four or five men. 

But as he talked to the novelist Winston Churchill, and S. R. 

Ratcliffe, the number gradually increased until the nineteen guests 

seated around the table represented a Who's Who of progressive 

thinkers. Besides Kellogg, Churchill, and Ratcliffe, the group in

cluded Kellogg's brother Arthur, Charles Beard, Will Durant, Herbert 

Croly, Norman Angell, Edwin E. Slossen, Henry Mussey, Alvin S. 

Johnson, and Ernest Poole. Rather modestly, they called themselves 

"The Committee on Nothing At All," and began a process of organiza

tion that culminated on the night before the Armistice with the for

mation of the League of Free Nations Association. 

Committee on Nothing At All, Minutes, April 23, 1918. 
Foreign Policy Association Collection. State Historical Society of 
Wisconsin, microfilm copy. Hereafter cited as FPA. 
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The meeting was not an unusual one for the spring of 1918. 

Liberals throughout the land had become uneasy about the peace policy 

that their government would follow. Woodrow Wilson had fired their 

hearts with his talk of a liberal world order, and now they wanted 

to give him al l of the help they could in achieving that near-utopian 

world. The fai lure of the Wilsonian dream and the heartbreak i t 

caused have often been chronicled, but the years following those 

trying times have not yet received the attention they deserve. I f , 

as N. Gordon Levin suggests, American policy in the post-World War I I 

era represented the triumph of liberal-progressive ideals, then the 

efforts of the men who carried the torch of internationalism through 

the dark years of American withdrawal from Europe are worthy of 

investigation for they were the ones who passed on the faith leading 

ultimately to what Robert Divine called "the triumph of interna-

tionalism in America during World War I I . " 

This study provides an analysis of one internationalist oriented 

group--The Foreign Policy Association--from its origins in that 

dinner meeting in 1918 to the end of 1938--the year of its twentieth 

anniversary, and more importantly, the year of Munich. Hopefully, 

this is more than an institutional history of the Association, 

although this in i tsel f would be valuable. Rather, i t examines the 

attitudes of those who called themselves internationalists--attitudes 

2 
N. Gordon Levin, Woodrow Wilson and World Politics (New York: 

Oxford, 1968); Robert Divine, Second Chance: The Triumph of Inter
nationalism in America during World War I I (New York: Antheneum, 
1967). 
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which influenced a small community of thinkers in their time and a 

generation of Americans later. The Foreign Policy Association sought 

actively to educate the American public on the issues of foreign 

af fa i rs , much more so than the organization with which i t is so often 

confused--The Council on Foreign Relations--and the League of Nations 

Non-Partisan Association. I t sought more than an immediate partisan 

end, i t sought an educated public who would demand a new world. 

The new world of the men who dreamed their lofty dreams clashed 

with the reality of the world that then existed. Americans, the 

internationalists found, knew l i t t l e and cared less about affairs in 

Europe. The f i r s t task--that of creating the machinery of a new 

world order--compelled the internationalists to take an active role 

in attempting to influence policy. Rebuffed, they began the slower 

process of mass education. I t is this second effort that consumes 

the major portion of this study. In its work, the Foreign Policy 

Association relied upon a variety of techniques. I t held bi-weekly 

luncheon discussions--often broadcast over the fledgling radio 

system--which discussed current problems or provided background dis

cussions on the issues of the day; i t published a number of different 

journals, reports, and documents, all designed to make the public 

more aware of the factors involved in any situation; and i t provided 

a Washington reference service that was heavily util ized by those 

involved in the making of public policy. The techniques, often 

implicit ly, sometimes overtly, presented the attitudes of the 

Association. I t is on the record of these publications, meetings, 

and reports that this study is based. I t is the public rather than 
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the private attitudes of the Association that are considered because 

public attitudes were the ones most probably passed on. The public 

records kept alive the private faith in the effectiveness of inter

national cooperation. 

The records have been preserved in only a skeletal form--minutes 

of the board of directors' meetings, and a few transcripts of public 

meetings, for the most part. The day-to-day office records of the 

organization largely have disappeared. But the remaining records do 

provide a form around which the activity of the Association can be 

constructed. Newspaper reports and information contained in the 

Bulletin of the Association help flesh out the picture. The 

Bulletin was a weekly newsletter sent to members and other subscri

bers. I t cost l i t t l e and contained "house" news and opinions of the 

Research Staff and executive officers. In these pages the attitudes 

of the organization come through most clearly. The Research Staff 

wrote the bi-weekly Foreign Policy Reports, each issue of which con

tained a long study of important events or discussions of trends in 

foreign affairs. The Reports were well-researched and written as 

objectively as possible by scholars who hoped not to polemicize the 

public but to educate i t . They generally contained a historical 

summary of the events and a discussion of the many facets of the 

issue under consideration. They were not designed for the general 

reading public which remained unaware of foreign affairs, but rather 

for that knowledgeable segment that needed information. Beginning in 

1935, the Association moved to educate the masses more directly. In 

that year, i t dropped its joint sponsorship of the World Peace 
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Foundation Pamphlets and started the Headline Series. Controlled by 

the Foreign Policy Association's Department of Popular Education, 

these small books discussed al l manner of problems. They were 

simply written and profusely illustrated with easily understood charts 

and graphs. To help develop the u t i l i t y of these books, the Associa

tion promoted the formation of study groups that would use the series 

as a textbook for the discussion of foreign affairs. These books 

allowed their authors considerably more freedom in the expression of 

opinion than did the Reports. The total of all the publications 

provides an accurate picture of the attitudes of the Foreign Policy 

Association. 

This study does not attempt to present a comprehensive history 

of the Foreign Policy Association from its beginnings to i ts present 

operations. Rather, i t centers on the crucial interwar years when 

American policy fluctuated between idealistic involvements in the 

world and moody withdrawal from European affairs. The interwar 

years served as the fe r t i l e seedbed for post-World War I I interna

tional ism--a philosophy born partly in power and partly in gui l t - -

aimed at producing a better world. But from 1918 to 1938 the 

American people wanted l i t t l e to do with Europe. They cared only 

that Europeans pay their debts, l ive r ight, and leave America alone. 

Hopefully, they would buy American goods without expecting America 

to reciprocate. They would settle their disputes without expecting 

the United States to bear any responsibility for those settlements, 

but they would make those settlements always with an eye out to 

prevent American interests from being adversely affected. Europe 
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would live in peace. However, the course of world affairs did not 

run smoothly. The interwar years were years of crises and the fear 

of a general European or world war never stopped its nagging cant in 

the back of Americans's minds. The rise of the fascist dictators and 

their aggressive foreign policies ran counter to the American wish 

of a quiet world. In Asia, the Japanese expansion at the expense of 

China first bothered and later angered a generation of Americans 

raised on the stories of the good Chinese who were attempting to 

establish democracy in their country. The crush of foreign affairs 

could not be denied when Americans saw Europe heading down the road 

to war again. All Americans agreed that peace must be kept. The 

Foreign Policy Association stepped up its efforts to present the 

alternatives to war, always urging a genuine American commitment to 

collective security and international cooperation. The need for an 

aware American public never seemed greater than in those days of 

fascist expansion in Africa and Europe. By the time of Munich in 

the fall of 1938, the American public worried about international 

developments. The public's awareness changed the mission of the 

organization from making the public aware of the developments of 

foreign affairs to discussion of the shape of the postwar world. 

Thus it is that this study ends with Munich and not the coming of 

the war. 

Two factors influenced the decision to halt the examination 

after the meeting at Munich. First, Munich appears to be a water

shed of attitude between the First and Second World Wars. After 

Munich, war was only a matter of time; in previous crises, war 
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apparently could be prevented. Second, the Association celebrated 

its twentieth anniversary the year of Munich, and thus 1938 presents 

a watershed in a double sense. For the Association, i t meant the 

beginning of a new era. For the world, i t meant the coming of the 

Second World War. 

This study is the result of a long-felt personal need for 

investigation of the efforts of the American internationalist commu

nity during the period between the two great wars of the Twentieth 

Century. The work of this community has been thoroughly studied in 

both the pre-World War I and post-World War I I phases, but only 

recently have historians begun an investigation of the years between 

the two cataclysmic events. Ruhl Bartlett's pioneering study of the 

League to Enforce Peace, done during the second war, concluded as 

the organization began to seek international machinery to preserve 

peace at the end of the f i r s t one. Twenty years later , Robert Divine 

examined the work of that community during the Second World War in 
3 

driving for American membership in the United Nations. In the last 

few years, monographic works have appeared examining various aspects 

of the peace movement with which the internationalists were associ

ated but not really a part. But as of yet, no study has concentrated 

on the activit ies of the internationalist groups during the inter

war years. I t is this gap that this study hopes to close by consi

dering the work and thinking of the Foreign Policy Association from 

Ruhl Bartlett , The League to Enforce Peace (Chapel H i l l : 
University of North Carolina Press, 1944). Divine, Second Chance. 
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its beginnings in the spring of 1918. Two previous studies provided 

the intellectual framework for this effort. Robert Wiebe's The Search 

for Order, 1877-1920, opened a new way of viewing the progressive as 

legalist while N. Gordon Levin's Woodrow Wilson and World Politics 

provided the best description of the philosophic world view of the 

Wilsonian internationalist. 

The group which grew out of Paul Kellogg's dinner party u l t i 

mately became before the Second World War an organization with nine

teen branches in as many cit ies of the country and a membership of 

over 17,000. I t started as an activist organization seeking to 

influence directly American policy--its byline was "For a liberal 

and constructive foreign policy." But the rejection of the treaty, 

and the confusion of names between i t and the League to Enforce Peace 

and the League of Nations Non-Partisan Association, prompted a change 

of name and mission. In 1921, the League of Free Nations Association 

became the Foreign Policy Association, and shortly afterwards, the 

organization opted for research and educational purposes instead of 

direct action. 

The Association never existed as a monolithic block of opinion. 

Throughout its history i t contained Republicans, Democrats, and 

Socialists, liberals and conservatives, representatives of banking 

houses and opponents of free enterprise, pacifists who hated war and 

advocates of preparedness. Those who led the organization came from 

^Robert H. Wiebe, The Search for Order, 1877-1920 (New York: 
Hill and Wang, 1967). Levin, Woodrow Wilson and World Politics. 
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a background of social work, professional act iv i ty , and the campuses. 

In general, the membership was composed of those who had matured in 

the progressive sentiment which had stirred so many of that day, both 

under the banner of Theodore Roosevelt's New Nationalism and Wilson's 

New Freedom. Very much a part of the liberal tradition of America, 

the members hoped for the better, fairer l i f e for a l l . 

My thanks must go to several people for their assistance in 

researching and writing the study. Mr. Don Dennis of the Foreign 

Policy Association helped by opening the f i les of the organization 

for the years of this study, and in directing me to their location. 

Miss Josephine I . Harper, archivist of the Mass Communication Center 

of the State Historical Society of Wisconsin, and her staff at the 

archives in Madison, made my research there both profitable and 

rapid. Mrs. Gloria Lyrela of the Texas Tech University Library 

patiently handled my frenzied request for material. My thanks must 

also go to my committee who listened to my musings without complaint, 

and who read and commented on the manuscript. To Professors 

William R. Johnson, James W. Harper, C. Alwyn Barr, Lowell L. 

Blaisdell, Jacquelin Collins, and Martin T. Kyre, go my warmest 

thanks for their aid and assistance. 



CHAPTER I 

THE LEAGUE OF FREE NATIONS ASSOCIATION 

Its name now, of course, is ridiculous, but i t is really 
the only body in the country that I know of which takes 
an intell igent interest in international affairs. 
C. C. Burlingham to Felix M. Warburg, June 17, 1920, in 
a letter soliciting contributions. 

April 23, 1918, had almost become April 24, when the Kellogg 

party broke up and the men headed to their homes throughout New York 

City. Before they l e f t , however, they established two committees 

to look into the feasibi l i ty of continuing the organization. A 

committee on organization composed of Churchill, the chairman, Paul 

Kennaday, George Slaughter, Herbert Croly, Charles Beard, Norman 

Angell, and Paul Kellogg was created to make recommendations about 

the structure of the new group and a second committee made up of the 

editors of the various journals represented--Alvin Johnson of The 

New Republic, Henry Mussey of The Nation, Paul Kellogg of Survey, 

Martin Johnson of The Dial , Edwin Slossen of The Independent, and 

George West of The Public--were to explore means of publicity and 

communication. 

Three weeks later , Churchill's committee presented its recom

mendations to the group. The six-part report proposed that a steer

ing committee of six or seven men--the report recommended Churchill, 

Beard, Croly, Ernest Poole, and John Dewey, plus any others--take 

^"Committee on Nothing At A l l , " Minutes, April 23, 1918, FPA. 

10 
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over direction and attempt "to explore and crystalize latent interest 

in liberal democratic policies for which America stands in the great 

war, and for which organization is lacking at home." The recommen

dations also proposed that the new group become an active non-partisan 

force, national in its membership, which, while remaining independent 

of off icial United States policy, would spread information and build 

support for Wilson's approach of "Peace without Victory." The 

connittee had discerned the growing conservative mood of the country. 

Repeatedly, its recommendations stressed the necessity of insuring a 

fa ir hearing for liberal thought in the nation. To accomplish this 

end, the organization should promote luncheons, seminars, study groups, 

newspaper art ic les, aimed at rekindling the f i re of public support 

for a liberal peace. But the public was also to be educated as well 

as propagandized. The report proposed creation of a study program 

informing interested citizens on foreign af fa irs , requiring that they 

complete the study course as a prerequisite for membership. Finally, 

the report established a budget of $10,000 for hiring an executive 

staff and a f ield representative. The ful l committee agreed to the 
2 

report though increasing the membership of the organizing committee. 

Following this meeting, the Committee on Nothing At All dissolved, 

and the steering committee took over, meeting throughout the summer 

months and hammering away at the shape, function, and purpose of the 

permanent organization. 

Meeting generally at the Columbia University Club, the group 

^Ib id . , May 13, 1918, FPA. 
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took the t i t l e "Committee on American Policy" and expanded its 

membership. The journalistic overtones which had predominated the 

early meetings submerged themselves in the introduction of members 

of the academic community. Columbia University was most strongly 

represented in the new alignment. Besides Beard and Dewey, Profes

sors James Shotwell, Stephen Duggan, and Joseph Chamberlain joined 

in June; Professor Carlton J. H. Hayes entered in July. Manley 0. 

Hudson, a professor at Harvard, also joined in June. Clergymen also 

became a staple of the organization. Percy S. Grant of Boston met 

with the committee from the beginning. As the existence of the 

committee became more widely known, i t continued to attract liberal 

journalists. Lincoln Col cord of The Nation, Stoughton Cooley, single-

tax advocate from The Public, and Walter Weyl joined their associates 

in attempting to give positive direction to American foreign policy. 

Richard Rounds, a New York lawyer and a mainstay of the Association 
3 

throughout the period of this study, joined at this time. 

Beard made the f i r s t suggestions about the purposes of the 

organization. On July 27, he outlined six programs which he f e l t 

the Association should pursue including studies of future racial 

antagonisms, control of international waterways, and the role of 

nationalism in the modern world. But primary to Beard's conception 

was the principle that the League of Nations deserved a ful l study 

and report to the country. This task, he proposed, should consume 

r> 

Committee on American Policy, Minutes, June 27, July 3, 
July 10, July 11, July 23, July 25, August 8, August 22, and 
September 5, 1918, FPA. 
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the f i r s t energies of the new group. The job of preparing the study 

of the League went to Rounds who began busily to gather information. 

At the same time, the members of the committee began to formal

ize its structure. Rounds served as chairman and Stephen Duggan became 
5 

Secretary-Treasurer. Various study groups, as yet unnamed, and 

unofficial , also began meeting, examing affairs in Asia, Russia, and 

Mexico with regard to their import on American policy. By October, 

the Committee on American Policy had completed the majority of its 

work. On October 3, 1918, Rounds presented his study of the League 

of Nations Society aimed at popularizing the idea of collective 

security. One week later, the League of Free Nations Association 

came into being when the committee adopted the name and a platform. 

Before the organization became a public entity, Kellogg, Allen 

Burns, Rounds, and Duggan met on several occasions to discuss means 

of publicizing the establishment of the Association. On November 13, 

the f i r s t meeting of the executive committee of the League of Free 

Nations Association (LENA) met, and the new organization began its 

l i f e . The war had ended two days earlier. 

The statement of principles which the LENA proposed to publish 

^ Ib id . , July 27, 1918, FPA. 

^Ibid. , July 3, 1918, FPA. 

^ Ib id . , October 3, 1918, FPA. The League of Free Nations 
would exist from 1918 to 1921. In 1921, i t would change its name 
to the Foreign Policy Association. 

League of Free Nations Association, Minutes of Board of 
Directors, November 13, 1918, FPA. Hereafter cited as LENA. 
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as part of its publicity campaign revealed a great deal about the 

organization and the men who made i t . They were progressives, no 

matter what their political a f f i l i a t ion , and they were strongly in-
o 

fluenced by the l iberal-capital ist philosophy of the era. The 

League of Nations had two important objectives, the leaders of the 

Association asserted, "(1) Security: the due protection of national 

existence, and (2) Equality of economic opportunity." The LENA saw 

world reformation as necessary to accomplish these objectives. 

Greater and greater shares of democracy and greater and greater 

recognition of the interdependence of nations both economically and 

polit ical ly would provide the security. Equality of economic oppor

tunity would come through League guarantees which would insure 

(1) equal trading rights for al l countries in all other countries; 

(2) equality of trading rights in mandated terr i tories; (3) equality 

of transportation on international rivers, canals, railroads, and 

straits; and (4) landlocked nations being given guaranteed access 

to the sea. While these goals represented invasions of the tradi

tional concepts of national sovereignty, the demands of the world 

community overrode the objections of those nations making special 
9 

pleas. 

Levin defines the liberal-capitalist as one who sought to 
"construct a stable world order. . .safe from both the threat of 
imperialism on the Right and the danger of revolution on the Left." 
This study will use that definition. Levin, Woodrow Wilson and 
World Politics, p. 1. 

^League of Free Nations Association, Statement of Principles. 
FPA. 
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The key to the success of these reforms was, of course, the 

League of Nations. In the l ega l i s t i c approach character is t ic of the 

progressive mind, the r i gh t organizational chart would produce the 

desired reform in ef f ic iency. S imi lar ly , the r i gh t machinery for 

the resolut ion of international disputes would produce the proper 

settlement of a l l disagreements. The League provided the r i gh t 

structure. But i t had to be approved f i r s t so that i t would predate 

the settlements and thus be able to enforce them. Proof of th is 

the Association could not g ive, the League had to be accepted on 

fa i th : "A Bold Act of Faith in the League wilt justify itself by 

making the League a suaaess; but, equally, lack of faith will justi-

fj itself by ruining the League," 

The peroration neatly j u s t i f i e d the i r existence and purpose: 

At a time when deep seated forces of reaction would ham
per a democratic solut ion and assert the old schemes of 
competitive m i l i t a r i sm, of economic wars af ter the war, 
of d iv is ion and bitterness and unhealed sores, such as 
w i l l breed fur ther wars and rob th is one of i t s great 
culmination, we ca l l on a l l l iberal-minded men to stand 
behind the pr inciples which the President had enunciated, 
and we inv i te them to j o i n in fel lowship with us for 
thei r rea l izat ion.^^ 

I t was a progressive ra l l y ing cry, a c lar ion cal l to l ibera ls to 

insure that the noble purposes for which the United States entered 

the war were not subverted--a moral crusade to replace the older 

crusade of the war. The world needed free and f a i r competition i f 

i t were to avoid another new war. "Competitive nationalism," as the 

Ib id . [ I t a l i c s mine] 

^^ Ib id . 
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members termed the searching for power in traditional terms, must be 

replaced by "cooperative nationalism." I f al l nations were given a 

fa i r chance, as liberals hoped the peace settlement would provide, then 

12 war would vanish. 

The Association took steps immediately to secure these ends. 

By the time i t announced its existence, i t had already entered into 

conversations with the League to Enforce Peace directed toward joint 

13 action. The results of those discussions illustrated the problems 

that many liberals would have in supporting the treaty. The f i r s t 

disagreement came over the wording of a resolution supporting the 

non-existent League of Nations; subsequently, the two groups proposed 

a merger. The Association would not accept either the resolution or 

the merger, but i t did agree to support the victory program of the 

League to Enforce Peace. For a time, harmonious relations ensued, 

and both groups agreed to the formation of a joint chapter in 

Massachusetts. However, while Wilson struggled manfully to obtain 

the object of both groups, fr ict ion between the two groups drove them 

apart. The LENA complained, with a great deal of justice, that the 

League to Enforce Peace had failed to publicize the Association's 

^^Ibid. 

^^The League to Enforce Peace was founded in 1914. It was an 
international organization, and in the United States the American 
branch actively worked for American membership in the League of 
Nations. Among its American members were William H. Taft. See 
Ruhl Bartlett, The League to Enforce Peace, p. 39. 
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activities. By February 1919, relations were strained to the break-

14 ing point and the two groups merely coexisted. 

The Association spent January and February getting organized. 

It secured an office in the Bush Terminal Building in New York City, 

copyrighted its name, and began to issue a stream of information 

15 

from the office. On November 26, 1918, it had asserted its prin

ciples in a public statement; it reasserted those principles with 

a full page advertisement in the December 2 New York Times under the 
1 c 

headline, "Do we really want to prevent future war?" The state

ments led to new members and the beginnings of executive organization. 

Richard Childs, a prominent reform leader in the c i ty , became tem

porary chairman and Lincoln Colcord took over as publicity director. 

At this same time, a young history professor from the Midwest began 

to take an active role in the affairs of the organization he would 

lead for fourteen years. James G. McDonald arrived in New York, by 

his own admission, a naive young man caught up in the movement to 

make the world better. He was a life-long Democrat--he bore his 

middle name, Grover, as testimony to his father's enthusiasm for the 

previous Democratic President. Born in Ohio, McDonald spent most of 

his early l i f e in Indiana, attending college and ultimately becoming 

14 LFNA, Minutes of Board of Directors, November 26, November 27, 
November 29, December 3, December 11, 1918, January 21, 1919. 

^^Ibid., November 19, 1918. 

^̂ New York Times, November 27, 1918, p. 12; December 2, 1918, 
p. 8. 

^^LFNA, Minutes, November 21, 1918. 
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Professor of History and chairman of the department at Indiana 

University. A slender man with a shock of sandy-red hair, he had 

an unfailing sense of humor and the knack of not taking himself too 

seriously. After arriving in New York City, he began to work with 

the executive committee of the Association, f i r s t attempting to widen 

the publicity given the organization and in 1919 replacing Norman 

Hapgood as chairman of the executive committee and president of the 
1 o 

Association. As he recalled twenty years later, the young Asso-

19 ciation spent those first months in a struggle for survival. The 

records certainly bear out his memory. 

As its first task, the newly created Association sought to 

promote the League of Nations and to convince the American people 

that they should support the entry of the United States into that 

organization. Organizing to support the League posed little problem 

before the delegates in Paris completed the first draft of the 

Covenant. A speakers' bureau came into being and began making assign

ments to various members. A special committee began raising funds to 

place ads in the New York Times, Washington Star, and Philadelphia 

Public Ledger. The executive committee authorized circular letters 

to be sent out from mailing lists provided by the League to Enforce 

Peace and the liberal journals. McDonald, Kellogg, and Mary 

Simkhovitch, a New York social worker, set out to gain support from 

^^James G. McDonald, Speech to FPA, December 10, 1938, FPA. 
James G. McDonald, My Mission to Israel (New York: Simon and 
Schuster, 1951), p. 4. 

^^James G. McDonald, Speech to FPA, December 10, 1938. 
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organized labor while Robert H. Gardiner of the Federal Council of 

Churches attempted to rally the clergy to the cause. To spread the 

work of the committee and to encourage Wilson in his work in Paris, 

the executive committee authorized telegrams to Paris and voted 

Norman Angell $800 to be used for advertising and expenses while he 

traveled in Europe. In December, to promote public discussion of 

the issues of the day, the executive committee formulated plans to 

20 
have Saturday luncheon programs developed. 

As initial efforts to support the League were being made, 

organizational development continued apace. In December, the 

Association hired an office administrator, and in January 1919, it 

laid plans to issue a weekly publicity sheet containing articles by 

McDonald and Duggan, and occasionally, by others of the executive 

committee. Plans also began for a tightening of the administrative 

organization under the leadership of Burns, Kellogg, and Rounds. 

Hopefully, the committee felt that the new organization would give 

more time for the permanent staff to work in the area of publicity. 

During this same time Hapgood attempted to resign and Colcord 

succeeded in resigning his position on the executive committee. 

Hapgood based his withdrawal on the conflict which appeared in the 

executive committee over supporting the treaty. Colcord also wanted 

out because he believed that varying views of the group prevented 

action. The committee refused to receive Hapgood's resignation on 

^ \ F N A , Minutes of Board of Directors, November 27, November 29, 
December 3, December 11, December 30, 1918. 
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the grounds that i t f e l t division benefited the organization. No 

such qualms bothered them when Colcord submitted his resignation. 

I t was accepted without dissent, but Colcord's request to remain on 

21 the executive committee was honored. 

By the time Woodrow Wilson had finished the f i r s t draft of the 

League of Nations Covenant, the League of Free Nations Association 

had arrived at a quasi-permanent status. McDonald had forced through 

the executive committee on January 30 a resolution which severed 

most of the Association's connections with the League to Enforce 

Peace. At the same meeting, Richard Childs resigned as chairman of 

22 the executive committee and McDonald replaced him. When Wilson 

finished the f i r s t draft , the LFNA prepared to throw its energy be

hind the effort for the League of Nations. The organizing period 

had ended, the working period began. 

The Association's activity began almost simultaneously with 

the adoption of the draft covenant in Paris by Wilson's covenant 

committee on February 15. When the executive committee of the 

Association met February 18, i t discussed the proposed Covenant. A 

majority of the group found i t acceptable in that by establishing a 

Ib id . , December 19, December 21, December 30, 1918, January 2, 
1919. The infighting going on inside the executive committee was, for 
the most part, philosophical with regard to support for the treaty. 
I t can be pursued at greater length in Barbara M. White, "American 
Liberals and the Wilsonian Peace," unpublished paper. Harvard 
University, 1962, copy in FPA. 

^ \ F N A , Minutes of Board of Directors, January 30, 1919. 
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permanent organization, i t represented a beginning of an effort to 

insure permanent judicial settlement of disputes. The mandate system 

and the requirement of public treaties also appealed to the organiza

tion, but there were weaknesses that were bothersome. The proposed 

League's lack of power, its lack of democracy, the failure to include 

al l nations in its membership, and the lack of a statement on self-

determination, al l made them uneasy. They feared some kind of half-

League which would be unable to perform the necessary peace-keeping 

tasks. Most of a l l , the internationalists worried over the lack of 

legislative power in the new League. True to their progressive 

tendencies, they found the lack of positive law-making power a flaw 

that would prevent the eradication of war by statute. With these 

elements of diversity present, McDonald drove the committee toward a 

decision with regard to the Covenant. 

Three alternatives, he told them, presented themselves. The 

League of Free Nations could adopt an educational course of studying 

the proposed Covenant and publishing the results, become the core of 

a militant group of small organizations working for approval, or con

tinue to discuss the proposed document. What was, he inquired, the 

pleasure of the executive committee? 

Faced with a d i f f i cu l t , important decision, the committee 

equivocated. Duggan suggested that for the time being, the Association 

explore al l the avenues and make a decision sometime later , but 

general feeling supported McDonald's f i r s t proposal. The committee 

decided to establish a publicity committee which would publish the 

best defenses of the Covenant and the best rebuttals of any attempt 
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to block the adoption of the Covenant. Richard Rounds proposed the 

writing of a series of essays--he called them "Federalist Junior"--

and the employment of a lobbyist to press for acceptance by the 

Senate and to keep the Association informed of developments in 

Washington. The committee scrutinized the various tactical programs 

suggested. The danger of radicals taking up the banner of the 

League and driving away moderate supporters of the Covenant bothered 

then deeply. Only a special plea by Mary Simkhovitch kept the 

directors from withdrawing support for a mass meeting in New York 

City to show ininigrant approval of the League. The large number of 

radicals who would be involved s t i l l worried the members, and they 

told Simkhovitch that any upsurge of radicalism before the meeting 
23 

meant a pullout by the Association. The Association feared the 

taint of radicalism would frighten away the country from approval of 

the treaty, and at the same time, give Senatorial opponents, such as 

Senator Miles Poindexter of Washington, more ammunition for his 

charges that the League was bolshevik. The Association wanted to 

disarm as many opponents as possible. 

The superficial unity of the executive meeting belied the 

tensions that pulled at the loyalties of the members. The proposed 

League did not f u l f i l l the liberal hopes for the new world order, 

and unless the Covenant could be strengthened, many would find i t 

hard to support. For some, the time for decision to support or not 

came quickly. By February 25, Wendell T. Bush f e l t compelled to 

^^Ibid., February 18, 1919. 
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resign as treasurer, and the rest of the executive committee f e l t 

the need of a general meeting to discuss the Association's posi t ion 

24 on the League. After meeting with Wilson, Hapgood began pushing 

for unreserved support of the Covenant. Hapgood reported Wilson's 

desire that l ibera ls accept the League, imperfect as i t was, and 

f i gh t for i t . After adoption, the necessary l ibera l changes could 

be made. Hapgood then moved that the Association commit i t s e l f to 

support the Covenant and not to i t s rev is ion. After a discussion 

that included several proposed amendments suggesting reservations that 

would not hamper the Senate's acceptance, the executive committee 

passed Hapgood's motion by a nine to six vote. The vote typ i f ied the 

second thoughts that tortured the group. Hapgood resigned as Presi

dent before his motion came to a vote because of the continued d is 

sension inside the committee, and unlike his resignation of January, 

25 th is one was accepted. 

The general meeting when i t met showed much greater unity than 

did the executive committee. With McDonald chairing the gathering in 

the Bush Terminal on March 8, the League of Free Nations declared i t s 

support for the League of Nations in a f o r t y - f i v e to eight vote. 

Paul Kellogg presented the executive committee's resolut ion of support 

ca l l ing on the membership to " res is t any and every reactionary e f f o r t 

to wh i t t le down or obstruct the covenant of the League as i t now 

stands." Furthermore, "pending the f ina l d ra f t . . . we support 

^ ^ I b i d . , February 25, 1919. 

^ ^ I b i d . , March 4 , 1919. 
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efforts to strengthen i t in l ine with the published statements of 

the Association." Finally the resolution promised ful l support for 

the President until the treaty's approval. During the course of the 

debate, the supporters of the League beat off several attempts to 

substitute a motion of mild support with numerous reservations for 

those who f e l t morally opposed to the Treaty of Versailles. The 

Association believed that the League's greater potential demanded 

their support even though i t failed to achieve everything, and i t 

allied i tself with the President. 

During the time that the commissioners completed the Treaty 

of Versailles, the League of Free Nations concentrated its efforts 

on publicizing the League of Nations. Raymond Ingersoll became head 

of the speakers' bureau and prepared a l i s t of speakers for meetings 

in the area. The executive committee also attempted to obtain sub

scription l ists from The New Republic and Dial to be used as mailing 

l ists for pro-League propaganda within the constituencies of those 
27 

Senators who signed the Round Robin letter. Organizers fanned out 

into the western states to urge American entry into the League while, 

in New York, the Association began preparation of articles for the 

Manchester Guardian and of a pamphlet on the League for the United 

States Bureau of Education. The executive committee hoped the 

pamphlets would be sent to over 300,000 communities which would not 

^ \ F N A , Minutes of General Meeting, March 8, 1919, FPA. 

^^LFNA, Minutes of Board of Directors, March 18, 1919. 
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normally receive a t ten t ion . 

The disenchantment of American l ibera ls with the completed 

treaty surfaced almost immediately in the Association and threatened 

to bring the pub l i c i t y work to an end. On May 20, j us t a few days 

af ter the end of the most important work of the Paris Peace Conference, 

Robert Morss Lovett moved that the executive committee withdraw the 

Association's approval of the Treaty of Versail les on the grounds that 

29 i t was contrary to the American purpose in entering the war. 

Lovett 's opposition was important because Mrs. Dorothy Whitney S t r a i t , 

one of the f inancial backers of the organizat ion, came to his support. 

Along with The New Republic s t a f f , Mrs. S t ra i t had been in on the 

organization from the wery beginning. In Apr i l she became treasurer 

of the Association, and with her contacts and money, she was a v i t a l 

part of the strength of the movement. The debate on the Association's 

posit ion on the treaty consumed two weeks. Lovett 's plan met defeat 

by a ten to two vote, but un t i l May 27, the committee was unable to 

formulate a posi t ion. In the in ter im, Mrs. S t ra i t resigned as 

treasurer because of the Association's apparent determination to 

support the t reaty. With the strongest segment of opposition to the 

treaty removed, the executive committee adopted a resolution recom-

30 
mending the treaty with a l l i t s fau l ts as the best available solut ion. 

^ ^ I b i d . , March 25, Apr i l 1 , Apri l 15, Apri l 29, May 6, 1919. 

^ ^ I b i d . , May 20, 1919. 

^ ° I b i d . , May 20, May 27, 1919. 
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Struggling on behalf of the League did not come cheaply. A 

committee composed of Ray Ingersoll, Mrs. Francis Tiffany, and Allen 

Burns, estimated that the Association needed at least $2,000 a month 

to continue effective operation plus special assessments to support 

extraordinary activity when i t was needed during Senate consideration 

of the treaty. Almost half of this money would come from special 

g i f ts . Only about 12 percent would come from the five-dollar member

ship fees and another 30 percent from the five to five-hundred dollar 

memberships. Immediate financial support was needed and the committee 

set out to raise $7,000 to keep the organization going until 

31 October 1. Quickly the committee turned to its supporters such as 

Thomas Lamont to beat the financial bushes for contributions. 

The news of the work of the Paris commissioners continued to 

anger and amaze the liberals of the Association making support of 

the treaty d i f f icu l t . The fai lure of Wilson to hew closely to the 

principle of self-determination caused the Association to cable him 

on May 28 arguing that liberal modifications had to be made in the 

Silesian, Saar, and Shantung questions along with more reasonable 

economic demands against Germany. Furthermore, the cable urged that 

Germany be guaranteed a seat in the League of Nations at some future 

32 date. The members found i t d i f f icu l t to understand the reluctance 

of Wilson to make these changes. Whatever the treaty's final form. 

^ \ F N A , Finance Committee Budget Report, 1919. 

^^LFNA, executive committee to Wilson, May 28, 1919; copy in 
FPA. The liberals were upset with the provisions that handed over 
territory on grounds other than self-determination. 



27 

they reasoned, conservatives would oppose i t ; final approval depended 

upon liberal support. Wilson's actions on these items which concerned 

liberals had alienated a growing number of would be supporters. 

Wilson, however, did not intend to alter what he had created. Burns 

talked to Newton Baker in early June, and reported that Wilson s t i l l 

expected liberal support for the treaty and the League. Burns had 

told Baker that such support might be facil i tated i f Wilson would 

issue a statement endorsing the work of the League of Free Nations 

Association. Wilson was not so inclined, and the committee's collec

tive opinion remained committed to modification of the treaty as a 

33 condition of support. This opinion received further reinforcement 

after the Tyrol settlement. This clear violation of nationality 

prompted the committee to cable Wilson: 

Reactionaries can be counted on to oppose the Covenant. 
Liberal support necessary. Dependent on final modifi
cation of German-Austrian Treaties which will carry 
conviction they square with the spir i t of fourteen 
points. 3*+ 

The executive committee decided, as well , to poll the membership of 

the Association about the treaty. The questionnaire contained four 

brief questions: (1) did the membership favor unreserved rat i f ica

tion of the treaty? (2) did the membership desire rejection of the 

treaty? (3) would the membership accept ratif ication i f Article X 

were eliminated and the Root Amendments were substituted? (4) would 

^^LFNA, Minutes of Board of Directors, June 3, June 10, 1919. 

'̂ ^LFNA, executive committee to Wilson, June 17, 1919; copy in 
FPA. The Tyrol settlement had given an area with approximately 
2000,000 Germans--Bremmer Pass—to I ta ly. 
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the membership favor r a t i f i c a t i o n with l i be ra l modifications giving 

Shantung back to China, the Saar back to Germany, and recognizing 

35 the Union of Soviet Soc ia l is t Republics? With th is gradual s h i f t 

by the executive committee toward opposition to the t rea ty , f inancia l 

supporters began to return to the f o l d . 

In Ju ly , Mrs. S t ra i t returned to the executive committee, 

although not to the treasurership. Disagreement continued to ex is t 

in the executive committee, and Paul Kellogg manfully t r ied to keep 

the organization from f a l l i n g into a morass of indecision. After 

Mrs. S t ra i t ' s reelect ion to the Board, Kellogg proposed and the 

Association adopted a memorandum defining the ro le and purpose of the 

group as an act ive, publ ic , independent, democratic body committed to 
Of. 

the promotion of education on foreign a f f a i r s . The memorandum was, 

of course, a general statement. I ts pr inciples easily could be 

adapted to changing condit ions, but, importantly, i t could obtain the 

support of both factions toward a continuing program no matter what 

the outcome of the treaty f i g h t . 

The s p l i t of the executive committee over the treaty mirrored 

the d iv is ion of opinion of the membership. In early July, the resul ts 

of the June questionnaire began coming i n . Of the 219 members who 

rep l ied, 52 percent favored r a t i f i c a t i o n with c la r i f y ing statements; 

35 percent favored unquali f ied r a t i f i c a t i o n ; and only 9 percent 

LFNA, Minutes of Board of Directors, June 24, 1919. Root's 
most s ign i f i can t amendment had proposed in late March that the Covenant 
be amended to make the Monroe Doctrine a part of international law. 

^ ^ I b i d . , July 1 , 1919. 
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37 favored rejection of the treaty. The results were announced to a 

general meeting of the Association on July 8, 1919, and following 

the announcement. Burns proposed that the Association alter its stand 

from unqualified support voted to favoring rati f ication with an 

accompanying statement of principles. The debate on the proposal was 

bitter. Both those who supported the treaty without further changes 

and those who wanted major alteration or rejection spoke against the 

motion. Ultimately, however. Burns's motion passed as a compromise 

38 
measure that would hold both extreme factions in the Association. 

Having decided upon a new position regarding the treaty, the 

Association went back to work on achieving its goal. The executive 

committee authorized Paul Kellogg to hire a Washington representative 

to lobby for the treaty, and send back reports to the New York office 

on the status of the League. Toward the end of September, the 

Association's representative reported that the treaty would be r a t i 

fied without reservation. With that bit of faulty intelligence, the 

Association shifted its emphasis from supporting the treaty to 

supporting reforms in the proposed League of Nations. The Association 

wanted to extend democracy into the League by having the United 

States's representative elected by popular vote and that he be 

39 
instructed to l iberalize the Covenant. With its attention fastened 

^̂ "Common Action in Foreign Policy," Survey, Vol. 42, (July 19, 
1919), p. 597-598. The results were also reported at a general meet
ing, July 8, 1919. 

^^LFNA, Minutes of General Meeting, July 8, 1919. 

^^LFNA, Minutes of Board of Directors, July 22, September 30, 
1919. 
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on such matters, the executive committee did not immediately recog

nize the great danger to the treaty represented by Henry Cabot Lodge's 

reservations. When i t did become aware of the danger, al l i t could 

do was to urge that some of the reservations be modified and some 

40 accepted. The decision, coming as i t did on November 13, only six 

days before the Senate voted, did not leave enough time even to 

attempt to arouse public opinion in a people whose minds had been 

battered and saturated for almost a year with dreams of a world order. 

I f they cared, and there is l i t t l e proof that the American public did, 

they no longer had the energy to respond. McDonald recognized the 

inevitabil ity of reservations. He asked for some statement of posi

tion on that eventuality but the executive committee clung to its 

fervent hope that the treaty would miraculously pass and refused 

McDonald's request. The fai lure of the treaty to secure sufficient 

votes for approval and the obvious conclusion that acceptance would 

depend upon some kind of reservations led the Association to prepare 

a five-page public statement declaring that Wilson should accept 
42 

certain reservations, modify others, and accept i t . In general, 

the Association was backing water. Much had happened since the 

Association's lobbyist had told the League i t was in no danger, and 

the Association had been unprepared for what did occur. All i t could 

do was to accept the inevitable and hope that the pettiness could be 

removed from the reservations. 

^Qlbid., November 7, 1919. 

^ h b i d . , November 13, 1919. 

^̂ New York Times, December 7, 1919, p. 2. 
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The fai lure of the treaty to achieve consent in November 1919 

ended the major a c t i v i t y of the League of Free Nations Association 

in i t s behalf. In January 1920, the Association joined with twenty-

six other organizations in urging Senator Gi lber t Hitchcock, Democrat 

from Nebraska, and Senator Henry Cabot Lodge to resolve the i r d i f f e r -

43 ences. But the interest of the Association had turned from the 

League of Nations to the issues of American policy toward Mexico and 

Russia. Only occasionally would the League of Nations return to 

haunt the Association. 

American policy toward the emerging government of Russia had 

long concerned the members of the League of Free Nations Association. 

Indeed, the anti-Russian pol icy of the government had been one of 

the reasons for founding a group dedicated toward development of a 

l ibera l foreign pol icy. In i t s Statement of Pr inciples, the 

Association had called for Russia to have freedom to determine i t s 

own destiny. Consistent with i t s be l ie f in self-determinat ion, i t 

had opposed any policy which would l i m i t the Russian people's r i gh t 

to decide thei r own government, whether i t was a communist d ic ta tor 

ship or a cap i t a l i s t democracy. On July 17, 1919, the executive 

committee authorized McDonald to prepare a report on Russia for the 

Association. Working with him on the committee were L i l l i a n Wald, 

44 
New York social worker, and Paul Kellogg. In i t s early meetings, 

the committee's discussion centered on the best way to publ ic ize 

American pol icy toward Russia and raise that pol icy as an issue for 

-̂̂ LFNA, Minutes of Board of Directors, January 21 , 1919. 

^ ^ i b i d . , July 17, July 22, 1919. 
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public debate. Of greatest concern to the members was the embargo 

applied to Russia by the United States fol lowing the revolut ion. 

The committee believed that the embargo kept Russia from obtaining the 

goods she desperately needed, and kept the United States from p r o f i t 

ing of f that trade. In keeping with i t s stated goal of being both 

an educational and action group, the Association decided to publish 

a l l the relevant documents i t could f ind as a means of opening the 

issue for discussion. In attei ipt ing to change the pol icy , i t would 

45 pe t i t i on Wilson demanding an end to the embargo. This goal was 

chosen carefully--chosen so as not to confront the recognition pol icy 

d i rec t l y . 

For a year, from July 1919 to June 1920, work progressed on 

the documents and the pub l i c i t y . By January 1920, the Russian 

committee, now including Adolph A. Berle, J r . , Samuel E l io t 

Morison, and William Allen White, had completed i t s work. The 

executive committee contracted with Harcourt, Brace and Howe to 

publish the book at a price of $4.00 per volume. William Allen White 

wrote the introduct ion. On June 10, the executive committee 

decided to couple the forthcoming publication of the volume with a 

47 new appeal to Wilson to l i f t the embargo on Russia. Letters went 

out to a number of prominent individuals asking thei r assistance in 

^ \ F N A , Minutes of Russian Committee, October 1 , October 16, 
1919. 

^ \ F N A , Minutes of Board of Directors, January 7, January 20, 
March 3, 1920. 

^ ^ I b i d . , June 10, 1920. 
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obtaining signatures for the petition. The tactic to sway the 

President was not numbers but names. 

Norman Hapgood, in a letter to McDonald on June 17, outlined 

the tactics: "It is well to keep away from the Professional Radicals 

in the main. . . . As to publicists the President always reads the 

Springfield Republican. If you could get Cobb or Pulitizer of the 

World it would be fine." [sic] Hapgood went on to name other profes

sional people that he thought would sign the appeal, including both 

Republicans and Democrats. The conclusion of the letter told much 

about the goals of the organization: 

The form of the statement seems to me very important. 
It is not necessary to go so far as to demand that 
the government trade itself with the Soviet government, 
if it does not wish to, although I think it ought to. 
It would be stronger, I think, if the government were 
simply requested to drop its policy of forbidding 
American citizens to ship things to Russia, whether 
locomotives or medicines.'^^ 

On June 26, the Russian documents book came off the press, and 

on July 1, the League of Free Nations sent its petition to the 

49 

President. The documents served their purpose. The State Depart

ment protested the good faith of the Association in publishing the 

documents without first consulting it. One of the questions raised 

by the report concerned Wilson's purpose in making the Fourteen 

Points Address. As the New York Times and several others understood 

the book, it seemed apparent that George Creel had suggested that 

^^Norman Hapgood to James G. McDonald, June 17, 1920, FPA. 

^^New York Times, June 27, 1920; League of Free Nations 
Association to Woodrow Wilson, July 1, 1920, FPA. 
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Wilson make just such a statement in order to further Allied propa-

50 
ganda in Russia. 

In October, Carlton J. H. Hayes, also a member of the Russian 

committee, arranged to meet with the State Department to discuss its 

objections. The meeting proved fruitless, however, as Hayes reported 

51 to the Board of Directors. The Russian committee continued its 

efforts. On October 30, the Association sent a questionnaire to all 

presidential candidates asking their views on the Russian situation. 

The replies were evasive. By March 1921, the committee's major 

52 work had come to an end. 

Concurrently with the action on Russia, the League of Free 

Nations Association fretted about the thrust of American policy 

toward Mexico. As the membership viewed the continuing progress of 

the revolution south of the border, they became convinced that 

American policy had fallen under the pernicious influence of American 

oil producers. For the same reasons that the Association opposed 

the direction American policy took in Russia, it opposed American 

policy in Mexico. All people should be given the opportunity to 

decide their own destiny, but the oil interests, the Association 

^^New York Times, June 27, 1920, p. 12. 

^ \ F N A , Minutes of Russian committee, October 7, October 27, 
1920. The membership of the Russian committee was James G. McDonald, 
chairman, Adolph A. Berle, Jr., Lewis Garnett, Paul U. Kellogg, 
Mrs. Henry G. Leach, Samuel Eliot Morison, Walter W. Petitt, John A. 
Ryan, J. Henry Scattergood, Graham R. Taylor, Lillian Wald, Allen 
Wardwell, and William A. White. 

^^New York Times, October 31, 1920, p. 2; Minutes, Meeting for 
Relief Work in Russia, March 24, 1921, FPA. 
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believed, planned to force American intervention in Mexico to halt 

the revolution and protect their investments. Less than one week 

after the executive committee authorized the creation of the Russian 

committee, i t directed McDonald and a small group to begin develop-

53 ment of a report on the Mexican situation. 

The Mexican committee gained attention f i rs t as i t plunged 

into the fight going on in the Senate over the American Mexican 

policy. The main adversary. Senator Albert B. Fall of New Mexico, 

did not appreciate the committee and delighted in harassing any of 

its number who appeared before his committee investigating the 

effect of the revolution on American interests. 

Samuel Inman became the f i r s t target for Fall 's heavy sarcasm. 

Inman had served as a missionary in northern Mexico and while there 

he had become convinced that the Mexican people could not attain 

their ful l potential because of American exploitation. When he 

appeared before the Fall committee on September 8, 1919, Inman 

wanted to testify concerning plans for American intervention in 

Mexico. Fall appeared less concerned about American plans than about 

Inman's sources. Continually interrupting Inman, the New Mexican 

refused to accept any suggestion of a plot to promote intervention 

in Mexico. Inman, forced to the wall by Fall 's relentless question

ing, f inal ly admitted that he had no hard information, and that his 

54 
data derived from a meeting of the Mexican committee. 

"̂̂ LFNA, Minutes of Board of Directors, July 22, 1919. 

^̂ New York Times, September 9, 1919, p. 3. 
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Fall was elated with the lack of positive proof, and two days 

later , he pursued the quarry of unidentified sources. On September 10, 

McDonald appeared before Fall to answer questions concerning charges 

he had made that American oil interests were spreading "mendacious 

tales" about the Mexican situation. Where, demanded Fal l , did 

McDonald obtain evidence of such mendacious tales? Who was spreading 

then? 

McDonald proved less than helpful. The only source he would 

cite was Lindsay J. DeBekker, formerly a New York Tribune correspon

dent in Mexico and presently publicity agent of the League of Free 

Nations Association. McDonald could not satisfy Fall with his rumors 

about an interventionist plot being hatched by the oil interests. 

55 All McDonald could say was that DeBekker believed one existed. 

Five days later , DeBekker appeared before the committee to 

give testimony. He admitted, to Fall 's satisfaction, that the League 

of Free Nations Association had spread some half-truths. I t had 

supplied a map of revolutionary Mexico to the New York Call and the 

map had been shown to be a fake. As to interventionist plots, 

DeBekker could cite only newspaper reports that General Pershing had 

laid plans for invasion. But DeBekker was willing to identify those 

he f e l t responsible for the plans. After ascertaining that his 

testimony would be privileged, DeBekker named Edward Doheny as the 
56 

leader of the group of oilmen who wanted troops to invade Mexico. 

^^Ibid.. September 11, 1919. 

^^Ibid., September 16, 1919. 
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The testimony of the members of the Mexican committee had 

l i t t l e effect on the course of Fall 's hearings. Their stories had 

been discredited and disbelieved. 

The activity of the Mexican committee included more than 

appearing before Fall 's hostile committee. Public luncheons became 

a part of the Association's program. At one of the Association's 

regularly held public luncheons where presentations of differing 

points of view were followed by a question-and-answer session, 

McDonald took Jewel Williams of the Boston-Panuco Oil Company to task 

for arguing that American oil companies operating in Mexico were 

guided by benevolent feelings for the Mexican people. McDonald 

charged that Williams deliberately l ied. The oil companies were 

exploiting the Mexican people and had been propagandizing the 

American people with lies about the Mexican situation with stories 

of innocent Americans being murdered by the Mexicans. Such stories, 

57 he claimed, had l i t t l e truth in them. To counteract these stories 

of depredation, McDonald told the executive committee a month later 

that the Mexican committee was working with the Mexican embassy to 

58 prepare a l i s t of Mexicans killed in the United States. 

Much of the activity of the Association in the early months of 

1920 was devoted to developing plans for thwarting the feared plans 

of intervention. McDonald urged Carrie Chapman Catt, leader of the 

women's suffrage movement, to plead for an anti-interventionist plank 

^^Ibid., December 21, 1919. 

58 LFNA, Minutes of Board of Directors, January 7, 1920. 
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in the Women's Suffrage Convention in February, and the Mexican 

committee issued several reports that identified James R. Garfield, 

son of the late President and Theodore Roosevelt's Secretary of the 

Interior, and Franklin K. Lane, Wilson's Secretary of the Interior, 

59 as members of the oil bloc. Its work evidently struck a sensitive 

nerve among the oil companies. In March McDonald reported that 

wherever the Association sent speakers to discuss the Mexican issue, 

speakers from the National Association for the Protection of 

American Rights in Mexico, a mouthpiece for the oil interests, 

appeared attempting to link the Association with radicals who opposed 

property rights everywhere. 

Throughout the spring and summer, the Mexican committee con

tinued its watchful eye on Mexican af fa i rs , but the drive for inter

vention seemed to abate. As the presidential election approached, 

domestic politics took over the center spotlight and Mexico receded 

into the background. The Association kept up a barrage of public 

pronouncements concerning Mexico, however. In June, McDonald wrote 

Mrs. Charles Tiffany, wife of the jeweler and a member of the board 

of directors, that "the Mexican issue may loom up during the campaign, 

almost, i f not quite on a par with the League of Nations. Several 

prominent Democrats believe that the Republicans are committed to 

intervention. . . ." The Association kept its membership abreast 

FPA. 

^^Ibid., January 21, 1920. 

^^Ibid., February 11, February 18, March 13, 1920. 

^^James G. McDonald to Mrs. Charles L. Tiffany, June 25, 1920, 
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of domestic developments in Mexico while attempting to galvanize the 

public to action. Optimistic reports of Mexican recovery f i l l ed the 

pages of the newly established Bulletin which had just begun publi

cation. Reports from travelers, missionaries, and others who disputed 

the tales of the National Association for the Protection of American 

Rights in Mexico f i l l ed the pages.^^ When the Fall committee submit

ted its report in June, the Bulletin called i t "a f i t t ing culmination 

of nine months of sordid, ungenerous, and unfair international muck-

raking." By November the interventionist fever had passed and the 

Association could begin speculating that the United States would 

recognize the de la Huerta government before the beginning of 1921.^^ 

The Mexican committee, l ike the Russian committee, receded into the 

background. 

McDonald claimed that its work had been important in stemming 

the interventionist tide: 

A small group . . . did rash things, made charges 
which couldn't be proved in court, but which stirred 
up so much interest, so much excitement, that the 
cri t ical moment passed, and intervention was averted.^^ 

Perhaps, McDonald was right. The Association had certainly stirred 

things up with its charges of duplicity in American policy. I t had 

en 
Bulletin of the League of Free Nations Association, Vol. I , 

Nos. 2, 3, 4, 7-8, 9, (April , May, June, September-October, November, 
1920). 

^'^Ibid., no. 4, (June, 1920). 

^^Ibid., no. 9, (November, 1920). 

65 James G. McDonald, speech to Foreign Policy Association, 
December 10, 1938. 
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not been able to prove those charges, and had been embarrassed by 

the leading Senatorial supporters of intervent ion. The o i l interests 

had also f e l t compelled to answer the charges made by the Association. 

The Mexican committee may not have operated completely without culpa

b i l i t y for obfuscating the Mexican question, but i t s actions had 

accomplished the tasks established for i t by the Assoc ia t ion- - i t had 

raised the Mexican question for discussion, and i t had aided in the 

ef for ts to prevent intervent ion in Mexico. 

The Harding landslide brought much of the act ive work of the 

League of Free Nations Association to an end. I t came not because 

the organization ran out of plans but because i t ran out of money. 

I ts goals remained the same. I t wanted American entry into the 

League of Nations, and i t continued to believe that entry was more 

or less assured. I t s emphasis continued to be on modifications of 

the Covenant. The executive committee discussed par t ic ipat ing in an 

international conference of l ibera ls to ponder the problems of 

American entry into the League, but decided the log is t ics of a 

meeting unsolvable. The committee did authorize McDonald to travel 

in Europe and observe the s i tuat ion there. I f possible, i t wanted 

him to arrange for Sir Robert Cecil to v i s i t the United States and 

discuss the League. 

When McDonald returned from his European t r i p in December 1920, 

he gave voice to the growing feel ing that the name of the Association 

^^LFNA, Minutes of Board of Directors, September 23, 
September 29, 1920. 
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hurt in securing assistance. He outlined an ambitious program of 

opposition to the naval armament program, support for readjustment of 

German indemnities, and continuation of the traditional programs of 

the Association. The program would require increased financial 

support, he argued, support that did not come because the League of 

Free Nations Association was inappropriate as a name. The new program, 

he suggested, should be accompanied by a general reorganization and 

a new name. He offered the "American Foreign Policy Association" as 

an appropriate substitute. The executive committee generally 

agreed with McDonald's suggestions, but i t preferred the name 
CO 

"American Foreign Relations Association." The Boston chapter 

suggested the final name of the Association in a letter brought to 

the executive committee April 5, 1921. 

The Boston chapter's reasons for favoring a name change closely 

followed the reasoning of the New York office. The existing name, 

stated the proposal, no longer described the work of the organization, 

and the money men of Boston had closed their checkbooks to the 

branch. The Association had also found New York checkbooks closed 

as well. A new name might prompt increases in donations. 

A series of conferences with Paul Cravath, a lawyer with ties 

to the New York banking houses from his service with the Peace 

conference's reparations commission. Otto Kahn, a senior partner in 

^^Ibid., December 15, 1920. 

^^Ibid. , December 21, 1920. 

69 Ibid., January 5, January 26, April 5, 1921. 



42 

the prominent banking firm of Kuhn and Leob, and Thomas Lamont, a 

partner of the House of Morgan, demonstrated that money could become 

available, particularly for a stand on the reparation-war debts issue, 

but that the money would not be given indiscriminately. 

The name was ridiculous, but some members still loved it. When 

discussion over the name change occurred, Richard Rounds and Owen 

Lovejoy led the fight to retain the old appellation. But Mary 

Simkhovitch finally got a majority to agree to "Foreign Policy 

Association" and the executive committee on April 21 ordered Charles 

Howland to take steps to incorporate the organization by the new 

name under New York laws. 

With that done, the League of Free Nations Association became 

the Foreign Policy Association. It adopted the McDonald program, 

but more and more it moved from a partisan stand on issues to a non

partisan presentation of all sides. 

The changes made in the organization did not really represent 

any change in the principles that guided the Association. It 

remained what it had started--a collection of progressives seeking 

a new world of fair play for all, seeking a world under law that 

would end the curse of war and bring a new existence based on 

cooperative nationalism. The changes simply represented retrench

ment for the long haul through the disillusioned Twenties. 

^^Ibid., April 5, 1921. 

^^Ibid., April 21, 1921. 



CHAPTER I I 

THE FOREIGN POLICY ASSOCIATION: 1921-1928 

Then we were a tiny New York group of about th i r ty- f ive . 
Now, we are a national organization of more than eight 
thousand members in forty-eight states and eighteen 
foreign countries. . . . But, despite our increased staff , 
we are more modest than we used to be. We no longer feel 
capable of issuing pronouncements on questions of foreign 
policy. Indeed, instead we are striving to function in a 
much more humble but we believe more useful and d i f f icu l t 
way, that is , to supply factual data on problems of inter
national relations to those whose daily job i t is to write 
or speak about international affairs. James G. McDonald 
to Foreign Policy Luncheon, December 3, 1927. 

The change of name from the League of Free Nations Association 

to the Foreign Policy Association brought no immediate alteration 

in the methods i t used to influence the development of world affairs 

For some months following the name change, the Association continued 

to be a partisan group directed at bringing new courses in American 

policy. Gradually, however, a new mission supplanted the drive for 

immediate results. Several issues concerned the Association during 

the decade of plenty and the starving time of the depression. 

Besides the major issues of American policy--disarmament, the Wash

ington Conference, reparations, the World Court--the Foreign Policy 

Association also pursued policies aimed at promoting public thinking 

on international topics through its support of the Bok Peace Prize 

and similar contests. During this early period, the Foreign Policy 

Association also launched the only program which i t continually 

supported throughout i ts history--a committee to investigate and 

43 
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report on the suppression of opium. The Association engaged in 

research and publ icat ion--dur ing th is period i t established the 

Research Department, i t s major arm--on a l l the major concerns of the 

nation. I ts work on the World Court, the Kellogg-Briand Pact, war 

debts and reparations led to the Research Department becoming recog

nized as one of the f i nes t and fa i res t in the country. 

When the executive committee met in May 1921, i t did not form a 

new organization. For a l l pract ical purposes, the Foreign Policy 

Association already existed. I t had the form and substance of the 

League of Free Nations Association. Indeed, the house newsletter 

had commented on the proposed name change for almost a year before 

i t occurred. The Association had even sponsored a contest among 

members to suggest new names. The executive o f f icers and the 

f inancial backing for the organization existed and the members needed 

only to accept the new name of the group for i t s transformation to 

be complete. The f i r s t meeting of the Board of Directors marked in 

fact simply a continuation of the work of the League of Free Nations 

Association. 

Throughout the rest of 1921, the Foreign Policy Association 

concerned i t s e l f with internal organization, f inancial support, the 

Mexican s i tuat ion and the beginning of the Washington Naval Confer

ence. Organization presented both an easy and a d i f f i c u l t task. The 

skeletal out l ine of the Association already existed, but the changes 

needed to be formalized. The Boston chapter of the Association had 

already applied to be annexed into the national organization, and 

the Society to Eliminate the Economic Causes of War, a group of 
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bankers concerned with the problems of reparations, also applied for 

membership. Financial support needed to be arranged so that the work 

could continue. The central office opened in the same rooms used by 

the League of Free Nations Association with the same secretarial and 

administrative staff in May 1921. The Boston branch's request met 

with approval and the first chapter of the Foreign Policy Association 

(FPA) came into being. In July, a group of Chicagoans through 

McDonald requested recognition, and it was so ordered. At the same 

time, negotiations with Roger Babson of the Society to Eliminate the 

Economic Causes of War came to fruition and the two groups merged. 

The Association also planned several vigorous new programs 

that required additional financial support. One originated from a 

proposal that the offices of the organization assist in the formation 

of a clearing house for the dissemination of information on disarma

ment and serve as a coordinator of activity in support of disarma-

ment. Special appeals also went out for support of a combined 

movement to oppose the American effort to secure a separate peace 
n 

with Germany. However, the organization refused to allow lack of 

money to hinder i t s a c t i v i t y . Operating on the assumption that 

support could be found, the Board of Directors authorized par t ic ipa

t ion in those proposals. By September, McDonald told the executive 

committee that $4,000-5,000 would be needed within the next two weeks 

f o r e i g n Policy Association, Minutes of Board of Directors, 
May 5, May 17, June 9, July 15, 1921. Hereafter c i ted as FPA. 

^ I b i d . , May 17, 1921. 

' ^ Ib id . , June 9, 1921. 
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i f the organization hoped to continue to engage in i t s various 

a c t i v i t i e s . By the end of the month, $400 had come in and both 

Thomas Lamont and Dwight Morrow had promised an additional $1,000 

while Mrs. Wil lard S t ra i t considered donating a l i ke amount. The 

immediate f inancia l c r i s i s passed with these g i f t s , but the 

Association continued to worry about money. 

While the danger of United States intervention in Mexico had 

passed, the nation remained an area of interest to the Association. 

The government of Mexico remained unrecognized by the United States 

and American relat ions with i t s neighbor to the south continued to 

be unsett led, which was almost the normal state. The executive 

committee believed that American business interests had not lessened 

i t s pressure on the State Department to force American diplomatic 

intervent ion. Such pressure made i t d i f f i c u l t for the Alvaro 

Obregon government to meet successfuly the internal problems which 

confronted i t , most notably the dangers of counter-revolutions. In 

early May, the directors took under consideration a plan to publish 

a pamphlet discussing American relat ions with Mexico as a means of 

rel ieving the pressure on Obregon. The board also acted to protest a 

State Department note to Mexico of May 21. The note, transmitted by 

the American Counsul, consisted of a proposed treaty of recognition 

that would have forced the Mexican government to recognize a l l 

American r ights in Mexico.^ McDonald, speaking for the d i rec tors . 

^ I b i d . , September 29, 1921. 

^Charles Evans Hughes to George Summerlain, May 21, 1921, Foreign 
Relations of the United States, 1921, Vol. I I , p. 397-406. 
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urged all concerned citizens to write the government demanding that 

the Department back off from its position on recognition of the 

Mexican government. The national office also protested a statement 

of Secretary of State Charles Evans Hughes to the press on June 8 

reiterating the harsh American demands. 

Continued concern over Mexico caused the directors to author

ize McDonald to accompany Thomas Lamont on a tour of Mexico and report 

his [McDonald's] observations to the executive committee upon his 

8 return. 

By the time McDonald returned to the central office, news that 

overshadowed the Mexico problem had broken. Harding had issued a 

call for a conference in Washington to discuss world naval disarma

ment. The Washington Conference would absorb most of the Association's 

activity for the next months. 

Disarmament had long concerned the members of the Foreign Policy 

Association. They felt it constituted an unredeemed pledge Woodrow 

Wilson had made to the world in the Treaty of Versailles justifying 

the harsh terms imposed on Germany. If those terms were enforced, 

then the world had an obligation to disarm. In May 1921, seventeen 

^FPA, Minutes of Board of Directors, May 27, 1921. 

^Ibid., June 9, 1921. 

^Ibid., September 29, 1921. Lamont's tour was in connection 
with the International Bankers Committee on Mexico. For further 
information on this group see Robert Freeman Smith, "The Formation 
and Development of the International Bankers Committee on Mexico," 
Journal of Economic History, Vol. XXIII, no. 4, (December, 1963), 
p. 574-586. The bankers desired a rapid regularization of relations 
with Mexico to protect their investments. 
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organizations began using the of f ices of the Association as the 

clearing house for the i r speeches, r a l l i e s , publ icat ions, and other 
g 

ac t i v i t i e s aimed at promoting disarmament. At the same t ime, 

McDonald part ic ipated in a conference called at the ins t igat ion of 

George Wickersham, Taf t ' s Attorney-General, and Louis Fisher, a 

prominent Chicago clergyman, urging American entry into the League 

of Nations. When the conference met, rather than dealing with that 

question, i t endorsed three resolutions including one which requested 

that the government attempt to obtain arms reductions through in ter 

national agreements. 

This a c t i v i t y continued into the summer months when Christina 

Merriman, secretary of the Board of Directors and a leading advocate 

of disarmament on that committee, reported that the clearing house 

had been wery act ive in coordinating demands on the government for 

a disarmament conference. She also reported that E. P. Dutton 

Company had agreed to publish extracts from Will I rwin's The Next 

War for free d i s t r i bu t ion by the various groups. 

When the news of the inv i ta t ions to the disarmament conference 

became general knowledge, the Association decided to step up i t s 

ef for ts to make the conference a success by launching a major dr ive 

to secure the support of the American people. Operating under the 

^ I b i d . , May 17, 1921. 

l ^ i b i d . 

^ h b i d . , June 9, 1921. Will I rw in , The Next War; an appeal to 
common sense (New York: E. P. Dutton and Company, 1921). 
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assumption that Harding had a much more favorable a t t i tude toward 

disarmament than Wilson, Merriman went to see the President to 

request that he issue a general proclamation ca l l ing for a l l churches 

to open the i r doors for a prayer service for one-half hour immediately 

12 preceding the opening of the conference. 

A l l America watched the developments at Washington with con

cern, and none f e l t more pleased in the ear l ies t moments than the 

Foreign Policy Association. Hughes's s ta r t l i ng demands for drast ic 

reduction in naval vessels seemed to be a dream long sought now 

real ized. Hughes's " b r i l l i a n t move" should have the immediate 

support of a l l the people. I t would "not only measurably reduce the 

burdens of taxat ion, but what is more important, would greatly 

minimize the elements of misunderstanding and suspicion, and 

strengthen the s p i r i t of cooperation between the three countries 

d i rec t ly concerned." What Hughes proposed was not a Utopian solut ion. 

Rather, " l e t us consider Secretary Hughes' proposal as the i r reducible 

13 minimum. . . . They may postpone but they do not prevent war." 

To keep i t s membership informed with up-to-the-week analysis of the 

events of the conference, the directors authorized the News Bul le t in 

14 
to become a weekly for the duration of the conference. The 

^ FPA, Minutes of Board of Directors, September 21, 1921. 
Harding did not ca l l for a national day of prayer, but he did con
clude his address to the conference with a request that the delegates 
and those l i s ten ing on the radio j o i n him in the Lord's Prayer. 

^'^Foreign Policy Association News Bu l le t i n , Vol. I I , no. 1 , 
(November 18, 1921). Hereafter ci ted as Bu l le t in . 

^^FPA, Minutes of Board of Directors, November 14, 1921. 
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di rectors also issued an appeal for funds to allow the Bu l le t in to 

continue i t s expanded operation and to support the opening of a 

15 Washington o f f i ce to promote disarmament. 

The joy of the organization did not las t long. What i t had 

hailed in November as the conference that would return the United 

States to the world arena, the Association had turned sour on by 

January. News stories in the Bul le t in talked only of the "Decline 

of the Washington Conference." The fa i l u re of the Washington 

Conference to bring complete disarmament and other refinements of 

the Paris settlement disheartened the members, but i t did not stop 

the Association's work. 

As always, Association ac t i v i t y depended upon securing adequate 

f inancial backing, and the problems that arose when the Association 

agreed to undertake projects for which i t had not secured support 

continued to trouble members of the executive committee. Charles 

Howland, a member of the executive committee, broached the idea of 

ending the d e f i c i t spending that plagued the organization. F i r s t , 

alone in December 1921, and then with Richard Rounds in January 1922, 

he presented to the committee a proposal that in the future no project 

would be attempted for which money was not already on hand. The 

executive committee had already decided that the members in the f i ve 

^^Bu l le t in , Vol. I I , no. 1,(November 18, 1921). 

^ ^ I b i d . , no. 8, (January 6, 1922). 

'̂̂ FPA, Minutes of Board of Directors, December 15, 1921; 
Charles Howland and Richard Rounds to Board of Directors, FPA, 
January 11, 1922. 
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and ten dollar class should be expanded to pay a greater portion of 

the expenses of the organization and additional fund raising would be 

done in the luncheon meetings held bi-weekly, usually at the Hotel 

Astor. These meetings, which had been an integral part of the 

Association since its earliest days, would serve not only the educa

tional needs of the membership, but also to increase the membership 

18 
and the funds available. Howl and's and Round's proposal appeared 

at the right time. The committee approved the new policy, and made 

each board member responsible for raising $100 within the next few 

19 weeks. 

The year 1922 proved in many ways a crucial period for the 

Foreign Policy Association. The impetus behind the original forma

tion had disappeared. American entry into the League of Nations was 

a dead issue. The nation seemingly had slipped comfortably behind 

a curtain of relaxation from the tensions of the Progressive era and 

the war years. Foreign affairs took second place, if that high, after 

the successes of the Washington Conference. That was not what the 

internationalist community wanted for the nation. Other groups had 

continued to hold their meetings discussing foreign affairs, and the 

League of Nations Non-Partisan Association kept up its call for 

American entry into the League of Nations. But, too often, these 

internationalists called out to a people who had neither the informa

tion nor the understanding of the issues to make meaningful decisions. 

The Foreign Policy Association decided to fill this vacuum. 

18 

'ibid., January 12, 1922. 

FPA, Minutes of Board of Directors, January 5, 1922. 

19. 
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The decision to become an educational organization did not 

represent a drastic alteration of the policies of the board. Gradually, 

the organization had slipped from the role of active participant in 

lobbying for policies into the area of providing background data for 

those who did wish to agitate on foreign affairs. Much of its early 

activity had been in the information field, and this continued when 

the board decided to distribute Bernard Baruch's The Making of the 

20 
Reparation and Economic Sections of the Treaty. On March 3, the 

board discussed developing a national program of education in foreign 

affairs, and one month later, it refused a request from Marshall Field 

and other bankers to produce a massive propaganda campaign on the 

reparations issue as inconsistent with the purposes of the organiza-

21 tion. In July, this movement toward non-partisanship culminated in 

a letter from McDonald to the executive committee. McDonald recom

mended that the Foreign Policy Association become first, an organiza

tion to present both sides of all controversies, and second, an 

organization that would attempt to communicate those ideas to "as 

large a number of liberal minded Americans as possible, to the end 

that there may be a better public understanding of what our foreign 

22 
problems are and of how they may be dealt with more effectively." 

^^Bernard M. Baruch, ]ji£ Makijic[ of the Reparation and Economic 
Sections of the Treaty (New York: Harper Brothers, 19207V 

^^Minutes of Board of Directors, March 16, April 5, 1922. 

^^James G. McDonald to Board of Directors, FPA, July 10, 1922, 
FPA. 
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McDonald's letter became the basis of the policy followed by the 

organization throughout the rest of its history. 

The change in ultimate purpose brought some other alterations 

in the structure of the society. An associate membership class was 

established for college students. At the same time, the Board of 

Directors underwent reorganization from a body with no particular 

structure to a committee made up of members serving in three electoral 

23 classes. 

Throughout 1922 the Association made other efforts to expand 

the audience that it could reach. In March, it sent delegates to the 

National Conference of the Relation of America to the Rehabilitation 

of Europe, and in May it sent delegates to the Convention of the 

American Library Association as a means of stimulating library orders 
24 

for the News Bulletin. 

If 1922 had been a crucial year for the Association, 1923 was 

a busy one. Activity increased tremendously as the Association 

originated new programs, reorganized older ones, and played host for 

a visit from Sir Robert Cecil. It was also the year of the first 

major move in quarters. 

The fifth year after peace brought rising hopes to the members 

of the Foreign Policy Association. Charles Evans Hughes had suggested 

^FPA, Minutes of Board of Directors, December 11, 1922. 
Stephan Duggan resigned at this time, although his resignation had 
nothing to do with the reorganization, but came because he had taken 
over as head of the Institute of International Education. His 
resignation left only one of the original founders still actively 
serving with the Association. 

^^Ibid., March 16, May 5, 1922. 
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to Harding that the United States become a signatory to the Permanent 

Court of International Justice, and Harding had responded favorably. 

The Board of Directors noted that Hughes's proposal had much in 

common with the report that the Association's World Court Committee 

had developed, and therefore, the organization would drop its plan 

and fa l l in behind the Secretary of State in urging the United States 

25 to enter the World Court. The decision to support American entry 

did not represent a return to the partisanship of the past years. 

The Association remained true to its new principles of presenting 

both sides of an issue. But i t would have been impossible to ask the 

membership to be neutral in thought as well as in deed in such a 

question as this. As a result the organization began a long, and 

necessarily heart-breaking involvement with the effort to secure 

American participation in the activities of the Court. 

Hughes's proposal of February 1923, that the United States sign 

the Court Protocols, renewed hopes that the country would emerge from 

the unresponsive mood of the past few years and begin to regain the 

international leadership that i t had forfeited four years earlier. 

Various groups and individuals began offering inducements to the 

Americans to think internationally. One of the most famous was the 

Bok prize contest. Edward Bok, a Dutch immigrant who had made a 

fortune publishing the Ladies Home Journal, offered in July 1923 a 

prize of $100,000 for the best plan for an international organization 

that would preserve peace. The prize would be awarded in two 

^^Ibid., February 7, 1923. 
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installments, fifty thousand inmediately for the winner of the essay 

contest, and fifty thousand when the winner's plan went into effect. 

But Bok was not alone in considering this means of reaching the public 

Otto Kahn gave the Association $1,000 in February to award for the 

best article on foreign affairs. The Association obtained John Foster 

Dulles, Walter Lippmann, Roscoe Pound, and Maud Wood Park as its 

judges, while Bok obtained a distinguished panel of judges including 

Elihu Root and Eleanor Roosevelt. 

The large prize Bok offered served its purpose. It stimulated 

Interest in foreign affairs as men attempted to win the money. The 

Association decided not to enter the contest as a participant, but 

decided that it should supply information for those who did wish to 

offer schemes for American participation in international organiza

tions. Through the Bulletin, and through public meetings, the 

Association discussed the necessary elements of a successful plan of 

world union. It emphasized the need for an organization that could 

oversee economic equality for all nations. Through these meetings, 

the Association presented a form of the LFNA's ideal of cooperative 

27 nationalism replacing competitive nationalism. The programs 

retained the FPA stamp of uniqueness. Several speakers at each meet

ing would discuss the issue pro and con, but raising the issue itself 

was partisan. 

^^Ibid., February 7, March 7, 1923. Selig Adler, The Isola
tionist Impulse: Its Twentieth Century Reaction (New York: Free 
Press, 1957), p. 184-186. 

^^Bulletin, Vol. Ill, no. 34, (July 1, 1923); New York Times 
October 10, 1923, p. 12; October 19, 1923, p. 31. 
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The winning plan, submitted by Charles E. Levermore, did not 

satisfy the leadership of the Association. Levermore's plan advo

cated immediate American entry into the World Court, cooperation with 

the League of Nations, but not immediate membership therein, and no 

formal commitments by the United States to the postwar settlements. 

McDonald characterized i t as "old wines in new bottles." I t presented 

nothing new, other than meeting most of the present obstacles to 

American membership in the League by removing the most objectionable 

28 features of the present structure. Other contests did not receive 

the same attention from the FPA. 

The Association had tried since the end of the war to persuade 

Cecil to v is i t the United States. His advocacy of the League of 

Nations at Paris had been one of Wilson's strong bulwarks in forcing 

the conference to accept the idea of collective security. Hopefully, 

Cecil's eloquence would likewise persuade Americans to accept entry 

into the League. His v is i t in the spring of 1923 was a major high

light of the FPA. 

Cecil's v is i t was not the triumph that the Association had 

hoped for. In his tour of the country, Cecil promoted the League 

and discussed its usefulness as an instrument for focusing public 

opinion.^^ Cecil's speeches renewed the hopes of the internationalists 

of American entry, but no groundswell of opinion accompanied his 

v is i t . Nevertheless, the Association viewed his v is i t as a success. 

^^Bulletin, Vol. I I , no. 9, (January 11, 1924). 

^̂ New York Times, April 3, 1923, p. 1. 
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and i t hoped to follow i t by bringing General Jan Christian Smuts, 

Prime Minister of South Africa, to the United States later in the 

year. Smuts, however, begged off on the grounds that the press of 

business made i t impossible for him to leave South Africa at that 

. . 30 time. 

The v is i t of Cecil and the work with the various contestants 

for the Bok prize brought some new people into contact with the 

Association. I t moved to take advantage of the opportunity to 

broaden its base of membership. Subscription rates to the Bulletin 

were reduced to f i f t y cents per year, and the Bulletin was to retain 

31 its peculiar--for the FPA--characteristic of expressing opinion. 

I t also moved to make the membership more powerful in the decision

making processes of the organization. While the Association allowed 

international members, and would continue to do so, after December 

32 1923, i t denied them the right to vote in al l Association referenda. 

The decision came not from chauvinistic nationalism, but from the 

belief that those referenda involved American policy, and a true 

picture could not be obtained i f aliens voted. In order to spread the 

membership out from New York City, the Association also hired a f ield 

33 representative whose task would be organization of branches. 

^^Ibid., December 24, 1923, p. 2. 

^ V P A , Minutes of Board of Directors, April 4, 1923. 

^^Ibid. , December 5, 1923. 

'^^Ibid., December 19, 1923. 
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The Association's only sortie into the area of public policy 

in 1923 came as the result of the establishment of a new permanent 

committee of the organization. In November, the executive committee 

converted the opium committee from an ad hoc to a standing basis. 

Its task would be to observe international efforts at control of 

34 opium and to report to the Association. The opium committee, ably 

headed by Mrs. Helen Howell Moorhead, was the only standing committee 

in the Association's history, and from i t came the nucleus of the 

Research Department. 

In 1923, the League of Nations Commission on Opium was consi

dering methods of reducing the areas that produced the opium poppy. 

The Association's committee approved of American efforts to convince 

the League to l imit the production of opium and heroin to the exact 

amount needed for scientific and medical research. Mrs. Moorhead 

watched the proceedings in Geneva carefully and happily, for the 

American position appeared to have been accepted by the League's Opium 

Commission. She reported in June that the Commission's report would 

go to the League Council recommending a strong convention against 

opium. But, she warned, the battle had not ended. One vote in the 

League Council would void the efforts of the Commission and the 

Association. Nevertheless, in the view of the membership, the United 
35 

States had made a strong contribution to opium control. 

^^Ibid. , November 7, 1923. 

^^Bulletin, Vol. I I , no. 30, (June 8, 1923); no. 31, (June 15, 
1923); no. 49, (October 19, 1923). 
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The early hopes of the opium committee that international con

trol of opium would solve the drug crisis collapsed because of the 

desires of some nations for the revenue that the drug traf f ic brought 

them. The United States had supported str ict l imitation, however, 

and refused to sign any treaty which did not contain the American 

36 

position in toto. As a result, no agreements could be reached. 

Funding the opium committee remained a problem. Attempts to 

obtain a grant from the Laura Spellman Foundation met refusal, and 

only a grant of $1,000 from the Bureau of Social Hygiene in May 1924 
37 enabled the committee to continue work at ful l capacity. 

The opium committee continued its surveillance of developments 

in the area of control. Events became gloomier for the committee 

during 1925. England refused to sign any convention which i t f e l t 

could not be enforced, and in February, the United States withdrew 
38 

from the meetings at Geneva because of the deadlock. While the FPA 

kept members apprised of the work that continued at Geneva, i t could 

not bring about a demand that the United States return to the 

conference. 

As a means of informing the public on developments in the area 

of opium control, the opium committee had prepared nonpartisan news 

items for the use of editors discussing the problem. In September 1924 

^^Ibid., Vol. Ill, no. 43, (September 5, 1924). 

^^FPA, Minutes of Board of Directors, March 5, April 2, May 7, 
1924. 

^^Bulletin, Vol. IV, no. 11, (January 23, 1925); no. 12, 
(January 30, 1925); no. 14, (February 13, 1925). 
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it offered these items free of charge. The work of the opium 

60 

committee in sending the Information to newspaper editors prompted 

the board of directors to undertake a full-t ime mission of services 

to the press. Proposed at f i r s t by William T. Stone, the information 

service would supply unbiased reports on developments in the interna

tional f ie ld . The reports would be different from the Bulletin which 

was written for members of the organization. Rather the new service 

was directed at supplying information for editorials. The idea 

appealed to the directors. They began questioning several editors to 

40 see i f they would use such material. The editors approved, and the 

directors began a search to secure funding. John D. Rockefeller, J r . , 

responded with $10,000 for the f i r s t year. The directors persuaded 

Professor Edward Meade Earle of the history department of Columbia 

University to head the Research Staff. Earle refused to accept i t 

as a permanent assignment but agreed to head the staff on a temporary 

42 basis. In May 1925, the f i r s t associates of the Research Department 

43 were hired at salaries of $2,400 per year. 

The f i r s t issue appeared on October 5, 1925. I t was devoted 

to a discussion of the Locarno Conference, then taking place. Mimeo

graphed, i t had many of the characteristics of a rush job. The quality 

'^^Ibid., Vol. I l l , no. 44, (September 12, 1924). 

^^FPA, Minutes of Board of Directors, January 21, 1925. 

^ h b i d . , March 4, April 1 , 1925. 

^^Ibid. , March 4, 1925. 

^^Ibid. , May 28, 1925. 
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of the writing was high however, and the report was true to the 

stated position of the service: 

This Bulletin is . . . prepared by the F.P.A. Research 
Department for use as a reference material by newspaper 
editors and organizations who require the essential fact 
background of significant international events. . . . 
Rigorously objective, free from bias or opinion, they 
present without comment the available facts on inter
national questions which are challenging public opinion.'*'+ 

At approximately two week intervals for the rest of the year, issues 

appeared discussing events in Turkey, Syria, and China, and disarma

ment. 

Beginning in February 1926, the Editorial Information Service 

changed its name to "Foreign Policy Association Information Service." 

The new reports were printed and contained bibliographies at the end 

45 of the article for further reading. As a way of showing continuity 

the pages were consecutively numbered by volumes rather than the 

individual numbering which characterized the Editorial Information 

Service. Soon, bylines accompanied the articles, along with the 

notation, "with the aid and assistance of the Research Staff of the 

Foreign Policy Association." Beginning in March 1931, the title 

48 
changed to Foreign Policy Reports. Other modifications occurred 

"^"^Editorial Information Service, Series 1925-1926, no. 1, 
(October 5, 1925); no. 3, (November 5, 1925). A complete listing of 
the issues and titles appears in Appendix II. 

Foreign Policy Association Information Service, Vol. II, 
no. 1, (February 27, 1926). Hereafter cited as FPAIS. 

^̂ IbM. 
^^FPAIS, Vol. IV, no. 25, (February 20, 1929). 

^^Foreign Policy Reports, Vol. V I I , no. 1, (March 18, 1931). 
Hereafter cited as FPR. 
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occasionally, but the reports retained a similar form and function 

throughout their existence. Objective, and well-researched, they 

presented to the well-informed a brief historical summary and an 

exposition on the current state of affairs. 

While more and more of the Association's activity was turning 

toward research and education, the Association did devote some effort 

to the presidential campaign of 1924. I t sent observers to all 

political conventions and pleaded for planks supporting the World 

Court to be written into every platform. Suggestions that i t support 

another round of questionnaires as i t had in 1920 did not receive 

much support. The executive committee correctly believed that i t 

would be d i f f icu l t to write nonpartisan questions that could evoke 

49 meaningful answers. The results of the 1920 experience bore out 

this feeling. Neither candidate had committed himself to anything in 

those responses, and the FPA—then the LFNA--looked bad when i t 

received harsh criticism from the newspapers and from the campaign 

staffs for its attempts. 

As the activity of the Association expanded, so did the member

ship. In January 1924, an analysis of the membership revealed, 

50 
interestingly, that two thirds of the members were women. Women 

had always played a major role in the FPA and would continue to do so 

throughout its history. I t was a mark of the progressivism of the 

^^FPA, Minutes of Board of Directors, June 4, September 17, 
October 23, 1924. 

^°Ibid., January 9, 1924. 
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Association that it welcomed women and utilized them in positions of 

leadership. As women liberated themselves from the constraints of 

the past, as they proved themselves through social work uplifting the 

poor and degraded, they moved quite easily into the arena of foreign 

affairs. It was natural that they should join those organizations 

that worked for peace. The preponderance of women in the Association 

was first noticed by Ester Gibbs Ogden, the membership secretary of 

the organization. She brought it to the attention of the board and 

asked if they wanted to circularize a list of men to balance the 

51 membership. The board vetoed the suggestion as unnecessary. 

Growth brought problems. The membership had become accustomed 

to semi-regular calls for financial aid. When the organization moved 

to a new headquarters in 1923, it had appealed for funds to pay for 

the move. However, when, in 1924, the FPA decided to issue membership 

cards, it felt compelled to insert a notice in the Bulletin that these 

52 
were only membership cards and not requests for dues. As the 

membership spread outside the New York metropolitan area, office 

routine required a more efficient manner of locating members. New 

chapters had been formed in that year in Philadelphia and in Cincinnati, 

which along with the already-operating chapter in Boston gave the 

53 
Association entrance in New England and the midwest. One change in 

^^Ibid. 

52 Bulletin, Vol. Ill, no. 9, (January 11, 1924). 

^^FPA, Minutes of Board of Directors, January 9, 1924; Bulletin, 
Vol. Ill, no. 20, (March 20, 1924). 



64 

the menbership class came when the college membership fee of two 

dol lars was replaced by a "Special" class that allowed more members 

in the lower category. Undergraduates, facu l t y , and teachers in 

both pr ivate and public secondary schools could enter as special 

54 members at the same dues, two do l la rs . 

By 1926, the organization had grown to 5,335 members with branch 

chapters in Boston, Cinc innat i , Hart ford, and Philadelphia. During 

th is same period, the FPA became one of the f i r s t public organizations 

to u t i l i z e the radio as a means of spreading the news of i t s work. 

Beginning in 1924, and then again for most of the 1925 season, s tat ion 

WJZ of the f ledgl ing N.B.C. network broadcast the Saturday luncheon 

meetings of the Association. A minor c r i s i s for the FPA occurred 

when that stat ion decided to suspend the broadcast in 1926. McDonald 

quickly protested to General E lec t r i c , WJZ's parent company, that an 

unwritten contract covered the broadcasts. WJZ refused to continue 

the coverage, but the controversy came to an end when stat ion WEAF, 

on the N.B.C. Red network, agreed to pick up the luncheons for the 

rest of the season. 

Other changes marked the Association's eighth year. Edward 

Meade Earle, s t i l l research di rector on a temporary basis, became the 

Association's f i r s t Vice-Chairman. He owed this new posit ion to 

McDonald's decision to make a tour of the western part of the United 

^ B u l l e t i n , Vol. I l l , no. 47, (October 3, 1924). 

^^FPA, Minutes of Board of Directors, January 6, 1926. 

56 
Ibid., January 6, February 3, 1926. 
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States to survey the possibilities of establishing chapters 

57 there. Annual dues for Associate Members went up to three dollars, 

reflecting the booming economy of that year. The Association moved 

58 its offices once again. 

The growth of the organization and its expanded activity made 

i t necessary to take other steps formalizing its existence. On 

March 3 Richard Rounds suggested to the executive committee that the 

59 FPA be incorporated. The board so ordered. New chapters appeared 

in Albany, Buffalo, Springfield, Massachusetts, and St. Louis. 

After McDonald returned from his tr ip to the West Coast, he told the 

board there was considerable interest in forming branches. But 

sadly, McDonald complained that the area showed l i t t l e interest in 
fil 

either the League of Nations or the World Court. 

Later in the year, the board sent Raymond Rich, who had now 

graduated from the Research Department to the Field Secretaryship, on 

a tour of major American ci t ies. I t hoped that Rich's trip would 

serve two purposes. He would not only talk to members of existing 

chapters, thereby improving communication with the home office, but 

also would tour cit ies where no branches existed and attempt to 

organize chapters. When he returned from his tour, rather than 

^^Ibid., March 3, 1926. 

^^Ibid. 

^^Ibid. 

^^Ibid., April 7, 1926. 

^ h b i d . , April 27, 1926. 
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describing al l the membership activity which he had begun, Rich 

informed the executive committee that he had been offered the position 

of Secretary of the World Peace Foundation. The Foundation had sought 

a new Secretary for some time. McDonald had received a similar offer 

from the group in 1925, but refused i t . The board did not feel that 

i t could satisfy Rich's requests for a raise in salary and the promise 

of less time on the road. His usefulness, they told him, depended on 

62 
his being in the f ield bringing in new members. With this gentle 

rebuke. Rich l e f t the FPA for a very successful career with the World 

Peace Foundation. He l e f t with no animosity. In fact. Rich's con

tacts with the FPA enabled the two groups to collaborate in issuing 

World Peace Foundation pamphlets until 1935. 

A more sentimental loss than that of Rich came when Christina 

Merriman for health reasons applied for a leave of absence from April 

to October. The board gratefully granted the leave to one of its 
CO 

earliest workers. She was never to return to full-time work; in 

March 1928, she formally resigned her position as Secretary of the 
CA 

organization, and two years later she died. James T. Shotwell also 

le f t the Board of Directors in November, and the board named him a 

member emeritus.^^ Shotwell had from the earliest worked with and in 

^^Bulletin, Vol. V, no. 49, (October 5, 1926); FPA, Minutes of 
Board of Directors, December 1 , 1926. 

63 

64 

FPA, Minutes of Board of Directors, April 27, 1926. 

Bulletin, Vol. V I I , no. 16, (February 24, 1928); Vol. X, no. 9, 
(January 2, 1931). 

^^FPA, Minutes of Board of Directors, November 3, 1926. 
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the FPA to promote world peace through world law, and his teachings 

had tremendous impact on the thought of the organization. 

The work of the opium committee continued under the direction 

of Helen Moorhead. But 1926 was a quiet time in the war on opium. 

The committee sponsored a dinner in New York City along with the 

League of Nations Non-Partisan Association, the American Association 

of University Women, and the American Social Hygiene Association, for 

Dame Rachel Crowley in honor of her work with the League in opium 
cc 

matters. But the Geneva talks had come to a stalemate. The FPA 

did accept a gift of $500 from Herbert May of the Board of Directors, 

a similar one from Helen Moorhead, and one of equal amount from the 

New York League of Women Voters to hire a Geneva representative whose 

responsibilities included sending four reports per month to the New 
fi7 

York office and lobbying for a strict convention regarding opium. 

The internal changes begun in 1926 continued into 1927. New 

branches opened in Columbus, Ohio, St. Paul, Minnesota, and Rochester, 

New York, while the membership of the organization increased to almost 
CO 

7,000. In early January, before he left to assume his position as 

Secretary of the World Peace Foundation, Rich made the report of his 

tour noting that prospects for new chapters looked good in Chicago, 

Seattle, and Minneapolis. The country had soured on what it felt were 

propaganda efforts by various groups, and the Foreign Policy Association 

^^New York Times, June 8, 1926, p. 3. 

^^FPA, Minutes of Board of Directors, November 3, December 1, 
1926. 

^^Ibid., January 5, January 17, December 14, 1927. 
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Information Service had received good receptions because of its non-

partisanship. He suggested more editing might be done to catch any 

misrepresentations which might find their way into reports. In 

general, however, editors were Impressed with the work of the 

Association and there was no need to establish any type of sales 

69 department. Shortly after making his report. Rich announced he 

would leave the Association effective May 1 , 1927. 

The greatest portion of the officers' time in 1927 revolved 

around proposals made by Christina Merriman and Paul Kellogg in 

February which resolved the basic questions of the type of activity 

the organization would engage in. Their report suggested that the 

Association had three options: i t could maintain its present posture 

as an action-education organization; i t could return to its former 

policy of being an active group taking definite stands on issues; or 

i t could become a nonpartisan organization by refusing to take any 

partisan stand. In the discussion which followed the proposals, the 

executive committee made no final decision. That these proposals 

were made indicates a general uneasiness existed among the directors 

over the course that the Association chose to follow. Richard Rounds 

had on many occasions complained that he wanted to return to the old 

format of study groups that had characterized the organization in its 

earliest days. Kellogg, Merriman, and several others had hoped, 

demanded, or in many cases, simply wished out loud that the FPA would 

^^Field Report, Raymond T. Rich to Board of Directors, 1927, 
FPA. 

70 FPA, Minutes of Board of Directors, February 9, 1927. 
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take de f i n i t e stands on the p o l i t i c a l issues of the day. The 

organization's good fortune was that few of these hard workers qu i t 

when the Association retained i t s aloof posture. 

Edward Earle f i n a l l y la id down the job as research di rector 

that he had temporarily accepted in 1925 because of i l l ness . To 

replace him, the board hired a former professor of government, h is to ry , 

and economics at Harvard Universi ty, Raymond Leslie Buel l . Under 

Buel l , the Research Department earned much of i t s reputation for hard

h i t t i ng reports combining excellent invest igat ive research with luc id 

s ty le . William A. Stone, one of the f i r s t s ta f f members, now worked 

only part time in the New York o f f i ce . The board of directors had 

authorized the opening of a Washington o f f i ce in September, while 

72 Stone now served on assignment there the f i r s t part of every week. 

Under Buel l 's leadership, the research un i t proceeded with new 

projects. Wi l l i s J . Abbot, editor of the Christian Science Monitor, 

had proposed in June that the s ta f f survey international news sources 

for evidence of biases. The directors l iked the idea, but as always, 

i t did not have money to fund a new program. Abbot then so l ic i ted 

73 
the needed funds and the survey began in September. 

The tenth anniversary year of the Foreign Policy Association 

became a year of reassessment and expansion. The standing committee 

on organization of the Board of Directors—Herbert May and Charles 

^ h b i d . , Apr i l 13, 1927. 

^ ^ I b i d . , September 28, 1927. 

^ ^ I b i d . , May 8, September 28, 1927. 
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Howl and--recommended in January a major re-investigation of the out-

74 
put, personnel, and management of the Association. The committee 

began gathering data for recommendations to be made at the conclusion 

of a five-year study, which came in part as a result of the questions 

raised by Rounds the previous year. 

The Research Staff continued its output. It announced in 

January that it planned to submit petitions on mandates to the League 

of Nations, hopefully liberalizing the mandate system to allow each 

75 area greater latitude in attaining its full potential. Stone's 

work in Washington proved valuable to the Association, and he was 

directed to maintain his office in the National Press Building through

out the year. While this took him away from the research going on 

in New York, he could continue writing reports for the Association 

from the Washington office. Abbot's study of the international press 

received additional support in the form of a $500 per month grant to 

increase the number of sources surveyed. 

An important indirect expansion of the activity of the Associa

tion came when McDonald announced that he would begin making a fifteen 

minute radio address each Monday evening. The broadcast, entitled 

"The World Today," began on April 23, at 7 p.m. on the N.B.C. Red 

network on stations east of the Rocky Mountains. It opened a new 

^^Ibid., January 11, 1928. 

75 
^^Ibid. 

^^Ibid. 

^'^Ibid., April 1, 1928. 
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medium of information to the American public, although McDonald 

conducted the broadcast with resources which were not provided by 

the FPA. The board, however, expressed great pleasure with this new 

venture and authorized McDonald to introduce himself as the Chairman 

78 
of the Foreign Policy Association. The broadcasts drew warm praise 

from educators and others in thirty-three states. The Board of 

Directors announced that it would reprint the talks and send them 

79 free to anyone requesting copies. The talks consisted of an 

analysis of various problems facing the world. Like most of the pub

lic activity of the Association they retained the nonpartisan posture 

that had become the organization's main characteristic. To promote 

discussion and to increase the public's geographic knowledge, the 

Research Department also prepared a series of twelve maps which 

80 
McDonald made available to his radio audience. By June, the number 

of requests for reprints had become so large that the directors placed 

81 a twenty-five cent charge on them. McDonald continued his first 

series of talks until July, when he left for his annual tour of 

^^Ibid. 

^^New York Times, May 13, 1928, p. 11:7. FPA, Minutes of Board 
of Directors, May 9, 1928. 

^°New York Times, May 13, 1928, p. 11:7. The Research Depart
ment also issued the maps as a part of the Information Service. See 
"The World in Maps," FPAIS, Vol. IV, no. 7, (June 8, 1928), p. 127-
154. The report contained twelve maps and the vital statistics for 
each area. 

^^Bulletin, Vol. VII, no. 31, (June 8, 1928). The Bulletin 
announced that seven reprints were already available on the topics 
"Europe Convalescent," "Poincare," "Von Hindenberg," "Mussolini," 
"Red Russia," "Young China," and "Japan." 
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European capitals. Since the response to the talks had continued 

to be favorable, McDonald consented to resume them upon his return 

82 
from Europe. 

In 1928, the Association finally consummated the decision to 

incorporate made in 1926. As the tenth anniversary celebration 

approached, the directors decided to offer the membership incorpora

tion as an anniversary present. The decision also came as an attempt 

to take advantage of tax and bequest benefits available under the tax 

laws. Now contributors would be allowed to deduct their contributions 
83 since the incorporation would be as an educational society. 

During this period of time, the Association began to attract 

large foundation grants which relieved some of the financial pressure. 

In June, the Twentieth Century Fund donated $7,500 for the work of the 

84 organization. Smaller contributors continued their offerings. 
oc 

Mrs. Henry James gave $500 for the use of the speaker's bureau. To 

entice members to increase their contributions to the organization, 

the Directors decided to offer an incentive bonus of 25 percent to 

be added to all contributions up to eight thousand dollars given at 

the anniversary meeting. The source of the bonus would not be 

identified, but hopefully, the directors believed that the opportunity 

^^Ibid., Vol. VII, no. 47, (September 28, 1928). 

^'^FPA, Minutes of Board of Directors, June 13, 1928. The incor
poration was completed November 22, 1928. 

^^Ibid., May 9, 1928. 

^^Ibid. 
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of acquiring an extra two thousand dollars would spur the membership 

8fi 

to dig a l i t t l e deeper. 

Other changes in the organization came when Albert L. Deane, 

Vice-President of General Motors, took over as Treasurer of the 

national organization, and Ester G. Ogden replaced Christina Merriman 

as Secretary. Miss Ruth Morgan was elected Vice-President of the 
87 Association, the f i r s t in this office. The directors also decided 

to drop the "Social Worker Associate Membership" category because of 

limited ut i l izat ion by social workers. Sadly, as the Association 
go 

neared its tenth anniversary, the St. Louis branch dissolved. 

But at the end of ten years of work, the Association could look 

back on a successful career. The organization now had almost ten 

thousand members, fourteen branches (counting the St. Louis branch), 
89 and a budget which exceeded $154,000 per year. The main activity 

of the group still centered in New York, but the branches carried on 

independent activity in the form of programs designed for the parti

cular area. The national office encouraged such independent activity 

since it could concentrate its energy on questions of national impor

tance. The program had proved to be acceptable to the American public, 

and it had won commendations for its efforts. The public luncheons 

brought well-informed speakers to the platform from which they could 

^^Ibid., April 11, 1928. 

^^Ibid., March 14, 1928. 

^^Ibid., December 12, 1928. 

^^Ibid., January 9, 1929. 
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speak to an audience both of the luncheon and the radio. The reports 

of the Research Department had won acclaim as outstanding presenta-

90 

tions of difficult subjects. The use of the radio marked an impor

tant change in putting news and other information before the public. 

The FPA had utilized it well, expanding their radio coverage from the 

local New York market to covering all of the United States through the 

N.B.C. Red network. While it had taken part in some political activity, 

most notably the fight over American entry into the World Court, it 

had established the principle in 1924 that it would not endorse or 

91 oppose candidates for political office. The organization would 

express opinion in the Bulletin or in occasional pamphlets, but only 

as a device for stimulating discussion. 

The Association had changed much since its formation ten years 

earlier, but it looked forward to the next years with a firmly 

developed program. It did not anticipate another war, but it felt 

that Americans must be prepared to take steps in concert with 

European powers if one were to be avoided. The story of its next 

decade is much the same as that of the previous decade, except in a 

broadening of the activity. 

^^Bulletin, Vol. VII, no. 21, (March 30, 1928); New York Times 
November 1, 1928, p. 28. 

^^Bulletin, Vol. Ill, no. 51, October 31, 1924. 



CHAPTER III 

THE SECOND DECADE: 

YEARS OF DISINTEGRATION, DAYS OF DISILLUSION 

The disintegration of recent years and days of disillusion, 
which, in the minds of many people, is akin to despair; 
barren days; triumph of force and primitivism and obscur
antism in the heart of Europe. It is no time, then, to 
be satisfied merely with the record. The period is a 
challenge to the future. James G. McDonald to FPA, 
December 10, 1938. 

The second decade of the Foreign Policy Association's existence 

began with the organization publishing a critical review of the 

United States State Department. It ended with a report on the crises 

that constricted Europe in 1938. Between those two Foreign Policy 

Reports, the world, the nation, and the Association moved from a 

post-World War I outlook on events to a pre-World War II attitude. 

The traditional conceptions of foreign affairs altered under the press 

of the fascist dictators. In Europe, the balance of power shifted 

from the Western democracies to Germany. In the United States, 

during this period the American people underwent perhaps the most 

traumatic of all their experiences when the country entered the valley 

of economic despair during the months after the stock market crash in 

1929. As for the Foreign Policy Association, it expanded its program, 

lost its president to the League of Nations, and began to prepare the 

country for the consequences of European developments. The issues 

of the Twenties had for the most part disappeared with the passage of 

time. They were replaced with new issues bearing the same names--

75 
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war debts, which really meant American participation in European 

affairs; neutrality, which meant, among other things, cooperation 

with the League of Nations; disarmament, which meant breathing time 

for economic recovery. The Association also suffered from the 

effects of the depression. Its membership peaked at over 12,000 in 

1930. Then, like the stock market, membership plummeted, and not 

until 1936 did it again reach the twelve thousand figure. 

Nevertheless, during the second decade work continued along the 

same lines as in the first ten years. The Association hewed more 

closely to its nonpartisan educational objectives by taking a less 

and less active part in the movements of the day. It chose to remain 

in the background providing factual information for those groups that 

requested assistance. If the Twenties had been the decade of action, 

the Thirties were the decade of contemplation with the Foreign Pol icy 

Reports, and the Headline Books, serving as examples. These publica

tion efforts earned for the Association a reputation for excellence 

in reporting on international affairs. 

The second decade began with the executive committee studying 

a report which William Stone had prepared analyzing the State 

Department. The procedure followed in reviewing the State Department 

report was unusual. The Research Staff generally had autonomy in 

its publications. But Stone's report contained several critical 

passages concerning the operations of the State Department. In large 

part. Stone had blamed the problems of the department on a lack of 

funding and the lack of justifiable promotions. He noted that in 

fiscal 1927, 23 percent of the department left government service and 
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had not been replaced. Losses such as these kept the department from 

having the best possible men fill jobs. A special committee of 

Charles Howland, Joseph Chamberlain, and Raymond Buell received 

authorization to study the report and publish as a special supplement 

to Foreign Policy Association Information Service whatever parts of 

2 
it they wished. In February, the report came out. It drew warm 

praise from the New York Times for its perceptive analysis, but Frank 

Kellogg, Secretary of State, criticized it for not clearly stating 

that the problems of the permanent staff resulted from the lack of 

funding. 

The Association faced other c r i t i c i sm in 1929. Matthew Woll, 

a conservative leader of the American Federation of Labor, charged 

the organization with being a pro-Soviet Union propaganda out le t 

aimed at promoting American recognition of the Soviet Union. 

Speci f ica l ly , Woll objected to the Association's f a i l u re to support 

the Federation's in terpretat ion of the t a r i f f prohibi t ion against the 

importation of goods produced by slave labor as applying to the Soviet 

Union. Buell spoke for the defense, saying that the Association was 

neither pro-Soviet nor ant i -Soviet , but simply t r ied to put fo r th a l l 

views. The main f a u l t of the Association in Woll's eyes, retorted 

Buell , was that i t does not "condemn the Soviet government in vigorous 

William T. Stone, memo to executive committee, January 4 , 
1929, FPA. This report was published as Foreign Policy Associatio 
Information Service, Vol. IV, special supplement no. 3, (February, 
T929iT 

^FPA, Minutes of Board of Directors, January 9, 1929. 

^New York Times, February 12, 1929, p. 32. 
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and sweeping language." Another attack occurred on April 17, 1929, 

when Dr. Don Orestes Ferrara, Cuban Ambassador to the United States, 

charged that Buell's report on Cuba contained slanderous material 
5 

about President Gerardo Machado. Buell's ar t ic le , "Cuba and the 

Piatt Amendment," had discussed the relationship of the United States 

and i ts island neighbor. His attack, or what there was of one. 

Indicted the United States rather than the dictator Machado. Buell 

argued that the United States had util ized the Piatt Amendment in 

the preservation of the status quo and thus prevented the Cubans from 

achieving their own destiny. Ferrara saw the report as the output of 

a special interest group composed of "theorists who are ignorant of 

the facts and ignorant, above a l l , of the demands of international 

courtesy, by doing harm both to the country of which they write with 

such superb lack of knowledge and to the country of which they are 

citizens." The Association did not reply directly to the attack. 

Several years later, however, the Cuban government testified to the 

accuracy of the study by requesting Buell and the Research Staff to 
o 

make a thorough investigation of the island and make recommendations. 

Not al l of the publications of the Association in this period 

were received as the Cuban Report. Some of the l i terary effort of 

^ Ib id . , April 10, 1929. 

^Ibid. , April 17, 1929. 

R̂aymond Leslie Buell, "Cuba and the Piatt Amendment," FPAIS, 
Vol. V, no. 3, (April 17, 1929), p. 36-62. 

N̂ew York Times, April 17, 1929, p. 46. 

^FPA, Minutes of Board of Directors, April 11, 1934. 
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the Association In this year found a wider audience than the Cuban 

government. For example, in 1928, the Research Staff wrote a survey 

of European developments since the war. That book, Europe: A History 

of Ten Years, became a textbook for the Western Civilization course 

at Columbia, while Professor Parker T. Moon, of Columbia, requested 

that the Association provide a special student rate so that he could 

require the Information Service as a textbook for his graduate class. 
9 

A one dollar a year fee was established. 

During the f i r s t months of the second decade, the Association 

continued to engage in the same activity as earlier. Administrative 

changes occurred. Eleanor Roosevelt resigned as a member of the 

Board of Directors when her husband became the Governor of New York 

in 1929. Elizabeth Ragan le f t the promotion bureau in April and her 

replacement, Frank Abbott Ingalls, worked as a volunteer until May 

when he received confirmation as promotion director. McDonald 

continued his radio broadcasts, taking off only for a tour of Europe 

and Asia and to attend the Institute of Pacific Relations meeting in 

Kyoto, Japan in October. When he resumed his broadcasts in December, 

he announced that eighteen stations carried the weekly talks while 

nineteen had signed on for the bi-weekly luncheons. In 1930 the 

promotion department was disbanded when its director le f t and the 

^ Ib id . , May 8, June 12, 1929. Raymond L. Buell et a i , 
Europe: A History of Ten Years (New York: The Macmillan Company, 
1929). 

^^FPA, Minutes of Board of Directors, April 10, May 8, 1929. 

^ h b i d . , March 13, May 8, November 13, December 11, 1929. 
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chairman of the Finance Committee in March, and the Board of Directors 

13 decided that they would meet only from October to May of each year. 

In part this decision to reduce the number of meetings stemmed from 

the economic slump, but the major reason was the directors' lessening 

14 

duties. As the FPA had become more and more an educational organi

zation, the Board of Directors had less and less to do. The general 

outlines of the program had already been approved and the board would 

only oversee the ongoing activity. The supervision of day-to-day 

activity could be provided by the office staff as well , particularly 

during the summer months when the national office lapsed into 

inactivity. The News Bulletin also underwent changes during this 

year. I t had been published weekly without interruption since the 

days of the Washington Naval Conference. In November, the masthead 

was changed from including the officers of the Association to the 

statement: "An interpretation of current international events by 

members of the Research Staff." The new changes meant that McDonald 

and the others of the office staff would spend less time writing 

articles for the Bulletin, and the Research Staff would have an 

opportunity to express opinions based on their research. 

^^Ibid., February 5, October 8, 1930. 

^^Ibid., February 5, 1930. 

^^Ibid., May 5, 1930. 

^^Bulletin, Vol. X, no. 1 , (November 7, 1930) 
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In New York, the radio broadcasts of the luncheons continued 

with only minor problems. In December, W.E.B. Dubois was scheduled 

to speak on Haitian occupation, but only ten stations carried his 

talk with the others picking up the rest of the program. Immediately, 

the officers of the Association protested to N.B.C. that the FPA did 

not approve of discrimination in any form. The network replied that 

no discrimination had been intended, only that certain stations failed 

to carry the speech because the immediately preceeding program had 

not concluded. The officers appeared satisfied with this explana

tion. In 1930, radio problems also occurred when the Washington 

N.B.C. a f f i l i a te dropped McDonald's weekly talks and substituted a 

program entitled "Tasty Yeasts." Another protest to the management of 

the network resulted in McDonald's program being returned to the 

national capital. 

As the decade continued the radio work of the Association under

went several modifications. In 1931 N.B.C. again agreed to carry the 

luncheon programs, and John D. Rockefeller, J r . , contributed $5,000 

for radio activity. McDonald continued his weekly talks on current 

affairs throughout the spring along a seventeen station network. 

However, when he returned from his yearly tour of the world, N.B.C. 

requested that his talks be moved from Monday to Thursday nights. 

McDonald agreed to the request but noted to the board of directors 

that i t meant that he would have to re-establish his station 

^Sew York Times, December 22, 1929, p. 20. 

^^FPA, Minutes of Board of Directors, December 10, 1930. 
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network again. This did not prove too d i f f icu l t a task, for one 

month after making the switch, he reported that sixteen stations now 

carried his talks. 

In the next year N.B.C. agreed to continue broadcasting the 

luncheons, but limited the broadcasts to one hour and fifteen minutes 

1 g instead of the normal two and one-half hours. McDonald's weekly 

talk moved its time slot again, from Thursday to Saturday night. The 

number of stations on the link-up increased during the year to twenty-

20 one, ranging from New York to Washington State. 

The radio broadcasts produced some interesting information for 

the Association as well as serving as a medium of education. McDonald 

surveyed his listening audience as to their interest in foreign 

affairs and, based on the replies he received, he concluded that 

Americans were more l ikely to be interested in foreign affairs i f they 

lived in the East or Mid-West. With the exceptions of Texas and 

21 Florida, the South was the area of least interest. That knowledge 

prompted the Association to work at increasing Southern understanding 

of the relationship of domestic and foreign affairs. 

By 1933 McDonald, on several occasions, reported that he f e l t 

that the radio work had outlived its usefulness. In March, however. 

^^Ibid., February 18, March 11, October 14, December 9, 1931 

^^Ibid, April 13, October 17, 1932. 

°̂New York Times, November 19, 1932, p. IV: 8. 

^ V P A , Minutes of Board of Directors, May 11, 1932. 
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Hit ler 's rise prompted him to obtain permission to make a tour of 

Germany to attempt to find the reasons for that elevation to power. 

While he visited in Europe, other members of the Research Staff made 

22 the weekly broadcasts. McDonald returned in May but in June he 

23 announced that he had ended the radio broadcasts for that year. 

During the f i r s t half of the thirties the Association served 

as host to prominent visitors from abroad. In 1930, General Jan 

Christian Smuts paid his long-awaited v is i t to the United States. 

While here the South African prime minister became embroiled after he 

had remarked in a speech to the Association that the African black 

was "the most patient of animals next to the ass." W.E.B. DuBois 

bridled at the report of this remark and challenged Smuts to a debate 

over their respective racial views. Having sounded like a Mississippi 

polit ician. Smuts chose a politician's way out. He told anyone who 

would listen that he had been misinterpreted. He had meant what he 

24 said as a compliment to the Blacks, not as a derogatory statement. 

The whole incident embarrassed the FPA leadership, and they were 

grateful when i t submerged in other events. 

In October 1931, the Association hosted Premier Pierre Laval of 

France who was visiting the United States. Over 1000 members and 

guests attended a tea held on October 26, and journeyed across town 

to meet with the French Chamber of Commerce in New York for a formal 

^^Ibid., April 12, 1933. 

^^Ibid., June 14, 1933. 

24 New York Times, January 11, 1930, p. 7. 
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dinner honoring the Premier. McDonald, on behalf of the FPA, 

delivered a few remarks at the meeting praising the work of Laval 

and urging France and the United States to work out their differences 

over security.^^ 

Throughout the second decade the Research Department continued 

to grow. More than nine full-t ime or part-time associates continued 

to produce a variety of publications. Much of the work in the early 

part of the decade came from the pen of Buell who also directed the 

overall operation, although Staff members contributed to the work of 

the division. By 1933 the Staff totaled thirteen with the addition 

26 
of Charles A. Thomson as Associate on Latin America. One report 

had become a semi-regular feature of the Information Service, that of 

Dr. Max Winkler's survey of the year's trends in foreign investment, 

and the Staff also began to collaborate with the World Peace Founda-

27 tion in publishing the World Affairs Pamphlets. In 1931 the 

Information Service changed its name when the Postal Department ruled 

that the word "service" could not appear in the t i t l e . The new name 

of the publication. Foreign Policy Reports, reflected more clearly 

the intent of the efforts of the Research Staff. The News Bulletin 

was also renamed the Foreign Policy Bulletin. The two name changes 

28 
brought a greater consistency to the output of the organization. 

25Bulletin, Vol. X, no. 52, (October 30, 1931). 

^^Bulletin, Vol. X I I , no. 33, (June 16, 1933). 

^^Foreign Policy Association Information Service, Vol. V, no. 23; 
no. 26; Vol. V I , nos. 1-26. For a complete l isting of author and t i t l e 
of each report, see Appendix I . Bulletin, Vol. X I I , no. 52, 
(October 27, 1933). 

^^FPA, Minutes of Board of Directors, January 14, October 14, 1931. 
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Demands for the Washington Newsletter, Stone's weekly report on 

capital a f fa i rs , also Increased. Stone reported that the Association's 

reputation had been particularly enhanced by Buell's report on slavery 

in Liberia, which charged that use of forced labor continued in the 

mandated terri tory. The State Department had originally rejected 

Buell's study as false, but later inquiries had demonstrated the 

29 truth of his charges. The board also directed that the Newsletter 

30 be sent to al l college newspapers which subscribed to the Bulletin. 

From January to August, 1933, the Research Staff also aided 

groups interested in American policy. The FPA cooperated with 

several other organizations in the formation of the National Peace 

Conference. McDonald served as a director of the steering committee 

while staff members aided by supplying data to the Conference. 

William T. Stone turned the Washington Newsletter over to the 

Conference for several months. As the pacifist wing became stronger 

in the Conference, the active role taken by the Foreign Policy 

Association gradually diminished, and by June, i t acted primarily as 

31 a supplier of information for the leaders of the Conference. The 

^ I b i d . , January 14, 1931. Washington Newsletter, February 18, 
1931. Raymond Buell, "Forced Labor: Its International Regulation," 
FPR, Vol. V, no. 22, (January 8, 1930), p. 411-428. An international 
study commission of the League of Nations investigating slavery in 
Liberia made its report in September 1930 after two months of study. 
The report bore out Buell's conclusions. See Foreign Relations, 1930, 
Vol. I I , p. 348-350. 

^^FPA, Minutes of Board of Directors, January 14, 1931. 

2^National Peace Conference, Minutes and Agendas of meetings, 
March 30, April 24, May 15, May 22, 1933; Minutes of Steering Committee, 
April 25, May 8, June 28, 1933, FPA. The National Peace Conference 
had received greater attention in Lawrence S. Wittner, Rebels Against 
War (New York: Columbia University Press, 1969), p. 9-14. 
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Conference ultimately decided to support passage of embargoes and 

other positive steps to keep the United States from being involved 

32 in war. 

Throughout the f i r s t half of the decade, the Association and 

the American society were forced to cope with the most disastrous 

economic collapse of this century. The Association held its own in 

membership in 1931, but as the country went into the depths of the 

slump in 1932, the Association suffered its darkest days. Membership 

continually declined and the Association lost over eight hundred 

members that year. 

The effects of the depression were also f e l t in declining 

financial support. To cope with the loss of revenue, the Association 

reacted as did most businesses--reductions in staff and pay. In Apri l , 

Rounds proposed that al l employees be given an option to take an 

extra four week vacation without pay or a reduction in salary equal 

to four weeks. He also proposed a f l a t 10 percent reduction in the 

33 salaries of everyone making more than $1000 per year. Later that 

month, McDonald sent a letter to all members appealing for extra 

donations to help the organization meet the crisis. Explaining the 

need, he wrote: 

The Foreign Policy Association is in a serious dilemma. 
Owing to the complexity of the international situation 
our work has increased; owing to the depression our 
income has declined. . . . 

FPA. 
^^FPA, Report of Subcommittee on Cooperation in Washington, 

-^^Ibid., April 13, 1932. 
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As a result of drastic economies, including two cuts 
in the salaries of our entire staff , our budget for 1932 
has been reduced by $35,000. Nevertheless, we s t i l l need 
$25,000 more than the pledges in hand and membership dues 
will provide. . . . We should of course be redoubling our 
efforts, and while the need for careful investigation and 
education in foreign policies is greater than ever, we 
find ourselves in a crippled condition. I t would Indeed 
be a pity i f we were forced to abandon such important 
work at such a cr i t ical period. 3'* 

The appeal raised over $8,000 for the organization, and the Bulletin 

kept up a steady stream of requests for members to work in recruiting 

new members or to send money to keep the Association from running a 

35 
defici t . 

Despite the loss of membership and funds, the Foreign Policy 

Association continued to expand its activit ies during the depression. 

In 1932 the Association opened an answering service available to any

one with questions about foreign af fa i rs , and i t soon began handling 
oc 

300 requests a month for information. The Speakers' Bureau's 

activity also increased. McDonald gave, for example, five separate 

speeches during March; Buell provided eighteen lectures to the New 

School for Social Research; and other members of the Bureau part ici -
37 pa ted in activit ies in many of the branch chapters. All of the 

political parties came to the Association for information to be used 

38 
in their campaigns that year as well. 

-̂ N̂ew York Times, May 1 , 1932, p. I I : 3. 

'^^Bulletin, Vol. X I , no. 17, (February 26, 1932); Vol. X I I , no. 7, 
(December 16, 1932). 

'^^Bulletin, Vol. X I , no. 22, (April 1 , 1932). 

^^Ibid. , no. 17, (February 26, 1932). 

^^Ibid. , no. 52, (October 28, 1932). 
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By 1933, the Association's experience with the depression 

passed. Membership steadily declined during the early months until 

November. In May, for the f i r s t time since 1928, total numbers were 

below 10,000, but by the end of the year, the membership rose to 

39 10,352. Nevertheless modifications in policies continued to be 

made. Buell suggested, and the board approved, that the less expensive 

Foreign Pol icy Bulletin replace the Foreign Policy Reports for al l 

newspapers that did not subscribe to the Reports. He allowed the 

New York newspapers and the eighty accredited reporters in Washington 

to remain on the free l i s t . The Board of Directors also modified 

the stand they had taken on honoraria for members of the Research 

Staff. Previously, the Associates could keep the fees they received 

for speaking, but after January 31, the board ordered that ten percent 

41 be refunded to the national office. Several members of the office 

42 staff went on a four day week to reduce expenses. But much of the 

financial problem ended when the Association received several founda

tion grants to support its work. In May, McDonald told the directors 

that the Association had received $5,000 from the Woodrow Wilson 

Foundation, $3,500 from the Twentieth Century Fund, and $10,000 from 

43 
the Carnegie Endowment--about one-sixth of the total budget for 1933. 

^^FPA, Minutes of Board of Directors, January 11, January 31, 
March 8, April 12, May 10, June 14, October 18, November 8, 1933, 
January 10, 1934. 

^^Ibid., January 11, 1933. 

^ h b i d . , January 31 , 1933. 

^^Ibid., March 8, 1933. 

^^Ibid. , May 10, 1933. 
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In the early thirties the Association continued to look at 

Itself. In March, Rounds suggested another study of the purpose and 

activity of the organization. He hoped, he told the directors, that 

the study would provide a projection for three to five years so that 

44 plans could be made accordingly. A committee composed of board 

members Bruce Bliven, chairman, Joseph Chamberlain, Paul Kellogg, 

Rounds, Ruth Morgan, H. Alexander Smith, Mrs. Learned Hand, Mrs. Henry 

Goddard, Leach, and Eustace Seligman met until June when it sent back 

a seven-part proposal. The recommendations including hiring a full-

time field secretary, dropping the pamphlet series that had appeared 

only irregularly, beginning preparation for organizing branches in 

45 smaller cities, and perhaps, organizing student groups. The report 

did not receive overwhelming approval by the directors, although 

there was general agreement with its proposals. 

The board confirmed the nonpartisan position of the Association 

when it refused to take an active role in the fight over the World 

Court in 1929.^^ The Association began to expand the Speakers' Bureau 

in January and set as its goal providing speakers on both sides of any 

subject to all branches and speakers from the Research Staff at inex-

47 
pensive fees for other groups. 

44 FPA, Minutes of Board of Directors, March 8, 1933. 

^^FPA, Recommendations of Committee on Plans, June 1933; copy 
inserted in Minutes of Board of Directors, June 14, 1933. 

^^FPA, Minutes of Board of Directors, November 13, 1929. 

^^Ibid., January 9, February 13, 1929. 
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A general reorganization of the Association was completed in 

1932 after four years of work. The Research Staff had grown to a 

total of thirteen full-t ime research associates, and the national 

48 office employed f i f ty- three full-t ime people. Eight of the 

Associates did most of the work in publishing reports for that year. 

Buell, Dean, Stewart, Mildred Wertheimer--who was on leave part of 

the time--Bisson, and newcomer Wilbur Wilson al l wrote three art icles. 

Stone, s t i l l working out of Washington and editing the Washington 

49 Newsletter, managed to write one report on the status of disarmament. 

Foretelling mar\y of the probleiis he would later have, Buell, 

the Director of the Research Staff, received permission to spend the 

fa l l of 1931 at Princeton as a guest lecturer. Some of the Board 

objected to Buell's leave, but both McDonald and Bruce Bliven backed 

50 up their hard-working Research Director. Throughout his association 

with the FPA, Buell would spend much of his time in guest lecturing. 

I t was a mark of both his scholarship and his abi l i ty . Many of the 

Board objected to his division of time between the duties of the 

Association and outside commitments. 

^^Bulletin, Vol. XI , no. 17, (February 26, 1932). The f u l l -
time Associates and their area of competence were Buell, director; 
Bisson, Far East; Dean, Russia, Eastern Europe, I taly; Stewart, eco
nomics and finance; Stone, armaments and United States policy; 
Wertheimer, Germany, Central Europe; Ernest Galarze, Spain, Latin 
America; Mabel Satterlee Ingalls, Balkans; Helen H. Moorhead, Opium; 
John C. deWilde, France, International Organization; Wilbur Williams, 
British Empire; Ora K. Ringwood, l ibrarian; and Elizabeth Batterham, 
secretary. 

49 see index. Appendix I . 

50 FPA, Minutes of Board of Directors, May 13, June 24, 1931. 
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An era in the history of the Association came to an end in 

1933 when McDonald resigned his position. Earlier he had been offered 

a position as head of the newly created Tufts University School of 

International Affairs. McDonald declined, but on October 26, 1933, 

he received a telegram from the Secretary-General of the League of 

Nations: 

Have honor inform you that in conformity Resolution 
Council League Nations October 12th 1933 President in 
office Invites you accept position high commissioner 
for organization on international basis for refugees 
from Germany Stop Please telegraph reply. 

/S / Avenol Secretary General^^ 

This offer could not be refused. I t represented a chance to do some

thing on an international scale to help people. He communicated the 

offer to the board on November 8, and cabled his acceptance after

wards. 

McDonald's resignation created two vacancies in the Association 

since he had served as President and Chairman of the Board of 

Directors. I t created a d i f f icu l t task for the board to replace him, 

and rather than trying to find one man, they elected Joseph 

Chamberlain as Chairman of the Board, and to the more important post 

of President, Raymond Leslie Buell.^^ Along with McDonald's departure. 

Miss Olive Sawyer, who served as his private secretary and as head of 

the promotion bureau, also le f t to assume a similar position with 

^^Avenol to McDonald, October 26, 1933. Copy in FPA, Minutes 
of Board of Directors, November 8, 1933. 

^^FPA, Minutes of Board of Directors, November 8, 1933. 

53 
Ibid. 
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McDonald in Geneva. The board refused to cut their long-time 

president off from the organization's leadership, however, and 

elected him an honorary chairman of the board.^^ When in town, he 

would meet with the directors and continue to give guidance to the 

Association. 

In many ways, McDonald's departure took away a unique aspect of 

the organization. His ready wit and quiet charm had smoothed the 

ruffled feathers of many guests at the Saturday luncheons. He had 

blazed the way for the Association in the use of the radio, and his 

departure left the program without a regular personality. Soon it 

ended. 

Buell was in many ways a different type of leader than McDonald. 

Where McDonald could charm an audience or an executive committee, 

Buell overwhelmed them with sheer knowledge. McDonald had always held 

an executive capacity with the Association, while Buell had worked his 

way up from the Research Staff. It was not that Buell was personally 

less appealing than McDonald, i t was that they constituted two different 

types--McDonald the cosmopolitan, Buell the tireless researcher and 

writer. The other leaders of the Association remained the same. 

Kellogg st i l l sat with the executive committee, but less often than 

in its early days. The men who made the executive committee work were 

now more often Bruce Bliven, editor of The New Republic, and Joseph 

Chamberlain, Columbia University Director of Development. The office 

54 ^^Ibid. 

^^Ibid., December 13, 1933. 
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staff came under the direction of Ester G. Ogden, while Vera Micheles 

Dean handled the Research Staff after Buell's promotion. 

Under Buell's leadership in the latter half of the FPA's second 

decade, the Association continued to undertake the same basic act ivi 

ties and approaches as under McDonald. However, some activities 

enlarged. Under Buell, for example, the FPA began to move into an 

orbit of closer cooperation with other liberal-internationalist 

groups. The World Peace Foundation and the League of Nations Non-

Partisan Association became more frequent in assisting the FPA in its 

activit ies. The contact with the Council on Foreign Relations re

mained, but both groups pursued their ends through different means. 

McDonald once explained the relationship of the FPA to the CFR: 

The Council on Foreign Relations is a much more distin
guished body than ours is. I t is made up only of men. 
(laughter) Miss Ogden said to me before this meeting, 
" I f you get through i t without making some stupid remark 
about women you wil l be lucky." (laughter) 

I t is a distinguished body made up only of men, for 
the most part only men of substantial means, because of 
the membership of one hundred dollars, except for a few 
of the worthy poor, of which the chairman of the Foreign 
Policy Association is one. They hold meetings similar 
to ours, but their meetings are limited to members, and 
in all cases they are closed. . . . 

McDonald went on to describe the various activities of the Council and 

the role of Charles P. Howland in those activit ies. He concluded his 

explanation: 

Now there are doubtless other functions which they are 
performing which I have not told you about, but as we 
see i t , Mr. Howland is representing them and us, and 
Mr. Armstrong them as I represent you. . . . We work 
together very closely, wery sympathetically, and as far as 
either of us can see, there is no essential duplication.^b 

^^McDonald to FPA, speech, FPA, Minutes of Annual Meeting, 
April 14, 1928. 
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Another cooperative effort came during 1934, when the 

Association agreed to join with the Fletcher School of Tufts Univer

sity in establishing a summer program on international relations along 

with the World Peace Foundation. Cooperation with the organization 

that Raymond Rich served as secretary also extended into the publishing 

field in the Issuing of World Affairs pamphlets. In 1934, the most 

profitable of the pamphlets, Henry Wallace's America Must Choose, 

brought inquiries from a number of sources for a prolonged discussion 

of Wallace's point that the United States must choose between inter

national cooperation and economic nationalism. Wallace's book aroused 

such interest that N.B.C. offered time for a roundtable broadcast 

discussing it, and the FPA quickly began organizing speakers for such 

a program. It secured as participants Senators William Borah, William 

Bankhead, and Robert Wagner; Chester Davis, M. L. Wilson, and George N. 

Peek of the AAA; Henry Harriman, president of the United States 

Chamber of Commerce; Matthew Woll of the AFL; Peter Molyneaux, editor 

of the Texas Weekly, an agricultural journal; and, of course, Henry 

Wallace. A special department of the Association was created to 

handle inquiries about Wallace's book, and a list of free speakers 

was provided upon request for those groups that could not pay an 

honorarium. Stone reported that in one month 1300 copies of the list 

58 
had gone out through the Washington office. 

^^FPA, Minutes of Board of Directors, April 11, 1934; Bulletin, 
Vol. XIII, no. 22, (March 30, 1934); no. 27, (May 4, 1934). Henry A. 
Wallace, America Must Choose (New York and Boston: Foreign Policy 
Association and World Peace Foundation, 1934). 

58 FPA, Minutes of Board of Directors, May 9, 1934, 
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The FPA also entered into a period of cooperation with the 

Geneva Research Center in June after the Center presented the 

Association with a $5,000 grant to allow one staff member to spend 

a part of the year in Geneva. The Association decided to rotate the 

appointment with Buell sailing in July to be followed at two month 

59 intervals by Stone, Wertheimer, Dean, and de Wilde. From Geneva, 

the staff members would be able to follow European developments first 

hand and to carry on research that might have been impossible in 

America. The FPA also moved its headquarters to an office which it 

shared with the World Peace Foundation and the Woodrow Wilson Founda

tion. As the officers saw the move, the three organizations could 

cooperate in researching, writing, and publishing. 

Under Buell, the organization considered expanding its program 

into a part of the United States in which it had not been particularly 

active. In 1935 a plan for entry into the South with a program to 

show farmers the connection between agricultural prices and foreign 

affairs received some attention, and preliminary discussions were held 

in the South with several farm leaders. Peter Molyneaux was the key 

man for the program, but after the original conference, the Association 

dropped any real effort as too time consuming for the tangible 

results. 

^^FPA, Minutes of Board of Directors, June 12, 1935; Bulletin, 
Vol. XIV, no. 41, (August 9, 1935). 

^^Bulletin, Vol. XIII, no. 27, (May 4, 1934). 

^hbid., no. 28, (May 11,1934); Vol. XIV, no. 3, (November 16, 
1934). 
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The plans for a public Information study in the South gave way 

to a re-evaluation of the general program of the Association in 1935 

that led to a new venture on the part of the Association. Buell had, 

at f i r s t , been very excited by the possibility of establishing a 

sister group named the Public Affairs Association with the purpose of 

educating the agrarian South as to the relationship of foreign and 

62 
domestic affairs. He argued that because the farmers of the South 

accepted so readily the programs put forth by Huey Long and Father 

Coughlin, they needed some alternative program so as not to be swept 
CO 

up in the fervor of near-fascist crusades. The executive committee 

worried more about the lack of money for the Association than about 

Long or Coughlin at that particular moment, and they deferred action. 

By April , Buell's ardor cooled, and he proposed that the Association 

consider publishing a series of pamphlets that would include one 

which would stress the relation between domestic and international 

affairs. In May, the board agreed to publish such a series. I t 

ended its a f f i l ia t ion with the World Peace Foundation on its pamphlet 

series and began preparation for publishing its own series. By 

September, the Department of Popular Education had issued its f i r s t 

book. The Headline Series, as the pamphlets were known, were published 

with the aid of a grant from the Rockefeller Foundation. The f i r s t of 

62 

'ibid. 

FPA, Minutes of Board of Directors, March 20, 1935. 

63 

^^Ibid., April 10, 1935. I t did with its second Headline Book, 
Rhyl is AT~Goslin and John C. de Wilde, Mad£ i j i y..i.A. (New York: 
Foreign Policy Association, 1935). 
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the series, written by Rhyl is A. Goslin, head of the Department of 

Popular Education, appeared in September. As the Association 

promised, it aimed at a general audience and clarified its points 

with profuse Illustrations and charts. The Association justified its 

efforts by saying: 

The gravity of the world crisis is one compelling reason 
for this new venture. If society is to solve the funda
mental problems of our times without resort to violence, 
it must apply knowledge and understanding more success
fully than it has in the past. . . . We believe that the 
most urgent service which the Foreign Policy Association 
can perform at this time is to develop new means of pub
lic education which will serve to secure a wide distri
bution and more effective use of the knowledge derived 
from research. 

The Reports, the Bulletins, and the occasional pam
phlets will be continued as in the past, but will be 
supplemented by new reading material for the large 
reading public.^^ 

The first of the series, War Tomorrow: Will We Keep Out?, worked 

toward that purpose. It constituted a strongly worded appeal for the 

development of a policy that would keep the United States out of war, 

and suggested that Robert LaFollette had been one of the few men to 
cc 

have seen what was happening in 1916. After the book came out, 

the directors began to have second thoughts. They were concerned 

about the desirability of the series and about the possibility that 

the series would destroy the carefully cultivated reputation for non-

partisanship in discussing foreign affairs. In October, they directed 

that the board would approve each future book before it went to the 

65 Bulletin, Vol. XIV, no. 41 , (August 9, 1935). 

^^Rhylis A. Goslin, War Tomorrow: WijJ We Keep Out? (New York: 
Foreign Policy Association, 1935), p. 13-14. 
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printers. The series constituted a major commercial success for 

the Association, however. By November, the f i r s t edition had sold 

out and had gone into a second printing. A second book in the f i r s t 

series appeared as the year began to close. Goslin and John C. 

de Wilde, of the Research Staff, co-authored this one discussing 

the relationship of foreign trade to American manufacturing. While 

its position was less biased, the book s t i l l presented a liberal point 

of view that the United States was not and could not be isolated from 

the political or economic affairs of Europe. Made in U.S.A. also 

stressed the need for a re-evaluation of American policy in the light 
CO 

of the changing American position in the world economy. The Board 

of Directors found l i t t l e fault with i t . 

Although the Headline pamphlets had a good response from the 

reading public, the Board of Directors worried about the appearance 

of bias which was contained in the series. They asked the Research 

Staff to take over the writing of each issue, but the staff begged 
69 off on the grounds of too heavy commitments and limited resources. 

Nevertheless, the books continued to enjoy brisk sales. Four more 

books appeared in the f i r s t series including books on dictators, the 

crisis in Asia, and the party conventions. The book on Japan, 

T. A. Bisson's Clash in the Pacific, sold out in one month, and the 

^^FPA, Minutes of Board of Directors, October 9, 1935. 

^^Goslin and de Wilde, Made I n U.. S.. A., p. 13-14. 

^^FPA, Minutes of Board of Directors, January 15, 1936. 

^^Ibid. 
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books circulated to 40,000 persons outside the membership of the 

Association. The public schools of the country were reported to be 

very interested in using the books. Consequently, a commercial pub

lisher came in to handle the distribution of the books. Macmillan 

had originally shown interest in the series, but in October, Grosset 

72 and Dunlap received a contract for commercial distribution. The 

success of the series also led Thomas Nelson and Sons to approach the 

FPA as to the possibility of writing a textbook on international 

73 relations, but the Association rejected the offer. 

Occasionally during this period special research projects and 

contests were undertaken. In 1935 a request of importance came to 

the national office from Cuba which had just completed a revolution 

against President Machado. The new regime of President Carlos 

Mendieta asked the Association to make a thorough study of the island 

for his government. After receiving funding from the Rockefeller 

Foundation, a study committee composed of Buell, chairman, and 

Thompson, secretary, representing the Association, and eleven other 

75 scholars including Frank Tannenbaum, began its work. The report, 

completed in 1935, received warm praise as an outstanding study of 

^ h b i d . , April 22, 1936. Thomas Bisson, Clash in the Pacific 
(New York: Foreign Policy Association, 1936). 

^^FPA, Minutes of Board of Directors, October 21, 1936. 

^'^Ibid., March 18, 1936. 

^^Ibid., April 11, 1934; Bulletin, Vol. X I I I , no. 27, (May 4, 
1934). 

^^Bulletin, Vol. X I I I , no. 32, (June 8, 1934). 
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the problems of the island. The report expressed much of the pro

gressive liberal thinking that characterized the Association. I t 

recommended land redistribution and massive aid from the United 

States as necessary precursors to effective democracy in Cuba; stabi

lization of the Cuban currency; a public health program and a soil 

survey; and the establishment of a self-sufficient economy. 

In 1936, the Association undertook a campaign to awaken the 

public to the dangers of war. In its earliest days, the Association 

had opposed embargoes as aiding aggressors, but, after 1930, i t began 

to favor them as a means of allowing the United States to aid the 

League of Nations in suppressing aggression. Stone told the directors 

in January that there was a reviving interest in neutrality legisla

tion, and by March, the Washington office had received a large number 

of requests for assistance in both information and legislative 

categories. In February, Marguerite Stewart announced that the 

Association would sponsor an essay contest for college students on 

the topic "Will Neutrality Keep Us Out of War?" The contest offered 

f i f ty dollars for f i r s t prize for an editorial of no more than 1000 

words. Over 240 students entered the contest which was won by an 

78 
economics major at the University of California. 

^^Ibid., Vol. XIV, no. 14, (February 1 , 1935). 

^^FPA, Minutes of Board of Directors, January 15, 1936, 
March 18, 1936. 

^^Ibid. , February 19, 1936; Bulletin, Voi. XV, no. 14, 
(January 31, 1935); Bulletin, Vol. XV, no. 27, (May 1 , 1936). The 
number of entries came from 115 colleges in 38 states. The winner 
was Miss Marion Josephine Donnelly. 
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In late 1936, C.B.S. exhibited a desire to begin a new series 

of talks and Buell delivered two fifteen-minute speeches on his way 

79 back from Geneva. The network decided that i t preferred to have 

a professional announcer-commentator do the broadcasts, but agreed 

80 
to hold auditions for the FPA staff. Nothing came of the effort. 

Without the radio programs, the board authorized the creation of 

study groups for the Headline Books as an alternate way of providing 

a forum for the public. To increase its own respectability in inter

national af fa i rs , i t voted to join the prestigious International 

81 Studies Committee. The FPA became only the second American group 

to be invited to membership--the other was the Council on Foreign 

Relations. 

During the second half of the decade various administrative 

changes were made in the Association. New staff members increased 

the f lex ib i l i ty of the Association. Francis Perkins Miller joined 

as Field Secretary in October. His job included increasing the 

number of branches and also cooperating with the Washington bureau. 

The Washington office received a new full-time staff member when 

David H. Popper joined Stone in the capital. Popper had received his 

M.A. from Harvard, graduating f i r s t in his class. His addition to 

the Washington staff made i t possible for the bureau to become a 

full-time operation. William Koren, a Rhodes Scholar from Princeton, 

^^FPA, Minutes of Board of Directors, November 24, 1936; 
Bulletin, Vol. XVI, no. 2, (November 6,1936). 

FPA, Minutes of Board of Directors, December 16, 1936. 80 

^ h b i d . , April 22, 1936. 
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entered the staff at this time without a definite assignment, but he 

soon took over writing on African affairs. Marguerite Stewart, 

Maxwell Stewart's wife, joined the staff as a developer of popular 

programs for high school students at the same time her husband le f t 

82 the Research Staff to become an Associate Editor of The Nation. 

Staff changes came in the organization when Miller l e f t as 
oo 

Field Secretary in June, and no replacement was named. Miller 

resigned to take the position of executive secretary in an organiza

tion that the FPA had played a large role in developing. Buell's 

idea for a sister organization to the Association that would concen

trate in domestic affairs found realization in the formation of the 

Public Affairs Committee in 1936. Miller became its executive 

secretary while Buell served as chairman. Representatives of the 

Brookings Institution, Twentieth Century Fund, American Council, 

Institute of Pacific Relations, Pollack Foundation, Institute of 

Public Health, and the National Bureau of Economic Research served as 

directors. Another old friend of the FPA, Maxwell S. Stewart, became 
84 the editor of the Committee's publications. The Committee planned 

to issue pamphlets based on research into domestic questions, and 

although there would be no off icial connection between the FPA and 

the PAC, i t , in effect, would serve the same function in the domestic 

arena that the FPA served in the international one. 

^^Bulletin, Vol. X I I I , no. 50, (October 12, 1934). 

^^FPA, Minutes of Board of Directors, June 12, 1935. 

84 Bulletin, Vol. XV, no. 20, (March 13, 1936). 
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The development of financial support continued to be a matter 

of some concern for the Association. I t provided many services for 

legislators and the m1d-1930's was a time of important legislative 

action in foreign affairs. Contributions to the Association were 

stimulated in 1935 when the Bureau of Internal Revenue ruled that such 

85 

contributions were tax deductible. The Association had been adver

tising them as such for years but had been unable to obtain a ruling 

to that effect from the government. 

Only a few changes in the activities of the FPA occurred as the 

second decade of the Association's l i f e came to an end in 1939. Plans 

were made to hold teacher's institutes occasionally in conjunction 

with the Saturday luncheons. One took place on February 27, 1937, 
oc 

but out of 1600 teachers invited only 135 attended. In other 
87 activity, Buell remained as chairman of the Public Affairs Committee. 

The Popular Education department agreed to take over publication of 

88 
the World Affairs pamphlets from the National Peace Conference. 

The Washington office expanded its operations in 1937 after receiving 

89 a grant of $4,000 from the National Peace Conference. The new 

scope included issuing a biweekly information bulletin containing 

significant press releases. 

^^Ibid., no. 3, (November 15, 1935). 

^^Ibid., February 17, March 17, 1937. 

^^Ibid. , May 19, 1937. 

^^Ibid. , October 20, 1937. 

89 FPA, Minutes of Board of Directors, November 17, 1937. 
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The attempts to reopen the radio operations of the Association 

s t i l l remained unsettled. C.B.S. remained unhappy with the auditions 

that i t held to find someone to read the material prepared by the 

Association, and no program had gone on the air by February 1937. 

The twentieth anniversary year marked the end of another era for 

the Foreign Policy Association. After 1938, Buell l e f t the presidency 

of the Association to begin development of a series of panel discus

sions for Fortune Magazine. He gradually drew away from active and 

exclusive participation in the leadership of the organization. 

Unlike McDonald who had devoted most of his time to the presidency, 

the hyper-energetic Buell found many outlets for his activity. He 

helped in the creation of the Public Affairs Committee, and also in 

the formation of several policy committees including one on economic 

policy of which he was chairman. The board on several occasions 

reminded Buell of his responsibility to the FPA. I t was not that 

Buell forsook his work as president, he simply became, as many dynamic 

figures do, involved in a wide variety of projects. The book which 

he had promised the Fletcher School several years earlier lay 

unwritten because he had not found time to finish i t . In March, he 

requested that the board allow him to become a part-time lecturer at 

91 
the school as a way of meeting the obligation. The board approved. 

In October, he asked for a six-month leave of absence to work with 

Fortune in preparing articles on foreign affairs. The board also 

^^Ibid., February 17, 1937. 

^ h b i d . , March 16, 1938. 
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approved this leave, but directed him to make a full report of his 

92 

plans by May 1 , 1939. Ester Gibbs Ogden, another long-time s ta f f 

member, also l e f t the organization in 1938. She had replaced 

Christina Merriman when the l a t t e r l e f t because of i l l health in 1927. 

When Miss Merriman resigned in 1929, Ogden became Secretary. From 

1929-1938, she stood as a strong r i gh t arm of the president, d i rect ing 

the o f f i ce work, giving advice, and generally supervising the c le r i ca l 

work. But her a c t i v i t y went further- She was a valuable advisor to 

the board with a good eye for public opinion. She served as a 

director of the Woodrow Wilson Foundation and was instrumental in 

garnering a substantial grant for the FPA during the depression. In 

late 1937, she suffered a very severe heart attack and in January 
93 1938 she resigned. Like McDonald, her loss was minimized by making 

her an honorary d i rector of the Association. From her home in 

Petersham, Massachusetts, she kept up a continuous correspondence 

with the o f f icers of the Association who sought her advice. 

In i t s twentieth year, the Association returned to the radio. 

After an absence of almost four years, stat ion WQXR in New York City 
94 

began a weekly program based on material prepared by the Association. 

In September, i t expanded i t s local coverage to include the Saturday 

95 luncheons. 

92 ib id . , October 13, 1938. Buell would resign the presidency in 
April 1939, to work for Fortune f u l l time. General Frank Ross McCoy 
would replace him. 

93 Ib id . , January 19, 1938. Bu l l e t i n , Vol. XVII , no. 11 
(January 7, 1938). 

^^FPA, Minutes of Board of Directors, January 19, 1938. 

^^Bu l le t i n , Vol. XVII , no. 46, (September 9, 1938). 
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By the end of the 1930's the Association's publication program 

was continuing to make significant contributions to the libraries 

of international af fa irs . The Reports came out at two week intervals, 

while the Headline Books had become one of the major sellers in the 

Association's galaxy of publications. In February, the Association 

concluded an agreement with Modern Age Books to distribute a cloth 

edition of each book while the American News Company received the 

rights to the paperback edition. However, the paperback agreement 

lasted only one month and then was terminated because Modern Age 

97 complained that the paperbacks cut into their sales. The books 

remained good sellers and the FPA continued to have requests for 

some of the f i r s t numbers. By the end of 1938, sixteen books in the 

series had been issued. Gradually, they became more sophisticated, 

longer, and more detailed. The latter books increased in size from 

forty to one hundred pages. More space was devoted to analysis, 

and there were fewer graphs and simple charts such as had characterized 

the early volumes. Bias lessened as the Research Staff took over the 

writing of the books. Research activities came under the direction 

of Vera Dean as Buell gradually found that his outside activities 

kept him from supervising the activity of the Department, and in 1938, 

the board, on Buell's recommendation, appointed Dean Research 

Director. 

^^FPA, Minutes of Board of Directors, January 19, 1938. 

^^Ibid., March 16, 1938. 

^^Bulletin, Vol. XVII , no. 31, (May 27, 1938). 
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The Association gradually began to reduce its ties to the 

outside pressure groups toward the end of the decade. The arrange

ment with the Economic Policy Committee was dropped in March. In 

February, Stone was refused permission to testify before the Senate 

Foreign Relations Committee as the representative of the National 

99 Peace Conference because of the Conference s propaganda activity. 

To escape further from the association with other groups, Buell 

proposed that as a part of the twentieth anniversary celebration, the 

FPA raise $100,000 to $150,000 as a present to purchase for the FPA 

a house similar to the one owned by the Council on Foreign Relations. 

One fund began in 1938, but i t never reached the level that Buell had 

hoped for. 

The twentieth anniversary did cause much planning for a celebra

tion of the event. Buell suggested in January that an Anniversary 

Committee handle the planning for the celebration, and i t began its 

new task in March. In May, the committee called for a dinner with a 

major speaker. That dinner marked a return of McDonald to the 

podium as he presented the history of the Association to a radio 

audience before John G. Winant spoke, appropriately enough, over a 

radio hook-up from Geneva.^^^ The dinner closed out twenty years of 

work by the Association. 

^^FPA, Minutes of Board of Directors, February 25, 1938. 

^^^Ibid., February 16, 1938. 

^^hbid. . May 18, 1938. 

^^^Written Transcript, Twentieth Anniversary Luncheon, FPA, 
December 10, 1938. 
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For twenty years, the Foreign Policy Association In one form 

or another had operated to keep certain Americans aware of develop

ments in foreign affairs. Its work led it to use the radio as a 

device to reach the largest number in the easiest form. It had, in 

fact, pioneered in that use. Two men served as President during that 

time, James McDonald and Raymond Buell. Both men brought expertise 

of different sorts to the office. McDonald could talk, and act in a 

diplomatic manner, while Buell brought the skills of the researcher 

and organizer to the office. Other workers in the administrative 

branch had equal skills. Christina Merriman knew her way around many 

of the social-worker groups of New York City and provided easy access 

to the members of the Association. Ester Ogden, when she replaced 

Merriman, brought a different skill to the office. Her efficiency, 

her sage advice, were valued by all of the officers and by the board. 

The board itself complimented the office staff. Men of varied skills 

and Interests served on the board during those twenty years. Scholars 

such as Philip Jessup and James Shotwell, publicists such as Paul 

Kellogg and Bruce Bliven, legal minds such as Ralph Rounds and 

Learned Hand, financiers such as Thomas Lamont and Otto Kahn, politi

cal figures such as Ernest Gruening and H. Alexander Smith, all brought 

differing views that gave added breadth to the executive committee. 

Decisions were not made by one man or one group of men, although these 

few do stand out as the opinion leaders of the board. The Research 

Staff diligently served the purpose of the organization. From its 

first director in Edward Meade Earle to Vera Micheles Dean, the staff 

constantly sought to present as unbiased, accurate, and current data 
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as possible. Its staff members made respected reputations in the 

area of research. Mildred Wertheimer in German af fa i rs , Thomas A. 

Bisson in Asian af fa i rs , William Stone in disarmament policy, those 

names carried an air of competency in anything they wrote. They 

were not in fa l l ib le , but they constantly sought perfection. 

I f there was a common unifying theme in the work of the 

Association, i t was the theme of the liberal progressive who hoped 

that the world could l ive at peace and that the United States could 

carry on its activity in a prosperous world. They hoped for many of 

the goals of Woodrow Wilson--the right of self-determination, free 

commerce throughout the world, international cooperation for world 

security. I f they erred, i t was on the side of hoping for too much. 

They believed that an educated public would understand world affairs 

and react rationally to them. They were workers with good in their 

hearts, a sometimes-too-idealistic view of the world in their minds, 

and the will to bring their energy to bear on the problems of the day. 



CHAPTER IV 

REDEEMING THE PLEDGES: THE FOREIGN POLICY ASSOCIATION 

AND THE POST-WAR SETTLEMENT 

There is no cause more noble than this, none more worthy 
of our utmost striving. James G. McDonald, speech to 
the FPA, January, 1921. 

In one of his more garrulous moments, Calvin Coolidge rejected 

a request that the United States consider reducing or canceling 

European war debts with the withering, "They hired the money didn't 

they?" Silent Cal may never have delivered that folksy l ine, but i t 

embodied the essence of American policy following the war regarding 

those debts. The United States talked l ike the friendly neighborhood 

banker of l i terature about lengthening the term of the loan; i t con

sidered refloating the loan at different interest rates. But there 

was l i t t l e chance that the administration in power would cancel the 

principle--either of money or national honor. To the Foreign Policy 

Association, the most i r r i tat ing aspect of the government's debt 

policy was not the insistence that the debts be honored, but rather 

the failure of the government to see that i ts policy could only be 

successful i f i t were pursued within the reality of postwar 

The best description of the issue of war debts and reparations 
is Harold G. Moulton and Leo Pasvolsky, War Debts and World Prosperity 
(New York: The Century Company, 1932); but see as well National 
Industrial Conference Board, Tli£ jnter-Any; Debt and the United States 
(New York: National Industrial Conference Board, 1925)7 and Harold G. 
Moulton, "War Debts and International Trade Theory," American Economic 
Review, Vol. XV, no. 4 (December, 1925), p. 700-716. 
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international financial conditions. The world had become too inter

dependent for the United States to imagine I tself outside the pale, 

hiding behind the watery barriers of its oceans, oblivious to the 

economic Impact of the international debts, but demanding that the 

Europeans come across with the money owed their savior. The 

Association agreed wholeheartedly with the Christian Science Monitor 

when i t proclaimed, " i f the United States hopes to take any Interest 
2 

out of Europe i t must take an interest in Europe." 

America's Interest in postwar Europe rested on a different 

basis than its prewar cousin, and i t may be prudent to review 

briefly the factors which caused the differences. The war with its 

regimentation and increased social mobility had produced a number of 

changes in the American society. But none of the changes was as 

important to the future of the United States as the impact of the 

war on the American economic position in world affairs. When the 

conflict began, the United States was a debtor nation, its prosperity 

and economic growth depending in part on European investments. The 

war drastically reduced the volume of European investments--

principally British--as the capital was converted to war use, but the 

slack in the American economy was taken up by an increased demand for 

American manufactured goods, thereby replacing the withdrawn 

^Quoted in Bulletin, Vol. I , no. 16, (March 3, 1922). The 
question of debts can be studied to a lesser extent in relation to 
American policy in the biographical Charles C. Hyde, Charles Evans 
Hughes, Vol. X of Samuel F. Bemis, The American Secretaries of State 
and their Diplomacy (New York: Alfred Knopf, 1929)^ 
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investment capital. At the same time the Americans were paying off 

foreign Investments through increased exports, they were loaning money 

to the Allies for their war effort. The result was that at war's end, 

the United States had, for the f i r s t time in its history, become a 

creditor nation. The magnitude of this shift can be seen in the change 

of debts and credits from 1914 to 1919. In 1914, the l iab i l i t i es of 

the United States (debts exceeding credits) totaled 3.686 bi l l ion 

dollars; by 1919, the credits of the United States (credits exceeding 

debts) exceeded 3 bi l l ion dollars excluding the war debts contracted 

between the government of the United States and the Allied governments, 
3 

a sum of 9 bi l l ion dollars. 

To pay that debt, the Europeans would have to sell an increasing 

quantity of goods in America to obtain the necessary dollars. The 

United States, however, refused to drop her previous policy of a 

protective t a r i f f , a policy which placed the Europeans at a severe 

disadvantage in attempting to trade in the American market. Since 

they could not obtain the dollars they needed from the United States, 

the Europeans sought to force Germany to provide the necessary funds 

through reparations. 

Of al l the settlements reached in war-torn Paris following the 

Armistice, none occupied the thoughts of the leaders of the Foreign 

Policy Association longer than did that of reparations and its 

George Soule, Prosperity Decade, From War to Depression: 
1917-1929, Vol. V I I I of The Economic History of the. M l g l I M g l 
ed. Henry David et a l - (9 volumes; New York: Rinehart and Company, 
1947), p. 252-254. 
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concomitant issue of war debts. From the day that Germany found 

itself pinned beneath a bill far beyond the expectations of the 

liberals, the Association sought to have the sum modified into a 

realistic settlement that would bring recovery to Europe without strip

ping Germany of its nationhood. The key to any such realistic settle

ment lay in the attitude of the United States. American policy toward 

the nations of Europe that owed her money would decide the question 

of a satisfactory European settlement. Consequently, the Association 

constantly urged leaders in Washington to participate in European 

discussions regarding the settlements. 

The work of the Association regarding war debts began during 

its activist period when, as the League of Free Nations Association, 

it hoped to bring about an international economic conference that 

would illustrate to the United States the necessity of cooperation 

with the continent in the reconstruction of the European economy. 

James McDonald traveled to England and to Europe in October and 

November 1920 to discuss the proposed conference with several leaders 

including Robert Cecil. Cecil thought the idea good, but begged 

off attending on the grounds of pressing business. When McDonald 

returned, he recommended that the idea be dropped because of coolness 

from the other European leaders. There was, he admitted, a general 

feeling that such a conference would be an excellent opportunity to 

educate Americans on the facts of international economic life, but 

at the present time any suggestions from Europeans were likely to be 

misinterpreted. 

^The Bulletin of the League of Free Nations Association, Vol. I, 
no. 10,~T^ec ember, 192077" 
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In the early part of 1921, leaks from Paris began indicating 

that the final b i l l assessed on Germany would reach f i f t y - f i ve bi l l ion 

dollars, far above what the American delegation had suggested as 

Germany's maximum abi l i ty to pay. McDonald fumed at the terms of the 

possible settlement. Germany had never had a trade surplus of 

sufficient dimensions to allow her to pay the one and one-half bi l l ion 

dollars annually that this plan proposed. As an explanation for the 

enormous b i l l , McDonald put forward the theory that i t represented an 

attempt by England to gain leverage over the United States. Lloyd 

George had always opposed a settlement that imposed unreasonable 

terms on Germany. Therefore his acquiescence must stem from a desire 

to coerce the United States into adjusting the debts. In conclusion 

wrote McDonald: 

I do not claim to have inside information but am merely 
offering a suggestion which on the face of all circum
stances appears the most reasonable. . . . I t is my 
judgment that he was persuaded that this settlement 
might be used as a trading point with us in their nego
tiations about their debts due this government. We may 
expect that the Allies wil l now in substance say to our 
representative that so long as we insist upon holding 
them to their ful l obligation . . . they must insist 
upon securing from Germany sufficient reparations not 
merely to meet their own immediate needs but also to 
pay interest charges to us. . . . Their conclusion is 
obvious:--Since America would gain so much from a 
revision of the reparation settlement she ought to 
revise the Allied debt to her.^ 

That would be the point which the Association emphasized throughout the 

l i fe of the controversy—America, and indeed the whole world would gain 

from a general revision of the various aspects of the debt question. 

^ Ibid. , no. 11-12, (January-February, 1921). 
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McDonald spelled out the program that the Association supported in a 

luncheon address. The debt, reparation, and disarmament issues were 

too interrelated to be settled in a vacuum, and unless they were 

settled, the League of Nations would not have a chance. The United 

States had an obligation to take the lead in helping to achieve 

that settlement, and those who supported American participation in the 

war had a special obligation to work to make the United States accept 

its obligation: 

There is no cause more noble than this, none more worthy 
of our utmost striving. I plead with you to cooperate 
with us in our endeavors to do what we can to bring a 
peace which will at least be a settlement which does not 
check and thwart the normal economic laws of our indus
trial life, which instead will be a settlement which will 
accelerate the healing process of reconstruction and 
eventually make possible the sort of League of Nations 
we have dreamed of.^ 

In this, as in all problems, the Association pled for an international 

approach. 

When Germany received the f ina l o f f i c i a l reparations b i l l and 

i t s proportions became general knowledge, Paul Cravath analyzed the 

settlement for the New York Herald. Cravath, a long-time Associate of 

the LFNA, attacked the enormous sum which Germany was required to pay. 

Although the new plan had certa in advantages in promoting reduced 

annual payments, Cravath argued that i t stretched Germany's a b i l i t y to 

the l i m i t . Germany's only hope lay in convincing the world that she 

was attempting to honor her ob l igat ion. Her a b i l i t y to pay would lay 

in the wil l ingness of the world to allow her to reduce dras t ica l l y her 

^ Ib id . 
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Imports while increasing her exports. That meant that the other 

countries would have to allow a full flow of German goods. Would the 

United States, he asked, allow a competitor to increase its exports 

at the expense of American exporters? Hardly. Therefore, only a 

few years under the plan would prove that Germany could not pay, and 

only if the world thought she had tried might she escape condemna

tion. When the Allied Supreme Council announced plans for a general 

conference at Genoa to discuss the economic dislocation of the war, 

the Association strongly urged the United States to join the meeting. 

The Association stated that paramount among the reasons compelling 

the United States to attend was the economic interdependence of the 

United States and Europe, and claimed that "no material progress can 
o 

be made without the wholehearted cooperation of the United States." 

Devoting a page of the Bulletin to the developments of the movement 

toward Genoa, they continually asked the question, "Should we go to 

Genoa?" or "Will we go to Genoa?" On March 17, 1922, the headline 

read, "We Will Not Go To Genoa." The off icial reasons for not going--

exclusion of the major causes of the economic crisis and the 

unwillingness of the United States to confer with the Soviet Union 

until the relations with that country had been regularized—did not 

tell the whold story. Hughes had been unwilling to go, said the 

Bulletin, because the Senate had not acted on the Washington treaties, 

1922). 

^Bulletin, Vol. I, no. 3, (July, 1921). 

^Ibid., no. 12, (February 3, 1922); no. 13, (February 10, 
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He feared that further involvement with Europe would bring a rejec-
9 

tion of the t rea t ies . The decision b i t t e r l y disappointed the 

Association. The United States should have attended so as to be a 

part of the general settlement. 

When the conference ended without making any posi t ive agree

ments that would rehab i l i ta te Europe, many found f au l t with France 

for her refusal to accept any proposed settlement. James McDonald, 

on the other hand, blamed the United States: 

We have done nothing since the Washington Conference to 
help the European s i tua t ion . We have been unwil l ing to 
go to Genoa; we have been unwi l l ing to of fer France any
th ing; we have been unwi l l ing to deal with Russia; we 
have l imi ted ourselves to pious, superior preachments 
which help Europe not at a l l . Unti l we are in a posit ion 
to say to France that we are prepared to help with her 
two major problems--the problem of protection and the 
problem of f inance--unt i l we are prepared to say, 'We 
w i l l help you to be secure; we w i l l help you to be 
solvent, ' i t does not l i e in our mouth to blame France.^° 

The Association consistently put fo r th the philosophy that the United 

States held the pivotal posi t ion in any settlement to be made regard

ing European economic condit ions. I t absolved France of the ult imate 

responsib i l i ty for the f a i l u re of the Europeans to come to grips with 

their problems. France had been obstreperous, that the FPA would not 

deny, but France's reluctance to enter any agreement to reduce the 

burden on Germany stemmed from the refusal of the United States to 

make any adjustments regarding France. When the International Loan 

Committee made i t s f i na l report to the Reparations Committee, i t 

^ I b i d . , no. 18, (March 17, 1922). 

^ ° I b i d . , no. 28, (May 26, 1922). 



118 
charged that the terms of the Versail les settlement prevented any 

ef fect ive action on the German economic condit ion. The treaty would 

have to be revised. Even more important to the reparation problem, 

said the bankers who made up the loan committee, was the realignment 

of the conditions concerning Germany that would allow loans to be 

made. France refused to make any revisions in the terms given Germany 

un t i l the United States reduced the terms of France's obl igat ion to 

i t . Congress refused to allow any discussion of reduction. " Is i t 

surprising that France is b i t t e r . . .?" asked the Bu l le t in . Br i ta in 

had indicated a wil l ingness to reduce the debts of France and I ta l y 

to her in proportion to the reduction given her by the United States; 

the United States refused: 

In the las t analysis, therefore, the responsib i l i ty for 
the f a i l u re of the loan is not with France but with the 
United States, and especially with the Administration 
which, condemning in others a policy of po l i t i ca l 
expedience, has openly yielded to po l i t i ca l pressure at 
home.-̂ ^ 

To members of the Association, the interrelated issues of war 

debts and reparations combined to form a major part of the greatest 

problem of the day—world peace. I f the solutions could not be found 

to the economic d is locat ions, the danger of war continued to ex is t . 

As with the debt question, the United States bore the chief responsi

b i l i t y for reaching some conclusion on reparations. Three great 

I b i d . , no. 31 , (June 16, 1922); for Hoover's pos i t ion, see 
Joseph Brandes, Herbert Hoover and Economic Diplomacy: Department of 
Commerce Pol icy, 1921-1928 (Pittsburgh: University of Pittsburgh Press, 
1962). ^Brandes argues that Hoover over-extended the influence of the 
Commerce Department into areas best l e f t to the Department of State 
with a resul t ing narrow economic nationalism that disrupted the flow 
of American trade. This was exactly the complaint of the FPA. 
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problems blocked the search for world peace--reparations, debts, and 

armaments. '*At this moment the solution is possible if President 

nai\Ufig will act. . . . We call upon him to act." If he would not 

act, the Association called upon someone outside the administration 

to take the necessary steps as Borah had done in calling the 

12 Washington Conference. 

Borah, interestingly enough for an old irreconcilable, enjoyed 

a very good relationship with the Foreign Policy Association. Though 

he opposed the League of Nations, the Association credited him with 

understanding the interrelatedness of Europe and the United States 

better than many of those who supported Wilson's dream. The 

Association praised the Senator from Idaho after he issued a statement 

on August 3, 1922, advocating cancellation of the uncollectable 

portions of the all ied debt and extending easy terms on the rest. 

McDonald wrote of the Senator: 

Senator Borah who more than any other single individual 
aroused American public opinion to see the imperative 
necessity for naval armament reduction can better than 
any one else educate that same public opinion to see 
the opportunity and duty which the all ied indebtedness 
gives to us as a people to help Europe save itself.^^ 

Help Europe to help i tsel f . That was a noble aspiration for 

the members of the Association and for the nation. Not only could 

the United States aid in the economic recovery of Europe, but by 

doing so, i t could extend its influence over Europe in such a way as 

^^Bulletin, Vol. I , no. 37, (July 28, 1922). [ I ta l ics in 
original] 

^^Ibid., no. 39, (August 11, 1922). 
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to improve the quality of l i f e for a l l people. Even greater than 

the desire to aid Europe for humanitarian reasons was the desire to 

serve American self-interest by preventing another war. America 

existed, argued the Association, as the great neutral power of the 

world. I f war came, the United States could not hope to remain 

unscathed by the destruction. Therefore, the United States should do 

14 all in its power to elevate Europe to a plateau of peace. Segments 

of American isolationism and American internationalism could agree 

upon at least that one point- - i t was better that Europe live in peace 

than in war, at least as far as the safety of the United States was 

concerned. The Association presented the means of accomplishing 

these both noble and practical ends as also means of nonentangling 

involvement! Its plan of cooperation had everything the nation 

wanted, at least as presented. America should work closely with the 

Reparations Commission to achieve an equitable settlement of the 

economic problems of Germany. 

Through the Commission, the United States could act as the 

arbiter of this most urgent problem. Moreover, the American influence 

would spread far beyond the Commission i tsel f . The presence of the 

United States delegates on the Commission would give i t such a cloak 

of respectability that no nation would dare refuse its requests. 

And, said McDonald: 

This decisive influence would be exerted without 
involving this country in any of the entangling and 
complicated political questions growing out of the 

14 Ib id . , no. 42, (September 1 , 1922). 
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peace settlement. Nor would American membership on 
the Reparations Commission involve any moral approval 
or give any additional sanction to the peace treaty.^^ 

There was no question in the mind of the Association on whether 

the United States should involve i tself in these economic-political 

affairs of Europe. Though the executive committee obfuscated the 

issue by saying that participation would not commit the United States 

to European settlements, they were not really concerned with that 

aspect of the problem. What really prompted the leadership of the 

Association was the fear that without American mediation another war 

would occur. The European settlement was the crucial issue of the 

time. The Harding administration had to act. 

Closely related to the German reparation imbroglio was the 

Allied indebtedness to the United States. The Allies had borrowed 

approximately ten bi l l ion dollars from their associate during and 

immediately after the war. Following the war, they began a campaign 

to reduce or cancel their obligations. In substance, the Foreign 

Policy Association agreed with them. Lord Balfour suggested in mid

summer 1922 that the German reparations bi l l be reduced from 

132,000,000,000 gold marks to 50,000,000 gold marks, and the French 

war debt to Britain be cancelled. The Association hailed the proposal 

as "the greatest single step towards political peace and economic 

rehabilitation of Europe since the Armistice." ^ Everyone would 

benefit from such an arrangement, said the Bulletin. The United States 

^^Ibid, no. 41 , (August 25, 1922). 

^^Ibid., no. 36, (July 21, 1922). Soule, Prosperity Decade, 
p. 254. 
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would prosper because of increased trade with the former a l l ies . But 

for the reductions to happen, the United States would have to make 

concessions to England and France. The French debt (approximately 

three bi l l ion dollars) should be cancelled, and the English debt 

should be reduced and the terms made very lenient. In telegrams 

and letters to government o f f ic ia ls , and in the Bulletin, the 

Association argued that such a policy would be the course of wisdom. 

By allowing Europe some freedom in the matter of debts, the United 

18 States would aid Europe to reorganize rationally its economic l i f e . 

They urged the government to make a positive step to assure France 

and England that the United States would make a proper response to 

any reduction of the German b i l l . Correctly, McDonald saw that the 

root of the entire situation lay in France's demands for security, 

which overrode al l other considerations. France would destroy Europe 

rather than allow Germany to re-emerge as a threat to France. The 

deadlock of the London Conference of the European ministers in 

August 1922 gave proof, McDonald said, of his assertions. Only 

action by the United States could bring the world back toward a 

settlement. That, McDonald noted disgustedly, seemed never to occur 

to the Harding administration: i t wanted Europe to work out its 

19 problems without American participation. McDonald, who wrote most 

of the articles on reparations for the FPA, saw the answer to that 

^^Bulletin, Vol. I , no. 36, (July 21, 1922). 

^^Ibid., no. 37, (July 28, 1922). 

^^Ibid. , no. 40, (August 18, 1922). 
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problem in American par t ic ipa t ion on the Reparations Commission. 

Using an Idea which he may have received from Otto Kahn, a 

senior partner in Kuhn and Leob banking house and an act ive p a r t i c i 

pant in FPA luncheons, McDonald suggested that the unof f ic ia l American 

observer on the Reparations Commission, Royland M. Boyden, become the 

o f f i c i a l representative of the United States. The unwarranted fear 

that the Senate would not confirm Boyden provided the only explanation 

20 of why Harding would not take th is simple step. Continually, 

McDonald urged that th is action be taken as the minimum for the preser

vation of peace and the prevention of a general collapse of Germany. 

France had already announced plans to occupy the Ruhr i f Germany did 

not meet her reparations payments, and l i t t l e poss ib i l i t y existed of 

Germany making the deadline. When France announced, in September 

1922, that i t had agreed to postpone i t s occupation for four months, 

McDonald re jo iced. Not only had France given Europe four months to 

work out a so lu t ion , but i t had given the FPA four months to educate 

American opinion. McDonald argued that Harding had to see a ground-

swell of popular opinion to make him take the four steps that would 

bring peace--membership on the Reparations Commission, reduction of 

a l l ied indebtedness through cancellat ion of in te ra l l i ed indebtedness 

and reduction of German reparations, stopping i n f l a t i on and making 

reductions in land armaments as a sign of good f a i t h . For the 

administration not to take these or s imi lar steps, McDonald claimed. 

II21 
would be "an inglorious abnegation of leadership." 

^ ^ I b i d . , no. 41 , (August 25, 1922). 

^ h b i d . , no. 43, (September 8, 1922). 
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The Association continued to hit at the point that any solution 

had to reflect the close connection between war debts and reparations. 

Yet the administration apparently refused to recognize this inter

relatedness even though such attempts to deal with the issues in 

isolation prevented effective settlement. The administration would 

not or did not l isten to those who repeatedly emphasized the connec

tion. American bankers, the Association f e l t , had a better under

standing of the issues involved than did the representatives of the 

22 government. When the government attempted to help Germany solve 

its problem of inflation by issuing pious statements but l i t t l e in the 

form of concrete proposals, McDonald caustically commented that the 

administration had to act not talk. He decried the American position 

of refusing to act on the question of debts as "ostrichlike states

manship." France, he argued, would refuse because of hypocritical 

obstinacy, but England had taken a forward-looking position by offer

ing to cancel al l debts i f France would forego its demands for military 

sanctions. I f only the United States were involved, McDonald f e l t 

confident that a solution would come, but the refusal to understand 

the relatedness of the two issues prevented effective American action. 

Like other American l iberals, the FPA hoped for a peaceful solution 

to the problem without French intervention into the Ruhr, an event 

The Harding Administration's position is described at greater 
length in Robert K. Murray, The Harding Era: Warren G. Harding a_nd 
his Administration (Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 1969) 
p. 361-364. 

^^Bulletin, Vol. I , no. 48, (October 13, 1922); no. 49, 
(October 20, 1922); no. 40, (August 18, 1922); Vol. I I , no. 5, 
(December 5, 1922). 
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which many felt would end any real possibility of peace. But occu

pation could only be avoided by a settlement, and none seemed likely. 

On January 1, 1923, the Germans defaulted on their debt payment; on 

January 11, the French with token support from Belgium and Italy, sent 

troops into the Ruhr valley to protect the technicians who would run 

24 the German mines for the benefit of France and Belgium. 

The Invasion of the Ruhr valley alarmed the Foreign Policy 

Association. In an article written before, but published after, the 

invasion, McDonald warned that France appeared determined to inter

vene. The warnings of such a move were clear, yet the Harding 

administration had done little in the way of developing a policy 

regarding the debts. After the invasion, McDonald castigated the 

administration for failing to support its own unofficial observer, 

25 
Boyden, when he protested vigorously France's action. As always, 

the Association had a proposal involving international cooperation to 

solve or at least to mitigate the invasion. On January 26, McDonald 

praised Borah for his suggestion of an international conference to 

stop the French. Such a conference would force the administration to 

stop playing politics with the very serious issue of reparations. 

America had to abandon its policies of isolation in the face of this 

grave threat to peace and once again enter into the affairs of the 
or 

world to preserve the postwar settlement. When i t appeared that 

^^Hajo Holborn, A History of Modern Germajiy:, Vol. I l l , (New York: 
Alfred Knopf, 1969), p. 607-608. 

^^Bu l le t i n , Vol. I I , no. 10, (January 19, 1923). 

26 I b i d . , no. 9, (January 5, 1923). 
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German passive resistance to the French would prevent either French 

success in operation of the coal mines or French withdrawal from the 

Ruhr valley, McDonald again put forward the idea of an international 

conference. "Obviously," he wrote, "this deadlock must be broken or, 

after a period of incalculable losses to both countries, result in 

social and political upheavals whose exact nature and whose end no 

27 one can now foresee." 

The Association continued to cr i t ic ize American policy through

out 1923 with regard to the debt/reparation issue. When the British 

reached their compromise settlement with the United States in January, 

the Bulletin spoke out against the expressed opinion of the House of 

Representatives that no other nation receive more favorable terms than 

those obtained by Britain. Such a policy would prevent effective 

28 
settlement of other debts because i t tied the government's hands. 

But McDonald did offer hope to those who despaired of the American 

policy. I f , he said, the British were to offer cancellation of the 

French debt, relinquishment of the British share of German reparations 

to France, and a non-aggression pact with France and Germany, then 

American policy would become untenable. While i t was not likely to 

occur, McDonald suggested that i t would indicate to America that al l 

countries would have to make sacrifices.^^ In July, Boyden resigned 

^^Ibid, no. 12, (February 2, 1923). 

^^Ibid., no. 14, (February 16, 1923). See also Congressional 
Record, 86th Congress, 4th session, p. 3338, 3372, 4274, 1730, 2823, 
3301, 3542, 3563, 3565, 3607, 3627, 3679, 3741, 3764. 

^^Bulletin, Vol. II, no. 15, (February 23, 1923). 
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his position as unofficial observer. The Bulletin commented that the 

United States had lost this experienced man because it refused to 

30 
make adequate use of him. Christina Merriman lent her pen to com
plaints In August when she warned that the present policy of the 

United States had done little to avert a crisis in Europe that might 

A • 31 

end in war. 

In August, the danger of war lessened with a change in Germany's 

government. The German Social Democrats announced that they were 

withdrawing their support of the government of Chancellor Wilhelm 

Cuno because they disapproved of passive resistance. On August 12, 

Cuno resigned and President Friedrich Ebert named Gustav Stresemann 
32 as Cuno's replacement. Stresemann called for an end of the 

disastrous policy and apparently readied to acquiesce in the French 

occupation. McDonald hailed Stresemann's actions as a good beginning, 

but warned that any settlement would depend on Raymond Poincare's 
33 curbing of the rabid nationalism of his country. The Association 

watched and waited through September and October as Stresemann 

organized his new government and attempted to reach some accord with 

France. 

In November, the deadlock broke with action from an unexpected 

quarter. Charles Evans Hughes announced that the United States would 

be willing to send an American to s i t on an international commission 

of inquiry into the capacity of Germany to meet reparation payments. 

^Qlbid., no. 34, (July 6, 1923). 

31lbid. , no. 39, (August 10, 1923). 

^^HoTborn, Modern Germany, I I I , p. 608. 

^'^Bulletin, Vol. I I , no. 42, (August 31, 1923). 
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34 McDonald warmly praised Hughes for his stand. The Foreign Policy 

Association had called for such a solution since the middle of the 

preceding year, and, as McDonald pointed out, the commission might 

lead Americans to understand the relationship between reparations and 

war debts. When Hughes announced that the American members of the 

commission would be Charles G. Dawes and Owen Young, McDonald praised 

35 the Harding administration. It was a small step, he admitted, but 
oc 

i t might be the opening move toward a solution of the mess in Europe. 

When the commission met in January 1924, Dawes's speech to the 

commission pleased the members of the FPA. Dawes warned against the 

nationalism of every country getting in the way of a rational 

settlement. McDonald agreed that a nationalistic response to issues 

threatened world peace. Dawes had correctly identified, as far as the 

Association was concerned, the major problem preventing world settle

ment. Now, after his speech, the liberals in al l countries--the 

Labourites in England, Poincare in France--might be strengthened to 
37 push through a comprehensive program of peace and economic recovery. 

Throughout the period of negotiations, the Association retained a 

very positive attitude toward the work of the commissioners. The 

attempts to re-establish economic stabil i ty in Germany represented, to 

the l iberal- internationalist, the f i r s t real attempt to come to grips 

'^^Ibid., no. 51, (November 2, 1923). 

^^Ibid. , Vol. I l l , no. 6, (December 21, 1923). 

36. 
Ibid. 

^^Ibid. , no. 10, (January 18, 1924). 
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with the problems of postwar settlement that the Allies had avoided 

at Paris. 

The support of the Association was not given to an unrealistic 

hope of what might be obtained by the representatives. Rather, each 

move was carefully analyzed to determine both its potential effect 

on Germany and on world commerce. As February drew to a close, 

McDonald noted for his readers that the plan being developed could 

be considered workable, although i t had provisions that would be 

obnoxious to both France and Germany. In specific, he suggested that 

France would object to a provision for the establishment of a 

scientific budget for Germany while the Germans would object to pro-

38 visions for international supervision of her finances. The threat 

of nationalism disturbing the settlements always bothered McDonald. 

Indeed, the Association had consistently opposed the destructive force 

of nationalism. I t hoped instead for what was called "cooperative 

nationalism" in which nations would recognize their interrelatedness 

and then cooperate to produce prosperity and preserve peace. The 

nations of the world failed to reach even the Association's f i r s t 

plateau of awareness. 

France, particularly, had resisted an effective settlement because 

i t threatened her power over Germany. But the economic decline in 

France that resulted in a decline in the value of the franc had broken 

much of the resistance in France to settlement. The lowering of 

resistance stirred sentiment in Germany among the reactionary elements 

38 Ib id . , no. 16, (February 29, 1924). 
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to avoid International supervision by exploiting French weakness. 

McDonald deplored these tendencies in both countries. The inter

national situation was serious enough, he wrote, without the ant i -

settlement forces spoiling any chance for peaceful adjudication. On 

the whole, McDonald reiiained optimistic. In Britain, Ramsay 

MacDonald, who controlled the British government, favored settlement. 

At the same time, the force of circumstance would compel the world 

to accept the plans reached by the investigatory commission. While 

the nations of Europe might consider rash action, McDonald argued, 

they would not be so foolish as to turn down a reasonable settle-

39 ment. 

When the commission finished its investigation and published 

its results, McDonald praised the work and the plan. The Dawes Plan, 

as i t came to be called, promised a united German economic and 

financial system and a rational means of providing for German pay

ment of the reparation b i l l . The key to the plan's success lay in 

its provision for a loan to capitalize a bank of issue which would 

control Germany's finances. The bank would base the loan on the 

German railroads and the bank would be the agent for the payment of 

reparations. I f the loan could be quickly subscribed, McDonald con

jectured, then the plan could succeed. Otherwise, there were weaknesses 

which would debil itate the program. He complained specifically of 

the lack of a provision for ending quickly the French occupation 

of the Ruhr and the fai lure to provide for a reduction in the 

39 Ib id . , no. 18, (March 14, 1924). 
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reparations bill. 

Nevertheless, the Association saw much good coming out of the 

commission and its results. Besides the immediate relief for Germany 

which the plan allowed, the United States had wetted its feet in the 

troubled waters of the world. Americans served on many of the key 

committees, and chaired some of them, Christina Merriman informed her 

readers, and thus now better understood the European situation. 

Representatives of the commission had also discovered that Americans 

could function in the international environs without adverse effect. 

Merriman criticized Hughes for refusing to allow the government to 

take an official role in the settlement. Hughes's comment that the 

United States could not participate because the government consisted 

of a series of checks and balances, Merriman suggested, could have an 

evil fiscal connotation. 

Despite the criticism of the FPA and others, the Coolidge 

government continued to refuse to accept any official role in the 

42 plan. When the various governments met in London in the late summer 

of 1924, no one represented the United States. Americans were present 

as individuals and present in force. The important committees had 

American chairmen, and Americans operated as the most important 

mediators of the disputes which developed. To McDonald the conference 

^^Ibid., no. 23, (April 28, 1924). 

^hbid., no. 37, (July 25, 1924). 

^^Coolidge's thinking and policy can be found in Donald R. McCoy, 
Calvin Coolidge: The Quiet President (New York: the Macmillan Company, 
1967), p. 189-191. 
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represented another occasion of the United States attempting to 

participate without accepting responsibility. The guise of unofficial 

representation had worn "transparently thin," he wrote in August. The 

United States held the position of swing man in most cases and should, 

as a responsible nation, exercise her power. While Hughes continued 

to deny an American role in the meetings, he also attended, though not 

as an unofficial representative. He just happened to be in London to 

attend a meeting of the International Bar Association. To Christina 

Merriman, his presence there had a very significant portent for the 

United States. She thought this meant that Lodge had lost influence 

or at least his influence was slipping while Hughes's and that of the 

internationalist wing of the Republican Party continued to grow. I t 

also meant that in the future the United States planned a more active 

44 role in the affairs of the world, she wrote. Others shared her view 

or at least her hopes. McDonald wrote following the London conference: 

"Now that the Washington Administration has had this success, perhaps 

i t will be heartened to use its utmost effort in furthering equally 

equitable solutions of the dif f icult ies which s t i l l block Europe's 

economic rehabilitation."^^ The proclamation of the Dawes Plan on 

September 1 brought cheers from the lips and pens of the Association. 

Like Ramsay MacDonald, they viewed the plan as "the First Peace Treaty." 

They noted with a l i t t l e pride that the chairman of the permanent 

^^Bulletin, Vol. I l l , no. 39, (August 8, 1924). 

^^Ibid., no. 40, (August 15, 1924). 

45 Ib id . , no. 45, (August 22, 1924). 
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commission was an American, Owen Young, and that he served with an 

international commission made up of a Frenchman, an Englishman, a 

Belgian, and an I ta l ian. 

During the preliminary work of the investigatory commission in 

the spring of 1924, a brief flurry of activity occurred in the United 

States. In March, Borah had issued his perennial call for an inter

national conference to discuss the problems of re-establishing trade 

between the nations of the world and to discuss ways of bringing 

about the international limitation of armaments. Borah's calls 

always found favor with the Foreign Policy Association, i f only because 

a call from Borah might weaken isolationist opposition to such confer

ences. The reaction to Borah's newest proposal was no different. The 

Bulletin called for an outpouring of national support equal to the one 

which had forced Harding to issue invitations to the Washington Naval 

Conference. Wisely, the Bulletin noted that such a meeting would l ikely 

hinge upon the acceptability of the Dawes Plan. Borah's clarion 

calls for international conferences had always been vague as to what 

would be discussed, and the Association could support them on the 

grounds that something good might come from them. 

Not so a call from Senator George W. Pepper, Pennsylvania 

Republican, on April 7, that a conference similar to the Hague 

Conferences be assembled to deal with the issues of reduction of land 

and aerial forces, recodification of international law, creation of 

^^Ibid. , no. 43, (September 5, 1924). 

^^Ibid. , no. 21, (April 24, 1924). 
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an Independent world court or separation of the Permanent Court of 

International Justice from the League. Pepper hit a sensitive point 

with the Association. In the view of the FPA the World Court sat 

high on a l i s t of priorit ies for American action. I t greatly desired 

early American entry into the Court, partly because American member

ship would involve the United States with the League of Nations. But 

Pepper's proposals appeared to the FPA to mean concessions to the 

demands of the isolationists without any compensating gain for inter

nationalism. The FPA opposed his suggestion of an International 

conference similar to the Hague Conferences because i t f e l t the 

administration would not support i t and because, in any case, the 

Hague Conferences represented a step backwards in the search for 

international cooperation. In many ways this was typical of the 

thinking of the Association. While i t desired with all its heart 

certain internationalist measures, i t often found that the only ways 

its goals could be realized was by stripping part of the international 

character from the proposal. Therefore, rather than agree to half a 

loaf, i t would withdraw support. 

With the promulgation of the Dawes Plan, the controversy over 

war debts and reparations died down. Germany, under Stresemann, 

began the agonizing journey toward a renewal of its European ties. 

France and Britain remained the major powers of Europe, but both 

continued to suffer from the effects of the war. Economic d i f f icu l 

ties plagued both countries as general strikes and collapses of 

48 Ib id . , no. 22, (April 11, 1924). 
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of currencies made the prewar balance of power appear as an i l lusion. 

When economic di f f icul ty turned into economic disaster, the question 

of debts became once again a major International issue. 

In the meantime, the Association had changed in its approach 

to publicizing the issue. No longer did James McDonald bear the 

brunt of writing. In 1925, the Association established the Research 

Department to examine and analyze various international events and 

problems. By 1929, Lewis Webster Jones had become chief economic 

analyst of the Research Staff. I t was his responsibility to discuss 

economics for the readers. The overall view remained constant. 

For over a year, Stresemann had sought to have another general 

revision of the debt provision of the Treaty of Versailles. The 

Dawes Plan had successfully freed Germany from many of the most out

rageous terms, but the payments schedule had been made only because 

foreign loans had enabled the government to make them. Stresemann 

hoped that another revision would end in a general reduction of the 

total that Germany would have to pay. A series of unofficial nego

tiations began in late 1928 with representatives of the United States 

which culminated in the creation of the Young Committee in February 

1929. Like the Dawes Committee, the Young Committee consisted of a 

group of experts who examined the German financial structure and made 

recommendations for a new reparation plan that would fac i l i ta te 

Germany repayment and recovery. The negotiations did not easily 

reach their conclusion. However, the Foreign Policy Association watched 

the meetings with great interest, and was hopeful that the United 

States would at last break out of its decade-long policy of isolation. 
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When Hoover offered to consider reducing the claims of the United 

States against Germany, Jones hailed the offer as an example of the 

"new spir i t of cooperation" that Hoover had brought to the presidency. 

While the reduction did not represent a great scaling down, i t did 

represent a start. The United States, concluded Jones, would struggle 

49 to stabilize the European situation. When the Young Plan was 

f inal ly announced in June, Jones saw i t as extremely significant 

because by accepting the plan the United States had f inally recognized 

50 the connection between war debts and reparations. American refusal 

to participate in the International Bank of Settlement established 

by the Young Plan did not constitute hostility to the settlement but 

represented a continuation of the policy of non-involvement. Jones 

did not think the policy was a wise one, indeed none of the Association 

liked such a policy. Rather, Jones asserted, the United States should 

welcome the opportunity of working through the bank to achieve European 

stability.^^ In August, the Young Plan became o f f ic ia l , and the 

Association published a favorable survey of its provisions in its 
CO 

August 24 issue of the Information Service. Three months later, the 

stock market crash occurred. 

^^Ibid., Vol. V I I I , no. 29, (May 24, 1929). 

^° Ibid. , no. 31, (June 7, 1929); no. 32, (June 14, 1929). The 
Young PlaTrprovided for an indemnity to each German creditor except 
Great Britain, and funds to cover payment on each country's war debt. 
At the same time, the plan lowered Germany's annual payment. The 
security of the program rested on a tax placed on the revenue of 
German railroads. 

^^Bulletin, Vol. V I I I , no. 35, (July 5, 1929). 

^^Lewis Webster Jones, "The Young Plan Settlement," FPAIS, 
Vol. V, no. 12, (August 24, 1929), p. 203-220. 
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The depression grew throughout 1930 with unemployment soaring 

in Germany and rapidly increasing in Europe and in the United States. 

By 1931, i t became obvious that payments would either be halted or 

the debts repudiated. In June 1933, William T. Stone, wr i t ing from 

his vantage point in Washington, described State Department conversa

tions regarding some adjustments in war debts. The economic c r i s i s , 

he speculated, might f i n a l l y force the United States to recognize the 

connection between war debts and reparations. But, Stone noted that 

the American people remained host i le toward cancellation of the debts. 

Hoover's best course of act ion, he suggested, would be to accept 

Borah's of fer to scale down debts in proportion to A l l ied reductions 

of reparations. France probably would not accept the plan, but Hoover 

could win many fr iends domestically with th is proposal. Stone con-

53 eluded. Hoover did not choose the avenue that Borah signaled, but 

offered the world in mid-June a moratorium on payments. The moratorium 

came in part because the debtors were not going to pay anyway, but by 

o f fer ing. Hoover gained a certain i n i t i a t i v e . The Association praised 

Hoover's of fer as a f i r s t step. I f Hoover would fol low his of fer 

with dynamic leadership in the d i rect ion of international ism, wrote 

Raymond Buel l , then the United States could consider entry into the 

54 
League of Nations and the Permanent Court of International Just ice. 

France, predictably, hesitated before accepting the o f fe r , and the 

Association published a report which urged understanding of the French 

^^Bu l le t in , Vol. X, no. 33, (June 19, 1931). 

^ ^ I b i d . , no. 34, (June 26, 1931). 
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55 position. France, the FPA reminded Americans, needed some 

guarantee for her perpetual fears of Germany. When those concessions 

came, France entered into the plan. But the moratorium, which was 

bitterly criticized by some segments of the American people, was 

warmly praised by the Association. Indeed the Association urged the 

Hoover administration to follow the moratorium with a sweeping program 

56 that would encourage recovery from the depression. Cancellation of 

the debts should be included in such a program. By December, the 

Association recognized that such action would be extremely d i f f icu l t 

i f not impossible because of the popular resistance to cancellation. 

I t was understandable that a nation with a two-billion-dollar national 

debt and six million unemployed would hesitate to extend generous 

terms to those who owed i t money, particularly since the United States 

feared that debt reduction might make funds available for armaments 

expenditures. But, wrote Buell, Hoover must take the lead in bringing 

a settlement that included both debt reductions and disarmament. 

57 Under such terms. Congress might approve a settlement. 

The support which the Association gave the Hoover moratorium 

program in 1931 turned sour in 1932. The Association's rejection of 

the Hoover system stemmed from its belief that the government had 

forsaken the goals which had been originally implied in the program. 

In January, Maxwell Stewart, Jones's successor as economic expert, 

took Hoover to task for allowing the State Department to send a note 

^^Ibid., no. 35, (July 3, 1931). 

^^Ibid., no. 36, (July 10, 1931). 

^^Ibid., Vol. XI , no. 8, (December 25, 1931). 
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to France which gratuitously warned against a united-front policy on 

debt revision and promised no extension of the moratorium. The note, 

said Stewart, certainly reflected Congressional opinion, but i t might 
CO 

create the united front i t warned against. Europe as nations were 

facing major problems with which, Europeans believed, the United States 

was unconcerned. The passage of the Smoot-Hawley Tariff of 1930 

convinced the Europeans that only reprisals could bring rel ief from 

American dominance. I t was clear to the Association that the United 

States had acted arrogantly. Moreover, the Association thought the 

United States should act to redress the damages of its policy of 
59 economic nationalism. By June, as Europe journeyed toward Lausanne 

for discussions on debts, the Association no longer accepted an 

American policy that rejected debt revision. Even Congress, wrote 

William Stone, would accept some settlement which would remove the 

problem from the international arena. "By its failure to modify its 

traditonal and unrealistic policy on war debts," Stone bitterly con

cluded, "the United States has permitted the present forces of 

60 
disintegration to take their course unchecked." 

At Lausanne, the Europeans, who were struggling to overcome the 

adverse economic conditions of the times as well , met in June and 

July 1932, to develop a new response to the debt question. The settle

ment reached in early July provided for reductions in the total of 

58 Ib id . , no. 13, (January 29, 1932). 

^^Ibid., no. 25, (April 22, 1932). 

60 Ib id . , no. 33, (June 17, 1932). 
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German reparat ions, but keyed to the arrangement of sat is factory 

reductions in the i r debts to the United States. The Association 

urged Hoover to accept the o f fe r . I t was, in f ac t , crucial for the 

United States to act favorably, warned Maxwell Stewart, because the 

world price structure was collapsing and only the United States 

could save i t . Hoover did not ac t , and his f a i l u re to take posi t ive 

action led the Association to condemn American policy as disrupt ive 

of European s t a b i l i t y without gaining any real benefits for the United 

States. Indeed, the Hoover-Stimson policy of refusing to discuss 

debt cancellation led to the f a l l of the Edouard Herriot government in 

62 
France, a f a l l Buell cal led " t ragic and unnecessary." 

The ar r iva l of Franklin Roosevelt in the Presidential Off ice 

brought few changes in American policy regarding the debts. Certainly 

Franklin Roosevelt did not i n i t i a t e the changes for which the 

Association hoped. In A p r i l , Congress, f u l l of v igor, passed the 

Johnson Act refusing any fur ther loans to countries which were not 

current on thei r debt payments. The Association urged Roosevelt to 
CO 

veto the act in order to stimulate trade. He did not. To Stewart 

and the Association, the Johnson Act was the climax of a long, and 

ult imately unsuccessful, struggle to re-examine and readjust the 

settlements of Versai l les. Throughout the ent i re period, the 

Association had urged the government to view the debt question as a 

^ h b i d . . Vol. X I I , no. 5, (December 2, 1932). 

^ ^ I b i d . , no. 7, (December 16, 1932). 

63 I b i d . , no. 9, (December 30, 1932). 
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part of the whole economic settlement of the war. The refusal of the 

United States to take such a view meant, to the members of the 

Association, a failure of the treaty to attain its minimum goals. 

Stewart wrote after the British repudiation of debts owed to the United 

States, "A permanent settlement of the debt problem cannot be expected, 

however, until this country recognizes the economic and political 

undesirability of pressing for ful l payment." Neither the American 

people nor the Hoover administration ever accepted the Association's 

position, and the debt question merged with many of the other unanswered 

and unsettled aspects of the Treaty of Versailles. 

While the question of war debts and reparations proved the most 

vexatious of the settlements reached at Versailles in 1919, they were 

not the only ones. The Association also developed a firm position on 

the question of terr i tor ial adjustment. For the most part i t accepted 

Wilson's dictums about self-determination and earnestly hoped for a 

world in which democracy would be the predominant system of government, 

but i t generally agreed with the settlement. For example, when Hitler 

made his f i r s t attempt to gain power in Germany, McDonald spoke sarcas

tically of "Hittler" [sic] and General Eric Ludendorff as ludicrous in 
cc 

seeking a return of the monarchy. On another occasion when the 

nations of Europe attempted to reach some accord on the problems of 

Turkey, Edward Meade Earle argued that the settlement—the Lausanne 

Treaty of 1923—preserved the Turkish national state which compensated 

^^Ibid., Vol. XII, no. 32, (June 8, 1934). 

^^Ibid., Vol. Ill, no. 1, (November 16, 1923). 
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for Versailles' fai lure to protect the rights of national minorities 

adequately. The strong Turkish state would act as a guarantee of 

peace in the Middle East. 

After 1935, the Issues confronting the United States changed 

character. This change resulted as much from the nature of the 

depression as from any other factor; certainly the change did not come 

from a final solution to the problems raised in 1919. The rise of the 

fascists as threats to world peace, the devastation of the economies 

of Europe and the Americas, the growing American resistance to war 

all played an increasingly larger role in the development of attitudes 

and policies than did the Treaty of Versailles. But the treaty had 

dominated much of American policy for many years. Attitudes toward 

policy were often conditioned by one's view of the settlement. The 

internationalists of the Foreign Policy Association had always 

supported the general outlines of the Wilsonian policy. They had 

always believed that an active United States in world affairs would 

increase the likelihood of peace. The question of debts and reparations 

had been the Association's central avenue of expressing i tself . Con

stantly i t urged that the United States participate in establishing, 

protecting, and maintaining the terms of the settlement. The 

Association favored cancellation of the debt or, at the very least, a 

major reduction of debts owed America by the Allies. This was not an 

unrealistic demand. As the Association conceived of the world, the 

^^Ibid., Vol. I I , no. 40, (August 17, 1923). See also Robert L, 
Daniel, "The Armenian Question and American-Turkish Relations, 1914-
1927," Mississippi Valley Historical Revi_ew, Vol. XLVI, no. 2, 
(September 1959), p. 252-275. 
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United States was the strongest economic power and the strongest 

military power. I t could afford to be generous. I t had less to fear 

from European disruption, therefore i t should be able to make the 

greater concessions to bring an equitable settlement. The opponents 

of cancellation, the isolationists, did not fear European developments 

when protected behind the ocean barriers that had always sheltered 

the United States. They, therefore, f e l t l i t t l e compunction to make 

economic recovery of Europe a major goal. 

To the members of the Association, the necessity of European 

economic recovery was self-evident. Unless Europe could reach a level 

of economic recovery sufficient to begin purchasing American goods, 

the American economy would not reach its true potential. The 

Association, composed as i t was of many free traders or supporters of 

the Democratic low tar i f f policy, believed that any exercise of 

economic nationalism--such as a str ict demand that nations pay their 

debts--would have the effect of restricting trade and even worse of 

leading to the re-emergence of the nationalism that had led to the 

outbreak of the World War. Consequently, they fought such developments 

After 1922, active opposition to such policies of economic 

nationalism violated the purpose of the Foreign Policy Association. 

An educational organization, i t chose the broad, and often ambiguous 

highway of discussion. I t presented its views in its journals. I t 

gave tacit support to liberal policies in the Reports and open support 

in the Bulletin. 

The Association tried to promote the policies of international 

cooperation. I t believed that the world existed as an inter-connected 

whole, and that failures to recognize that fact prevented policies 
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from achieving true realism. The Association saw that work in one 

area might also lead to work in another area. While i t would sometime 

appear to reject accepting half-a-loaf, i t would on other occasions 

appear to support acceptance of minor concessions by the United States 

in order to bring the United States into more active participation in 

the world. The appointment of the Dawes Commission as an unofficial 

act of the United States is a case in point. 

The Association had attempted to redeem the pledges of Woodrow 

Wilson on the postwar settlement. They did not succeed immediately. 

But after another war, the development of programs such as the Marshall 

Plan reflected in a small way the hopes of the internationalists 

between the wars. 

The Foreign Policy Association sought in the interwar period to 

drive home to the American people the necessity of viewing American 

policy in the broad context of its effect on the world. I t called 

out against the unsophisticated nationalism that apparently motivated 

many to demand that Europe pay its debts without being able to trade 

with the United States. Its voice was directed concurrently against 

the nationalism of other countries whose pride or fears kept them 

from allowing Germany to regain her rightful place among nations. I t 

urged all nations to work together to achieve a better world, but i t 

believed that the United States had a special obligation to lead the 

world to a better day. 



CHAPTER V 

THE GREAT ILLUSION: THE FOREIGN POLICY ASSOCIATION 

AND DISARMAMENT 

In War, whichever side may call i tself victors, there 
are no winners, but al l are losers. Neville Chamberlain, 
1938. 

In mid-winter, 1918, young Arthur Gleason le f t the battle-torn 

fields of Europe to return to the United States. He had been horrified 

by the face of war as he worked among the dead, wounded, and dying as 

a stretcher bearer and correspondent. His own l i f e had been placed in 

jeopardy more than once. On Sunday, January 29, his ship, the 

Andania, received a mortal blow from a German torpedo. Gleason looked 

for his l i f e belt , could not find i t , then discovered i t some distance 

down the deck, thrown there by the shock of the explosion. Tieing i t 

on, he turned with his companions and made for the lifeboats. The 

boats splatted their way into the water as the Andania listed to 

starboard; the heavily laden lifeboats offered l i t t l e safety and many 

sank. Gleason's boat remained afloat, but rode deeply in the sea, 

water lapping at the sides and sloshing into the bottom. For over an 

hour he waited in the cold water before a trawler rescued him. He 

returned to England for a few months and then sailed again to America. 

His second crossing was uneventful and, after landing in May, he 

addressed the Committee on Nothing At All discussing the reasons for 

making the war more democratic in its aims. 

^Arthur Gleason, The Booj< of Arthur Gleas_gn (New York: William 
Morrow and Company, 1929T7 p. 176-184. 
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The committee shared Gleason's abhorrence of war. One of the 

prime forces motivating the formation of the organization was i t s 

desire to prevent future wars from sapping the strength of the world 

as the las t one had. Throughout the f i r s t twenty years of the 

Association, the longing for peace appeared in d i f fe rent forms, but 

i t remained a constant pole star in the organization. War was 

t e r r i b l e , a calamity to be hated, but force was sometimes necessary 

to bring peace. The dichotomy between the hatred of force and the 

concomitant need for power to preserve the r ights of man compelled 

the Foreign Policy Association to grapple with this central problem 

of modern times--when and for what reasons does a nation make war? 

During the decade of the Twenties, the scars of the recent con

f l i c t made the Association seek to prevent any future struggle. The 

martial s p i r i t that s t i f l e d the reform era horr i f ied the l i be ra ls . 

With many pac i f i s t s , the Association, i d e a l i s t i c a l l y , hoped and 

believed that simple abstinence from mi l i tar ism would prevent war. 

Consequently, i t was c r i t i c a l of preparedness campaigns, and anything 

that appeared to be a celebration of the m i l i t a ry system. I t sought 

to accomplish through leg is la t i ve f i a t what ten centuries of violence 

had not done—bring peace. But the r ise of the fascists dictators in 

the Thir t ies put war into a d i f fe ren t context, and the Association's 

thinking turned from preventing war to preserving j us t i ce . 

There is a thread of thinking of the Association which can be 

ident i f ied by the careful observer. Idealism, or the lack of i t , had 

l i t t l e to do with the reaction of the l i be ra l - i n te rna t iona l i s t . 

International cooperation for the preservation of peace existed as the 
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guiding light for a l l periods. The belief rested in part on the 

Progressive-legal tradition of respect of laws, and in part, perhaps, 

on the old frontier concept of helping one's neighbor in time of 

trouble. Moreover, i t rested on what the members of the Association 

saw as good, common sense. The world was too Interdependent for any 

nation to withdraw from international affairs. I t saw that what 

appeared to be purely a domestic problem could have irreparable 

effects on the international level. In its statement of principles, 

i t called for "cooperative nationalism." In the case of the threat 

of war, i t remained true to this early goal. 

The war affected more than just the 1iberal-internationalists. 

When the United States plunged into the war, she did so without com

plete preparation, and that worried the nationalists of the country. 

Never again did they want the United States to be caught unprepared 

to take military action on a global scene. They hoped for a continu

ation of the army as a large force that would warn the world of 

America's vigilance. On the other side, the liberal-internationalists 

joined together to fight what they believed to be an increasing 

mil itaristic tendency in the nation. In autumn 1922, the National 

Council for the Reduction of Armaments planned a giant, country-wide 

rally for disarmament and peace. The Association joined in the 

For a valuable discussion of the development of the antiwar 
sentiment, see Charles Chatfield, Foji Peace and J^jstice: Pacifism jj i 
America, 1914-1941 (Knoxville: The University of Tennessee Press, 
1971), p.^n^^Y. ^While Chatfield erroneously refers to the League of 
Free Nations Association as the Foreign Policy Association in 1918 
(p. 25), he is right in seeing i t as an organization of liberals who 
had supported the war. 
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planning and urged all of its members to barrage the President and 

members of Congress with letters, telegrams, and radio messages that 

the nation wanted to follow the Washington Conference down the road 

to peace. The second phase of the demonstration included simultaneous 

posting of "No More War" placards in "unexpected places" such as the 

mouths of old Civil War cannons, on fences and trees, and in homes 
3 

flanked by Gold Star or service flags. 

This pacifist strain continued to hold strong sway in the 

Association during the Twenties. During the presidential campaign 

of 1924, Calvin Coolidge called for a Defense Test Day on November 11 

to enable the military planners to see how quickly the United States 

could mobilize. Christina Merriman, the secretary of the Association, 

exploded. The action of the President, she said, had caused the 

Japanese to schedule a similar test day for October 28. A continuation 

of such tests, she warned, would only lead to remilitarization and 

war . A similar call for a review of United States military prepared

ness on Armistice Day 1925 brought James McDonald to protest that 

these tests had the appearance of giving the military the responsibi

lity for planning foreign policy and not the President, Congress, and 

Department of State. The real reason for the review, he charged, was 

to allow the navy to propagandize the people so that it could fortify 

'^Foreign Policy Association News Bulletin, Vol. I, no. 34, 
(July 7, 1922). Hereafter cited as Bulletin. 

^Ibid., Vol. Ill, no. 44, (September 12, 1924). With tongue 
in cheek, Merriman told her readers, "The army is neither Republican, 
Democratic, nor progressive." [sic] 
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Pearl Harbor. Coolidge later removed the test from Armistice Day, 

but McDonald was not satisfied. Any attempt to hold any kind of 

"Muster Day," test day, or review, only gave encouragement to 

militarists of other countries. The United States should, rather, 

take the lead in seeking peace. The opposition to preparedness dis

plays also carried over into the area of public policy. When discus

sions on compulsory military training resulted in demonstrations by 

students at the City College of New York in mid-winter 1925, the 

Association applauded the students for presenting what was 

"probably . . . a majority, i f not overwhelming opinion against 

compulsory military training." 

The Association also argued against any increase in the size 

of the military establishment on the grounds that such increases were 

unnecessary. No danger to the United States existed, and without such 

per i l , any increase in the size of the army would only lead to increases 

by other nations. When Congressman Fred Britten, ranking Republican 

on the House Naval Affairs Committee, in December 1926 called for the 

construction of thirteen new cruisers, McDonald argued that the 

deficiency in cruisers was made up by excesses in other levels. "We 
o 

are short on cruisers, we are long on destroyers," he dryly noted. 

There was no need to build up to the limits imposed by the Washington 

Conference without a direct threat. 

^Ibid., Vol. IV, no. 27, (May 15, 1925). 

^Ibid., no. 29, (May 29, 1925). 

^Ibid., Vol. V, no. 4, (December 4, 1925). 

^Ibid., Vol. VI, no. 7, (December 24, 1926). 
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Rather, since Coolidge, who had asked that the authorized 

cruisers not be constructed, was preparing to call another conference 

for the reduction of armaments, it would be foolish to build new 
Q 

ships only to scrap them. Coolidge's parsimonious nature made him 

acceptable to the Association. He did not have the v is ion to under

stand the needs of the world, but his d i s l i ke of spending money at 

least kept him from supporting a large m i l i t a ry establishment. Since 

he was interested in disarmament, the Association supported him through

out the period in meaningful reductions of the size of land, naval, 

and aerial m i l i t a r y forces. 

The Foreign Policy Association's plan for bringing world peace 

always included the hope of ult imate disarmament. Many of the members 

had accepted what they believed to be an inequitable treaty in 1919 

because of the general pledges that the fol lowing years would be ones 

of continuing disarmament. The defeat of the treaty l e f t them hoping 

that the disarmament provisions could be effected anyway. In June 

1921, the Association chided President Harding for f a i l i n g to promote 

disarmament adequately. I t urged him to hal t a l l naval appropriations 

unt i l a f ter the conference. Shortly thereafter, Harding and the 

United States issued inv i ta t ions to the leading powers to meet and 

discuss reductions in Washington. The conference opened on Armistice 

Day, 1921, with a demand for major reductions in the size and number 

of capital ships by Secretary of State Charles Evans Hughes. The 

^ I b i d . 

^°FPA, Press release of l e t t e r . Foreign Policy Association to 
Warren Harding, June 1 , 1921. 
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Foreign Policy Association ral l ied to Hughes's side. His br i l l iant 

moves, i t wrote, would lead to "the creation of new or uti l izat ion of 

existing International agencies." As the meeting went on and the 

negotiations began, the Association urged its members to write 

Washington supporting further American cooperation with other nations. 

"Only effective world organization can prevent war," the editors 

12 
wrote on November 25. Two months later, the Association expressed 

bitter disappointment that the work of the conference had not kept 

its early feverish pace. The debates over submarines and neutral 

rights, i t argued, were particularly fu t i le . Neither Germany nor 

Britain had seemed overly concerned with neutral rights during the 

last war; quibbling over resolutions about those rights at the confer

ence had no real value. Real reductions were needed in the size of 

13 navies. That would do more to reduce the danger to neutral rights. 

However, when the conference ended, the Foreign Policy Association 

was reluctant to condemn the work. While the results had not been 

all everyone hoped for, "perhaps most important of all results of the 

Washington Conference is the rebirth of the American people's interest 

in international affairs." The meeting, the Bulletin proclaimed, was 

a "happy augury of democratic control of international relations." 

^^Bulletin, Vol. I , no. 1 , (November 18, 1921). See also 
Raymond L. Buell, The Washington Conference (New York: D. Appleton 
and Company, 1922), for a study of the conference by a future President 
of the FPA. See also Merze Tate, Th£ Unvb̂ d States and Armaments 
(New York: Russell and Russell, 1969), p. 121-141. 

^^Bulletin, Vol. I , no. 2, (November 25, 1921). 

^^Ibid., no. 10, (January 20, 1922). 

^^Ibid., no. 14, (February 17, 1922). 
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But the work of the nation should not stop at this happy juncture, i t 

warned; i t should go on because the treaty "solves definitively none 

15 of the problans with which i t deals." 

The world naval powers failed to act as the Association hoped, 

however, and almost a year after the Washington Conference opened, 

six months after the United States rati f ied the treaty, France and 

Italy s t i l l refused to consider rat i f icat ion. McDonald urged Hughes 

to be as vigorous in protesting the failure of France and Italy to 

accept the treaties as he was when American economic interests were 

threatened. I f Hughes would not act to save his own child, he 

deserved nothing less than "drastic condemnation." Until July 1923, 

the Association fretted about the French failure to rat i fy . But when 

ratification did occur, the Association observed the resurgence of an 

armaments race among the European powers and could only sigh, "No 

sooner is one armament race scotched than another arises--always on 

the plea of defense." 

Throughout the Twenties, the Association opposed any increase 

in the size of armies or armaments. I t had urged Harding to hold all 

navy building bi l ls until after the Washington Conference. When 

Edward Denby, the Secretary of the Navy, proposed to bring the United 

States to the level allowed by the Five Power Treaty, the Bulletin 

howled that his action simply excited the arms race. Denby's 

^^Ibid., no. 21, (April 7, 1922). 

^^Ibid., no. 47, (October 6, 1922). 

^^Ibid., Vol. I I , no. 35, (July 13, 1923). 
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announcement. I t said, had caused Andrew Bonar Law, the British 

Prime Minister, to call for an English building program, and i t had 

given the French who opposed ratif ication of the treaty more ammunition 
18 

for their struggle. When the League of Nations Naval Disarmament 

Conference met in Rome in February 1924, the Association decried the 

failure of the United States to send a representative to a meeting 

that attempted to carry on the work that the United States had so 

19 br i l l iant ly begun. 

Whenever there was a chance that a meeting might be called to 

discuss armament reduction or disarmament, the Foreign Policy 

Association lent I ts voice to demands that the United States part ici

pate. The theme of i ts appeals ran along lines already outlined--

the United States had begun the work of reduction at Washington in 

1921, i t ill-behooved her to stop as the rest of the world prepared to 

carry on. The leadership of the Association also hoped that interest 

in disarmament would lead the United States into the League of Nations. 

When, in 1924, the League Council modified the charter to allow dis

cussions in Council sessions of topics that had been refused hearings 

at the World Court, i t had in mind discussions of disarmaments, wrote 

Christina Merriman.^° Americans, she continued, had divided over the 

impact of the modification, but some fe l t i t was intended to coerce 

United States into the League. Hardly true, she countered; the United 

States might go into the League, but only because the force of 

^^Ibid., no. 7, (December 9, 1922). 

^^Ibid., Vol. Ill, no. 15, (February 22, 1924) 

20 Ibid., no. 47, (October 3, 1924). 
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circumstances was too great to allow her to stay outside. 

In the meantime, the League of Nations opened its discussions 

on disarmament. In an Important step, the League modified the 

Protocol of Geneva, 1924, to include refusal to arbitrate disputes as 

within the definition of aggression. Such a definition might place 

the United States in an awkward situation at some future time, and 

many crit ics charged that the change represented a blow at national 

sovereignty. James T. Shotwell of Columbia answered those charges in 

the Bulletin. The new proposal did not hamper sovereignty, he argued, 

rather i t protected the security of nations and thus sovereignty. 

22 America's great opportunity was to accept the protocol. Manley 0. 

Hudson, law professor at Harvard and strong supporter of the League, 

23 concurred in Shotwell's explanation. Both men's view went out to 

members of the Association who apparently agreed with them. At the 

same time, James McDonald repeated the argument that the League's 

proposal represented the culmination of the work of the Washington 

Conference. 

In May 1925, the League of Nations Conference for the Control 

of the International Traffic in Arms opened. The United States sent 

observers. However, observers in the FPA had no assurances that the 
oc 

United States would accept any limitation. McDonald shared such 

Ibid. 

^^Ibid., no. 48, (October 10, 1924). 

^^Ibid., no. 50, (October 24, 1924). Hudson was also a member 
of the FPA executive committee. 

^^Ibid., Vol. IV, no. 7, (December 26, 1924). 

^^Ibid., no. 26, (May 8, 1925). 
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fears and argued that the refusal of the Americans to accept any 

control commission operating under the League of Nations reflected 

more than just a desire to avoid cooperation with the League, i t 

reflected a desire to avoid control of armaments. The only American 

contribution was a proposal to l imit the sale of poison gas, a pro-

26 hibition which McDonald said would not be accepted. The conference 

soon broke up without reaching any settlement. 

One year later , the League re-entered the arena of arms reduc

tion. In May 1926, the Preparatory Conference on Disarmament opened 

27 at Geneva. The Association saw the greatest stumbling block to 

settlement were the differences between Britain and France over 

whether reductions would be made in real armaments or in potential 

armaments. The British position of reduction in real armaments drew 

support from the Germans, but Ruth Bache-Wiig of the FPA Research 

28 Staff f e l t few agreements would be made. Bache-Wiig did praise 

Coolidge for aiding the conference when he refused a special request 

29 

from Japan for a separate naval conference. His denial was consis

tent with the opposition of the United States to a return to prewar 

bilateral diplomacy. The Preparatory Commission enjoyed the support 

of the American government, but the Association fe l t that the United 

States's refusal to allow international inspection for arms control 

^^Ibid., no. 28, (May 22, 1925). 

^^See Tate, United States and Armament, p. 73-78 for the work of 
the Preparatory Commission. 

^^Bulletin, Vol. V, no. 29, (May 28, 1926). 

^^Ibid. 
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would block any real progress by the negotiators. Something of the 

same view must have existed in Washington, for in September, Mildred 

Wertheimer noted that Coolidge was prepared to call a second Washington 

Naval Conference i f the Geneva Conference failed.^° McDonald held 

out l i t t l e hope for real success from a second Washington Conference. 

The United States's refusal to allow international inspection coupled 

with French recalcitrance to give up any security measure she had 

taken would probably destroy the Geneva Conference. And France's 

position would prevent her from participating in any naval conference, 

he wrote perceptively in April 1927, two months before the Geneva 

31 Conference opened. 

The opening of the conference held no surprises for the 

Association. Britain, Japan, and the United States made the expected 

proposals. All suggested some form of l imitation, the United States 

through the extension of the Washington ratios, the British through 

limitations on the size of ships, and the Japanese through a naval 

building holiday. But the problem lay in devising a suitable way to 

make these limitations enforceable, and given the various positions 

of the individual countries, that did not look promising, Wertheimer 

32 f lat ly stated. In the negotiations that followed, Japan moved 

closer to the British position, but the conference failed to reach 

agreement on limitations that would bring real economies to the nations. 

'^^Ibid., no. 43, (September 3, 1926). 

^hbid.. Vol. VI, nj. 21, (April 1, 1927). 

^^Ibid., no. 33, (June 24, 1927). 
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The British had proposed limitations of cruiser tonnage which the 

United States accepted, but the two countries then haggled over the 

amount of the permissible total tonnage--the British wanted 600,000 

tons as opposed to 400,000 for the United States. The two powers 

compromised at 470,000 tons for each. Such a compromise, snorted 

Wertheimer, "smacks neither of limitation nor economy," since the 
oo 

present American tonnage level was at 125,000 tons. When the 

conference broke up in August, Wertheimer criticized Coolidge for 

having inadequately prepared. Open diplomacy, she charged, prevented 

solid concessions from being made i f there had been no previous back-
34 ground negotiations. Her charges, tantamount to saying that Coolidge 

knew l i t t l e about the conduct of foreign affairs, blended with other 

rumors from Geneva that confirmed her statements. The United States 

had gone prepared to do l i t t l e and had accomplished its aim. By 

December, Coolidge was talking about building more cruisers, a step 

which McDonald deplored as contributing to the naval arms race that 

35 the League struggled to avoid. 

The Foreign Policy Association continued to battle against arms 

races, but the more i t fought, the less likely limitation appeared. 

I t hoped that international cooperation would produce an effective 

disarmament program, but the force of nationalism stood solidly in the 

^^Ibid. , no. 35, (July 8, 1927). 

^^Ibid., no. 40, (August 12, 1927). 

•^^Ibid., Vol. V I I , no. 5, (December 9, 1927); see also, "The 
Disarmament Deadlock," FPAIS, Vol. IV, no. 19, (November 23, 1928), 
p. 381-396. 
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way of such cooperation. Nations, l ike the United States, did not 

want to see their military establishment come under the scrutiny of 

potential enemies. Other nations did not want to l imit their options 

in protecting their interests. Great Britain wanted cruisers to guard 

her far-flung empire, and she was less prepared to compromise on these 

items than she was on submarines for which she held l i t t l e Interest. 

The members of the FPA who dealt with the problems of disarmament or 

reduction in armaments had, by 1927, recognized these limitations to 

international cooperation. They s t i l l hoped for success. 

Blow after blow descended upon those hopes in the last years 

of the Twenties. As Secretary of State Frank Kellogg negotiated his 

multilateral treaty outlawing war, the always-security-conscious 

French and the British began talking about a new naval agreement. 

The Anglo-French Naval Accord limited the size and number of cruisers 

and made other distinctions in classes of ships such as submarines. 

Kellogg unavailingly protested the accord and won the praise of the 

Association. Wertheimer called his protest a "model state paper. In 

no way vindictive or acrimonious in tone. . . . Secretary Kellogg has 

dealt a well-deserved blow to the antiquated methods of secret 

diplomacy."^^ Kellogg had offered future limitations in return for 

dropping the accord, but his proposal was not accepted. The accord 

brought an immediate domestic reaction. Anglophobes, or at least 

Raymond Buell believer^ them to be, began a campaign to build the 

American navy up to treaty strength. Bitterly disappointed by this 

upsurge of nationalistic feeling, Buell warned that the unwarranted 

36 Bulletin, Vol. V I I , no. 48, (October 4, 1928). 
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fear of the British might well lead to the destruction of the Five 

Power Treaty. The solution lay in a negotiation of the status quo 

level for several years while maritime laws underwent recodification. 

The newly revised law would then end most of the disputes that led 

37 to war. 

The problems of disarmament negotiations during the Twenties 

centered on how to achieve limitations. This problem had bothered 

negotiators at Washington in the f i r s t years of the decade, and in 

succeeding negotiations the specter of the Washington Conference hung 

like the albatross around the neck of the negotiators. The Foreign 

Policy Association had l i t t l e to contribute toward breaking the 

blockade in naval l imitation. I t had been duly impressed with Hughes's 

bold step in 1922, but the success tended to blind i t to new means of 

accomplishing the same purpose. I t opposed new building programs to 

reach the treaty levels because i t feared that those programs would 

exacerbate feelings and lead to a new race. Buell praised Hoover in 

1929 for noting that the United States had the largest military budget 

in the world and for suspending the naval building program authorized 

38 
after the Anglo-French Naval Accord. His praise included a hope 

that Hoover would take the lead in negotiating new naval limitations. 

The Americans continued to favor the ratio system that Hughes had 

suggested in 1922. Buell, on the eve of the London Naval Conference, 

noted that the French had refused to accept any continuation of the 

-^^Ibid., Vol. V I I I , no. 14, (February 8, 1929). 

^^Ibid, no. 39, (August 2, 1929). 
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5:5:3:1.67:1.67 ratio negotiated at Washington, while the Japanese 

had already served notice that they would not accept less than parity. 

France in particular wanted to keep her submarines. Buell hoped that 

the conference would be postponed until further negotiations could 

attain a workable yardstick and increase the chances of success. 

When the London Conference opened, French demands proved to be 

the great obstacle. France had, as early as December 1929, sent a 

note to all powers l isting her demands. However, l ike Coolidge in 

1927, the United States failed to prepare properly, according to 

William T. Stone, the Association's man in London, and as a result 

negotiations were going very slowly. The French would accept nothing 

less than a sure means of preserving their security, and to obtain 

extensive reductions in the size of the navies. Stone speculated, the 

United States might have to agree to such guarantees. Stone 

suggested, in many ways reminiscent of Washington, that a naval holi

day on battleships lasting until 1936 coupled with a scrapping of al l 

ships scheduled to be destroyed under the Washington agreements would 

provide the best means of reduction. The French, however, opened the 

conference in February with a newer proposal that allowed further 

negotiation. They suggested a tonnage limitation for each country 

with the ships divided into six classes. Each nation could then decide 

upon the disposition of its own tonnage. Stone, carefully watching the 

'^^Ibid., no. 46, (September 20, 1929). 

^^Ibid., Vol. IX, no. 9, (January 3, 1930). 

^^Ibid., no. 13, (January 31, 1930). 
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progress of the talks, concluded that the French plan offered some 

hope for success because of a generally favorable opinion toward 
42 

i t . But, as Buell later noted, reduction would be hard to attain 

at London because al l countries feared the outbreak of another war 

and they wanted to be better prepared than their potential enemy. 

Fear, however, could be an asset, he wrote, because i t might encourage 

reductions, and real reduction in the size of navies would mean a 

reduction in world tension. 

Nationalism continued to plague the conference. The Association 

noted that the French wanted their security, while American papers 

such as the Chicago Tribune Inflamed opinion against reduction; 

furthermore, rumors floated about that the munitions industry had 

agents in London and Geneva attempting to destroy the work of the 

44 
conference. American nationalism opposed international cooperation 

as i t had since 1823. When the French offered to make meaningful 

reductions in return for a consultative pact with the United States, 

the American delegation refused. Buell exploded. The refusal of the 

delegation stemmed from a fear of "entangling alliances," he angrily 

wrote, and that fear had no basis. I f the proposed consultative pact 

was an "entangling alliance," then so was the Four Power Treaty of the 

Washington Conference. Since both Hoover and Hughes had lent support 

42 
Ib id . , no. 14, (February 7, 1930). 

43 
Ib id . , no. 17, (February 28, 1930). 

44 
Ib id . , no. 18, (March 7, 1930). See also Raymond G. O'Connor, 

Peri 1 ousTqiTi 1 ibrium: The United States and the London Naval Conference 
of. 1930 (Lawrence, Kansas: University of Kansas Press, 1962). 
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to the concept of the pact, no sound reason existed to refuse the 

French offer. In addition, he charged, the United States had made 

no counter-offer, and thus i t was pushing the conference to the brink 

45 of disaster. McDonald and Buell angrily issued a joint statement 

from Washington that there was nothing in the proposed pact that would 

contravene existing American policy; there was nothing in the pact 

that would commit the United States to use force in case of war; yet, 

at the same time, the pact would be a positive force in curbing 

aggression because i t would allow the League of Nations to impose 

sanctions against aggressors. I t is important to note in all these 

protests the feeling that the world would be better served i f al l 

nations would agree to join in an international effort to preserve 

peace. In particular, i t meant that the United States should cooperate 

with or join the League of Nations. War or the threat of war, the 

Association f e l t , the United States would be more effective cooperating 

as a member of an international organization than as one great power 

speaking independently. 

On April 10, the London Conference came to a crashing halt. The 

French and the Italians were unable to reconcile their differences and 

left the meeting. However, the British, Japanese, and Americans agreed 

upon an extension, in effect, of the Washington treaties. The new 

settlement represented an attempt to reach parity in naval strength 

rather than reduction. As such, i t disappointed Stone and other members 

^^Bulletin, Vol. IX, no. 20, (March 21, 1930). 

^Sew York Times, March 28, 1930, p. 2. 
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of the Association. Much more should have been achieved by the 

negotiators, and the reason for fai lure lay with nationalism and 

47 security consciousness. While Stone f e l t the new treaty perhaps 

should be defeated, Buell argued for its rat i f icat ion. There was 

l i t t l e in the proposal that the big navy men could object to since i t 

gave the United States parity, and the opponents of expansion should 

be happy to receive any treaty at a l l . The opponents of expansion 

could also take heart in a settlanent which involved the United States 

in the affairs of the world once more. The next step would be to 

48 obtain American entry into the World Court. When the Senate did 

give its advice and consent to the treaty in July, Stone conceded that 

the vote probably represented the overwhelming opinion of all 

49 Americans. 

By the end of the London Conference, many members of the Foreign 

Policy Association had given up hope for substantive disarmament. 

Buell gave public expression to that lost hope in November in an 

article in the Bulletin. The world's hopes had been set on f i re by 

promises in the Treaty of Versailles that the Allies would disarm as 

well as forcing the disarmament of the defeated Central Powers. But 

the world remained an armed camp eleven years later. Why? he asked. 

The answer lay in the need for security. The security that would 

precede real disarmament came not from military guarantees—though 

^^Bulletin, Vol. IX, no. 24, (April 18, 1930). 

^^Ibid., no. 27, (May 9, 1930). 

^^Ibid. , no. 38, (July 25, 1930). 
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many nations sought those assurances--or from jurisdictional agree

ments, but from "mutual confidence and good w i l l . " The world had not 

followed policies designed to bring that good will in the post-war 

period and was now paying for i t in the depression. That economic 

disaster was the result of policies of economic nationalism, and 

resulted in an increase in the political nationalism of each country. 

If the problem could be cured, then true disarmament could come. 

50 However, he doubted that such a cure existed. 

The collapse of the League-sponsored disarmament talks at London 

led to a new phase of negotiations. The Preparatory Conference on 

Disarmament continued to meet until December, but no real progress 

could be made, wrote William T. Stone, until a new balance of power 

inside the commission could be created. Any plan to l imit the size 

of armies through budgetary restrictions, he asserted, broke up on 

the shoals of American refusal to accept international supervision. 

In the process the United States isolated herself and forced Britain 

to ally with the French. France, he reiterated, would be the key to 

successful disarmament. When the conference adjourned in December 

1930, i t submitted a draft treaty which proposed limitations on 

several items of warfare, but le f t numerical limits to a general 

disarmament conference set for 1932. Stone speculated that the 1932 

^^Ibid., Vol. X, no. 2, (November 14, 1930); see also Raymond 
Buell, "Anglo-American Naval Understanding," FPAIS, Vol. V, no. 10, 
(July 7, 1929), p. 175-192. 

^^Bulletin, Vol. X, no. 3, (November 21, 1930); see also Tate, 
The United States and Armaments, p. 161-184, and William T. Stone, 
TFe London Naval Conference," FPAIS, Vol. VI , no. 6, (May 28, 1930), 
p. 101-130. 
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meeting would equal the 1930 conference in fu t i l i t y unless some change 

occurred in the French position. The French, he noted in July 1931, 

had already announced that i f any modifications in the Versailles 

agreements allowed Germany parity in arms, France would feel compelled 

52 to increase the size of her armies. 

In the meantime, the League of Nations proposed a one year 

moratorium on armaments. At the same time in the United States, Hoover 

searched for ways to reduce the federal budget in the face of the 

depression, and he jumped at the proposition. Stone noted Hoover's 

acceptance, and wrote that i t meant that the President had opted to 

oppose the big navy advocates in the country. Stone approved Hoover's 

action in proclaiming that no new construction would begin in 1931-

1932, although construction would continue, as might be expected, on 

53 ships already begun. The Navy League did not intend to allow 

Hoover's actions to go unchallenged. William H. Gardiner, president 

of the Navy League, attacked the cut, charging that Hoover made his 

54 
decision out of ignorance of the needs of the navy. Hoover replied 

by calling for the creation of a panel to study the question and report 

on the truth of the needs. Stone praised Hoover warmly for his stand. 

The President understood better than Gardiner the feeling of the 

^^Bulletin, Vol. X, no. 7, (December 19, 1930); no. 39, (July 31, 
1931); see also, William T. Stone, "The Draft Treaty for the World 
Disarmament Conference," FPAIS, Vol. VI , no. 25, (February 18, 1931), 
p. 471-480. 

^'^Bulletin, Vol. X, no. 50, (October 16, 1931). 

"̂̂ New York Times, November 6, 1931, p. 1. See also Armin 
Rappaport, The Na^^TIiague of the United States (Detroit: Wayne State 
University Press, 1962), p. 145-150. 
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would result in Franco-American cooperation in depression measures 

were disappointed, there had been real progress in disarmament. 

Importantly the United States had agreed not to demand French disarma

ment until certain security provisions were made.̂ ^ 

In November, Hoover named the American delegates to the Geneva 

Disarmament Conference, scheduled to begin in 1932. Charles G. Dawes, 

former Vice President and general Republican trouble shooter, would 

chair the delegation, while the other members were professional diplo

mats Norman Davis and Hugh Gibson, Senator Claude Swanson of Virginia, 

and Mary Wooley, president of Holyoke College. Buell complimented 

Hoover for his choice of Dawes as leader, and urged that the United 

States take "vigorous measures for the maintenance of peace" along 

with the League of Nations. France, Buell asserted, remained the 

key to disarmament. I f the attempts at Franco-German cooperation 

succeeded, and i f the French would accept payment in kind from the 

Germans for reparations in order to relieve German unemployment, then 

61 the conference might succeed. Stone identified a shift in the 

American position to make reparations considerations acceptable to 

the French. As Stone saw i t , the new American position called for the 

comparison of the financial situation of each country for the purpose 

of limiting armaments on the basis of domestic rather than international 

^^Ibid., no. 52, (October 30, 1931). 

°̂New York Times, November 12, 1931, p. 12. Miss Mary Wooley 
was also the vice president of the Springfield branch of the Association, 
Stone described her as "a leader of the intelligent peace opinion in 
the United States." 

61 Bulletin, Vol. X I , no. 6, (December 1, 1931) 
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American people against an armaments race, and his commission would 

surely show that the Navy League had misinterpreted the mood of the 

55 people. The commission deliberated for forty-eight hours and 
cc 

returned a verdict justifying Hoover's stand. Although the report 

was quite cr i t ical of Gardiner, i t did not satisfy Stone because the 

commission that produced the report was composed of Hoover appointees. 

Moreover, members of the commission appeared more anxious to exonerate 
57 Hoover than to ascertain the truth of the charges of the Navy League. 

As Hoover's decision to halt naval construction took form. 

Premier Laval of France visited the United States. Coming in October 

1931, shortly before the new armament conference was to open, the 

visit encouraged much speculation about the nature of the decisions 

that would effect the world's hope for peace. James McDonald asserted 

that the discussions with Laval would have real meaning because he 

represented the French peasants rather than the el i te and would thus 

be disposed to make greater concessions in order to re-create trust 

and goodwill. Nevertheless, McDonald warned, Laval would s t i l l need 

to receive some guarantees of French security. He might, however, 

accept guarantees through a world organization, i f the United States 

would agree to participate.^^ When the talks ended in late October, 

Raymond Buell wrote that although many who hoped that Laval's v is i t 

^^Bulletin, Vol. XI , no. 1 , (November 6, 1931). 

^̂ New York Times, November 9, 1931, p. 1. 

^^Bulletin, Vol. X I , no. 2, (November 13, 1931). 

^^Ibid., Vol. X, no. 51, (October 23, 1931). 
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totals. France would be able to accept payment in kind without 

having those payments adversely effect her total financial picture.^^ 

When the conference opened. Stone found l i t t l e to praise in the 

plans submitted. Andre Tardieu, French Foreign Minister, proposed a 

plan to put an international army under the control of the League and 

to allow nations to acquire long-range offensive weapons only i f they 

were willing to place such weapons at the disposal of the League. 

Stone did not deny that the plan had some merit, but he saw i t more as 

an attempt by France to gain control over German aviation, which was 

unacceptable. A second objection was based on the danger of placing 

a large army at the pleasure of France since she controlled the League 

through her alliances. Third, the plan did not reduce armaments, but 

increased them. However, the Tardieu proposal would allow France to 

support boycotts against the Japanese who were invading Manchuria, 
go 

rather than opposing them, and that appealed to Stone. When Hugh 

Gibson presented the American proposal. Stone also found i t objection

able. The Americans, he wrote, planned to abolish offensive weapons 

through their scheme, but the plan failed to include such weapons as 

bombers, battleships, aircraft carriers, and chemical weapons. In 

that omission, the Association's Washington representative wrote, there 
64 

were more than enough armaments to carry on a war. 

In general. Stone questioned the sincerity of the nations repre

sented. They sought not to l imit armaments, but to l imit their 

^^Ibid., no. 10, (January 8, 1932). 

^-^Ibid., no. 15, (February 12, 1932). 

^^Ibid., no. 24, (April 15, 1932). 
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neighbor's armaments. The United States, for example, refused to 

take the lead in ca l l i ng for reduction in m i l i t a ry expenditures 

because i t had the largest m i l i t a r y budget in the world. When Hoover 

proposed a new meeting in Geneva in July, Stone asserted that his 

purpose was not to reduce the size of the American navy but to increase 

65 
i t . The only step taken that met with Stone's approval came in Apr i l 

when the B r i t i sh suggested, and the conference accepted, a plan of 

qua l i ta t ive disarmament that would select certain weapons and i ns t i t u t e 
cc 

quotas that would u l t imately lead to their abo l i t ion . However, when 

the conference adjourned in June 1932, Buell reported that l i t t l e of 

importance had been accomplished. The meeting had kept a l ive hope 

for disarmament, and perhaps i t would make greater progress when the 

meetings resumed in January 1933. Indeed, the dream of disarmament 

was about a l l that was l e f t . The controversies that ul t imately 

destroyed the meeting had already appeared. Germany demanded equality 

in armaments, and France opposed her old enemy. The Br i t ish wanted 

more cruisers, while the United States had made conf l ic t ing proposals. 

As a part of his plan for a reb i r th of German mi l i t a ry power. H i t le r 

led Germany away from the conference and i t adjourned. 

During the in ter im, the Foreign Policy Association watched hope

f u l l y as Br i ta in and France attempted to romance Germany back to the 

^ ^ I b i d . , no. 35, (July 1 , 1932). Comparative figures for m i l i t a r y 
expenditures for 1930-31 show that the United States spent 727.7 m i l l i on 
dollars to Great B r i ta in ' s 535, France's 455.3, and I t a l y ' s 258.9. 
William T. Stone, "The Burdens of Armaments," FPA, Vol. V I I , no. 20, 
(December 9, 1931), p. 377-380. 

^^BuUet in , Vol. X I , no. 35, (July 1 , 1932). 

^ ^ I b i d . , no. 39, (July 29, 1932). 
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Geneva conference. Stone saw real promise in a proposal by Premier 

Herriot of France that would create an international army under the 

League to control aggression, while the various nations lived with a 

militia army such as the Swiss had. The proposal also called for 

mutual security pacts among the nations of Europe. As Stone wrote, 

the Herriot plan had everything. The small national army would give 

Germany the equality she demanded while the security treaties would 

provide France with the guarantees she demanded. Most importantly, 

the plan did not call for any further commitment from Great Britain. 

As for the United States, she had only to agree to consult with the 

League, promise nonrecognition of aggressors, and promise not to 

trade with those countries under League sanctions. The simplicity of 

6ft 

the plan, he went on, allowed immediate implementation. But before 

the plan could be discussed, the nations must f i r s t return to the 

conference table. Mildred Wertheimer, the Association's expert on 
69 Germany, did not believe that Germany would. 

The conference resumed in January. By March, Stone foresaw the 

imminent collapse of the talks. He blamed the French for their 

incessant demands for security, heightened now by the rise of Hitler 

^^Ibid., Vol. X I I , no. 1 , (November 4, 1932); see also William T. 
Stone, "The World Disarmament Conference: The First Stage, February 2-
March 17, 1932," FPR_, Vol. V I I I , no. 5, (May 11, 1932), p. 59-66; and 
"The World Disarmament Conference: Second Stage, March 17, 1932-
January 1933," ib id . , no. 23, (January 18, 1932), p. 267-278. 

^^Bulletin, Vol. X I I , no. 7, (December 16, 1932); and Mildred 
Wertheimer, "The Foreign Policy of the Third Reich," FPR, Vol. X, 
no. 2, (March 28, 1934), p. 13-28. 
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in Germany. But he crit icized the United States as well . Since 

December, he charged, the United States had done nothing to keep the 

conference going. In part, he hoped that the sluggardly character of 

the American delegation resulted from Hoover's defeat, and that per

haps the incoming Roosevelt administration would breathe l i f e into the 

conference. 

Roosevelt had other things on his mind and his agenda. I t was 

Ramsay MacDonald of Great Britain who moved. In late March, MacDonald 

suggested a plan that gave Germany the equality she sought. Buell 

gave the plan a small chance for success. Agreement depended upon 

Britain making further concessions on security, the League's abi l i ty 

to settle d i f f icu l t questions, and on Roosevelt's willingness to 

cooperate. Buell f e l t that the possibility of the United States's 

cooperation was at least enhanced by the apparent willingness of 

Congress to pass a discretionary arms embargo. His optimism increased 

in May when Norman Davis, the new chairman of the American delegation, 

announced that the United States would aid in the organization of 

peace, consult with other nations in case of breaches of the peace, 

refrain from halting attempts at collective security, and accept inter

national supervision of arms limitation. Roosevelt had taken the 

crucial step at a time when the conference stood at the brink of 

destruction, wrote Buell."^^ On June 7, 1933, the four major European 

^^Bulletin, Vol. X I I , no. 20, (March 17, 1933). 

^ h b i d . , no. 21, (March 24, 1933). 

^^Ibid. , no. 30, (May 26, 1933). 



172 

powers--France, Great Britain, Germany, and Italy--signed a four 

power pact in which they agreed to cooperate in the maintenance of 

peace. Vera Micheles Dean, FPA Research Associate, noted that the 

treaty did not provide for German rearmament, and perhaps this 

omission signified that France no longer feared for her security and 

the Germans had lost their fear of a French preventative war. 

The Geneva General Disarmament Conference adjourned following 

the four power agreement, and in the aftermath the Association enjoyed 

high hopes for success in the search for peace. I t was not to be. 

The adjournment in 1933 marked the last high tide for disarmament. 

After the conference, the world slowly dissolved into an arms race. 

The sentiment for disarmament f inal ly evaporated with the outbreak of 

World War I I . The Association noted in the f i r s t months following 

adjournment that several nations including the United States had begun 

building programs that threatened to end the work of limitation. 

Buell argued that Americans should not build up ships while the nation's 

schools were closing, but even more importantly, American advocacy of 

75 disarmament appeared specious in the wake of the new construction. 

By early autumn of 1933, the agreements had vanished. The Austrians 

had been allowed to violate the terms of the Treaty of St. Germain-en-

Laye, Germany had increased her demands for parity, and the French had 

^^Ibid., no. 33, (June 16, 1933); see also William T. Stone, "The 
Disarmament Crisis-1933," FPR, Vol. IX, no. 17, (October 25, 1933), 
p. 185-196. 

^^Bulletin, Vol. X I I , no. 38, (July 21, 1933). 

^^Ibid., no. 45, (September 8, 1933); no. 50, (October 13, 1933). 
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begun to tighten their commitments in the Li t t le Entente, while 

Mussolini attempted to play the role of honest broker in the disrup

tions of Europe. By 1934, both Japan and the United States entered 

new building programs that promised navies of at least treaty strength. 

To Stone, the prospects for disarmament were very dim. The United 

States appeared bent on challenging Japan in Asian waters. That meant 

that the United States would have to have a navy twice the size of 

Japan. The United States thus would be building to reach a two-to-one 

ratio over the Japanese, while Japan sought to attain parity. In 

Europe, the fai lure of the four power agreement meant the loss of 

international supervision over disarmament, a loss that meant Germany 

would rearm without any controls. Germany was rearming, of that 

Mildred Wertheimer was sure, and rearmament meant that l i t t l e could 

78 
come from any disarmament conference in 1934. 

As the leaves of summer began to turn brown in 1934, Japan's 

demands for parity increased. Stone wrote that as of September 7, 

the Japanese had decided to renounce the Washington Treaty by the end 

of the year i f her demands were not met. The collapse of the 

Washington limitations, he asserted, would spur a naval race that 

would end all of the good work done since 1921. Another of the FPA 

Research Staffers, T.A. Bisson, viewed the affair with equal 

^^Ibid., Vol. X I I I , no. 15, (February 9, 1934). 

^^Ibid., no. 33, (June 15, 1934). 

^^Ibid., no. 39, (July 27, 1934). 

^^Ibid., no. 46, (September 14, 1934). 
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pessimism. Unless the British and the Americans would accept 

Japanese parity in principle while the Japanese promised not to begin 

80 further construction, limitation had ended. Buell noted that 

Roosevelt hoped to bring Japan to a new conference through a renewed 

building program, but Buell asserted that the tactic would not work 

as i t had in 1921. The Japanese government was no longer a liberal 

one seeking peace with the world, i t now sought power not good w i l l . 

The United States, Buell stated in agreement with Bisson, should 

accept parity in principle while attempting to obtain a five year 

holiday on construction. In any case, he mournfully wrote, the 

recent experience with Germany had shown that i t was better to obtain 

81 some agreement rather than none at a l l . As Japan prepared to 

repudiate the agreements of 1921, Buell had one last offer to make the 

American people. The United States might prevent a naval race, he 

suggested, i f i t could present a united front with the rest of the 

world to halt construction. I t would mean American membership in the 

League of Nations, and an agreement through that agency to l imit the 

size of the navies--although he thought an escalator clause might be 

inserted--in order to halt the Japanese. Buell did not hold out much 

hope for success for his scheme. Besides American membership in the 

League, i t would take French, German, and Italian support, and he had 
82 

no illusions about their willingness to cooperate. 

^^Ibid., Vol. XIV, no. 1 , (November 2, 1934). 

^ h b i d . , no. 2, (November 9, 1934). 

^^Ibid. , no. 9, (December 28, 1934). Buell asserted that, in 
any case, i t was improbable that any naval race could begin before 
1940. 
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By 1935, the work of Washington toward disarmament was at an 

end. The British announced on June 22 that they were abandoning the 

ratio system that had governed navies since the Washington Conference. 

That decision, said David H. Popper, who had joined Stone in the 

Washington Bureau of the Association, would precipitate a new 

83 
American program. The British decision marked the end of an era. 

Disarmament attempts had come to a conclusion. The Bulletin 

sadly noted on January 8, 1937, that the British had laid the keels 

for two new battleships, the first since the end of limitation. 

The new race was on. 

^-^Ibid., no. 39, (July 26, 1935). 

^"^Ibid., Vol. XVI, no. 11, (January 8, 1937). One of those two 
ships laii~abwn, the Prince of Wales, was one of the f i rs t ships sunk 
after American entry TWto~the war. The Japanese sunk her off Singapore, 
December 8, 1941. For other data on the naval race as i t developed, 
see William T. Stone, "Impending Naval Rivalry,'' FPR, Vol. X, no. 3, 
(April 11, 1934), p. 24-40; William T. Stone and David H Popper, The 
End of Naval Disarmament," ib id . . Vol. X I , no. 17, October 23, 935), 
p. 201-212; and William T. St^e and Helen Fisher, The Rising Tide of 
Armaments," ib id . . Vol. X I I , no. 23, (February 15, 1937), p. 281-Z92. 



CHAPTER VI 

THE FOREIGN POLICY ASSOCIATION AND REVOLUTIONARY NATIONS 

It is the principle of justice to all peoples and nation
alities, and their right to live on equal terms of liberty 
and safety with one another, whether they be strong or 
weak. Woodrow Wilson to Congress, January 8, 1918. 

The beginning of the First World War in 1914 ended an era of 

relative social peace. The attitude that Prince Klemens von 

Metternich had championed at Vienna in 1815 gave way before a new 

rising nationalism. During and following the war, this nationalism 

resulted in the growth of reform movements demanding change, both 

politically and socially, in their respective countries. Out of these 

movements came a phalanx of revolutionary groups that produced new 

governments in some countries and challenged the established leader

ship in others. 

The general attitude which the Association pursued during these 

years regarding relations between the new governments and the United 

States reflected the hopes of Woodrow Wilson when he made the Fourteen 

Points Address. Self-determination provided the general policy; 

fairness was the standard of conduct in inter-governmental relations. 

With Mexico, with Latin America, with Russia, with the world, the 

United States should follow a policy of caution and friendliness. 

Intervention, so much a part of the practice of the United States 

since the blusterings of the bellicose Theodore Roosevelt, should be 

avoided. Instead, cooperation should be the rule. 

From its earliest beginnings, the Association opposed the 

the interventionist activity of the United States. Particularly it 

176 
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opposed any effort to forestall a people's attempt to define their 

own destiny. The Statement of Principles of the League of Free 

Nations spoke to the question of revolutions: 

[the League of Free Nations] holds that nothing in the 
Treaty or the Covenant shall be construed as authorizing 
interference by the League in internal revolutions.^ 

The Association held the same philosophy about the nature of American 

policy. 

Two revolutions came to the attention of the Association in its 

days as the League of Free Nations Association, those occurring in 

Mexico and Russia. Both revolutions concerned the Association. As 

the Committee on Nothing At All emerged as the League of Free Nations 

Association, it also established two study groups. The Russian com

mittee studied the problems of American policy toward that country 

while the Mexican committee attempted to block American intervention 

2 
in that country. 

Of f i r s t concern to the members of the Association stood the 

fa i lu re of the United States to rel ieve the suffering of the Russian 

people in the aftermath of war. The refusal of the United States 

to recognize the Soviet government seemed a poor policy to a group who 
3 

believed in Wilson's s incer i ty in his requests for self-determination. 

To encourage discussion of the "Russian Question," the Association 

^Statement of Pr inc ip les, League of Free Nations Association, FPA, 

^Bul let in o f jthe League o f Free Nations Association, Vol. I , 
no. 5, (July, 1920). 

'^Ibid. The Association believed that an a l terat ion of the recog
nit ion policy would allow Americans to trade with Russia, and, thereby, 
provide the goods that the Russian people needed. 



178 

published a collection of State Department correspondence relating 
4 

to Russia in May 1920. The documents caused considerable controversy. 

In June, the organization promoted a campaign to petition President 
5 

Wilson to restore relations with Russia. Wilson remained unmoved by 

the protests of the Association and relations with Russia took on a 

stable, if unsatisfactory, character. The work of the Russian 

committee came to an end with the summer of 1920. Further attempts 

to interject the issue into the election campaign that autumn by the 

Association resulted generally in an entirely unsatisfactory response. 

Harding refused to answer any of the questions submitted to him, and 

Cox at least answered, but his answers came too late to have any 

effect. 

The suffer ing of the Russian people continued to upset the 

members of the Association. They f e l t that regardless of the po l i t i ca l 

disputes separating the two countries, some succor had to be tendered 

to the Russian people. After Harding signed a b i l l extending 

$20,000,000 for r e l i e f , the Association sent a l e t te r to the President 

congratulating him for his act ion. 

^Publication noted in Bu l le t i n , Vol. I , no. 2, (Ap r i l , 1920). 
The work of the Russian committee is described at greater length in 
Chapter I . 

N̂ew York Times, October 31 , 1920, p. 2. 

^George F. Kennan, Russia and̂  th£ Wes^ u j i d ^ Lenin and Stal in 
(New York: Mentor Books, 1961), p. 182-187. 

^Copy in Bul le t in of the fn rp i ^ i i Policy Association, Vol. I , 
no. 9, (January 13, 192217 TThe r e l i e f went through private rather 
than public organizations, however. 
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The Association refused to change its feelings toward American 

policy after this act of generosity. When the United States refused 

to attend the Genoa Conference in 1922 because the Russian government 

would attend, the members had reason for anger. They believed that 

the United States had established impossible conditions for the 

Bolsheviks. Secretary of States Charles Evans Hughes had, the Bulletin 

reported, demanded that Russia agree to guarantee all property rights 

in Russia. He had, in effect, put Russia in the position of repudiat

ing its own policy in order to obtain American recognition: 

His [Hughes] demand is absolute: property rights on 
lines approved by him must be established for all 
Russia. He makes i t clear that he will not negotiate 
with any Russian governmental system, even one affect
ing Russians only, which is not based on these 
premises.^ 

The Americans might request that property rights be respected--although 

the Association was not sure that such a request should be made--but 

the ultimatum Hughes delivered would require the repudiation of the 

socialist system established by Lenin. That action constituted 

meddling, and the organization did not approve. Furthermore, Hughes's 

policy had placed the United States in a box regarding the rights of 

Americans in Russia: 

As the case stands, we cannot say whether or to what 
extent Russia will recognize American property rights, 
because we have not asked. Apparently we cannot even 
ask until Russia reestablishes private property for the 
Russians. Save for its tragic aspects, the situation is 
grotesque.^ 

^Ibid., no. 28, (May 26, 1922). 

^Ibid. 
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By June, the Association f e l t that the United States had admitted 

the f a i l u re of i t s ant i -sov ie t pol icy. In A p r i l , the government 

accepted the resignation of the last representative of the Czarist 

government. Count Boris Bakhmeteff's departure, said the Bu l le t i n , 

marked the f a i l u re of the United States's policy of preserving the 

f i c t i o n of a d i f fe ren t Russian government. 

Although the Association changed i t s name and i t s method of 

operation, bel ie f that the United States should recognize the Russians 

remained constant. In July 1922, McDonald made the point to an 

audience of over 5000 in Philadelphia. Later, he noted that the 

recognition of Latv ia, Estonia, and Lithuania on July 27, 1922, by 

the United States appeared to the Association to be a step in the 

12 r ight d i rec t ion . Moreover, a decision to send an economic mission 

to Russia in September 1922 convinced the Association that Harding 

was attempting to execute a strategic withdrawal from the pol ic ies 

13 forced on him by Wilson. Harding's posit ion was never c lear, but he 

may have contemplated a modif icat ion of the recognition pol icy. But 

Hughes always took the public posit ion that nothing could be done 

unt i l the Soviets agreed to honor prewar debts, which they never d id . 

Although there was s ign i f i can t pressure applied to the administration 

in opposition to recogni t ion, the Association, while appreciating the 

^ ^ I b i d . , no. 30, (June 9, 1922). 

^ h b i d . , no. 35, (July 14, 1922). 

^ ^ I b i d . , no. 40, (August 18, 1922). 

^"^Ibid. , no. 44, (September 15, 1922). 
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predicament of the government, believed that the only honorable course 

14 
was recognition. After 1923, however, the question of recognition 

drew less interest and disappeared until the depression. The 

Association did not forget the Russians. 

Between 1923 and 1933 Russia existed as a giant blank in 

American relations. Off ic ia l ly , there was no communication between 

the two countries. But, by the end of that period, the opposition 

to recognition had begun to break down. During the same years, the 

Research Staff published eleven reports on the progress of the Soviet 

revolution including several two-part reports dealing with the Soviet 

government. By the time Franklin Roosevelt had attained the 

presidency, the Association had recommitted itself to the cause of 

recognition. However, the desire for recognition no longer had at 

its base a desire to aid a nation in achieving its national destiny. 

The Soviets had already proved their abil i ty to run a government, and 

by 1933, the Association wanted Russian recognition as a balance to 

the rising power of Germany and in Asia as a counterbalance to Japan. 

Murray, Harding Era, p. 352. Murray asserts that "Whatever 
possibility existed of modifying the American nonrecognition policy, 
i t died with Harding. To the end, Hughes's position was official 
policy." p. 354. Bulletin, Vol. V I I I , no. 3, (November 30, 1923). 
The Bulletin reported that Samuel Gompers, a strong foe of recognition, 
had argued that the forces of recognition were international bankers 
and conservative businessmen. The editor bridled, "Either Mr. Gompers 
does not know what he is talking about or else the cause of recogni
tion has been making remarkable progress here." 

^^Kennan, Russia and the West, p. 280-283. 

16 

Ibid. 

Bulletin, Vol. X I I , no. 52, (October 27, 1933). 

17 
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The Association presented much the same arguments on behalf of 

Mexican recognition as they did with regard to Russia. I t opposed 

any attempt to intervene or interfere with the internal development of 

the government; i t urged conference diplomacy as a means of settling 

the disputes between the countries; and i t urged a just policy toward 

the revolutionary government. 

The Mexican committee had been one of the f i r s t study and action 

committees organized by the LFNA. During 1919 and 1920, the group 

pushed hard to thwart what i t believed was an interventionist plot by 

the oil interests. I t harassed the oil men, and, in turn, was 

18 harassed by the Fall Committee investigating Mexican affairs. The 

organization's own view of i ts effectiveness suggested that i t had 

prevented American intervention into Mexico by making i t an issue in 

the 1920 election. 

Following the election, the Association struggled to bring 

Mexico and the United States together. I t submitted to Secretary 

Hughes on April 18, 1921, a memorandum which supported the creation 

19 of a joint commission to f ix claims. When the Mexican Secretary 

of the Treasury met with Thomas Lamont, who represented the International 

Committee of Bankers, the Association approved. Lamont and the bankers 

had shown the way for the United States. The agreement they concluded 

allowed Mexico freedom to develop while paying her loans, and the 

See Chapter I on the work of the LFNA's Mexican Committee. 
See also William W. Johnson, Heroic Mexico: The Violent Emergence of 
a Modern Nation (New York: Doubleday and Company, Inc., 1968). 

^^Quoted 1n Bulletin of the League of Free Nations Association, 
Vol. I , no. 4, (June 1921). 
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United States should show a similar statesmanship in dealing with 

oil rights. 

The Association blamed the oil interests for preventing the 

regularization of relations, but i t did not believe that the oilmen 

should be deprived of their investments in Mexico.^^ I t hoped Hughes 

would proceed with fairness in protecting both Mexico's and the o i l 

men's rights. Unhappily, the Association found Hughes's action less 

than fa i r . The Bulletin printed in June, 1921, a summary of a note 

delivered to President Alvaro Obregon on May 22, which spelled out the 

conditions for American recognition. Included were demands that 

Mexico return land rights to the oil interests, and that henceforth, 

all rights be respected. Those terms, asserted the Bulletin, i f 

accepted, would cause the collapse of the Obregon government. I t 

attributed the harshness of the ultimatum to Albert Fal l , long an 

opponent of the revolution, rather than to Harding or Hughes. In 

conclusion, the editors urged members to write Harding to assure him 

22 of support for a fa ir policy toward Mexico. The policy did not 

change, and the Association continued to berate the administration for 

its fai lure. In August, McDonald blasted Hughes for attempting to 

use recognition as the bait to secure advantages for the commercial 

^^Bulletin of the Foreign Policy Association, Vol. I , no. 32, 
(June 23, 1922). 

^ h b i d . , no. 29, (June 2, 1922). 

^^Bulletin of the League of Free Natjonj Association, Vol. I , 
no. 5, (June, 192TT. 
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23 

Interests. Hopefully, the Bulletin suggested an avenue of retreat 

for the administration. If the United States would accept Obregon's 

suggestion that the two countries participate in a joint commission 

to fix claims, participation could be taken as tacit recognition of 

24 
the Mexican government. 

The diplomatic maneuvering between the two countries led the 

Association to guess accurately that a deal had been made in the 

summer of 1922 whereby Obregon would prevent confiscatory measures 

25 by Mexico in return for American recognition. Both sides appeared 

reluctant to put the agreement into effect, however, and it was not 

until April 1923, that a commission was appointed to settle the disputes 

and fix the claims. The Association praised Hughes for his action, 

and credited the Harding administration for a major accomplishment in 

26 
foreign affairs. Although recognition occurred, the Association 

kept a wary eye on the United States for signs of a reawakening of 

the interventionist spirit. 

Throughout the Twenties, the Association retained a favorable 

opinion of the revolutionary government. When a conservative counter

revolution broke out in 1924, McDonald wrote in the Bulletin that 

Hughes had followed the correct course in embargoing arms to the rebels 

while selling surplus military equipment to the government. Hughes 

^-^News Bulletin of th£ Foreign Policy Association, Vol. I, 
no. 38, TAug"ust 4, 1922T. 

^^Ibid., no. 44, (September 15, 1922). 

^^Ibid., Vol. II, no. 2, (November 24, 1922). 

^^Ibid., no. 24, (April 27, 1923). 
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should be commended for the openness of his policy for there was 

danger of misuse of the sales policy and possible grounds for inter

vention. McDonald recognized the dangers, but on the whole, he f e l t 

that Hughes had followed the only right and logical course.^^ The 

morality of intervention, apparently, was not an absolute value, 

applying alike to saints and sinners. Rather, intervention on behalf 

of those supported by the Association was acceptable. 

The Association's attitude toward Mexico remained constant in 

the years that followed. The Mexican people had established a govern

ment of their own choosing, and the United States should accept that 

choice. The brief flare-ups that occurred inevitably found the FPA 

exhorting the United States to play fair with the government and not 

28 to impose its will on Mexico simply because i t had the power. To 

the Association, any dispute should be settled by arbitration, i f 

possible, and particularly i f one nation had greater power than its 

opponent. This attitude prevailed during the revolutionary period 

and continued during the transition from the Obregon government to the 

more radical one of Plutarco Calles. Consequently, when Coolidge 

appointed his old Amherst colleague, Dwight Morrow--whose wife sat on 

29 
the FPA's Board of Directors--the Association praised the choice. 

Diplomacy, the Association f e l t , must be given a chance. Morrow's 

success affirmed in i ts mind the value of quiet discussion as a means 

^ ^ b i d . . Vol. I l l , no. 6, (December 21, 1923); no. 8, (January 4, 
1924); no. 9, (January 11, 1924). 

^^Ibid., Vol. V, no. 10, (January 15, 1926). 

^^Ibid., Vol. V I , no. 47, (September 30, 1927). 
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30 

of problem solving. Buell pointed to the settlement as perhaps the 

pivot point on which the American policy would turn. In the future, 

he hoped, the government would look with greater understanding on 

nations which attempted to dislodge foreign capital. He would not 

concede a nation's right to confiscate without compensation; also, in 

ejecting the American investor, the nation should ut i l ize some form 

of due process. He urged the State Department to establish formal 

legal procedure dealing with transfer of property. An arbitration 

treaty would provide the means to "transfer these cases from the 

31 arena of political haggling to the more serene forums of the law." 

As revolutionary socialism did not upset the members of the 

Association when a sister republic instituted i t , neither did the 

accompanying anticlericism. When during the Thirties a strong move

ment developed to sever relations with Mexico because of their harsh 

action against the Catholic Church, Charles Thomson, the Latin American 

expert for the Association, spoke for the 1iberal-internationalists, 

declaring that while Jacobinism was unfortunate, anticlericism had 

brought many reforms to Mexico. In any case, he concluded that the 

demands that morality govern the recognition policy implied accepting 

a principle "which has not only proved unsatisfactory in the past, 

but which, i f applied consistently, might lead to severence of relations 

32 with countries other than Mexico." 

30 Ibid., Vol. VII, no. 3, (November 25, 1927). 

'^hbid., no. 22, (April 6, 1928). 

^^Ibid., Vol. XIV, no. 12, (January 18, 1935). 
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The FPA's attitude toward revolutions can be seen most clearly 

in i ts musings on Latin American affairs. There was during the Twenties 

and Thirties greater opportunity for revolution in these countries, 

and they lay in America's sphere of influence. Revolutions could 

counter United States' Interests particularly i f as in Mexico they 

threatened to appropriate American property or to renounce debts to 

American bankers. The Association opposed any intervention to suppress 

or quell revolutions in this area, primarily because, as in Mexico and 

Russia, Intervention meant thwarting the will of the people. Instead, 

the FPA called for a program of good w i l l , nonintervention, and 

government--not private—loans designed to aid the economic develop

ment of the countries. 

The Monroe Doctrine and its effect provided the f i r s t spring

board for concern. I t had now become--with the modifications of the 

Roosevelt Corollary—a policy justifying most American policy toward 

Latin America, which generally meant intervention. As early as 1923, 

the Association complained about the American interpretation of the 

Monroe Doctrine. Whereas the United States viewed the doctrine as a 

unilateral statement, Christina Merriman wrote, i t should seek to make 

i t a Pan-American concern.^^ McDonald shared that view. The Monroe 

Doctrine, he thought, and the American interpretations of i t stood 

like a warning buoy to the Latin American nations that the United States 

would not allow alterations in their governments. Moreover, the 

administration exhibited hypocrisy in seeking good will from Latin 

33 Ib id . , Vol. I I , no. 32, (June 22, 1923). 
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America while the Americans made pious pronouncements and took anti -

34 
Latin American actions. In another ar t ic le , McDonald assailed 

Hughes's statement that the doctrine gave the United States the right 

to protect the property of American citizens. As Hughes had defined 

i t , wrote the FPA's president, the doctrine consisted of an unilateral , 

exclusive statement of American rights and privileges. McDonald 

disagreed. The policy was unilateral , i t was exclusive, but i t did 

35 not give the United States unlimited power. 

Despite American attempts through its reiteration of the Monroe 

Doctrine to prevent European eyes from prying at hemispheric af fa i rs , 

those eyes looked, with the Association's approval. American inter

ventions in the Caribbean should be carefully watched, the Bulletin 

declared, both to deter widespread intervention and to protect the 
oc 

peoples of Latin America. Those interventions had not promoted the 

welfare of the people. Rather, they served American economic interests. 

America promoted in Haiti a president who was "undeniably a creature 

of and subservient to the American occupying forces," while in the 

1926 Nicaraguan intervention, the United States practically obliterated 

the distinction between protection of citizens and intervention to 
37 prevent or suppress revolution. The Nicaraguan intervention 

^^Ibid., no. 43, (Septanber 7, 1923). 

-^^Ibid., Vol. II, no. 4, (December 7, 1923). 

^^Ibid., no. 30, (July 18, 1924). See also Raymond L. Buell, 
"The American Occupation of Haiti," FPAIS, Vol. V, nos. 19-20, 
(November 27, 1929), p. 327-392. 

^^Bulletin, Vol. V, no. 33, (June 25, 1926); Vol. VI, no. 8, 
(Decenber 31, 1926). 
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particularly galled the Association. The demands that American 

property be so carefully protected, stated William Stone, threatened 

to make any revolution in the Americas impossible. The policy was, 

he declared, simply an extension of dollar diplomacy. I t was intended 

to preserve the Adolfo Diaz administration at any cost, and Diaz was 

himself. Stone reported, preparing a treaty which would give the 

38 United States virtual control of the country. 

Buell, unofficial ly, summed up the FPA position publicly on 

January 8, 1928, when he published a three-point program which he 

said the United States should adopt at the forthcoming Pan American 

Conference. His proposal included returning to the older policy of 

recognizing de facto governments, developing compulsory arbitration 

procedures for al l disputes involving Western Hemisphere countries, 

39 and American renunciation of unilateral intervention. These new 

policies, he said, would lay to rest many of the Latin American fears 

of United States power, and would bring inter-American cooperation. 

The United States went to the Havana Conference that year in a 

conciliatory mood. Charles Evans Hughes represented the "Colossus 

of the North" well in not adopting the traditional overbearing stance. 

William Stone praised Hughes's attitude, and speculated that i t might 

mean the beginnings of a new American policy. However, he warned, one 

conference did not prove a policy. The Latin Americans and the world 

^^Ibid., Vol. V I , no. 9, (January 7, 1927); no. 16, (February 25, 
1927). 

'̂ N̂ew York Times, January 9, 1928, p. 6. McDonald f e l t compelled 
to issue a statement reiterating the nonpartisan character of the FPA 
on January 19, 1928. 
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40 would have to await American action. 

Subsequent American action did not please the Association. In 

Puerto Rico, wrote Raymond Buell, the United States had "fastened an 

economic system upon Porto Rico from which the people are struggling 

to become free." In Hai t i , the Americans had shown l i t t l e willingness 

to withdraw or to allow the people self-determination. In response to 

a report that Haitian President Louis Borno had promised to relinquish 

his office In 1930, and that American troops would be withdrawn in 

1936, Buell parried, "Has another dictator abdicated? Will the United 

States evacuate? . . . Few Americans in Haiti believe that the United 

States will evacuate in 1936. Certainly the present system of adminis

tration would indicate that we are planning to stay a long time.' 

In Havana, the American delegation equivocated. I t refused to accept 

a resolution opposing intervention, ostensibly because of a question 

over the exact meaning of the Spanish word "internes." But to the 

Association, one positive step had occurred in Havana, an event over

looked by most of the daily press. That step was the formulation of 

a compulsory arbitration treaty with no exceptions by the Americans. 

The treaty, declared Buell, marked a true revolution in Latin American 

policy. Now both Mexican oil interests and disputes with Cuba could be 

^ ^ u l l e t i n . Vol. V I I , no. 12, (January 27, 1928). 

^^Ibid. , no. 20, (March 23, 1928). See also, "The Problem of 
Porto RicoT^ FPAIS, Vol. IV, no. 23, (January 18, 1929), p. 437-456, 
dealing with the social and economic problems of Puerto Rico. The 
"Has another dictator abdicated . . ." quotation is from Bulletin, 
Vol. V I I I , no. 25, (April 27, 1928). 
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42 settled through arbitration. The arbitration treaty gasped out a 

slow death in the Senate, and the heralded new day s t i l l glimmered out 

of sight just below the horizon. The publication of the Clark Memo

randum did not raise Buell's hopes. The statement, so long acclaimed 

by historians as a major break with the past, struck Buell as a wery 

academic recitation on a very acadeiiic subject. The League, coupled 

with the Kellogg-Briand Pact, had ended any danger to Latin America 

from Europe, and the American interpretation, he concluded, had l i t t l e 

44 validity. The real issue, Buell believed, centered on American 

action toward its hemispheric neighbors. Relations in this region were 

not good, Buell confessed, because the United States had not behaved 

properly. Americans had used intervention, or the threat of 

^̂ New York Times, April 30, 1928, p. 12; Bulletin, Vol. V I I I , 
no. 10, (January 11, 1929). See also, William T. Stone, "The Pan-
American Arbitration Treaty," FPAIS, Vol. V, no. 18, (November 13, 
1929), p. 313-326. 

The role of the Clark Memorandum in American-Latin American 
policy has been under debate for some time. The memorandum rejected 
any justif ication of American intervention in Latin America on the 
grounds of the Roosevelt Corollary to the Monroe Doctrine. Robert H. 
Ferrel, American Diplomacy fn th£ Great Depression (New Haven: Yale 
University Press, 1957), argues that Hoover began the Good Neighbor 
Policy by publishing the document. Its publication, he asserts, meant 
"the era of tutelage and instruction by force was plainly over." 
(P. 222). This view is shared by Alexander DeConde in Herbert Hoover's 
Latin American Policy (Stanford: Stanford University Press, 1951). 
Brice Wood in his authoritative The Making of the Good Neighbor Policy 
(New York: Columbia University Press, 196117 gently disagrees, 
asserting that while there was credit enough for a l l , Roosevelt actually 
forsook intervention as an American right. 

^^Bulletin, Vol. IX, no. 21, (March 28, 1930). See also, "The 
Monroe Doctrine and Latin America," FPAIS, Vol. IV, no. 20, (December 7, 
1928), p. 397-408, for an earlier analysis in greater detail of the 
relationship between the Monroe Doctrine and the League of Nations and 
the Kellogg-Briand Pact and Latin America. 
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Intervention, to suppress revolutions and to uphold unpopular govern

ments; i t had refused to arbitrate disputes with Latin American 

nations; and, particularly in Panama, i t had used its special position 

to take extra economic gains from countries. 

Buell dealt with the Panamanian situation at length in September 

1930. Through its special position, he charged, the United States 

allowed American merchants to extend their power in the protected Canal 

Zone at the expense of the Panamanian merchants. To protect its 

merchants and the Canal, the United States also intervened to suppress 

a popular revolution, thus leading to an unfair government. The 

honorable course for the United States, he suggested, was to renounce 

its policies and to le t the Panamanians know that their escape from 

45 American power depended upon the fairness of their upcoming elections. 

The Association also called the United States to task for the 

same error of suppressing revolution in Brazil in 1931. American 

policy there, however, had less effect, in part because the chosen 

instrument--an arms embargo on the rebels-- was not applied until two 

days before the rebels won. The Americans had stumbled badly, wrote 

Buell. Their handling of the situation, citing international law as 

a justification without being a signatory to any of the international 

arms control conventions, and by fail ing to have a general policy, 

46 
left the United States open to charges of favoritism. When 

^^Bulletin, Vol. IX, no. 44, (September 5, 1930). See also, 
DeConde, Herbert Hoover's Latin American Policy., p. 61-62. 

^ S u l l e t i n , Vol. IX, no. 52, (October 31, 1930). DeConde, 
Herbert Hoover's Latin American Policy, p. 54-55. 
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Secretary of State Henry Stimson told the Council of Foreign Relations 

that the American policy was to recognize revolutionary governments 

everywhere but Central America, Buell accepted the correctness of the 

statement. Stimson, said Buell, had based his justification of the 

policy upon the national interest—protection of the canal—and inter

national treaties--a 1923 convention among the Latin American nations 

not to recognize revolutionary governments. But, said Buell, there 

had been no successful revolution in Central America because the United 

States had intervened to halt them. Recognition was not the question, 

American policy to act in opposition to revolution was. Noninter

vention, he f e l t , had to become the American policy i f the United 

States hoped to obtain good relations with Latin America. 

Nicaragua was a case in point. Marines had intervened to chase 

out the "bandit" Augusto Sandino, and the United States refused to 

consider offers of a truce on the condition of American withdrawal. 

Buell argued that such policies made the United States responsible for 

all lives lost because i t failed to exhaust every avenue for peace. 

"Our relations with Latin America as a whole," he wrote, "will not be 

upon a sound basis until we are prepared to adopt a policy of non

intervention."^^ The high point of Buell's rage against American 

^^Bulletin, Vol. X, no. 15, (February 13, 1931). Buell continued 
his assessment in two art ic les, "The United States and Central American 
Stability," FPR, Vol. V I I , no. 9, (July 8, 1931), p. 161-186, and "The 
United States and Central American Revolutions," ib id . , no. 10, (July 22, 
1931), p. 187-204. 

^^Bulletin, Vol. X, no. 17, (February 27, 1931); Buell charged 
that the United States had stacked the deck against the anti-American 
candidate in "American Supervision of the Election in Nicaragua," 
FPAIS, Vol. V I , no. 21, (December 24, 1930), p. 385-402. 
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Nicaraguan policy had come in February 1931. By Apri l , he believed 

that some change had occurred. Stimson, he reported, had refused to 

send the Marines on a retaliatory raid after Sandino had killed nine 

United States citizens. Instead, Stimson warned the Americans that 

i f they did not feel safe, they should withdraw to the coastal cities 

where they could be evacuated more easily. That was, in Buell's view, 

a quiet, but important step toward a better interpretation of the role 

of the United States in Latin America.^^ 

One other obstacle to satisfactory United States-Latin American 

relations existed at that time. I t was the basis of the intervention

ist justifications—the Piatt Amendment. The United States had 

enjoyed considerable success in preventing revolution in Cuba since 

the American liberation of the island. Americans considered the Pearl 

of the Antilles vital to the defense of the Panama Canal and the 

amendment guaranteed the right of intervention.^° In 1931, the 

dictator Gerardo Machado had suppressed a revolt without the aid of 

the United States, but Buell did not see the American abstention as 

heralding a change in policy. Rather, he wrote, i t probably meant 

that the United States believed that Machado had sufficient strength 

to do i t alone. In any case, however, even i f Hoover favored non

intervention, such a new policy could not be realized until the 

49 
Bulletin, Vol. X, no. 25, (April 24, 1931). 

50 
Samuel F. Bemis, The Latin American Policy of the United 

States, (New York: Alfred Knopf, 1941), is the best defense of 
American policy. For Cuban af fa i rs , see Hugh Thomas's masterful Cuba: 
Ihe Pursuit of Freedom (New York: Harper and Row, 1971), p. 672-681. 
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51 United States abandoned the Piatt Amendment. 

The new day for Latin America arrived with Franklin Roosevelt. 

In his inaugural address, Roosevelt only l ightly touched on foreign 

affairs, but he expressed a wish that the United States would be 

"good neighbors." The Foreign Policy Association waited to see i f 

the words had genuine meaning or i f they carried only the rhetoric of 

the occasion. For the Association, Cuba provided the real test of 

Roosevelt's desire. The island, so long a key in the American defense 

of its sphere of influence, suffered under the badly crumbling 

dictatorship of Machado. Unrest ran rampant in the streets of the 

cities and in the roads of the sugar rich lands of the coastal plains. 

I f revolution erupted into ful l flow, an angry or frightened or simply 

security conscious United States might find the temptation to inter-

52 vene too strong for the fond hopes of the non-interventionists. 

Charles A. Thomson, who shared with Buell much of the responsibility 

for reporting Cuban events, predicted in April that a renewal of 

hostilities against Machado might not bring American intervention, 

but the United States could prevent bloodshed by proposing aid for 

Cuba in return for Machado's abdication of the office. The key to the 

success of any policy in Cuba rested upon Roosevelt's choice of an 

53 ambassador to the island. 

^^Bulletin, Vol. X, no. 45, (September 11, 1931). For the 
American use of the amendment to preserve the status quo, see Raymond 
Buell, "Cuba and the Piatt Amendment," FPAIS, Vol. V, no. 3, (April 17, 
1929), p. 36-62. 

^^Bulletin, Vol. X I I , no. 41 , (August 11, 1933). 

^^Ibid., no. 25, (April 21, 1933). 
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In August, the storm clouds which gathered over Machado's head 

opened, and the long-awaited torrent of revolution began. Buell 

reported the event which marked the new beginning—Machado's gunmen's 

murder of thirty civilians who were celebrating the premature rumor 

of Machado's resignation. The key would be the American response. I f 

the Americans Intervened, the result would be i l l - feel ing in Latin 

America and a sign of continued opposition to revolution. I f the 

United States abstained from playing a role, a new policy might be 

born. Buell believed that i t might only take a public statement 

denouncing Machado to bring the dictator's collapse. Although a 

public denunciation would represent a form of intervention, Buell 

recommended i t . 

The revolution in Cuba made rapid progress; in less than two 

weeks a new coalition of labor, students, and young professional 

people (known as the ABC group) ousted Machado. The United States 

remained outside the battle. To Buell the course of revolt proved 

two points, both good. First, the revolutionary leaders were l iberals, 

much like those of Mexico in 1917, and they would have the same effect 

on Cuba. Second, the United States in staying aloof indicated a 

genuine commitment to nonintervention. Apparently, wrote Buell, the 

United States placed a new interpretation on the Piatt Amendment 

which would allow revolutions to occur. Buell f e l t the Americans 

should go farther. He recommended a new sugar agreement to allow the 

Cubans a fairer jnarket price for their goods, approval of RFC loans to 

54 Ib id . , no. 41 , (August 11, 1933). 
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Cuba for rehabilitation, and, finally, abrogation of the Piatt 

55 
Amendment. Sumner Welles, the new American Ambassador to Cuba, 

received high praise for his work in those trying times, primarily 

because he advocated the "hands-off" policy that the Association 

56 believed in. 

Revolutions often lead to instabil i ty, and the Cuban leadership 

failed to hold its position. By September, the student groups ousted 

the moderate deCespedio government and installed Dr. Ramon Grau San 

Martin as president. The immediate United States reaction was to 

57 send a naval squadron to Cuban waters. The Association yelped at 

this seeming betrayal of the nonintervention pledges. Buell and 

Thomson issued a joint statement declaring the American action 

"premature and highly dangerous." But after Roosevelt assured Latin 

America that the United States had no plans to intervene, and Hull 

showed a restraining hand in the administration, both men calmed down. 

Thomson praised Roosevelt's restraint, and Buell praised his pledge 

of nonintervention. When the United States failed to extend recog

nition to the Grau San Martin government, Thomson began to suspect 

an interventionist angle to American policy. As he read the off icial 

policy, the United States promised to extend recognition to any 

government as soon as i t restored order, no matter what its political 

^^Ibid., no. 42, (August 15, 1933). 

^^Ibid., no. 44, [September 1, 1933). 

^̂ New York Times, September 8, 1933, p. 3. 

^̂  lb i d . ; Bulletin, Vol. X I I , no. 46, (September 15, 1933). 
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character. But the United States would not recognize the Grau San 

Martin government's abi l i ty to bring peace. As a result, bloody civi l 

war would erupt, and the United States would intervene to protect 

its c1tizens--wh1ch meant to quell the revolution.^^ I t is easy to 

understand Thomson's fears given the action in pursuit of American 

policy over the last decade. The interventions in Mexico and 

Nicaragua had both begun to protect American citizens. Once burned, 

Thomson hung back from the flame of Rooseveltian Good Neighborism. 

Thomson's fears were not shared to any great extent by his colleagues. 

Buell f e l t that Roosevelt hewed closely to his nonintervention 

statements, and praised him for his steadfastness in refusing to inter

vene after an American died in open street fighting in Havana. Buell's 

only criticism concerned Roosevelt's apparent willingness to allow 

domestic sugar producers to determine the Cuban quota. 

On January 15, the Grau San Martin government fe l l after the 

students deserted the coalition. The island suffered from economic 

dislocation, labor troubles, and the lack of stabil i ty. Thomson 

remained cri t ical of the United States for fail ing to show a proper 

concern for the people of Cuba. He recommended that steps be taken 
61 

to restore Cuba's economic stabil i ty. 

Economics played a major role in the Association's assessment 

of how to deal with the revolutionary governments. The writers 

^^Bulletin, Vol. X I I , no. 47, [September 22, 1933). 

^° Ibid. , no. 49, (October 6, 1933). 

^ h b i d . . Vol. X I I I , no. 3, (Novanber 17, 1933); no. 5, (December 1 
1933); no7T2, (January 19, 1934). Thomas, Cuba, p. b/4. 
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exhibited concern not only for the United States's economic well-

being, but also for the well-being of the Latin American countries. 

Buell spoke out against the sugar allotment for Cuba, and a long 

Foreign Policy Report dealt with the sugar question.^^ John de Wilde 

expressed a hope that the current negotiations over the sugar allotment 

would lead to an increase for Cuba that would allow her to rehabilitate 

her economy and begin to pay her debts.^'^ I t seemed clear that 

positive action by the United States in some form of aid would be 

necessary i f the island were to recover. Thomson worried that such 

aid might be used to shore up an unpopular government--an outcome of 

which he disapproved--and he urged that any aid be indirectly channeled 

to avoid inappropriate use by either government for political ends.^^ 

When a new sugar allotment bi l l passed Congress in May 1934, Buell 

saw i t as a helping hand for the Cubans. The b i l l , he wrote, had 

flaws. I t gave too much to domestic producers, but i t did open the 
cc 

American market for a larger quantity of Cuban sugar. The United 

States would apparently use economic assistance for humanitarian 

purposes. In August 1934, the two countries concluded a new recipro

city treaty which further enhanced trade possibilities. Even Thomson 

did not complain about American action. The new treaty, he declared. 

^^Ibid., Vol. X I I , no. 49, (October 6, 1933); John C. de Wilde, 
"Sugar: An International Problem," FPR., Vol. IX, no. 15, (September 15, 
1933), p. 161-172. 

^^Bulletin, Vol. Mil, no. 17, (February 23, 1934). 

^^Ibid., no. 20, (March 16, 1934). 

^^Ibid., no. 30, (May 25, 1934). 
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marked a real change in policy toward Central America, and i t promoted 

political stabi l i ty by attacking the problems of economic instabil ity 

which caused the Amendment, much to the pleasure of the Association, 

and Cuba was free. 

The freedom gave the new Mendieta-Batista government a chance 

to tighten its grip on the country. Buell recognized the signs of 

impending dictatorship in the island with the postponement of 

scheduled elections in the spring of 1935. Mendieta, he wrote, used 

the threat of American intervention to keep himself in power, but 

apparently, the United States planned to stay out of any quarrels. 

America had met the test of Rooseveltian noninterventionist 

philosophy. The Americans would not hold back the progress of 

revolutions. The change pleased the Association. Careful concern 

rather than meddlesome interference had always been the goal of the 

Foreign Policy Association. 

Roosevelt's policy toward the rest of Latin America brought the 

same ultimately favorable response from the Association. As he sought 

to implement the Good Neighbor Policy, the Association cheered him. 

When i t appeared that American action might be moving away from the 

direction of allowing ful l potential for development to the countries 

of the South, the Bulletin brimmed with articles sounding the clarion 

for a continuation of nonintervention. The settlement of the 

Nicaraguan situation in 1933 which led to American withdrawal brought 

plaudits from Thomson. The American insistence that i t would not 

^^Ibid., no. 33, (June 15, 1934). 

^^Ibid., Vol. XIV, no. 20, (March 15, 1935); no. 30, (May 24, 1935) 
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intervene in 1934 following Sandino's assassination was equally pleasing. 

Most gratifying to Thomson was the United States's decision in 1934 to 

end the policy of withholding recognition from revolutionary governments 

in Latin America. That change, he predicted, would bring a new era in 

69 
Latin American relations. There remained, he believed, a bad residue 

of the American interventions--most clearly seen in the 1936 crisis in 

Nicaragua--but the new policies would bring continued development to 

all American nations. 

The efforts of the administration in the area of inter-American 

cooperation were closely watched by the Association. As Roosevelt moved 

closer and closer to making the Monroe Doctrine a regional understanding, 

as he struggled to convince the Latin Americans of his sincerity in want

ing to be a good neighbor, the Association offered such verbal support 

as i t could. Cordell Hull received special praise for his efforts at 

the Pan-American conferences. By 1936, David Popper could report to the 

Association's readers that the United States had succeeded at Buenos 

Aires in accomplishing the goals of the administration. The climax 

69ibid., Vol. X I I , no. 15, (February 10, 1933); Vol. X I I I , no. 18, 
(March 27l9'34); Vol. SV, no. 15, (February 7, 1936). See also, Charles 
Thomson, "The Caribbean Situation: Nicaragua and Salvador," FPR_, 
Vol. IX, no. 13, (August 30, 1933); and David Popper, "Latin American 
Policy of the Roosevelt Administration," fPR ,̂ Vol. X, no. 21, 
(December 19, 1934), p. 269-280, which suggests that the origins of the 
Good Neighbor Policy are in Hoover's administration, but gives Roosevelt 
the credit for i t . 

7QBulletin, Vol. XV, no. 33, (June 12, 1936. 

71 Ib id . , Vol. X I I I , no. 8, (Decenber 22, 1933); Vol. XV, no. 16, 
(February 14, 1936); Vol. XVI, no. 3, (November 13, 1936); no. 7, 
(December 13, 1936); no. 9, (December 25, 1936); Raymond Buell, "The 
Montevideo Conference and the Latin American Policy of the United States, 
FPR, Vol. IX, no. 19, (Novonber 12, 1933); Charles Thomson, "The Seventh 
Pan-American Conference," FPR, Vol. X, no. 7, (June 6, 1934); Charles G. 
Fenwick, "The Buenos Aires Conference: 1936," FPR, Vol. X I I , no. 8, 
(July 1 , 1937). 
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of the movement toward allowing free rein for Latin American national

ism came in the Tydings Bill of 1936 providing for a plebiscite by 

which the people of Puerto Rico could vote on their continued tie to 

the United States. Thomson and the Association saw the bill as embody

ing all of the things they had fought for. Puerto Ricans would decide 

72 

what status they wanted; i t would be an exercise in self-determination. 

Nothing more could they have desired. 

This same passion for self-determination also included the Far 

East. China had, of course, long interested the United States. Her 

struggle for stabil i ty had touched the hearts of many Americans. Others 

had lusted after the vast market her population supposedly presented. 

Europeans had played havoc with the internal situation during the last 

years of the Manchus. From the beginning of the Twentieth Century, the 

Chinese government had been unable to establish firm control over the 

many sections. Factionalism spl i t the society, and varying war lords 

vied for power. The Association's view remained consistent with its 

attitudes toward other revolutionary areas. The people were suffering, 

i t would agree, but the United States must commit i tsel f to allowing the 
country to work out its own destiny. Intervention, no matter how much 

73 
i t might help a people immediately, should be avoided. 

^^Bulletin, Vol. XV, no. 30, (May 22, 1936); Earle K. James, 
"Puerto Rico at the Crossroads," FPR_, Vol. X I I I , no. 15, (October 15, 
1937), p. 181-192. 

73Bulletin, Vol. V, no. 49, (October 15, 1926); no. 51, 
(October 29, 1926); see also, "Factors in the Internal Situation in 
China," FPAIS, Vol. I I , no. 1 , (February 27, 1926); and "American 
Policy iTTChTna," ib id . . Vol. I l l , no. 5, (May 11, 1927). The best 
monograph is DorothTT. Borg, AmerJcaji P o l M i M ^ Chinesj Revolution, 
1925-1928 (New York: American Institute of Pacific Relations, 1947). 
Sii"aTio"Barbara W. Tuchman, St j lwel l and, the AmeQcaji Experience i j i 
China, 1911-1945 (New York: Macmillan, 1971). 
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The American role in the Philippines occasioned concern. The 

Filipinos had not wanted United States control in 1898, and by 1932, 

after thirty years of occupation, a large segment s t i l l wanted inde

pendence. As Buell examined the problems raised by Philippine inde

pendence, he saw a major test of the new American diplomacy as opposed 

to the old style of power and prestige. I f , as he believed the case 

to be, the United States held onto the territory for reasons of pride 

and strategic reasons, in the face of Filipino opposition, then the 

United States s t i l l practiced the old style. Congress, he wrote, 

faced the test of imperialism or international cooperation in making 

74 its decision on the islands. The Tydings-McDuffie Act, Buell 

declared, did l i t t l e to help the Filipinos. I t provided for political 

independence, but i t did not allow for equally important economic 

independence. The manufacturing lobby prevented the Philippines from 

achieving a free trading posture. The American insistence on a 

military base there also tended to prevent the Filipinos from being 

a completely free people. Buell favored neutralization and inde

pendence to lessen the island's strategic value as a hostage for 

Japan. Economic considerations were also important. The United States 

had to extend reciprocity to the Philippines or their independence 

would be a farce.^^ David Popper doubted the intention of the United 

States to withdraw at al l from the islands. Through its chief agents 

^^Bulletin, Vol. XI, no. 24, (April 15, 1932). 

^^Ibid., Vol. Ml, no. 10, (January 6, 1933). 

^^Ibid., Vol. XIV, no. 28, (May 10, 1935). 
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there, Douglas MacArthur and Paul McNutt, former commander of the 

American Legion, the United States had tied the Philippines to American 

militarism. Manuel Quezon, he reported, with America's help, had 

begun to suppress dissenting political parties and create a dictator

ship. Only American withdrawal could allow the Filipinos to choose 

their own government. The ultimate disposition of the Philippine 

question did not come until after the Japanese had borne out Buell, 

and many others, who saw the islands as hostages. However, the United 

States did promise the Filipinos freedom in 1936. The Association 

agreed with the goal of granting independence but feared the economic 

78 consequences of the move. 

In the area of pre-revolutionary nationalism, the Middle East, 

humanitarianism and economics provided the basis for the Association's 

thinking. In that area which would not reveal its own concern with 

independence until after another world war, the Association's position 

on American policy differed from its exhortations to the United States 

on Latin American, European, and Asian policy. Where i t had urged the 

United States to adopt a policy of nonintervention in Latin America, 

the Association believed that the American policy in the Middle East 

must be one of positive action to insure those fledgling nations an 
79 . _ 

opportunity to gain complete freedom. Two factors may account for 

^^Ibid. , Vol. XVI, no. 19, (March 5, 1937); David Popper, 
"Creating a Philippine Commonwealth," fP^, Vol. X I I , no. 19, 
(February 15, 1936), p. 233-244. 

^^Popper, "Creating a Philippine Commonwealth," FPR_, p. 243. 

^^Bulletin, Vol. I , no. 52, (November 10, 1922). 
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this variation in attitude. First , the Middle East had been of 

concern to the American delegation in Paris after the war, and many 

reports f i l ter ing back from the peace conference indicated that the 

United States would receive portions of the region as its mandated 

80 
territory when i t joined the League. Second, and more importantly, 

conditions in the land of the fe r t i l e crescent differed from those of 

Mexico and Latin America. In the Middle East, the strong European 

powers struggled with each other and with the forces of nationalism to 

control the o i l - r ich territory. The United States had issued a dis

claimer stating that while i t would take no part in any settlement, 

i t wanted its Interests protected. The Association considered the 

81 stand irresponsible. At the wery least, James McDonald wrote in 

September 1922, the United States must offer herself as a mediating 

power to prevent another major war. The conflicting forces would, 

besides destroying the people and the land of the Middle East, 

struggle in the old power diplomacy style that had led to World War I . 

The United States could bring to the problem a disinterestedness 

ft? 
that might prevent such an outbreak. The cry for involvement in the 

Middle East stemmed from the same basic feelings that had led the 

Association to oppose intervention elsewhere. The difference between 

the two situations lay in the much heavier influence of the European 

powers in the region. Without their economic and political penetration. 

^^Frank Abbott, "The Press and the Covenant," (M.A. Thesis: 
Texas Technological College, 1969), p. 82-85. 

^^Bulletin, Vol. I , no. 52, (November 10, 1922). 

^^Ibid. , no. 45, (September 22, 1922). 
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the Association would have favored an American aloofness to permit 

self-determination to work. But the penetration existed, and to the 

group only a strong United States presence would or could prevent a 

dismemberment that would make a mockery of Wilson's hopes. Therefore 

i t urged intervention as a counterbalance to European power in the 

hopes of preserving self-determination—an intervention that i t 

assumed would be benevolent. 

The Foreign Policy Association consistently supported the 

right of a people to alter its government. I t continuously argued 

that the United States should not take any position which would l imit 

this right. I t believed in the right of self-determination. A 

people's right to decide the form of its own government was never 

questioned whether that government might be of the Left or the Right. 

I t opposed any American policy which limited a people's right to 

revolt, because i t f e l t that those policies failed to protect the 

people's welfare. I t believed that the United States should not 

exercise its power, particularly in the Western Hemisphere, to promote 

the interest of American business. Rather i t believed that a policy 

of nonintervention would promote not only the welfare of the revolu

tionists, but also the interests of the United States. The road of 

the higher realism, i t saw, lay in promoting friendship rather than 

enmity. 

The success of the Association in promoting its concept in the 

United States cannot be measured in concrete terms. But i t is 

possible to see that the ideas of the Association, its sympathy with 

people struggling to throw off the yoke of colonialism or to free 
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themselves from autocratic, unresponsive government, were more 

distinctly expressed by the United States government with greater 

intensity after the election of Franklin Roosevelt. The Association 

had kept alive the dream and the reality of self-determination. 

The Association's views were not always wise. I t might 

recommend, as i t did, a stronger role for the United States in the 

Middle East on the assumption that American policy would be less 

grasping than that of the European powers when i t had no evidence 

that such would be the case. But the course i t followed, at the 

very worst, sprang from good intentions, and, at the very best, 

offered to the United States the noble position of advocates of the 

rights of man. 

^ V t h u r S. Link has asked the question, "What happened to the 
Progressive movement in the 1920's?" He suggests that i t went, in a 
sense, underground, and returned to power with the election of 
Franklin Roosevelt. Arthur S. Link, "What Happened to the Progressive 
Movement during the 1920's?" American Historical Review, Vol. LXIV, 
no. 4, (July 1959), p. 833-851. The FPA served as one of those under
ground vehicles, but i t stayed very much in the public eye. 



CHAPTER VII 

A WORLD TOGETHER 

I t is very encouraging to hear that after all these 
depressing months someone has courage enough to take the 
in i t iat ive in crystallizing the conviction that the only 
alternative to international anarchy is international 
organization, a conviction which despite the last elec
tion is deep rooted in the hearts of many of us. J.D.R., 
letter to Bulletin, June 23, 1922. 

The decision of the United States not to join with the rest of 

the victorious Allies in the League of Nations wrung an anguished 

cry from the Foreign Policy Association. The center of its very 

existence lay in the creation of an international body dedicated to 

making war unnecessary, while allowing for the full development of 

each nation's potential. The election of Harding, and his subsequent 

declaration that he believed the League to be a dead issue, particu

larly after the pleas of the "thirty-one," leading Republican inter

nationalists such as Herbert Hoover, Charles Evans Hughes, Elihu Root, 

and William H. Taft, re-enforced the agonizing sense of betrayal. 

When Hughes, Secretary of State, instituted the unofficial policy of 

not recognizing the League, the despair of the members and their 

disillusion was completed. 

The League proceeded without the United States in its task of 

creation. In December 1920, the League Council submitted a protocol 

^Nonrecognition had captured the hearts of the government by this 
time. Besides the League, the administration also failed to recognize 
Russia, Mexico, the end of the war, and in Harding's case, the institu
tion of the Eighteenth Amendment. See Denna Frank Flemming, The United 
States and World Organizations, 1920-1933 (New York: Columbia Univer-
sTtyTrei?,T938), p. 43-64; and Murray, The Harding ErA, P- 135-140. 
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which called for the creation of the Permanent Court of International 

Justice, or as a generation of Americans knew it, the World Court. 

The protocol did not require membership in the League of Nations as 

a prerequisite for joining the Court, and thus presented the United 

States with the opportunity of participating in world politics without 

2 
bearing the onus of League membership. For members of the Foreign 

Policy Association, membership in the Court offered a new chance to 

turn the country from the road of noninvolvement toward international 

cooperation. 

The Court was, for the Association, an ersatz League. I t would 

strive for membership in the Court as i t had struggled to make 

Wilson's dream of a general association of nations a reality. Although 

i t did not dare publicly suggest that Court membership would lead to 

League membership--indeed i t did not have to, the old "irreconcilables" 

suggested i t more than enough--the membership believed that such was 

the case. The Association was pleased when Hughes "recognized" the 

Court on March 31 , 1922.̂ ^ 

Recognition of the Court did not mean membership in i t . The 

United States, under Harding's amiable leadership, did not attempt to 

^Manley 0. Hudson, The World Court, 1921-1934 (4th ed.: Boston: 
The World Peace Foundation, 1934), p. 4-6. 

"̂ Hughes followed a different tack with regard to the Court on 
which he would one day s i t . On March 31, 1922, he wrote the Permanent 
Court that the United States "will be glad to receive any communication 
from the court transmitted directly or through the American legation 
at the Hague." The Bulletin responded to this recognition of the Court 
by declaring, "This is doubtless the simplest and most natural route 
for the United States into the League of Nations." Bulletin, Vol. I , 
no. 33, (June 30, 1922). 
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join. Questions about membership plagued the country. These ques

tions were for the most part a restatement of fears concerning the 

League of Nations: Did i t effect our "traditional policy"? Did i t 

effect the Monroe Doctrine? How many votes did Great Britain have in 

relation to American votes? How close were the League and the Court? 

To provide answers to such questions, the Foreign Policy Association 

created a study commission to examine the Court and propose solutions 

that would allow the United States to enter. The commission, composed 

of trained scholars in international af fa irs, included such stout 

friends of the Court as Manley 0. Hudson, professor of law at Harvard 

University, and James T. Shotwell, professor at Columbia and intimate 

of many of the executive board of the FPA. Unsurprisingly, the 

Commission's final report urged American participation. 

Until shortly before Harding's death in mid-1923, the Association 

warmly praised his administration for its efforts at bringing American 

membership to fruit ion. Most of the writers in the Bulletin believed 

that adherence to the protocol would be accomplished by December, 
5 

and, consequently, spent less time arguing for the Court. As they 

had done in the fight over the League of Nations, the leadership of 

the Association assumed too readily that their task would be successful. 

Instead, opposition to the Court forced Harding to back water. On 

June 22, the President presented his reservations. Besides the 

^ Ib id . , no. 52, (November 10, 1922); Vol. I I , no. 16, (March 2, 
1923). 

^ Ibid. , Vol. I I , no. 17, (March 9, 1923); no. 25, (May 4, 1923) 
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provisions that would have allowed the United States a reasonable 

share in the control of the Court, Harding suggested two more. One 

separated the Court from the League, and the other proposed that the 

Court elect its own judges without League supervision. The new turn 

came as a result of Harding's temporizing nature, necessary he f e l t , 

to keep the Republican Party together. His defection from the ranks 

of the pro-Court forces constituted a bitter dose to the internation

al ists. Christina Merriman, angered at Harding's action, called i t 

not a retreat, but a "rout"; he had "hopelessly confused the issue," 

and thrown away the great opportunity of a decade. "I f the United 

States will not go even so l i t t l e towards international cooperation, 

then farewell to al l efforts in this direction for a long time," 

Merriman bit ter ly wrote, "And then the blame will l i e squarely on the 

Laodicean shoulders of those who should be leaders." 

The early certainty of easy American entry into the Court gave 

way to a more cautious spir i t among members of the Association con

cerning American entry. McDonald counseled patience upon the members 

to allow Coolidge, who succeeded Harding in 1923, time to deal with 

the irreconcilables of his party. The election of John Bassett Moore 

as a judge of the Permanent Court erased pressure as well. An American 

^Harding's shifts are more bitterly assailed by two friends of 
the Court. See Denna Frank Flemming, Thê  United States and the Worlj 
Court, 1920-1966 (rev. ed.: New York: Russell and Russell, 1968), 
p 7 ^ ; and"Hudi^n, The World Court, p. 8-9. Flemming warns that 
"President Harding had executed his invariable switch back to the 
other side. He had pursued the technique so long that i t was a part 
of him." Robert Murray, The Harding ErA, is more charitable. 

^Bulletin, Vol. I I , no. 33, (June 29, 1923). 
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judge assured the country of access to the proceedings, it could 
o 

afford to wait a while for entry. 

The Association s t i l l demanded entry as a means of redeeming the 

hopes and dreams which had led the members into battle in 1917. At 

one of the Saturday luncheons in 1923, discussion turned toward 

America's role in the world. Otto Kahn made an "impromptu" speech-

impromptu because Kahn rarely took the platform, but McDonald, or 

whoever presided, could count on Kahn having a few words. As Kahn 

talked, he began to tel l a story which summed up the Association's 

conception of the American role in international affairs. The story 

centered on Kahn's questioning of E. E. Harriman one day after 

Harriman had acquired a small share of the ownership of a transporta

tion combine. Kahn asked him why he had bought only enough to allow 

him to si t as one man on the fifteen man board of directors. "Kahn, 

all I ever ask is to be one of f ifteen men sitting at a table," 

Harriman replied. "And that," concluded Kahn, "is all America should 

want." Patience, fairness, and equality, the Association believed, 

would bring them to the table. 

At the same time, the domestic situation surrounding the Court 

issue became clouded, with friends and foes making adjustments in 

their positions. Coolidge called for favorable consideration of the 

Court in his f i r s t message to Congress, but his statement lacked 

firmness. Senator Irvine Lenroot of Wisconsin shortly afterwards 

^Ibid., no. 49, (October 19, 1923). 

^New York Times, November 18, 1923, p. 15. 
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introduced a plan to have two different sets of membership in the 

Court with a new means of electing judges. Senator Lodge also announced 

his support of a world court, but a court separated from the League of 

Nations. 

McDonald found al l the plans, statements, and conversions wery 

disquieting. American entry, he wrote in late December 1923, was 

"gravely endangered" by the confusion. Coolidge's lack of support, 

the unacceptable reservations offered by supposed friends of the Court, 

and Lodge's petty distinctions threatened the work of Hughes, Harding, 

and Elihu Root. Of the three announcements, Lenroot's constituted 

the greatest danger, wrote McDonald, because i t blurred the lines of 

support. Americans who supported entry should make known their 

opposition to al l plans. 

The farther away temporally the American nation moved from the 

war, the more likely the possibility that the United States would not 

join the World Court appeared. Coolidge's recommendations languished 

for five months in the Senate Foreign Relations Committee. Finally, 

public demand forced Lodge to announce hearings on the Court proposal, 

by a subcommittee composed of Senators G. W. Pepper, Frank Brandagee, 

Key Pittman, Henrik Shipstead, and Claude Swanson. ^ The Foreign 

Policy Association noted the creation of the subcommittee without 

favorable comment. Coolidge, i t f e l t , had not used his power to 

support the Court, and the Association directed most of its anger 

l^Flemming, The United States a M the VJ^rjj Court, p. 44-46. 

^^Bulletin, Vol. I l l , no. 6, (December 21, 1923). 

^^lemming. The United States ajid the World. Court, p. 46-47. 
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toward him. I t called for another outpouring of support, directed at 

13 Pepper, when the hearings began. 

On May 8, 1924, Lodge introduced a new proposal to create an 

entirely new court unconnected with the League. McDonald expressed 

the wrath of the Association when he condemned Lodge for introducing 

a plan which he knew that England could never accept. "Never has the 

withering hand of cunning and crafty partisanship sought more flagrantly 

to obscure a simple issue and thwart the will of the American people," 

14 McDonald wrote vehemently. Lodge's plan was replaced by a less 

brutal, but equally damaging scheme from Senator Pepper which would 

have simply divorced the present Court from the League. McDonald 

objected as strenuously to the second as to the f i r s t scheme. Any 

major concession to the irreconcilables played into their hands, he 

wrote, and none of the alternatives suggested could win support from 

1 5 the members of the Court. However, the Senate Foreign Relations 

Committee adopted the Pepper plan on May 24, and sent i t to the floor. 

Coolidge gave the Court another unreserved endorsement on Memorial 

Day, while the Senate, on Borah's lead, allowed the Court proposal to 
1 c 

rest while the Committee discussed other matters. 

^^Bulletin, Vol. Ill, no. 24, (April 25, 1924); no. 26, (May 9, 
1924). McDonald became chairman of the committee on arrangements for 
the national organizations which testified before the Senate. Ibid., 
no. 25, (May 2, 1925). 

^^Ibid., no. 27, (May 16, 1924). 

^^Ibid., no. 29, (May 30, 1924). 

^^Flemming, The M^ed St^tei and the WoH^ p. 47. 
Coolidge received F T e l i g f i i TF^iTthe FPA applauding his taorial Day 
speech, and attacking Pepper's proposals. Copy printed in Bulletin, 
Vol. I l l , no. 30, (June 6, 1924). 
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The summer of 1924 was convention summer for the national 

political parties. Affairs stopped while the parties gathered to 

nominate candidates and select their platforms. Both parties adopted 

platforms which endorsed the World Court, and the Association attended 

both conventions to urge endorsement of the World Court. Coolidge 

won the election without much trouble. The Association did not worry 

18 about losing American membership in the Court. I t should have. 

Early developments looked promising. Coolidge announced his 

continued adherence in his December message. His statements, thought 

McDonald, were a l i t t l e vague and indefinite, but i f Coolidge inter-

19 preted them correctly, a sound policy could be formed. In the 

Senate, the omnipresent storm cloud that was Idaho's senior Senator 

waited. Now following Lodge's death, Borah held the Foreign Relations 

Committee chairmanship, and the old irreconcilable was even less 

tractable than the Bay State's crusty representative. Steadfastly 

opposed to American membership in the World Court, Borah challenged 

Coolidge directly. No legislation, he threatened, would find its way 

20 out of his committee i f the Court Protocol went in. Standing off 

outside the lines of party batt le, the Association naturally backed 

Coolidge, urging him to fight Borah. When Coolidge gave in, however. 

^^Bulletin, Vol. I l l , no. 32, (June 20, 1924). Arthur M. 
Schlesinger, J r . , et al_., A History of Presidential Elections, 1789-
1968 (4 volumes: New York: Chelsea House Publishers, 1971), Vol. I l l , 
p. 2502, 2508-2509. 

^^Bulletin, Vol. IV, no. 4, (December 5, 1924). 

^^Ibid., no. 5, (December 12, 1924). 

ng ^^Flemming, The United States an^ th£ WoHj Court, p. 47. 
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the Association directed its bitterness against Borah rather than the 

21 President. 

Despite Borah's opposition, the struggle for the Court continued. 

The Association remained every hopeful that each year would be the 

year of American entry. McDonald throughout 1925 attacked Borah as 

the chief obstacle to American membership on the Court. The people 

wanted membership. The administration should put pressure on Borah to 

22 demonstrate that fact. 

The Association's enthusiasm for a fight with Borah was not 

shared by others. When Hughes resigned as Secretary of State in 

January, his withdrawal removed a strong supporter of the Court from 

the administration. However, the Association's fighting spir i t 

remained high. Even after the Senate postponed action on the Court 

in February, the Bulletin continued to sound the tocsin for the up-

23 coming special session. The time had come, McDonald asserted, to 

force Borah and his followers to accept the will of the people. "The 

American people can now more readily make up their minds whether they 

will be governed by the fears and suspicions of half a dozen senatorial 

objectors or by the hopes and confidence repeatedly expressed by the 

24 
leaders of both political parties and by outstanding American Jurists." 

^^Bulletin, Vol. IV, no. 5, (December 12, 1924); no. 6, 
(December 19, 1924). 

^^Ibid., no. 10, (January 16, 1925). 

^"^Ibid., no. 11, (January 23, 1925); no. 14, (February 13, 1925); 
no. 17, Wrch 16, 1925). 

^^Ibid., no. 27, (May 15, 1925). 



He urged Coolidge to call Borah's bluff and not to accept compro-
25 mise. 

When McDonald heard reports that Borah was considering dropping 

his more extreiie doiiands in return for concessions that would have 

further limited American participation under the terms of the Hardin-

Hughes proposals, he warned against any such compromise. Any changes 

in the battle lines would force supporters of the Court to rethink 

their positions, and defections might not be made up by those won 

over by the concessions: 

I f true [the report of Borah's wavering], i t raises grave 
questions of policy for all of those organizations who 
have been fighting for United States's adherence to the 
Court on the basis proposed by Secretary Hughes and Presi
dents Harding and Coolidge. . . . Once the administration 
diverges sharply from this agreed upon program, i t endan
gers, despite Borah's support, the possibility of the 
United States's adherence to the Court at all.26 

Stand firm upon the lines already drawn, he advised, and victory would 

be more certain. 

Not only did McDonald and the Association oppose concessions 

designed to entice Borah into the fold of Court supporters, but they 

also opposed any suggestions from friends of American entry for modi-
27 

fication. Instead, the Association championed the course of offen
sive action. While accepting no reservation except those originally 

^^Ibid., no. 29, (May 29, 1925). 

^^Ibid., no. 30, (June 5, 1925). 

27 
Ib id . , no. 38, (July 31, 1925). Borah's maneuverings are 

clearly discussed in LeRoy Ashby, The Speerless Leader: Senator Borah 
aM the Progressive Movement in the ^9W± (Urbana: University of 
I l l inois Press, 1972), p. 202-204. 
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offered by Harding and Hughes, the Bulletin argued the Association 

should launch an attack on those who opposed entry with the weapons 

given by the statements in both party platforms. "It is interesting 

to think," wrote Christina Merriman in August, "what might happen if 

the advocates were to drop all talk of this or that compromise plan 

and hammer away on one idea: Do platform pledges mean anything or 

do they not?"^^ 

When the struggle opened in December 1925, the Association held 

high hopes of securing American membership. Seventy-five Senators, 

the Bulletin estimated, favored adherence, and the President joined 

29 with them. James McDonald wrote on the eve of the debate, "The 

prospect for our government's adherence never seemed as bright as 

now. The President is throwing his vast influence into the 

30 fight. . . . His argument is irrefutable." 

The Association continued to praise Coolidge during the month-

long debate in the Senate. He had, noted the Bulletin, found the 

proper way to deal with Borah and the irreconcilables by allowing them 

to show themselves as insincere supporters of world peace. "What 

President Wilson failed to do by direct attack. President Coolidge 

appears to be permitting Borah himself to do," the organ spoke 

^^Ibid., no. 39, (August 7, 1925). 

^^Ibid., Vol. V, no. 3, (November 27, 1925). 

^^Ibid., no. 6, (December 18, 1925). Coolidge had said the 
United States must support the present Court "i f we are going to 
support any court." I t may not have been a ringing endorsement, but 
given the plans of Pepper, Lodge, and others, i t was more than a 
polite acknowledgment. 
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gleefully. The fight went well. One by one, the opponents began 

bowing to the overwhelming support for the Court in America, and the 

Bulletin suggested that the final vote would come before the end of 

32 January. 

I t did, when on January 27, by a margin of fifty-nine votes 

(76-17), the Senate agreed to American adherence to the Protocol. 

However, that body attached two additional reservations to the 

33 
original four. The new f i f t h reservation provided for the right 

of the United States to block submission of an issue to the Court 

for the purpose of obtaining an advisory opinion. This reservation 

had come at the suggestion of the American judge on the Court. The 

sixth required that each member nation agree to the Senate's condi

tions Individually through the exchange of notes with the United 

States.^^ 

McDonald analyzed the reservations, correctly deducing that 

i t was John Bassett Moore who had urged the stiffening of the 

advisory opinion clause. In contrast to later writers on the 

struggle, McDonald did not feel that the new reservations placed the 

'^hbid., no. 8, (January 1 , 1926). 

32 
"^^Ibid. 

"̂ -̂ The original Harding-Hughes proposal had suggested four 
reservations. The f i r s t stated that United States membership in the 
Court would not carry any responsibility for the post-war settlement. 
The others provided for fa i r American participation in the affairs or 
the Court. 

^lemming. The United States and World. Organizations, p. 251. 
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Court In any great danger. Rather, while he found the f i f th 

reservation the most serious, " i t will probably be accepted, since 

i t is not l ikely to be made use of except on very rare occasions, i f 

at a l l . " The sixth reservation, he wrote, "was a concession to 

political exigencies." He praised Coolidge for pushing the Protocol 

through, and concluded without much feeling of loss: 

Thus i t must be admitted that the reservations and reso
lutions constitute a great weakening of the value of the 
United States's adherence. The technical victory is 
narrow. But the moral victory is great. . . . 

The fu l l measure of the victory can best be realized 
i f one contemplates what would have been the measure of 
defeat had the country not been able to take even this 
f i r s t hesitating small step now.̂ ^ 

The joy with which the Association received the news of the 

Senate's vote turned quickly to anxiety over the fate of American 

entry. Borah promised to carry his struggle against the Court "in 

37 every precinct in the United States." He was as good as his word. 

Senators William B. McKinley of I l l inois and Irvine Lenroot oi 

Wisconsin found that although the "Battalion of Death" had been 

decimated, the remaining squad could make a re-election bid a real 

campaign. The Bulletin reproved Reed and Borah for following their 

colleagues in an attempt to defeat them. The elections in those states 

At the time, Moore's role was unknown. Both Flemming and 
Hudson looking backwards at intervals of eleven and seven years re
spectively, found these reservations deadly. Flemming writes of the 
requirement that there be an individual exchange of notes, "the chances 
of American adherence to the Court were not as good as 48 to l"--the 
number of member states. Flemming, The United States and Worlds 
Organizations, p. 255; Hudson, The World Court, p. 5. 

'^Sullet in, Vol. V, no. 13, (February 5, 1926). 

'̂̂ Quoted in Flemming, Th£ M l e d State^ and. the W ^ ^ p. 67 
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had strong local issues at stake, and the irreconcilables introduced 

irrelevant matters as well. "This sort of political maneuvering is 

unworthy of the Chairman of the Foreign Relations Committee of the 

Senate," the Bulletin chided.^^ 

Abroad, the forty-eight signatory powers to the World Court 

Protocol reacted to the American reservations by calling a conference 

for September. Their purpose was to have the United States explain 

its reservations, and ask that a joint note replace the requirement 

39 
of individual acceptances. The Foreign Policy Association had not 

formulated a position regarding the reservations, but the request for 

a conference, i t agreed, was reasonable. Representatives from the 

United States should attend. When the administration refused, the 

Bulletin accused i t of being "technically correct, but logically a 

l i t t l e absurd." By not attending, the Bulletin asserted, the United 

States gave the reservations the harshest possible interpretation. 

The international conference resulted in a friendly attempt to 

accede to the American demands by the member states. But to save 

face, and equally to protect themselves, they attached reservations 

to some of the American reservations. By mid-summer 1926, McDonald, 

at least, had made up his mind that the Senate would have to modify 

^^Bulletin, Vol. V, no. 16, (February 26, 1926). 

^^Flemming, The Unjted States and the World Court, p. 68-79. 
Bulletin, Vol. V, no. 22, (April 9, 192617" 

^^Bulletin, Vol. V, no. 24, (April 23, 1926). 

^Vlemming, The United States ajid. the World. Court, p. 78-79. 



222 
Its conditions, or the members would not allow American entry.^^ 

As the conference met, McDonald placed the American position before 

his readers: 

Equality or privilege? The answer to this question will 
determine whether or not the Senate's reservations to the 
United States' adherence to the World Court are accepted 
by the other signatories to the Court Protocol. . . . 
Every speaker. . .and his country were genuinely anxious 
to fac i l i ta te America's support of the Court. In none 
of the discussions was there any suggestion of anti-
Americanism. 

McDonald went on to summarize public opinion, which he believed 

demonstrated that the results of the conference would be compromise 

proposals for easy American entry. McDonald's high hopes had 

crashed when the conference ended in late September. In the meantime, 

Coolidge and some Republican Senators had succumbed to the irrecon

cilable pressure, and there appeared to be l i t t l e chance of the 

Senate's acceptance of the compromise proposals. He placed the blame 

on the Senate. I t had been insincere in suggesting reservations which 

sought not equality with the other members but equality with the 

entire League. Only Coolidge might force the Senate to give in , 
44 

wrote McDonald. 

On Armistice Day, Coolidge articulated the American position 

when he affirmed that entry into the World Court would come only on 

the Senate's terms.^^ The Association fumed. McDonald told members 

^^Bulletin, Vol. V, no. 30, (June 4, 1926). 

^^Ibid. , no. 44, (September 10, 1926). 

^^Ibid. , no. 47, (October 1 , 1926). 

^^Flemming, The M t e d . State^ and. th^ Wor^ p. 80. 
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that the President's actions "has made al l of us feel ashamed and 

46 
somewhat humiliated." The Bulletin went further. Coolidge's 

speech was, the editors wrote, " i l lustrat ive of how much can be for

gotten in eight years." They labeled his refusal to compromise 

"impossible, . . . and with scarcely a suggestion of regret." The 

f i rs t round was over. The internationalists had lost, but i t was as 

close as they ever came to winning. 

The bitter defeat in 1926 did not stop the Association and 

other supporters of the Court from hoping that the issue of entry 

would revive and triumph over its enemies. There was l i t t l e to support 

such hope. The Bulletin noted that Coolidge made no mention of the 

Court in his annual message to Congress in 1928, and did not plan to 

submit the question to the Senate. Moreover, the Senate voted down 

48 a proposal to withdraw approval of the Protocol with reservations. 

The Association saw some value in a petition presented to Coolidge in 

December 1927, by four hundred Americans requesting that negotiations 

be reopened, but i t f e l t that the Senate's opposition to reopening 

49 the question would prevail. 

^Sew York Times, November 14, 1926, p. I I : 1. 

^^Bulletin, Vol. V I , no. 2, (November 19, 1926). America had 
her answer to Secretary of State Olney's assertion of 1895 that "the 
United States is practically sovereign on this continent, and its 
f ia t is law." The Senate, as Flemming put i t , attempted to prove the 
illusion that "our wishes were f i a t throughout the globe." The 
world declined to perpetuate that il lusion. Only five nations agreed 
to the Senate's reservation. 

^^Ibid. , no. 6, (December 16, 1926); no. 16, (February 25, 1927) 

^^Ibid. , Vol. V I I , no. 6, (December 16, 1927); no. 30, (June 1, 
1928). 
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In 1929, Elihu Root undertook one final mission for the cause 

of world law. He sailed to Europe to attend a conference of the 

nations which hoped to find an acceptable compromise method that 

would allow the United States to join the Court. In Geneva, Root 

worked out a plan that provided for an American veto over advisory 

opinions, and for easy withdrawal from the Court. He hoped these 

concessions would satisfy the Senate. The Conference approved the 

Root proposals in September after receiving assurances from Secretary 

50 of State Henry Stimson that they met all objections. 

The Association kept close tabs on Root and his work. While he 

worked, Mildred Wertheimer informed her readers of the progress of the 

51 proposals. The work would be for naught, however, because the onset 

of the Great Depression turned opinion toward domestic matters. The 

internationalist kept the faith, but the country had greater problems. 

William T. Stone, the Association's Washington representative, praised 

Hoover's call for entry on the basis of the Root proposals, but he 

52 
gave the requests little chance for approval. 

The Senate did not open discussions on the Court again until 

March 1932. In late December 1930, the Foreign Relations Committee 

voted to defer any discussion of the question of entry for one year. 

^Flemming, The M t e d States, amd̂  th£ W ^ ^ p. 82-92. 
Root had had a long association with the Court. For his activities 
and feelings see Philip Jessup, Elihu Root (New York: Dodd, Mead, 
and Company, 1938), II, p. 434-442. 

^^Bulletin, Vol. VIII, no. 17, (March 1, 1929); no. 19, (March 15, 
1929). 

52 Ibid., Vol. IX, no. 2, (November 15, 1929). 



225 
Stone angrily accused the Senate of acting irresponsibly. He urged 

that the friends of the Court act immediately or run the risk of 

losing the chance of American entry a 1 together.^'^ 

One year later , the internationalists did act. Senator David 

Reed offered a new resolution in the Foreign Relations Committee in 

March 1932, approving the protocol with the Root reservations. Stone 

found the action well-meant, but i l l -t imed. The press of the presi

dential election campaign would sap most of the energy needed to pass 
54 

the resolution, and he urged caution. In the committee, both 

friends and foes of the Court vied to create the final form of the 

b i l l . Senator Thomas Walsh, Democrat of Montana, a long proponent of 

membership, and Senator Arthur Vandenberg, Republican from Michigan, 

suggested modifications. Walsh presented a new resolution approving 

membership on the Root terms, and Vandenberg attached the usual 

Senate reservation that no action would alter the traditional American 

policy of non-involvement. George Moses of New Hampshire, another 

foe of membership, proposed a substitute resolution which would have 

allowed entry only after the members had accepted the original f i f th 

reservation of the Senate.^^ Stone, disgruntedly, argued that either 

the Vandenberg or the Moses proposals were sure to cause trouble, but 
cc 

he doubted i f any action would be taken. He was right. The Senate 

did not act, and the cause of the Court languished. 

^^Ibid., Vol. X, no. 9, (January 2, 1931). 

^^Ibid., Vol. X I , no. 20, (March 8, 1932). 

^^Flemming, ]]ie M l e d States a M the W ^ P- 109-110. 

^Su l l e t in , Vol. X I , no. 15, (February 8, 1932). 
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Following the 1932 fa i lure , the Association turned its attention 

to matters other than the World Court. I t s t i l l desired American 

entry, but i t had lost hope. The Senate made one last attempt to 

discuss American entry in 1935, but i t failed by a margin of seven 

57 
votes. Raymond Buell wrote the Court's obituary for the Association. 

He blamed Will Rogers, William Randolph Hearst, and Father Coughlin 

for stirring up the people against the Court; and he blamed Roosevelt 

for fail ing to ral ly support for the proposal. He blamed the pro-

Court forces for having too close ties with the pro-League organizations, 

and he argued that the pro-Court forces had not organized properly for 

the struggle. The failure of the United States was, by that point, 

unimportant. I t would have l i t t l e effect on international polit ics, 

Buell argued. However, had the United States joined earlier, then 

i t might have taken steps in concert with other powers to prevent 

58 aggression. 

On January 6, 1935, Hamilton Holt, then President of Rollins 

College, told a group that United States's entry into the World Court 

had been defeated by the timidity of its advocates. I f , in the last 

five years, they had taken a vote on the matter, i t could have 
59 

passed. But the advocates could not or would not take that vote. 

The Foreign Policy Association would have agreed. Since 1925, i t had 

urged the executive department to take the fight to the Senate rather 

^^Flemming, The Ujivted St^te^ and. th£ V ^ ^ p.117-133. 

^^Bulletin, Vol. XIV, no. 15, (February 8, 1935). 

^^Flemming, The United States a_nd tlie World. Court, p. 117. 
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than allowing Borah to rule the Foreign Relations Committee like a 

feudal barony. Yet, at the same time, the Association had shown 

the same timidity. Nevertheless, on the whole, it had championed a 

policy of refusing concessions and its campaign was addressed against 

the last of the Irreconcilables. Modern society, it argued, was a 

complex organization of politics, economics, and social conditions. 

America failed to understand that fact, and accordingly failed to 

take the necessary steps to place the country among the nations of 

the world. 

The Association's fight for the World Court was wery much a 

part of i ts overall concern to have the United States involve i tself 

multilaterally in world polit ics. Effective international action, 

to the Association, meant working with other nations to benefit the 

whole. The United States would have to take its chances on winning 

every battle. American policies would have to be reconciled with 

the policies of other nations, and on occasion, defer to another 

policy. The World Court simply provided one agency to decide disputes, 

I t was in that sense a surrogate League. 

As a progressive organization which believed in law as a means 

of keeping order in a troubled society, the Association argued for 

the Court as a means of bringing order to a troubled world. Manley 0. 

Hudson, for a time a member of the FPA's Board of Directors, expressed 

the typical view of the organization. From his office at Harvard, 

Hudson kept a steady stream of handbooks on the Court reaching out 

after the mind of the public. By 1934, his major work on the Court, 

The World Court, had undergone its fourth revision. As the Senate 
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prepared to end the possibility of American entry once and for all, 

Hudson pleaded for American consideration of the Court: 

The Court is now firmly established. In twelve years, it 
has more than justified the expectations of its founders. 
It stands today thoroughly embedded in the world's treaty 
law. It is not merely an ornament, but a vital force in 
world affairs.60 

To the Association, the World Court was not merely a vital interna

tional force of benefit to the nations, but also a necessary part of 

effective international action by the United States. 

The United States, however, was not ready for the international

ist line of reasoning. The internationalist argued that national 

barriers must be overcome. The country was happy with the barriers 

it had erected to keep separate from other nations. The Association 

fought to overcome that narrow nationalism not only in the political 

sphere, but also in the economic one. 

The economic role of the United States as a nation within the 

community of nations had always concerned the Association. It had 

been a coequal part of the motivations for founding the Association. 

The Statement of Principles had mentioned the two ends of security 

61 
and equality of economic opportunity as its chief goals. 

The World Court and the League would provide the security; 

equality of economic opportunity would come only through a general 

revision of the American tariff policy. From the earliest, the 

Association urged the United States to open its trade to the 

^^Hudson, The World Court, p. 9. 

61 LFNA, Statement of Principles, FPA. 
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world. I t was a close anbodiment of N. Gordon Levin's "l iberal-

capitalist internationalism."^^ During Hoover's and Roosevelt's 

administration, the Association witnessed a turnaround in American 

policy from the economic nationalism that i t had always opposed, to 

a freer policy in which i t could concur. 

The chief bastion of American economic nationalism was the 

tar i f f . With the unique exception of the Underwood-Simmons Tariff 

in 1913, American tar i f fs had since 1863 honored the protectionist 

principles. One of the f i r s t acts of the Harding administration was 

the enactment of the Emergency Tariff Act. I t was followed closely 

by the Fordney-McCumber Tariff in 1922. With its high rates, pro

tection rode again, and the American market remained closed to trading 

partners. 

The Association consistently opposed the tar i f f policy followed 

by the government. Lewis Webster Jones, the Research Department's 

original economics expert, complained about the tar i f f in several 

articles during 1926 and 1927, charging that the rates injured Europe 

^^See Chapters I and IV for information on the Association's 
attitude toward trade with Russia and Mexico, and war debts. 

^^N. Gordon Levin, Woodrow Wilson and World Politics, p. 3. 
Levin defines the 1 iberal-capitalist internationalist as one who 
believes in a "global situation beyond power politics to be character
ized by open world trade and by great power cooperation within a 
framework of world law and internationalist-capitalist commercial 
relationships. . . . the projected triumph of such a l iberal-capitalist 
world order over the traditional imperialism would represent the 
realization of America's liberal mission to lead mankind to a victory 
over the unenlightened past." 

^^Frank W. Taussig, The T a n f f History, of the. United States, 
(8th ed.: New York: Kelley, 1967), p. 452, 465-471. 
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as it struggled to recover from the war, and these rates failed to 

aid American prosperity. When Secretary of the Treasury Andrew 

Mellon announced that a protest of American policy by 165 international 

bankers in Europe represented "not criticism of us, but emulation," 

Jones sardonically asked, "Does Secretary Mellon imply that Europe 

should abolish its internal tariffs in order to erect a general tariff 

65 
against the United States?" 

By 1929, Jones took note of the increasing domestic demands to 

raise the tariff. He warned that such an upward revision would lead 

to a complete halting of American trade. Hoover, he said, should 

66 

squash such increases. Buell noted the strong sentiment, and he 

too opposed i t on the grounds that i t endangered not only American 

trade, but the trade of other nations. However, the protectionist 

tide did not ebb. 

Free trade suffered another blow when in June 1930 Congress 

passed the Smoot-Hawley Tariff which imposed the highest rates ever. 

Over the bitter protests of many economists. Hoover signed the b i l l . 

The Association did not approve Hoover's actions. Stone predicted 

that the act would result in reprisals from European nations and a 

loss of trade. Two months later, he noted a drop in trade and urged 

^^Bulletin, Vol. V, no. 51, (October 29, 1926); see also. The 
International Tariff Situation," FPAIS, Vol. I I , no. 18, (November 10, 
1926). 

^Su l l e t in , Vol. V I I I , no. 22, (April 5, 1929); see also Lewis 
Webster Jones, "Tariff and American Foreign Trade, FPAIS, Vol. v, 
no. 7, (June 12, 1929), p. 121-138. 

^^Arthur M. Schlesinger, Jr . , Jhe Crisis of the Old Order, 1920-
1933 (Boston: Houghton Mif f l in Company, 1957), p. Ib4. 
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the creation of an impartial study commission to determine the effect 

6ft 

of the t a r i f f . The Association conducted its own survey, and 

reported that although i t could establish no direct relationship 

between the t a r i f f and European reprisals, several nations had revised 

their t a r i f f schedules shortly after the American tar i f f went into 
69 effect. I t suggested the American act was to blame. 

The Association's philosophy that American economic policy must 

be coordinated with the policies of other countries continued to be 

expressed during the London Economic Conference in 1933. The 

Conference had come because Europe sought some means of working out 

a general policy of currency stabilization and a device to promote 

trade. The United States received an invitation because i t could 

control the fate of any European decision. At f i r s t , before the 

thrust of American aims became clear, the Association enjoyed the 

prospect of the United States acting in concert with the rest of the 

world. Alone the United States held the key to a successful settle

ment of the world's economic cr is is , wrote Maxwell Stewart, the FPA's 

new economics expert. When Roosevelt asked Ramsay MacDonald, the 

British Prime Minister, to come to the United States for a preliminary 

conference, Stewart claimed that i ts purpose was to dramatize the need 

^^Bulletin, Vol. IX, no. 33, (June 20, 1930); no. 41, (August 15, 
1930). 

^^Laurence Mann, "Foreign Reactions to the American Tariff Act," 
FPAIS, Vol. V I , no. 15, (October 1 , 1930), p. 262-278. 

^ b u l l e t i n . Vol. X I , no. 32, (June 10, 1932); see also Maxwell 
Stewart, "American Commercial Policy and the World Crisis," FPR, 
Vol. V I I I , no. 6, (May 25, 1932), p. 67-78. 
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to abandon the hysteria that gripped the industrialized nations, and 

return to a sane policy. Roosevelt, he claimed, planned to develop a 

more f lexible policy on war debts, and thus end the economic national

ism of the country. But the early hopes of a more internationally 

oriented policy vanished in Roosevelt's decision in April to prohibit 

the exportation of gold. The decision would drive the value of the 

dollar down, and place i t on the growing l i s t of fluctuating currencies. 

While the immediate impact of devaluation might be to increase exports, 

Stewart speculated, i t would cause a drop in imports, reprisals, and 

a general worsening of the international economic condition. Those 

72 conditions would destroy the upcoming conference. 

The Association found i t d i f f icu l t to understand the President's 

refusal to accept stabilization of the dollar. The decision had 

brought the conference to an impasse that might prevent any settle

ment, Stewart wrote in June as the London Conference met its f i rs t 

test, and the conflict on national differences over the gold standard 

might end the meetings.^"^ Before those national differences could 

break up the meeting, Roosevelt launched his famous torpedo refusing to 

accept any declaration which suggested an intent to promote even 

temporary stabilization. The conference was sunk. In the sinking. 

71 Bulletin, Vol. X I I , no. 24, (April 24, 1933). 

^^Ibid. , no. 34, (June 23, 1933); no. 35, (June 30, 1933). See 
also. BrBidlTs Mitchell. Depression D_ecade: From New Era to r ^ Deal 
(New York: Rinehart and Company, 1947), p. 139-150. 

^^Bulletin, Vol. X I I , no. 34, (June 23, 1933); no. 35, (June 30, 
1933). 
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the Association found its attitude on Roosevelt's policies formed. 

Buell crit icized the President for the note. Reflecting the 

same consternation that several of the delegation f e l t , Buell charged 

that the note was unnecessary. Instead of rejecting the London pro

posals out of hand, Buell believed Roosevelt should have made some 

counter-offer to raise world prices. He did not and the result would 

be Increased world tension. Roosevelt had failed to meet the test of 

economic statesmanship, and he had endangered the stabil ity of 

74 several governments thereby. 

In the clearest statement of the liberal-internationalist 

philosophy over these issues, Buell commended Hull for his efforts 

in London in seeking to remove world trade barriers. Furthermore, 

wrote Buell, i f some American liberals were opposed to laissez-faire 

internationalism, they should be aware that the alternative was not 

isolationism, but organized national economies "on a genuinely social 

75 basis" coupled with free trade. 

Roosevelt's nationalistic approach stood antithetical to what 

the Association believed the American national interest to be. 

Roosevelt's decision to begin purchasing gold on the open market as 

a means of depreciating the dollar upset Stewart. He recognized that 

move would stimulate domestic industry, but he also believed that the 

^^Ibld., no. 36, (July 7, 1933). For the attitude of the 
delegation, see Herbert Feis, 1933: Characters in Crisis (New York 
Li t t le , Brown and Company, 1966), p. 215-233. 

^^Bulletin, Vol. X I I , no. 40, (August 4, 1933). See also 
Maxwell Stewart, "The Work of the London Economic Conference," FPR, 
Vol. IX, no. 18, (November 8, 1933), p. 192-208. 
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great dangers involved overrode the benefits. The decision indicated 

to Stewart an abandonment of internationalism in al l economic rela

tionships. When Roosevelt opted for increased silver purchases at 

an inflated price (64.5^ per ounce, twice its market value), Stewart 

decried the action as one that would adversely effect Asian countries 

on the silver standard. China, in particular, in seeking to establish 

a firm government needed stabilization of silver. Roosevelt's decision 

would not aid them. 

Stewart found hope of change in Roosevelt's annual message for 

1934. Roosevelt had proposed a new policy of seeking reciprocal tar i f f 

agreements coupled with a new system of grading domestic industries 

as to their need of protection. He also proposed the establishment 

78 of a government corporation to fac i l i ta te international commerce. 

The address impressed Stewart. I t meant, he wrote, the abandonment 

of the administration's "isolationist economic policies." The plan 

for grading industries struck the Association's economics expert as 

a major innovation. Not only would i t allow the government to aid 

the efficient industries and not aid the inefficient ones, i t would 

also allow the establishment of a coordinated tar i f f policy instead 

of the former feudal one. I t also meant the corner had been turned 

in the conflict with economic nationalism. 

^^Bulletin, Vol. X I I I , no. 1 , (November 3, 1933). 

^^Ibid., no. 9, (December 29, 1933). 

^^Congressional Record, 73rd Congress, 2nd Session, January 3, 
1934, p. 6-7. 

'^^Bulletin, Vol. X I I I , no. 11, (January 12, 1934). 
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On March 2, 1934, Roosevelt submitted a request to Congress 

that the President be given the power to raise or lower the tar i f f 

by as much as 50 percent. The proposal deserved everyone's support 

except "the weakest and least indigenous of American industries," 

wrote Stewart. Roosevelt should go farther, continued the economics 

expert, and create an executive commission to set tar i f f schedules. 

Such a ta r i f f comnission could avoid pressure from lobbyists and thus 

80 
set fa ir rates. At the same time, the Association applauded Hull's 

efforts to restore free trade through reciprocity agreements. The 

Association's only criticism concerned the fear that nations might 

reach the conclusion that al l American tari f fs were protective ta r i f fs , 

81 and that reductions would be made only to secure concessions. 

The Association continued its campaign to bring Americans to 

awareness of its dream of the 1iberal-internationalist world in its 

second Headline Book, Made in U.S.A. Arguing that the goods produced 

by the United States depended upon the importation of component parts 

or raw materials from abroad, and prosperity in turn depended upon 

selling goods overseas, the book equated economic nationalism with 

isolationism. I t went on to present the idea that an internationalist 

trade policy promoted peace. I t traced Hull's efforts at reduction, 

speculating that this would mean increased world trade and increased 

prosperity. I t concluded, with perhaps an unconscious reference to 

80 Ib id . , no. 19, (March 9, 1934). 

^^Maxwell Stewart, "Tariff Bargaining under the New Deal," FPR, 
Vol. X, no. 6, (May 23, 1934), p. 69-84; David Popper, "Progress of 
American Tarif f Bargaining," FPR, Vol. X I , no. 6, (May 22, 1935), 
p. 57-68. 
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the principles of the League of Free Nations Association, with a 

discussion of planned world trade, and stated, "Such a plan would 

ft? mean cooperation instead of competition." 

Not everything the government did after 1934 reflected a move

ment toward the liberal-internationalism championed by the Association. 

John C. de Wilde, who replaced Stewart as economics expert, became 

quite cri t ical of Roosevelt's monetary policy in 1935. The President, 

charged de Wilde, had reverted to economic nationalism by raising the 

83 
price of silver. The President must realize that the United States 

84 could not recover until the world did. 

By the end of the interwar years, the Association had come to 

view Roosevelt's action more favorably. In 1937, de Wilde defended 

the administration's policy of paying thirty-f ive dollars an ounce 

for gold on the grounds that while the policy could have dangerous 

side effects, the complete program of tar i f f revision and domestic 

85 
recovery promoted even greater benefits for the world. 

While the Association watched with satisfaction the shift in 

American policy which began in 1934, events abroad produced 

^^John C. de Wilde and Rhylis A. Goslin, Made jn. y..i.A. (New York: 
Foreign Policy Association, 1935), p. 1-4, 17-22, 25, 34, 37-38, 38. 

^^Bulletin, Vol. XIV, no. 27, (May 3, 1935); see also Maxwell 
Stewart, "Paradoxes of World Recovery," FPR., Vol. X, no. 12, (August lb, 
1934), p. 145-156, for an early statement of these same objections. 

Q^ul le t in , Vol. XIV, no. 27, (May 3, 1935); no. 30, (May 24, 
1935). 

^^Ibid. , Vol. XVI, no. 33, (June 11, 1933). 
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disappointment. In the face of emerging aggression, the League of 

Nations began to crumble. The Association had always watched the 

League with hope and sympathy. In the League, it could see the 

fulfillment of the American mission to lead the world to peace. The 

Bulletin continually provided careful reports of the League's actions, 

and invariably, one of the members of the executive committee would 

travel to Geneva to attend the Council sessions. 

In Geneva, Association observers wrote dispassionately that the 

League had begun to divide between liberals led by Sir Robert Cecil 

of England, who sought to have the Assembly dominate League delibera

tions, and conservatives led by another Englishman, Arthur Balfour, 

who wanted the big powers to control affairs. The Association 

believed in Cecil's position, and it approved of the early compromise 

proposals accepted in 1922 which increased the number of small countries 

86 
on the Council. It meant a greater democratization of the League. 

As the members of the Association conceived of the League, it 

should have been a democratic organization. Its purpose should be 

to insure fairness in the treatment accorded to all countries. During 

the Corfu Crisis of 1923, when Italy bludgeoned the League into ceding 

a small Greek island to her, McDonald summarized the Association's 

feelings when he wrote, "The true test of the League's usefulness is 

not its failure to curb the act of violence, but rather the degree to 

which it accustoms the world, during the course of generations, to the 

principle of peaceful cooperation."^^ In the Twenties, the League did 

^^Ibid., Vol. I, no. 44, (September 15, 1922). 

^^Ibid., Vol. II, no. 44, (September 14, 1923) 
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not always l i v e up to the in te rna t iona l i s t ' s bold hopes for i t , but 

i t gave the appearance of growth, and that sat is f ied them. 

A second factor in the appeal for American par t ic ipat ion in the 

League stemmed from the larger world view of the in ternat iona l is ts . 

The world, they argued, had grown too interdependent for a powerful 

nation such as the United States to attempt to play a lone hand. 

America must become a cooperating member of the international community 

rather than remaining apart from i t . "We must not allow the 'American 

idea' to have a geographical l im i t a t i on , " Charles Howland wrote af ter 

Senator Selden Spencer of Missouri spoke against the League as an 

88 
un-American idea. The United States had a responsib i l i ty to help 

preserve the world i t had helped to create in the peace settlement. 

America's refusal to do so led to an ever-increasing e f fo r t by the 

Association to f ind covert means of cooperation. The Association 

urged American cooperation with the League's humanitarian committees--

McDonald would leave the Association to chair one, and Herbert May, a 

board member, would serve with d is t inc t ion on the Opium Committee--

and i t urged par t ic ipat ion in the World Court as a means of acting 

with other nations. F inal ly i t called for American neutra l i ty 

legis lat ion as a means of cooperating with League sanctions. 

When the Association c r i t i c i zed the League, i t did so because 

i t f e l t that the internat ional body was forsaking the principles 

which gave i t l i f e . The League's oversight of the Saar brought com

plaints that the Governing Commission had behaved in an arb i t rary 

88 Ibid., no. 45, (September 21, 1923). 
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manner in limiting the freedom of speech of residents of the valley. 

Christina Merriman blamed France for the offending decree, and 

argued that a greater democratization of the League and its governing 

body would bring an end to one-power domination.^^ 

The great crisis for the League, in the Association's eyes, came 

during the Ethiopian crisis. The League had taken as strong a stand 

as possible against Japanese aggression in Manchuria, given its 

position and the stance taken by the United States. The Association 

would have preferred even stronger measures, but i t understood what 

i t thought were the limitations under which the League operated. With 

Ethiopia, the situation differed. The challenge went directly against 

the European powers in their own neighborhood. I taly's aggression 

had to be stopped. In that, the League fai led. Vera Micheles Dean 

blamed the fai lure in part on good intentions. Europe had attempted 

to save the League by sacrificing Ethiopia. Nevertheless, the 

failure to stop I taly had brought the League to its knees. Its 

90 effectiveness would hereafter be in doubt. 

The League had been the one great hope, and the failure of the 

United States to cooperate with the League had forced i t to be only 

a European organization. In doing so, the United States had taken 

from the organization its only chance for success, f e l t the Association, 

^9ibid. , no. 27, (May 18, 1923); no. 34, (July 6, 1923); no. 37, 
(July 27, 1923). 

9Qibid., Vol. XIV, no. 37, (July 12, 1935); no. 38, (July 19, 
1935); no. 40, (August 2, 1935). 
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The Association had hoped for a better world, the better 

world that would come through international cooperation. It would 

not be an easy goal to accomplish, but the Association believed that 

a policy of gradualism would attain it. The misjudgement of the 

Association consisted of appealing to a nation too long accustomed 

to acting unilaterally. In a world which the internationalist saw 

as too complex to allow nations to compete with one another, the 

only solution was cooperation. As a major power, the United States 

could not stand by and watch competing nations seriously threaten 

the environment in which it must exist. The nation had a role to 

play in preserving international peace. The United States could have 

provided that security through joining with Wilson in the League, 

but it did not. The United States could have enhanced the equality 

of economic opportunity, but until wery late, it chose not to. By 

refusing to assume the leadership among the nations of the world, 

leadership which its position of industrial and commercial predomi

nance demanded, the United States had, in the eyes of the Association, 

rejected the reality of the existing world for an unrealistic with

drawal not from the world, but from responsibility. 



CHAPTER VIII 

A NATION SECURE: THE FOREIGN POLICY ASSOCIATION AND 

THE THREAT OF WAR 

The way to prevent war is to prevent war from taking 
place. . . . to develop a policy of international 
cooperation under which . . . the prevention of war 
would be insured. Raymond L. Buell, Foreign Policy 
Reports, April 10, 1935. 

The Twenties had been years of hope and illusion. To the 

members of the Foreign Policy Association, it seemed as if hard work 

and careful planning could indeed bring a world without war. They 

sought to achieve this end, struggling against the accumulated 

nationalism of centuries in an attempt to bring a better world. With 

the onset of the depression, conditions changed; hope faltered as 

illusion gave way to the reality of Manchuria, Ethiopia, and Spain. 

The leaders of the Association had talked about the danger of war 

during the Twenties, but they believed that it could be prevented. 

The years of the Thirties allowed them no such luxury. Wars occurred 

throughout the decade. Within a few years the United States would 

have to make many hard decisions about its role in any new outbreak 

of disorder. In such difficult times for the Association one guide-

post prevailed. International cooperation, it believed, could 

alleviate the tensions that forced the world to the precipice. Even 

after the League of Nations proved itself a weak hope, the 

Association refused to give up faith in the idea of international 

organization as a means toward collective security. The United 

241 
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States, the Association f e l t , had to cooperate with the League of 

Nations in halting aggression. 

In addition to disarmament, the Association, and the nation, 

chased another illusionary dream during the 1920's, the dream of 

outlawry of war. The movement could be considered as the joining 

of the Progressive tradition of domestic affairs and the l iberal-

internationalist tradition of cooperation with other nations. I t 

combined both the belief that legislation could end deep-seated 

problems of society and the hope that international law could deter 

aggressors. The Foreign Policy Association supported the movement 

because i t offered a solution that was better than no means of 

collective security. The outlawry movement included among its 

following people with many different philosophies. For some the 

concept meant only a recodification of international law thereby 

making war less attractive to potential belligerents. For others, 

i t included the idea of compulsory arbitration of disputes. For 

s t i l l others, i t meant that the United States would participate in 

world affairs and aid the League of Nations without actually joining 

that organization. 

^See James T. Shotwell, Wâ  AS an Instrument of National Policy 
and its Renunciation in the Pact of Paris (New York: Harcourt Brace, 
ancT Company, 1929); RoFert H. Ferrel 1 , Peace vn Their Time: Jhe. 
Origin of the Kellogg-Briand Pact (New Haven: Yale University Press, 
1952 , for"background to the culmination of the outlawry of war move
ment. See Charles Clayton Moriss, The Outlawry of W r̂: A Constructive 
Policy for World Peace (Chicago: Wil lett , Clark, and Colby, 1927), 
f5FirphTroi3phTcirTtatement of the movement. The Association looked 
at the movement in "The League of Nations and the Outlawry of War, 
FPAIS, Vol. I l l , no. 25, (February 17, 1928), p. 348-417, and The 
AITEî War Pact," FPAIS, Vol. IV, no. 18, (November 9, 1928), p. 357-380. 
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In i ts earliest notice of the movement, the Bulletin compli

mented Senator Borah for his perception in proposing an addition to 

international law removing war as a means of settling disputes. 

Borah, the ar t ic le mentioned, had suggested that the world needed 

an agency that would provide arbitration. The Bulletin had nothing 

but praise for the idea and hoped that Borah would re-examine the 

state of the world and see that two possible agencies existed, the 

Permanent Court of International Justice and the League of Nations. 

I f Borah would but face the problem real ist ical ly, he would see 

that the League was not the threat that i t seemed in 1919.^ The 

FPA followed its support of Borah with similar reactions to other 

suggestions to outlaw war. When the National Council for the 

Prevention of War announced a demonstration along the theme "Law--

Not War," the Bulletin heartily urged its readers to take part in 

the display. In addition, James T. Shotwell had already done work 

in drafting a model treaty for disarmament and security which 

included clauses renouncing war, and the Association polled its 

membership for their opinion on the concept. The idea received 

generally favorable support. This early f l i r ta t ion with the out

lawry of war came during the pacifist stages of the Association's 

development during 1923 and 1924. By the time the idea had obtained 

^Bulletin, Vol. I I , no. 16, (March 2, 1923). 

^ Ib id . , no. 30, (June 8, 1923). 

^ Ib id . , Vol. I l l , no. 42, (August 29, 1924); Ferrel l , Peace in 
Their Time, p. 87-88. 
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off icial notice from the governments, the more rea l i s t i c of the 

members had cooled to the theory. 

As the proposal gained greater and greater at tent ion from 

o f f i c i a l agencies, more problems became apparent. The world's 

government's would not and could not simply renounce war. They did 

not believe that such a step would end bell igerency. Rather, they 

thought to l i m i t the reasons for which a nation might go to war. The 

society also ref lected th is d iv i s ion . Some supporters would accept 

nothing less than an out r ight abol i t ion of war; others cynical ly 

believed that nothing could be done to narrow the spectrum of 

martial causes; and a few wanted nothing done so that war would 

become so t e r r i b l e that no nation would resort to i t . F ina l ly , some, 

and the Association could be placed here, sought such an outlawry in 

order to enlarge the League of Nation's competency to deal with 

potent ia l ly dangerous s i tuat ions. One problem emerged in determining 

what sort of wars would be prohibi ted. Aggressive wars, cer ta in ly , 

would be included, but what constituted an aggressive war? How would 

war be avoided when major issues were in dispute? What chance would 

a treaty outlawing war have of approval in the United States Senate? 

The answer to those questions were not always pleasant to the fr iends 

of outlawry, but the Association presented generally honest appraisals 

of the s i tua t ion . 

Shortly af ter Premier Ar is t ide Briand made his famous proposal 

to the United States, the Bu l le t in raised the questions with i t s 

readers: 
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The problem of an outlawry of war treaty bristles with 
difficulties the moment one faces it as a practical 
question. It would not be enough for the two countries 
to agree, no matter how solemnly, never to make war 
against each other. Substitute methods of settling 
differences which may arise and which the ordinary 
methods of diplomacy may not be able to adjust must be 
formulated. Something very like a general treaty of 
obligatory arbitration would have to be included. 

But would not the Senate insist on eliminating from 
the obligatory provision of such a treaty questions of 
national honor or vital interest? Probably. . . . 
Thus any politically possible arbitration treaty can be 
little more than a promise that the Senate will consider 
whether in any particular instance it will consent to 
arbitrate.5 

James Shotwell and Joseph Chamberlain, both members of the Association's 

executive committee, issued on May 30, 1927, an alternative plan for 

outlawing war which they asserted would meet the likely objections of 

the Senate. The plan provided both for renunciation of war and for 

arbitration, but it also included special provisions for escaping from 

obligatory arbitration. One day earlier the American Foundation, a 

group whose special interest was the World Court, produced a similar 

plan which included a three-step procedure for adjudicating disputes 

which resisted normal diplomatic settlement. The plan called for 

arbitration; if that failed, conciliation; and finally, as a last 

resort, judicial settlement.^ Two weeks later. Stone wrote that 

Americans generally favored the latter program while Europeans gave 

^Bulletin, Vol. VI, no. 27, (May 13, 1927). 

^Ibid., no. 30, (June 30, 1927). 

^Ferrell, Peace in Their Time, p. 88; Bulletin, Vol. VI, no. 30, 
(June 30, 1927). 
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more attention to the Shotwell-Chamberlain proposal.^ In November, 

the United States prepared to consider the proposal of Aristide 

Briand. 

In January 1928, Stone charged that the negotiations had been 

characterized by "cleverness" rather than complete sincerity. Briand's 

cleverness appeared in his proposal for a bilateral treaty renouncing 

war; the American cleverness came from Secretary of State Frank 

Kellogg's detection of the trap implied by the Briand proposal and 

requesting a broadening of the signatory base; "And finally trans

parent, if not wicked cleverness on the part of M. Briand in accepting 

the renunciation of 'aggressive' war in accordance with the system of 

the League of Nations." Several questions, said Stone, were raised by 

the course of the negotiation revolving around the sincerity of the 
9 

United States in entering a pact such as the one prepared. Briand 

had countered Kellogg's suggestion of a multilateral pact with an 

argument that most of the nations of the world had, through joining 

the League of Nations, agreed to renounce aggressive war, and for 

the moment, Mildred Wertheimer, FPA disarmament secretary, told her 

readers that chances of a successful treaty were looking dim. 

Nevertheless, domestic pressure remained strong on Coolidge to 

^Bulletin, Vol. VI, no. 32, (July 17, 1927). 

^Ibid., Vol. VII, no. 10, (January 13, 1928). The trap that 
Kellogg detected was the inference that the United States would aid 
France in case of attack since both countries had renounced war. 

10 Ibid., no. 12, (January 27, 1928). 
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conclude an outlawry treaty, and after a treaty of arbitration with 

France was completed in February, negotiations continued.^^ 

The Association had not been swept up in an Utopian euphoria 

about the potentiality of any treaty. Wertheimer continually warned 

the readers that no treaty would abolish war. The value of an out

lawry treaty, she wrote, "lies in the fact that it must inevitably 

lead toward the establishment of peaceful means for settling inter-

12 
national disputes." When a draft treaty went to Britain, Germany, 

Italy, and Japan in April, the Bulletin reported that the proposals 

made no conclusive changes in the international situation. "If 

under this treaty such disputes are to be settled at all, they can 

only be settled by diplomacy, arbitration, or conciliation. The 

United States, however, still declines to arbitrate important 

13 
questions." More significantly, the Bulletin went on: 

The outstanding importance of the present negotiations 
lies in the fact that if the United States accepts the 
French reservations, it will pledge itself not to inter
fere b-Lj force to defeat the application of the League 
3anczioK3 against an aggressor. "^^ 

That tells much of what the Association hoped to gain from a treaty 

that consisted mostly of well-wishes. It hoped that being a signa

tory to the treaty would create in the United States a moral commit

ment not to interfere with League sanctions. 

^hbid., no. 14, (February 10, 1928). 

^^Ibid., no. 23, (April 13, 1928). 

^'^Ibid., no. 24, (April 20, 1928). 

Ibid. [Italics mine] 
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Kellogg did not reward the Association with an ironclad 

guarantee that the United States would not interfere with the League. 

In an address to the Society of International Law on April 28, Kellogg 

discussed the conditions that the Association desired. He believed 

such reservations were obvious, and i t would not be wise to place 

them in writing. In response, Buell charged that Kellogg's state

ments had been weak. The conflict that would arise when wars broke 

out between a signatory power and a nonsignatory power, and the con

f l ic ts which would arise when wars occurred between signatory powers 

could be answered only by specific reservations. He suggested that 

a clause be inserted stating that al l the parties agreed that the 

treaty could not be regarded as blocking the implementation of any 

15 measure carrying out a League sanction. 

By the midpoint of 1928, the several nations appeared ready to 

sign the treaty without reservations. The Association expressed 

pleasure at the occurrence, but remained wary of the treaty's 

effectiveness: 

There will probably always be a doubt as to the precise 
scope of the treaty, and the exact occasions on which its 
' implicit exceptions' wil l operate, but a more fundamen
tal difference of interpretation between Europe and the 
United States is already apparent as to the purpose of 
the treaty. In the United States the proposed Kellogg 
pact is generally regarded as merely a method of prevent
ing war by putting i t beyond the pale of law. . . . 

Abroad, however, the Kellogg proposals are seen as the 
return of the United States to the European concert--the 
agreement of the United States to align i tse l f , at least 
morally, against a power which the League of Nations con
siders an aggressor. The proposed treaty includes no such 
commitment.^^ 

IS ib id . , no. 26, (May 4, 1928). 

l^ Ib id . , no. 37, (July 20, 1928). 
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I t was the European in terpretat ion which brought the wi ld enthusiasm 

for the treaty on the Continent. The Europeans believed the United 

States had returned to the f o l d . Kellogg's refusal to discuss out

standing European problems when he went to Europe to sign the t reaty , 

the Bu l le t in explained, should be taken by Europe as a reassertion 

of the t rad i t iona l American pol icy toward international a f fa i r s . ^^ 

There was no new order. This fac t shown c lear ly , though disappoint

ingly, through the actions of the government. On August 10, Coolidge 

stated that no relat ionship existed between the treaty and national 

18 
defense provisions. The Bul le t in noted that the Senate could 

hardly be blamed for refusing to consent to the treaty because of the 

ambiguities present. Although the proposed pact enjoyed the support 

of the American people, i f the Senate refused to agree to the treaty 

the hue and cry would probably not last long. The Senate's p roc l i v i t y 

for refusing consent or attaching reservations might turn the pact's 

weaknesses into strength i f that body attached reservations which 

would bring the treaty into l ine with European view. Such in ter 

pretations would clear up the question concerning self-defense and 

19 
more importantly bind the United States to honor League sanctions. 

On August 27, 1928, the great powers signed the Kellogg-

Briand Pact. Shortly afterwards other nations began to receive 

inv i tat ions to attach the i r signatures to the covenant. The Association 

^^Ibid., no. 39, (August 3, 1928). 

^^Ibid., no. 41, (August 17, 1928). 

^^Ibid., no. 43, (August 31, 1928). 
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supported widening the base of the treaty. I t urged particularly 

20 
that Russia be included. The Association had resented for many 

years that the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics had been for many 

years an outcast of the European system. I f world peace could be 

attained, i t would not be through systematically excluding countries. 

The desire for international cooperation overrode any objections 

concerning political systems. 

The same concern for a truly international agreement prompted 

the Association to worry about the failure of many Latin American 

nations to sign the covenant. Raymond Buell blamed their reluctance 

to sign on the Monroe Doctrine. The United States, he charged, had 

failed to develop clearly the position of the one-hundred-five year 

old statement in relation to the antiwar pact. Latin American nations 

resented United States refusal to renounce intervention in their 

affairs on grounds of self-defense. In Argentina, Senator Diego Luis 

Molinari said of Kellogg's pronouncements regarding the treaty, "As 

long as there are North American soldiers in Nicaragua no one can use 

the words employed by Secretary Kellogg." That statement, wrote 

Buell, summed up Latin American objections. Furthermore: 

The United States has declined to accept any such surveil
lance, and many Latin Americans (as well as others) believe 
that i f the United States should reserve the right to use 
military force as i t sees f i t on the two American conti
nents, the anti-war treaty will become so much clanking 
brass.^^ 

^^Ibid., no. 40, (August 10, 1928). For a further development 
of the F P F T attitude toward Russia, see Chapter V I I . 

^ h b i d . , no. 49, (October 11, 1928). 
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The problem of interpretation might s t i l l be worked out in the 

deliberations of the Senate on the treaty. The Association hoped so. 

The Senate had not yet considered the treaty as the tenth 

anniversary of the end of the war neared. Reports from Washington 

indicated that the Senate would probably consent to the pact. Buell 

gleefully reported that Borah had cast his lot with the friends of 

the treaty, and Wertheimer noted that Coolidge hoped that the Senate 
22 

would not engage in acrimonious debate on the subject. On 

December 18, the Foreign Relations Committee reported the treaty 

favorably by a vote of fourteen to two. Senator James Reed, Democrat 

from Missouri, and Senator George Moses, Republican from New Hampshire, 

opposed the treaty in committee and attached reservations that clearly 

stated that the United States accepted no obligations in signing. 

Coolidge opposed any reservations, even going so far as to tel l the 

23 Senate that i t had no right to interpret the document. The Senate 

consented to the Paris Peace Pact on January 15, 1929, but before the 

vote came. Senator Bingham of Connecticut demanded in a round-robin 

that the Foreign Relations Committee issue an interpretative report 

of the treaty. Subsequently the committee's report indicated that 

the pact provided a peaceful means for settling disputes and that i t 

did not impare the right of self-defense. Wertheimer suggested that 

the report contained several significant omissions. I t included under 

^^Ibid., Vol. V I I I , no. 3, (November 23, 1928); no. 4 
(November 30, 1928). 

23 Ib id . , no. 7, (December 21, 1928). 
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its umbrella of protection the Monroe Doctrine but not the Roosevelt 

Corollary, and it failed to make any statement regarding the attitude 

of the United States toward League sanctions.^^ 

In July 1929, the Paris Peace Pact went into force. The four

teen nations who were signatories placed aggressive war outside the 

boundary of international law, and the United States had once again 

associated itself with the powers of Europe, although not too closely. 

The proclamation of the pact marked one of the last attempts made 

during the Twenties to deal with war. The depression brought new 

challenges and new responses from the country and from the Foreign 

Policy Association, and with it, new concepts of how best the United 

States could aid in the prevention of war. 

No sooner had war been outlawed, than new wars occurred. The 

Association continued to believe in international cooperation, but 

it now believed that the United States must work even harder to halt 

aggression. In Asian policy, the Association found little to praise 

and much to condemn. The United States, it felt, did not play its 

hand to maximum effect. America failed to utilize the League of 

Nations as the international body capable of stopping the aggression 

into Manchuria and Northern China. 

The Association had long demonstrated an interest in China. 

The twists and turns of the Chinese revolution had been chronicled 

in the reports of the Information Service, and Chinese affairs 

received a much larger play than they perhaps deserved from an 

24 Ibid., no. 12, (January 25, 1929). 
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organization more specifically interested in European affairs.^^ 

However, their interest was the concern of a group which believed 

in self-determination and which wanted to see that each nation had 

the opportunity to attain its own destiny. 

On September 19, 1931, the problems that beset the Orient burst 

into the news when the Japanese army invaded Manchuria.^^ The 

Association recommended that the League of Nations have the respon

sibi l i ty for handling the matter. Then, Buell praised Secretary of 

State Henry Stimson's note of October 9 for recognizing the League's 

jurisdiction; and again when Stimson authorized Prentice Gilbert, the 

American Counsul-General in Geneva, to attend League sessions dealing 

with Manchuria i f invited, praise continued. The decision to parti

cipate showed, Buell stated, that the United States had learned from 

its abortive effort in the Russo-Chinese dispute that unilateral 

27 
action did not work. Throughout the Manchurian crisis, the 

25 
Between 1926 and 1932, the Research Staff published nine 

reports involving China exclusively. By comparison, there were eight 
reports on Russia, and seven on Germany during the same period. For 
t i t les , refer to Appendix I . 

oc 

The story of the Japanese adventure and the reaction to i t is 
covered in Gordon Craig and Felix Gilbert, eds.. The Diplomats, 1919-
1939 (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 195317 p. 297, and 
Westel W. Wiloughby, The Si no-Japanese Controversy and the League of 
Nations (Baltimore: TFe Johns Hopkins Press, 1935), p. 24-42. See 
as well Richard N. Current, "The Stimson Doctrine and the Hoover 
Doctrine," AHR, Vol. LIX, no. 1 , (October, 1953), p. 513-542; and 
Paul H. Clyde, "The Diplomacy of 'Playing No Favorites': Secretary 
Stimson and Manchuria, 1931," MVHR, Vol. XXXV, no. 2, (September, 
1948), p. 187-202. 

^^Bulletin, Vol. X, no. 50, (October 16, 1931); no. 51, 
(October 23, 1931). The Sino-Russian dispute stemmed from the 
Chinese ejection of the Russian managers of the Chinese Eastern 
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Association kept i ts attention focused on Geneva. Although the 

Japanese had objected to Gilbert being allowed to meet with the Council, 

he sat nevertheless. Then in November, Hoover sent Charles Dawes, now 

Ambassador to London, to Geneva to consult with League members. Buell 

had already argued in an art icle written before the announcement that 

28 
such a step must be taken. But Dawes's performance and government 

policy failed to please Buell. The League session opened November 15, 

and by November 21, Buell asked rhetorically: "Have we a real peace 

policy?" Apparently not, because the United States had neither agreed 

to work effectively with the League to halt Japanese aggression nor 

had Stimson been able to satisfy the nationalists who wanted unilateral 

29 action. The crucial point to Buell was whether the United States 

would honor the "ideal of international cooperation." He urged 

Stimson to appoint an American to serve on the League investigatory 

commission, citing American participation in a 1930 investigation of 

30 Liberian slavery as ample precedent. When the Lytton Committee 

received its appointment, Buell marked i t as showing that no longer 

could strong countries invade weak countries without recognizing that 

Railroad in 1929. Russia was attempting to reassert its control. 
The United States adopted a policy of non-involvement. See Peter S.H 
Tang, Russian and Soviet Policy fn Manchuria and Outer Mongolia 
(Durham: Duke University Press, 1959), p. 259-270. 

^^Bulletin, Vol. XI , no. 2, (November 13, 1931). 

^^Ibid., no. 3, (November 20, 1931). 

^^Ibid., no. 4, (November 27, 1931). The American member of 
the Lytton Commission, General Frank Ross McCoy, replaced Buell as 
President of the FPA in 1939. 
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they would be subject to investigation. Furthermore, he suggested 

that while neither the United States nor the League had enforced the 

Treaty of Versailles, its very existence perhaps, had prevented the 

Far Eastern crisis from becoming a general war.̂ ^ 

By 1932, the administration's policy toward China had lost the 

Association's favor. Thomas Bisson, FPA Far Eastern expert, c r i t i 

cized the Hoover-Stimson doctrine of nonrecognition. The policy 

appeared to be intended more toward the protection of American rights 
02 

in any settlement than toward halting aggression. Buell followed 

up Bisson's attack with comments of his own after the Japanese attack 

on Shanghai in late January 1932. The attack, which he called the 

most shocking use of force since the sinking of the Lusitania, com

pelled the League to impose sanctions on Japan. The United States 

had to recognize that i t could not oppose those restrictions and to 

learn as well that more would be gained through a policy of cooperation 

33 with the League than through unilateral action. 

^ h b i d . , no. 7, (December 18, 1931). 

'^^Ibid., no. 11, (January 15, 1932); see also Walter Lippmann 
and William 0. Scruggs, The United States and World Affairs, 1931 
(New York: Harper and Brothers, 1932), p. 250-272; the Association 
looked at affairs in Asia in several reports. See Thomas A. Bisson, 
"The Re-Orientation of Japan's Foreign Policy," FPAIS, Vol. IV, 
no. 16, (October 5, 1930), p. 279-296; Bisson, "Railway Rivalries 
in Manchuria between China and Japan," FPR, Vol. I l l , no. 3, 
(April 14, 1932), p. 29-42; Bisson, "Japan and Manchoukuo," ib id . , 
no. 6, (June 22, 1932), p. 87-98; and John C. de Wilde, "The League 
and the Sino-Japanese Dispute," ib id . , no. 10, (July 20, 1932), 
p. 107-118. 

33 Bulletin, Vol. XI , no. 14, (February 5, 1932). 
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The establishment of the puppet state of Manchukuo also 

presented the League with a strong challenge to its leadership 

according to the Bulletin. The creation of the new nation and its 

recognition by Japan in direct violation of Article XVIII of the 

Covenant came only a few weeks before the scheduled publication of 

the report of the Lytton Committee. Unless the League and the United 

States took strong action, wrote Buell, the new state would invali

date the work of the Washington Conference, the Kellogg-Briand Pact, 

34 and the League Covenant. The opportunity for action came with the 
oc 

publication of the Lytton Commission's report in November 1932. 

The publication of the report again gave Buell the opportunity 

to trumpet the cause of international cooperation. The report 

blamed all responsible parties, he asserted, but i t further i l lus

trated that the economic interests of a people are better served 

through cooperation than through force. The proposal that the dis

putes between the two countries, China and Japan, be submitted to an 

advisory conference for adjudication Buell praised as an ideal way 

to settle the differences.^^ When the Japanese rejected the report, 

Bisson suggested that their rejection opened the door for the United 

States to join in "concerted international action." I f the United 

3^Ibid., no. 47, (September 23, 1932); see also Raymond L. Buell, 
"International Action of the Lytton Report," FPR, Vol. V I I I , no. 18, 
(November 9, 1932), p. 207-218. 

^^Dorothy Borg, The. United States and the Faji Eastern Crisis, 
1931-1938 (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1964), p. 1. 

36 Bulletin, Vol. XI , no. 49, (October 7, 1932). 
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States did not join with the world, she reduced her policy to 

unilateral, ineffective protests. 

The League overrode Japan's objections and accepted the report, 

whereupon Japan le f t the League. S t i l l , the League decided to con

tinue its demands for Japanese withdrawal from China, and Sir Eric 

Drummond, the Secretary-General, requested assistance from both the 

Soviet Union and the United States. America hesitated, in part 

because Stimson did not want to commit President-Elect Roosevelt to 

a predetermined course of action. In the meantime, the Japanese, 

reported Bisson, had launched an attack on Jehol. The United States, 

he stated, could not fa i l but to respond to this invasion.^^ The 

response was a continuation of nonrecognition. 

For the next four years, the Association kept close watch on 

39 American policy in the Orient. Occasionally i t reported some new 

act of the Japanese or mentioned the continuation of the American 

policy of nonrecognition. The Roosevelt administration was playing 

a dangerous game in the Orient and the Association knew i t . With

drawal of American interest from the area would allow the Japanese 

to declare war on China, but a too-firm commitment to China could 

force the United States into a war that people would not support. As 

'^^Ibid., Vol. X I I , no. 4, (November 5, 1932). 

^^Ibid., no. 5, (December 2, 1932); no. 13, (January 27, 1933); 
no. 16, T ^ r u a r y 17, 1933); no. 18, (March 3, 1933). 

^̂ Thomas A. Bisson, "The Dismemberment of China," FPR, Vol. X, 
no. 4, (April 25, 1934), p. 41-52; Dr. Ben Dorfman, "Two Years of 
the Manchoukuo Regime," i b i d . , no. 14, (September 12, 1934), p. 169-
180. 
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ns who 

events unfolded. Buell ironically noted that those America 

were strongest in their demands for intervention in Asia were also 

those who had most strongly opposed American cooperation with the 

League. His analysis underscored a major difference between the 

isolationists and the internationalists. Although both groups might 

agree on the same policy as being the best for a given situation, 

their reasoning was entirely different. The isolationists might 

want a strong policy toward Japanese aggression in Asia, but they 

wanted that policy pursued unilaterally. The isolationists did not 

advocate withdrawal from the world, but like the solitary figure 

from Western folklore, they wanted to play a lone hand.̂ ^ By contrast 

the internationalist supported a strong policy i f i t meant that the 

United states would participate with the rest of the world In reaching 

a settlement. The lone hand did not appeal to him. 

Inside the Association, however, two groups developed with 

regard to China. Buell led a faction which favored the policy 

followed by Roosevelt, while Stone, who had been working closely with 

the peace groups, supported a more rigid policy of noninvolvement. 

In September 1937, Stone wrote that the United States should enforce 

the Neutrality Acts against Japan and China no matter what Europe 

decided to do. He reasoned that American policy no longer aided 

40 
Bulletin, Vol. X I I I , no. 22, (March 30, 1934); no. 18, 

(March 18, 1934); Vol. XVI, no. 44, (August 27, 1937). 
41 

Adler, The Isolationist Impulse: Its Twentieth Century 
Reaction, p. 219^49^ 

^^Bulletin, Vol. XVI, no. 45, (September 3, 1937). 
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China and enforcing the Act would halt Japan by denying her material 

from the United States. In general, Buell spoke for the majority of 

the staff. David Popper, Stone's associate in the Washington office, 

joined with Buell as did Thomas Bisson, the staff's Far Eastern 

43 
expert. Most of the staff opposed the utilization of the Neutrality 

Acts because they believed them to be a hindrance to the President. 

When, in October 1937, Roosevelt made his famous "Quarantine Speech," 

the Association saw i t as an abandonment of the traditional isolation 

of the United States. However, as Buell put i t , the Neutrality Acts 

prevented effective implementation of the concept. Americans needed 

to understand that the Neutrality Acts could be effective only when 

44 used in concert with international action. But the speech was only 

brave words. Characteristically, Roosevelt equivocated afterwards. 

The Association attributed his retreat to a strong undercurrent of 

resentment to any possibility of returning to Wilsonianism in foreign 

policy. Nevertheless, said the Bulletin, the United States had 

45 entered the world of power politics. 

In December, the war came home to Americans when the Pa nay, an 

American gunboat plying the Inland waters of China, received a mortal 

blow from Japanese aircraft . Both factions inside the Association 

^^Ibid. , no. 46, (September 10, 1937); no. 48, (September 24, 
1937); no. 49, (October 1 , 1937). 

^"^Ibid., no. 51, (October 15, 1937); John C. de Wilde, "Can 
n be~Qua'rantined?" FPR, Vol. X I I I , no. 18, (December 1 , 1937 Japan be Qu 

p. 217-224. 
) 

45 
Bu l l e t i n , Vo l . XVI , no. 5 1 , (October 15, 1937). 
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fe l t that the attack might lead to hosti l i t ies, but Stone discounted 

the possibility because of an overly cautious Congress. David Popper 

feared that the war might start over the loss of /^erican l i f e and 

property in China. Those grounds, he asserted, were unacceptable: 

"The ultimate problem is that of renouncing the tactics of power 

politics in a world in which they seem to reign supreme. Only a 

resolute choice between international cooperation and isolationist 

neutrality can afford a viable alternative."^^ In any event the 

sinking of the Panay would result in the increase in American naval 

strength. Stone wrote. Bisson, who returned in the summer of 1938 

from a one-year tour of the Orient, had the last word. Having 

observed f i r s t hand Japanese aggression in Asia, his words had 

special authority to the members. In an article written June 17, 

Bisson accused the United States of being a silent partner with the 

Japanese by not using all of her avenues to halt aggression. The 

voluntary restrictions on trade that the State Department had inst i 

tuted did not work. The United States had to follow a much stronger 

4.ft 

policy i f i t were to prevent war. 

46 
Ib id . , Vol. XVII, no. 9, (December 24, 1937). 

^^Ibid. , no. 10, (December 31, 1937). 

48 
Ib id . , no. 34, (June 17, 1938); Bisson had another role at 

the same time. He was a member of the American Committee for Non-
Participation in Japanese Aggression. His role in that movement is 
adequately told in Donald J. Friedman, The Road From Isolation: The 
Campaign of the^ American Committee for Non-Participation fn Japanese 
Aggression. 1938-1941 "[Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1968), 
P- 1-19. See alsOHbmas A. Bisson, America's Far Eastern Policy 
(New York: Institute of Pacific Relations, 194577 p. 63-94. 
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Japan was not the only threat to peace in the Thirties. The 

Italians under Mussolini prepared to seek their own place in the 

imperial sun of Africa. As they prepared, said William Koren of the 

FPA Research Staff in 1935, they were most conscious of the Adowa 

debacle of 1896 and wanted to prevent another such humiliation. They 

would not move without some assurances of a free hand from England 
49 

and France. When Italy attacked in 1935, the Association reacted 

in a way similar to its response to the Japanese invasion of 

Manchuria. I t saw in the event an opportunity for the United States 

to rejoin the world and to work with international organizations to 

oppose aggression. While i t was less willing to believe that the 

United States might join the League than previously, i t did believe 

that the United States could take steps which would enable her to 

cooperate with the League. I t urged mandatory embargoes on goods to 

augment League sanctions. 

In the f i r s t months of 1935, the Association identified two 

factors as influencing England's and France's policy toward the 

machinations of Mussolini. One was the desire to isolate Hitler. 

Thus France and England fe l t that humoring I I Duce would prevent an 

Italo-German l ink. Second, they desired to avoid involving the 

League for fear that sanctions would not be followed, thus weakening 

^^Bulletin, Vol. XIV, no. 10, (January 4, 1935); see also 
Vera Micheles Dean, "The Economic Situation in I taly; the Corporate 
System," FPR, Vol. X, no. 23, (January 16, 1935), p. 293-304; and 
"The Economic Situation in I ta ly: Italy and the World Crisis, FPR., 
Vol. X, no. 24, (January 30, 1935), p. 305-316. 
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the League and driving I t a l y into Hi t le r 's waiting coal i t ion.^° The 

All ies maneuvered, and the Association watched. William Koren noted 

In May that unless major concessions were made by the Western powers, 

I ta ly would attack Ethiopia in October.^^ Koren had no inside infor

mation, he simply guessed based on Ethiopian weather conditions, but 

i t was a perceptive guess. The Al l ies had, then, f ive months to 

dissuade Mussolini. But the desire to arrange a coalition against 

Hit ler worked even more strongly than the desire to halt aggression. 

Both Koren and Vera Micheles Dean reported a strong feeling inside 

England to expel Ethiopia from the League for her fa i lure to halt the 

52 
slave trade. Expulsion offered several, rather Machiavellian, 

attract ive al ternat ives. With Ethiopia out of the League, then that 

body would not have to take notice of an invasion by I t a l y ; or inter

vention by I t a ly could be sanctioned by the League's desire to halt 

the slave trade. In either case, I ta ly could have what she wanted 

without breaking the League Covenant--though badly bruising it - -and 

the Al l ies could keep their united front against Hi t ler . Against 

such power diplomacy, the League stood helpless. Dean called atten

tion to the situation in July, suggesting that i t was leading to a 

53 
reassertion of prewar diplomacy. 

^^Bulletin, Vol. XIV, no. 11 , (January 11 , 1935); no. 29, 
(May 17, 1935); no. 3 1 , (May 3 1 , 1935). 

^ h b i d . , no. 17, (February 22, 1935). 

^^ Ib id . , no. 15, (February 8, 1935); no. 36, (July 5, 1935); 
no. 37, JMy 12, 1935). 

^"^Ibid., no. 38, (July 19, 1935); see also. Vera Micheles Dean, 
"The League and the Italo-Ethiopian Cris is ," FP^, Vol. X I , no. 18, 
(November 6, 1935), p. 213-224. 
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Mrs. Dean crit icized the United States for its unwillingness 

to do more than protest I tal ian aggression. The Americans, she 

charged, should have learned from the Far Eastern crisis that threats 

and protests did not halt aggression. ^ The Association wanted close 

American cooperation with the League and strong action against the 

belligerent Mussolini. Buell suggested that Roosevelt be given power 

to halt al l shipments to I taly. An American embargo, he implied, 

would aid the League in the application of sanctions, and thus halt 

55 the fascists. Agreeing with Buell, Dean urged that the United 

56 States act quickly to embargo raw materials. The League dallied in 

the imposition of sanctions, however; and when i t did act. Dean 

thought the action too late. By the time an actual invasion occurred, 

57 Dean believed that only armed intervention would halt I taly. The 

Association was well aware that collective security's effectiveness 

depended upon a speedy response to aggression. 

Mussolini's troops brought an end to any British or French 

hope of a united front against Hitler, and continued support for the 

League. The two European powers had attempted to save the League by 

sacrificing Ethiopia, but in the end they lost both ends of the 

gamble. The British announced that they would support League 

sanctions, but Mildred Wertheimer noted that they also intended to 

^^Bulletin, Vol. XIV, no. 38, (July 19, 1935). 

^^Ibid., no. 47, (September 30, 1935). 

^^Ibid., no. 50, (October 11, 1935). 

^^Ibid., no. 51, (October 18, 1935). 
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rebuild their armed forces. The League had failed. The 

Association attributed its failure to the United States's refusal 

to guarantee to abide by any sanctions which might be imposed. 

The ambiguous American position upset many of the Association's 

writers. To Wertheimer, Secretary of State Cordell Hull's statement 

that the United States did not intend to be drawn into the struggle 

prevented effective League action because while the League viewed 
CO 

the note favorably, i t was not certain what the United States meant. 

Dean agreed with her colleague. The League, she wrote, wanted to 

avoid a confrontation with the United States, and, therefore, would 
60 

not impose an embargo on raw materials until the United States acted. 

The refusal of both sides to act le f t the situation in limbo. The 

Association had an answer. I t remained consistent to its belief in 

international cooperation, and argued for the imposition of an 

embargo by the United States. Buell commended the President for 

placing a moral embargo on oil shipments to I ta ly , but he urged the 

United States to take a more active role with positive acts and 
61 

actual participation in League sessions dealing with the crisis. 

^ I b i d . , Vol. XV, no. 1 , (November 1 , 1935). For an excellent 
discussion of the attitude of other American internationalists on the 
Italo-Ethiopian Crisis, see Brice Harris, The United States and the 
Italo-Ethiopian Crisis (Stanford: Stanford University Press, 1964), 
p. 21-29. Harris, examining the World Peace Foundation and the 
League of Nations Association, shows that their feelings were 
similar to the FPA's. 

^^Bulletin, Vol. XV, no. 1, (November 1, 1935). 

^^Ibid., no. 2, (November 8, 1935). 

^hbid., no. 6, (December 6, 1935). 
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American policy seemed to be moving in that direction, or the 

Association thought so, when the world learned of the Hoare-Laval 

Agreement. 

The promise of Great Britain and France not to act in the face 

of I tal ian aggression came as a shock to the Association, as i t did 

to the rest of the world. Britain, Buell bitterly charged, had sold 

out the League and her own past policy. She had stood firm under 

Italian pressure since September, and now, just as the United States 

appeared ready to lend her assistance, she buckled. Britain deserted 

the League in its hour of trouble, and she deserved the condemnation 

62 
of the world. Others in the Association suggested that the British 

CO 

action sounded the death knell of the League and collective security. 

The Association f e l t betrayed. The League, and the hopes for collec

tive security, suffered a mortal blow in the resurrection of old style 

diplomacy. 

As the Italo-Ethiopian crisis so vividly demonstrated, the 

Association had hoped for too much from the League. I t wanted an 

organization that would preserve peace forever. Yet, in its examina

tion of the real effectiveness of the League, the Association had 

been fa i r . I t knew the League was weak. Part of the weakness i t 

blamed on the failure of the United States to take an active role, 

^^Ibid., no. 7, (December 13, 1935). The Hoare-Laval Agreement 
was an agreement between the Foreign Ministers of Britain and France 
that in case of I tal ian aggression in Ethiopia, they would attempt to 
delay the imposition of sanctions. 

63 Ib id . , no. 8, (December 20, 1935). 
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and part stemmed from the unwillingness of European leaders to 

accept the League as a valid instrument of cooperative diplomacy. 

The Association had sought to strengthen the League's power by 

covert American cooperation, hoping that such action would stiffen 

the willingness to resist aggression of the members of the League. 

Thus, the Association favored the imposition of mandatory embargoes, 

embargoes that became real i ty with the enactment of the Neutrality 

Acts. The acts were, to the Association, only a means of having the 

United States cooperate with the League. 

The Association also f e l t a sense of betrayal in the develop

ments in Germany. From the wery day of its founding, the organization 

has supported a policy of fairness toward Germany, leading to the 

development of a free, democratic government, and a strong society in 

that country. I t had spoken out against those policies of the United 

States which, i t f e l t , hindered the evolution of a modern German 

state. In the opinion of the Association, the German nation must 

rejoin the world community or the purpose of the last war would be 

64 subverted. Like ewery other country, Germany deserved fairness. 

Hitler's takeover of the government ended the Association's sympathy. 

Although i t continued to urge that the German people be given the 

right of self-determination, the repression of the German citizenry 

repelled the members, and the oppression of free political parties 

^̂ James G. McDonald had been cited by A. Bruce Bielaski, a 
Justice Department investigator, as a pro-German educator in 1918. 
Besides McDonald, the l i s t included John W. Burgess, Albert B. Hart, 
and David Starr Jordan. New York Times, December 7, 1918, p. Z. 
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made a mockery of the hopes for a democratic society. Hitler's 

power, the organization believed, rested on the support of the army, 

and this brought danger to the world. 

The Association's expert on Germany was Mildred Wertheimer. 

She had traveled widely in Germany, which enabled her to comment 

perceptively on Germany and European affairs. Wertheimer was not 

alone in writing on the developments in Germany. James F. Green, 

Vera Micheles Dean, and Raymond Buell also supplied commentary. After 

Wertheimer's death in 1937, John C. de Wilde took over a part of her 

responsibility. Among this group, a difference of opinion developed. 

Buell, Green, and to a limited extent, de Wilde, supported a softer 

policy toward Hitler's demands until late 1937. The women took a 

much stronger position. They were among the f i rs t to warn the world 

of Hitler's danger to Eastern Europe, and constantly reminded the 

world that Mein Kampf was Hitler's guideline. 

The Association attributed Hitler's bellicosity to his imperfect 

hold on power in Germany. Buell urged the Western powers to follow 

a policy of nonintervention toward Germany, because she had violated 

no international law.^^ The Germans, he wrote, deserved a chance to 

work out their own solution to the problem which beset them. The 

policies of opposition would only bring trouble. " I f they [the 

Western powers] continue to close their eyes to the enormous damage 

caused by their own nationalistic policies," Buell wrote, "a new 

1 II66 
world war wil l remain an everpresent danger. 

^^Bulletin, Vol. X I I , no. 23, (April 7, 1933). 

^^Ibid. , no. 51, (October 20, 1933). 
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The Association did not immediately call for action against 

Hitler. As long as Hitler inflicted his principles solely on the 

German people, the Association opposed action against the National 

Socialist government. While i t would not sanction action against 

Hitler, the Association did not believe that the German people must be 

compelled to l ive under the system without recourse to succor-

McDonald l e f t the Association with its blessing to aid in the develop

ment of programs for the rel ief of German refugees--and i t agonized 

over the losses suffered by the German working class. But, in the 

United States's international dealings with Hitler, the Association 

constantly urged that Germany receive fa ir treatment, the same 

treatment tendered other nations. Only when Hitler's policies led 

Germany to threaten the liberty of other nations—and the Association 

was among the f i r s t groups to recognize that threat--did i t call for 

action against Germany. 

From the f i r s t Information Service art icle on Hitler in 1931 

until Germany began exerting pressure on Austria in 1934, the Associa

tion consistently opposed al l plans for concerted European action 

against Germany. Instead, i t recognized the problems faced by Germany 
6ft 

and urged that Hitler be given a chance to solve them as best he could. 

67Mildred S. Wertheimer, "The Jews in the Third Reich," FPR, 
Vol. IX, no. 10, (July 19, 1933), p. 105-116; Wertheimer, "The Pol i t i 
cal Structure of the Third Reich," ib id . , no. 8, (June 20, 1934), p. 97-
108; Wertheimer, "Economic Structure of the Third Reich," ib id . , no. 15, 
(September 26, 1934), p. 181-192; Wertheimer, "Aims of Hitler's Foreign 
Policy," ib id . . Vol. X I , no. 6, (June 5, 1934), p. 69-84. 

^^Mildred S. Wertheimer, "The Hitler Movement in Germany," FPAIS, 
Vol. V I , no. 23, (January 21, 1931), p. 421-434; Bulletin, Vol. X I I , 
no. 25, (April 21, 1933); Wertheimer, "Hitler and the German Political 



269 
H i t l e r had his t ime, but his actions consistently gave the 

Association cause for alarm. When he moved against Austria in 1934, 

the Association raised the pr inc ip le of treaty obligations as grounds 

69 
for opposing the venture. Rearmament, which the Association had 

correct ly guessed was taking place before the announcement of i t , 

also alarmed members, par t i cu la r ly Vera Micheles Dean because she 

also heard ta lk of expansion in Germany. F inal ly , the r e m i l i t a r i 

zation of the Rhineland in 1936 ended the Association's patience. 

Raymond Buell remained sympathetic to German demands af ter 

the remi l i t a r i za t ion of the Rhineland, but he refused to accept 

H i t le r ' s methods of accomplishing what might be legit imate t e r r i t o r i a l 

adjustments. Wise statesmanship, he commented, would pursue the 

course of moderation to arrange the solut ion; blustering offered no 

chance of serious negotiat ion. 

Dean showed none of Buel l 's sympathy for H i t le r . She accused 

Hit ler of buying time in the West while he plotted his moves in Eastern 

Europe. He had never, she reminded her readers, repudiated Mein Kampf. 

War was coming, of that Europe could rest assured: 

Crises, 1932-1933," FPR, Vol. V I I I , no. 26, (March 1 , 1933), p. 307-
318; Wertheimer, "Forces Underlying the Magic Revolution," i b i d . . 
Vol. IX, no. 10, (July 19, 1933), p. 105-116; Bu l le t in , Vol. X I I , 
no. 29, (May 19, 1933); no. 43, (August 25, 1933). 

69 Bulletin, Vol. XIII, no. 17, (February 23, 1934). 

^Qjbid., Vol. XIV, no. 20, (March 15,1935); no. 21, (March 22, 
1935); no. 25, (April 19, 1935). 

'^hbid.. Vol. XV, no. 20, (March 13, 1936). 
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No responsible statesman would, at this juncture, want to 
assume the onus for launching a preventive war against 
Germany. But no statesman who takes a long view of the 
European situation can fa i l to recognize that Hitler's 
pledge of non-aggression in the West promises not peace 
but war--in Eastern Europe.-̂ ^ 

Both Dean and Wertheimer supported strong policies by the Western 

powers to halt Hit ler 's aggressive foreign policies. He would not be 

stopped, they wrote, by passive policies of reproof. His control over 

the government hung only by a threat, subject to the forebearance of 

the army. I f he suffered serious defeats in his foreign adventures, 

the army would disown him, and he would f a l l . Both women spent time 

in Europe during 1936, and both returned convinced that Hitler could 

73 be stopped because he was unprepared for confrontation. Upon her 

return in October, Dean placed the issue squarely before the public: 

In a world armed to the teeth. . . there is no reason to 
assume that clearly defined opposition to bellicose gestures 
and irresponsible threats characteristic of dictatorships 
will bring on war any more readily than unquestioning 
acceptance of any terms the dictators may impose. Sooner 
or later the democracies will find i t necessary to make a 
last stand. . . . Is i t not better to make this stand 
today, when i t may serve as a deterrent to aggression?"^^ 

Dean supported the British when they announced their rearmament in 

February 1937. Hopefully, she wrote, the British would use their 

new power to protect the world through collective security, rather 

than merely guaranteeing Western Europe and allowing Hitler a free 

hand in Eastern Europe. Eastern Europe was the key to preserving 

^^Ibid., no. 21, (March 20, 1936). 

^'^Ibid., no. 26, (April 24, 1936). 

^^Ibid., no. 51, (October 16, 1936). 
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peace, she f e l t . I f Hitler were not stopped there, he would force 

a confrontation with Western Europe on its own territory: 

The choice today, as when Hitler f i rs t came to power, 
is not between peace and war--but between a peace imposed 
by Germany, which would hardly be an improvement on the 
imposed settlement of Versailles, and a peace negotiated 
on terms acceptable not only to the great powers, but to 
the European community as a whole.'^^ 

Her choice was a peace acceptable to Europe as a whole. The English 

chose otherwise, and thereby began the march down the long, grim 

road to Munich. 

By mid-1938, Buell had joined Dean as an opponent of Hitler. 

Germany's demands for Czechoslovakia threatened to destroy what 

semblance remained of law resolving international disputes. Britain 

held the fate of Czechoslovakia, Buell wrote, and she should not 

surrender that country to Hitler. 

Dean, too, urged Britain to stand firm in the face of Hitlerian 

pressure. Germany was unwilling to go to war over Sudetenland, she 

wrote, and Hitler's demands were simply bluffs. Dean was not 

totally opposed to the thought of terr i tor ial adjustments between 

Germany and the Czechoslovakians. But she believed that adjustments 

made in the face of saber ratt l ing would be too great a price to pay. 

I t would not sate any appetites, and would encourage further attempts 

78 
to force the world to make concessions at gunpoint. 

^^Ibid., Vol. XVI I I , no. 7, (December 17, 1937). 

^^Ibid., no. 37, (July 8, 1938); no. 40, (July 29, 1938). 

^^Ibid., no. 45, (September 2, 1938). 

^^Ibid. , no. 47, (September 16, 1938). 
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The callous settlement at Munich outraged members of the 

Association. Chamberlain had given in to pressures which he could 

and should have withstood. Vera Micheles Dean went over all of the 

possible justi f ications, as she saw them, for the agreement, and 

point by point, demolished them. Prevention of war, she wrote, 

was inadequate, because the settlement did not prevent war. Germany 

would not have gone to war over the region; but the settlement would 

increase Hit ler 's lust for more territory. The settlement did not 

bring peace, because i t did not satiate Hitler's power drive. More

over, i t was unnecessary because Czechoslovakia might have been able 

to withstand German pressure. The Czechs should have had a chance, 

since China and Spain had demonstrated that a determined people could 

withstand terrible odds. But, she concluded, the blame was not al l 

Chamberlain's. The United States could hardly point an accusing 

finger at the British after she had done so l i t t l e to uphold the 

settlement of the First World War. A temporary crisis had been 

79 settled, a larger war loomed. 

Buell objected equally with Dean. The decision at Munich, 

he wrote, had delivered Europe into the hands of Hitler. I t was not 

the result of self-determination. Woodrow Wilson would never have 

accepted the Hitlerian definition of self-determination as that 

dictated by the stronger power. Buell, too, blamed the United States 

for the collapse of the Western democracies. The Neutrality Acts 

^^Ibid., no. 48, (September 23, 1938); no. 49, (September 30, 
1938). 
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prevented England and France from being assured that they could 

obtain the aid they needed i f they fought Germany.̂ ^ 

Buell had f inal ly come out against the imposed embargoes. 

Three years earl ier , during the Ethiopian crisis, he had advocated 

the passage of such measures. Yet throughout, his position, and that 

of the Association, remained constant. In supporting such action, 

the Association was not yielding to the isolationists, nor was i t 

exhibiting some strain of pacificism.^1 Rather, its emphasis was 

used in behalf of the internationalism that i t had always believed in. 

Collective security, brought on by close international cooperation, 

had always been the polar star of its firmament. For the United 

States, collective security meant noninterference in League actions. 

Buell had made his earliest reference to the desirability of 

an embargo in 1929 when he urged that the President be vested with 

the power to impose one. Congressional leadership, he wrote, was 

"under the best of circumstances" dangerous. Legislatures were too 

slow, and too cautious. He envisioned the League as drawing strength 

from the knowledge of an American President armed with the power to 

82 
halt shipments to aggressor nations. 

80 Ib id . , no. 50, (October 7, 1938). 

For the view that the Neutrality Acts represented the 
"triumph of isolation," see Robert A. Divine, The Illusion of 
Neutrality (Chicago: Quadrangle Books, 1968), p. 81-121; and 
Selig Adler, The Isolationist Impulse: Its Twentieth Century 
Reaction, p. 226-240. 

^^Bulletin, Vol. V I I I , no. 16, (February 22, 1929). Later, 
in 1933, Hoover asked for such power, and the Association supported 
him. 
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By 1934, Buell had begun to draw away from allowing the 

President sole power in levying such prohibitions. The depression 

brought on this change, for Buell could now also see a President 

forced by economic circumstances to allow American shippers to profit 

from war. He could now see the need to have positive Congressional 

legislation forcing the President to implement the embargo.̂ ^ One 

year later , as the fight over the f i rs t Neutrality Act neared conclu

sion, Buell expounded on the need for such legislation. "Despite its 

unique position of geographic isolation," he began, the United States 

had created a tremendous military establishment designed to exercise 

a major role in world affairs. Because of the American political 

and economic power, only Congressional legislation imposing mandatory, 

nondiscriminatory embargoes on arms and loans would prevent the 

84 United States from being involved in a general European war. In 

asserting these points, Buell rejected the evidence of the Nye 

Committee that American participation in the last war had been the 

result of covert and sinister pressure from special interest groups. 

War, Buell believed, stemmed from political and economic maladjust

ments—specifically the economic and political nationalism practiced 

by nations.^^ The League, he believed, provided the necessary 

^^Ibid. , Vol. XIV, no. 8, (December 21, 1934). 

^^Ibid. , no. 21, (March 22, 1935). 

^^Ibid., no. 24, (April 12, 1935). See also Raymond Buell, 
"The Weakness of Peace Machinery," FPR, Vol. V I I I , no. 14, 
(September 14, 1932), p. 159-170; and Herbert W. Briggs and Raymond 
Buell, "American Neutrality in a Future War, FPR, Vol. Xi , no. J , 
(April 10, 1935), p. 25-36, in which Buell argues that only American 



275 
correct ive to that nationalism, and i t could thereby prevent war. 

The United States had to aid the League in i t s application of 

pressure, and that aid had to come through cooperation with the 

League in i t s sanctions. 

The Association was pleased when the Neutrali ty Act became law. 

Stone dismissed administration objections to the acts on the grounds 

that i t l imi ted American par t ic ipat ion in League sanctions as untrue. 

The opposite, he asserted, was the case.^^ When the act came up for 

renewal the fol lowing January, the Association supported renewal on 

the grounds that i t abandoned much of t radi t ional American neutra l i ty 

, . 87 policy. 

The a t t i tude changed as the acts went into force. The 

Association became convinced that the promises of American abstention 

from assistance to any bel l igerent encouraged rather than discouraged 

aggression. The change stemmed from the i nab i l i t y of the League to 

handle aggressors. With League sanctions proving inef fect ive, 

American nonparticipation was not desirable. The Association had 

always argued for a program of co l lect ive security. That security 

could not be offered by the League, and thus, the United States had 

aid can help the world act to hal t aggression, and only posit ive 
action against aggressors would prevent war. Not a l l the Association 
rejected the resul ts of the Nye Committee. Stone, in Washington, 
tended to accept, ten ta t i ve ly , i t s f indings. 

^^Bulletin, Vol. XIV, no. 44, (August 30, 1935). 

^^Ibid., Vol. XV, no. 11, (January 10, 1935). 
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to adjust its policy to assist those nations that opposed 

88 aggressors. 

After 1937, the Association moved to a position advocating a 

more positive policy by the United States. Roosevelt's "Quarantine 

Speech" on October 5, 1937, gave them hope. But when he backed away 

from the forceful position he had outlined in Chicago, the Association 

became quite c r i t i ca l . His middle-of-the-road position, i t believed, 

had created problems in Europe without alleviating tension in Asia. 

A measure of how far the Association had come in its view of 

foreign affairs can be seen in its reaction to the proposed Ludlow 

Amendment which would have called for a national referendum on 

questions of war. Of the leaders of the Association, only Stone 

expressed any support for the proposal in 1937, and he liked i t only 

because he believed that i t would require the American people to be 

informed of governmental foreign policies. Otherwise, he did not 

90 feel that a vote by the people on war was desirable. 

The Association had come a long way from its earliest reaction 

to the threat of war. The Association had, at f i r s t , championed the 

concept of collective security operating through the League of 

Nations. I t had advocated only a passive American policy of cooperation 

^^Ibid. , no. 17, (February 26, 1936); Vol. XVI, no. 5, 
November 27, 1936); Raymond Buell, "The New American Neutrality," 
FPR, Vol. X I , no. 23, (January 15, 1936), p. 277-292; Buell, "The 
Neutrality Act of 1937," ib id . . Vol. X I I I , no. 14, (October 1 , 
1937), p. 165-180. 

89 Bulletin, Vol. XVII , no. 3, (November 12, 1937). 

^^Ibid. , no. 9, (December 24, 1937). 
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with the League in its sanctions. The Japanese experience had 

convinced the Association that such passivity would not result in 

success. The Ethiopian affair reinforced that revision, for the 

Association found that the League would not act until the United 

States did, and the United States would not impose embargoes until 

the League imposed sanctions. The stalemate that resulted convinced 

the Association that the United States had to take a more active 

role in influencing world affairs. 

By the time of Munich, the Association had withdrawn its 

support for embargoes. I t now believed that victims of aggression 

had to have recourse to what Franklin Roosevelt called the "arsenal 

of democracy." When the demand for revision of the Neutrality Acts 

came, the Association lined up with the administration in requesting 

modifications. Buell appealed to the Senate committee to remember 

that the United States had nothing to fear from the Western democra

cies, but that a German triumph threatened the Western hemisphere. 

He was the only witness to advocate the cash-and-carry policy as an 

91 open means of helping England and France. 

Throughout the twists and turns of affairs in the Twenties and 

Thirties, the Association took several different and often contra

dictory positions. I t advocated embargoes and the removal of 

embargoes; i t supported disarmament, and i t cheered announcements of 

rearmament by the English; i t approved of the Kellogg-Briand Pact, 

and i t found the pact worthless. Yet, throughout, philosophically. 

Divine, Illusion of Neutrality, p. 251. 
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it remained consistent. It had always believed that the way to 

prevent war was to threaten the aggressor with the united opposition 

of non-aggressors of the whole world. International action directed 

against aggressors would preserve peace, for no aggressor would 

attack a united world. In Its beginning, the Association had called 

for international cooperation to provide security. That concept 

remained the touchstone of the Foreign Policy Association throughout 

the interwar years. 



CHAPTER IX 

TWENTY YEARS IS A LONG TIME-WHAT DOES IT RECALL FOR US? 

We call on all liberal minded men to stand behind the 
principles which the President has enunciated, and we 
invite them to join in fellowship with us for their 
realization. Statement of Principles, League of Free 
Nations Association, 1918. 

Two decades had passed since the eighteen liberals met at Paul 

Kellogg's invitation in New York City to begin the process which 

created the Foreign Policy Association. The group that met in 1938 

to celebrate the Association's founding had changed from those who 

met in the days of hope and optimism. New men held the reins of 

leadership. Many of the founders had moved on to other causes and 

organizations and some were dead. The Association no longer sought 

to influence directly the policies of the government. The emphasis 

had changed from leadership to research, and the FPA was content to 

provide a forum in which policy questions could be discussed intelli

gently. 

The world had also changed in those two decades. The rising 

tide of aggression already had engulfed Asia, Africa, and Central 

Europe. The vision of stability, prosperity, and peace eagerly sought 

in 1918 had vanished in the clouds of fasces, swastikas, and rising 

suns. Munich warned the world that war would come, and come when the 

aggressors wanted it. The League could not halt it, the Western 

powers did not. 

The impending per i l deeply concerned the members of the Associa

tion as they met in the ballroom of the Hotel Astor on a rainy cold 

279 
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December afternoon in New York. The gloom of international relations 

had not dimmed the i r s p i r i t s , for they had gathered for another 

purpose. They came to honor thei r Association and to reminisce over 

years past. They recalled the hopes of the Twenties and the d is in te

gration of the Th i r t i es ; they remembered the crusades of ear l ier days 

and the controversies of recent ones. Yet, a mood of despair permeated 

the celebration--despair but some remaining hope for the future. 

James McDonald, for many years the President and Chairman of the Board 

of the Foreign Policy Association, began a rec i ta t ion of the history 

of the Association by saying, "Twenty years is a long time—two 

decades. What does i t recal l for us?" 

What did i t recal l? In the beginning, a small group of l i be ra l s , 

concerned about the shape of the postwar world, met in New York City 

to plan ways of inf luencing pol icy. They were well-meaning people 

with strongly developed social consciences. For years, men and women 

such as Paul Kellogg and L i l l i a n Wald had struggled to reform American 

society. They had witnessed the degradation of the slums and t r ied 

to overcome i t . They brought th is same sens i t i v i t y to foreign a f f a i r s . 

Shortly af ter the League of Free Nations Association announced 

i t s existence with the publication of i t s statement of pr inc ip les, 

the New York Times took notice of the organization cal l ing i t "The 

League of Free Gratis Nations Association," and charging that i t 

sought to rebui ld Germany at the expense of the A l l i es . The 

organization was nothing more, the edi tor ia l continued, than a group 

^James G. McDonald, Speech to FPA, December 10, 1938; FPA. 
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of idealistic socialists whose program was to throw out the old 

2 
because i t was old. 

The Times's attitude changed with the passage of time, but the 

charge that the Association was subversive persisted in other quarters 

and in the conflict of other issues. Matthew Woll of the American 

Federation of Labor accused i t of having pro-Soviet sympathies during 

the Twenties, and in the postwar McCarthyism, the Association was 
o 

cited by the anti-communists as a mouthpiece for the Soviet Union. 

The accusations had some substance. Before many others, the 

Association urged fa i r treatment for Russia, just as i t did for al l 

nations. The Association, composed as i t was of liberals, did not 

find socialism as unattractive as did many in the more conservative 

interwar years. But the words of the Association must be placed 

within the context of its conception of the world. 

Nations, i t believed, had become too interdependent to pursue 

unilateral courses in foreign affairs. I f members of the group 

sought a fairness for American l i f e in which all could share through 

cooperation, the Association believed that the world had to cooperate 

to prevent the renewal of the horrors of 1914-1918. 

N̂ew York Times, November 28, 1918, p. 2. 

"̂ The charge stemmed from the lack of nationalism displayed 
by the Association. A concise summary of the charges against the 
organization can be found in Francis X. Gannon, A Biographical 
Dictionary of the Left, Vol. I , (Boston: Western Islands, 1962), 
F. 106-112.""GiT^oTTrhead of the John Birch Society Research Staff, ^ 
fails to show the same respect for sources and facts that characterized 
the FPA's Research Staff. His most damaging point, at least to nis 
mind, is that the FPA was too anti-anti-communist. 
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Germany had to be rehabilitated in order to achieve its 

destiny; Mexico and Russia deserved the chance to define their own 

roles; fairness to all would reduce the hostilities that led to war. 

These were the principles which motivated the Association. Equally, 

"cooperative nationalism," as the Association called it, meant that 

all nations should have parity in trading rights. Allow each country 

to market its goods without prejudice, the Association asserted, and 

all nations would benefit. Permanent prosperity would be the happy 

result. Believing as it did in international interdependence, the 

Association clearly sought to have all nations live without the dis

ruptive influence of nationalism. Consequently, the Association 

maintained interest in nations that the larger powers of the world 

tended to ignore as a means of letting all people know about other 

countries, and thus not fear them. For this reason, the Association 

was called subversive. 

The Foreign Policy Association was not subversive. Rather it 

was a group of liberals who sought to keep alive the Wilsonian 

vision of an interconnected world through the years from the end of 

the First World War to the beginning of the Second. It included 

among its members men of many different beliefs. Many of its founders, 

men such as the Kellogg brothers, Arthur and Paul, had made the 

transition from Republican to Progressive to Democrat. Some 

remained Republican such as Robert Gardiner, the Treasurer from 1919 

to his death in 1925, and Raymond Buell, Research Director and 

President from 1933 to 1939. Others were Democrats-Norman Hapgood, 

the first President, and James McDonald, President from 1919-1933. 
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Some l ike Bruce Bliven were socialists. The leadership included 

members from most religious groups. I t also included pacifists and 

advocates of limited preparedness. There were Easterners and Mid-

Westerners; and both men and women. Women played a wery large role 

in the Association from its earliest beginnings. McDonald, remembering 

the contributions of Mary Simhkovitch, Christina Merriman, Agnes Leach, 

Li l l ian Wald, and Esther G. Ogden, said, "the F.P.A. was a woman-made 
4 

and a woman-run organization." 

There were certain characteristics that the membership shared. 

They were liberal and well educated. Overwhelmingly, the Board of 

Directors had baccalaureate degrees and most had gone on to graduate 

schools. The membership included large numbers of professionals--

lawyers, college professors, clergymen, social workers and journalists 

made up the majority of the board members. They were financially 

secure. Not many could command the wealth of Thomas Lamont, a senior 

partner of the House of Morgan, but they were successful in their 

careers. No matter what their geographic origin, the members lived, 

by and large, in the Northeast. 

Even more than these superficial characteristics—the same 

traits were shared by a large number of persons who were neither 

members of the FPA nor international ists—the membership shared a 

coninon philosophic view of the world. They believed in democracy, 

which they thought would lead to a political system that produced 

the better l i f e for a l l . Moreover, they believed that the world 

^McDonald, Speech to FPA, December 10, 1938, 
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needed some form of economic democracy whereby all people would have 

equal opportunity and would share in the benefits, and most important, 

they believed that the world had become too small to allow rampant 

individualism to direct social l i f e and nationalism to control inter

national behavior. The world had to develop a collective response, 

not only to problems of security but also to economic maladjustments. 

The belief in a collective response provides the best capsule expla

nation of the thinking of the Association. Unilateral policies, 

developed and pursued with consideration of conditions in others 

nations, always met opposition from the Foreign Policy Association. 

Economic considerations ranked high in the Association's order 

of priorit ies. I t believed that tensions increased or declined in 

relation to the press of economic conditions. As a result, i t urged 

the Western powers to work together to rehabilitate Germany after 

the First World War; i t urged the United States to consider carefully 

its economic provisions for the Philippine Islands before allowing 

them Independence, and i t looked f i rs t at the economic structure when 

investigating Cuba. The Association wanted those countries to have 

a chance to develop fu l ly , but i t also believed that unless all 

nations had equal economic opportunity, the United States could not 

develop ful ly either. In its second Headline Book, Made in U.S.A., 

John C. de Wilde argued that not only did increased world trade 

promote peace, but also that such increased trade insured the 

world's prosperity. In the midst of the depression, and a rise in 
5 

economic nationalism, the Association argued for free trade. 

^de Wilde, Made in U.S.A., p. 5-6, 6-10, 25, 34, 37-38, 
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The Association also believed in a collective response to 

political problems. The world needed the League and the World Court 

as agents of the nations in preserving peace. Together the nations 

could stop the aggression that none could halt unilaterally. 

The two decades witnessed the FPA using two means of promoting 

its philosophy. In the f i r s t years, i t sought actively to influence 

policy. I t called attention to policies of the government i t 

believed wrong; i t petitioned the presidents to institute new policies; 

i t held public meetings to increase public awareness of the policies. 

Its actions did not always have the stamp of wisdom. I t failed to 

see the danger posed by the Senate nationalists to the Treaty of 

Versailles. Consequently, i t aided the opposition by its demands 

for liberal changes in the treaty. The Association failed to marshal 

its facts when attacking American policy in Mexico. As a result, 

although i t was correct in its assessment of the intentions of the 

oil companies, Albert Fall made fools of the Association's witnesses 

because they could present no reliable hard evidence. Such intem

perate ronarks often l e f t the Association open to attack from reasonable 

men. Nevertheless, i t did expose issues and present a 1iberal-

internationalist answer to the problems. 

In 1922, the Association changed its method. I t became a 

research organization dedicated to presenting reliable information 

to the public. I t took the new method from the experience of Paul 

Kellogg and the social workers. Kellogg had said of his investigation 

of the conditions in Pittsburgh steel mil ls, "we gave the facts to 

the key people who did the reacting for us—the lawyers, scientists. 
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economists, and doctors." The Association did the same thing in 

foreign affairs. I t directed its Reports to editors, reporters, 

government o f f ic ia ls , and educators, whose influence could change 

the minds of Americans. Its Research Staff provided material for 

the weekly radio broadcast of the March of Time, expanding the realm 

of public awareness in foreign affairs. I t cooperated with the 

Federal Office of Education, the American Library Association, and 

the Chicago Council of Adult Education in preparing and distributing 

widely materials on international relations in order to build a more 

educated public. In 1924, i t began to use the radio, f i rs t broad

casting its semiweekly luncheons, then presenting, through McDonald, 

material on foreign affairs. Through the radio, the Association 

could reach a much wider audience than its written material provided. 

The greatest thrust of the Association's work lay in its 

publications. The weekly Bulletin contained reports of developments 

in both domestic and foreign affairs which influenced policy. The 

Bulletin of this period contains a remarkably complete record of 

events, and insightful commentary. More importantly, the fortnightly 

Reports provided in-depth studies of current affairs. Well researched, 

the Reports were intended for the key people that Kellogg had mentioned, 

The articles were not intended for the uninformed, rather the studies 

assumed that the reader had above-average knowledge of events and the 

N̂ew York Times, November 2, 1958, p. 88. 

^"20 Years of the Foreign Policy Association," Press release, 
December 10, 1938, FPA collection. 
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processes of diplomacy. The Reports contained l i t t l e distortion— 

a facet the Association prided i tself on--and covered a wide range 

of topics from politics to armaments to economics. For the lay 

reader, the casual observer of foreign affairs, the Association 

created in 1935 the Department of Popular Education. The new division 

quickly began publishing the simply-written, amply-illustrated 

Headline Books. Designed for readers of high school or less education, 

the books reduced complex international problems to basic terms. In 

this approach lay a major problem. By simplification, the Department 

tended to interject greater bias than the Association allowed in 

other publication, and at the same time failed to make the reader aware 

of the Intrinsic dif f iculty in reconciling the contrasting views of 

a multitude of nations. Beginning in 1938, the size of the books 

was increased from forty to approximately one hundred pages, and the 

quality of the studies neared that of the Reports. Nevertheless, 

in both simple and sophisticated forms, the Headline Books provided 

a wider spectrum of the public with information on foreign affairs. 

How far the Association reached into the minds and lives of 

Americans during the years between the wars is impossible to deter

mine. The membership was never large. By 1938, i t comprised only 

seventeen thousand. Most of those lived east of the Mississippi 

River where the Association had established branches. Yet there 

were members in al l states, and the organization enjoyed continued 

growth. Moreover, the publications of the Association went to more 

than just the members. The Reports were widely used in university 

courses, and one hundred copies were regularly sent to important 
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newspaper editors. The Washington Bureau made the Reports available 

to congressmen and government officials and they were widely read.^ 

Stone continually reported a heavy use by government personnel 

throughout his tenure at the bureau. In all of these ways, the 

Association's view carried over to a far wider audience. Indirectly 

then, the Association contributed to public attitudes by making its 

findings available to those who helped shape policy. 

The Association was an organization both of its time and ahead 

of its time. Its findings reflected the progressive-liberalism of 

Wilson and presaged the attitudes that led to the momentary triumph 

of internationalism during World War I I . Rejecting the elitism of 

the Council on Foreign Relations, the Association sought out members 

from all regions of the country and from all classes. Dues were low 

to encourage membership. Rather than developing an influential inner 

circle for whom all activities were directed, the Association, 

through its biweekly luncheons, radio addresses, public seminars, 

and publications sought to reach as many as possible with facts rather 

than propaganda. That approach is perhaps most important in explain

ing why the Association languished while its sister organizations--

the Council on Foreign Relations, Woodrow Wilson Foundation, League 

of Nations Non-Partisan Association (later United Nations Association)-

gained fame. The Council's limited membership included many members 

of the FPA, but the Council was far more clearly a part of the policy 

making apparatus of the government. I t encouraged that extra-

^Ibid. 
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organizational function. The Woodrow Wilson Foundation and the 

League of Nations Non-Partisan Association both had causes to attract 

and hold members. The Foreign Policy Association sought out a broad 

membership from all ranks of society. I t sent information to key 

people, but i t appealed to those who were not the decision makers. 

I t had a cause, but its cause was more eclectic. By educating 

Americans on international relations, i t prepared them for member

ship In the other, more active organizations. The historian, Robert 

Divine, describes these groups as "defenders of the faith."9 That 

they were, and the FPA trained the masses of the army while the 

other groups provided the officers. Without the work of these men, 

the torch of internationalism could not have passed so easily from 

Wilson to Roosevelt. 

To the army of defenders, the Association passed on the teachings 

of Wilsonianism. According to the Association, American policy 

between the wars was irresponsible. The f i rs t ten years "demonstrated 

the f u t i l i t y of seeking peace without accepting responsibility. The 

next ten years demonstrated the fu t i l i t y of seeking to base a foreign 

policy solely on the popular desire to avoid war." The Association 

had long fought against those policies. Its answer had been collec

tive action through international organizations. America, i t believed, 

had a special mission to lead the world to the realization that the 

old diplomacy did not work in a closely interconnected world. 

^Divine, Second Chance, p. 18-20. 

^^Bulletin, Vol. XVI I I , no. 7, (December 9, 1938). 
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The Association believed in peace. I t worked with many of 

the pacifist groups of the Twenties and the Thirties, but i t was not 

pacifistic I tse l f . Politics do make strange bed partners, and though 

the Association and the pacifists were not strangers, they did not 

easily share the same bed. Both saw a common goal--world peace--but 

followed different avenues of approach. When the Association joined 

with pacifist groups, i t did so as a research organization, supplying 

information rather than leadership. As when i t joined the National 

Council for the Prevention of War, the Association generally found 

itself in the right-wing, philosophically, of such movements. I t 

desired peace, but not the peace of nonresistence. Rather i t sought 

the peace of collective action to deter aggressors. I t worked for a 

realization on the part of all nations, but particularly the United 

States, that a l l must stand together to halt aggressors, but to 

provide at the same time for peaceful change. 

The Association believed in disarmament. But i t believed that 

disarmament must be attained through reasonable agreement that pro

vided for enforcement. American policy, i t believed, sought placebos 

rather than remedies. The Association wanted meaningful disarmament 

that reduced both arms and tensions. I t recognized that such agree

ments could come only when the world overcame its nationalistic 

suspicions. I t hoped that the League would provide the means of 

reducing the suspicions and arranging limited reductions, but i t was 

willing to accept agreements reached outside the League. I t found 

promise in the beginnings at Washington in 1921, but those agreements 

collapsed. The Association found i t no easier to devise means of 
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successful disarmament than others who undertook the same task. I t 

opposed militarism, almost to the point of advocating no standing 

armies, but i t did not desire a powerless world. I t hoped the League 

could supply the army that would make national armies unnecessary, 

and allow each nation's resources to be used more effectively. But 

i t could never devise any method by which a League army could be 

created. In this regard, the Association clung too long to the 

idealistic hope of disarmament, and by opposing discussions based on 

the continuance of national armies, i t joined with the isolationists 

and pacifists who prevented a realistic assessment of the dangers 

posed the United States by aggression. The Association, to its credit, 

did have a corrective counterproposal in collective security. 

The Association believed in collective security. Through the 

work of al l nations, i t hoped that wars could be prevented. I t 

hoped that the League would become the instrument of security, and 

that the United States would cooperate with i t . For that reason, the 

Association supported measures generally considered isolationist. I t 

originally urged passage of mandatory embargoes on loans and munitions 

as a means of helping the League control aggressors. I t opposed 

discretionary prohibitions for fear that domestic economic considera

tions would block their implementation. When the League fai led, the 

Association urged the United States to cast its lot with the democra

cies of the West. I t blamed the United States, in part, for the 

failure of the West at Munich. Perhaps i t should have borne a 

portion of the blame i tsel f . By promoting embargoes and arms reduc

tions, i t helped create a fe r t i l e seedbed for policies that encouraged 

aggressors and prevented the United States from aiding the victims. 
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The Association believed in self-determination. All nations 

had to have the freedom to achieve their own conception of government. 

The Association consistently opposed American attempts to quell 

revolutionary movement in the world. I t attempted to break the 

United States out of the cultural ethno-centrism which dominated the 

Americans's world view. Only when other nations received the oppor

tunity to develop according to their own principles could the world 

approach the day of lasting peace. Yet in this regard, the 

Association failed with the country. As men of their times, the 

members did believe that the United States represented a special 

development in the world's history. The principles that guided this 

country provided the best way for al l people. Although the Association 

did accord all nations the right of self-determination, i t hoped they 

would develop along American democratic lines. 

The Association believed in equal economic opportunity for a l l . 

The League of Free Nations Association's statement of principles had 

called for that opportunity, and the Foreign Policy Association contin

ued the principle by opposing any action which restricted international 

trade. The harshness of Versailles lay not in the military terms im

posed on Germany, but in the failure to provide for German rehabilita

tion. The Association castigated American policy for fail ing to under

stand the higher real i ty of economic interrelationships. The United 

States, i t believed, would prosper far more from an enlightened policy 

of low ta r i f f s , debt cancellation, and expanded international trade than 

i t would from a self-serving policy of economic self-sufficiency. 

Finally, the Association believed in international cooperation. 

The League of Nations and the Permanent Court of International 
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Justice were but two aspects of the whole. The Association never 

attempted to deny i t s be l ie f in and support for both of these ins t ru 

ments of internat ional ism. Everything the Association stood for 

pivoted on the concept of international act ion. From i t s ear l iest 

days, when i t trumpeted the vir tues of "cooperative nationalism," to 

the crucial depression years in which i t argued that domestic distresses 

could not be solved un i l a te ra l l y , to the crises of fasc is t aggression 

in which i t urged a policy of cooperation between the United States 

and the European democracies, the cornerstone of the Association's 

recommendations was international act ion. 

Peace, disarmament, co l lec t ive securi ty, self-determination, 

equality of economic opportunity, international cooperation, those 

were the pr incip les which guided the Foreign Policy Association. 

Those were the pr inciples which i t offered to a new generation of 

leaders. In par t , those were the principles which the government 

pursued during the Second World War. But even as they became a part 

of the f a i t h of the masses, they were subverted. Americans saw the 

resurgent Soviet Union not as a po l i t i ca l opponent but as an 

ideological adversary whose advances had to be crushed and whose 

abhorrent f a i t h ob l i te ra ted. Unilateral opposition on ideological 

grounds joined with expressions of internationalism became the basis 

of American pol icy. 

Writing in 1953, Vera Micheles Dean discussed the paradoxes in 

American pol icy . In F o r e i ^ Policy Without Fear, she reasserted the 

principles that had guided the Association through the interwar years, 

and argued that the United States must adjust i t s policy 
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accordingly. Unlike N. Gordon Levin, who argued that Wilsonian 

values u l t imate ly triumphed in American policy following World War I I , 

Dean argued that the pr incip les never had been f u l l y understood.^^ 

The resu l t had been uni la tera l pol ic ies cloaked with Wilsonian j u s t i 

f i ca t ions . 

The pr inciples of the Association were not completely forgotten 

by postwar pol icy. The Marshall Plan, and the Point Four Program, 

both had roots in the be l ie f that prosperity depended upon a l l nations 

having sound economies. But the principles demanded diplomacy 

rather than confrontat ion, and as the United States moved closer to 

confrontat ion, i t moved far ther away from the principles that the 

Association attempted to transmit. 

The Association remained true to i t s pr inciples. As a defender 

of the f a i t h , i t had carried the values of l ibera l - in ternat ional ism 

across the gulf of two decades. Members of the Association occupied 

positions of respons ib i l i ty in the government during and after World 

War I I wherein they could f i g h t for those pr inciples. 

During World War I I James McDonald served as chairman of 

Roosevelt's Advisory Commission on Refugees, and as advisor on postwar 

policy to the Blue Network of the National Broadcasting Company. In 

1949, President Truman named him as the f i r s t American ambassador to 

Israel . 

Vera Micheles Dean, Foreign Policy Without Fear, (New York: 
McGraw-Hill Book Company, 1953), p. 1-12. 

^ \ e v i n , Woodrow Wilson and World Po l i t i c s , p. 259-260. Dean, 
Foreign Policy Without Fear, p. 181-208. 
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Raymond Buell l e f t the Association to work for Fortune Magazine. 

At Fortune, he directed a series of round-table articles discussing 

American policy. During the 1940 presidential campaign, Buell served 

as a key foreign policy advisor to Wendell Willkie. In 1942, he ran 

as a Republican for a Congressional seat from Massachusetts, but lost. 

William Stone joined the State Department in 1941 as a member 

of the Board of Economic Warfare, and remained with the Department 

until 1952 when he was cited by Senator Joseph McCarthy as a subver-

13 sive. He resigned before the investigation was completed. 

Thomas Bisson also served with the State Department during the 

war, and was a member of the Strategic Bombing Survey team for Japan 

after war. He completed his government service in the civil govern

ment section of the Headquarters, Allied Command, Japan. 

Vera Micheles Dean remained with the Association throughout the 

war as Research Director. In 1961, when the organization ceased 

publication of the Bulletin, Dr. Dean became a consultant to the 

Association. 

The years between the wars were years of hope and disillusion, 

euphoria and despair, victory and defeat. Throughout, the Foreign 

Policy Association strove to promote an awareness of the world to 

the American people. An educated public, i t assumed in the best 

traditions of Jeffersonian and Wilsonian liberalism, would make the 

correct decisions. In its chosen task, the Association worked 

^^Charles Thomson, also an Associate in the Research Department, 
was also cited by Senator McCarthy, but he had le f t the government by 
that point. 
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di l igent ly , but i t achieved only partial success. Its failure must 

be attributed to a conflict of ideology. "Peace," the Bulletin once 

quoted Ambassador Alanson B. Houghton, "is an adventure in fa i th ." 

Internationalism required more than information; i t required a parti

cular frame of mind. The postwar world indicated America's unwilling

ness to undertake that adventure. The Association, however, did, and 

i t helped to create a society that would not retreat from responsi

b i l i ty after the Second World War. 



APPENDIX I 

TITLES, EDITORIAL INFORMATION SERVICE PUBLICATIONS 

No. 1, October 5, 1925, "Locarno Security Conference" 
No. 2, October 24, 1925, "The Chinese Tariff Conference" 
No. 3, November 5, 1925, "The Turco-Iraq Boundary Dispute" 
No. 4, November 17, 1925, "British Interest in Mesopotamia" 
No. 5, December 5, 1925, "The French Mandate in Syria" 
No. 6, December 18, 1925, "Extraterritoriality in China" 
No. 7, January 9, 1926, "Foreign Troops and Warships in China" 
No. 8, January 29, 1926, "Disarmament Projects and Agreements" 

as of February 27, 1926, the Editorial Information Service 
changed its name to "Foreign Policy Association Information 
Service" 

TITLES, FOREIGN POLICY ASSOCIATION INFORMATION SERVICE 

Volume II 

No. 1 , February 27, 1926, "The Chinese Eastern Railway" 
No. 2, March 23, 1926, "Colonial vs. Mandate Administration; the 

Class B. Mandates" 
No. 3, April 10, 1926, "Open Diplomacy and American Foreign Relations" 
No. 4, April 24, 1926, "The Turco-American Treaty of Lausanne" 
No. 5, May 8, 1926, "Comparative Armaments" 
No. 6, May 22, 1926, "American Oil Interests in Mesopotamia" 
No. 7, June 5, 1926, "Recent Legislation in Italy" 
No. 8, June 19, 1926, "The Liquidation of German-American Claims" 
No. 9, July 3, 1926, "Protection of Minorities in Europe" 
No. 10, July 21, 1926, "The French Financial Situation" 
No. 11, August 4, 1926, "American Mediation in the Tacna-Arica Dispute" 
No. 12, August 18, 1926, "The British-American Debt Controversy" 
No. 13, September 1 , 1926, "Germany and the Reorganization of the 

League Council" 
No. 14, September 15, 1926, "The International Credit Position of the 

United States" 
No. 15, September 29, 1926, "The International Problem of Tangiers 
No. 16, October 13, 1926, "Post-War European Treaties" 
No. 17, October 27, 1926, "The Foreign Service of the United States" 
No. 18, November 10, 1926, "The International Tariff Problem" 
No. 19, November 24, 1926, "The Foreign Debt Policy of Soviet Russia 
No. 20, December 8, 1926, "The United States and the World Court" 
No. 21, December 22, 1926, "The Mexican Land and Oil Law Issue" 
No. 22, January 5, 1927, "American Missionary and Philanthropic 

Enterprises in Turkey" . . . r. . i. 
No. 23, January 29, 1927, "Factors in the Internal Situation in China 
No. 24, February 2, 1927, "United States Policy in Nicaragua" 
No. 25, February 16, 1927, "Foreign Interests in China" 

297 



298 
Titles, FPAIS, continued 

Volume II 

No. 26, March 2. 1927, "Survey of Political Trends in the Near East, 
1926" 

Supplement No. 1, n.d., Elizabeth MacCallum, "The Near East: A 
Survey of Political Trends in 1925" 

Supplement No. 2, n.d., Savel Zimand, "State Capitalism in Russia" 
Supplement No. 3, November, 1926, FPA Research Staff, "The Recogni

tion Policy of the United States with Special Reference to 
Soviet Russia" 

Volume III 

No. 1, March 16, 1927, "Italy's Foreign Policy" 
No. 2, March 30, 1927, "Disarmament and the Five Naval Powers" 
No. 3, April 13, 1927, "Diplomatic Protection of American Investments 

Abroad" 
No. 4, April 27, 1927, "Functions of the Permanent Mandate Commission" 
No. 5, May 11, 1927, "American Policy in China" 
No. 6, May 25, 1927, "The Russian Economic Situation" 
No. 7, June 8, 1927, "International Arbitration and Plans for an 

American Locarno" 
No. 8, June 22, 1927, "Albania: The Problem of the Adriatic" 
No. 9, July 6, 1927, "Post-War Trends in World Economics" 
No. 10, July 20, 1927, "Developments in Russia's Foreign Relations" 
No. 11, August 3, 1927, "Egyptian Nationalism and British Imperial 

Interests" 
No. 12, August 17, 1927, "German-Polish Relations" 
No. 13, August 31, 1927, "Balance of International Payments of the 

United States" 
No. 14, September 14, 1927, "Problems Confronting the September (1927) 

Session of the League Council and Assembly" 
No. 15, September 28, 1927, "Evolution of the Soviet Government" 
No. 16, October 12, 1927, "Recent Japanese Policy in China" 
No. 17, October 26, 1927, "The Franco-American Tariff Dispute" 
No. 18, November 11, 1927, "Foreign Debts and America's Balance of 

Trade" 
No. 19, November 25, 1927, "Pan Americanism and the Pan-American 

Conference" 
No. 20, December 9, 1927, "The Problem of an Austro-German Union" 
No. 21-22, January 6, 1928, "The International Naval Situation" 
No. 23, January 20, 1928, "Mexico, the Caribbean, and Tacna-Arica" 
No. 24, February 3, 1928, "Post-War Rumania" 
No. 25, February 17, 1928, "The League of Nations and the Outlawry 

of War" ^ , 
No. 26, March 2, 1928, "Political and Economic Trends in the Near 

East 1927" 
Supplement No. 1, n.d., Lewis Webster Jones, "The United States and 

War Debts: A Memorandum" 



299 
Titles, FPAIS, continued 

Volume III 

Supplement No. 2, n.d.. Dr. Paul Leverkuehn, "Foreign Investments in 
Germany 

Supplement No. 3, June, 1927, Dr. Max Winkler, "America, The World's 
Banker" 

Supplement No. 4, Raymond L. Buell, "The United States and Latin 
America, A Suggested Program" 

Volume IV 

No. 1 . March 16, 1928, "Neutral Rights and Maritime Law" 
No. 2, March 30, 1928, "American Neutrality and League Wars" 
No. 3, April 13, 1928, "Political and Financial Background of the 

French Election" 
No. 4, April 27, 1928, "The Sixth Pan-American Conference, Part I" 
No. 5, May 11, 1928, "Background of the German Election" 
No. 6, May 25, 1928, "The United States and the Nicaracuan Canal" 
No. 7, June 8, 1928, "The World in Maps" 
No. 8, June 22, 1928, "The Rise of the Kuomingtang" 
No. 9, July 6, 1928, "The Sixth Pan-American Conference, Part I I " 
No. 10, July 20, 1928, "The Power of the President as Commander-in-

Chief" 
No. 11, August 3, 1928, "Defaults and Repudiations of Foreign Loans" 
No. 12, August 17, 1928, "Obstacles to Balkan Cooperation" 
No. 13, August 31, 1928, "The Race Problem in South Africa" 
No. 14, September 14, 1928, "The Li t t le Entente" 
No. 15, September 28, 1928, "Treaty Revision in China" 
No. 16, October 12, 1928, "Treaty-Making Power of the Senate" 
No. 17, October 28, 1928, "Arbitration on the American Continent" 
No. 18, November 9, 1928, "The Anti-War Pact" 
No. 19, November 23, 1928, "The Disarmament Deadlock" 
No. 20, December 7, 1928, "The Monroe Doctrine and Latin America" 
No. 21, December 21, 1928, "The Financial Liquidation of the War" 
No. 22, January 4, 1929, "The United States and the Saint Germain 

Treaties" 
No. 23, January 18, 1929, "The Problem of Porto Rico" 
No. 24, February 6, 1929, "The British Foreign Office" 
No. 25, February 20, 1929, "The United States and Russia, Part I" 
No. 26, March 6, 1929, "The United States and Russia, Part I I " 
Supplement No. 1 , March, 1928, Dr. Max Winkler, "The Ascendancy of 

the Dollar" 
Supplement No. 2, June, 1928, Dr. Max Winkler, "The Investor and 

League Loans" 
Supplement No. 3, February, 1929, William T. Stone, "The Administration 

of the Department of State" 

Volume V 

No. 1 , March 20, 1929, Mildred S. Wertheimer, "The Evacuation of the 
Rhineland" 



300 
T i t les , FPAIS, continued 

Volume V 

No. 2, April 3, 1929, J. Fred Rippy, "The United States and Columbian 
Oil" 

No. 3, April 17, 1929, Raymond L. Buell, "Cuba and the Piatt Amendment" 
No. 4, May 1, 1929, Elizabeth P. MacCallum, "The Near East in 1928" 
No. 5, May 15, 1929, Lewis Webster Jones, "The British Elections" 
No. 6, May 29, 1929, Raymond L. Buell, "Sugar and the Tariff" 
No. 7, June 12, 1929, Lewis Webster Jones, "Tariff and American Foreign 

Trade" 
No. 8, June 26, 1929, Mildred S. Wertheimer, "Revision of the Versailles 

Treaty" 
No. 9, July 13, 1929, Vera A. Micheles, "The Lateran Accord" 
No. 10, July 27, 1929, Raymond L. Buell, "Anglo-American Naval Under

standing" 
No. 11, August 10, 1929, Vera A. Micheles, "Russia and China in 

Manchuria" 
No. 12, August 24, 1929, Lewis Webster Jones, "The Young Plan 

Settlement" 
No. 13, September 7, 1929, Agnes S. Waddell, "Spain Under the 

Dictatorship" 
No. 14, September 18, 1929, Elizabeth P. MacCallum, "Post-War Treaties 

Affecting the Near East: An Index" 
No. 15, October 2, 1929, William T. Stone, "Outlying Naval Bases" 
No. 16, October 16, 1929, Elizabeth P. MacCallum, "The Palestine 

Conflict" 
No. 17, October 30, 1929, Thomas A. Bisson, "The Nanking Government" 
No. 18, November 13, 1929, William T. Stone, "The Pan-American 

Arbitration Treaty" 
No. 19-20, November 27, 1929, December 12, 1929, Raymond L. Buell, 

"The American Occupation of Haiti" 
No. 21, December 25, 1929, Vera Micheles Dean, "The Permanent Court 

of International Justice" 
No. 22, January 8, 1930, Raymond L. Buell, "Forced Labor: Its Inter

national Regulation" 
No. 23, January 22, 1930, Thomas A. Bisson, "Reconstruction in China" 
No. 24, February 5, 1930, Harry D. Gideonese, "International Industrial 

Agreements" 
No. 25, February 19, 1930, Mildred S. Wertheimer, "Alsace-Lorraine: 

A Border Problem" 
No. 26, March 5, 1930, Agnes S. Waddell, "Unsettled Boundary Disputes 

in Latin America" 
Supplement No. 1, March, 1929, Dr. Max Winkler, "The Dollar Abroad" 

Volume VI 

No. 1 , March 19, 1930, Vera Micheles Dean, "France and Italy in the 
Mediterranean" 

No. 2, April 2, 1930, David Woodward, "Limitation of Land Armament' 



301 
Titles, FPAIS, continued 

Volume VI 

No. 3-4, April 30, 1930, Raymond L. Buell, "Philippine Independence" 
No. 5, May 14, 1930, Harry D. Gideonese, "The Reparation Settlement 

of 1930" 
No. 6, May 29, 1930, William T. Stone, "The London Naval Conference" 
No. 7, June 11, 1930. Mildred S. Wertheimer, "The Reconstruction of 

Poland" 
No. 8, June 25, 1930, Thomas A. Bisson, "Democracy in Japan" 
No. 9, July 9, 1930, Raymond L. Buell, "The United States and the 

League of Nations" 
No. 10, July 23, 1930, Vera Micheles Dean, "Russia's Agrarian Problem" 
No. 11, August 6, 1930, Mildred S. Wertheimer, "The League of Nations 

and the Prevention of War" 
No. 12, August 20, 1930, Elizabeth P. MacCallum, "Iraq and the British 

Treaties" 
No. 13, September 3, 1930, Mildred S. Wertheimer, "The Significance 

of the German Elections" 
No. 14, September 17, 1930, William T. Stone, "The Briand Project 

for European Union" 
No. 15, October 1 , 1930, Laurence Mann, "Foreign Reactions to the 

American Tariff Act" 
No. 16, October 15, 1930, Thomas A. Bisson, "The Re-Orientation of 

Japan's Foreign Policy" 
No. 17, October 29, 1930, David Woodward, "Limitation of Air Armament" 
No. 18, November 12, 1930, Raymond L. Buell, "Reconstruction in 

Nicaragua" 
No. 19, November 26, 1930, Thomas A. Bisson, "The Crisis in India: 

Its Constitutional Basis" 
No. 20, December 10, 1930, Vera Micheles Dean, "Foreign Trade Policy 

of the Soviet Government" 
No. 21, December 24, 1930, Raymond L. Buell, "American Supervision of 

Elections in Nicaragua" 
No. 22, January 7, 1931, Elizabeth P. MacCallum, "Egypt: A Decade 

of Political Development" 
No. 23, January 21, 1931, Mildred S. Wertheimer, "The Hitler Movement 

in Germany" 
No. 24, February 4, 1931, Laurence Mann, "Overproduction of Raw 

Materials" 
No. 25, February 4, 1931, Dr. Max Winkler, "America's Stake Abroad" 
No. 26, February 18, 1931, William T. Stone, "The Draft Treaty for 

the World Disarmament Conference" 
No. 27, March 4, 1931, Agnes S. Waddell, "The Revolution in Brazil" 
Supplement No. 1 , May, 1930, Dr. Max Winkler, "Prosperity and Foreign 

Investments" 
with Volume VII the Foreign Policy Association Information 
Service changed its name to "Foreign Policy Reports" 



302 
TITLES, FOREIGN POLICY REPORTS 

Volume VII 

^°* ^' A?inLln; l^^^' Eli^^beth P. MacCallum, "Recent Balkan 
Alignments ^ 

No. 2, April 1, 1931, John D. Farnham and Helen Howell Moorhead, 
.. o /"ternational Limitations of Dangerous Drugs" 
Nn* I' ^Z]] II' ]ll]' !""' ^^^^^^es Dean, "Fascist Rule in Italy" 
No. 4, April 29 1931 James W. Angell, "Reparation and the Inter-

Ally Debts in 1931" 
No. 5, May 13, 1931, Ernest Galarza, "Debts, Dictatorship and Revolu

tion in Bolivia and Peru" 
No. 6, May 27, 1931, Malbone W. Graham, "Stability in the Balkan 

Jtates 
No. 7, June 10, 1931, Wilbur L. Williams, "Siam" 
No. 8, June 24, 1931, William T. Stone, "The Franco-Italian Naval 

Dispute" 
No. 9, July 8, 1931, Raymond L. Buell, "The United States and Central 

American Stability" 
No. 10, July 22, 1931, Raymond L. Buell, "The United States and 

Central American Revolution" 
No. 11, August 5, 1931, Harvey J. Bresler, "Trade Barriers and the 

League of Nations" 
No. 12, August 19, 1931, Vera Micheles Dean, "European Efforts for 

Economic Collaboration" 
No. 13, September 2, 1931, Maxwell S. Stewart, "Silver—Its Inter

national Aspects" 
No. 14, September 16, 1931, Elizabeth P. MacCallum, "The Australian 

Financial Crisis" 
No. 15, September 30, 1931, Thomas A. Bisson, "An Autonomous India: 

The Administrative Issues" 
No. 16, October 14, 1931, Thomas A. Bisson, "The Military Problem 

in India" 
No. 17, October 28, 1931, Ernest Galarza, "Argentina's Revolution 

and its Aftermath" 
No. 18, November 11, 1931, Maxwell S. Stewart, "Britain's Financial 

and Economic Crisis" 
No. 19, November 25, 1931, John C. de Wilde, "The Problem of 

Minorities" 
No. 20, December 9, 1931, William T. Stone, "The Burden of Armaments" 
No. 21, December 23, 1931, Thomas A. Bisson, "Basic Treaty Issues in 

Manchuria between Japan and China" 
No. 22, January 6, 1932, Dr. Max Winkler and Maxwell S. Stewart, 

"Recent Defaults of Government Loans" 
No. 23, January 20, 1932, Raymond L. Buell, "Panama and the United 

States" 
No. 24, February 3, 1932, Dr. Max Winkler, "American Foreign Invest

ments in 1931" 
No. 25, February 17, 1932, Malbone W. Graham, "Security in the 

Baltic States" 



303 
Titles, FPR, continued 

Volume VII 

No. 26, March 2, 1932, Mildred S. Wertheimer, "The Financial Crisis 
in Germany" 

Volume V I I I 

No. 1, March 16, 1932, Vera Micheles Dean. "The Political Structure 
of the Soviet State: The Party" 

No. 2, March 30. 1932. Vera Micheles Dean. "The Political Structure of 
the Soviet State: The Government of the Union" 

No. 3, April 14, 1932, Thomas A. Bisson, "Railway Rivalries in 
Manchuria Between China and Japan" 

No. 4, April 27, 1932. Mildred S. Wertheimer and Vera Micheles Dean, 
"The Political Outlook in Germany and France" 

No. 5, May 11, 1932, William T. Stone, "The World Disarmament Confer
ence: First Stage, February 2-March 17, 1932" 

No. 6, May 25, 1932, Maxwell S. Stewart, "American Commercial Policy 
and the World Crisis" 

No. 7, June 8, 1932, Eugene Staley, "Italy's Financial Stake in 
Albania" 

No. 8, June 22, 1932, Thomas A. Bisson, "Japan and Manchoukuo" 
No. 9, July 6, 1932, Wilber L. Williams, "Great Britain and the Irish 

Free State" 
No. 10, July 20, 1932, John C. de Wilde, "The League and the Sino-

Japanese Dispute" 
No. 11, Raymond L. Buell, "The Reconstruction of Liberia" 
No. 12, August 17, 1932, Vera Micheles Dean, "The Soviet Union and 

Japan in the Far East" 
No. 13, August 31, 1932, William T. Stone, "The National Defense 

Policy of the United States" 
No. 14, September 14, 1932, Raymond L. Buell, "The Weakness of Peace 

Machinery" 
No. 15, September 28, 1932, Maxwell S. Stewart, "The Inter-Allied 

Debt: An Analysis" 
No. 16, October 12, 1932, Wilbur L. Williams, "The State of Iraq" 
No. 17, October 26, 1932, Thomas A. Bisson, "The Rise of Fascism in 

Japan" 
No. 18, November 9, 1932, Raymond L. Buell, "International Action on 

the Lytton Report" 
No. 19, November 23, 1932, Mildred W. Wertheimer, "The Laussanne 

Reparation Settlement" 
No. 20, December 7, 1932, John C. de Wilde, "French Financial Policy 
No. 21, December 21, 1932, Maxwell S. Stewart, "The Ottawa Conference" 
No. 22, January 4, 1933, Vera Micheles Dean, "Austria: The Paralysis 

of a Nation" 
No. 23, January 18, 1933, William T. Stone, "The World Disarmament 

Conference: Second Stage, March 17, 1932-January, 1933. 
No. 24, February 1, 1933, Raymond L. Buell, "American Policy Toward 

the Sino-Japanese Dispute" 



304 
Titles, FPR, continued 

Volume VIII 

No. 25, February 15, 1933, Thomas A. Bisson, "Ten Years of the 
Kuomintang" 

No. 26, March 1, 1933, Mildred S. Wertheimer, "Hitler and the German 
Political Crisis, 1932-1933" 

Volume IX 

No. 1, March 14, 1933, Vera Micheles Dean, "The Outlook for Soviet-
American Relations" 

No. 2, March 29, 1933, Maxwell S. Stewart, "Tariff Issues Confronting 
the New Administration" 

No. 3, April 12, 1933, Wilbur L. Williams, "The British Commonwealth: 
A Constitutional Survey" 

No. 4, April 26, 1933, Thomas A. Bisson, "The Communist Movement in 
China" 

No. 5, May 10, 1933, Vera Micheles Dean, "Political Realignments in 
Europe" 

No. 6, May 24, 1933, John C. de Wilde, "South American Conflicts: 
The Choco and Leticia" 

No. 7, June 7, 1933, Maxwell S.Stewart, "Problems Before the World 
Economic Conference" 

No. 8, June 21, 1933, Raymond L. Buell, "The Caribbean Situation: 
Cuba and Haiti" 

No. 9, July 5, 1933, Shepard Stone, "German-Polish Disputes" 
No. 10, July 19, 1933, Mildred S. Wertheimer, "Forces Underlying the 

Nazi Revolution" 
No. 11, August 2, 1933, Vera Micheles Dean, "The Soviet Union as a 

European Power" 
No. 12, August 16, 1933, William T. Stone, "International Traffic in 

Arms and Ammunition" 
No. 13, August 30, 1933, Charles A. Thomson, "The Caribbean Situation: 

Nicaragua and Salvador" 
No. 14, September 13, 1933, Thomas A. Bisson, "Constitutional Develop

ments in India" ^ . . 
No. 15, September 27, 1933, John C. de Wilde, "Sugar: An International 

Problem" . ^ -n.- ̂  
No. 16, October 11, 1933, Mildred S. Wertheimer, "The Jews in the Third 

Rp i r h" 
No. 17, October 25, 1933, William T. Stone, "The Disarmament Crisis-

1933" 
No. 18, November 8, 1933, Maxwell S. Stewart, "The Work of the London 

Economics Conference" .̂  ^ ^ 
No. 19, November 22, 1933, Raymond L. Buell, "The Montevideo Conference 

and the Latin American Policy of the United States 
No. 20, December 6, 1933, Mabel Satterlee Ingalls, "The Balkans in the 

World Crisis" ^ xu n un,-̂ oi 
No. 21, December 20, 1933, Bailey W. Diffie, "Spain Under the Republics 



305 
Titles, FPR, continued 

Volume IX 

No. 22, January 3, 1934, Foster Rhea Dulles, "The Philippines and the 
Hare-Hawes-Cutting Act" 

No. 23, January 17, 1934, Thomas A. Bisson, "The New Status in the 
Pacific" 

No. 24, January 31, 1934, Maxwell S. Stewart, "International Aspects 
of Roosevelt's Monetary Policy" 

No. 25, February 4, 1934, Charles A. Thomson, "Chile Struggles for 
National Recovery" 

No. 26, February 28, 1934, Felix M. Keesins, "Samoa: Islands of 
Conflict" 

Volume X 

No. 1 , March 14, 1934, John C. de Wilde, "Ship Subsidies and the 
Future of World Shipping" 

No. 2, March 28, 1934, Mildred S. Wertheimer, "The Foreign Policy of 
the Third Reich" 

No. 3, April 11, 1934, William T. Stone, "Impending Naval Rivalry" 
No. 4, April 25, 1934, Thomas A. Bisson, "The Dismemberment of China" 
No. 5, May 9, 1934, Vera Micheles Dean, "Toward a New Balance of Power 

in Europe" 
No. 6, May 23, 1934, Maxwell S. Stewart, "Tariff Bargaining under the 

New Deal" 
No. 7, June 6, 1934, Charles A. Thomson, "The Seventh Pan-American 

Conference, Montevideo" 
No. 8, June 20, 1934, Mildred S. Wertheimer, "The Political Structure 

of the Third Reich" 
No. 9, July 4, 1934, Alice S. Cheyney, "The International Labor 

Organization" 
No. 10, July 18, 1934, John C. de Wilde, "Political Ferment in France" 
No. 11, August 1 , 1934, Vera Micheles Dean, "The Outlook for Soviet-

American Trade" 
No. 12, August 15, 1934, Maxwell S. Stewart, "Paradoxes of World 

Recovery" 
No. 13, August 29, 1934, Elizabeth P. MacCallum, "Great Britain and 

the Race Problem in Palestine" 
No. 14, September 12, 1934, Dr. Ben Dorfman, "Two Years of the Manchukuo 

Regime" 
No. 15, September 26, 1934, Mildred S. Wertheimer, "Economic Structure 

of the Third Reich" , ^ ^ 
No. 16, October 10, 1934, Thomas A. Bisson, "Japan's Trade Expansion 
No. 17, October 24, 1934, William T. Stone and David H. Popper, The 

Increasing Burden of Armaments" 
No. 18, November 7, 1934, John C. de Wilde, "Germany's Trend toward 

Economic Isolation" , , . . . 
No. 19, November 21, 1934, William Koren, "Liberia, the League and the 

United States" 



.p. , 306 
T i t les , FPR, continued 

Volume X 

^°' ^ ° ' A S v s 1 s ' o J ' ? h ; V^^'r,^- 5t°"«' "The Munitions Industry: 
No 21 Dec^ber IQ l55! n"^*! Investigation. Septanber 4-21, 1934" 

t h f ^ n c L ! ? ; 1934. David H Popper. "Latin American Policy of 
tne Koosevelt Administration 

No. 22. January 2 1935. John C. de Wilde. "The Future of the Saar" 
No. 23. January 16 1935. Vera Micheles Dean. "The Economic Situation 

in I ta ly: The Corporate System" 
No. 24. January 30 1935. Vera Micheles Dean, "The Economic Situation 

in I ta ly: I taly in the World Crisis" 
No. 25, February 13. 1935. Thomas A. Bisson, "The Trend toward Dictator

ship in Japan" 
No. 26, February 27, 1935, Helen Howell Moorhead, "International Admi

nistration of Narcotic Drugs, 1928-1934" 

Volume XI 

No. 1, March 13, 1935, Horace B. Davis, "Brazil's Political and Economic 
Problems 

No. 2, March 27. 1935, Luther Harris Evans, "Unrest in the Virgin 
Islands" 

No. 3, April 10, 1935, Herbert W. Briggs and Raymond L. Buell, "Ameri
can Neutrality in a Future War" 

No. 4, April 24, 1935, John C. de Wilde, "The AAA and Exports of the 
South" 

No. 5, May 8, 1935, Elizabeth P. MacCallum, "The Arab Nationalist 
Movement" 

No. 6, May 22, 1935, David H. Popper, "Progress of American Tariff 
Bargaining" 

No. 7, June 5, 1935, Mildred S. Wertheimer, "Aims of Hitler's Foreign 
Policy" 

No. 8, June 19, 1935, Vera Micheles Dean, "Europe's Struggle for 
Security" 

No. 9, July 3, 1935, Earle K. James, "Church and State in Mexico" 
No. 10, July 17, 1935, Thomas A. Bisson, "A New Constitution for 

India" 
No. 11, July 31, 1935, William Koren, "Britain's Economic Recovery: 

Policies of the National Government" 
No. 12, August 14, 1935, William Koren, "Britain's Economic Recovery: 

Prospects for Prosperity" 
No. 13, August 28, 1935, John C. de Wilde, "Currency Stabilization 

and World Recovery" 
No. 14, September 11, 1935, William Koren, "Imperialist Rivalries in 

Ethiopia" 
No. 15, September 25, 1935, Mildred S. Wertheimer, "Austria Establishes 

a Fascist State" 
No. 16, October 9, 1935, Frederick T. Merrill, "Twelve Years of the 

Turkish Republic" 
No. 17, October 23, 1935, David H. Popper, "The End of Naval 

Disarmament" 



307 
T i t les , FPR. continued 

Volume XI 

No. 18, November 6, 1935, Vera Micheles Dean, "The League and the 
Italo-Ethiopia Crisis" 

No. 19, November 20, 1935, Thomas A. Bisson, "Outer Mongolia: A New 
Danger Zone in the Far East" 

No. 20, December 4, 1935, John C. de Wilde, "Testing League Sanctions" 
No. 21, December 18, 1935, Charles A. Thomson, "The Cuban Revolution: 

The Fall of Machado" 
No. 22, January 1, 1936, Charles A. Thomson, "The Cuban Revolution: 

Reform and Reaction" 
No. 23, January 15, 1936, Raymond L. Buell, "The New American 

Neutrality" 
No. 24, January 29, 1936, Mildred S. Wertheimer, "Religion in the 

Third Reich" 
No. 25, February 12, 1936, Norman Bentwich, "The International Problem 

of Refugees" 
No. 26, February 26, 1936, Vera Micheles Dean, "The Quest for Ethiopian 

Peace" 

Volume XII 

No. 1, March 15, 1936, Thomas A. Bisson, "Japan's Trade Boom: Does 
it Menace the United States" 

No. 2, April 1, 1936, John C. de Wilde, "Political Conflict in France" 
No. 3, April 15, 1936, Charles A. Thomson, "Dictatorship in the 

Dominican Republic" 
No. 4, May 1, 1936, David H. Popper, "European Military Policies" 
No. 5, May 15, 1936, Frank Whittman Fetter, "U.S. Balance of Inter

national Payments" 
No. 6, June 1, 1936, Mildred S. Wertheimer, "The Nazification of 

Danzig" 
No. 7, June 15, 1936, Vera Micheles Dean, "Origins of the Locarno 

Crisis" 
No. 8, July 1, 1936, John Parke Young, "The United States Silver 

Policy" 
No. 9, July 15, 1936, Helen Paull Kirkpatrick, "The League and the 

Chaco Disputes" 
No. 10, August 1, 1936, Thomas A. Bisson, "Struggle of the Powers in 

China" 
No. 11, August 15, 1936, Winthrop W. Case, "Currents of World Recovery 
No. 12, September 1, 1936, Nicholas S. Kattchas, "Post-War Politics 

in Greece" 
No. 13, September 15, 1936, John C. de Wilde, "Raw Materials in World 

Politics" ^ ̂ , -,,.... 
No. 14, October 1, 1936, Helen Fisher, "The Future of Naval Limita-

No. 15, October 15, 1936, David H. Popper, "The Hull Trade Program" 
No. 16, November 1, 1936, Charles A. Thomson, "Toward a New Pan-

Americanism" 



308 
T i t les , FPR, continued 

Volume XII 

No. 17, November 15, 1936, John C. de Wilde, "German Trade Drive in 
Southeastern Europe" 

No. 18, December 1 , 1936, Vera Micheles Dean, "European Diplomacy in 
the Spanish Crisis" f- K j 

No. 19, December 15, 1936, David H. Popper, "Creating a Philippine 
Commonwealth" 

No. 20, January 1 , 1937, Charles A. Thomson, "Spain: Issues Behind 
the Struggle" 

No. 21, January 15, 1937, Charles A. Thomson, "Spain: Civil War" 
No. 22, February 1 , 1937, Thomas A. Bisson, "American Policy in the 

Far East" 
No. 23, February 15, 1937, William T. Stone and Helen Fisher, "The 

Rising Tide of Armament" 
No. 24, March 1 , 1937, Frederick T. Merr i l l , "The Opium Menace in the 

Far East" 
Volume XI I I 

No. 1 , March 15, 1937, John C. de Wilde, "The German Economic Dilemma" 
No. 2, April 1 , 1937, Harold Tobin and Raymond L. Buell, "Can War 

Profits be Eliminated?" 
No. 3, April 15, 1937, Vera Micheles Dean, "The New Constitution of 

the U.S.S.R." 
No. 4, May 1 , 1937, John C. de Wilde, "Social Trends in the Third 

Reich" 
No. 5, May 15, 1937, Ernest 0. Hauser, "Anglo-Japanese Rivalry in 

Southeast Asia" 
No. 6, June 1 , 1937, David H. Popper, "Strategy and Diplomacy in the 

Mediterranean" 
No. 7, June 15, 1937, Herbert M. Bratter, "Hot Money: An International 

Problem" 
No. 8, July 1 , 1937, Charles G. Fenwick, "The Buenos Aires Conference: 

1936" 
No. 9, July 15, 1937, Helen Fisher, "Cross-Currents in Danubian 

Europe" 
No. 10, August 1 , 1937, Charles A. Thomson, "Mexico's Social Revolution" 
No. 11, August 15, 1937, Charles A. Thomson, "Mexico's Challenge to 

Foreign Capital" 
No. 12, September 1 , 1937, John C. de Wilde, "The New Deal in France" 
No. 13, September 15, 1937, Howard J. Trueblood, "Trade Rivalries in 

Latin America" 
No. 14, October 1 , 1937, Raymond L. Buell, "The Neutrality Act of 

1937" 
No. 15, October 15, 1937, Earle K. James, "Puerto Rico at the 

Crossroads" 
No. 16, November 1 , 1937, David H. Popper, "Liquidating the Palestine 

Mandate" 



309 
Titles, FPR, continued 

Volume XIII 

No. 17, November 15, 1937, Raymond L. Buell, "U.S. Neutrality in the 
Spanish Conflict" 

No. 18, December 1 1937, John C. de Wilde, "Can Japan be Quarantined?" 
No. 19, December 15, 1937, Stephen Naft, "Fascism and Communism in 

South America" 
No. 20, January 1 , 1938, Clarence N. Weems, Jr . , "Rebuilding the U.S. 

Merchant Marine" 
No. 21, January 15, 1938, James F. Green, "Britain's Foreign Trade 

Policy" 
No. 22, February 1 , 1938, Winthrop W. Case, "Trends of International 

Trade" 
No. 23, February 15, 1938, Paul B. Taylor, "America's Role in the 

Far East Conflict" 
No. 24, March 1 , 1938, Thomas A. Bisson, "Origins of Sino-Japanese 

Hostilities" 

Volume XIV 

No. 1 , March 15, 1938, Karl Falk, "Strife in Czechoslavakia" 
No. 2, April 1 , 1938, John C. de Wilde, "The Struggle over Spain" 
No. 3, April 15, 1938, Arthur N. Young, "China's Financial Progress" 
No. 4, May 1 , 1938, Charles A. Thomson, "The War in Spain" 
No. 5, May 15, 1938, David H. Popper, "Progress of the Sino-Japanese 

Conflict" 
No. 6, June 1 , 1938, Vera Micheles Dean, "Industry and Agriculture 

in the U.S.S.R." 
No. 7, June 15, 1938, Vera Micheles Dean, "Labor and Management in 

the U.S.S.R." 
No. 8, July 1 , 1938, James F. Green, "Canada in World Affairs" 
No. 9, July 15, 1938, Paul B. Taylor, "Problems of German-American 

Relations" 
No. 10, August 1 , 1938, David H. Popper, "The Western Powers and the 

Sino-Japanese Conflict" 
No. 11, August 15, 1938, Charles A. Thomson, "The Mexican Oil Dispute" 
No. 12, September 1 , 1938, Thomas A. Bisson, "Japan's Home Front" 
No. 13, September 15, 1938, James F. Green, "Canada's Political 

Problems" 
No. 14, October 1 , 1938, William T. Stone, "Economic Consequences 

of Rearmament" 
No. 15, October 15, 1938, Stoyan Pribichevich, "The Nazi Drive to the 

East--Yugoslavia, Rumania, Hungary" 
No. 16, November 1 , 1938, David H. Popper, "International Aid to 

German Refugees" 
No. 17, November 15, 1938, Paul B. Taylor, "Partition of Czechoslavakia' 
No. 18, December 1 , 1938, Raymond L. Buell, "The Foreign Policy of 

Poland" 
No. 19, December 15, 1938, George Fielding Eliot, "The Military 

Consequences of Munich" 



310 
T i t les , FPR, continued 

Volume XIV 

No. 20, January 1 , 1939, Vera Micheles Dean, "Diplomatic Background 
of Munich Accord" 



APPENDIX I I . I 

Y 
fO 

c <T3 
(J 

•r— 
^ 
OJ 

M 

to 

0) 
&-
a. 

•r~ 
O) 
L. 
O 

^ 
o 
t—• 

1— 
< : 1 -
t—t 

o 
o 

z: LU 
^" 

OO h -
co Q : 

< <: 
>-
o 
t - ^ 

_ i 

Q . 
LU 
Q 

; E 
O (_> 
Q . 

^ 

a: 
<c 
LU 

t U OO 
»—( 
LU 
cxl 
O 
U . 

LU 
Q : 

to 
T3 .C 
c 

«/> 
.^ 
o 
8 

i-
o> 
o 
c OUJ 

1 

to 

<v 
4-> 

to 
-^ 
e 
tT3 

JD 

E 
O 
s-«4-

to 
+J 

to 
<u to 
to 

c 
' ^ 
to 
^ 

J 3 

X- - o 
o Q . 
(U 

Qc: 

c «T3 

to 
4-> 
C 
a 
E 
3 
o 

c 
O ) 

• r-
OJ 
s-
o 

O M-
Q 

r— 
fO 

c 
fO 

to to N 

S- O 
O •>-
a. &- to 
(U ro O) 

<U ro 

s-
o 

v/1 

E 
ZJ 
to 
c: 
o 
o 

• I - oo 

fO 
c 
o 

•r— 
+J 
«o 
c 
&-
(U 

4-> 
c 

'•" 

to 

>> 
s-
o 4-> 
to 

•r-
- C 

M-
O 

to 
S-
(U 

J C 

<-> 
ta t 
0) 

H-

• 
r^ 

to 
c 
o r-
+J 
<o 

0) 

to 
0) 

• ^ • 

s-
to 
S-

. Q 
>r— 

to 
(U 
to 
to 
to 

r— to 
O J -

0) 
1— i -
O 3 
O 4-> 

O OJ 
to r— 

- C T3 
0 > E 

•r- fO 
J C 

(/) to 
T3 S- Q . 
E <U Z3 
03 -M O 

•r- S-
>> $- CD 

+J 2 
•r- O ) 
(/) 1— E 
i - «a • ! -
0) • ! - 4-> 
> o «o 

• 1 - <U .£) 
E Q . (U 

S 1 =3 0 0 Q 

• • • • 
0 0 CT» O r— 

lO 
(U 

• I - to 
t o I— 
to 
to 

to 

o 

4 -
o 

to 

E 

> 
o 
o> to 

to to 
CJ 4-> 

•r- E 
- a <u 
o - o 

•r- E 
s- o 
<u a . 
Q . to 

o 

J 3 
Z3 
Q . 

o 
o 

-a 
E 
fO 

s -
CD o^ 
Q . T -
(T3 O) 
Q . S-
tO O 

(U 
E -O 

E 
M- ro 
O 

to 

<u 
- E 
4-> 

to O 
E 
O •« 
r- to 
•M to 
ro 0) 
N S-
1 - D> 
E E 
fO O 
cnc_) 
S-
O 4 -

O 

E O C/) rO ro to 
O^-f- S- O E S- >> 

• I - +-> O T - O CD 0 > 
<U ro -M S- • ! - j a S-
s- cn-r- o) +-> E cu 
o a* T3 E fO 951— 

Ll_ f— LU < z : ^ (_3 

I— c\j CO ^ Ln t o 

311 



o 
oo 
I/O 
< 
>-

o 

o 

on 
o 

o 
h-
LU Q i 
ai LU 
•—i CO 

o 
CM 

Q CM 
on 
<3: 
o 
CO 

<_) 

o a: 

312 
APPENDIX I I . 2 

CO o 
uj s : 
l-H o 
I— Q i 

_ J • - . Q . 
< => 
Q: *— a 

CD 
< 

to ^^ 

•M 3 O CI 
to O 3 • ! -
ro S- - E 

> ^ - a E J^ 
r— «0 >> 0) (U 
- ^ O "O - O -Q 
<U $- 3 3 
(U CO 4-> 4-> 

3 OO t / ) 

E 
O 

to 
+J 
• p -

to ^ 
0) T -

r— . E 
ro X 

t / ) LU 

• 1 - x : 
4-) +J 
ro O t/) 
S- C^ 
< u x : 3 
Ci.4-> O 
O • ! - i -
O 2 CD 
o 

\ 

Od 

LU 

t_) 

L 

o 

t>0 

3 O 

—I I— 
< 

—1 M 

0 0 t—< CD CO 
I— I— Qc: CJ 
z ea; o •—• LU 

<: LU z: s o 
CJ :s Qi Q o z 
•—" ^ LU ^ 3: <: 
Q: s: h- <c o z 
LL. Q ; z CJ f - i 
<J: cc •—• LU LL. 

on < 
l-H <_) 
D_ I—I 

LU LU (— 
2:1— 00 

n: <c 00 <c 
LU ei 00 ea; LU 
Q . i-H I—I ^ LU 
O OO I— I—I Q^ 
Q; 00 HH I— Q^ < 
^ ID Q : < < LU 
LiJ Q; CO _l Uu ^ 

=D 

S 
Q : 
ZJ 
OQ 

— 
OO 
Q i 
LU 
::>n 
<. 
LU 
CI. 
CO 

s-
0) 

in to . E 
a > +-> 4-> to 
E to to O E 

•r- +J ro O 
4-> to O J - • ! -
<V (U "O >> </) O 4-> 
O J W r j r O r — E t | _ r a 

S E CD O Ji^ P N 
o s- 0) a> «/) - 1 -

r— -p-r—ca <u.c: i- E ro +J ro 3 O 0) (O 
s- ci-'r- o c j^ xy> 
( l ) ( U O ' i - * t - 3 r O S -
E ( j < u - a o _ i < u o 
(U (1) Q . ro Q . 

CD Q ; 0 0 c i : t o 

=D 
•St 
LU 
on ZD 
CO 

^^ 
o 
h -
CD 
"Z. 
1—1 

_I_ 
OO 
< 

4 J 
E 

. . OJ 

5^ 
•r- S_ 
2 to 

Q . 
1/1 (U 
4-> Q 
U 
ro CU 
4-> 4 J 
E ro 
O -M 

(U 
to o 
+-> •.-
E > 
OJ S-

- O OJ 
E E 00 

to O O 
(/) (U 4-> Q . . E 
to • ! - 0 1 to o 
0) (O E (U &. 
S_ to -r- S- ro 
C71 ro . E S- O) 
E . Q to O t/) 
O E 03 O <U 

CJ OO o LU 3 cn 

n 



SOURCES CONSULTED 

I. PAPERS 

Foreign Policy Association, Papers. Madison: State Historical 
Society of Wisconsin, 1918-1938. 

II. PUBLIC DOCUMENTS 

Congressional Record 

Foreign Relations of_ the United States 

I I I . NEWSPAPERS, PERIODICALS 

Edi tor ia l Information Service, 1925. 

Foreign Policy Association Information Service, 1925-1931. 

Foreign Policy Association News Bu l le t in , 1921-1938. 

Foreign Policy Reports, 1931-1938. 

New York Times, 1918-1938. 

Newsweek, 1938. 

News Bu l le t in of the League of Free Nations Association, 1919-1921. 

IV. JOURNAL ARTICLES 

Boswell, James L. "Some Neglected Aspects of the World War Debt 
Payments." American Economic Review, XXI (March, 1931), 
236-248. 

Bowers, Robert E. "Hu l l , Russian Subversion in Cuba, and Recognition 
of the U.S.S.R." Journal of American History, L I I I (December, 
1966), p. 542-554. 

Carleton, William G. "Isolat ionism and the Middle West." Mississippi 
Valley Histor ical Review, XXXIII (December, 1946), 377-390. 

Clyde, Paul H. "The Diplomacy of 'Playing No Favori tes' : Secretary 
Stimson and Manchuria, 1931." Mississippi Valley Historical 
Review, XXXV (September, 1948), 187-202. 

Cole, Wayne S. "Senator Key Pittman and American Neutral i ty Pol ic ies, 
1933-1940." Mississippi Valley Historical Review, XLVI (March, 
1960), 644-662. 

313 



314 
"Common Action in Foreign Policy." Survey, 42 (July 19, 1919), 

597-598. 

Current, Richard N. "The Stimson Doctrine and the Hoover Doctrine." 
American Historical Review, LIV (October, 1953), 513-542. 

Daniel, Robert L. "The Armenian Question and American-Turkish 
Relations, 1914-1927." Mississippi Valley Historical Review, 
XLVI (September, 1959), 252-275. 

Di l lard, Dudley. "The Pragmatic Basis of Keynes' Political Economy." 
Journal of Economic History, VI (November, 1946), 121-152. 

Divine, Robert. "Franklin D. Roosevelt and Collective Security." 
Mississippi Valley Historical Review, XLVIII (June, 1961), 
42-59. 

Gideonese, Harry D. "The Relation of Foreign Trade Policy to New 
Deal Domestic Policy." American Economic Review, XXX (March, 
1940), 87-97. 

Graham, Frank D. "Germany's Capacity to Pay and the Reparation Plan." 
American Economic Review, XV (June, 1925), 209-227. 

Link, Arthur S. "What Happened to the Progressive Movement in the 
1920's." American Historical Review, LXIV (July, 1959) 
833-851. 

Moulton, Harold G. "War Debts and International Trade Theory." 
American Economic Review, XV (December, 1925), 700-716. 

Noble, David W. "The New Republic and the Idea of Progress, 1914-
1920." Mississippi Valley Historical Review, XXXVIII 
(December, 1951), 382-402. 

O'Connor, Raymond G. "The 'Yardstick' and Naval Disarmament in the 
1920's." Mississippi Valley Historical Review, XLV (December, 
1958), 441-463. 

Perloff, Harvey S. "The United States and the Economic Development 
of Puerto Rico." Journal of Economic History, XII (Winter, 
1950), 45-59. 

Smith, Robert Freeman. "The Formation and Development of the Inter
national Bankers Committee on Mexico." Journal of Economic 
History, XXIII (December, 1963), 574-586. 

Snow, Chauncey D. "American Foreign Trade Programs." American 
Economic Review, XIV (March, 1924), 5-14. 



315 
V. MONOGRAPHIC STUDIES 

Abbott, Frank W. " T h e Press and the Covenant." M.A. Thesis- Texas Technological College, 1969. 'nesis. lexas 

"̂̂ ^̂ "̂  Rltlltn ^ ^^e^^?^'^"]^^ i f f i i l i e : Us Twentieth Century 
Reaction. New York: Free Press, 19577 

Ashley, LeRoy. Jhe Sgeer^ess Leader: Senator Borah and the Proores-
s i ^ ^ ^ o v ^ ui the i 9 2 0 ^ r Urb iT iFT-uH^sny ^ i T T T ^ 

^'^^^^^nf Nnl̂ lh r — l i ^ ^ - J ^ f ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ Chapel H i l l : University of North Carolina Press, 1944. 

Baruch. Bernard. The Making of the Reparation and Economic Sections 
01 the Treaty. New York: Harper BrothersT T920: 

Bemis. Samuel F. The Latin American Policy^ of the United States. 
New York: TnTreOnopf, l94l . 

Bisson. Thomas A. America's Far Eastern Policy. New York: Institute 
of Pacific Relations, 1945. 

, and Goslin, Rhylis A. Clash in the Pacific. Headline 
Book_. No. 5. New York: Foreign Pol icy Association, *193¥T 

Borg, Dorothy. American P.o1icy and the Chinese Revolution, 1925-1928. 
New York: American Institute of Pacific Relations, 19477 

The United States and the Far Eastern Crisis. 1931-
1938. Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1964T 

Brandes, Joseph. Herbert Hoover and Economic Diplomacy: Department 
of Commerce Policy, 1921-1928. Pittsburgh: University of 
Pittsburgh Press, 1962. 

Buell, Raymond L., £ t a l . Europe: A History of Ten Years. New York: 
Macmillan Company, 1929. 

, and Goslin, Rhylis A. War Drums and Peace Plans. 
Headline Books. No. 6. New York: Foreign Pol icy Association, 
1936. 

The Washington Conference. New York: D. Appleton 
and Company, 1922. 

Chatfield, Charles. For Peace and Justice: Pacifism in America 
1914-1941. Knoxville: University of Tennessee Press, 1971. 

Cole, Wayne S. Senator Gerald ^. Nye and America's Foreign Relations. 
Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 1962. 



316 
Craig, Gordon, and Gilbert, Felix, eds. The Diplomats, 1919-1939. 

Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1953. 

Dean, Vera Micheles. Foreign Policy Without Fear. New York-
McGraw-Hill Book Company, 1953. 

De Conde. Alexander. Herbert Hoover's Latin American Policy. 
Stanford: Stanford University Press, 1951. 

de Wilde, John C , and Goslin, Rhylis A. Made in U.S.A. Headline 
Book. No. 2. New York: Foreign PoTTcy Association, 1935. 

Divine, Robert A. The Illusion of Neutrality. Chicago: Quadrangle 
Books, 1968. i* V y 

Roosevelt and World War I I . Baltimore: The Johns 
Hopkins Press, 1969. 

• Second Chance: The Triumph of_ Internationalism in 
America during World War I I . New York: Antheneum, 1967. 

Feis, Herbert. 1933: Characters in Crisis. New York: L i t t l e , 
Brown and Company, 1966. 

Ferrel, Robert H. American Diplomacy in the Great Depression. 
New Haven: Yale University Press, 1957. 

Peace in Their Time: The Origins of the Kellogg-
Briand Pact. New Haven: Yale University Press, 1952. 

0 

Flemming, Denna Frank. The United States and World Organizations, 
1920-1933. New York: Columbia University Press, 1938. 

. The United States and the World Court, 1920-1966. 
Revised edition. New York: Russell and Russell, 1968. 

Friedman, Donald J. The Road From Isolation: The Campaign of the 
American Committee for Non-Participation in Japanese Aggres
sion, 1938-1941. Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1968. 

Fry, Virain. The War in China. Headline Book. No. 13. New York: 
Foreign Policy Association, 1938. 

Gannon, Francis X. A Biographical Dictionary of the Left. Two 
volumes. Boston: Western Islands, 1962. 

Gleason, Arthur. The Book of Arthur Gleason. New York: William 
Morrow and Company, 1929. 

Goslin, Rhylis A., ed. Changing Governments Amid New Social Problems 
Headline Book. No. 11. New York: Foreign Policy Association, 
1937. 



317 

Church and State. Headline Book. No. 10. New 
York: Foreign Policy Association, 1937. 

. Cooperatives. Headline Book. No. 8. New York: 
Foreign Policy Association, 1937. 

, ed. Dictatorship. Headline Book. No. 3. New 
York: Foreign Policy Association, 1936. 

, ed. War Tomorrow: Will We Keep Out? Headline 
Book. No. 1. New York: Foreign Policy Association, 1935. 

Harris, Brice. The United States and the Italo-Ethiopian Crisis. 
Stanford: Stanford University Press, 1964. 

Holborn, Hajo. A History of Modern Germany. Three volumes. New 
York: AlTred Knopf, 1969. 

Hudson, Manley 0. The World Court. 4th edition. Boston: The 
World Peace Foundation, 1934. 

Hyde, Charles C. Charles Evans Hughes. Vol. X of American 
Secretaries of State and their Diplomacy, ed. by Samuel F. 
Banis. 10 volumes. New York: Alfred Knopf, 1929. 

Irwin, Wil l . The Next War: aji appeal to common sense. New York: 
E. P. Dutton and Company, 1921. 

Jessup, Philip. Elihu Root. Two volumes. New York: Dodd, Mead 
and Company, 1938. 

Johnson, William W. Heroic Mexico: The yiolegl^Emergence of a 
Modern Nation. New York: Doubleday and Company, 1968. 

Kennan, George F. Russia and the West under Lenin and Stalin. New 
York: Mentor Books, 1961. 

Levin, N. Gordon. Woodrow WTlion and W ^ New York: 
Oxford, 1968. 

Lippmann, Walter, and Scruggs, William 0. Jhe United S ta t | i in^ 
' ' P P ^ ' " 2 ^ M i i i r : i » l?3 i . New York: Harper and Brothers, 1932. 

McCoy, Donald R. Calyln Cooljdae: Ihe fiuiet Presjdent. New York: 
Macmillan Company, 1967. 

McDonald, James G. M^ M i l i M to Israel . New York: Simon and 
Schuster, 1951. 

Mitchell . Broadus. OeEiession Decad^: F r ^ Ne^ Ena t ^ ^ ^ ^ 
Vol. IX of The Econoniic History of the Unitgd. | 5 i i H l . «"• y 
Henry David"et a i . Nine volumes. New York: Rinehart and 
Company. 1947. 



318 
Moriss, Charles Clayton. The Outlawry of War: A Constructive 

Po^c^ fo£ Wojld Peace. Chicago: WiTletl, Clark, and ( 
T9277 Colby, 

Moulton, Harold G., and Pasvolsky, Leo. War Debts and World Prosperity. 
New York: the Century Company, 19327 

Murray, Robert K. The Harding Era: Warren G. Harding and his 
Administration. Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 
1969. 

National Industrial Conference Board. The Inter-Ally Debt and the 
United States. New York: National Industrial Conference 
Board, 1925. 

O'Connor, Raymond G. Perilous Eguilibrium: The United States and the 
London Naval Conference of 1930. Lawrence, Kansas: University 
of Kansas Press, 1962. 

Rappaport, Armin. The Navy League of the United States. Detroit: 
Wayne State University Press, 1962. 

Popper, David H. The Puzzle of Palestine. Headline Book. No. 14. 
New York: Foreign Policy Association, 1938. 

Schlesinger, Arthur M., Jr. The Crisis of the Old Order. Vol. I of 
The Age of Roosevelt. Three volumes. Boston: Houghton Miff l in 
Company, 1957. 

A History of Presidential Elections, 1789-1968. 
Four volumes. New York: Chelsea House Publishers, 1971. 

Shotwel 1 , James T. War as an Instrument of National Pol icy and Its 
Renunciation in the Pact of Paris. New York: Harcourt, Brace 
and Company, 1929. 

Soule, George. Prosperity Decade: From War to Depression, 1917-
1929. Vol. V I I I of The Economic History of the United States, 
ed. by Henry David e l a l . Nine volumes. New York: Rinehart 
and Company, 1947. 

Stone, Sheppard. Shadow Over Germany: The Challenge of Nazi Germany. 
Headline Book. No. 15. New York: Foreign Policy Association, 
T938: 

Stone, William T. , and Goslin, Rhylis A. America Contradicts Herself: 
The Story of; Our̂  Foreign Policy. Headline Book. No. 7. New 
York: Foreign Policy Association, 1936. 

. Billions for Defense. Headline Book. No. 9. New 
York: Foreign Pol icy Association, 1937. 



319 

Stone, William T. Peace in Party Platforms. Headline Book. No. 4. 
New York: Foreign Policy Association, 1936. 

Tang, Peter S. H. Russian and Soviet Policy in Manchuria and Outer 
Mongolia. Durham: D̂uke University Press, 1959. 

Tate. Merze. The United States and Armaments. New York: Russell 
and Russell, 1969. 

Taussig, Frank W. The Tariff History of the United States. 8th 
edition. New York: Kelley, 1967. 

Thomas, Hugh. Cuba: The Pursuit of Freedom. New York: Harper and 
Row. 1971. 

Tuchman, Barbara W. Stilwell and the American Experience in China, 
1911-1945. New York: MacmiTTan, 1971. 

Wallace, Henry A. America Must Choose. New York and Boston: The 
Foreign Policy Association and The World Peace Foundation, 
1934. 

White, Barbara M. "American Liberals and the Wilsonian Peace." 
unpublished paper. Harvard University, 1962. Foreign Policy 
Association papers. 

Wiebe, Robert H. The Search for Order. New York: Hill and Wang, 
1967. 

Wiloughby, Westel W. The Sino-Japanese Controversy and the Leaguj. p_l 
Nations. Baltimore: The Johns Hopkins Press, 1935. 

Wittner, Lawrence S. Rebels Against War. New York: Columbia 
University Press, 1969. 

Wood. Brice. Ihe Making^ of the Good Neighbor Policy. New York: 
Columbia University Press, 1961. 


