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PROSPECT

WE in America are today talking more earnestly than ever
before about the necessity of keeping out of the world's next

war. Almost daily we read in our morning papers of some
new effort to make our recent neutrality legislation effective,

of the cry for isolation from the seething troubles of a des

perate world. But the same newspapers also betray doubt on
the part of many peace-loving Americans concerning the pos
sibility of enforcing neutrality, so great, they declare, is the

hunger for war contracts, so insidious is war propaganda, so

magnetic is the lure which war itself exerts. Some people even

question the desirability of trying to steer a neutral course.

We hear in public forums, in churches, and on the street

much talk about our duty to use our mighty influence against

any aggressive warmaker, to promote the collective security
of all nations, to advance the cause of peace through a more

explicit type of international cooperation.
Now the thought and feeling back of these conflicting

points of view has a long past.
Americans in an earlier day

have also shown a stout, if less widespread, determination to

keep out of all wars; they also have urged the duty of aiding
other nations in ending war even at the cost of a little fight

ing. Only in the light of this history can one hope to under

stand the strength and depth of the antiwar feeling of today,
or to appraise intelligently the proposed ways to keep the

peace.
No historian has yet told the complete story of the struggle
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against war in America-neither the story of the inner strug

gles, of the spiritual
conflicts of those who fought for peace, nor

the story, from the first, of the fight
whose progress all men

could follow. Nor does this book try to tell the story m ex

haustive detail. It does, however, give the substance of what

has happened, and why it has happened so. No one can ever

say, finally and with anything like entire objectivity,
what

the meaning is of the struggle against
war portrayed m these

pages, even when that struggle shall at last be over. All that

the historian can do now is to interpret
the continuing strug

gle in the light of his own day.

This story of the fight against war in America is at first

the account of a handful of farseeing pioneers. Gradually,

however, the base becomes broader. At no point, of course,

have all Americans enrolled in the fight for peace: in fact,

only a small fraction have ever formally regarded themselves

as peacemakers. But an increasingly large number have ad

hered to the ideal and lent a helping hand. Under pressure

from pacifists
our public men, moreover, assumed at a fairly

early period a leadership among the statesmen of the world

in trying to translate the ideal into practice.
To be sure they

did not often fulfil their promises; often their words were

louder than their deeds. But the world at large viewed

America, at least until it refused to enter the League of Na
tions, as the great champion of world peace. For this reason

it is fitting to speak of America's struggle against war, even

though America, like other countries, has always had its full

quota of warmakers and of men who have talked peace in

time of peace only to make war in time of war.

That small band of early Americans who believed war to

be unrighteous, inhuman, and altogether inadequate as a

method of solving conflicts, forged an arsenal of telling argu
ments against the appeal to arms. They even proposed, cau

tiously to be sure but with an ever-increasing awareness of

the technical problems involved, such substitutes for war as
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embargoes, a permanent system of compulsory arbitration, a

world court, a league of nations, and the outlawry of war
itself. Without the work of the pioneers and the tireless

efforts of a long procession of foes of war, peace conscious
ness could not possibly be as widespread as it is at the present
time. As

propagandists and lobbyists the
pacifist band won

over politicians who began first to pay lip service to their

program and finally under pressure to take the cause of peace
with some seriousness. The history of the effort to enlist

public men under the peace banner is, in fact, a notable one
in the development of propaganda technique and pressure

politics. In all their pursuits American critics of war enjoyed
the sympathy and help of their European fellows in the com
mon crusade for a peaceful world.

The history of this crusade, for such it was, is a stirring one.

,The struggle could be waged only at the cost of great toil

and devotion and sacrifice. Yet even the most sturdy artisans

of peace were by and large unwilling to advise certain sacri

fices which some foes of war regarded as indispensable and
basic. Largely middle-class in origin and development, the

peace movement early set itself against any reordering of

Society for the purpose of eliminating such causes of war as

social injustice, class conflict, and the profit motive. It is im

portant to inquire why peacemakers did not come to regard
such a sacrifice as necessary.

Although friends of peace, with rare exceptions, failed to

accept the socialist diagnosis of the cause and cure of war,

they were sufficiently in advance of the great majority of

Americans to be looked on as fanatics and visionaries. In

time of war, if they stood their ground, they were persecuted
as cowards and as traitors. Thus they had to be heroes, and

heroes they were. Seen from the perspective of the social

historian the quest for an ideal of these pilgrims of peace is

moving and dramatic: for theirs is a story of tragedy, offset

from time to time by minor comic notes; a story of bitter
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conflict, defeat, and discouragement; a story also of courage,

of hope, and of hard-won victories.

The American pageant of peace cannot be understood with

out taking into account the stage on which it was enacted.

What Americans did to limit or to uproot the war system

was at every point affected by the traditions and ideals of

American life which were dominant in varying degrees at

different times. Their work was influenced by such historic

processes as the conquest of the frontier, the coming of the

immigrants, internal conflicts between industrialists, planters,

farmers, and other workers, and the development of tech

nology and an urban society. Nor did the American struggle

against war escape the impact of such European ideas as those

of John Fox, of Penn, of Tolstoy, of Darwin and Spencer,

of Fourier and Marx. Above all the rise of nationalism, naval-

ism, and imperialism must be borne in mind if we would

understand what the artisans of peace built and how they

built it. The American struggle against war was influenced by
various allies and obstacles. The churches, the schools, the

press, the movies, and the radio all had a hand in what was

done, or what was not done.

Perhaps people learn very little, consciously, from the past.

Old mistakes are repeated; earlier failures are courted again
and again; the lessons of experience, if they are learned at

all, are easily forgotten. Many wise students of history have

come to expect very little of mankind, so far as any learning
from the past goes. Perhaps this is the sad, deplorable truth.

But no merchant would ever try to keep shop without a

ledger, to be consulted and studied on occasion; and no

mariner would dare sail a vessel without carefully scrutiniz

ing his day-by-day log. So it may well be that those who to

day hope and pray and work for a warless world may orient

themselves somewhat better by relating their ideas and pro

grams to the historical struggle against war of which they
themselves are a part. They may at least appraise their
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preferences, prejudices, and procedures by reference to the

victories and failures of the long procession
of those that have

gone before. Such, in any case, is the hope that has inspired

this record of America's struggle against war.



1.
PIONEERS, 1636-1860

THE American colonies were planted and grew to full stature

in an age when few questioned the glory of physical prowess,
the effectiveness of force, and the inevitability of war. With
some notable exceptions the English-speaking colonists who
settled on the Atlantic seaboard brought with them the dom
inant attitude toward war and force. Colonial conditions,

moreover, occasioned frequent appeals to arms. The Indian

was pushed westward largely as the result of bloody con

flicts. One of the earliest of these, the Pequot War, was al

ready preparing in 1636; and the next year this "work of the

Lord's revenge," as Thomas Hooker put it, was accom

plished. Several hundred Indians, women, braves, and chil

dren, were killed by fire, sword, and musket in a surprise
attack at dawn in which men from Massachusetts Bay and
Hartford were backed up by Narragansett Indians acting as

allies. At least one captive was tortured by the Puritans, and
others were sold into slavery. The brutalities of this war were,

however, not condoned by everyone: Roger Williams, at

least, protested when he had to forward to Boston the hands
from slain Pequots.
The Pequot War was only one of a long line of colonial

conflicts, not only of whites against the Indians but between
various groups of European settlers. Each major continental

struggle had its repercussion here. Occasionally, as in the
wars against France, colonists hesitated to vote military sup
plies and to engage in the hostilities vigorously, but their

16
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hesitation was based on self-interest. They did not question
the wisdom or the justice of the conflict. And in suppressing
some half-dozen rebellions largely directed against the ruling
class, the colonial authorities also leaned heavily on force.
The theory and practice of war did not go unchallenged,

however. The Puritan divines, who laid war at the door of
men's lusts and who believed that divine law sometimes

justified even offensive warfare, held that the justice of a
war ought, in Cotton Mather's words, to be "notoriously
Evident and Apparent." In the opinion of Arthur Buffinton,
a careful student of the Puritan view of war, the idea that the

justice of a war must be proved exerted a restraining influence
on the martial thought and actions of the Puritans.

In the eyes of one of the wisest and most farseeing repre
sentatives of Quakerism, John Woolman, violence and wars
are bred by the

spirit of possessiveness and the lust for riches.

However clothed in words of 'justice the bargains and pro
ceedings inspired by the appetite for profits may be, they are

none the less the seeds of war which may quickly swell and

ripen. "The rising up of a desire to obtain wealth," he wrote,
"is the beginning. This desire being cherished, moves to ac

tion; and riches thus gotten please self; and while self has a

life in them, it desires to have them defended." This identifica

tion of wealth-seeking with war and violence led Woolman
further to declare in words that anticipate the modern eco
nomic interpretation of war: "Oh! that we who declare

against wars . . . may examine our foundation and motives

in holding great estates! May we look upon our treasures, and
the furniture of our houses, and the garments in which we

array ourselves, and try whether the seeds of war have any
nourishment in these our possessions, or not."

Of the protests against the use of force and violence, par

ticularly in dealing with the Indians and in advancing the im

perial interests, none were so significant, of course, as those

of the Quakers. The majority of Friends believed in the im-
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propriety of armed force, save for police purposes, and in

both North Carolina and Pennsylvania opportunities
were

provided for testing the practicability
of their philosophy of

non-violence. In the former province,
a Quaker governor,

John Archdale, endeavored in 1695 to put an end to the "Civil

Broils and Heats" which had long troubled that unhappy

region. Although for the time being he allayed the dis

orders" and showed considerable humanity in dealing with

near-by Indians, Archdale made no effort to remove the

fundamental dissension among the Carolinians; and his policy

of peace with the Indians did not become a
precedent^

In

Pennsylvania, on the other hand, the Quakers handled Indian

relations in a surprisingly
successful way. As long as they

followed Penn's policy of dealing justly
with the red men,

they, in contrast with the inhabitants of other colonies, en

joyed relative immunity from Indian attack. After Penn's

son, a convert from Quakerism to Anglicanism, abandoned

his father's policy, things no longer went so smoothly. This

became even more the case when in 1756 the Friends, unwill

ing to vote military supplies for the French and Indian War,

yielded the political
control of the assembly to non-Quakers.

That it was the policy of fair dealing rather than non

violence which exempted Quakers from attack is suggested

by the fate of other nonresistants after the generous policy

toward the Indians had been abandoned. On November 24,

1755, nearly one hundred Moravian Indians, Christians who

taught and practised nonviolence and nonresistance, were

murdered by frontier militia at Gnadenhuetten. This was done

at the behest of Pennsylvania backwoodsmen, who had long
maltreated the group and been suspicious of it because of its

neutral position.
Without resistance, with prayer and song,

the Indians saw their children brained in their mothers' arms

and their comrades beaten to death. Plainly nonresistance,

unless coupled with a policy giving some kind of satisfaction
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to the claims of rival groups and interests, did not secure im

munity from attack and destruction.

The attitude of the majority of colonial Americans toward
the principle of non-violence, whether or not it was asso

ciated with the contented acceptance of "a small portion in

this life," is illustrated in the attitude commonly taken toward
this doctrine of Quaker faith. During the French and Indian

War, Friends were forced to endure severe suffering because
of their adherence to antiwar convictions. Although Anthony
Benezet, an outspoken Philadelphia Friend, found it possible
in the midst of the war to preach a sermon analyzing the causes

of war and in uncompromising words portraying its evil

effects, it was in general customary to force Quakers to hire

substitutes, and many Friends were bound in chains for their

refusal to
fight. Washington, sorely troubled by their ob

stinate refusal to shoulder muskets, inflicted harsh penalties on
recalcitrants. Quakers were by no means exempt from perse
cution for their testimony against war even after the Act of

Toleration in 1689 extended a measure of legal recognition
to the rights of conscience.

It was not merely among men of religion that one found

opposition to the prevailing acceptance of war in colonial

days. Scholarly Americans in general were exposed in various

ways, direct and indirect, to the influence of the French

rationalists and other European thinkers, a number of whom
had spoken vigorously for peace. The American man of cul

ture had opportunity to read Leibnitz and Grotius, who held

that reason, not force, must be the basis of civil and inter

national society. He could read a philosophical and human
itarian indictment of war in his Swift, his Voltaire, or his

Rousseau. Free Masonry offered a sentimental devotion to

the ideals of cosmopolitanism and the brotherhood of man,

William Penn, de Saint Pierre, and Rousseau had even sketched

projects for an international federation.
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If Franklin-and he was typical of many cultivated pro

vincial gentlemen met these ideas, he was not deterred by
them from fluctuating in his expressed allegiance to the ideal

of peace. During the later colonial wars he painted the hor

rors of armed invasion in an appeal for military preparedness;

and his "Plain Truth; or, Serious Considerations" ( 1 747) seems

to have raised a military spirit among many Pennsylvanians.

In 1765 he again took the initiative in enrolling a thousand

citizens in an organization which was armed to protect Phila

delphia against an invasion of militant frontiersmen bent on

seizing the city. To whatever extent
provincial

Americans may
have read the indictments of war which the philosophers were

making, they, like Franklin, did not effectively translate them

into their own behavior.

On the eve of the Revolution Franklin made a rationalistic

and humanitarian indictment of war but that indictment was

not deeply rooted in his convictions. He could write to Lord

Howe that "neither the Obtaining or Retaining of any trade,

however valuable soever, is an Object for which men may
justly spill

each other's Blood"; and he could, in the midst of

the war itself, pronounce sentiments definitely pacifistic, But

in the conflict between loyalty to peace and loyalty to the

principles of '76 and the rising tide of American nationalism,

Franklin stood by the Revolution.

On the eve of the appeal to arms in 1776, the heated dis

cussions that stirred men's souls to warlike fervor were tem

pered from time to time by the argument that the horrors of

war made that last resort a remedy worse than the disease.

In his Letters -from a Farmer in Pennsylvania John Dickinson

warned his fellow Americans that "the calamities attending
on war outweigh those preceding it." On pacifist grounds the

Philadelphia Quaker and humanitarian, Anthony Benezet,
tried to stem the tide by urging rebel leaders to forsake force

as a means of achieving their ends. Others found place for

similar arguments in the midst of spirited talk about the
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prerogatives of British subjects, the constitutional structure

of the empire, and the irrevocable rights of man.
Some who deplored the British policies toward the colonies

thought that economic pressure, in the form of agreements
for the non-importation and non-consumption of British

goods, would force the government at London to yield to

American demands and thus stave off the extreme measure
of physical resistance. But when the experiment was made

many merchants, bent on making profits, refused to abide by
the non-importation agreements. At length the whole experi
ment was abandoned when it was clear to the merchants that

their radical associates in the Revolutionary party were de
termined to separate from the empire which, on the whole,
had nourished colonial trade well.

Even after the patriotic leaders came to believe that only
war could secure the redress of grievances and win freedom,

they continued to bow to the goddess of peace. Benjamin
Franklin argued that independence would keep the rulers

of England from dragging the Americans into "all the plunder

ing wars which their desperate circumstances, injustice, and

rapacity may prompt them to undertake." Thomas Paine put
the matter even more plainly. In The Crisis he declared that

the mother country had betrayed the principles of peace, and
that it would be well to fight for liberty in order that per

petual freedom from war might thereafter be enjoyed. There
must have been considerable peace sentiment in the air, or

propagandists would scarcely have made such an argument,
or promised that the Revolution was to be a war to end war.

Although many Americans hated the idea of war in theory,
all but a minority nourished the belief that in the last analysis,

when peaceful efforts to redress wrongs had clearly failed, a

resort to the sword was justifiable
in the eyes of man and

God. Logically worsted in the discussions about the struc

ture of the empire, about taxation, representation, and the

rights of British subjects, the patriot party was forced to
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turn to the doctrine of the right of revolution. It is true that

the Anglican clergy in general preached that to disobey con

stituted authority was to disobey God. But against their argu

ments patriot
leaders like Patrick Henry and Thomas Jeffer

son brought to bear weighty arguments concerning "the

natural right of man to resist tyrannical authority." The doc

trine of the natural right of revolution after a ruler had broken

his contract and refused to right wrongs, had been fortified

in the minds of the colonists by the reading of Milton, of

Sidney, and above all, of Locke.

Although the Revolution, which was a civil war as well as

a revolt against England, evoked much opposition and even

downright denunciation, little of this was based on pacifist

principles.
As the struggle dragged on, however, some of the

patriot leaders ventured to express sentiments akin to pacifism

and even did what they could to end the conflict. The

Reverend John Sayre of Connecticut saw his house mobbed

as a result of his conviction that the weapons of Christ were

spiritual,
not carnal. But far more representative were the

clergy who, as chaplains, recruiting agents, propagandists,

and in some instances as actual soldiers, did their share for

patriot
or British cause. The majority of Friends stood their

ground, refused aid and comfort to both sides, and as a result

suffered harsh penalties. Loyalists, far from entertaining

scruples against war, were happy to take up arms for King
and Parliament. Opposition to the Revolution and there

was much opposition-came from loyalty to the British Em

pire or from economic self-interest. The Revolution was a
"

military struggle for independence and the open appeal
to

the sword was questioned on
pacifist grounds by few indeed.

In the years following the Revolution the widespread in

difference and even downright defeatism which affected the

majority of Americans during the struggle was conveniently

forgotten. Save for historical scholars, orthodox Quakers, a

sprinkling of pacifists,
and those still genuinely devoted to
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England and her ways, there were none to question the wis
dom of the appeal to force, or to ask whether independence
or its equivalent might have been ultimately won by the sheer
course of events. The plain fact was that our national inde

pendence was won on the field of battle, not in the council

chamber, and it was natural for Americans in thinking of the
Revolution to glorify in song, oration, and textbook the more
heroic and romantic episodes of the struggle and the martial

spirit in which they were enshrined.

But in some respects the American Revolution, especially
if considered as a revolt against an old-fashioned imperialism
based on the supremacy of the commercial class, promoted
the forces of peace in the world^For some time after the

victory of the thirteen colonies the ruling classes in England
showed slight interest in acquiring new domains lest they
become as troublesome as those that had been lost; and it

seems clear that when Canada rebelled in 1837 the memory
of the unsuccessful efforts to conquer the thirteen provinces
made it a somewhat easier matter for Enghnd to make liberal

concessions.

Moreover, the fathers of the nation did speak out against
war and even tried to devise substitutes for it. Samuel Adams,

archplotter of the Revolution, was instrumental in having the

delegates to Congress from Massachusetts instructed to work
for the peaceable settlement of future disputes with foreign

powers, thus to avoid war, "in which the world has too long
been deluged, to the destruction of human happiness and the

disgrace of human reason and government." So dear to John
Adams were his efforts to prevent war with France in 1798

that he desired this service above all others to be com
memorated in his epitaph.

Franklin, who, as we have seen, had been a leader in the

warmaking group in Pennsylvania during the war against

France, declared his conviction "that there has never been,

nor ever will be, any such thing as a good war or a bad peace."
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Nor did he hesitate to correspond with the enemy to ac

celerate the coming of peace.
In his eyes the slavery of the

soldier was worse than that of the Negro, and an army a

"devouring monster" the provisioning
of which gave rise to

numerous tribes of contractors and greedy profiteers.
In the

course of time Franklin came to be more deeply convinced

that all wars are folly,
and that in the interest of common

sense and of the universal brotherhood of man concrete efforts

must be made to prevent
war. He earnestly tried to popular

ize the idea that the laws of nations should abolish privateer

ing, which he believed to be an incentive to war, and that

international law should likewise protect noncombatants, espe

cially artisans, fishermen, and sailors in unarmed vessels. These

principles
were embodied in a treaty which he negotiated

with Frederick the Great of Prussia. The American statesman

even shared Tom Paine's vision of an alliance of the nations in

which all disputes
were to be referred to arbitration, and in

which aggressors were to be penalized.

In similar vein Washington wrote in 1785 to one of our

diplomats that his first wish was "to see this plague of man

kind [war] banished from off the earth, and the sons and

daughters of this world employed in more pleasing and inno

cent amusements, than in preparing implements and exer

cising them for the destruction of mankind." In his first

administration considerable pressure was brought to bear on

Washington to embark on another war with England for

the settlement of outstanding disputes.
He sustained the un

popular treaty which Jay negotiated with the British govern
ment chiefly because it promised, through the arbitration

clause which it contained, to prevent war and to bring about

the peaceful settlement of misunderstandings and quarrels. In

the proclamation of neutrality and in his farewell address the

first president likewise commended peace to his countrymen
and demonstrated his desire to curb the forces that might
embroil the young republic in Europe's wars.
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To some extent Washington's views on war were shared

by Hamilton, Madison, and Jay, if these patriots are to be
taken at their word. In The Federalist they emphasized as
causes of war the desire for power and

profit, and pointed out
its evil effects on national revenue, constitutional government,
and private and public morals. Citizens were urged to support
the new Constitution on the ground that a strong federal
union would prevent war from breaking out between the
states and thus insure the blessings of peace.

In the Constitution itself the antimilitarist scruples of the
common people, which in part harked back to the British
Petition of Right and annual Meeting Bill, were taken into
account. Troops were not to be quartered on citizens in time
of peace, and the civilian arm of the government was to con
trol the army; the president was to be its commander-in-
chief, and Congress was to renew its appropriations each ses
sion. Friends of peace like Jefferson rejoiced, somewhat pre
maturely to be sure, that the Constitution muzzled the dog of
war by "transferring the power of letting him loose from
the executive to the legislative body, from those who are to

spend to those who are to pay."
The Revolution, then, underwrote the forces working for

peace as well as those sanctifying war. In a sense this was
also true of the experiment in federalism that grew out of the
revolt against England. However reactionary the new Con
stitution was in the support it gave to privileged classes and
vested interests, it did inaugurate a federal union that proved
to be a kind of elastic band for keeping together a group of

quarreling, jealous states that might well, without the federal

union, have thrown themselves at each others' throats, have
made their own ententes, their own balances of power, their

own secret treaties.

It is also a matter of record, of course, that controversies

over economic interests and the structure of the federal union
led to rumors of wars and, indeed, to a bitter four-year strug-
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gle. From time to time the federal system failed to function

in such a way as to promote the most friendly relations with

foreign governments. One recalls the complications arising
out of the claims of states in the Maine boundary dispute,
the Macleod affair, the Maffia incident, and in recent times

the tension caused by California's policy toward the Japanese.
But by and large the forces of peace in the world profited
when the friends of the Constitution established the federal

union.

The recognition of American independence and the forma

tion of the federal system did not insure the young republic

against being drawn into the wars of Europe accompanying
the French Revolution and the rise of Napoleon. For a time

it looked as if peace might be kept in spite of the bewildering
forces opposed to itpatriotic resentment at foreign plunder

ing of our commerce; the political rivalry of Federalists and

Antifederalists, both of whom stood to gain, perhaps, by
war; and the economic interests of land-hungry Westerners
whom hostilities might profit. It will be recalled how Wash
ington, in trying to keep the country out of Europe's "broils,"

only irritated the Directory in France which, by its
intrigues

and insulting treatment of our representatives in Paris, played
into the hands of the American warmakers. The result was a

pseudo war between France and the young republic across

the Atlantic.

It was left for a self-appointed envoy, a Pennsylvania
Quaker, Dr. George Logan, to make the most dramatic peace
effort. Armed with a note of introduction from Jefferson, this

Republican gentleman and friend of France set out for Paris

in June, 1798. Hailed by the French press as a true envoy of

peace, he was received by Talleyrand and dined by Merlin,
But Logan did not truckle to the French dignitaries. Be
fore leaving he had sufficiently impressed them with the

dangers involved in their highhanded course toward America
to wring from them certain concessions: he was assured that
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any minister sent from the United States would be favorably
received, and as an earnest of their good intentions the au

thorities lifted the embargo and released American sailors

imprisoned in France.

The following November found Logan in fever-stricken

Philadelphia. Washington, apparently thinking the Quaker
doctor a busybody and meddler, received him in a manner

which, even for him, was excessively chilly. But President

Adams listened politely, asked many questions, served re

freshments, and later observed that he saw "marks of can

dour and sincerity in this relation that convinced me of its

truth." Although Adams knew from other sources that the

Directory did in fact want peace, it seems quite likely that

his decision to send a minister plenipotentiary was in part
arrived at by reason of the assurances Dr. Logan brought.
Meantime Federalist newspapers denounced the peacemaker

as a wily intriguer, ready to sacrifice the honor of his coun

try to advance the pro-French party of Jefferson. On January

30, 1799, the Federalist majority in Congress passed an act

declaring it to be a misdemeanor for a citizen of the United

States to carry on unauthorized negotiations with a foreign

government for the purpose of settling a dispute. As Samuel

Eliot Morison has remarked, this law, still in force, has never

been paralleled by one making it a crime for a private citizen

to do what he can by propaganda or by vending munitions to

stir up a war with a foreign state.

When after a short breathing spell
the holocaust in Europe

began again, Jefferson was residing in the White House.

Although he came nearer being a thoroughgoing opponent
of war than any of the other fathers of the country, he was

by no means irrevocably opposed to force, war, and blood

shed. His acts on the eve of the Revolution had hardly been

those of a conciliator. He accepted command of the militia

in Albemarle County and although, as governor of Virginia,

he seemed to shrink from the most vigorous prosecution of
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the wax, he had no doubts regarding its necessity and justifica

tion. During the first term of his presidency
he did not hesi

tate to pursue a far more militant policy toward the Barbary

pirates than that of Washington and Adams. In fact, he waged
a naval war against the pirates.

Devoted to the ideal of social

justice,
he was willing to see it advanced by force. His sym

pathy with Shays' rebellion in 1787 led him to declare that

the tree of liberty must now and again be watered with a little

bloodshed. In short, Jefferson was in no sense a peace-at-any-

price man.

Yet he hated war. As an individualist he abhorred the regi

mentation that accompanies military discipline.
As a hu

manitarian and a democrat he saw in war a breeder of repres

sion, corruption, and poverty. It piled up the national debt, he

argued, and sent the laborer supperless
to bed, or at best fed

him bread moistened by the sweat of his brow. As a physiocrat

Jefferson had written in Notes on Virginia that our energies

had better be devoted to the development of the continent

than to wasteful wars in behalf of commerce. Many of Jeffer

son's best-known followers, moreover, shared his dislike of

war and in Congress argued against the idea that prepared
ness was the best protection against it.

After the British Leopard fired on the American Chesa

peake in the execution of Britain's policy of seizing American

sailors for her own navy, it was in order for Jefferson to seek

ways and means for securing our neutral rights without

throwing ourselves into the maelstrom of the European war.

In the midst of that raging struggle there was nothing that

could be done to promote a league of nations, which Jefferson

had favored as a device for checking the depredations of the

Barbary pirates.
Nor could he go much further than he had in

favoring a northern frontier unguarded by troops- The posi

tive weapon lay rather in an embargo, in economic pressure

against the belligerents to force them to respect our commerce
and to recognize the freedom of the seas.



PIONEERS, 1636-1860 29

The idea of an embargo was not a sudden
inspiration. As

early as 1774 Jefferson had proposed an immediate and
thoroughgoing embargo on British imports and as Secretary
of State in Washington's cabinet he had favored commercial
retaliation for wringing from the belligerents some measure
of respect for our neutral

rights. In 1797 in a letter to Thomas
Pmckney he expressed the conviction that "war is not the best

engine for us to resort to, nature has given us one in our
commerce, which, if properly managed, will be a better in
strument for obliging the interested nations of Europe to treat
us with justice." Although Jefferson was charged with resort

ing to the embargo, which forbade all exports to belligerents,
in order to

^

wreck the commerce of his political foes, the

Federalists, it is fairly certain that his primary purpose in

recommending the embargo to Congress was to keep us out
of war. In fact the embargo brought much suffering to Jeffer
son's agricultural South.

There was widespread and often violent opposition to the

embargo. Even in the South, which in general bore the yoke
with patience, there were outbreaks of discontent. In such

seaport towns as Savannah and Charleston unemployed sail

ors became riotous and
repressive measures were adopted to

hold them in check. It was in the North and East, however,
that protests against the embargo were most vehement. Even
Quakers, who might have been counted on to support such a

pacific measure, were frequently hostile on the ground that

it was responsible for the ruin of the merchant, the fanner,
the laborer. When propaganda and argument failed to win
friends for the support of the unpopular measure, the ad
ministration took the thorny path of forcing respect for the

law. It increased the number of gunboats on the coast to

break up smuggling. Agents of the administration in their

efforts to enforce the embargo clashed with smugglers in

open conflict in Vermont and in upstate New York, where
a state of virtual insurrection existed. John Quincy Adams,



3o
PEACE OR WAR

who had supported Jefferson, feared that civil war would re

sult if the embargo was continued, and others shared his ap

prehension.
While it is now clear that the embargo was better entorced

than historians used to suppose, it was not effective enough to

cause England to modify her course. Yet it is true that it

and the milder nonintercourse acts which replaced it resulted

in considerable distress in Great Britain, and if it had not been

abandoned by reason of the opposition of American merchants

and traders who desired to profit at any cost, it might have

wrung concessions from London. But the policy which was

designed to bring peace actually brought violence and the

threat of civil war, an outcome perhaps
inevitable in any so

ciety based on a profit economy, under any system save one

involving a nationally planned and controlled system of pro

duction and distribution.

The failure of the policy of economic pressure to effect

a redress of maritime grievances did not alone, in the judg

ment of many historians, make the War of 1812 inevitable.

As Julius Pratt has shown, the war found its chief sponsors

along the whole frontier from New Hampshire to Georgia.

The frontiersmen resented English incitements to Indian war

fare and believed that Britain must be crushed and even driven

from the continent to prevent her machinations. Spanish

interference with trade in the Floridas also aroused the back

woodsmen of the Southwest against this ally of England. In

addition, western farmers hankered for new lands for agri

cultural, as well as for commercial and strategic reasons. Ft is

well known that the "war hawks," the bold, bellicose young
men from the West, talked openly in Congress of their desire

for expansion into the lands possessed by England and her

ally, Spain.
While the desire for expansion was very real in the hearts

of the Westerners, it was not the only reason for their insist

ence that their country should go to war. By 1807, thanks to
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a variety of circumstances, they found themselves confronted
by falling prices and the loss of their markets. When the

embargo failed they turned to the idea of war. The growing-
frontier demand for war was

typically expressed at Frank
fort, Kentucky, in a Fourth of July'toast in 1811: "Em
bargoes, nonintercourse, and negotiations, are but

illy cal
culated to secure our rights ... Let us now try old Roman
policy, and maintain them with the sword." Thus, as George
Taylor has shown, war was the frontiersmen's way out of
economic depression. As a cohesive, disciplined minority in

Congress, they shrewdly took advantage of the general situa
tion in the country, of the uneasy tension, of the vague, ex
hausted feeling that all the indecision, rebuffs, dastardly sub
mission and downright cowardice of the United States in

;

recent years ought to come to an end. The winds of flam

boyant nationalism stirred; the
humiliating past might, after

all, be wiped out by a victorious war. Taking advantage of
this state of mind and engineering a skillful war propaganda,
the warmakers lashed the majority into a willingness to accept
an appeal to the sword.

In New England, where opposition to the War of 1812 was

widespread, leaders of the church condemned it as immoral
and utterly unnecessary, A sermon of the Reverend Brown
Emerson illustrates the Federalist clergy's denunciation of the
war. Even in its most favorable circumstances, declared this

eloquent minister, war is a dreadful calamity, the scourge of

Almighty Jehovah in recompense for the crying sins of the

people. To be just a war must be necessary; no country ought
ever to wage war until every other means for obtaining jus
tice and preserving peace had been exhausted. "Mr. Madi
son's war" plainly did not answer this

description.
Memorials and resolutions against the war expressed the

majority feeling in New England. Governors refused to call

out the militia on the ground that invasion alone
justified such

a measure. Illegal trade with the enemy was the order of the
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day. New England bankers, according to Henry Adams,

loaned more money to the enemy than to their own govern

ment. The Massachusetts Legislature
advised the organization

of a peace party.
"Let your disapprobation

of this war be

heard loud and deep," it admonished. The spokesman of the

Essex Junto, John Lowell, declared in a pamphlet that the

war was unjust and urged citizens to refuse to take any part

in it. In Northampton a convention was held in July, 1812,

with fifty-three
towns represented;

this convention declared

the war to be "neither just, necessary, nor expedient,"
and

urged the President to sue for peace.

It was so hard to recruit men that Congress at last debated

the advisability of resorting to conscription,
the bulwark of

militarism. In this debate Daniel Webster, conservative states

man who was presently to be the great exponent of national

ism, denied that the Constitution gave the federal government
the right to draft soldiers. In glowing and challenging words

Webster described the evils of conscription and went so far

as to advocate nullification in case Congress enacted a draft law.

Many prominent Republicans, even in Madison's own Vir

ginia, were likewise lukewarm toward the war. A consider

able peace faction in the middle states rallied around De Witt

Clinton, and there were other signs that, apart from New

England, the country was by no means united in the
support

of the war which most historians now regard as having failed

to win its objectives.
In view of the lack of any great amount of martial spirit

during the War of 1812 and of the widespread existence of

overt opposition, it is not surprising that in the years imme

diately following its conclusion antiwar sentiment found ex

pression in two important ways. The Anglo-American Agree
ment of 1817 was an official victory for the limitation of

armaments; the rise of peace societies marked the beginning
of an unofficial but organized movement to end war. Both,

in a real sense, were reactions against the War of 1 8 1 2 .
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In the latter part of that struggle unusual efforts had been
made by both contestants to gain naval supremacy on the
Great Lakes. Even after the truce, England was plainly bent
on controlling permanently both shores of the Lakes. Ameri
can naval men therefore urged Congress to make appropria
tions for the building of larger warships for the Lakes as well
as fortifications for border defense. But for reasons of economy
it seemed wise to officials at Washington to try other meas
ures. Albert Gallatin, Gouverneur Morris, and Richard Rush

suggested to President Monroe the idea of mutual restriction

of armaments on the Lakes, and the proposal met with his

approval. But when our minister at London, John Quincy
Adams, proposed such a policy to the British government, he
met with anything but a favorable response. Finally, how
ever, London had a change of heart, due perhaps to a pressing
need for economy. Adams was informed that the British gov
ernment was prepared to enter into a definite agreement for

the mutual limitation of armaments on the Great Lakes. Work
on some hundred fortifications was at once stopped, and more
than a hundred war vessels were disarmed. The agreements
of the Rush-Bagot convention, signed in 1817, stipulated that

henceforth each country would maintain a mere police force

on the Lakes; and presently this principle of an unarmed
frontier was extended to the land boundary as well.

With few and relatively unimportant exceptions, both Eng
land and the United States have kept this disarmament agree
ment in good faith the first successful one in modern his-

'

tory. It is easy to forget that many of the same obstacles that

at present seem to make the limitation of armaments impos
sible were actually present in 1815 and 1 8 1 6, and that the vic

tory was a very real one. As John Quincy Adams pointed

out, the existing competition of armaments on the Lakes had

Occasioned mutual ill will heretofore, and might give rise

to great and frequent animosities hereafter, unless guarded

against by vigilance, firmness; and decidedly pacific disposi-
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tions of the two Governments." It hardly seems too much to

say that without the Rush-Bagot convention it would have

been more difficult than it actually was to keep the peace be

tween the two countries throughout the nineteenth century.

On more than one occasion war seemed not unlikely; the

unfortified frontier and the fact that competition in arma

ments along the border did not exist made the prevention of

war an easier task.

The Rush-Bagot convention and its essential success was

frequently cited as an argument for extending its principle,

and for limiting competitive armaments on more important

fronts. Richard Cobden made a good deal of it in his plea in

Parliament in 1851 for an Anglo-French mutual reduction of

naval armaments to lessen the danger of war. Years later, in

1880, another friend of peace in Parliament, Henry Richard,

emphasized the success of the Agreement of 1817 to support

his resolution for the reduction of armaments. Even if no

tangible results came from these efforts, they at least kept
alive in public thought the idea that disarmament was feasible.

Less spectacular than the Rush-Bagot convention was the

birth of the organized peace movement. Much of the Federal

ist opposition to the War of 1812 expressed itself in antiwar

organizations such as the Washington Benevolent Societies

and "Friends of Peace." Many adherents to these antiadminis-

tration and antiwar organizations became members of the

peace societies which were formed immediately after the

conclusion of hostilities.

But this opposition, grounded largely in political and eco

nomic considerations, was not the chief inspiration of the

men who founded the first peace societies in 1814 and 1815,

For almost twenty years a number of clergymen, such as

Henry Ware, Samuel Fish, John Ogden, and William Ellery

Channing, representing various denominations, had been pub

lishing sermons or tracts denouncing war on Christian grounds.
In 1 808 a well-to-do New York merchant, David L, Dodge,
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printed The Mediator's Kingdom Not of This World, which
was followed the next year by another antiwar tract, Re
marks on the Pamphlet entitled 'The Duty of a Christian.'
In addition the Quakers with renewed energy had made
known their position on war. Throughout the first decade of
the nineteenth century Friends in New York, Philadelphia
and elsewhere printed and circulated such antiwar tracts as

Mott's The Lawfulness of War, and Wells's Essay on War. In

1814 five thousand copies of Benezet's tract on war were pub
lished by Philadelphia Friends. And Timothy Wattrous, a

vigorous member of the Rogerenes, a nonresistant sect in

Connecticut, satirized war and cogently argued for peace in

his Battle Axe.

This Christian literature in condemnation of war increased
with great rapidity during the war itself. In his sermon on
the "Military Despotism of France" the great Unitarian min
ister, William Ellery Channing, indicted war in harsh and un

compromising words. John Lathrop, Otis Thompson, David

Osgood, J. Scott, Samuel Whelpley, and Jacob Catlin all con
demned the war with England on Christian grounds and

argued in favor of peace at all times. And during the war the

two men who shared the honor of founding the first peace
societies, Noah Worcester and David Low Dodge, published
their antiwar convictions.

Although the leaders of the peace societies were inspired

by a religious conviction that war was unchristian, they were
also influenced by the wave of humanitarianism that was soon
to express itself in a variety of reform movements. The peace
societies, as well as those for the suppression of intemperance,
the abolition of capital punishment, the relief of the insane,

the freedom of the slave, and the emancipation of women,

represented the humanitarian's conviction that human suffer

ing in every form should be combated. Social ills, it was be

lieved, were relics of the dark past; agitation, enlightenment,
and democratic pressure through conventions and societies,



3 6 PEACE OR WAR

could put an end to all such plagues. Jefferson's antipathy to

war was largely the result of his humanitarian sympathies.

As early as the last decade of the eighteenth century, hu

manitarians had suggested crusades to abolish war. Benjamin

Banneker, the Negro astronomer, had proposed in his Al

manack for 1793 the establishment of a peace office in the

very bosom of the federal government, and five years later

Dr. Benjamin Rush, the noted Philadelphia physician, em

broidered this idea with detail. He suggested the appointment
of a Secretary of Peace who would direct a propaganda cam

paign against war, a campaign that was to invade educational

institutions, make use of odes and hymns to peace, of antiwar

museums, and other surprisingly
modern devices.

The religious and humanitarian character of the early peace
movement is evident indeed in almost all the propaganda
which it inspired.

War was condemned as contrary to the

teachings of Christ, and as hostile to the interests of morality
and religion. It was further denounced as a contradiction of

the brotherhood of man, and as in conflict with the rights

of man to life and liberty. It was argued that it brought desti

tution and every kind of suffering and ill.

The early leaders of the peace movement were substantial

citizens preachers, merchants, lawyers, and other men in

public life. Its middle-class character was evident not only in

its personnel but in its propaganda. The antiwar arguments
made much of the fact that peace promoted trade and pros

perity; that wholesale bloodshed was ruinous to property;
that it involved such financial evils as inflation, public debt,

and excessive taxes; that, in short, it was economically in

expedient. Furthermore, the middle-class
prejudices

and prac

ticality of the founders and supporters blinded them to many
of the economic causes of war, which they seldom appre
ciated even in broad outline. Naturally, therefore, their pro

posals for eliminating war said nothing of competition for

markets and raw materials, of trade rivalry, of struggle for
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empire, and only very little of the vested interests in the war
system. The emphasis was put rather on persuasion, on ap
peals to the reason and the sentiment of mankind. Theirs was
the voice of the

eighteenth-century enlightenment.
It was a great step forward when certain peace leaders,

notably Noah Worcester, William Ladd, and Elihu Burritt,

proposed political machinery, such as a court and congress of

nations, to promote peace. But even this emphasis on political
machinery corresponded to the political-mindedness of the
middle class, which saw in its representative legislatures, its

civil liberties, and the other forms of democracy, symbols of a

victory over the older aristocratic classes.

To say all this is not, of course, to criticize the early peace
movement in relation to the period in which it was born. As
yet, in America at least, neither representatives of the rising
working class nor social critics had made themselves heard on
the question of war and peace; the former were, in fact, too
inconsiderable in number to have warranted efforts for en

listing their support. Yet before many years their spokesmen
were to criticize the peace societies for their middle-class char
acter and for their failure to recognize some of the most telling
economic causes of war.

The builders of the peace movement were heroes as truly
as leading specialists in the art of

killing. The Reverend Noah
Worcester, a liberal Congregationalist who, with William

Ellery Channing, organized the Massachusetts Peace Society
in 1815, actually deprived himself of necessities in order to

keep alive the Society to which he gave unstinted time and

energy. David Low Dodge, the well-to-do merchant of New
York who tucked peace tracts into the boxes of goods sent

out from his storerooms, who spoke and wrote without stint,

made his sacrifices, too. William Ladd, Harvard graduate,
sea captain, and prosperous Maine farmer who turned to the

cause in 1824, poured his means into its slender treasury and

almost literally gave his life for it. Wearing himself out by
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excessive devotion, this good-natured, somewhat ponderous
man continued to lecture, organize, write, and work long after

he was an invalid. On the last lecture tour he made into the

West in 1841, his legs were so badly ulcerated that he was

forced to deliver his message sitting on stools in church pulpits.

And the "learned blacksmith," Elihu Burritt, who endured

poverty and opprobrium because of his radical, thorough

going pacifism, was perhaps the greatest
hero of them all.

Self-educated, the master of more than thirty languages, Bur

ritt worked indefatigably for his ideals. Often he did not know

where his next dollar was to come from. More than most of

his colleagues, he anticipated many of the most effective mod
ern propaganda techniques. From temperance circles he

adopted the idea of a pledge of complete abstinence from

every possible
form of war; some forty thousand American

and English "war-resisters" took this ironclad oath. During
the crisis over the Oregon boundary, when war seemed to

threaten the peaceful relations of the United States and Eng
land, Burritt, in cooperation with two or three English

pacifists, inaugurated an exchange of "Friendly Addresses"

between citizens of American and English cities allied by

place name or kindred industries. Perhaps the most striking

address was one from the British Association for Promoting
the Political and Social Improvement of the People, urging
the workingmen of America not to be "seduced" into a war

to enrich the "aristocracy, our enemies and yours." Burritt

himself presented the address from Edinburgh to Washing
ton. In a group of senators before whom he unrolled this

long document was Calhoun, who was duly impressed and

showed great interest.

Burritt originated other interesting kinds of propaganda.
He mobilized women into sewing circles. He utilized the

money raised from bazaars for inserting antiwar propaganda
in forty leading Continental newspapers as paid copy. Some

times, with great difficulty and "by accident," he succeeded in
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including in such papers his appeal to the workingmen of the
world to unite in a strike against a threatened war, an idea
which he advanced before Marx and Engels published the
Communist Manifesto.
But Burritt's most memorable achievement in the field of

propaganda was his work in organizing great popular demon
strations in favor of peace. In 1847, during his visit to Eng
land, it appeared as if the precedent established by the Peace
Conference which met in London in 1 843 was to fall by the
board. With the aid of Henry Richard, secretary of the Lon
don Peace Society, Burritt organized and executed most of

the preparation for the peace congresses held in Brussels in

1848, in Paris in 1849, and in Frankfort in 1850. Attended by
many well-known public figures, such as Richard Cobden
and Victor Hugo, these peace congresses clarified the issues

in resolutions demanding the simultaneous reduction of arma

ments, a congress of nations and court of arbitration, perma
nent and obligatory treaties for arbitration, boycotts on the

sale of war materials and the lending of money to
belligerents,

and the organization of public opinion in the interest of peace.
Almost alone among his colleagues Elihu Burritt realized

that the causes of war must be attacked if it is to be

eliminated. His shrewd, farsighted eyes saw how in his

own country slavery was rapidly breeding violence which, if

the institution was maintained, must lead inevitably to war.

Returning to America in 1856 he devoted four years of inde

scribably arduous toil to an effort to prevent civil war by
popularizing his scheme of compensated emancipation, or the

purchase of slaves by the government, an example which the

English had set in the West Indies. Each winter he traveled

North, South, and West, 10,000 miles in all, making addresses

almost every evening. He edited periodicals, circulated tracts,

organized a mass convention in Cleveland, solicited the sup

port of distinguished men. But though many listened favor

ably to his plea that the western lands be used as the basis for



40 PEACE OR WAR

a fund for purchasing the slaves, the lines of conflict were

already too tightly drawn to make the plan feasible.

More typical, perhaps, of the early peace crusaders was

George Cone Beckwith, a graduate of Middlebury College
and the Andover Theological School, who abandoned the

Congregational ministry in 1837 and, as secretary of the

American Peace Society which Ladd had founded in 1828,

devoted his means, time, and energy to the organization. Dis

tressed by the factionalism which divided friends of peace into

radicals and conservatives, into champions of complete non-

resistance and opponents of merely aggressive wars, Beck

with tried to pour oil on the troubled waters. In his desire to

have all friends of peace within the fold, to build up a united

front against war, he stood for a platform so broad that

Burritt and such nonresistants as William Lloyd Garrison

regarded him as a mere weak-kneed compromiser. But Beck

with proved to be an effective lobbyist and a devoted friend

of the society whose fortunes he so largely moulded.

The pioneers did not win, at best, more than a few thou

sand members for the fifty peace societies which they organ
ized chiefly in the northeastern part of the country. But their

work, limited though it was, proved to be both necessary and

positive. They forged impressive arguments against war;

they used statistical evidence; they saw the importance of

emotional as well as intellectual appeals. In fact, the argu
ments they elaborated are still heard, are still important. They
also suggested schemes of world organization, the most im

portant of which was that of William Ladd, who, in 1840,

published his classic Essay on a Congress of Nations. This

essay proposed, first, a Congress of Ambassadors for clarifying
and improving the principles of international law and for pro
moting plans to preserve peace; and second, a Court of Na
tions, composed of the most able jurists in the world, to

adjudicate such cases as should be brought before it by the

mutual consent of the contending powers. LaddV scheme
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opposed the use of sanctions, relying on the moral force of

public opinion to enforce the decisions of the Court. Dr.
James Brown Scott has called attention to the fact that Ladd's
plan, in all its essentials, was realized in the Hague Conference
of 1899 and the tribunal of arbitration for which it provided.
In addition to the Congress and Court of Nations, the pioneers
of peace looked with much favor on the plan of "stipulated
arbitration" which William Jay, lawyer, judge, and reformer,
developed in his essay, War and Peace, the Evils of the First,
and a Plan for Preserving the Last (1842). This proposed that
treaties be negotiated binding the

parties to submit to the
arbitration of one or more friendly powers all disputes which
might arise, and to abide by the result.

The pioneers of peace did not stop with this. They lobbied
in state legislatures, Congress, and the White House to per
suade public officials to act on the principles and program for
which the peace movement stood. When in 1834 the Massa
chusetts Senate, at the solicitation of Ladd and a colleague,
adopted resolutions advising the establishment of some mode
of just arbitration for all international disputes, new ground
was broken, for no legislative body had ever before made
such a declaration. In 1837 the New York Peace Society
memorialized the federal government to take the initiative in

calling a Congress of Nations; similar petitions came from

many peace societies. Two years later, after the House Com
mittee on Foreign Affairs had reported adversely on similar

memorials, Ladd interviewed members of Congress, heads
of departments, and President Van Buren. Copies of Ladd's

Essay on a Congress of Nations were sent to the White House,
to members of Congress, to the diplomatic corps, to foreign

sovereigns and prime ministers. After the death of Ladd in

1841, friends of peace concentrated on the project of "stipu
lated arbitration" and petitions and memorials poured in upon
Congress. Beckwith presented forcible arguments to Senator

Foote, chairman of the Senate Committee on Foreign Rela-
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tions, who on February 5, 1851, reported a resolution favoring

governmental action in securing arbitration clauses in treaties

with foreign powers. When the Senate voted to lay the resolu

tion on the table, Beckwith would not accept defeat.^
He

sought out President Fillmore and members of the cabinet;

he worked on individual senators. At length, on February 22,

1853, Senator Underwood of Kentucky submitted another

report from the Committee on Foreign Relations, which like

wise recommended the negotiation of permanent treaties of

arbitration and which was likewise tabled.

Peacemakers claimed other victories. Between the years

1837 and 1846, when our relations with Mexico were any

thing but friendly, a continual flow of antiwar and pro-arbi

tration petitions was sent to Congress and the administration.

According to John Quincy Adams, it was the petitions from

the New York Peace Society that first called the attention of

the federal authorities to the fact that the Mexican Congress

had authorized their executive to arbitrate American claims

against the Mexican government. It appears, from the debates

in the House of Representatives
and from the testimony of

the Mexican minister, that it was this action which led to the

American acceptance of the Mexican offer. But the Mexican

War itself the peace advocates could not prevent; they could

only denounce it, draw from it arguments against war in

general, and declare that similar aggression must be forever

curbed.

Without laboring the point, it is clear that the propaganda
of peacemakers won a fairly wide hearing, although the or

ganized movement represented a pitifully small fragment
of the population. It is not at all unlikely that the propa

ganda which Burritt and others put in the hands of members

of Congress during the Oregon crisis was made use of in the

antiwar speeches
of such members as Reverdy Johnson,

J. J. Crittenden, Rufus Choate, and H. W. Miller. At about

the same time the speeches of some fifteen or twenty members
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who opposed increases in appropriations for the army reflect

the arguments which peacemakers had elaborated in their

periodicals and pamphlets which they took care to send to

Washington.
The handful of

pacifists elected to public office made no
effort to conceal their convictions. Amasa Walker, a well-to-

do banker, economist, and foe of slavery, represented North
Brookfield in the Legislature of Massachusetts and became its

secretary of state in 1851. Gerrit Smith, wealthy landowner of

Peterboro, New York, was elected to Congress as an ultra-

abolitionist in 1853. Both of these philanthropists used their

influence in behalf of peace. But the weight of the distin

guished senator from Massachusetts, Charles Sumner, was
even more important. Sumner, when he was nine years old,
had listened to Josiah Quincy's address before the Massa
chusetts Peace Society, and the deep impression made on his

mind was reenforced when, near the end of his course at

Harvard, he heard William Ladd condemn war in a speech
in Cambridge. It was for work in behalf of peace that Sumner
first won public attention. On July 4, 1845, the young and

scholarly lawyer, in an address before the municipal authori

ties of Boston, spoke out unequivocally against the threatened

war for Oregon and the imminent struggle for Mexican ter

ritory. Proceeding from this specific analysis, Sumner ex

amined and condemned the whole war system as a pitifully
insufficient method of determining justice. The address, which

scorchingly condemned the false prejudice of national honor,
also massed statistics on the wastefulness of war and prepa
ration for it, and argued cogently for the substitutes recom

mended by friends of peace. The oration attracted a great
deal of attention, both in this country and abroad. Sumner
followed it with another address five years later which the

American Peace Society sponsored and circulated widely.
Henceforth Sumner became the open and influential champion
of the cause.
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While it cannot be proved that the condemnation of war

in newspapers, magazines, sermons, gift-books, texts, poems,
and short stories was the direct result of the efforts of peace

makers, it is entirely likely that, directly or indirectly, such

was the case. John Greenleaf Whittier and Mrs. Sigourney
were the poet laureates of the cause. Melville, Whitman, Emer

son, Thoreau, and Lowell all denounced war and favored

peace. Oliver Wendell Holmes found it necessary to apolo

gize for not having condemned war. Peace societies circulated

in this country and in England Longfellow's stirring excoria

tion of war, The Arsenal at Springfield.

Among prominent educators, both Horace Mann and Henry
Barnard supported the cause of peace. Mann in the Common
School Journal pointed out the duty of schoolmen to work

for peace in the schools. He also made it possible for Cyrus
Pierce, the head of the Massachusetts Normal School, to at

tend the Peace Congress in Paris in 1849. The presidents of

several colleges also actively supported the crusade.

Finally, one of America's leading economists and business

leaders, H. C. Carey, in a book which still merits close read

ing, appealed to manufacturers, tenants, workingmen, and mer

chants to take their stand against war. He insisted that

America, as the champion of democracy and a new order,

must cast its lot against war, the destroyer of prosperity, the

outworn relic of the feudal past. 'The people everywhere
have loved peace . . . Their masters have everywhere loved

war, because it tended to the maintenance of inequality; yet
if they had been governed by the sense of an enlightened self-

interest, they would have seen that the injury to themselves

was as great as was that experienced by the labourers and

mechanics by whom they were surrounded."

But great leaders of a cause, and great arguments, influen

tial and important though they be, are alike transient. The

greatest achievement of the pioneers of peace lay in the fact

that by building a movement they gave guarantee that hence-
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forth the cry of peace should never cease-that henceforth an
organized group would, in its own way and as its vision guided
it, fight on against the institution of war, and in each crisis
and against whatever odds endeavor to lead their countrymen
toward peace.
Yet the

philosophy and tactics of the early peacemakers
were questioned by many intelligent and

peace-loving Ameri
cans. Margaret Fuller, writing from Rome in the midst of the
Revolution of 1848, thus explained her attitude toward the or

ganized friends of peace who condemned the violent struggle
for liberty which she was abetting by her work in a hospital
for the insurgents: "What you say about the Peace way is

deeply true," she admitted; "if any one see clearly how to
work in that way, let him, in God's name! Only, if he abstain
from fighting giant wrongs, let him be sure he is really and
ardently at work undermining them, or, better still, sustaining
the rights that are to supplant them. Meanwhile, I am not sure
that I can keep my hands free from blood."
And giant wrongs there were in the America of the peace

pioneers: the harsh and brutal treatment of the dispossessed
Indians; the clamorous demand of bankers, merchants, plant
ers, and fanners for more land, however it be obtained;
miserable slums in which workers dragged out a drab exist

ence, excellent prey for the propaganda of warmakers prom
ising excitement and glory; and, most menacing of all, the in

stitution of slavery itself, which Burritt was almost alone in

striving to combat by peaceful means. But no one from the

ranks of peace, not even, in any very explicit way, the learned
blacksmith himself, took to heart the pleas of those who re

garded themselves as the spokesmen for rising American la

bor. Friends of peace might well have pondered the indict

ment which labor leaders made in 1845: "The Peace Societies

are built upon a noble foundation of justice and philanthropy,
but must not expect success in

establishing permanent peace,
or its parent, justice, in the intercourse of nations, while the
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internal affairs of life are, in all their manifestations, estab

lished upon the right of conquest. Why shall not the laws,
which create motives in all men to obtain from their fellow

citizens by cunning, or any force not expressly forbidden by
law, all their lands, houses, goods, wares, and merchandise,
also stimulate nations to foreign conquest and warlike ag

gression?''
Meanwhile Lincoln had been elected and the challenge of

slavery was at hand. Civil war was the answer. It was left

for later peacemakers to consider, if they chose, the criticism

of the labor spokesmen of 1845.



2.
THE TEST OF CIVIL WAR

IN the desperate and chaotic weeks before civil war finally
seized the country in its

grip, the organized friends of peace
for once found themselves with the

majority. The bulk of
the American people preferred some sort of compromise and
conciliation to bloodshed. Even in the South, where the mar
tial

spirit was more in evidence, there was no overwhelming
desire for conflict. Many Southerners shared the views of

Augustus B. Longstreet, a veteran champion of Southern

rights, who urged authorities and people to put passion aside,
to listen to reason, and to avoid bloodshed at all hazards.

Throughout the North people at mass meetings prayed for
the avoidance of civil war at all cost. Any concession, de
clared the resolutions of a meeting in Williamsport, Penn
sylvania, was better than "civil war and National ruin." Huge
petitions poured in upon Congress. One bearing the signatures
of 14,000 women beseeched the government that "party or
sectional prejudices be not allowed to

prevail over a
spirit of

mutual conciliation."

Merchants and bankers, aware that war would mean South
ern repudiation of debts equal to two or three hundred mil

lion dollars, counseled "masterly inactivity." Here and there

a labor leader of vision, foreseeing that workers would bear
the brunt of the war, tried to defeat the plans of those whose
fanaticism invited hostilities. At least one trade union de
manded the conscription of

capital as well as of men.
Leaders of influence, horrified at the thought of fratricidal

47
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strife, saw eye to eye with the common man. Stephen A.

Douglas believed that if political separation became unavoid

able, it must be non-violent; and he outlined terms which he

thought would appear so fair and mutually beneficial that

permanent peace must follow. Crittenden of Kentucky and

other border-state leaders proposed scheme after scheme to

prevent an appeal to the sword.

Antislavery men like Emerson, Greeley, Peter Cooper,
Wendell Phillips, Joshua Giddings, and Henry Ward Beecher

took a stand for peaceful secession. Proslavery men like

Samuel F. B. Morse declared that there was "something so

unnatural and abhorrent in this outcry of arms in one great

family" that he could not believe it would ever come to a de

cision by the sword. Edward Everett felt that if the Southern

states were unwilling to abide in the Union, they should "in

God's name be allowed to go asunder." The commanding
officer of the federal army, General Scott, after outlining
some of the evil consequences of an appeal to battle, sug

gested that it might be well to let the South go her way.

Many leaders of the victorious Republican party also took

the line that war must be prevented. Thurlow Weed urged

compensated emancipation or any reasonable concession that

would keep his fellow-countrymen from being plunged into

an "inhuman war." Salmon P. Chase asked an English news

paper correspondent whether he thought the federal govern
ment would suffer an injurious blow to her prestige if the

seceded states were allowed to quit the Union. Seward seemed
to cast his lot for compromise; forceful coercion, he held,
would be unconstitutional and suicidal. Abraham Lincoln

himself, according to one account, had entertained for most
of his life a general friendship for peace principles had even
written a lyceum lecture advocating a congress of nations for

the peaceful settlement of disputes.

Although few of these men had been in any way identified

with the professional pacifists, their reluctance to face civil



THE TEST OF CIVIL WAR 49

war was in considerable part inspired by the humanitarianism
which had fed the springs of the peace movement. While much
of the discussion of the various compromise schemes that took

place in Congress was not the true fruit of pacifist thought
and feeling, some of it reads as though it were based on
pacifist tracts. "Peace," declared James S. Green, "not war,
has brought our country to the high degree of prosperity it

now enjoys . . . Banish peace, turn these mighty energies
of the people to the prosecution of the dreadful work of mu
tual destruction, and soon cities in ruin, fields desolate, the
deserted marts of trade, the silent workshops, gaunt famine

stalking through the land, the earth cumbered with the bodies
of the dying and dead, will bear awful testimony to the mad
ness and wickedness which, from the very summit of pros
perity and happiness, are plunging us headlong into an abyss
of woe." At the quasi-official Peace Conference, which met in

Washington during February, 1861, to stay the tide of dis

integration of the Union, more than one delegate marshaled
his arguments as a veteran pacifist might have done. Freling-
huysen of New Jersey spoke what was in the hearts of many
of his colleagues in describing the horror, the suffering, the

protracted cruelty that lay in store once war was declared.

With so favorable an atmosphere it might well be sup

posed that the sworn friends of peace could have scored a

triumph, or at least that they could have made a determined
effort to direct all this antiwar sentiment into fruitful paths.
In the nervous tension, in the chaos and bewilderment that

prevailed, there was a challenge. Even the public men who
were trying to keep the situation in hand shared this general
confusion, this frantic hysteria; even they had little idea of

the price that must be paid for the peace they craved, little

notion of the sacrifices that must be made. Pacifist strategy

might well have proposed a program, a modus vivendi. There

was a clear challenge in the warlike purposes of a minority

represented by Senator Zachariah Chandler and by Mont-
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gomery Blair, who were not opposed to "a little bloodletting"

and a "decisive defeat on the field of battle" in order that the

Union might be more firmly cemented together.

But the organized friends of peace, strange to say, scarcely

lifted their hands to win the day. Indeed, the few who were

in a position to exert influence either seemed paralyzed or

else abandoned their principles
and accepted the inevitability

of war. Of the peace men in public life none solved the

dilemma of what should be done in the threat of war with

more despatch than John A. Andrew, governor of Massa

chusetts. As an undergraduate at Bowdoin he had founded

a peace society, served as its president,
written a hymn for

antiwar meetings, and corresponded ardently with the officers

of the national peace organization. During his campaign for

governorship in the autumn of 1860 people commented on

the incongruity of a peace man assuming the oath of office in

the midst of a military staff, and in a uniform of war; and

Andrew himself is reported to have said that he would never

make himself ridiculous by putting on such a "nonsensical

toggery." But this man failed to raise his voice or hand in

behalf of preventing civil war; early in 1861 he actually
took the lead among governors in putting his state into readi

ness for efficient military action.

Faithful friends of peace must also have turned hopefully
to Amasa Walker, long an active and thoroughgoing pacifist

and a political leader who had enjoyed high office. Like other

advocates of peace, Walker was a bitter foe of slavery and as

the new year, 1861, began he was of the opinion that two

civilizations, slave and free, had been maintained in a sort

of armed truce, and that now in the throes of conflict one or

the other must succumb. The only danger, he wrote to an

English peaceworker, was that the free states might com

promise with slavocracy. A month later, on February 4,

Walker wrote to his friend, Senator Charles Surnner, that he

did not expect any good to come from the Peace Convention
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which was about to convene in the federal capital, and that
he hoped Sumner would not give it his approbation. Com
promise with slavery, in short, seemed worse than war. Amasa
Walker's position was not entirely consistent since, unlike

many of his colleagues in the peace movement, he did not

completely capitulate to the hysteria or accept all the ration
alizations which led to a wholehearted acceptance of the
war. At the meeting of the American Peace Society in June,
1 86 1, he declared that he had never held a firmer faith in

peace principles, and that he had never felt it more necessary
to stand by the cause. This position he continued to hold,
even after he saw his two sons march away to the field of
battle.

Gerrit Smith had for some time given reason to believe

that he would forswear his peace principles if war promised
to end slavery, and there were only two other public men
identified with the cause of peace from whom constructive

leadership could be expected. One was Henry Anthony, Re
publican senator from Rhode Island and member of the So

ciety of Friends. This prominent merchant and newspaper
editor dreaded war, but said little and voted reluctantly for

the war measures. The other was Charles Sumner, the most

outstanding American convert to the cause of peace. Some

may well have remembered the stirring and unequivocal con
demnation of war in his public addresses. He had said "in the

light of reason and religion there can be but one law of war
the great law which pronounces it unwise, unchristian, un

just,
and forbids it forever as a crime."

All during the hectic early months of 1861 Sumner con

tinued, in the abstract, to cherish his horror of war. Indeed,
on March 3, the day before Lincoln's inauguration, he is

quoted as saying that "nothing could possibly be so horrible

or so wicked or so senseless as a war." Between a war for

the Union, which was not to be thought of, and a "corrupt

conspiracy to preserve the Union," he felt there was little to
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choose. Let the slave states, he said, take their curse with

them.

It was this feeling, no doubt, which led Sumner to refuse

support to the Peace Convention and other efforts designed to

save the Union by some kind of compromise. "Stand firm,"

he admonished. "I am against sending commissioners to treat

for the surrender of the North.'
7 To the solicitations of a dis

tinguished friend of
peace,

Professor T. G Upham of Bow-

doin, who went to Washington in order to make a personal

appeal against war, Sumner was cold. In pressing him to con

sider a compromise plan, Upham reminded him that no one

in the Senate was so entitled to urge further discussion, per

severance, forgiveness, and peace,
u
our conquering instru

ments." Sumner did not listen. "South Carolina," continued

the persistent Bowdoin professor, "smote you down in the

Senate Chamber; and now in the approaching day of her

humiliation and sorrow, a word from you, recommending
such kindness, concession, and forbearance as can properly
be given, would touch a chord of penitence and forgiveness and

unite many discordant hearts." The word was never spoken.
No one can say whether Sumner might have been moved

to work for the prevention of war had all the friends of peace
exerted such pressure. Far from doing so, many leading figures

in the peace movement joined Amasa Walker in urging
Sumner not to permit any compromise with the South. George
C. Beckwith, the dominant figure in the American Peace So

ciety since the death of Ladd in 1841, early in January, 1861,

begged the Massachusetts senator to keep the Republicans of

Massachusetts "firm in their principles," to prevent them

from yielding one jot or tittle to the South. When certain

members of the Society felt that some definite action should

be taken touching the crisis, Beckwith wrote to Sumner that

he did not think such a course was within the proper province
of the organization. The Society was concerned merely with

the prevention of international wars, and not with rebellion
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and the enforcement of the law by the executive department
of the government.
While Beckwith was thus privately discouraging Sumner

from taking a stand which might prevent war, he was with

strange inconsistency flying peace colors in public. As the

chief agent of the American Peace Society he despatched to

five hundred newspapers throughout the country the ad

mirable appeal of the London Peace Society for a bloodless

solution of the crisis. With other officers of the American
Peace Society he issued a similar appeal to the American peo
ple, urging that adherence to peace principles alone could

carry them through the fiery ordeal confronting them. In

loud, imperative words this address called for increased energy
and insisted on the peaceful solution of the outstanding issues.

In its turn the London Peace Society expressed gratitude that

its American co-workers had thus borne testimony "with no

uncertain voice against so terrible a catastrophe" as civil war.

Beckwith, who in mid-January had written Sumner that

the crisis lay outside the scope of organized pacifism, con

tinued his pleas for peace as the spring advanced. In an edi

torial for the Advocate of Peace, which must have been writ

ten on the eve of the Fort Sumter disaster, he supported the

idea of a peace congress on the ground that it would at least

give time for passion to subside. "Why attempt to force a

Union and thus withdraw the noble lesson we have been

holding forth, make ourselves both abhorrent and ridiculous?

We may ravage the Cotton States, and leave them with little

else than orphans and widows, mourning over their burnt

homes, and blackened fields; but will this ever make 'Union'?

Will this remove any grievance,- quiet any apprehension, or

settle any disputes?
Will it not be necessary, after incon

ceivable damage to both sides, to appoint commissioners, and

have another Peace Congress?"
The issue of the Advocate bearing this forthright plea ap

peared after the storm had broken and the country was at war.
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When on May 27, 1861, the American Peace Society met at

the old Park Street Church in Boston, it became plain that

Beckwith had yielded to the pressure of events, and it was

also clear that within the Society he had the upper hand. The
note struck by the majority of speakers was that "Peace is

always loyal." The catastrophe that had come was not a war,

they argued; it was rather a gigantic rebellion to be sup

pressed by the police power of the government. "The cause

of peace," they cried, "was never meant to meet such a crisis

as is now upon us. ... We should be tender of human life;

but we must ever keep ourselves on the side of the govern

ment, against all wrong-doers." Lewis Tappan explained how
it was that he had abandoned his earlier position which had

favored allowing the seceded states to depart without let or

hindrance. The maintenance of peace between a free nation

and a bordering slavocracy, he maintained, would be impos
sible. The suppression of rebellion was, in short, necessary to

prevent still greater bloodshed in the future. Gerrit Smith,

president of the Society, did not attend, but sent a letter ex

pressing his views. This war, he declared, in substance, was a

war to end war. "When slavery is gone from the whole world,

the whole world will then be freed not only from a source of

war, but from the most cruel and horrid form of war. For

slavery is war as well as the source of war."

The meeting was the more memorable by reason of the

words spoken by Elihu Burritt. Tyranny and oppression, he

began, always breed war, and if war is to be avoided they
must be uprooted. Since the North was equally responsible
with the South for the tyranny and oppression of slavery,

their bounden duty had been to uproot it while the sky was

still reasonably fair and tranquil. What folly to wait until the

storm burst with "such a rain of ruin!" By implication, at

least, Burritt took the Peace Society to task for not having

promoted the scheme of compensated emancipation, which

he believed would have been accepted had it been offered
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to the slaveowners five years back. It was clear that the learned
blacksmith did not accept the neat rationalization by which
his colleagues justified the war. On his stony farm in Connecti
cut, and in England, to which he sadly returned in 1863,
Burritt kept the faith.

Although Burritt was not the only member of the American
Peace Society who refused to surrender to the war pressure,
the organization officially continued to support the idea that
the fearful struggle was not in any proper sense a war. Over
and over again Beckwith laboriously maintained in the Ad
vocate that the conflict was solely a rebellion, and that peace
men had no choice other than that of supporting a govern
ment in the exercise of its legitimate police power for the sup
pression of insurrection.

Such a position was in the eyes of the most distinguished
English peace advocate, Henry Richard, "mere

superficial

quibbling with words." To maintain that so great a public
contest, which in point of fact involved all the forms and
realities of war, was but a rebellion, was a "puerile fiction"

which it was painful and pitiful to see supported by men
who had once been so strong and clear-minded. The English
Peace Society persisted in its effort to persuade Beckwith
and his colleagues to stand steadfast in behalf of the great
Christian principle on which their organization had been
founded and by which the present struggle, like all other

wars, must be judged. They begged their co-workers across

the Atlantic to realize that in the process of preserving the

Union they were in danger of losing things of far greater
value. Asked what position the English Peace Society would
take if the southern counties revolted against the national

government, Richard humbly replied that he could not be

certain what British friends of peace would do in the heat of

such a moment; but he was sure of what they ought to do if

they were to remain consistent with their ideals. When the

Emancipation Proclamation made it easier for American peace
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advocates to reason that the horrible conflict was God's way
of freeing the slave, the English pacifists argued that the end,
no matter how noble, never justifies such means.

To Beckwith and his supporters all this was gall and worm
wood. Now querulously, now almost hysterically, the editor

of the Advocate of Peace accused his British critics of an in

ability and an unwillingness to understand his position. He
said they were virtually taking sides with the rebels in their

desperate attempt "to uphold and perpetuate the rule of

slavocrats"; accused them of steeling themselves against the

actualities by a mistaken devotion to "stereotyped logic."

Only once did Beckwith waver. Only once in the agony of

his own mental conflict did he admit, what he must often

have faintly glimpsed, that perhaps his critics were right in

their plea for immediate peace. The honor of the nation, he

wrote, had been so tarnished; the rebel states had so fully
demonstrated their unfitness to aid in the great work for which
the American government existed, that perhaps they might
well be expelled from the Union forever and the frightful
sacrifice of life and liberty be brought to an end. Although
Henry Richard welcomed this as an evidence that Beckwith
had at last thrown overboard his temporary aberrations and
returned to his own proper work, he spoke too soon: Beck
with was presently writing that the recognition of a neigh

boring slavocracy could result only in endless wars, and that

the struggle must be fought to the end.

Although Beckwith and his group supported the govern
ment and with the above exception vigorously opposed all

talk of stopping the war, they did not completely capitulate
to it, nor did they suspend all their activities. The office of the

Society was kept open; annual meetings were held; the

periodical was published as usual; operations were continued

on a reduced scale. In words of strong emotion Beckwith made
the plea that he had stood at his post and labored as he could

for the cause. With poignant words this broken-down re-
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former who had fought war according to his lights observed
now that peace was not the work of an hour but of all future

ages. As if to convince doubters that war was in fact as
abhorrent to him as it had always been he filled the pages of
his periodical with evidence of the woes and evils that fol
lowed in the wake of war: frauds in government contracts;

corruption generally; a false prosperity comparable to that
of an undertaker during a plague; lies, deceptions, moral de

generation; unspeakable atrocities, the horror and suffering
of the battle field; the suppression of civil liberties, the reign
of terror and despotism. "Never before did the world witness
in four short years so vast an accumulation of arguments in

favor of peace/' he wrote at the end of the war, "and if this

bitter and terrible experience, this sacrifice of so many hun
dred thousands of lives, this waste of so many myriads and

myriads of property, this drenching of nearly half a con
tinent in blood and tears, shall not suffice when the argument
is rightly used ... to dissuade the mass of our people from
reliance on the sword ... we may well deem them incor

rigible and given over to ultimate, irrevocable ruin."

Indeed, when all was said and done, this man who had

always been noted for his moderate temper came out of the

test no more compromised than many whose philosophy of

peace had been far more thoroughgoing. Even nonresistants,
the extreme doctrinaires of the movement, were swept by the

tide into a justification of the conflict long before the Emanci

pation Proclamation promised abolition and thus gave some
countenance to the argument that in exceptional cases the end

justifies
the means. Protesting that he still had little faith in

the law of violence, Henry Clark Wright, the archangel of

nonresistance, now declared that "in a war between Liberty
and Slavery Death or Victory is the only appropriate slogan."
William Lloyd Garrison insisted that he had not abandoned

his faith in nonresistance, but on April 25, 1861 he told a

friend that all his sympathies and wishes were with the gov-
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eminent "because it is entirely right." At the Hopedale Com

munity he justified the use of force in the struggle for justice.

Again and again he asserted that it was no time to talk of

nonresistance and peace. "Now that civil war has begun and

a whirlwind of violence and excitement is to sweep the coun

try," he wrote, "it is for abolitionists to 'stand still and see

the salvation of God' rather than to attempt to add anything
to the general commotion." And to a young conscientious

objector who refused to pay the three hundred dollars neces

sary to procure a substitute, Garrison expressed the opinion
that money might be paid "without any compromise of the

peace or nonresistance principle."
In the collapse of principles, however, some advocates of

peace kept the faith. In the South a few who had been drawn

toward the cause did not altogether abandon it. Some of the

more timid cautiously republished thoroughgoing condemna
tions of war that had been written years before. Heavy though
the air was with doubt and distress in the North, a few bold

spirits
refused to hold their tongues. Lindley Spring, in a

pamphlet entitled Peace! Peace!, called on men to lay down
their arms on the ground that war was not the proper way
to settle the issues involved. Inspired by Adin Ballou the Hope-
dale Community kept aloft the flag of nonviolence. E. H.

Heywood, a thoroughgoing abolitionist who had been closely
associated with Garrison, Wendell Phillips, and Theodore

Parker, published in 1863 an article in The Liberator in which
he tersely disposed of the sophistries of his erstwhile non-

resistant friends, contrasted the empire of brute force with

that of ideas, and boldly asserted the most uncompromising
opposition to the conflict that was raging. "All honour to this

brave man who dares to be faithful among the faithless," ex

claimed Henry Richard upon reading the vigorous words of

the American whom he held up as "the bravest man in the

federal states."

Even more noteworthy was the analysis of the war that
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came from the pen of Josiah Warren, a pioneer American
anarchist. In True Civilization, an Immediate Necessity (1863)Warren condemned the whole war as barbarian; attributed
it largely to the greed of speculators and tariff men, the am
bitions of profiteers, the "money power" generally. In no
less resolute terms he censured the

military power. This eccen
tric archindividualist made a strong plea for a fundamental

reorganization of society based on the voluntary cooperation
of sovereign individuals, without any violence, force, or com
pulsion either for the perpetuation of a union of states, the

protection of property, or the enforcement of the laws.

"Nothing but the clamor of war and the fear of prisons and
violent deaths smother, for the moment, the low moan from
desolated hearths and broken hearts from the depths of the
hell we are in!" But Warren's was indeed a voice crying in
the wilderness.

At least one veteran, Joshua P. Blanchard, made a supreme
effort to hold the ship of peace to its moorings. Clear-eyed,
benign in countenance, the more venerable by reason of a
snow-white beard, this eighty-year-old Boston merchant had
labored for the cause almost a half century. As treasurer of
the American Peace Society he had fought to keep the wolf
from its door; he was the writer of innumerable tracts and

newspaper articles; and as a peacemaker among peacemakers
he had poured oil on waters troubled by the bitter quarrels
between the radicals and conservatives. He had never pro
fessed to be a nonresistant; indeed, he had hesitated long be
fore taking Burritt's ironclad oath never to condone any war
whatever. Now, however, as the Bond of Brotherhood put it,

he "stood by Peace in the hour of her crucifixion." Through
out the war he rebuked the American Peace Society for its

bewildering infidelity to its principles. In public print he took
it to task for refusing to use its influence to stop the war.

Blanchard was a man to reckon with. Struck with grief at

the apostasy of so many stalwart friends of peace, he deter-
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mined, if possible,
to clear the atmosphere of befogging argu

ments. To learn whether the men who signed the pledge

against all war retained the conviction they had then ex

pressed, he carried out an inquiry which disclosed that out of

eighty only three adhered to their pledge and applied it to

the existing war.

But this was not all. Blanchard waged a singlehanded cam

paign against "the cruel slaughters and calamities" of the war.

Sumner paid heed to his solicitations to exert some influence in

behalf of imprisoned and persecuted
conscientious objectors.

The opposition of that statesman to a proposal advising re

taliation for the inhuman treatment which the rebels were

alleged to have meted out to Yankee prisoners may also have

been the result of Blanchard's pressure.

In a tract entitled The War of Secession (1861) and in an

article, A Plea for Peaceful Separation, Blanchard mustered

powerful arguments for laying down arms and specifically

outlined a formula for arranging with the greatest promise

of future peace such thorny problems as the return of fugitive

slaves, the disposition
of western territories and other federal

property, and economic relations between the two sections.

Gathering that Sumner might favor the proposition if he

could be persuaded of its practicability,
Blanchard took up

the task. "Should you be the instrument of putting a stop in

this mode to the crimes and bloodshed of war, . . . you will

perform an act of beneficence second to none of the greatest

heroisms ever achieved on our earth." Although the icy Sum

ner did not respond to these appeals, Blanchard did not give

up. One December day, on meeting Sumner in Court Street,

he was led in an oif-guard moment to take the statesman

severely to task, only to regret his harshness. "I felt," he wrote

in apology, "that it was a rudeness in me, to meet your kind

and cordial salutation with an immediate
expression

of differ

ence in political sentiments, and an imputation to you of de

parture from your peace principles,
and I much regret it."
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Had it not been for the sturdy adherence to peace princi

ples which characterized the Society of Friends and other
nonresistant sects, Blanchard would have been spiritually iso

lated almost beyond endurance. Among these groups there

were, to be sure, many varying interpretations put on the

obligations of conscience, and a fair number of Friends en

gaged in one or another sort of war activity. John Green-
leaf Whittier, like other poets of peace, now sang of the

duty of supporting the government in its fight for freedom.

James Sloan Gibbons wrote the famous "We Are Coming,
Father Abraham," and Colonel Parker commanded a so-

called Quaker regiment. In Indiana perhaps three hundred
Friends out of a total membership of twenty thousand en
listed. In view of the war hysteria and the conflict engendered
by the vigorous antislavery convictions cherished by Quakers,
these defections are understandable.

Orthodox meetings in the East, however, disowned such

recreants, and everywhere Yearly Meetings condemned any
compromise with the principle of total abstinence from the

war method. An utterance typical of hundreds of others was
that of the Philadelphia Yearly Meeting in 1862, which de

clared that if military service or any substitute for it were

demanded of Friends, they must not "seek to evade them by
excuses, however plausible,

but with innocent boldness avow
our conscientious scruples as the sufficient ground for de

clining to comply; and, if suffering therefore should be our

portion, let us strive to bear it in the gentle, nonresisting spirit

of the Gospel." A distinguished British Friend noted with

pardonable pride that all three of the American periodicals

bearing the title "Friend" upheld consistently the highest

type of testimony. Characteristic of countless admonitions

was one in The Friend on the "fighting Quaker": "as well

might we talk of a blunt sharpness, a jet black whiteness, or

a sinful godliness." Although neither periodicals nor utter

ances in meetings seem to have advised active participation in
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stop-the-war movements, the general effect of much that was
said and written would, if widely disseminated, have tended

to encourage defection. Yet Friends for the most part were

not molested in their antiwar propaganda.

Through memorials and delegations the Society, South and

North, urged civil authorities to exempt Quakers from service

as well as from any payment of money or so-called noncom-
batant work. In Congress Thaddeus Stevens, Senator Ten

Eyck, and a dozen other non-Quaker legislators initiated or

supported measures for the exemption of Friends and related

sects. Despite considerable objection, an act was passed in

1864 permitting religious objectors when drafted to serve

as noncombatants in hospitals or in caring for freedmen, or to

pay in lieu of service the sum of three hundred dollars con

cessions which many Quakers could not accept. Thanks to

the patience of Secretary of War Stanton, who had been

reared by Quaker parents, and to the benevolence of President

Lincoln, drafted Friends were in the main paroled.

Sometimes, however, military authorities, failing to under

stand the philosophy of nonresistance, took coercive measures

toward conscientious objectors. There are records of harsh

persecutions and much anguish before relief by parole finally
came. Henry Swift, of South Dedham, Massachusetts, was

harassed, "bucked down," and made to witness an execution.

A court-martial sentenced him to death, and news of his

parole reached him only an hour before the appointed time.

In simple words the diary of Cyrus Pringle, a drafted Friend

from Charlotte, Vermont, bears testimony to his persecution
and attempted intimidation as he followed the hard path of

duty.
The lot of Southern Friends was even worse. Many were

pro-Union in sympathy; all were known to be definitely anti-

slavery in sentiment. As the pressure for more man power
increased, young Quakers were dragged into military encamp
ments in spite of a victory for quasi exemption in the Con-
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federate Congress. Many suffered great anguish; at least one,
Seth Laughlin, died as a result of brutal treatment. In Jonathan
Worth of North Carolina and in Judge John Campbell,
Assistant Secretary of War, conscientious objectors found
friends who were able in many cases to afford relief. But the

sufferings of the Friends continued; in the words of a visit

ing English Quaker, they were "pretty well stripped of all

they had, and some nearly starved." As in the North, how
ever, the great majority did not flinch in the face of the test.

The influence of the Friends and of related sects, whose
record is quite as heroic, extended beyond their own ranks.

From them Alfred Love, a young Philadelphia wool merchant,
derived strength to resist the draft that called him to the

colors, and Dwight L. Moody explained that he was "too
much of a Quaker" to kill his brother man. In high places the

Friends were not without influence: President Lincoln not

only expressed sympathy for them in their conflict of loyal
ties between pacifism on the one hand and their country and
freedom on the other; he frequently took steps personally to

bring about the release of Friends from military camps. One

stormy Sunday morning in October, 1862, he received in the

White House Eliza P. Gurney and three other Friends who
had for two days fruitlessly tried to gain access to him. Tears

ran down Lincoln's cheeks as he listened to the words of

sympathy for him in his trials which Eliza Gurney mingled
with strictures against slavery and war. In his reply he de

clared that, could he have had his way, the war would never

have been; that were it in his power now, it would end. But,

he hastened to add, he was merely an instrument in the hands

of the Heavenly Father, who could permit this scourge only
for some high purpose. A year later Lincoln expressed a special

wish for a message from Eliza Gurney. Her letter, bearing the

date August 18, 1863, must have comforted him. He replied

to it, "In all it has been your purpose to strengthen my re

liance in God," When Lincoln was shot almost two years
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later, Eliza Gurney's letter, faded and worn, was found in his

breast pocket.
Pacifists who stood the test of war do not seem to have

taken part in the defeatist movements which by 1863 reached

considerable proportions, North and South, or to have de

rived any special comfort from them. These movements were
related to the genuine opposition to war which had been ex

pressed on the eve of conflict, but for the most part they

sprang from war weariness and from resentment against the

leaders and parties in power. In the North this defeatism ex

pressed itself in antidraft riots in 1863 which in New York

partook of the nature of a class struggle. Bitter against the

rich for their ability to purchase exemption and to wax richer

from war profits, jealous of the freedmen as economic rivals,

mobs sacked shops, burned buildings, and clashed with troops:
in all a thousand lives were lost.

By 1863 Clement L. Vallandigham of Ohio had become the

leader of defeatism. He declared openly that the contest was
"a wicked, cruel and unnecessary war" which the people
would do well to sabotage. Thus encouraged, Peace Demo
crats or Copperheads, working openly or in secret societies

such as the Knights of the Golden Circle, plotted against
what they considered a war for abolition and for the fatten

ing of "Eastern capitalists" and clamored for an immediate

truce. That these groups were defeatist rather than
pacifist is

clear from the fact that they harbored an inner circle to whom
the use of force for the defeat of conscription and the over

throw of the existing government was not repugnant. From
all these defeatist factions came propaganda designed to stop
the war by undermining the morale of soldiers and by en

couraging desertion. So great, in fact, did disaffection become
that long before Appomattox desertions had reached alarm

ing proportions.
Defeatism was equally strident in the Confederacy. It was

partly an expression of the conservative Unionists who had
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never come to terms with secession; partly a symptom of re

sentment against the regimentation and nationalism of the

Davis regime; and partly the result of war weariness and the

conviction of poorer folk that the struggle after all was "a

rich man's war and a poor man's fight." In North Carolina,

Governor Vance did what he could to defeat conscription and
W. W. Holden, an influential editor, demanded a general
convention to bring about peace and reunion. Within a week
after the fall of Vicksburg and the disaster at Gettysburg a

hundred peace meetings were held in North Carolina alone.

But defeatism was not confined to North Carolina. Scattered

over many Southern states some hundred thousand people,
bound together in two secret orders, the Heroes of America
and the Peace Society, worked to defeat the Confederacy.
These underground groups killed or drove away recruiting

officers, encouraged desertion, terrorized the countryside,

gave information to the Yankees, and weakened war morale

as they might.
With the air so heavy with defeatism, overt and more or less

formal efforts to stop the war were in order. From California

came two proposals with clear-cut suggestions; one was a

striking plea for a popular referendum on the question of an

immediate truce: if the majority decided to continue the war,

those so voting, and those who failed to go to the polls,
were

to bear the burden of fighting. Proslavery men like Samuel

F. B. Morse and antislavery men like E. G. Robbins strove

to play the role of peacemaker; the latter, a genuine and con

sistent friend of peace, tried to persuade the British people

and government to speed the war to an end by offering media

tion on the formula of reunion and compensation for the aboli

tion of slavery. These courageous and high-minded efforts to

stop the war were not helped by the bizarre activities of the

half-insane adventufer, William Cornell Jewett, who flitted

back and forth across the Atlantic calling upon European po
tentates to offer mediation and finally, in a particularly mad
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moment, deposited on the top of the Milan Cathedral a

prayer to Napoleon III to stop the war! Plenty of derisive

voices were heard in denunciation of this poor fanatic, but

the records do not tell of any wholesale condemnation of

propagandists who made wild efforts to persuade European
rulers to enter the fray on one side or the other.

The more impressive efforts to bring about peace have

been well described by Edward Kirkland; the attempts of

Horace Greeley, F. P. Blair, Sr., and other men to negotiate
with Confederate agents proved, however, a mere chase after

will-o'-the-wisps. It is little wonder that their efforts gathered
no support from the Friends, who were inclined to frown

upon independent political action and who, in all things save

direct support of war, put a premium on loyalty to govern
ment.

While the organized peace movement did not try to put
out the fires of civil strife, it did muster enough energy to

combat the danger of war with England which on one or two
occasions seemed more than likely. In December, 1861, when

Captain Wilkes seized Mason and Slidell from the Trent, a

British vessel, the stir and excitement were ominous. Twelve
thousand British soldiers were sent to Canada and the most
influential section of the British press and many leading men
took war for granted. The mood of the North was one of

resentment toward England for having granted belligerent

rights to the Confederacy; and others than Seward cherished

the conviction that a foreign war was the best way to re

unite the states.

Lucretia Mott and Alfred Love lost no time in appealing
to Seward and Lincoln for the immediate release of Mason
and Slidell in order that war might be averted. Sumner, as

chairman of the Senate Committee on Foreign Relations, re

ceived many letters from anxious friends of peace. Beckwith
wrote expressing confidence that Sumner would use his in

fluence to prevent an actual collision with England and asking
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in what ways his group could help to mitigate bitter feelings
and check the war

spirit.
Francis Lieber, a German-American

political scientist, also urged the submission of the controversy
to arbitration if it were not otherwise amicably settled. Let

ters from American peace advocates in England and from
British acquaintances, some of which reached Sumner's desk

before the decision to release the captured Confederates was

made, assured him that English opinion was far from unani

mous in its belligerent defiance. They also brought word of

the strenuous efforts being made all over the kingdom to

prevent war.

British friends of peace worked day and night to silence

"the hysteric scream of anger and defiance" to which the

Trent affair gave rise. The London Peace Society in a force

ful memorial urged Lord Palmerston to propose mediation

or arbitration if diplomacy failed to settle the controversy;
the Friends sent a similar petition to the foreign office; and

a delegation representing several religious sects took the same

stand. Cobden wrote Sumner that if the government at Wash

ington had offered to refer the question to arbitration, its ac

ceptance would have been urged by every meeting that could

have been assembled throughout the realm. So much pressure
was put on the foreign office that it reluctantly delegated of

ficials to search for precedents for arbitration.

Although the decision in Washington to release Mason
and Slidell did not result from all this peace agitation, it is

clear that considerable had been done to prevent an Anglo-
American crisis. From the floor of the Senate Charles Sumner,

trying to clear the atmosphere, spoke on maritime rights

during wartime in such a way as to win the approval of

friends of peace on both sides of the Atlantic. The London
Peace Society sent his address to every important newspaper
and put it in the hands of each member of Parliament.

But the skies remained cloudy. The North bitterly resented

the sympathy for the South displayed by the British aris-



68 PEACE OR WAR

tocracy and such statesmen as Gladstone; chafed at the talk

of recognition of the Confederacy and intervention in the

war; and, above all, bitterly denounced the British govern
ment for failing to prevent the release from English shipyards
of Confederate cruisers. Most friends of peace shared this

general resentment which was even extended to their British

co-workers. Sensitive as a result of the failure of Henry Rich
ard to understand his justification of the suppression of rebel

lion, Beckwith was unable to hide his feelings. Although in

the Advocate of Peace he urged friends or peace in both

countries to be on their guard to avert war, he did not sug

gest cooperation with his British colleagues. He privately en

couraged Sumner to take an ever stronger stand against Eu

ropean intervention though he was aware that this might well

jeopardize what remained of international good will. Nor did

Beckwith's tone toward England and the London Peace So

ciety change materially when Richard stringently criticized

the British government for its lax enforcement of neutrality
and did what he could to set it straight.
Even the splendid work of Richard Cobden for the preser

vation of Anglo-American friendship aroused no enthusiasm
in Beckwith and his American associates. Cobden, the most

outstanding British peace advocate, had favored peaceful

separation of North and South and felt horrified at "this vul

gar and unscientific and endless butchery in America." When,
however, the relations of his country with Washington were

growing critical as a result of the havoc wrought on North
ern ships by British-built Confederate vessels, Cobden, in a

series of brilliant speeches in Parliament, fully opened the

eyes of his government to the incalculable damages inherent in

permitting the Southerners to obtain ships from English ports.
To check the alienation and bitterness in America Cobden
wrote to Sumner of his efforts to mobilize "a strong feeling
on the right side" and begged him to check the inflammation
of the public mind on his side of the ocean. In his efforts he
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was supported by Randal Cremer, a British labor leader and
future champion of peace.

Beckwith bestirred himself only when the government at

Washington paved the way for arming the Canadian frontier

by announcing the termination of the historic Rush-Bagot
convention. To Sumner he wrote anxiously that this was "an

entering wedge to a new and bellicose feeling toward Eng
land in the first place and afterwards toward other nations,"
and urged him to check in season the mischief that would fol

low. Beckwith and his associates also saw with dismay the
abandonment of the reciprocity treaty of 1854, a treaty which
included, largely as a result of his own lobbying, a provision
for the arbitration of disputes subsequently arising out of the

interpretation of its terms. A former member of Congress
was sent to Washington to urge the authorities to abandon
these warlike measures. In England Richard did what he
could to put the best face on the actions at Washington. Al

though the reciprocity treaty was terminated the Rush-Bagot
convention was saved. But in spite of this victory for friendly
relations between the two countries American peace men in

general shared the bitter resentment toward their English col

leagues which Amasa Walker set down in words in a letter to

Sumner shortly after Appomattox.
The Civil War only embittered American and English fel

low workers for peace and saddled them with the new task

of persuading their governments to find amicable methods
of settling the disputes in which the struggle had involved

the two countries. In the main the war also proved to be a

barrier to the progress of the cause abroad. An agent of the

London Peace Society reported that the American war had

seriously impeded his work by creating "a fierce spirit of

partisanship" and either an unusual hostility or complete in

difference to every effort that he made. Even so staunch a

critic of war as John Bright admitted that the American war
was much more easily justified than most wars. Other friends
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of peace also failed to see eye to eye with Henry Richard

in his blanket condemnation and admitted that their faith

in absolute pacifism was somewhat shaken. Even those who

kept the faith were disheartened that such men as Amasa

Walker and George Beckwith, in their desperate attempt

"to accommodate the eternal and immutable principles of

morality" to an abnormal, stormy chaos, permitted themselves

to countenance views which in their calmer moments they

would denounce as treason to their deepest and best convic

tions. The code of war prepared during the conflict by
Francis Lieber did, it is true, influence European practice in

the direction of somewhat greater humanity, but this did

not comfort the true pacifist
who was convinced that war

could never be humanized.

Critics of arbitration long maintained that the Civil War

proved, contrary to the claims of pacifists,
that all contro

versies were not susceptible of arbitration. Publicists like

Leroy-Beaulieu declared that in view of the dreadful conflict

the United States could not be considered as a model on which

Europe might pattern a federal union; and many advocates of

a United States of Europe were forced to concede that the

federal principle, breaking down as it had in America under

the most favorable circumstances, was fraught with even

greater obstacles and dangers in the older continent.

But the mark of the Civil War on the European, peace
movement was not solely a scar. M. Chevalier and other

publicists were encouraged by the victory of the federal prin

ciple.
"Without an organization in some respects resembling

that of the United States, . . . our Europe, the founder of

modern civilization, will see herself deprived of the palm,
and will undergo humiliating and fatal decay." This warning
was reechoed again and again in the course of time. Others,

profoundly impressed by the rapid reduction of the armed
forces that followed the surrender of Lee, declared that this

was a lesson not to be lost. How long, asked a former minister
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of finance in the Austrian Parliament in 1879, could Europe
defy the American example and endure the loss that resulted

from withdrawing her young men from industry and from

squandering millions on armament?
The effect of the war on the American peace movement

was, of course, more profound than on that of Europe. Al
most everyone now tried to prove that the war had been
avoidable and from first to last a horrible mistake. Friends
of peace called attention to the fact that England had freed
her slaves in the West Indies and that Russia had emancipated
her serfs without striking a blow. They called on all the
world to observe that the war had not solved the Negro
problem; that it had not brought the discordant sections

closer together.
In the years that followed a whole arsenal of antiwar argu

ments was forged out of the experience of the late conflict.

Earnest men spared no details in their revolting descriptions
of this battle and that battle; called attention to the host of
wounded veterans whose lives were wrecks; and pointed to

the multitude of weeping widows and fatherless children.

Others blamed the war for the wave of crime, the blight of

political corruption and the moral pestilence that stalked

boldly up and down the land.

Critics of war also marshaled a train of economic argu
ments against a repetition of the recent folly. Amasa Walker
believed that the expense involved in building navies of iron

clads which could demolish harbor defenses would ultimately
lead to the abolition of the war system. As early as 1870

Lysander Spooner, a picturesque and radical individualist, de
clared that the war had been imposed by greedy Northern in

dustrialists in order to obtain ever higher tariffs and that it

had resulted in making the rich richer and the poor poorer.
Others, ignoring the shortcomings of the capitalist structure

in periods of peace, attributed to the war the widespread de

pression, unemployment, and general economic distress. Still
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others laid at the door of the war the burden of enormous

taxes, exorbitant prices,
the debasement of the currency, and

oppressive debts.

The pacifist
circle welcomed the testimony of veterans

against the war system and gave it what publicity they could.

The songs which Sidney Lanier wove out of his war expe-

rience were music to their ears. They would have rejoiced

had they known that as a result of his service with the colors

another Confederate soldier, John Burgess, vowed he would

devote his life to teaching men how to live by reason instead

of by war. And the seeds of a very different kind of struggle

against war were being sown in the heart of young Eugene
Debs as he watched maimed and diseased soldiers returning

to their Indiana homes.

Friends of peace held out their arms to military command
ers who testified against war as evangelists embrace sinners at

a revival. They took particular delight in quoting General

Hooker's remark that "when it comes to fighting, all the

devil that is in a man must come out." They liked to believe

that General Warren died of a broken heart. They called at

tention to his reputed last words: "Bury me in citizen's

clothes; I have had enough of the trappings of war." General

Sheridan's prophecy at the Centennial Exposition that the

new and .horrible materials of war were "rapidly bringing us

to a period when war will be eliminated from history" was

not forgotten. They rejoiced in General Sherman's assurance

that "men who have felt the sting of a bullet, have heard the

crash of the cannon's shot and exploding shell, or have wit

nessed its usual scenes of havoc and desolation rarely appeal
to war as a* remedy for ordinary grievances." Particularly

grateful were President Grant's words to Prince Kung of

China: "An arbitration between two nations may not satisfy

either party at the time, but it satisfies the conscience of man

kind; and it must commend itself more and more as a means
of adjusting disputes."
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It would be a mistake, however, to suppose that peacemak
ers were blind to the fact that the Civil War left a legacy
of martial enthusiasm to be fought in and out of season. Mili

tary leaders were honored by high office; pomp and circum
stance marked the celebration each year of Memorial Day
in thousands of towns and hamlets; the Grand Army of the

Republic, when it was not looking after pensions, cloaked
the war with sentiment and reverence. Military training in

vaded the schools and colleges. And innumerable articles,

written by soldiers and military leaders, found their way into

popular periodicals; these and a literature of song and story
endowed the conflict with a halo of romance. The whole
North was singing Tramp! Tramp! Tramp! the Boys Are

Marching! In North and South the martial spirit lingered. All

in all, the war left an inheritance of fervent patriotism and

widespread belief in the sacred efficacy of the appeal to arms.

In all these things advocates of peace found a challenge to

renew the struggle against war. Had not the Rebellion in

spired a reaction against war as well as a romantic idealiza

tion of it? Among the thousands who sat in the lamplight in

any number of village homes and sang Tenting Tonight on
the Old Camp Ground were there not some who, with bitter

memories of the actual conflict, took to heart the tender,

yearning refrain, "To see the Dawn of Peace"? With these

the faith must be kept, for these the friends of peace must

try once more to make peace a reality "as welcome as the day."



3.
THE RENEWAL OF THE STRUGGLE,

1865-1885

AFTER Appomattox the peace movement seemed all but dead.

Some of the leaders had abandoned their faith and remained

cynical, disillusioned: the methods of peace could never solve

really important problems; war could never be driven from
the hearts of men. A larger number returned to the fold, in

sisting, of course, that they had never left it. Not a few de

termined to do all in their power to prevent war from ever

again seizing hold of the country; they would set their house
in order and renew the struggle with more insight and even

greater zeal than before.

Pacifists who had endured the test without wavering were
now convinced that the time had come to reexamine the

whole philosophy of peace, and, above all, the principle of

uncompromising resistance to all war. Some thought that

new methods of work, more effective than the old, must be

devised, while others held that traditional methods merely
needed to be applied on a larger scale. The old line peace men
felt that the chief task was to push forward the time-honored

program of arbitration treaties, a congress and court of na
tions, and the reduction of armaments. But a handful, at

least, insisted that the friends of peace must probe more

deeply than this, that they must seek and remove the roots
of war. Still others believed that the important thing was to
attack at once the most pressing controversies which the war
had left as a legacy. They would fight the prevalent bitter-

74
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ness which North and South felt toward each other; they
would restore friendly relations with England; they would

try to check the fierce Indian wars which had broken out

during the larger struggle and which gave no sign of ending.
In only one thing were all the friends of peace united: the

struggle against war must be renewed.
The American Peace Society, which continued to regard

itself as the backbone of the movement, took up its work in

much the same
spirit as in the old days. Friendly relations

with the advocates of peace in England replaced the bitter

ones of the Civil War, and, following the example of William

Ladd, the officers of the Society exchanged fraternal cor

respondence with the new organizations that sprang up on
the Continent. The philosophy, program, and method of

propaganda did not "materially change. The peace classics

were reprinted, the old tracts re-stereotyped, and the familiar

appeals made to educators, the clergy, and the
press. Even

the stubborn problem of indebtedness plagued the Society as

it had in the past; the long years of postwar depression made
it worse. By 1875 the debt had mounted to $6,000, and it was

only by the most heroic labor that this dead weight was finally
lifted. The regular annual income hovered near the point it

had reached in antebellum days, but to this there was added
the revenue from the permanent fund, which by 1 883 amounted
to $60,000.

The work of the Society grew with the growing country.
The Reverend Amasa Lord, a former agent of the American
Bible Society, made a splendid record in 1869 and 1870 in

the West, where the word was systematically spread for the

first time. Depositories for the scattering of propaganda
sprang up in many of the newer states; sixty agents and lec

turers took the field; and contacts were made with ministers

and teachers. The circulation of the Advocate of Peace in

creased fivefold. Of the 9,000 copies of each issue, 1,000

reached the editors of newspapers, and a generous number
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found their way to the libraries of ministers and educators.

Although the active members remained pitifully few, the So

ciety in 1872 mustered 12,000 signatures to a memorial urg

ing upon Congress further reduction in the size of the army,
the insertion of arbitration clauses in treaties, and American
initiative for a court and congress of nations.

With the passing of the years new leaders were naturally
substituted for the old. Blanchard died in 1868; John Tappan,
Professor Upham, Beckwith, Sumner, and Walker followed

within a few years. Elihu Burritt died in 1879. Beckwith's

successors were, like himself, dignified clergymen. Amasa
Lord, James Browning Miles, Henry C. Dunham, and Charles

Howard Malcolm were cultured, sincere, and loyal officers.

Lord was particularly energetic; Miles proved to be a genius
in organizing meetings and in making contacts; Dunham,
slaving on a salary of fourteen dollars a week, put the So

ciety financially on its feet; and Malcolm, a scholar trained

at Princeton and Edinburgh, carried on a huge correspond
ence and led the way to a more effective cooperation with
the peace movement abroad. No one took the place Sumner
had held, but David Dudley Field, a New York jurist with
an international reputation, entered the lists; and the Society
named as honorary officers people calculated to lend prestige
Julia Ward Howe, Mark Hopkins, Peter Cooper, Reverdy

Johnson, Robert C. Winthrop, Wendell
Phillips, Edward

Everett Hale, Phillips Brooks, and Ulysses S. Grant.
A striking change in the character of the post-Civil War

movement resulted from the rise of organizations with new
programs and methods, the most colorful and important being
the Universal Peace Union. This militant band grew out of
a reaction against the compromising tactics which the Amer
ican Peace Society adopted during the Civil War. Disgusted
with the leadership of Beckwith, some thirty men and women
raised the flag of revolt. After the way had been prepared by
preliminary meetings in which Blanchard, the Heywoods of
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Hopedale, Adin Ballou, Henry C. Wright, and Alfred Love
took leading parts, the new movement was launched at Provi
dence in 1866. A dozen years later the Universal Peace Union
claimed fifteen branches and 10,000 adherents, but its annual

budget was seldom more and often less than a thousand dol
lars.

The Universal Peace Union labored "to remove the causes
and abolish the customs of war; to discountenance all resorts
to deadly force between individuals, states or nations, never

acquiescing in present wrongs." The foundation stone was
the firm belief in human rights, equality, and fraternity. All

agreed that brotherhood and the essential unity of races was
the cardinal article of faith; everyone took for granted the

equality of women with men. Tolerating no compromise with
the

principles
of love and nonviolence, the Universal Peace

Union insisted in equally strong terms on a determined fight
against selfishness, aggressiveness, and hatred-evils which in
its eyes begat war and violence.

Specifically the Universal Peace Union preached "immedi
ate disarmament" and what would now be called the out

lawry of war. It worked in and out of season for "a general
and complete treaty among nations, embodying the rules of
their intercourse and an agreement to submit to arbitration

any and all differences that may arise and to abide uncondi

tionally by the decisions of such tribunals." It denounced

imperialism and urged Congress to oppose the aggressive

policy of the Grant administration toward Santo Domingo
and Cuba. War demonstrations and memorials were anathema
to the members of the Universal Peace Union; they opposed
with equal vigor compulsory military training in schools and

colleges. More to the point, the Society advocated a boycott
of war taxes and campaigned for a constitutional amendment

depriving the federal government of the power to declare
and wage war.

In an effort to lessen the tension that feeds the springs
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of war and violence, the Universal Peace Union established

a precedent among peace organizations by concerning itself

with the labor problem. In one of its earliest meetings mem
bers heard the unfamiliar doctrine that "the proper apprecia
tion and remuneration of labor" is an important remedy for

mitigating the war
spirit.

The editor of the Bond of Peace,
the first periodical of the Society, assuming that the causes

of peace and labor were
inseparable,

tried to win the ears

of the workers. But his idea of friendly cooperation between

capital and labor failed to appeal to many sons of toil who
insisted that labor did not want peace until its rights were
won. Nevertheless the Universal Peace Union advocated ar

bitration in strikes and on occasion its officers were chosen
as arbitrators. In 1884 a strike involving 30,000 shoe workers
in

Philadelphia was brought to an end as a result of the ar

bitration of the President of the Universal Peace Union. Lim
ited though its insight into causes of economic injustice was,
the Universal Peace Union did see some of the relations be
tween the economic order and the war

spirit;
it did try to

break down the old indifference of the peace movement
toward labor against which Burritt had struggled; and it

boldly entered the arena of conflict in order to further peace
and justice according to its lights.

In its methods of propaganda as well as in its platform the
Universal Peace Union differed from the older organizations.
The character of its work, however, cannot be understood

apart from the 'personality of the man who dominated it from

beginning to end. Alfred Love, one of its founders, served as

president from 1866 to his death in 1913. Inspired by Elihu
Burritt and by the Friends, with whom he was in close touch,
this young woolen merchant of Philadelphia opposed the Civil
War in clear-cut fashion. His scruples compelled him to turn
down lucrative government contracts for war materials; nat

urally he refused to serve when drafted, or to provide a sub
stitute. Had he not been released on the ground of defective
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eyesight, Love would unquestionably have stood out against
the military authorities through thick and thin.

This somewhat modest, shy, whimsical man proved, in spite
of stubbornness and eccentricities that made it hard for others
to work with him, a leader capable of inspiring loyalty and
affection. Romantic and even sentimental, he was neither a

persuasive writer nor an eloquent speaker. His periodical, The
Peacemaker, was at times colorful, but more often it was tedi

ously chatty. Yet his vigorous personality, his noble
spirit,

his unlimited devotion no one could deny.
More than any previous pacifist Alfred Love saw the im

portance of symbols and slogans, of dramatizing the cause of

peace. Stirring peace hymns were sung at meetings; banners
and the

flags of all nations gave a vivid cosmopolitan touch
to peace demonstrations; placards bearing pungent words and

phrases adorned assembly halls. In a picturesque ceremony
the sword of a veteran officer who had forsworn his belief
in war was beaten into a plowshare. (Ultimately it was hung
in the hall in Geneva where the arbitration tribunal had
settled the Alabama dispute.) Each summer at Mystic, Con
necticut, the Universal Peace Union sponsored a picnic-like
reunion to which thousands of people came for pleasant social

intercourse, the singing of antiwar songs, and discourses in
the open-air meetings or in the rustic "Temple of Peace."
Love feltand who can say he was wrong? that such demon
strations, if carried out on a national scale, would win the
hearts of the plain people as more restrained and formal meet

ings could never do.

Although Dr. W. Evans Darby, the dignified secretary of
the London Peace Society, was struck by the liveliness and
warm kindliness of the meetings at Mystic, another English
man thought that Love's pageantry brought ridicule on the

peace cause. During the Philadelphia Centennial of 1876 this

visitor was shocked by the "tomfoolery" at a meeting of the
Universal Peace Union. He reported that a large sprinkling
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of Spiritualists detracted from the dignity of the proceedings;
the young woman in short petticoats

and Turkish trousers

who mounted the platform and read badly a schoolgirl dec

lamation plainly jarred on his nerves; a British Royal Ar

tillery officer, whom Love had been naive enough to invite,

spoke words that were ridiculous if they were not insincere;

and others indulged in long-winded speeches on tiresome sub

jects. To cap the climax an excited Californian released a dove

which caused considerable furore and elicited remarks from

witty reporters! It probably did not occur to this sensitive

Englishman that had he visited any one of innumerable patri
otic meetings he would have seen just as much "tomfoolery."
A true internationalist, the warmhearted Love took the

lead in linking the American antiwar movement with the

new one emerging in Europe. In 1868 he welcomed an in

vitation to affiliate his group with the Union de la Paix, an

organization founded by a Havre newspaper editor with Free-

masonic convictions and boasting a scattered membership of

7,000. The Universal Peace Union also fraternized with Fred
eric Passy's new League of Peace, founded in 1867. It adopted
a part of the program of Charles Lemonnier's pro-Liberal, pro-

Republican, League of Peace and Liberty, and maintained

correspondence and contacts with this gusty and farsighted

organization. And when Hodgson Pratt and Randal Cremer
launched new peace societies in England, Love joined hands
with them in their work. The vigorous growth of the peace
movement in Europe between 1866 and 1880 naturally stim
ulated Love to exert all the more efforts to win his country
to the cause. And as we shall see, he was one of the most

persistent peace lobbyists in the national capital
Several groups, such as the Iowa Peace Society and the

Pennsylvania Peace Society, proved faithful allies of the Uni
versal Peace Union. The Pennsylvania Society, founded on
a Christian basis, began its long career of usefulness in 1866.
The veteran feminist, Lucretia Mott, devoted heart and soul
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to it; at the very threshold of death she insisted on dragging
herself to a meeting of its executive committee. Others car
ried on and expanded her work. Philadelphia also became the
center of a somewhat similar organization, the Christian Ar
bitration Association, which began its work in 1886 with
some of the most influential citizens of the City of Brotherly
Love enlisted as members.
More secular and less doctrinaire than the Universal Peace

Union was the National Arbitration League. This group grew
out of informal meetings at Baldwin's bookstore in the na
tional capital; its first general convention took place in Wash
ington in 1882. For president it chose ex-Governor Fred P.
Stanton of Kansas, who, as a member of Congress in 1846, had

deplored the "havoc, the exhaustion, the taxes, the debt" in

cumbent on war. The mainstay of the new organization, how
ever, was Robert McMurdy. Born in Philadelphia of Scotch-
Irish parents, McMurdy, after his graduation from Jefferson

College in 1837, engaged in educational work- which took
him to Brazil, where he won considerable distinction. On
returning to the United States he aided Dorothea Dix in her
work for prison reform and became president of a small col

lege in Kentucky. A talented
linguist and journalist, he also

became an ordained minister in the Episcopal Church. During
his residence in Dayton, Ohio, McMurdy made many politi
cal friends, including Foraker, Elaine, and General Logan.
His portly figure, with broad expanse of waistcoat, high
straight collar, and high hat set back on his ears, became a
familiar sight in Washington, where he was, no doubt, a
more effective lobbyist than the mild, almost saintlike Alfred
Love.

Although McMurdy estimated that in 1887 there were no
more than 400 active members in all the peace organizations
in the country, the movement was augmented by the en

ergetic propaganda of the Society of Friends. Many Quakers
felt, once the war was over, that it was

fitting for their So-
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ciety to review the whole subject of war and peace in the

light of their enlarged experience; and on the initiative of

the Ohio Yearly Meeting a well-attended peace conference

was held in 1866 at Baltimore. The next year the Peace As
sociation of Friends took shape. Its annual budget of $5,000
enabled it to put special peace lecturers in the field, to publish
and circulate propaganda in the first year almost a million

and a half pages were distributed and to take part in efforts

to induce Congress to initiate a general system of arbitration.

A special periodical, edited by Daniel Hill, was launched;

regularly planned conferences of the Peace Association gave
direction to the work. Only the orthodox Philadelphia
Friends, frowning on the un-Quakerlike character of the new
movement, held aloof.

One type of opposition to war received dramatic publicity
as a result of the immigration of Russian-German Mennonites
and Hutterites in 1873 and the years following. As an induce

ment to settle within their boundaries Kansas and Montana

exempted these conscientious objectors from military service

and fines; and some of the railroads, bent on the growth of

their spheres of influence, gave publicity to this inducement.
Paul Tschetter describes in his diary how a delegation of the

newcomers sought out President Grant in an effort to obtain

an entire exemption from military service for a period of

fifty years. The President assured the Mennonites, according
to Tschetter's account, that the United States would not be
come entangled in any great war during the coming half

century; should he prove mistaken, he said, Congress would
no doubt honor their faith by releasing them from military
duties. Some of the Mennonites made their peace testimony
known as widely as possible in their communities, and at least

one translated issues of The Peacemaker to strengthen the
cause.

With such limited resources and personnel the peace move
ment naturally could not do much to heal the wounds of civil
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war. We must ask, however, to what extent its leaders sought
to promote the pacific reconstruction of the conquered states.

During the war itself Beckwith had again and again urged
Sumner to reject any compromise until the rebellion had been
so thoroughly crushed that it could never again raise its

head. In no soft words he warned the Massachusetts states

man of the "suicidal results" of any "kid-glove" policy; hoped
that treason would be dealt with as treason; approved the

disenfranchisement of the Confederates; and regretted that the

extreme penalty was not dealt out to a few of the leaders. The
editorials in the Advocate of Peace usually struck the same

savage note. Beckwith not only shared Garrison's conviction

that there could be no true internal peace until "there is the

possession of impartial liberty and equal rights, so far as the

masses are concerned," but he had the sort of fiery sympathy
for the Negro which led Amos Dresser, Amasa Walker, and
Charles Sumner to stand for a "thorough" reconstruction

policy.
Some of the colleagues of these men favored a policy of

clemency and reconciliation. They congratulated Sumner on
his effort to secure the return of the captured flags to the

Southern States. "We shall never conquer the
spirit of war

until we cease to celebrate its victories," wrote John Sargent.
Gerrit Smith, David Dudley Field, and Horace Greeley de

plored the cry for vengeance, and they found support from

outstanding friends of peace abroad and, above all, from Al
fred Love.

Alfred Love had only gentle scorn for the so-called Peace

Jubilee which prematurely celebrated the return of peace by
a great musical festival at Boston in 1869; in view of the policy
of revenge and the military occupation of the South the af

fair seemed to him a kind of travesty. Straight from the shoul

der he opposed the use of the military power in the elections

of 1876: "the ballot peaceably used is a peacemaker, but a

ballot with a bullet is a disturber of the peace." As well might
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the troops be called out to enforce the right of women to

vote; they were as much entitled to the ballot as the Negroes!

Love's Universal Peace Union helped gather signatures to

petitions urging Congress to settle the disputed election of

1876 through investigation
and mutual adjustment;

it rejoiced

at the peaceable outcome and the withdrawal of troops from

the South. This alert organization continued to go out of its

way to encourage the people of each section to bear good will

toward those of the other, but without abating by a hair's-

breadth its insistence on measures to secure political
and social

justice for the black man. It stood by such endeavors as those

of Sidi Browne, who continued at Columbia, South Carolina,

to edit the peace periodical
he had begun in 1 868, encouraged

the formation of branches of the Union in the South, and

sent peace exhibits to the expositions
at New Orleans and

Atlanta. It was not long before the American Peace Society

followed its example in promoting the reconciliation of North

and South.

In its effort to stifle the war spirit
the

peace
movement

did not hesitate to wrestle with the powerful Grand Army
of the Republic. Love sought occasions to talk- at G.A.R. en

campments, and whenever he was granted this boon he un

sparingly attacked war and militarism. On one occasion the

Connecticut Peace Society loaned a tent to the G.A.R. on

condition that a representative be allowed to address the en

campment; its offer was accepted. But this willingness to ex

tend the hand of fellowship did not keep the more radical

pacifists
from opposing the G.A.R. in all that it did to fasten

the military spirit
on the country.

In the wars waged against the Indians during the years fol

lowing the surrender of Lee, thoroughgoing friends of peace
found an opportunity for protest and for action even more

challenging than that afforded by Reconstruction and the

waving of the "bloody shirt." By means of petitions, memo
rials, and interviews they besought the government "to stop the
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effusion of blood, to arrest the work of destruction." While
it cannot be proved that this pressure on President-elect

Grant was responsible for his decision to tame and feed the

Indians, it may well have strengthened it.

Shortly after his inauguration the new president called

upon the Quakers to nominate agents and superintendents to

put into effect the new peace policy toward the Indians. With

many fears and misgivings the Friends assumed the responsi

bility; in their hearts they knew that the principles and char

acter of the Society were more or less to be tested by their

success or failure in the western country. The Yearly Meet

ings set up a Committee of Friends on Indian Affairs; this

body watched over the work of the two Quaker superin
tendents of agencies and the forty Friends associated with
them in the work of demonstrating "the power and suffi

ciency of Christian love and kindness" in dealing with some

15,000 turbulent and sullen barbarians.

These pioneers stood in need of all their faith. Measureless

difficulties confronted them in their task in Indian Territory
and in Kansas. They had to depend on unfriendly and unre
liable interpreters. The tribes were superstitious, restless,

skeptical; they had reason to feel uncertain about the tenure

of their lands in the new reservations. Nor did the Quakers
have a free hand in their dealings with their wards. They were

powerless to stop the traffic in whiskey, the greatest obstacle

in their effort to teach the lessons of peace. Nor could any
thing be done to stop revengeful Mexicans from egging on
the Comanches in their ruthless raids.

Yet in spite of these odds, the Quaker agents succeeded

surprisingly well in their task. They made substantial con
tributions to the education and civilization of the tribes with
whom they were thrown; they prevented at least one battle

between rival Indian bands; they demonstrated the efficacy
of the principle of nonviolence in dealing with uncivilized

peoples. It seems clear enough that the Modoc and Sioux out-
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breaks, so often cited as evidence of the failure of the Quaker

experiment, resulted rather from the failure of the military
authorities to stand by the peace policy.

It is, of course, impossible to separate the benefits result

ing from the labors of the Quakers and those which followed

from the mere change in the policy of the government toward

the Indians. But the Friends believed that they had helped
remove a blemish from the Stars and Stripes, and that their

work was a token of "great deeds yet to be looked for." And
the Commissioner of Indian Affairs, as well as others qualified
to venture a judgment, testified to their success; President

Grant himself expressing the highest appreciation of the

Quakers and of their bold and happy mission on the frontier.

While the glory of this effort to demonstrate the prac

ticability of peace principles fell chiefly on the Friends, the

Universal Peace Union had not looked idly on. Its representa
tives declared before committees of Congress that various

proposed Indian treaties were so unjust that they could only
result in uprisings. On one occasion Love and his colleagues

helped to save from the death penalty Indians captured in

battle. With touching faith in good works they sent agri
cultural implements and other gifts to Indian agents with the

request that the red men be told of Penn's happy relations

with their forefathers. And they constantly threw their sup
port to those working for a just and peaceful policy toward

1 -r 1 * \. J

the Indian.

At the same time that Indian matters demanded attention,
friends of

peace
also found their country's relations with Eng

land anything but satisfactory. Flushed with her victory, fe

verish with national pride, the North had treasured up its re

sentment toward the British governing class for sympathizing
with the Confederates in the late struggle for national unity
and freedom. The North had not forgiven England her early
recognition of the belligerency of the South; and above all

it nursed a deep grudge for what was regarded as a deliberate



THE RENEWAL OF THE STRUGGLE, 1865-1885 87

failure to observe true
neutrality. The damage inflicted on

Yankee ships by the Alabama and other English-built Con
federate cruisers had left deep wounds in Northern hearts;
wounds which smarted all the more when England brushed
aside the American contention that she should pay an in

demnity for the havoc wrought on Northern commerce by
the Alabama.

The Alabama claims were by no means the only sore spot
in the relations of the two countries. The old disputes about
the fisheries and the northwest boundary continued unset

tled, while the Fenian raids into Canada and the
participation

of Irish-Americans in the upheavals of Ireland itself added
fuel to the fire. To make matters still worse, England refused
to admit the right of her subjects to become naturalized
American citizens and therefore treated as rebels the Irish-

Americans on whom she laid her hands. There were, of

course, plenty of American politicians who saw good capital
in "twisting the lion's tail"; who clamored loudly for a war
with perfidious Albion and openly demanded the annexation
of all Canada. Even more idealistic statesmen longed to see

the Stars and Stripes fly over the northern portion of the con
tinent; Manifest Destiny was not dead. With so much tension
and with all this combustible material at hand fear of war was
natural enough.
The refusal of Lord Russell in August, 1865, to accept the

American proposal for arbitration of the Alabama claims was
a clear signal to British friends of peace who bent all their

efforts to induce the Foreign Office to about-face. But when
a new ministry intimated its willingness to submit the Ala
bama affair to arbitration, the American Department of State

insisted on enlarging the scope of the issue to include Eng
land's entire conduct as a neutral.

Through petitions and delegations the London Peace So

ciety then urged on the Foreign Office the wisdom of submit

ting the whole controversy to competent arbitrators. "The
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implicit confidence we cherish in the justice of our case," the

delegation told Lord Stanley, "seems to us only to supply a

reason the more why we should not hesitate to accept it."

Members of the delegation who had recently returned from

America testified to the warlike feeling in that country. Lord

Stanley replied that he hoped and believed some compromise
would be found to set the question at rest; that for financial

and other reasons the state of war could not continue much

longer, that comparative peace and disarmament must herald

a new day. "And then, gentlemen," he concluded, "you will

have the satisfaction of knowing that the ideas and principles

you have been propagating will have had much to do in

bringing to pass this better condition of things." The London
Peace Society continued to exert pressure on the Foreign Of
fice.

When the Senate, partly as a result of Sumner's influence,

turned down the Johnson-Clarendon agreement for submit

ting mutual claims to a joint high commission, the English
friends of peace publicly expressed bitter disappointment in

Sumner for discrediting the very principle of arbitration, and

for advancing claims on England so extravagant and pre

posterous that they could, if officially adopted, result only in

war. In private letters they pleaded with him to change his

course, to remember his noble testimony in behalf of arbitra

tion. At the same time British peace advocates did not spare
their own diplomats; they laid much of the blame for the

turn of events at the door of Lord Russell, whom they never

forgave for spurning the original American offer of arbitra

tion.

English leaders who had stood by the North in the war
carried to America messages of good will and of the over

whelming desire of the British people to keep the peace. In

some five hundred addresses the fervent orator Henry Vin
cent cemented bonds of sympathy and understanding. A. J.

Mundella, M. P., went from city to city appealing for har-
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mony and for arbitration; on his return he pressed on the
British government the need of conciliation. But the greatest
mission was that of Dr. Newman Hall, the most beloved dis

senting minister in England. In private interviews with our
President, the Secretary of State, and other officials he put the
best possible face on England's behavior, blaming here, ex

plaining there. On November 24, 1867, he addressed members
of Congress, the Supreme Court, and the administration, in

sisting that the English masses had sympathized with and sup
ported the North in its struggle and endeavoring in every
shape and manner to induce tolerance and good will. In doz
ens of other addresses Hall played on strings well calculated
to move the American heart; the common racial, literary, and

spiritual relationship never seemed more real, more precious,
more enduring. Once back in his own country this mission

ary of peace urged on the Foreign Secretary the great impor
tance of an official expression of regret for the release of the
Alabama. This in the course of time did issue from the Foreign
Office.

To all these calls for peace from England, labor added an

appeal. Randal Cremer, a worker in the building trades, an
active organizer of unions and of the First International, took
the lead. In his campaign for a seat in the House of Commons
in 1868, this strong-willed worker struck many blows for
the peaceful solution of Anglo-American controversies. It

was he who engineered an address from the English working-
men to those of America, urging them to press on their gov
ernment the desirability of withdrawing the indirect or con

sequential claims which blocked arbitration and threatened

to prolong ill feeling. At the same time Cremer tried to per
suade the British government to submit the American claim

for indirect damage to arbitration. And Elihu Burritt, now
an impoverished consular agent in Birmingham, put his shoul

der to the wheel in the cause for which he had made so many
sacrifices.
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In the struggle to prevent an Anglo-American war the Brit

ish friends of peace far outshone their American colleagues.
On this side of the Atlantic the first clear calls for arbitra

tion came, not from the ranks of pacifists,
but from a lawyer

and from a teacher of political science. In 1864 Thomas Balch,
a Philadelphia jurist, suggested to President Lincoln an arbitral

court for the settlement of the outstanding controversies

with England. Lincoln, admitting that the idea was a good
one and worth working for, nevertheless thought we were
too far from the millennium to make it very feasible. Balch,

however, did not give up. The New York Tribune of May
15, 1 865, printed a letter with telling arguments for his scheme,
which he also brought before eminent English jurists and

publicists. Francis Lieber, professor of political science at

Columbia, gave him support in a public letter to Secretary
of State Seward and in correspondence with Charles Sum-

ner, still chairman of the Senate Committee on Foreign Re
lations.

The American Peace Society supported these overtures

and the vigorous efforts of their British colleagues only in

a somewhat half-hearted way. True, the Advocate, at least

as early as September, 1865, recommended arbitration and

sent a memorial and delegation to Washington urging Amer
ican initiative in calling a congress of nations and in estab

lishing a high court of arbitration. But it approved the Sen
ate's rejection of the Johnson-Clarendon agreement for the

submission of mutual claims to a joint high commission; and
it assumed the essential fairness of all the American conten

tions while blaming England right and left for whatever de

layed arbitration. Under pressure from Henry Richard, Beck-

with did write to Sumner that he hoped our government
would not insist "on more than may be necessary for security
in the future"; but he also made it clear that he had not abated

one jot of his bitter displeasure at England's course during
the Rebellion. And Amasa Walker was glad that Sumner in-
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sisted on making the people of England "feel very forcibly
the great evils which the aristocratic and anti-republican ele

ment of their government inflicted upon this country during
its hour of peril."
The Fenian troubles offered Beckwith an occasion for turn

ing the tables against the British friends of peace whose criti

cisms of war days still rankled. Have they said, Beckwith
asked, as they would fain have had us say, that it is wrong
for government to execute its own laws against those who
violate them? Have they sent deputations to their Premier

protesting against the use of force to compel obedience to
the law? No, indeed; and Beckwith professed satisfaction at

their refusal to aid and comfort the rebels, though as a friend
of humanity and of the oppressed he hoped that Irish wrongs
and grievances would be removed in time to prevent a bloody
revolution. The British friends of peace made no mention of
this slap in the face; nor did they remind their American col

leagues that they were doing the lion's share of work in the

effort to prevent the Alabama controversy from leading to

war.

No protest came from the American Peace Society when
in 1869 Sumner declared before the Senate that England was

responsible not only for the direct damages to Northern ship

ping that had resulted from the havoc wrought by British-

built Confederate vessels, but for all sorts of indirect or con

sequential injuries as well; damages which mounted up to

half the cost of the war, a sum arrived at on the assumption
that Great Britain had been responsible for doubling the time

required for crushing the rebellion.

This speech "sadly grieved and disappointed" many of

Sumner's English admirers. Richard felt that it proved the

extent to which the war had perverted the judgment, soured

the spirit,
and obscured the logical understanding of a man

naturally lofty, noble, and generous. "For the cause of peace,"
wrote Richard, "while pointing to the bruises and scars it
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has received from the hand of Mr. Charles Sumner, is obliged

sorrowfully to say, 'These are the wounds wherewith I was

wounded in the house of my friends!'
"

A delegation from the Universal Peace Union waited on

President Grant, and after observing that it was utterly im

possible to calculate consequential claims, begged that no more

be said of them. And in time even the Advocate of Peace cau

tiously expressed the view that Sumner's position on the con

sequential claims had been extravagant and unwise.

But these poignant and sometimes bitter criticisms from

many of Sumner's associates in the peace movement did not

move him to change his course. Instead, he hinted and at last

said in so many words that England could pay her debt only

by surrendering Canada. This, of course, was like flying a

red rag in a bull's face. In consequence England refused to

discuss any arbitration at all; she maintained this point of

view until Sumner's influence waned sufficiently to enable

Hamilton Fish, the Secretary of State, to drop the Canada

business altogether. Even so, Sumner, the great champion of

peace, whose pronouncements were at the very moment cir

culating as antiwar propaganda in two continents, lamentably

delayed the peaceful settlement of a bitter controversy; in

the existing tension, this was hazardous indeed. Even later,

when one of the American negotiators in the Geneva tri

bunal unexpectedly brought forward again the claim for

consequential damages, the arbitration was almost wrecked

before Sumner's hobby was buried once and for all.

The real reasons for Sumner's behavior can only be sur

mised. His enemies at the time, and many historians since, have

attributed his strange course to his pique at Grant, to his desire

to embarrass the administration with which he had fallen out.

Others have felt that his longing for Canadaa longing shared

by his foes was so genuine that he was willing to sacrifice

arbitration, for the time, in the expectation that Canada

would ultimately fall into our lap. Still others have attributed
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his stand to pigheaded righteousness, to his refusal to budge
an inch when he was convinced that right was on his side,

even to a kind of insanity. None of these explanations, how
ever, tells the whole story.

Although in revising "The True Grandeur of Nations"
for his complete works in 1869 Sumner had considerably
softened his earlier uncompromising opposition to war, he
now insisted that love of peace alone dictated the course

which seemed to so many to invite war. He who had been
struck down and almost killed on the floor of the Senate

for refusing to hold his tongue when almost everyone begged
him to be quiet, now refused to speak out when friends of

peace begged him to retract. In forcing England to admit

the seriousness of her unneutral acts he would promote the

future peace of the world by extending and giving new valid

ity to the idea that true neutrality could and must limit the

areas of war. He hoped, too, that by pushing the issue to the

extreme many dark and disputed points in international law

might be cleared up in the interest of future peace.
In so reasoning Sumner was not alone. Beckwith wrote of

him to Richard: "You will yet learn that your country has

not among us a better friend one that will labour more ef

fectively to avert war, and secure a solid, reliable, permanent

peace." Amasa Walker, too, came to his support, declaring
that no part of Summer's career would "be more approved
or redound more to his credit as a Statesman and Friend of

Peace than his connection with the Alabama affair." Sum-

ner's private papers show that even certain English friends

of peace shared this view. But such reasoning smacked too

much of logic; it was too doctrinaire, too inflexible. It is at

least possible
that if Sumner had had his way, the Alabama

controversy might not have been settled short of war.

Advocates of peace quite naturally claimed that their

eiforts had been an important factor in the victory; they re

sented words to the contrary. To be sure, they overlooked
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other circumstances that were also promoting a peaceful
settlement of the issue. But they were right in being heartened

by what had been achieved. They were realistic in leaving

nothing undone to dramatize and popularize the victory. In

Boston an impressive Peace Jubilee aroused much enthusiasm.

Elihu Burritt, ill though he was, joined the new secretary of

the American Peace Society, James B. Miles, in organizing
some forty public meetings to push further the advantage
which the glad tidings brought. In Europe as well as in

America the victory strengthened peace men and gave them

renewed energy and faith in their fight against war. Sober

publicists might feel that pacifists, by overrating the efficacy

and scope of arbitration, actually harmed the cause, but even

they joined with professional friends of peace in celebrating

what had been achieved.

Even before the final decision of the Geneva Tribunal, re

percussions were felt in the field of practical politics. Friends

of peace had urged Sumner, from the day the war was over,

to sponsor in Congress a movement for the establishment of

an international system of arbitration. Four days before Lee

laid down his arms, Amasa Walker had written to Sumner, "I

confidently expect that you are to act even a more important

part in the grand Peace Movement of the future, than you
have in the grand antislavery struggle of the present. It is to

be your crowning work, the grand culmination of your labors

as a public man." Others, too, wrote and talked in like vein.

Finally, on May 31, 1872, Sumner introduced in the Senate

a resolution which declared "that in the determination of in

ternational differences Arbitration should become a substi

tute for war in reality as in name, and therefore coextensive

with war in jurisdiction, so that any question or grievance
which might be the occasion of war or of misunderstanding
between nations should be considered by this tribunal."

Meanwhile in England, Henry Richard, now a member
of Parliament, had been directing an extensive campaign
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throughout his country in behalf of an international tribunal
for the peaceful settlement of disputes. On July 8, 1873, he
carried a resolution in the Commons favoring such a tribunal:

this unquestionably was a great practical victory for the
cause of peace. No one could have been more hearty in

congratulating him than Sumner, who wrote that his sus

taining speech marked an epoch in the great cause, and that

much was to be anticipated from the victory. Richard in turn

begged Sumner to take up the gauntlet and put through Con
gress a similar resolution, in order that British friends of peace
might with better chance of success push their government
into action on the recommendation of the Commons.

Sumner, on December i, 1873, introduced resolutions into

the Senate urging the adoption of arbitration as a just and

practical method for the solution of international differences,
to be maintained sincerely and in good faith, "so that war

may cease to be regarded as a proper form of trial between
nations." At the same time the American Peace Society cir

culated petitions asking the federal government to use all its

resources to obtain an express stipulation between nations

not to resort to war "till peaceful arbitration had been tried

and never without a full year's notice" an interesting an

ticipation of one of the ideas in the Bryan treaties forty years
later. These memorials, bearing several thousand names, were
referred to the Senate Committee on Foreign Relations. Amasa

Walker, who had served as a member of the lower house

during the Civil War, appeared before the Committee and in

an able discussion urged favorable action. At the same time

the secretary of the American Peace Society, James B. Miles,

interviewed President Grant, Secretary of State Fish, and

many members of Congress, who committed themselves in

favor of a system of arbitration. On June 9, 1874, Hamlin,
the chairman of the Senate Committee on Foreign Relations,

presented a report with a resolution favoring international

arbitration; the Senate adopted the report. Without debate
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the House on June 1 7 unanimously passed a motion request

ing the President to try to insert arbitration clauses in all

future treaties.

But Charles Sumner did not live to see this victory. Three
months before on March n he had laid down his heavy
burdens for all time. Only shortly before he had told Miles

that from the day when he had as a young man delivered his

oration on "The True Grandeur of Nations," peace had been
the great end that he had sought. Slavery, a system of "in

iquitous war," had stood in the way, to be removed before

the great object could be obtained. He did not expect to see

the day when armies would be disbanded, when peace would

reign; but, he continued, people then living would see that

day. And four days before death took him he told Aaron
Powell that, as soon as the Civil Rights Bill had been put

through, he meant to devote himself to the arbitration reso

lutions; to this New York Quaker he spoke of the cause

of peace with great earnestness and feeling. A few days later

the Boston which had so cordially despised him for his viru

lent criticism of slavery paid a last tribute by taking care to

have no one appear at the funeral ceremony in military dress.

Across the Charles River, Harvard students learned that the

last will and testament of this distinguished son of the uni

versity provided for an annual prize for the best essay on
the practicability of organizing peace among nations. The

prize was not often given; in death, as in life, his words

against war seemed to fall on heedless ears. Yet everywhere
friends of peace paid him touching tribute. Henry Richard
let bygones be bygones and spared no praise, while Elihu

Burritt wrote that, "taking him all in all, we never saw his

like before, and I fear we shall never see it again."

Although Sumner, several years before his death, had ex

pressed his conviction that the revision and codification of

international laws would prepare the way for permanent
peace, others were more active in doing the spade work for
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such an undertaking. Ever since Bentham had advocated
the codification of international law, friends of peace had
cherished the idea. The popular Peace Congresses at Paris,

Brussels, and Frankfort had included it in their program and
Ladd and Burritt had left no stone unturned to popularize
it. The Congress of Paris in 1856 had seemed to mark an
official step in the direction of codification, and no sooner
was the Civil War over than jurists in both America and

Europe expressed the hope that various unsettled points of

law might be cleared up by experts and the result accepted
by nations. In the United States, Francis Lieber, Theodore

Woolsey, and David Dudley Field were the most distin

guished advocates of this idea.

Field, who had led the way in the codification of American
criminal and civil law, in 1866 urged the British Society for

the Advancement of Social Science to appoint a committee

charged with drafting the outlines for an international code.

To many of his colleagues such a project seemed impossible;
international law, they held, was too indefinite, too intangible
to be reduced to any kind of form. Field refused to admit that

any impassable barrier stood in the way; and, after sustained

and arduous labor, he produced in 1872 his Draft Outlines

for an International Code. In a realistic but farsighted dis

cussion of the causes and prevention of war Field urged,
first of all, the simultaneous reduction of armaments, to be

followed by the development of peace machinery for the

inchoate commonwealth of nations. He proposed that dis

putes which diplomacy failed to settle be put before joint

high commissions, with safeguards against hasty action; if

these commissions were unable to solve the conflicts, the dis

putes were to be submitted to a tribunal of arbitration. On
the thorny question of sanctions Field did not commit him

self.

While Field was at work on this remarkable and widely
read pioneer study, two laymen inaugurated a popular move-
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ment to translate into an actuality the concept of an inter

national code. Elihu Burritt and the new secretary of the

American Peace Society, James B. Miles, were in the midst

of their campaign for popularizing the victory for the prin

ciple of arbitration which the Treaty of Washington repre
sented. Forced by a severe storm to stay in their New Bedford
hotel one February afternoon in 1872, they conceived the

idea of issuing a call for a convention of lawyers and jurists
to form an international code association. The need for such

a code had become increasingly clear in the troublesome dis

cussions over the Alabama dispute; these two crusaders were
convinced that the want of such a code stood in the way of

substituting arbitration for war. Distinguished jurists of all

lands, they hoped, might meet together over a period of years
for the making of such a code; their prestige would give
their work a quasi-official character. At the same time great

popular congresses, meeting simultaneously but independ

ently, could popularize the idea of an international code and

persuade governments to accept the work of the experts. Only
the long, troubled correspondence of Miles and Burritt can

convey even a partial appreciation of the herculean task in

volved in securing endorsement for their program and in

setting on foot a movement for its realization.

At last, as the year 1872 neared its end, Miles, armed with
the endorsement of several well-known men and an intro

duction from the Secretary of State, set out for Europe
Burritt, suffering from a railway accident, being unable to go
along. No one of importance in Europe had ever heard of

the Reverend James B. Miles, Yale '49, and sometime pastor
of a Congregational church in Charlestown, Massachusetts.

This modest man, quick in perceptions and endowed with

unfailing perseverance and a good measure of common sense,

encountered obstacle after obstacle on his mission. True, our

ambassadors were kind and helpful Through their courtesy
he met Gladstone, Drouyn de Lhuys, late Prime Minister of



THE RENEWAL OF THE STRUGGLE, 1865-1885 99

France, Count Sclopis and some of his colleagues of the Ge
neva Tribunal, Crispi, Mancini, Carolos Calvo, and other emi
nent public men and renowned

jurists. In general these per
sonages approved the idea which Miles set forth with so much
fervor and persuasiveness; for the idea of codification of in

ternational law was more or less in the air. But they saw all

sorts of difficulties. For one thing they suspected the popular,'

lay initiative which Miles typified; they preferred to see such

an undertaking broached by eminent
jurists, not by laymen.

They found it hard to understand the American way of non-

official initiative in what was after all an official matter. As

Montague Bernard, a distinguished British expert, put it, no
self-constituted body of private persons, however eminent,
could speak with much authority unless they were officially

chosen by their governments. Vernon Harcourt reminded

Miles that they were not living in the Republic of Plato. Pro

fessing much sympathy with the project, Count Sclopis was

somewhat horrified at the notion of popular congresses for

propaganda purposes a demonstration of some thousands of

people, even in behalf of an international code, frightened
him. And at Ghent Miles ran up against more trouble; the

distinguished editor of the International Law Review, Dr.

Rolin Jacquemyns, was himself planning to create a private

association of outstanding jurists for the study of certain dis

puted questions of international law. Even the English pacifists

feared that Miles could not make much headway.
But the American leader broke down resistance and, one

by one, convinced experts and even officials that his idea

was not as visionary as it seemed. The correspondence with

Mancini, Sclopis, and Drouyn de Lhuys clearly points to the

triumph of the persistent, persuasive Miles. On returning to

America he enlisted the aid of David Dudley Field, Reverdy

Johnson, Noah Porter, and other well-known men and, with

Burritt's help, made the necessary arrangements for the first

meeting at Brussels of the proposed organization.



zoo PEACE OR WAR
On October 10 of the same year, 1873, the gathering took

place. It proved to be successful even beyond the most san

guine hopes of its promoters. Some thirty-five delegates, in

cluding David Dudley Field, Montague Bernard, Mancini,

Marcoartu, Bluntschli, Sir Travers Twiss, Sheldon Amos, and

de Laveleye graced the assembly; others sent friendly mes

sages. Field's Proposals for an International Code formed the

basis of discussions which proved unexpectedly harmonious

in spite of Bluntschli's insistence that "vital interests" ought
to be excluded from the scope of compulsory arbitration. The
conference took the stand that the disputes which could not

be solved by arbitration were rare exceptions to the general
rule. Friends of peace all over the Continent were much
cheered by the proceedings at Brussels.

Miles stayed on in Europe to do yeoman's service for the

codification movement. Everywhere he made new friends

and won increasingly the respect of the original adherents.

Coming back to America he whipped into shape a delegation,

which included Emory Washburne, professor of law at

Harvard, for the first anniversary meeting in Geneva. This,

too, turned out to be a great success. The delegates were

well-known figures; the papers, particularly that of Wash
burne on "The Feasibility of an International Code," were

able; and Field was elected president of the organization,

which decided on the cumbersome title, Association for the

Reform and Codification of the Laws of Nations. Although
Miles was unable to commit the Association at its next con

ference to his idea that the new international court was to

be a court of law, impartially to determine what the law is,

rather than a court of umpires or arbitrators, his brilliant

paper carried Ladd's outline still further and closely antici

pated the scheme of the World Court. Until his death in 1875
Miles carried on his own shoulders much of the burden of the

Association, a burden made the more difficult, as the manu

script correspondence in the archives of the Association in-
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dicates, by reason of the jealousy which certain European
members felt. Although Field and, occasionally, a few other

Americans attended meetings of the Association, leadership

passed into British hands. Not until 1899 was a meeting held

in the United States.

Unlike the International Law Institute, which Jacquemyns,
with the encouragement of Francis Lieber, launched at Ghent
the week before the American-inspired organization was

born, the Association was far from being a mere academic

group of
jurists. True, many distinguished jurists took part

in the proceedings of both societies, which met annually in

the same city, the one following the other. But the group
founded by Burritt and Miles, which after 1895 was called

the International Law Association, was more inclusive in its

personnel and broader in its scope. It discussed not only the

technical aspects of private international law but, thanks

largely to Field, it continued, in the spirit of its founders,

to be concerned with the idea of a code of international pub
lic law, and to that end discussed such problems as collection

of debts, continuous voyage, conditions and procedures of

arbitration, a federation of nations, a judicial high court,

and the problem of armaments. It is hardly too much to say
that the Association and the Institute taken together trans

formed, in large measure, international law from mere pre

cepts to an organized, scientific body of knowledge. By an

nually bringing together like-minded jurists, technical experts
and philanthropists

from many countries, the institution in

spired by Burritt and Miles also contributed, intangibly to

be sure, to the growth of internationalism.

The crusade for the codification of international law was

not the only thing that directed the thoughts of American

friends of peace toward the Old World in the decade after

1865. The Franco-Prussian War left a deep impress on the

American peace movement. Both French and German foes

of war were not wanting in courageous fidelity to their prin-
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ciples; their bold stand in trying to prevent the conflict and
in seeking to bring it to an end won much praise from
American friends of peace. The war also prompted Sumner
to deliver his famous oration, The Duel between France and

Prussia, in which he passed heavy judgment on Napoleon HI,

pled for sympathy with Republican France, and protested

against her dismemberment. Michel Chevalier, a distinguished

publicist, found the oration
'

'original, full of verve, elevated,
and very practical," and there is evidence that its moral,
the need for disarmament and the overthrow of the war sys
tem, touched many minds and hearts.

Writers in the Advocate of Peace, sensing the shams and

casuistry in the official explanations of the war, pointed out

most of the basic causes of the struggle; the armed state of

Europe and the workings of the balance-of-power system;
the nationalistic purposes of Bismarck; the desperate desire

of Napoleon III to save his tottering throne by directing at

tention away from his domestic failures to the triumphs of a

victorious war. "Kings find it necessary to employ their

standing armies against each other so as not to have them
turn on themselves," remarked the Advocate of Peace. This

periodical also quoted with approval the "Workingman's
Protest Against War," a stirring document in which British

labor called on their brethren in all countries to unite against
their true enemies, the despots that ruled them.

The American Peace Society joined its venerable London

copartner in issuing an address which, after denouncing the

war as a crime against humanity, called upon neutral gov
ernments to offer mediation at the earliest opportunity. In an
address sent to a great many European newspapers, as well

as to all the important ones in this country, the Universal

Peace Union appealed to Prussia to imagine the situation had
the tables been turned, to be merciful to the fallen; pled with
France to ignore false and vain pride, to accept the situation

that was the natural consequence of war, to remember that
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"a surrender for humanity is a victory for conscience and
civilization." At Cooper Institute a workingman's demon
stration, after hearing an appeal from Sumner to unite with
their European brethren to overthrow "the intolerable war

system," urged American citizens and the government to ex

ert their influence in favor of the young French Republic, to

forward a speedy and just peace, and to call upon all nations

to disarm.

The State Department did in fact sound out the Germans
on American mediation and upon receiving an unfavorable

reply expressed a desire to see an early and moderate peace.
Public attention was also called to the relation between

profiteers in arms and munitions and the obligations of neu

trality. Sumner, at odds with the Grant administration,

brought about an investigation of government sales of so-

called condemned ordnance to French authorities. Although
the Massachusetts statesman failed to prove dishonesty on
the part of American officials, the episode was of importance
as a forerunner of comparable ones in time to come.

All in all, the Franco-Prussian conflict, like the Indian wars,

the Alabama claims, and the crusade for the reform and codi

fication of international law, inspired American peace work
ers to double their efforts in the renewed struggle against

war. They had, in the two decades that followed Appomattox,

partly set their own house in order, but in doing so it was

clear that the renewal of the struggle against war was fraught
with many strains and considerable confusion. It was increas

ingly plain that obstacles must be more forthrightly faced

and allies more diligently courted if the struggle was to be

carried on with promise and intelligent faith.



4.
ALLIES AND OBSTACLES, 1870-1900

To understand the painfully slow growth of the peace move
ment and the failure to translate aspirations

into realities, one

must take into account the mountainous obstacles looming
in the path of the peacemakers. It is also pertinent to find

out whether friends of peace clearly saw, measured, and at

tacked the barriers before them, and whether in their struggle

against war they made the most of actual and potential

allies.

Some of the allies and obstacles in the fight for peace were

obvious enough. Long before, pioneer workers had empha
sized the importance of winning over such agencies as the

press, the church, the college, and the school. It was clear, too,

that some American traditions and ideals could be counted

on in the search for peace, and that others could not. In
spite

of the denials of admirals and of those who took their opin
ions from them, it was as plain as day to promoters of peace
that the rising tide of navalism and imperialistic fervor was

a menace to their cause. And it was obvious, too, that there

were both friends and foes among the women whose in

fluence was so rapidly spreading, and among scientists and

technologists who were startling the world with never-ending
miracles. But it was not always so clear that there were allies

and obstacles in the more basic experiences which America

was undergoingthe vanishing of the frontier, the swarming
in of millions and millions of immigrants, the growth of in

dustrialism and business enterprise, and the conflict of capital

and labor. Before attempting to take some rough measure

104
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of these forces as allies and as obstacles in the fight for peace,
it may be well to note the more tangible and organized in

fluences.

Peacemakers, aware of the increasing importance of the

daily newspaper in the lives of everyday Americans, looked
with eagle eyes for every sign of approval or disapproval in

the press. By and large newspapers either ignored the cause

or, if they noticed it, laughed it to scorn. When in 1869 the
Universal Peace Union held its anniversary in New York,
the Journal of Commerce declared that it might as well pass
resolutions against drinking water to allay thirst as to try to

resolve away man's primary instinct of self-defense. The
Evening Post complained that

pacifists refused to fight but
did not hesitate to share in advantages won by shedding
blood; while the New York Times and the Boston Daily
Advertiser saw nothing but folly in the whole business. The
Detroit Press, in a garbled report of the meetings, played on
the name of Love who was maliciously charged with conceit,

folly, and downright insanity. In Denver the Daily Rocky
Mountain News, incensed at the stand of the Universal Peace

Union on the Indian wars, bellowed: "We'd like a Piece of

that Society, just for the fun of it!"

Four years later, when the peace cause in England won the

significant triumph of a vote in the House of Commons in

favor of a general system of arbitration, the American press,
if less flippant, was only slightly sympathetic. The Evening
Post, ignorant of the fact that no one in peace circles sup

posed that Richard's success in Parliament meant the aboli

tion of warfare, took pacifists to task for pinning their faith

to strokes of the pen. E. L. Godkin, writing in The Nation,

trenchantly rebuked devotees of peace for what he called a

lack of realistic insight into the causes of war; and the im

pressive North American Review provided its readers with a

prowar article from the Hegelian philosopher and prominent
educational leader, William T. Harris.
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Yet there were signs of improvement as the years passed. In

1882 Love was convinced that the press of the country was
much more favorable to peace principles than the most san

guine friends of the cause had dared hope. Four years later

he noted that the Philadelphia Evening Telegraph, which had
hitherto ridiculed the whole subject of peace, now spoke of

it in very different terms, and that the proprietor of the

Philadelphia Public Ledger, George Child, was a valuable

ally. In 1895 in the midst of the campaign for a permanent
arbitration treaty with France the New York Herald was

praised for "the strongest peace article yet published in any
American journal." During the Venezuelan crisis of 1895,
there was much rejoicing when Joseph Pulitzer, editor of the

New York World, gave widespread publicity to the pacific
sentiments he had elicited from outstanding Englishmen. And
two years later the press in general supported the Anglo-
American treaty of permanent arbitration. But all the hopes
which these things aroused seemed dashed to the ground
when Pulitzer, in a war with Hearst for larger circulation,

inflamed the country by exaggerating the wrongs inflicted by
Spain on Cuba. Indeed the part played by the "yellow press"
in bringing war in 1 898 was well appreciated by peace advo
cates.

Clearly the mere sending of peace propaganda to newspaper
editors was not sufficient, for other propaganda had first call.

In 1888, therefore, Colonel L. J. de Pre and S. M. Baldwin
undertook to enlist the support of men of means in an in

ternational newspaper edited in the interest of accurate in

formation and world peace. Although this scheme fell to

the ground the practicability of such an adventure was
demonstrated when in 1895 European internationalists bought
Ulndependence Beige for a like purpose. The same year
Belva Lockwood, lawyer, journalist, and Washington lobby
ist for the Universal Peace Union, brought the question of

newspaper responsibility sharply before the International
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League of Press Clubs at its fifth congress in Philadelphia.
Although no action was taken on her resolution committing
journalists to work in any international crisis for the peace
ful solution of the

difficulty, the League did lay down such
a policy seven years later when it met at Berne. Meanwhile
La Salle A. Maynard, lecturer, publicist, and journalist, was
making his press bureau in New York a virtual peace agency.

Critics of the war system were encouraged by the fact

that, in the opening years of the twentieth century, such

newspapers as the Boston Herald, the Springfield Republican,
the New York Evening Post, and such periodicals as the
New York Observer, the Arena, Collier's, Leslie's Weekly, and
the Independent could be counted on for support. John Hay's
remark that the press of the world might abolish war was
music in their ears; but it was an exceptional pacifist who
probed very deeply into failure of the press to do so. On the

whole they did not connect the tendency of newspapers to

play up war scares with the profit motive. Only on the eve
of the World War did American advocates of peace become
aware, thanks to their English colleagues, of the relations

between the munitions interests and the press. Their error

lay, not in failing to consider the press; it lay rather in their

blindness to the fact that the press was itself a great business,

functional to the existing social pattern which included

war and the interests and psychology responsible for war.

Peace leaders also felt that the colleges and schools of the

country were fortresses to be won. College seniors continued

to study such traditional texts as Paley's Moral and Political

Economy and Wayland's Elements of Political Economy,
both of which justified war under certain circumstances.

Thanks to the Morrill Act, to the martial spirit stimulated by
the Civil War, and to the zeal of a few army officers, mili

tary training took hold of many institutions. By 1894 eighty-
six colleges had army officers as instructors in drill; and mili

tary training was becoming more and more widespread.
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A few educational leaders spoke out against war. L. F.

Gardner, for example, pointed out to his students in a New
York college that war was destructive and that peace was

practicable, and Joseph Allen, at the New York State Nor
mal School, likewise sought to inculcate peace doctrines. By
1890 debates on war and peace took place in a few institu

tions; Swarthmore had already introduced a course on peace
and arbitration. That was about all.

The situation in the schools was no more hopeful. The
records of the National Education Association do not indi

cate any discussion of the problem of peace in its meetings

during the last decades of the nineteenth century. The most

dominant personality in public school education, William T.

Harris, believed in good Hegelian fashion that if war came

it was inevitable and functional to some higher synthesis, and,

no doubt, his influence reached into hundreds of classrooms.

A teacher who in 1890 visited schools in Boston and New
York reported an overwhelming number of war pictures on

classroom walls; and that, moreover, pupils recited on the de

tails of campaigns, the noble characteristics of military heroes,

and the national advantages resulting from our wars. The
G.A.R. had already begun its campaign for military drill in

schools. In 1893 ex-President Harrison urged such drill so

that public order might be conserved and the national honor

defended by ready and competent hands. When the governor
of New York in 1 896 vetoed a bill requiring every schoolboy
to drill, military training already existed in more than a hun

dred schools.

Lovers of peace did what they could to combat this grow
ing tendency to introduce military drill into schools. They
urged that it was wholly foreign to our public school system,
that it was harmful, unchristian, and unnecessary. They
rightly claimed the credit for defeating the proposal in Provi

dence and in Philadelphia to establish drill Alfred Love tried

to popularize the idea of fire drills as a substitute for military
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exercises and the use of arbitration to settle school disputes.At the Mystic peace encampments he also sponsored a play
school designed to build in children the habit of peaceful
thought and behavior.

At the same time peace workers were aware of the crucial

importance of school texts. The McGuffey Readers had for

generations taught, along with much uncritical patriotism,
lessons of peace. By 1885 an intensive campaign to remove
war propaganda from texts was well under way. In part it

was inspired by Hermann Molkenboer of Bonn and in part
by Josiah W. Leeds of Philadelphia. Leeds' own texts as

signed war its "true position" in history. By 1896 he was able
to report that in the last twenty years no less than half a
dozen school histories, some of which had run through sev
eral editions, gave peaceful pursuits and achievements a more

important place than war.

But these efforts were no real answer to the patriotic and
martial spirit in the school system. The peace movement was,
of course, too weak to emulate the W.C.T.U., which during
this period captured the schools for temperance propaganda.
It was not until 1908 that protagonists of peace were to make

anything like a systematic effort to gain some hold on the
teachers of the young.
The rapidly developing system of public libraries was, in

1890, another potential ally. But a friend of peace who in

spected the libraries of Chicago and many other cities in

that year reported that he found no books at all on the sub

ject of peace.
The Church, too, was a potential rather than an actual

ally.
Aware of the pacifist implications in Christ's teachings,

peacemakers found it hard to be tolerant of the martial philos

ophy of what appeared to be the great majority of the clergy.
In 1866 and again in 1869 representative assemblies of the

ministers of Massachusetts refused the request of the Amer
ican Peace Society for a prayer against war: on the latter
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occasion the presiding officer with "scandalous indignity"
vindicated the honor and usefulness of an appeal to the sword.

Francis A. Walker reported in 1869 that not one of a hun
dred preachers of various denominations whom he had re

cently heard had devoted so much as a sentence to the Chris

tian idea of peace or made a single appeal for national good
will toward the country with which our relations were so

sorely strained; on the other hand, he had listened to any num
ber of passionate harangues against England. A year later the

Christian Advocate, a Methodist organ, declared that war was
often a regenerator of man in his moral and civil life and an

instrument of justice and freedom.

No doubt many ministers sustained the cause of peace, but

two of the most popular preachers during the whole period,

Phillips Brooks and Dwight Moody, apparently made no
criticism of war and seldom spoke for peace in even a vague

way. In a sermon before the Ancient and Honorable Artil

lery Company in 1872 Phillips Brooks blessed the institution

of war, while Moody, to whom personal regeneration was

everything, declared that he was sick and tired of reformers

of every ilk. At the same time the hundreds of thousands that

attended his revivals sang hymns which were full of mili

taristic imagery.
Nevertheless the sky was not hopelessly black. In 1872

Henry Ward Beecher announced from the pulpit of Plym
outh Church that the time had come, or was at least near,

"when there shall be an organization of nations for the peace
of the world.'' At the funeral of General Meade, Bishop Whip-
pie,

the Episcopal bishop of Minnesota, spoke words that

were indeed bold: "So long as ministers throw around mili

tary heroes mantles of Christian piety and thus seek to cover

with a halo of sanctity the bloody and unchristian deeds of

war, they must stultify their profession." Bishop Matthew

Simpson, a leader in the Methodist Church, took his stand

in 1884 for arbitration as a humane and Christian substitute
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for war; had death not claimed him soon after this he would
almost certainly have added weight to the peace crusade. Ed
ward Everett Hale, who in 1838 had defended war in a

college debate, and whose Man Without a Country had done
so much to instill patriotism, came out about 1874 for a

permanent arbitration tribunal; gradually this eloquent leader
took a more and more active part in the combat against blood
shed. Naturally the exponents of the social gospel could not

spare war in their onslaught against the evils of this world:

Washington Gladden, and to a lesser extent Josiah Strong, put
their hearts into the cause.

With such leadership it was inevitable that sooner or later

ecclesiastical bodies would abandon the old lip service to war.
In 1884 the General Convention of the Episcopal Church,
in response to the criticism that certain prayers perpetuated
the idea that wars might be expected to continue forever, re

vamped some of the responses in the prayer book. It was with

difficulty that the subject of arbitration was introduced at

the general conference of the Methodist Church in 1881, but
in 1887 it adopted a resolution supporting the principle as a

substitute for war. The same year the Presbyterian General

Assembly not only declared for peace but set up a committee
to take such action as might seem desirable.

Thanks to a handful of ardent foes of war among the

clergy these resolutions did not remain mere words. Char
acteristic of these exceptional clergymen was S. H. Pills-

bury of Lawrence, Kansas, who as early as 1872 wrote peace
columns for the daily press, enrolled in the cause the president
of the state university, the governor, and many other public
men, and obtained from a large number of his own colleagues
a promise to preach occasional sermons on peace. The Rev
erend W. A. Campbell of Richmond, Virginia, was largely in

strumental in initiating in 1893 a movement for obtaining
from all denominations memorials to the rulers of the world

in favor of international arbitration. This work, which took
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on world-wide proportions, was completed in 1898, when it

was announced that the finished document contained 168 sig

natures on behalf of 119 ecclesiastical bodies, whose member

ship numbered over twenty-five millions. Nor should the

work of Dr. George D. Boardman, a Baptist preacher in

Philadelphia, be forgotten: the Christian Arbitration and

Peace Society to which he devoted himself carried on propa

ganda work abroad as well as at home. And these Christian

leaders were not without support from their colleagues. In

1895 the American Peace Society estimated that 5,000 min

isters responded to the request to preach antiwar sermons on
u
Peace Sunday."
The traditional Protestant sects were not alone in the sym

pathy which they expressed toward the cause of peace. In

1894 Leo XIII, in his Encyclical Praeclara, spoke strongly

against war, and the hierarchy in the United States gradually

reechoed his pronouncements. New sects also made a good
deal of the principle

of peace. The Theosophical Society,

founded in New York in 1875 by Madame Helena Blavatsky,

played up the mystical implications of the idea of human

fraternity; and the Spiritualists
in Baltimore adopted the creed

of the Universal Peace Union. Under the guidance of Felix

Adler the Ethical Culture Society was a vigorous, if limited,

force for international good will. And one by one American

pilgrims brought back from personal contact with Tolstoy
the old doctrine of nonresistance in a new ethical setting. Of
these disciples Hezekiah Butterworth, Ernest Howard Crosby,

Jane Addams, William Jennings Bryan, and Clarence Darrow

were influential leaders of opinion. In 1889 the Tolstoy Club

was organized in Boston and a decade later it numbered over

a hundred members. Nor was "the hub of the universe" the

only city where the doctrines of the great Russian were

striking root. More militant souls hoped that the international

organization of the Salvation Army might enable those vig

orous crusaders to make effective General Booth's charge to
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"teach men better manners than to go cutting one another's
throats for their own base purposes."

Entirely outside the Christian framework the freethinkers,
who formed an international organization in 1880, roundly
denounced the Bible for its warlike maxims and its followers
for their belligerent behavior. Robert Ingersoll spoke for

many of these crusaders in declaring that "the religion of

Jesus Christ, as preached by his church, causes war, bloodshed,
hatred, and all uncharitableness."

Although such strictures were not warranted, peacemakers
overestimated the value of the support the Church was begin
ning to extend. American

pacifists, unlike those on the Con
tinent, were deeply religious men and women; they failed to
see that their fellow Christians were at the same time human
beings with many loyalties and ambitions that ran counter
to their religion; that in an age of increasing secularization

they were subject to pressures more effective than those any
church could exert.

Workers for peace not only weighed in the balance such

tangible allies and obstacles as the press, the schools, and the

Church; they were also aware of more imponderable forces

in American life. Of the newer forces, none held so much
hope for them as the increasingly important role of women.
In spite of the limited influence of women in the first half

of the nineteenth century the pioneers of peace had tried

hard to convince them that they enjoyed a key position for

undermining the war system. Back in 1836 William Ladd had

brought together in his tract, The Duty of Females to Pro
mote the Cause of Peace, all the arguments that had been
elaborated since the first appeal to the "fair sex" in 1813.
Women ought to be particularly concerned with this cause,

it was argued, since they are endowed with a maternal in

stinct which makes them the creators and preservers of human
life; war is, therefore, their most bitter enemy. By training
their children to dislike war and to love peace, by keeping
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away from their sons toy soldiers and guns, by refusing to

grace military balls with their presence, and by discounte

nancing the martial
spirit in every possible way, women, the

argument ran, might not only wean men away from their

desire or willingness to fight; they might virtually make war

impossible. In the light of modern psychology these argu
ments, of course, appear somewhat fantastic.

These eloquent appeals were not accompanied by invita

tions to share equally in the conduct of peace societies. Al

though females, to use the expression of the day, were in

vited to join such organizations, and to form special ones of

their own, they were to play their great role in a duly modest
and unobtrusive way. At this deference to majority opinion
of what was proper for Christian ladies, the leaders of the

New England Nonresistance Society flaunted defiant and

angry protests; in that organization women enjoyed equal

privileges with men. And on this question Elihu Burritt stood

foursquare; in all his peace work women shared equally with

men in the making of decisions as well as in the burden of

work. The same thing was true, of course, in the Universal

Peace Union. Finally, in 1871, the American Peace Society

permitted women to hold office.

The leaders in the crusade for women's rights, which the

Civil War had pushed into the background, welcomed the

liberal attitude of the- peacemakers toward their sex and re

sponded in kind. Ernestine Rose, a veteran worker in more
than one good cause, now added the cause of peace to her

other loyalties and attended an antiwar conference in Paris

in 1878. Lucy Stone showed her sympathy, and Dr. Mary
Walker and Susan B. Anthony joined Lucretia Mott at the

early meetings of the Universal Peace Union. Less convinced,
Elizabeth Cady Stanton admitted in 1888 that she had to be

an advocate of peacfc since Alfred Love was "so warm a

friend of woman." If the shocking Victoria Woodhull did not

come out for peace in even a left-handed fashion, Love felt
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that the advanced feminist and humanitarian ideas which she
and her colorful sister were promulgating would aid the

cause; and certainly the publications of this bold pair preached
cosmopolitanism and world solidarity along with other liberal

sociological notions.

In the midst of the Franco-Prussian War Julia Ward Howe,
the author of "The Battle Hymn of the Republic," was visited

by "a sudden feeling of the cruel and unnecessary character

of the contest." Then and there in September, 1870 she drew

up a spirited appeal to "womanhood throughout the world"

quite unaware, apparently, that Frederika Bremer, the Swed
ish novelist, had done exactly the same thing during the

Crimean War. "Our husbands shall not come to us reeking
with carnage, for caresses and applause," she wrote. "Our
sons shall not be taken from us to unlearn all that we have
been able to teach them of charity, mercy, and patience."
In public meetings in New York and Boston Mrs. Howe took

steps toward the formation of a Women's International

Peace Association and a World's Congress of Women in be
half of International Peace.

In the spring of 1872 she went to England to further her

plans. Although here and there a sisterly voice responded
to her appeal, the greater number declared that they had
neither time nor money they could call their own. At Paris

the antifeminist friends of peace, with some embarrassment,
felt that it was impossible to permit Mrs. Howe to speak in

their public meetings; after the main show a few gathered
in a side room to hear her message. And so her intended

peace congress "melted away like a dream." It was indeed un
fortunate that Julia Ward Howe did not discover the hand
ful of women who had already embarked in the cause, or

who were about to do. so the result might have been dif

ferent had she met Priscilla Peckover of Wisbeth, presently
to become a generous and ardent worker, or Mathilde Bayer
in Copenhagen, already in the field, or Marie Goegg, who
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had been toiling at Geneva for the League of Peace and

Liberty. But these women and others, especially the Baroness

von Suttner, who became a convert in 1887, were to be drawn

together ultimately in the common cause. Mrs. Howe herself

inaugurated, with greater success, Mothers' Peace Day, wjbdch

in America was annually observed for many years. At eighty
she wrote a hymn less well known than her earlier one

For the glory that we saw

In the battle flag unfurled,

Let us read Christ's better law,

Fellowship for all the world.

Other women, gifted perhaps with more practical ability,

helped to realize Julia Ward Howe's dream. Belva Lockwood,
an early graduate of the University of Syracuse, had, after

her husband's death, taken up the study of law and in 1879

established the right of her sex to practice before the Supreme
Court. For women's suffrage, for justice to the Indian, and,

above all, for international peace, this serene, forceful woman

constantly bestirred herself. A delegate to many of the inter

national peace congresses which were resumed in 1889, the

American representative on the International Bureau of Peace,

founded at Berne in 1891, and an effective lobbyist, Mrs.

Lockwood shares with May Wright Sewall the honor of

building an international organization of women committed,

among other things, to peace.
So much headway had been made by 1891 that Mrs. May

Wright Sewall felt that the time had come to realize an idea

she had long cherished the formation of an International

Council of Women which would comprise the national coun

cils of women in all countries. Such a council, Mrs. Sewall

reasoned, would promote internationalism by providing
for

an interchange of opinions on all sorts of questions; it would

also make the women of the world aware of the strength that

resides in union. At the World's Congress of Women which
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met at Chicago in connection with the Columbian Exposi
tion in 1893 the International Council became a fact.

The American Council adopted a resolution in 1896 which
committed its members to peace and arbitration; thus pav
ing the way for similar action at the third meeting of the

International Council in 1899. Gradually the International

Council developed a constructive program; in 1905 when
Lucia Ames Mead became chairman of the peace committee
of the American National Council, a thoroughgoing educa
tional campaign was begun under the guidance of this ex

ceptionally able advocate. The work of the American branch
of the Women's Universal Alliance for Peace, founded by
Victor Hugo's daughter, the Princess Wiszniewska, was more

vaguely idealistic and less effective than that of the Inter

national Council.

Even more telling was the work of the peace department
of the W.C.T.U. which under the guidance of Hanna Bailey

began in 1887 a long-sustained campaign. Within a year
Mrs. Bailey's department was functioning in twenty-eight
states, issuing the Banner of Peace, and circulating hundreds

of thousands of "Children's Leaflets" in Sunday Schools all

over the country. Local members of the peace department

put antiwar material in the hands of women who were called

on to present a paper to a literary club. They persuaded
ministers to preach against war, editors to give peace propa

ganda a place in their columns, and teachers to present the

idea of international good will to their classes. From time to

time Frances Willard herself spoke out against war to the

half million women enlisted in the W.C.T.U., and one may
be sure that her words carried weight. To advocates of peace
all this activity on the part of women was grateful, more so,

in fact, than it might have been had they realized that other

women were just as alert in fostering an unthinking patri

otism and devotion to militarism.

Science and technology seemed hardly less important to
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peace workers than feminism. War, it is true, was responsible
for great developments in science and technology, but well-

known scientists such as Prince Albert of Monaco declared

that science could be pursued most favorably in time of peace,
while others called attention to the fact that science itself

was essentially international, as the great congresses of sci

entists from all lands so well demonstrated. Furthermore, emi

nent leaders such as Liebig, Haeckel, Buchner, and Virchow

openly gave their support to the cause of peace. Peace work
ers might well have hammered harder on the international im

plications of science than they did.

Back of such sentiments on the part of scientists was the

rational conviction that, biologically at least, mankind was

one. Darwin's great work, of course, suggested this thesis.

In 1871 he suggested that war, by leaving the weak and less

heroic at home to perpetuate the race, exerted an unfavorable

interference with the natural process of selection. Three years

later, Haeckel, in his Anthropogenie, pointed out that the

more vigorous and normally constituted a young man was,

the less likely were his chances to survive in a period of war.

In 1892 Dr. G. Lagneau, in a study which anticipated the

later work of David Starr Jordan, declared that his researches

based on population statistics, army medical reports, and

other data proved that the wars of France had lowered the

height and weakened the physique of her male inhabitants.

Novicow, the Russian sociologist, elaborated the argument
still further by pointing to other terrible effects of war on

population. All this was welcomed by American friends of

peace. But these ideas were not popularized until 1902 when
David Starr Jordan began to publish a series of studies based

on empirical observations.

At least a few physicians buttressed these biological and

demographic arguments by culling pertinent matter from the

reports of the Surgeon General on the relation between war
and contagious diseases. In 1899 two American physicians
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published pamphlets which were thoroughgoing in their at

tack on war from the point of view of biology, hygiene, and
medicine, and two years later American Medicine appealed
to physicians to unite in combating war. When Rivere and
Richet in Paris organized the International Medical Associa
tion for Aiding in Suppressing War, Americans lost no time
in

affiliating.

But arguments in favor of war were also drawn from the

teachings of the new science. During the Franco-Prussian
conflict Henry Ward Beecher told his people that war was
the remnant in man of that old fighting animal from which,

according to Darwin, man had sprung. Indeed, many found
in the work of this great scientist support for war. The idea,
known as "social Darwinism," that war is a necessary instru

ment for improving the species by weeding out the unfit was

given much publicity by such
sociologists as Louis Gum-

plowicz. Even Herbert Spencer, John Fiske, and Lester Ward,
who did not go so far, believed that at least in the past war
had resulted in the predominance and spread of the most

powerful races; it had welded together small groups into

larger and more effective ones; it had habituated savage men
to the subordination and restraint so necessary if social life

was to flourish.

But Spencer and most of his disciples held also that war must

inevitably give way to peaceful methods for the solution of

disputes; in fact the highest flowering of our modern in

dustrial civilization required peace. Only when the whole
adult male population engaged in battle had warfare effected

a weeding out of the unfit; the process was reversed when, as

in modern industrial civilization, the physically superior alone

went to the front. Thus it was that Spencer, when he visited

Philadelphia in 1882, expressed his entire sympathy with the

peace movement, and, during the Anglo-American con

troversy over Venezuela some years later, declared that hence

forth social progress was to be achieved only by cessation of
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the antagonisms that kept alive brutal elements in human
nature. The same ideas were being spread in America by
John Fiske, an eloquent disciple: in Excursions of an Evolu
tionist (1882) and The Destiny of Man (1884) this Harvard

philosopher and historian held that war had now become an

"intolerable nuisance," even a "criminal business" save when

waged in self-defense. Lester Ward, in his Dynamic Sociology

(1875) and in his Pure Sociology (1903) also maintained that

war, which had been the chief condition and director of hu
man progress, would, now that its function had been served,

cease; nationalism would be followed by cosmopolitanism.
Further pointed refutations of social Darwinism were not

lacking. Edward Youmans, editor of Popular Science Monthly.,

questioned the doctrine in an article written in 1878. But the

most impressive rebuttals, like the doctrine itself, came from

Europe. Darwin himself had not overlooked the consideration

that association, as well as struggle, was of importance in

evolution; but it was Kessler who directed particular atten

tion to this idea in a lecture given in 1880. Two years later

it was elaborated in Buchner's Liebe und Liebes-Leben in der

Thierwelt. Kropotkin's researches were presently to lead him
to the conclusion that the cooperative principle was basic in

the evolution of the speciesso much so that the "fittest"

could be said to be the individual or species who best knew
how to cooperate. Although Kropotkin's Mutual Aid was not

published until 1902, when he visited America, its general
thesis was already familiar through his articles in Nineteenth

Century and particularly through the writings of another

Russian, Novicow. In applying the natural principle of co

operation to the problem of society, Novicow even claimed

scientific support for a federation of nations, the logical se

quence of the basic associational drive. American sociologists,

particularly George E. Howard and Franklin Giddings, also

challenged the doctrine of social Darwinism.

The work of Kropotkin and Novicow was supplemented
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by that of Major J. W. Powell and Nathaniel Shaler, eminent

geologists. Shaler claimed that the apelike ancestors of man
had, in their tree existence, led an exceptionally peaceful life,

and that the so-called beastly or inhuman proclivity to rely
on brute force had been instilled late in the natural history of

the race. Ethicists such as Henry Drummond, who lectured in

the United States, and Henry M. Simmons, a Unitarian min
ister best known for his Cosmic Roots of Love, brought Shal-

er's idea to the attention of many idealistic Americans. During
the first decades of the twentieth century Vernon Kellogg and

George Nasmyth put the finishing touches to the work of

demolishing social Darwinism.

No one can say, of course, to what extent the bellicose in

terpretation of evolution had meantime confirmed the faith

of Americans in war, or to what extent this doctrine gained
the upper hand in popular thought. Scientists spoke to a tiny
audience compared with that reached by widely circulated

newspapers and magazines controlled in varying degrees by
vested interests, patrioteers, and breeders of war.

Technology, no less than science, seemed to peacemakers
both an ally and an obstacle. The telegraph, wireless, and

aviation were all hailed in their time as tangible bonds which

could only break down isolation and promote international

ism. Less enthusiastic observers pointed out that though diplo
mats might expedite opinion through rapid communication,
the rapidity did not guarantee truth or disinterestedness. John
Fiske, for one, insisted that the ill effects of the submarine

cable in stirring up popular frenzy during a diplomatic crisis

must be offset by arbitration treaties which would insure

time for further thought. Some peace advocates believed, with

General Sheridan and other military men, that such new in

ventions as dynamite, smokeless powder, and gatling guns
would in the end prove an ally. So terrible was warfare bound

to be that even militarists would shrink from it, they said;

strategists would be forced to admit that the new instru-
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ments of destruction had once and for all subverted military
art. Moreover, according to these sanguine prophets, the ro

mance of war would dissolve before the frightful new mech
anized instruments of death. When these predictions turned

out to be false, some took heed; for others, however, the les

son went unlearned. With the appearance of the machine

gun, the bombing airplane, and poison gas another generation
insisted that men, to keep themselves from being utterly

wiped out, would refuse to go to war; that the power of de

struction of these new weapons would exceed the limits of

human endurance. But many American pacifists were more
realistic in their refusal to take stock in the argument that

advances in the art of technological warfare might be counted

a great ally.

Friends of peace saw allies and obstacles in American tradi

tions and ideals as well as in new social and intellectual cur

rents. As German pacifists observed with much point, the

platform, the pulpit, and the press in America were free from

vexatious censorship and peace meetings could be held with

out police permits and the carping interference of officials.

Moreover, the prejudice against a large standing army, an

inheritance from the colonial period, was far from dead; the

rapid disbanding of the troops after Lee's surrender was proof
of that. British co-workers, in noting that three-fourths of

the members of the House of Commons were through interest

or connection committed to the war system, contrasted this

with the essentially civilian make-up of Congress. The whole

northern frontier, thanks to the Rush-Bagot convention of

1817, was unfortified. Was this not an example on our part
of a road to peace? John Bright expressed a generally held

sentiment when in 1884 he wrote to Alfred Love: "On your
continent we may hope your growing millions may hence

forth know nothing of war. None can assail you; and you
are anxious to abstain from mingling with the quarrels of

other nations." Our traditional policy of nonintervention in
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European affairs and our neutrality in foreign wars did in
deed seem to promise the blessings of peace.
Our relatively democratic, popular form of government

was also regarded as an
ally. The more popular the basis of

government, declared V. W. Harcourt, a distinguished Brit

ish jurist, the more likely it will be to keep the peace, not
because the governing power will better understand the evils

of war, but because it will feel them the more. Others saw in

our relative freedom from a stratified social system an in

surance of peace; class conflict and the temptation to divert

attention from internal troubles to foreign war were less

likely than in countries where a restless proletariat had to

be kept in place by a ruling class.

But artisans of peace everywhere believed that our federal

system of government and our Supreme Court were the great
est peace assets we possessed. Benjamin Trueblood, who be
came secretary of the American Peace Society in 1892, spoke
for thousands in declaring that "the United States of America
are the prefiguration and the first historical exemplification of

what is sometime, in some form, to be the United States of the

world, the result of which shall be universal and perpetual

peace." And the president of the same organization, Robert

Treat Paine, esteemed citizen of Boston, likewise expressed a

common opinion when he maintained that our Supreme Court,

giving as it did decisions in controversies between states which

in population and power were virtual nations, formed a com

pelling example for the whole world.

The coming of immigrants in such vast hordes also seemed

for more than one reason to be a token of the peaceful con

tribution America was to make the world. Enemies of war

believed that the young men who came in order to escape

compulsory military service would serve as a bulwark to the

forces of peace in this country. While the motives of emigra
tion from Europe were of course very complex, there can be

no doubt that a desire to escape compulsory military service
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was often an important consideration, particularly among the

Germans. One authority has stated that in the early jo's,

when the hardships of the recent struggle with France were

fresh in everyone's mind, not less than 10,000 processes for

evasion of military duty by emigration were recorded an

nually. In 1883, according to another authority, 14,702 men

were sentenced for attempting to emigrate in order to avoid

required military service. Some years later our minister to

Austria-Hungary, Addison B. Harrison, estimated that 75,000

men emigrated yearly from the dual monarchy for the same

reason. Observers in Europe, such as the Berlin correspond

ent of the London Telegraph, corroborated these estimates.

Moreover, government officials such as Count Witte and

d'Eulenbourg frankly admitted that emigration was at least

in part due to a desire to escape conscription. To many thou

sands of men America symbolized freedom from military

service. Some, such as Conrad Stollmeyer and Richard

Bartholdt, were to contribute substantially to the American

peace cause. Pacifists, to be sure, overlooked the point that

many immigrants who came to escape militarism could not

be counted on to oppose it once they were here.

The immigrants, however, seemed to peace-loving Ameri

cans important allies in other respects.
Our government had

forced recognition of the right of the foreign born to be

come naturalized citizens here, and in wringing this conces

sion from European powers we had pared down their con

cepts of slavery to country and absolute sovereignty, doctrines

inimical to world peace. But that was not all. Our cosmopoli

tan population seemed in an excellent position to help dis

solve the hatreds which kept European peoples at each other's

throats. Of all nations, it was argued, we were in a position to

develop a truly international point of view. With us an

tagonistic nationalities could live peaceably together.

Though friends of peace were seldom aware of it, immi

gration sometimes brought results less favorable to their
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cause. The Chinese, Italians, and Irish from time to time

aroused the prejudices of native Americans to such an extent

that violence broke out, but this was largely overlooked. Nor
did foes of the martial

spirit worry very much over the fact

that the presence of the British-hating Irish led our politicians
to curry their favor by "twisting the lion's tail" so vehemently
that friendly relations with the mother country suffered re

peated strains. The unwillingness of the federal government
to submit the question of emigration and immigration to

arbitration helped to defeat the first proposals for permanent
and obligatory treaties of arbitration. Nor did anyone antici

pate the probability that an Americanization movement, bent

on obliterating the foreign ways of our immigrants, would
feed the tide of nationalism; or that in a great European war

our newcomers might serve as agents of war propagandists.
If lovers of peace had asked themselves whether the

frontier experience, which came to an end about 1890, was

valuable to their cause, they would again have found much
to say on both sides. The frontier process did not unfold with

out aggressions both the war with England in 1812 and that

with Mexico in 1846 were in large part prompted by the

land hunger of frontiersmen. And almost constant warfare

with the Indian formed habits of willingness to resort to

violence to achieve desired ends.

The frontier was indeed a kind of military training school;

in keeping alive the power and appetite of resistance to what

ever was regarded as an obstacle or as aggression, life in the

raw West developed the stalwart, rugged temper that at

tached greater importance to martial than to pacific virtues.

In 1833 James Hall declared that the pioneers were inevitably

imbued with military propensities
which were cherished

throughout their whole lives: they slept on their arms, they

carried rifles to the harvest field, to the marriage feast, and

to the house of worship. "The life of the genuine American is

the soldier's life," wrote a French observer; "like the soldier
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he is encamped, and that in a flying camp, here today, fifteen

hundred miles off in a month; . . . quarrels are settled in the

West, summarily on the spot, by a duel fought with rifles, or

knives, or with pistols
at arm's length." Harriet Martineau,

Captain Marryat, Mrs. Trollope, and Friedrich Gerstacker,

among many others, have left records of the utter disregard of

the value of life in the sparsely settled frontier regions.

Yet the frontier experience did something to offset the im

pacts of aggressiveness and readiness to resort to violence.

Life in a new country remote from the seat of government
and from urban centers in which specialized services could

be purchased tended to make the frontiersmen rely on the

principle of cooperation for common ends. Thus well-known

unofficial and almost spontaneous associations such as the

husking bee and the frame-raising were a product of frontier

experience, and the habits thus developed of joining hands

for common ends is a peaceable rather than a martial trait.

Moreover the existence of a vast quantity of free lands

checked the development of a stratified class society to which

militarism seems to be functional.

The frontier also affected the nation's relations with the

rest of the world. Preoccupation with the conquest of the

wilderness favored the development of an ideal of non

intervention, neutrality, and isolation from Europe's quarrels.

Not until our elbowroom had almost disappeared did we
enter the path of empire and participate in a great European
war. The determination of so many Americans today to keep
their country out of the next general conflict is in part an

inheritance of the spirit
of isolation which was born of the

frontier experience. Thus for those friends of peace who
hold that America can best promote the peace of the world

by refraining from taking part in general wars the frontier

experience with its legacy of isolation is a boon. But for those

who feel that America can contribute to the peace of the
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world through international cooperation the frontier lag of

isolation is a hindrance.

While it was only on rare occasions that builders of peace
reflected on the implications for their cause of the conquest
of the continent, it became more and more common for them
to ponder on the rapid growth of business enterprise, the rise

of organized labor, and the conflict between these forces.

Having sprung largely from the middle class, most pacifists

thought of these matters in middle-class terms. In commerce,
finance, and industry they saw potential allies and labored hard
to persuade these interests to support peace and oppose war.

War, even the threat of war, complicated the system of inter

national credit which was fast binding the enterprising classes

of the civilized world into one great commercial and mone

tary partnership. The Bond of Brotherhood pointed out that

international capitalism was so integrated that even a suc

cessful war could only bring ruin to the misguided victor.

And was it not true, they asked in vain, that huge military

establishments, war debts, and pensions, draining away as they
did our resources of wealth, credit, and man power, were re

sponsible for financial crises and other ills of the established

order?

Perhaps the triumph of industrialism was the guaranty of

peace? The arguments of Comte, Spencer, and Fiske to this

effect were on the whole received with favor in the pacifist

camp. Accustomed to the higher standard of living which in

dustrialism made possible, men would be less and less willing,

the argument ran, to endure the burdens entailed by war.

Competition between nations had reached the point at which

no single one could afford to divert a considerable propor
tion of its population from industrial into military pursuits.

Fiske, in a lecture before the Royal Institute in 1880, declared

that American competition in particular would soon press so

severely on Europe as to compel disarmament. Two years
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later parliamentarians in the Italian Chamber of Deputies ar

gued that some sort of European federation was imperative

if the ruinous competition resulting from American imports

of provisions and manufactured goods was to be checked, an

argument taken up by Pandolfi and extended to include dis

armament as well as federation. One by one other statesmen,

especially Count Witte and Count Goluchowsky, began to

talk in similar terms. Much as pacifists regretted the ill will

which this competition bred, they welcomed the proposed

solution, yet failed to inquire why it did not come.

The sympathy shown by many chambers of commerce

with an internationalism of sorts and with arbitration devices

confirmed promoters of peace in their belief that trade and

industry were in fact lending a helping hand. In 1884 Don

Marcoartu, a Spanish parliamentarian
and publicist, came to

the United States to campaign, among other things, for an

international chamber of commerce and an international

clearing bank, preludes,
so to say, to an international legis

lature. At the same time the New York Chamber of Commerce

requested President Arthur to prevent disaster to trade by

cooperating with other neutrals in mediation between France

and China, then engaged in war. In 1888 the Associated

Chambers of Commerce of Great Britain adopted a resolution

requesting the negotiation of an arbitration treaty with the

United States, an example which American chambers of com

merce soon followed.

The tendency of merchants and industrialists to make use

of arbitration within their own domain was as welcome to

peacemakers as "the shadow of a great rock in a weary land."

With the consent of the New York Legislature the state

Chamber of Commerce in 1874 established a merchants' court

for the dispensation of quick justice among business men, and

it was not long before the New York Produce Exchange and

other groups took the same step.
Pacifists looked upon such

devices as a kind of training school in the custom of arbitra-
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tion; they eagerly anticipated the application of the principle
to disputes between capital and labor.

Knowledge of an English statute of 1867 designed to facili

tate arbitration between employers and workers, and, above

all, a growing acquaintance with the French Conseils des

Prud'hommes, special tribunals for the settlement of disputes
between masters and men, stimulated simiLr action here. In

1878 Pennsylvania, not yet the home of the coal and iron

police, sent Joseph D. Weeks, editor of Iron Age, abroad to

investigate and report on the various systems of industrial

arbitration; five years later Senator William Wallace of the

same state attempted to forward this method of compromise.
Through it all, the Universal Peace Union sponsored the

movement; in many strikes and lockouts in Philadelphia it

urged arbitration on both sides. Having pressed Cleveland to

come out for industrial arbitration, it regarded his message
of 1886, which favored it, as an important victory. It did not
occur to these peacemakers who opposed the closed shop-
to ask whether such industrial arbitration did not all too fre

quently play into the hands of the employing class; nor did

they probe deeply into the causes of industrial disputes, or

relate such conflicts to the war system. In the eyes of most it

was enough merely that captains of industry might avail them
selves of some form of arbitration. Denoted as "the lunatic

fringe," they picked up such crumbs of comfort as they
could, and hoped for the best.

No one must suppose, however, that friends of peace were

altogether blind to the argument that business enterprise car

ried with it the seeds of war. The protective tariff, so dear to

the hearts of industrialists, met with much disapproval. And
no wonder, for protectionists argued against reduction of

schedules even when the federal surplus in Harrison's admin

istration proved embarrassing; put the money into a navy,

they said, rather than lower the rates.

When some peacemakers, frightened at the tension result-
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ing from economic competition between industrial nations,

demanded the lowering of tariffs in the interest of international

friendship as well as to curb expenditures for armaments,

Alfred Love, the wool merchant of Philadelphia, pointed out

that England had engaged in a great many wars during the

period in which she had lived under virtual free trade. Pro

tection, he insisted, actually promoted peace in the world;

this it did by enabling industrialists to build up home markets

through paying higher wages to the working class. Far better

an expedient was this, he added, than the alternative, a com

petitive search for colonial markets. But most of Love's col

leagues rejected his contention that it was better to go with

out free trade than "to be continually fighting and shedding

blood to maintain and extend it," and, like Cobden before

them, identified free trade with world peace.

Capitalists, indeed, did not escape criticism on other scores.

Some of the business groups appearing before the Joint High
Commission established for settling the Alaskan boundary

dispute almost wrecked the proceedings by their "selfish

ness," and as a result stood condemned in the eyes of arbitra-

tionists. The most salty indictment of finance capitalism was

that of the muckraking liberal, John Clark Ridpath: writing

in the Arena in 1898 this educator declared that it had been

the immemorial policy of the "Money Power" to foment wars,

to egg on the combatants until, frightened by impending bank

ruptcy, they were willing to sell their debt for a pailful
of

gold after which, to the tune of patriotic proclamations for

preserving national honor, these Shylocks raised the debt to

par. And in the early 90'$ shipbuilders on the Great Lakes

launched propaganda for the abrogation of the Agreement
of 1817 the convention which had outlawed naval rivalry

on the Lakes. In combating their propaganda, peacemakers

were forced to examine more clearly the relation between

navalism and a competitive industrial economy based on

profits.
On rare occasions, too, they poured forth their wrath
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on the munition makers, whose day in court was yet a lone
way off.

J 5

On equally rare occasions workers in the peace movement
protested against the use of private armies by industrialists
in their efforts to quash strikes and break unions; and some
spoke out against the use of state and federal troops in strikes
and lockouts. During the Erie railway strikes in 1874 Love
was pained at the readiness of the military to fire on the
workers merely because they chose the strike as an instru
ment to obtain fair play. "Where is our boasted inalienable

right to life, if we sanction such a course?" A few years later
the organ of the society he directed made clear its chief ob
jection to standing armies and the military system: they were
means by which despotism transformed workingmen into
soldiers to mete out oppression and injustice to their fellow
workers. At the time of the Homestead strike, which the
Universal Peace Union had

fruitlessly tried to mediate, Love
condemned Frick and Carnegie for declaring that there was
nothing to arbitrate and for then employing Pinkerton men to
maim and kill the strikers. "A monstrous error is committed
whenever military force is brought to bear upon the birth

right of labor . . . whenever labor is controlled only by
military power."

In 1894, the year of the Pullman strike, Love declared
that "lawless capitalism, with mouth dripping with blood,
with heel ruthlessly crushing the

helpless, must be forced
backward." Thus it was that he was well prepared to listen

with sympathy to Henry George's explanation of the rapid
increase in the size of the army just when the frontier, the
chief reason for its existence, had vanished: "it is because the
millionaire monopolists are becoming afraid of the armies of

poverty-stricken people, which their oppressive trusts and
machinations are creating." Yet at the very time when Love
and George were thus opposing the use of force to crush

workers, a future recipient of the Nobel Peace Prize, Theo-
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dore Roosevelt, was denouncing humanitarians for question

ing the usefulness of an army which so efficiently broke up the

Pullman strike.

Love was not alone; men of peace had indeed long since

pointed out that the working class bore the brunt of war and

appealed to it to join hands in the fight for a warless world.

By 1870 it was clear that at least in Europe labor was waking

up to its responsibilities.
For a short time it looked as if the

first Workingmen's International might join hands with

middle-class opponents of war; but between Bakunin's revolu

tionary ardor and the conservatism of most friends of peace,

this hope fell to the ground. The socialistically inclined Ligue

de la Paix et de la Liberte, presided over by Charles Le-

monnier, soon proved, however, that it could be counted on.

The declaration of the third International Workingmen's

Congress in 1868 in favor of a general strike against war, and

the formation in 1871 of Randal Cremer's Workmen's Peace

Association likewise seemed hopeful signs. Cremer himself

corresponded with Sumner and other American friends of

peace who as a result were led to appeal to labor to arm

against war. Even the staid Advocate of Peace, after claiming

that these new movements sprang from seeds sown twenty

years back by English and American pacifists,
welcomed anti

war activity on the part of labor so long as it was not tainted

with "impracticable radicalisms."

The less academic Universal Peace Union showed its sym

pathy in deeds as well as in words. Its Massachusetts branch

made an informal entente with the Labor Reform League;
the Philadelphia group extended a fraternal hand to William

H. Sylvis, organizer of the National Labor Union, and to the

Knights of Labor as well. On at least two occasions, in 1870

and in 1873, agents of the Workmen's Peace Association, the

English antiwar movement, took part in the meetings of the

Universal Peace Union. In 1886 Karl Liebknecht, Edward

Aveling, and his wife, a daughter of Karl Marx, spoke to the
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Universal Peace Union on "How to Abolish Strikes, Boycotts
and Wage-Slavery"; Love approved of the addresses, not only
for their eloquence, but because

u
they were full of peace

and the ways of peace."

Naturally such a man as Love did not join the hue and cry
set upon the anarchists after the Haymarket tragedy. While
Love opposed revolutionary methods of solving the grievances
of the working class, he insisted that so long as that class was

pressed by perpetual want, so long as it remained in poverty
while the owning class surrounded itself with abundance, noth

ing could prevent violence on its part; in this case, however,
he attributed the bloodshed to the authorities and appealed for
the pardon of the condemned men. As an earnest of his desire

to win the active support of labor and to help solve the
basic economic causes of war, Love advocated profit sharing
and the cooperative management of industrial plants as well
as his pet idea of arbitration between employers and workers.
Love went even further. In 1889, at his instance, 3,000 mem

bers of the Universal Peace Union, after listening to Henry
George's plea that the abolition of the wrongs in our social

system was the only realistic path to peace, adopted a resolu

tion commending the theories of the great single taxer. And
in spite of the military character of a part of Coxey's army,
Love did not condemn it; if the government could vote

funds for military roads, if it could enrich contractors by
awarding them handsome concessions, why could it not put
the unemployed to work on necessary social projects?

Organized labor and social radicals did not entirely spurn
these overtures. In 1887 Gompers invited Randal Cremer,

visiting English trades-union leader, to address meetings of the

A. F. of L. on war, peace, and arbitration, and himself took

part in the movement for an arbitration treaty between his

motherland and his adopted country. In 1887 the organiza
tion he had built up committed itself, officially, to the cause

of peace and arbitration. Henry George, on his part, spoke
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hand.

Other social radicals of the day had slight respect for the

peace movement. Writing in the Arena, the Reverend Harry
C. Vrooman declared that until a frontal attack was made on

the cause of all war, class antagonisms, and private business

for profits, champions of peace would be merely beating
their fists against granite. Lysander Spooner, native American

anarchist, believing as he did that war was the instrument by
which the ruling, owning class plundered and enslaved the

mass of men, had little use for peacemakers. Even Edward

Bellamy and the Utopian Socialists generally took no stock in

their works. In Bellamy's Utopia world peace reigned, but

not as the result of anything pacifists
had done. "They were

well-meaning enough," observed Bellamy's spokesman, the

doctor; "but they seem to have been a dreadfully short

sighted and purblind set of people. Their effort to stop wars

between nations, while tranquilly ignoring the world-wide

economic struggle for existence which cost more lives and

suffering in any one month than did the international wars

of a generation, was a most striking case of straining at a gnat
and swallowing a camel."

Although a few peace leaders, notably Alfred Love, sensed

somewhat gropingly the pull of economic forces toward war
and tried to stem the undertow, peace advocates on the whole

merited the criticism of the social radicals. Their blindness

to economic factors tended to make them rely too much on

such potential allies as the press, the church, the schools, and

women's organizations. They failed to see that all these allies

were themselves affected by forces which might well bend

them toward the support of war, and they failed to see that

business enterprise contained within it the seeds of strife.

Above all they failed to make any very sustained and well-

planned efforts to win labor to their fold. These shortcomings,
one should hasten to add, were the natural result of their own
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class backgrounds and the dominant mood of the greater

part of the nation. Thus, then, did friends of peace calculate

allies and obstacles in their fight against war; and thus did

institutions, traditions, and new currents of thought and feel

ing, as well as powerful economic forces, set the stage on

which their act was to be played.



5.
PROPAGANDA AND PRESSURE,

1870-1898

MOST critics of the peace movement of yesterday have not

only been blind to the obstacles confronting it, but like

Havelock Ellis they have tended to think of it as a Greek

chorus reciting a dirge against inevitable war, aloofly voicing

the principles of abstract justice
to an unlistening, catastrophic

world. This is far from representing the actual attitudes of

the pioneers, for even in the days of Worcester, Ladd, and

Burritt, peace men not only forged tools for creating general

sentiment against war and applied their principles to specific

questions of the day, but also exerted some pressure on legis

latures and executives. This they continued to do in the last

three decades of the nineteenth century, with this difference:

they made more sustained and less oblique attacks, and they

limited their demands to what they believed statesmen and

politicians might regard as feasible. Negatively they fought

against the ever-mounting tide of militarism and navalism;

positively they waged a remarkable campaign for perma
nent arbitration treaties, pointing tirelessly to specific cases of

strife, showing a way out, and trying to persuade those in

power to see eye to eye with them.

Pacifists were aware of the inadequacy of the older methods

of propaganda, and they strained every nerve to win a wider

hearing. They continued, of course, to give what publicity

they could to their regular meetings, and to court, in the

old ways, their potential
allies the church, the schools, the

136
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press, women's groups, labor, and business. It was clear, how
ever, that if the ear of the people was to be won, more

striking methods must be found. Peace workers set about or

ganizing national demonstrations which would enjoy wide

spread publicity, enlist new adherents, and serve as feeders
of petitions to Congress and to the executive departments.

Alfred Love tried in vain to stage a peace demonstration
in connection with the Philadelphia Centennial Exposition
in 1876. Although resolutions were introduced into Congress
calling for nothing less than an official international peace
congress, they were promptly killed. Worse than that, it was

impossible to prevent military parades and exhibits at the Ex
position itself. The best that could be done was to scatter

peace leaflets among the throngs and to hold a colorful open
meeting of the Universal Peace Union to which foreign
visitors gave the semblance of an international protest against
war.

In the month of May, 1882, however, the federal capital
became the scene of a sort of dress rehearsal for a national

peace demonstration. For two days a National Arbitration

Convention, attended by delegates from fifteen states, at

tracted more than local attention. Although the leading

figures at the sessions were ex-Governor Fred Stanton and
Edward Tobey, the postmaster of Boston, the guiding hand
back of it was that or the Reverend Robert McMurdy of the

National Arbitration League. As much publicity as possible
was given to the recent move on the part of the administration

for a Pan-American Conference in the interest of closer

relations with our southern neighbors. At the end of the meet

ing a committee waited on the Secretary of State to present
him with resolutions calling for American initiative in sum

moning a congress of nations to limit armaments, to nego
tiate permanent treaties of arbitration, and to set up an inter

national court.

Another source of publicity for the cause was the inter-
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change of visits on the part of distinguished European and
American friends of peace. In 1869 Professor J. K. H. Willcox
made contacts for the Universal Peace Union in Spain and

Switzerland; Benjamin F. Trueblood, a gifted Quaker scholar

and college president, visited Europe in 1891 on behalf of

the Christian Arbitration Society, giving more than a score

of lectures in many cities; Robert Treat Paine at about the

same time was meeting most of the European friends of the

cause; and John Hanson, a Norwegian emigrant, was sowing
the seeds of peace during visits to his fatherland. Meanwhile
the erratic but seasoned Conrad Stollmeyer was spending a

fair slice of his fortune on picturesque but fruitless peace mis

sions to the Old World.
From Europe, on the other hand, there came to this coun

try a whole band of peace advocates. During the 8o's and

early 90'$, Don Arturo de Marcoartu, Dr. W. Evans Darby,
Felix Moschelles, Walter Hazewell, Hodgson Pratt, William

Jones, and Randal Cremer delivered lectures, did effective

lobbying in Washington, and left their American comrades
with a renewed feeling of solidarity in a world-wide crusade.

Moreover their names drew out audiences and gave distinc

tion to the cause in the eyes of many Americans.

In much the same way reports which delegates to the Eu

ropean peace congresses brought back served to emphasize
the international character of the cause as well as to lend it

prestige. Although Americans attended all of the popular

peace congresses which, beginning in 1889, met each year in

various places, their part in them was a minor one. At Rome
in 1891 Mrs. Mary Frost Ormsby presented a silk flag which
American ladies had lovingly sewn. At Paris the Reverend
Amanda Deyo appeared somewhat bewildered, but she was

graciously acclaimed by Frederic Passy, Charles Lemonnier,
and other leading figures. Sometimes American delegates

spoke effectively and well. Ernestine Rose and Julia Ward
Howe, who were the only Americans heard at the preliminary
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congress that met in Paris in 1878, made admirable addresses;
the earnest Belva Lockwood won the respect of her colleagues
at all the congresses she attended. The Reverend Rowland
B. Howard, secretary of the American Peace Society, a dig
nified orator and a sincere, pious man, particularly impressed
the religious English pacifists. Dr. Trueblood, who seldom
missed a reunion, spoke with grace, good humor, and ex
cellent effect. In 1890 David Dudley Field, who in the past
decade had interested many Europeans in Hodgson Pratt's

International Arbitration and Peace Association, presided
over the London Congress with so much distinction that his

countrymen were rightly proud of this venerable jurist.
But there was no Elihu Burritt to labor behind the scenes,

to steer the agenda, as he had done at the peace congresses a

third of a century before. Instead of bringing a fresh, Ameri
can point of view to the discussions, most of the delegates
from the United States merely followed the lead of the

religious pacifists of the London Peace Society who, to the

annoyance of their Continental colleagues, insisted on ex

cluding the discussion of controversial, heated questions of

the day. The Americans also joined Dr. Darby of the London
Peace Society in his persistent efforts to have Christian princi

ples recognized as the foundation stone of the peace move

ment, a position which was repulsive to most of the agnostic

peacemakers of the Continent. So strong were the moral

scruples of leading figures in the American Peace Society
that they refused to send a delegate to the peace congress

when, against their protest, it met in Monte Carlo.

Thus it was that the Americans, bent on upholding the

Christian basis of the peace movement and discouraging tick

lish or heated discussions of actual political questions, had

slight part in shaping the resolutions which the congresses

passed on arbitration and sanctions, on the neutralization of

rivers, canals, and disputed territory, on techniques for limit

ing armaments, and on self-determination of peoples. Ac-
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cording to some Continental peace workers, the majority of

the Anglo-American delegations, committed to a doctrinaire

pacifism, actually hindered the development of realism in the

peace movement. It was in large part due to the rigid Ameri
can and British pacifists

that the congress did not adopt in

1896 Gaston Moch's definition of an aggressor as one
refusing

to resort to arbitration.

Although in this period the Americans did not take the

lead in the peace congresses, they brought back to America
a more precise insight into the knotted problems of Europe
and the limitations of peacemaking. And they persuaded the

peace congress to come to America during the Chicago
World's Fair of 1893 to hold the first great national and inter

national peace demonstration on American soil.

That congress opened its sessions in the Fine Arts Building
on August 14, 1893, in a setting of internationalism: it was
but one of the fourscore humanitarian or learned congresses,
attended by people speaking a variety of tongues, which met
under the wing of the Fair. It was clear that it was the Ameri
cans' day, for no deference was paid to the scruples of free-

thinking Continentals, who had to accept Christian sentiment

as the basis of the congress and listen to prayers as a matter
of course. The committee on arrangements also excluded
from discussion all trouble-making public questions; peace was
to reign within the hall, if it never reigned elsewhere. Love,
it is true, felt that it was a sad commentary when pacifists
could not be trusted to talk calmly about the vexatious ques
tions that touched the interests and honor of their fatherland.

His hand was responsible for the arresting charts on expendi
tures for armaments, the toll of human life exacted in past
wars, and similar graphic arguments. The exhibits also in

cluded an Indian peace pipe, a picture of Penn and the Indians

signing their famous treaty, a peace bell, a Moline-made plow
cast from the swords of former military men, and paintings
of Vereshchagin, depicting battlefields in all their horror.
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Over 3,000 put their names in a big book, after the statement

"We believe in peace and arbitration."

The sessions themselves, over which Josiah Quincy, As
sistant Secretary of State, presided, were devoted to papers
on the history of the peace movement, the economic aspects
of war, women and war, the law of nations, and international

arbitration. One man, Alfred Cridge of San Francisco, struck

a note quite out of harmony with the tone of the assembly
in declaring that the violence of the Homestead affair was

but the forerunner of coming social war unless capitalists

changed their ways and unless government became truly
democratic. But for the most part the rather vague, ambiguous

arguments were true to the thought and feeling of the middle

class to which the congress was designed to appeal. The

general verdict was that the congress was on the whole less

realistic and less vigorous than those which preceded and

followed it. The demonstration did, however, win a hearing
for the principles of the peace movement which no local

gathering could have done.

The Peace Congress at Chicago was followed in 1 896 by a

series of demonstrations in Boston, Philadelphia, Chicago, and

Washington, all of which were prompted by a desire to

mobilize support for the pacific solution of the Venezuelan

boundary dispute with Great Britain and for a permanent
arbitration treaty with the mother country. The conference

in Washington was in fact a national affair, attended by four

hundred delegates from almost every state. Eminent per

sonages took part in the proceedings, over which Senator

George Edmunds presided. Chief Justice Melville Fuller, Gen
eral Nelson H. Miles, Charles Francis Adams, ex-Secretary

of State John W. Foster, and Carl Schurz lent dignity to the

occasion. It was clear that henceforth the peace rolls were to

include notable public men and persons of prestige, but

whether this would bring to the movement anything more

than increased public respect was a secret of the future.
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Although the annual arbitration conferences at Lake Mo-
honk, inaugurated in 1895 by Albert Smiley, did not cut a

big figure in the public eye, they proved to be a kind of

nursery for the peace movement. Year after year this Quaker

philanthropist invited to his Catskill conferences selected

guests, the number growing from fifty to three hundred.

Although the discussions were seldom vigorous or funda

mentalthe hardheaded business men, the cautious judges
and politicians, the charming educators, the wise diplomats
seemed to take "extraordinary pains not to commit themselves

to much of anything" the Lake Mohonk Arbitration Con
ferences popularized the idea of a permanent international

court and lent a glow of respectability and prestige to the

peace movement itself.

Such, then, was the support which the small nucleus of

devoted peacemakers might count on in their activities as

lobbyists and directors of a pressure group. Before recounting
their victories and frustrations in the campaign against mili

tarism and navalism and in behalf of permanent and com

pulsory arbitration, it might be well to describe briefly what

may be called the peacemakers' lobby at Washington. This

was, to be sure, informal and from the point of view of today

very roughly organized. It had little money to spend, a mere

pittance in fact, and although on occasion such distinguished
men as Amasa Walker, Andrew Carnegie, David Dudley
Field, and Dorman Eaton were mustered for a hearing or

for the presentation of a memorial, the personalities that

could be counted on were dignified, efficient, and sincere

rather than imposing. Robert McMurdy, jovial friend of

politicians, was on hand in the federal capital during most of

the 8o's, and Belva Lockwood was, thanks to her character and

her legal talent, a well-known figure for almost forty years.
Her training enabled her to draw up resolutions and bills and

her persistence and devotion could be counted on to find

out why they were buried in committees and why the State
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Department turned a cold shoulder toward overtures from

foreign governments for an inclusive treaty of arbitration.

Through her contacts abroad, moreover, she was able to co

operate in planning joint campaigns for simultaneous pressure
on foreign offices and on the State Department.

Philadelphia was near enough to the capital city to enable

Alfred Love and his colleagues to make frequent trips there

in behalf of the cause. Sometimes alone, sometimes with a dele

gation a hundred strong, this persistent lobbyist interviewed

every President and Secretary of State during the last three

decades of the century. His adjutant, Jacob Troth of Mount
Vernon, Virginia, was given access to President Hayes "at

any time in the cause of peace." The Friends, too, sent more

delegations than ever before. From time to time the officers of

the American Peace Society in Boston went to Washington
on errands of peace. Miles, Walker, Howard, Paine, True-

blood, and Edwin Mead, the latter a scholarly and vigorous
recruit, were admitted to the White House, to the Depart
ment of State, to the lobby of Congress, or to the hearings of

Senate or House committees on resolutions in behalf of a

permanent system of arbitration.

Foreign pacifists, too, lent a hand. In 1 883 Walter Hazewell,
treasurer of the London Peace Society, committed several

members of Congress to an Anglo-American treaty of arbi

tration, and William Jones, an officer in the same society, was

received at the White House three times during his stay in

this country in 1887. Randal Cremer visited two Presidents

on the business of peace, and Felix Moschelles, a portrait

painter and an active worker in Hodgson Pratt's organization,

propagandized President-elect Cleveland while painting his

picture. Cleveland, Moschelles wrote in his Autobiography,
sat for a long time like a brick, then listened sympathetically,
asked questions, and finally remarked that he "strongly felt it

was high time for civilized humanity to abandon the barbarous

methods of settling disputes."
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Petitions in support of resolutions favoring arbitration

treaties or a permanent international court bore in general in

the neighborhood of a hundred signatures, and these fre

quently represented men prominent in their communities. At
least one petition, submitted in 1872, reached 12,000 signa
tures. In 1885 peacemakers persuaded the Maine Legislature
to memorialize Congress for a convention of the American

republics in the interest of peace. Massachusetts and Colorado
refused to follow the example; the representative of the

mountain state explained that his people believed in fighting.
It would be tedious to recount the bills and resolutions-

twelve were introduced in a single year, 1886 that kept each

session of Congress aware of the program of the protagonists
of peace. The petitions were so much an old story by 1887
that the indefatigable McMurdy declared they had lost their

power in Congress except when they came in an avalanche.

Yet, he observed, they were important in educating the com

munity in which they circulated. This astute lobbyist also

advised advocates of peace to talk with congressmen while

they were in their districts; in Washington a peace man might
well wait days for an interview which, because of the great

pressure of business, might prove ineffective. The best thing
was, no doubt, to commit candidates to the cause and to mass
votes in his support but, as McMurdy knew all too well, this

was a hard job.
Officials at Washington did not take members of the pacifist

lobby to their hearts; yet they were sometimes favorable and

nearly always courteous. Mr. Justice Brewer of the Supreme
Court declared before the American Bar Association in 1895
that a permanent international tribunal was indispensable. Of
the Secretaries of State, Evarts and Frelinghuysen, who asked

to have The Peacemaker sent regularly to the department,
were, with Gresham, particularly respected by peacemakers;
but Blaine, in spite of his large talk about arbitration, proved
a disappointment in office. The Quaker senators from Rhode
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Island, Henry B. Anthony (1859-1884) and Jonathan Chace

(1885-1889) could be counted on to oppose bills for in

creasing armaments; both, however, were so much preoccu
pied in "looking after" the manufacturing interests of their

state that they let many opportunities to serve the cause
slip

through their fingers and in general fell short of the ex

pectations of friends of peace.
Members of Congress from districts in which there were a

considerable number of Quakers, such as Washington Town-
send of Pennsylvania, G. W. McCrary, Daniel Kerr, F. E.

White, and James Wilson, all of Iowa, did the cause good serv

ice. Senator William B. Allison, a leader in the dominant

Republican party, joined his Iowa colleagues. General Stew
art Woodford, who was to prove his devotion to the cause

during his subsequent career as minister plenipotentiary in

Spain, gave more than casual support to friends of peace

during the one year (1873-1874) that he represented New
York in the lower house. A Confederate veteran, James Ben
nett McCreary, Democratic governor of Kentucky, friend

of education and other humanitarian causes, won the praise
of peacemakers for his efforts in their behalf from 1885 to

1897. In fact, a study of the votes of Civil War veterans on
bills for increasing armaments and in behalf of arbitration

indicates that they were, on the whole, quite as peaceably in

clined as their colleagues who had not been under arms.

No one was as much admired by peace workers for his

services as John Sherman of Ohio. Again and again this busy

politician, enmeshed though he was in problems of tariff,

currency, and railroads, introduced resolutions, saw them

through committees, and kept the cause of arbitration before

the Senate. During his European tour in 1889 Belva Lockwood
buttonholed him in Paris, took him to meet parliamentarians

identified with the peace movement, and won his support
for the projected inclusive, permanent arbitration treaty with

France.
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The attitude of most members of Congress was well ex

pressed by Isaac Gibson, an lowan who visited Washington
in behalf of the cause in 1885. Senators and representatives,

he reported, were willing enough to introduce any bills pre

pared for them on arbitration, "yet none of them seemed

really interested in the subject and willing to mature any
measures and press them before Congress or to champion the

cause." They were too much engaged in making tariffs,

handing out concessions to railroads, looking after patronage,
or winning concessions for farmers to bother greatly about

the business of the peace lobby. The forces against which

the peacemakers worked were strong; the allies and potential
allies either faded away, or were inadequately organized by
the handful of impoverished peace leaders.

Yet in spite of these handicaps, the lobbyists won a suffi

cient number of minor engagements to keep up their courage
and spur them on. Whatever the value, they succeeded, for

one thing, in drawing from most of the Presidents words con

demning war and favoring arbitration. Perhaps the chief

executives might have given such testimony of their own

accord; there is some reason, however, to think that they

might not. Grant told Love that he had always gone into

battles with the wish that another way of solving conflicts

might be substituted for them. On another occasion he de

clared that, in his opinion, there never was a time when some

way could not have been found to prevent the drawing of

the sword. In an interview with Miles, approving the idea of

a code of international law and a world court, Grant spoke

strongly against the great standing armies, the evils of war,

the desirability, even the inevitability, of abolishing appeals
to the sword. When the ex-President visited Birmingham,

England, in 1877, he declared in response to an address by
a peace delegation that nothing would afford him greater

happiness than to know, as he believed to be the case, that

"at some future day, the nations of the earth will agree upon
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some sort of congress which shall take cognizance of inter

national questions of difficulty, and whose decisions will be
as binding as the decision of our Supreme Court is held bind

ing on us." On this European tour, according to one of his

retinue, Grant "never lost an opportunity to champion arbi

tration to crowned heads and prime ministers." And two

years later at Philadelphia, the great warrior told Love that

though the day of universal peace was far away, "you need
not be discouraged; you must work on. You must agitate!

agitate!" All these sentiments were given the widest possible

publicity.
When a delegation, headed by Love, asked President

Hayes to appoint a commission charged with the task of

arranging with other governments for a permanent arbitral

court, the President declared himself in accord with the gen
eral sentiment. On another occasion he agreed to submit a

similar suggestion to his Cabinet and advised the delegation
to see that their petition was sent to a committee of Congress
for report. "Give it the greatest possible publicity and agi
tation. Prepare the people to support me, and I am ready
to act." On the eve of his retirement President Hayes, at the

instigation of the peacemakers, formally came out in behalf

of a projected treaty with France by which all disputes what

soever were to be arbitrated. The notations which he made
on the memorials and petitions from friends of peace, still

filed in the Miscellaneous Letters of the State Department, in

dicate more sympathy than the crisp comments of polite in

difference so frequently jotted in the margin or on the back

of such documents. And after Hayes retired to private life he

did not forget to speak occasionally in behalf of peace and

arbitration.

It would be wearisome to recount in detail similar over

tures on the part of the pacifist lobby as President after Presi

dent came to live at the White House. Solicited by Love to

negotiate a permanent treaty of arbitration with England,
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Garfield, two days before he was shot, expressed to Thornton,
the British ambassador, the hope that such a project might be

realized. Arthur, in spite of his postponement of the Pan-

American Conference, pleased Love and his colleagues by
commending arbitration in his message of December 4, 1882,
as they had asked him to do. And Harrison, after a similar re

quest, inserted "the very expression that was wanted." But
his remarks before the Ecumenical Methodist Council in

1891 in favor of Christian conciliation and arbitration were
somewhat vitiated by his observation that as long as the devil

was unchained, the gun factory was a necessity.
On Cleveland friends of peace made a definite impression.

Although hardly aware of the movement when Felix Mo-
schelles engaged him in conversation, the Democratic leader,

after solicitations from two Americans, emphasized in his first

inaugural address the desirability of peace. By the time of

his second inauguration Cleveland had come to the point of

writing to a friend of peace, "the abolition of war, as a means
of settling disputes among the nations, at first the dream of

philanthropists, now seems to be getting every year nearer

and nearer; and it is to be hoped that our nation will do much
in the future to hasten the day when the desire for peace
shall be more prevalent among the nations of the earth."

Although the Free Soil party had favored arbitration in

1852, it was not until this period that the major parties cau

tiously added planks on arbitration and peace to their plat
forms. In 1884 the president of the Illinois Peace Society
was a very active member of the delegation which secured the

insertion of an arbitration plank in the national Republican

platform. A similar plank was turned down by the Demo
cratic party, though the vice-presidential candidate, Hen-

dricks, spoke in its behalf. But Elaine, who came out strongly
for the principle, won the support of the friends of peace in

the election of that year, and thereafter the parties included
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statements on these subjects as a matter of course. Pleased

though the peacemakers were with these gains, they realized

that their chief value was in the publicity they gave the cause;

they knew well enough that their work had only begun, and
that the platitudinous statements of

political leaders must be
translated into action.

After the two houses of Congress in 1874 adopted resolu

tions commending arbitration as a practical method for the

settlement of international difficulties, friends of peace pressed
the national legislature to adopt the more thoroughgoing
resolutions which had failed resolutions instructing the execu

tive to negotiate permanent and inclusive treaties of arbi

tration. Thanks to the help of Senator Hoar of Massachusetts,

such a resolution was adopted in the upper house on De
cember 20, 1882. Similar resolutions specifying France or

England as countries with which a start was to be made, were

introduced; but it was not until 1890 that both houses ac

cepted the Sherman resolution urging the executive depart
ment to initiate permanent treaties of arbitration for the

settlement of disputes that could not be solved by diplomacy.

John Sherman's services were thoroughly appreciated by the

pacifist lobby; he accepted a vice-presidency in both the

American Peace Society and the Universal Peace Union.

Delighted though the peace men were with these hard

earned resolutions, they had to fight against the tendency of

the executive department to do nothing about them. True,

Arthur, after an interview with leading pacifists, agreed to de

clare in his message his willingness to enter into negotiations

for permanent arbitration treaties; but rapid changes in the

State Department and the traditional caution of its personnel
had to be overcome. Harrison, when Belva Lockwood called

on him directly after the adoption of the Sherman resolution,

took the position
that it gave him no power or obligation

that he did not already have. Without the help of their fellow
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peace workers abroad it is not likely that the American

pacifist lobby could have stirred up any action on the part
of the executive department.
The first favoring wind came from Switzerland, where the

League of Peace and Liberty had long carried on energetic

propaganda. In 1882 the President of the Federal Council of

the Republic happened to be an ardent official of the League,
as was the Swiss Minister in Washington, Colonel Ernil Frey,
who had been an officer in our Civil War. On April i, 1883,

Frey sounded out Secretary of State Frelinghuysen on the

possibility of concluding a treaty of arbitration between the

two countries. The response of the American official being

favorable, on July 24, 1883 the Swiss Federal Council adopted
the project of a permanent, comprehensive, and obligatory

treaty of arbitration substantially the draft of the model

treaty which the League of Peace and Liberty had been pro

moting since 1873. All difficulties, whatever the cause, na

ture, or object, were to be submitted to a tribunal composed
of members chosen by both governments and by a neutral.

But in spite of indications that President Arthur and Secre

tary Frelinghuysen seemed to take an interest in the treaty,

Colonel Frey was unable to obtain any positive action on the

part of the State Department. The pacifist lobby hammered

away but the prolonged discussions came to nothing. The
indifference of Frelinghuysen's successors was probably due

to a fear that the arbitration of questions of disputed citizen

ship might prove to be a nuisance, and that such a radical

arbitration treaty might become an embarrassing precedent.

Pacifists, who believed that such an inclusive treaty would
introduce their cherished theory into the realm of statesman

ship and actuality, probably exaggerated its value as a

precedent, but their frustration was none the less hard to

bear.

Defeated on this front, peacemakers resumed the battle

with an even more important objective: nothing less, in short,
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than the negotiation of a similar treaty with the great French

Republic. In 1887, when Senator Allison introduced his

resolution urging the executive to negotiate permanent ar

bitration treaties with France and England, internationalists

in Paris circulated a petition inviting their government to

respond to this overture by proposing such a treaty. On
May 30, 1888, a petition, signed by 112 deputies and senators

and by 1,500 citizens, was submitted to the Minister of

Foreign Affairs and to the Chamber which, in turn, referred

it to a bureau of which Frederic Passy, the great peace par
liamentarian, was named rapporteur. A month later the peti
tion was favorably reported from the Initiative Commission
but adjournment of the National Assembly took place before

final action was possible.
Meanwhile Minister McLane told a delegation of French

pacifists that while he was personally sympathetic with the

project he could do nothing until he received instructions

from Washington, whereupon Belva Lockwood endeavored
to persuade Secretary Bayard to take such a course. Bayard,
however, held that the Sherman resolution of June 13, 1888,
was a sufficient guarantee to the French government of our

favorable attitude. Some headway seemed to result from the

conference which Mrs. Lockwood arranged in Paris, in July,

1889, between Senator Sherman, Whitelaw Reid, our min

ister, Passy, Barodet, and other French parliamentarian friends

of the cause. Sherman suggested that the French advocates

of the treaty petition the Secretary of State to formulate

such a treaty; he himself promised, as chairman of the Com
mittee on Foreign Relations, to give his support, and at the

same time assured the group that President Harrison and

Secretary Blaine were favorable to the treaty.

The able petition of French peace advocates and the con

tinued pressure of the pacifist lobby in Washington led Blaine,

on All Fools' Day, 1890, to write Henry Vignand, secretary
of the legation in Paris, that "it would be the inclination of
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our Government, on the general principle and as in line with

its established practice, to entertain with favor any proposal
from a friendly government looking towards such a conven
tion." But Elaine's preoccupation with the first Pan-American

Congress was uppermost in his mind; and the State Depart
ment was, besides, wary of the well-known instability of

French
politics. On his part the French Minister of Foreign

Affairs explained that a definite overture from Paris would be

interpreted by Germany as a threatening bid for an
ally. The

plain fact was, as
pacifists themselves pointed out, that while

both governments professed sympathy with the project,
neither was willing to make advances which might be fol

lowed by a rebuff; neither was ready to venture risks unless

the chances of success were excellent and the prize of major
importance.
Thus matters continued to stand until, on July 9, 1895, M.

Claude Barodet, a leader of "the left" and one of the most

energetic friends of the project in 1889 and 1890, asked the

Chamber of Deputies for action on his resolution inviting the

government to negotiate a permanent treaty of arbitration

with the United States. Without debate his request was

unanimously approved. Although Le Matin and Le Figaro,
and many American papers, with the New York Herald in

the vanguard, were sympathetic, the victory was a barren

one. In spite of innumerable petitions, interviews, and delega
tions both in Washington and Paris, France remained preoccu

pied with Madagascar and her internal problems, while the

United States was busy with a dispute over the boundary of

Venezuela and with a projected arbitration treaty with Great
Britain.

In some respects the outlook for the successful negotiation
of a permanent Anglo-American treaty was less hopeful than

in the case of France. British-baiting was a favorite sport of

the politicians who catered to the sizable Irish vote; and the

existence of the never-ending fisheries question and the Alaska
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seal-hunting problem tended to make American interested

parties reluctant to submit these issues, without reservations,

to a permanent arbitral commission. On the other hand, senti

ment in favor of some system of permanent arbitration with

England grew, for few Americans wanted war over the New
foundland fisheries, and there was always the danger that

clashes between New Englanders and their rivals on the Great
Banks might lead to popular hysteria and a diplomatic im

passe. American and English foes of war, through constant

watchfulness, through memorials and petitions, and by win

ning the support of commercial and religious bodies, elaborated

a public demand for arbitration of the controversies.

While it would be too much even to suggest that the peace
makers were responsible for the submission of the fisheries

dispute in 1878 to a joint commission, or for the negotiation
of the treaty of 1881 which was rejected by the Senate, they
did use these disputes over the fisheries as an effective argu
ment for joint commissions and for a permanent system of

arbitration. The practical suggestions on disputed points
of

international law characterizing some of the memorials from

the English peace men to both governments may have had

some part in the final decision of the Harrison administration

to submit the seals controversy to arbitration a decision which

may also have been affected by the persuasive and conciliatory
talks of Andrew Carnegie with the President and James G.

Elaine, his Secretary of State.

The award of the Commission in some respects dampened

popular ardor for arbitration, since Elaine's extreme position

was not upheld; and the subsequent delay of the House of

Representatives
in appropriating funds for the payment of

Canadian claims aroused unpleasant reverberations in Eng
land. But on the whole, according to such expert observers as

John W. Foster and F. K. Coudert, the Behring arbitration

strengthened the conviction that this kind of substitute for

war was preferable
to an appeal to arms. It doubtless also
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accelerated the movement for a permanent Anglo-American

treaty, a movement already well under way.
As early as 1882 peace leaders in both England and the

United States had considered the advisability of inaugurating
a movement for a permanent arbitration treaty, but it was not

until 1887 that Randal Cremer actually broke the ground.
Now a member of Parliament, this obstinate but able labor

leader circulated among his colleagues a memorial to the

President and Congress of the United States. After referring

to the various proposals in Congress urging permanent arbi

tration treaties with foreign powers, the memorial promised
the support of its signers for any such treaty emanating from

Washington. The memorial was signed by 232 members of the

House of Commons one-third of the total membership and

was further supported by the Trades-Union Congress and by
the Congregational Union, representing upwards of 2,000 min

isters. At a meeting with Andrew Carnegie it was decided to

have the memorial to President Cleveland presented by a dele

gation consisting of ten members of the House of Commons
and three representatives of the trades-union movement.

William Jones, an officer of the London Peace Society, pre

pared the way for the delegation. Armed with letters of in

troduction from John Bright, John Greenleaf Whittier, and

others, Jones visited Cleveland at the White House on Sep
tember 23, 1887. The President, who confessed that he was

but little acquainted with the subject of arbitration, received

the pamphlet on actual and successful resorts to arbitration

which Jones gave him and promised to give the subject his

earnest consideration.

About a month later President Cleveland received the

Cremer delegation. Fearful lest some compromising or em

barrassing remark might be made, the President was none too

anxious to go through with the affair. Although at times short-

tempered, Cremer spoke tactfully, and the urbanity of Lord

Playfair drew a cordial response from the President which
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greatly pleased members of the delegation. Cleveland privately
told Playfair that his sentiments toward the movement were

actually much warmer than those he expressed, and professed
much pleasure at learning from Jones, who had meantime
toured the country, that the American people were if any
thing in advance of the British in their esteem of the principle
of arbitration and in their desire for the permanent treaty with

England.
The Cremer delegation was warmly received by Congress;

they made a point of working on members of the committees on

foreign relations. It was not long before both Houses adopted
the Sherman resolution requesting the President to initiate

negotiations for a permanent arbitration treaty.
The public reception to the Cremer mission was even more

hearty. In New York, Philadelphia, and Boston great public

meetings, presided over by leading officials, welcomed the

British delegation. The New York Times declared that the

delegation impressed everyone with "a new sense of the folly
and criminality of a war between the United States and Great

Britain." Another result of all the publicity aroused by Cremer
and his colleagues was a flood of petitions to Congress and of

letters to the State Department and the President in support
of an arbitration treaty.
Not content with this achievement, Cremer, on June 16,

1893, carried in the House of Commons a motion expressing
the hope that Gladstone's government would conclude a

treaty of arbitration with the United States. Gladstone's ac

ceptance of the motion, with slight modification, marked an

about-face on his part, for he had definitely opposed general

systems of arbitration. The following year 354 members of

the House of Commons signed a second memorial to Con

gress and the President to keep the matter alive. Meanwhile,

partly in response to the British example, Congress reaffirmed

its stand by voting a resolution in behalf of the proposed

treaty.
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To all this pressure the two governments eventually re

sponded by discussing the form of a permanent treaty of

arbitration. The death of Secretary of State Gresham, who
was more sympathetic to the matter than the British govern
ment, delayed the negotiations. In the midst of the Venezue
lan boundary dispute they were resumed, partly because
Lord Salisbury hoped that the boundary matter might be

disposed of in the larger scheme. Olney, the new American

Secretary of State, would have preferred to have the treaty
more inclusive than the cautious Foreign Office in London, so

the negotiations bristled with many differences of opinion.
The final draft, signed on January 1 1, 1897, was more limited

than its champions had hoped for, but it set a new precedent
in the world and was welcomed as "a long step in the right
direction." In Europe as well as in America friends of peace
took courage and felt themselves well repaid for all their

toil.

Through the long months while the Senate discussed the

treaty in wrangling debate, peace workers did not relax their

efforts to secure its ratification. Several hundreds of peti
tions and memorials are recorded in the Executive Journal of

the Senate; members declared that their mail was loaded down
with letters urging favorable action. Belva Lockwood herself

submitted a petition signed by more than 5,000 persons. Fre

quently, moreover, the petitions that came from churches,

colleges, chambers of commerce, and labor groups were in

part the result of the suggestions peacemakers had made. The
sky looked bright indeed when the National Arbitration
Committee reported the results of a questionnaire directed to

leading men throughout the country: 930 out of the 1,002
that replied expressed preference for the treaty without

amendments, and only twelve were altogether opposed. On
the day before the definitive vote in the Senate the New York
World received from 326 newspaper editors telegrams ap
proving the treaty. John Morley was much impressed by "the
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strength and depth of American sentiment"; and Hodgson
Pratt, who was in the country at the time, declared that he
had "never spent six months of such enthusiasm."
But this extraordinarily unanimous propaganda and pressure

failed. On May 5 the Senate finally rejected even the skeleton
of the treaty which it had riddled with amendments. The
vote, which did not follow party lines, was four short of the

necessary two-thirds. The Advocate of Peace spoke for all

friends of the cause in declaring that the nation stood "self-

humiliated and disgraced before the whole world."
Peace workers analyzed as accurately as any subsequent

scholar has done the reasons for their
catastrophe. Loose talk

about an Anglo-American alliance aroused Irish opposition
to the treaty. Southerners feared that somehow they might
be forced to repay England the debts which individual Con
federate states had contracted. Shipbuilders and armament
makers, wary of a reduction of appropriations for "defense,"
made their influence felt it was said that they were respon
sible for the negative votes of Pennsylvania's senators, Quay
and Penrose. The Monroe Doctrine played a part: many
senators feared that our exclusive control over the proposed
Isthmian canal might be jeopardized by a tribunal set up to

pass on the Clayton-Bulwer treaty, which had given England
her claims and rights in this matter.

But peacemakers were correct in attributing the defeat to

two major causes. The first was the hostility of the silver

bloc to England, whom they regarded as a financial tyrant

responsible for maintaining gold as the world's monetary
standard. Of the thirty senators voting against the treaty,

twenty-five were silver men. The second and even more im

portant reason for the defeat of the treaty was the Senate's

jealousy of its part in directing foreign affairs; in spite of all

the safeguards provided by the amendments there lurked the

fear that the arbitration treaty might be used in such a way as

to rob the upper house of its prestige.
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Although President McKinley favored the treaty and prom
ised to do what he could for its reconsideration, it was, for

the time, dead. Peacemakers confessed their defeat but tried

to make the best of it. Some comforted themselves by declar

ing that the failure was after all a blessing in disguise, for a

new and better one would sooner or later be consummated.
Others reminded themselves that the educational value of the

campaign had not been forfeited. But in spite of all efforts

to ease the smart of the wound, it rankled the more as peace
makers remembered how for once they had stood on the very
threshold of success.

This painful frustration came in the wake of another trial

of strength, the war scare occasioned by the Venezuela crisis.

Detecting danger in the long-disputed boundary between
British Guiana and Venezuela, pursuers of peace had con

tinually tried to find a way of solving the conflict peaceably.
At the suggestion of the Universal Peace Union, Conrad

Stollmeyer had, in 1889, gone to Caracas and used his in

fluence to reestablish diplomatic relations between Venezuela
and Great Britain. His mission contributed to this end, and
he received the Order of the Liberator. More important,

peacemakers, ever since 1888, had requested the State Depart
ment to persuade England to submit the entire issue to arbi

tration; only two weeks before President Cleveland's message
to Congress in 1895 Trueblood and Paine urged him firmly
to press such a course on England. But they had no idea he

would go so far as to declare that "there is no calamity which
a great nation can invite which equals that which follows a

supine submission to wrong and injustice, and the consequent
loss of national self-respect and honor, beneath which are

shielded and defended a people's safety and greatness," and

accompany his "firm course" by an intimation that the United
States would not hesitate to use force if England continued

to refuse to submit the entire boundary controversy to a

tribunal. Their petitions for arbitration thus turned into a
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boomerang; they saw the President's warlike arbitration

message stir up the martial
spirit of a great section of the peo

ple. The day after the message one of the most popular Civil
War generals called at the White House with an offer to raise

a Southern brigade. The chaplain of the House of Repre
sentatives expressed the mood of many lawmakers in his in
vocation to the Almighty to "make this nation quick to resent
insult." Senator Chandler and Senator Davis led a movement
to increase the defenses of the country. Although Judge Oliver
Wendell Holmes had not intended to fan the flame by his

current article, "The Soldier's Faith," such was its effect. In

raising his voice for peace at a crowded meeting at Cooper
Union, Lyman Abbott faced a "hostile and tumultuous audi
ence." According to one observer, blood ran in almost every
paragraph of the great majority of newspapers, which branded
as mean, cowardly, and unpatriotic everyone who deprecated
haste. Secretary of State Olney was reminded by a newspaper
correspondent who was keyed up by the prospect of war that

in a period of deep economic distress a popular foreign war

might be a happy solution of domestic embarrassment public

money would be released, trade would boom, and fortunes

would be made. The West, resenting the antisilver policy of

Great Britain, was found by Bishop Potter to be particularly
warlike, and Irish-Americans and ultrapatriots provided addi

tional tinder.

In both England and America the forces of peace, already
mobilized in quest of the arbitration treaty, did not lose a

moment's time. Great antiwar conferences, in which eminent
business men and distinguished figures took part, spoke for

peace the meetings at Chicago, Boston, Philadelphia, Wash

ington, and London were especially impressive. Religious
bodies and chambers of commerce, encouraged by peace men,
added their voices, and pacifists, of whom George Foster Pea-

body was but one, wrote persuasive letters to Cleveland and

Olney. Within no time they had forged and released a per-
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suasive body of arguments. Such an extension of the Monroe

Doctrine as the one sponsored by Olney and Cleveland they

arraigned as inconceivable folly, a perversion which would, if

sustained, constantly threaten peace. It would make us the

armed champion of sixteen unstable republics even when
their own bad faith brought them into strained relations with

European powers. The main question was not whether Eng
land was right in her contention about the boundary line;

it was whether, even if she were in the wrong, it was our duty
to resist wrong to Venezuela by force of arms.

To offset arguments about the immediate prosperity that

war would bring, attention was called likewise to the losses

which American cotton, wheat, beef, and oil interests would

suffer if war cut them off from their best markets, and to the

unfortunate effects the war scare was having in financial cir

cles. According to one authority the crisis within two days
led to losses in Wall Street which could be reckoned in the

millions. Humanitarian arguments reenforced all the others.

It is true that circumstances and forces over which peace
workers had no control played the decisive part in the con

clusion of the English and American governments to find a

modus vivendl The Kaiser's telegram expressing sympathy
with the Boers focused British attention on their relations

with Germany and on their South African troubles; the in

creasingly serious Cuban situation turned the attention of the

United States toward the Caribbean.

But aid came also from peace workers. The unofficial nego
tiations of Lord Playfair smoothed the way for official con

tacts. Henry Norman, of the London Daily Chronicle, se

cured the release in London of unpublished correspondence
between Venezuela and the United States which allowed the

British Foreign Office to back down gracefully and which had

a pacific effect upon public opinion in England that was

"electric." It is not too much to presume that this electrical

effect was in large part due to the vast though inarticulate
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sentiment in favor of arbitration and of peace which the

peacemakers had roused in both countries. Indeed, "the clamor
of the peace faction" was sufficient to convince Theodore
Roosevelt that the country needed a war which he hoped
would come soon.

If artisans of peace were over-sanguine at their part in this

victory or looked with justifiable pride upon the forward

steps made in winning official recognition for arbitration,

they realistically faced the meager results of their fight against
the steady increase of armaments.

Although the armed forces of the nation were systematically
and steadily reduced immediately after the Civil War the

navy reached its low point in 1870 the tide changed early in

the 8o's. The peacemakers did not fully sense how the rising
force of nationalism greatly stimulated the desire for a more
efficient army and a formidable navy. Nor did they under
stand that the revolution in naval architecture and the rapidly

changing technological developments in land warfare natu

rally resulted in a demand for replacing antiquated units with
modern ones. And they failed to reckon in time with Captain
Alfred Mahan, who began in 1890 to publish his effective

arguments for sea power arguments which Henry Cabot

Lodge and Theodore Roosevelt were quick to popularize.
The leaders in the movement more clearly perceived the

economic causes of the growing navalism and militarism. They
saw how the widespread strikes and labor unrest stimulated

the building of armories throughout the land and played into

the hands of those demanding expansion of the militia. While
the part of armament interests and shipbuilders in the move
ment for increasing the national defense was less important

during this period than later, peace men tracked down some
of their maneuvers.

The fact that the national debt was rapidly disappearing
loomed larger in their eyes; when a surplus actually appeared,
it created a problem in which their interest was vital. Should
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the surplus be curbed by reducing the tariffs, the logical pro
cedure? Protected industries would not hear of that; and

nothing was more natural, in a period when government left

the dispensation of culture and facilities for leisure to private

enterprise, than for surplus funds to be converted into coast

fortifications and armaments.

Against increased appropriations for army or navy peace
makers forged a full arsenal of arguments. Militarism and

navalism, they said, were un-American, and to go out for

them meant abandoning our historic mission of leading the

world to a new and humane order. Instead, if we followed

the path of Europe and squandered our resources for arma

ments, we would be led to "nihilism," socialism, and revolu

tion; militarism and navalism burdened the masses and at the

same time swallowed up funds which would better be spent
for the education of the poor and for the amelioration of the

lot of potential radicals. They cited such financial experts as

Hugh McCullough, former Secretary of the Treasury, who
held that Europe's financial and economic ills were to be laid

to her disbursements for armies and navies. And they shrewdly
reminded their hearers that a huge navy and army meant

centralization of power, the death of states rights and of tradi

tional American liberties.

Artisans of peace did not hesitate to point out that expendi
tures for coast fortifications, ships, and military supplies were
too often the result of pressure on the part of special business

groups bent on profits; could we afford to humor them when
the boon they asked carried with it moral as well as political

dangers? They repeated the old arguments regarding the

poisonous effects of militarism and navalism on ethics, moral

ity, and human decency generally. They contended that our

commerce and territory were perfectly safe without any
larger "defenses" than we already possessed. Let navalists

specify instances in which the fleet had actually protected
our commerce, and prove that such commerce equaled the
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cost of the naval establishment! And finally peacemakers in

sisted that all history proved that armaments, far from assur

ing a country against war, actually invited such a catastrophe.

Although leaders probably did not succeed in popularizing
these arguments among the rank and file of the movement-
let alone the general public they did see to it that every mem
ber of Congress was provided with them all. A study of the

debates over increased appropriations, both in 1886-1887 and
in 1896, shows that speakers in Congress made good use of

the general arguments as well as of the specific data with
which peacemakers provided them. To cite but one or two

examples, Senator James Beck of Kentucky, in opposing on
March 23, 1886, an increase of 5,000 enlisted men in the

army, declared that "we need no standing army, either to

gratify the pride of generals, or to be used as a menace against
our own people for any purpose." This Scotch-born Demo
crat believed that "there are men in this country who have no

faith in the great mass of the people, men who would like

to see a great standing army, who would like to use them

against their own citizens if they dare to rise against the great

monopolies and the privileges they so unjustly obtain . . .

men who insist that we must have a standing army to put
down every little disorder . . . That was the cry over the con

tinent of Europe for hundreds of years, yet every country
that adopted the system and built up a standing army became

a despotism as soon as the standing army was strong enough."
Senator Van Wyck of Nebraska, on April 7, protested against

the use of the army to check "the advance of the free, white,

American laborer in any attempt he may make to have jus

tice done to him and those who have toiled and labored with

him." And in a remarkable speech in the House of Representa
tives on May 12, 1886, Grosvenor of Ohio cited specific in

stances of brutality, crime, degradation, among officers and

men; marshaled figures from the adjutant generals' reports to

buttress the lurid picture he painted of the evils of militarism;
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piled up evidence of the economic waste that preparation for

war, and war itself, involved; and declared that militarism

forced a violent solution of "social questions by pushing na

tions toward anarchy, snatching from agriculture the hands

and funds necessary to its development, reducing the work
men of the fields to misery, and to moral, physical and intellec

tual debasement, and overwhelming the nations with misery
and demoralization . . . No wonder that the poor, furnish

ing largely the food for powder, are awakening to the facts

that they sustain the maximum of calamity and slaughter and
receive the minimum of pay and honor." These arguments
were developed by many other congressmen who repeated the

words and ideas that the most vigorous peacemakers sent to

their desks.

But those who were trying to uproot war did not stop with

arguments against navalism and militarism. They suggested
various schemes for checking their growth, both at home and
abroad. Few went so far as Joshua Blanchard, who in 1868

urged government prohibition of the manufacture and sale of

arms. A few years later David Dudley Field proposed that in

peace times an army should not exceed a certain proportion
of a country's population; one soldier for every 1,000 peo

ple, he thought, might be a practicable objective with which
to start. Others induced members of Congress to introduce

resolutions calling not only for American initiative in invit

ing governments to an international congress to make a code
of laws and a court, but to limit armaments as well. On one

occasion Senator Blair of New Hampshire tried to persuade
the upper house, in voting for a naval supply bill enlarging
that branch of the service, to attach a provision that the addi

tional battleships were not to be built until the British govern
ment had refused to dismantle her naval stations in the New
World. Occasionally some spokesman for peace urged Car

negie to follow the example of Charles Huston, the Quaker
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president of the Lukens Iron and Steel Company, who reso

lutely refused orders for protective armor for war vessels.

Yet all the arguments, all the alternatives, all the petitions
and work of the pacifist lobby, failed to curb the rapid de

velopment of the navy or the more gradual development of

the army. True, in 1885 and 1886, proposals to augment ap

propriations for national defense were defeated in a
spirited

debate; and the Lodge bill of 1896, which would have sub

jected every able-bodied citizen to military service, was killed.

On other occasions, too, friends of peace claimed minor vic

tories, but they saw all too well that in the major objective,
that of substantially curbing the development of navalism,

they had failed. Even though a few of the leaders realized the

economic implications of navalism and militarism, they did

not develop any effective rationale to offset the resistless,

silent undertow of economic forces. This they failed to do,

largely, it appears, because their own background led them

to choose too naively among their potential allies, and because

they did not evaluate any too realistically the obstacles in

their way. But benighted though they might be, they had

courage, they did not admit that defeat was more than tem

porary. They believed right, justice,
and the very gods were

on their side, and they would fight,
in that belief, to the last.



6.
IMPERIALISM AND WORLD
ORGANIZATION, 1890-1907

BEFORE the peace movement as a whole had recognized and

grappled with the economic undertow that was almost im

perceptibly pulling it further and further out to sea, it was

beset by a new war and an adventure in imperialism. The

Spanish-American War and its aftermath shook the peace
movement to its very foundations but at the same time won
as an ally a group of old-fashioned liberals who looked upon
imperialism as un-American and altogether intolerable from

a humane and a democratic point of view. Indeed, the almost

magic growth of navalism, which accompanied the new de

parture toward world power, led to a reaction which at least

on the surface greatly redounded to the benefit of the peace
makers.

But this expansion of the peace movement was in reality

less fateful than the response of peacemakers to the new ven

ture in imperialism. Would they recognize the basic causes

of our expansion in the Caribbean and the Pacific? Would

they, in consequence, modify their program, seek new allies,

alter their tactics? Or would they with their wonted zeal and

faith follow the same old road, trying to win prestige by
attracting people of influence, endeavoring to press the gov
ernment into arbitration treaties and to hold it back from an

increase in armaments? In making their decision advocates

of peace were greatly influenced by the willingness of the

federal government to toy with the idea of regional or-

166
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ganization (Pan-Americanism) and, somewhat more falter-

ingly, with world cooperation (the Hague Conferences).
The decision was a momentous one, for it was to mould the

subsequent history of the struggle against war.
The war to "free Cuba" did not take friends of peace by

surprise. During the chronic warfare which devastated the

Pearl of the Antilles they had opposed every suggestion of

American intervention in behalf of the Cuban insurgents.
When in 1873 Spanish authorities summarily executed eight
American citizens engaged in carrying troops and arms to the

rebels on the Virginius, cries for war were heard on every
side. At a special meeting the American Peace Society ap
pealed to the federal government not to yield to the storm
of passion but to follow the precedent established by the

Treaty of Washington and to submit the issue to an arbitra

tion tribunal. More effective, no doubt, was the stand taken

by Theodore Woolsey of Yale, whose support Burritt and
Miles had courted with some success. In a public statement

this authority on international law declared that since the

Virginius was a piratical vessel falsely flying the Stars and

Stripes, we had no ground for threatening Spain with war.

With the Virginius affair ever fresh in mind, peacemakers

kept an eye out for similar filibustering ships in American

harbors, and in 1885 prevented the Atlanta, loaded with arms

and munitions, from leaving Philadelphia for Cuba. Although

they were sympathetic with the insurgents' aspirations for

freedom and shocked by Spanish cruelty in the island, arti

sans of peace urged both the rulers at Madrid and the rebels

to submit their differences to arbitration. In 1 896 the Universal

Peace Union implored the Spanish government to grant

autonomy to the Cubans, to remove oppressive taxes, and to

withdraw all troops. At the same time peacemakers be-

seeched the American government to offer mediation and to

discourage the insurgents from hoping for military inter

vention in their behalf.
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As the war clouds thickened the peace leaders divided some

what on the question of tactics. Although Dr. Trueblood in

a personal interview with McKinley urged him to hold out

against the pressure to declare for war, most members of the

American Peace Society believed that last minute efforts were

bound to be futile, that the true work of the peace movement
was not to try to resolve crises, but to prevent them from aris

ing. Alfred Love and his colleagues, on the other hand, were
determined to prevent war.

Hearst and Pulitzer, finding themselves engaged in a titanic

struggle to increase the circulation of their respective New
York papers, left no stone unturned in digging up and falsify

ing sensational "news"; they were not at all deterred by the

likelihood that their actions might make war inevitable. Some
effort was made to expose the prowar propaganda of the

yellow press and to warn officials and public against its in

trigues. During the winter and spring of 1898 a new periodi

cal, Pen and Sword, edited in Chicago by D. R. Coude, ad

dressed an open letter to the President and Congress, pointing
out that "the yellow kids" and jingo editors had been "playing
them for suckers." This mordant sheet cited chapter and verse

in the campaign of the yellow press to "hurl the country into

hell": the "free ride" given Senator Proctor to visit Cuba and

report on "atrocities," the fake photographs in the New York

Journal, and the exaggerated and twisted propaganda in the

Chicago Tribune. Love and his lieutenants encouraged Mc
Kinley to resist the pressure of the yellow press and of the

war party in Congress. Telegrams and letters urging the sub

mission of the Maine issue to arbitration and demanding the

preservation of peace poured in on Congress; Theodore Roose
velt was "amazed and horrified at the peace-at-any-price tele

grams from New York, Boston, and elsewhere to the Presi

dent and Senators."

Meanwhile a pacifist lobby of eight or nine tireless workers

did valiant service in trying to hold senators and representatives
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to the cause of peace. Nor did it meet rebuffs in all quarters.
Senator Sherman believed that a treaty might be arranged by
which Spain would retire peacefully from the island. Speaker
Reed, who was thoroughly opposed to war, likewise gave the

peacemakers some comfort, but soon they had reluctantly
to admit that the "Czar" had lost his hold on the rank and file

of the House. Representative Barrows of Massachusetts, who
had already befriended the cause of peace, went to President

McKinley to assure him that at least some members of the

federal legislature hoped for a peaceful settlement of the

crisis and meant to uphold him in securing it. McKinley re

plied that he was glad to have this information, that whereas

the peace men in Congress had kept quiet the warmakers

had been unusually noisy. Barrows also informed McKinley
that Massachusetts was not so united in demanding war as

Henry Cabot Lodge had led him to believe. Although a mo
mentary ray of hope came when Oscar Straus, a diplomat
who was increasingly to show favor toward the peace move

ment, offered the White House a formula for avoiding war,
the almost distracted handful of peace advocates recognized
that Barrows was right in declaring that the bulk of Congress
was "as explosive as torpedoes." Their efforts to sustain Car

dinal Gibbons and other Catholic prelates in preventing the

war likewise resulted in frustration. They reluctantly aban

doned their plan of staging a vast protest meeting on the very
eve of the declaration of war: the few public men who had

not succumbed to the war fever convinced them that it would

be as easy to touch the moon as to hold such a meeting.
While Alfred Love, Dr. George Boardman, Belva Lock-

wood, William Wood, a Baltimore Quaker, ex-Governor

Hoyt of Wyoming, and a handful of other tireless leaders

were thus fighting against war in Washington, they were at

the same time trying to influence Madrid. The task might have

seemed less hopeless had there been some kind of peace move

ment in Spain. Although there was the basis for one in Barce-
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lona, it was unorganized. The aged Don Arturo de Marcoartu,
a member of the Cortes, was willing to do what he could, but

Belva Lockwood, who was in correspondence with him, felt

that he failed to grasp the situation. General Woodford, our

ambassador, who years before had sponsored arbitration resolu

tions in Congress, was more helpful. In letters and cables the

officers of the Universal Peace Union urged him to implore
the Spanish government to act rapidly in making concessions

a course which he was already following. One by one the

anxious American pacifists saw the concessions they had urged

granted by the Spanish government. Love wrote to Sagasta,

the Prime Minister, expressing appreciation for his concilia

tory course, warning him of the inflammable character of

American opinion, explaining the pressure on McKinley, and

arguing that Spain herself would profit from granting com

plete independence to Cuba. Finally, on the very threshold of

the first military operations, this veteran of peace sent a last

pathetic letter to the Queen Regent: "We want you to hear

from the real representatives of the American heart, that we
believe all that is desired could be obtained by peaceful
means." In reply to the criticism that was heaped on Love for

resorting to petitions and pleas, Baroness von Suttner writing
in Die Waffen Nieder! declared that nothing was so dis

crediting as silence.

Alfred Love did not flinch in his opposition to the second

war which it was his fate to endure; even after hostilities

broke out he urged the President to send a peace commission

to Madrid. But his ill-fated letter to the Queen Regent, which
was intercepted and published in garbled form by a scurrilous

newspaper, unleashed a storm of passion in the City of

Brotherly Love. The Universal Peace Union was thrown out

of its headquarters in State House Row precious mementos

given by foreign pacifists
and treasured papers were ruthlessly

scattered to the winds. Love himself was burned in effigy and

the charred dummy riddled with bullets and drawn through
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the streets. From all over the Union letters of "the most
abusive and vulgar character," accompanied by instruments

of torture, added to the reproaches, obloquy, and persecution
of this sixty-eight-year-old man whose character was so spot
less and whose kindliness so well known. The persecution was
less hard to bear since only two members of his organization

resigned on account of its uncompromising opposition to the

war.

The Advocate of Peace was no less loyal to its colors. Its

editor, Dr. Trueblood, made no effort to conceal his intense

disappointment and deep sense of humiliation at what he re

garded as an irretrievable mistake. Others were less firm, for

the temptation was strong to accept the official thesis that the

war was an entirely unselfish one waged for the noblest and

most humane purpose to free Cuba from the tyrant's yoke of

unspeakable oppression. "Though I hate war per se" wrote

Elizabeth Cady Stanton, "I am glad that it has come in this

instance. I would like to see Spain . . . swept from the face

of the earth." And Florence Kelley agreed. President Eliot,

declaring that the educated youth who loved his country did

not consider in what precise cause his country had gone to

war, assured the world that Harvard's patriotism could be

counted on now as in the past, Lyman Abbott, who had spoken
words of peace at Lake Mohonk, thought that the history of

the world did not record a "nobler war." And at Mohonk it

self the beneficent Mr. Smiley requested members of the arbi

tration conference to make no mention of the war that was

being waged.
The Spanish-American War profoundly shocked European

friends of peace. The editors of UArbitrage entre Nations,

La Paix par le Droit, Friedensblatter, and Die Waffen Nieder!

agreed with E. Moneta, of // Secolo, that the war robbed

European pacifists
of one of their most conclusive arguments

for combating war the peaceful example of the United

States. They had no difficulty in demolishing the humanitarian
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"pretensions" of the authorities at Washington and regretted
with much bitterness the path of empire traveled by America
as she took over Porto Rico, Hawaii, and the Philippines. The
Baroness von Suttner, remarking that the Balkans were on fire

and that all their houses were of straw, feared that the Spanish-
American War might be the prelude to a world catastrophe.

European pacifists, no less than their American colleagues,
drew endless arguments from the war and the Peace of Paris

by which the victor took over the island colonies of Spain.
Some believed that the war marked a departure from, or a

perversion of, the Monroe Doctrine, and wondered whether
the United States might not try to drive Europe out of the

western hemisphere altogether. Others piled up examples of

the "stupid and barbarous butchery" and the heavy costs in

money and men; they sounded a warning of impending naval

rivalry, with the United States in the van; they predicted
a repetition of the Civil War pension bugbear; and they

pointed to the rise in the cost of bread and wheat all over Eu

rope and to the suffering in Spain.
But with one or two exceptions peacemakers apparently

did not detect any fundamental economic causes for the war
with Spain. True, they rightly attributed to the yellow press
an important place in bringing on the conflict, but in general

they did not relate the prowar propaganda in these news

papers to the competition for circulation and
profits. No

American advocate of peace, it seems, paid any attention to

the argument of Theodore Ruyssen in VArbitrage entre Na
tions that the Cuban insurrection and American participation
in it were to be laid at the door of capitalists who had "cut

into shreds beforehand the skin of the bear." Interested Ameri
can capital, Ruyssen continued, supplied the insurgents with

money and munitions and bought Cuban bonds payable only
after independence had been secured. Die Waffen Nieder!

likewise called attention to the relation between American
economic interests in Cuba, which were analyzed in some de-
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tail, and American intervention. From the Socialists, too,
American advocates of peace might have derived some light
on the relations of finance-capitalism to the war and its after

math of imperialism. Not until 1904, apparently, did the
Advocate of Peace show cognizance of this argument, when
it quoted Seligman's Economic Interpretation of History on
the direct and indirect relations between American invest

ments in Cuban sugar and the war. But the quotation was made
without conviction and with no reference to the present or
future program and tactics of the peace movement.
The war with Spain was followed by imperialism, a phe

nomenon with which friends of peace were already familiar,
for they had seen European powers penetrate China, Morocco,
the Transvaal, Abyssinia, Egypt, and Armenia. Nor had they
remained silent. Again and again they had raised their voices

in behalf of these backward areas of the earth and denounced
the wars that were levied against them. They had rejected the

imperialistic doctrine that the end justifies the means as

dangerous and fallacious; they had cast doubt on the sin

cerity of the slogan "the white man's burden" by pointing
to the slums in London and other cities as proper points at

which surplus philanthropic energy might find an outlet.

But although imperialism had been denounced it had not

been understood. Spokesmen for peace were apt to believe

with the romantic G. Stanley Hall that the imperialistic

phenomenon was one of adult nations unjustifiably using the

"big fist" to knock down peoples in the "sacred" childhood

stage of development. The religious predilections which char

acterized American pacifists led them to brush aside any sug

gestion that missionaries, in calling for government protection
in strained situations, promoted imperialism. Apparently not

until the Boxer rebellion did advocates of peace take mission

aries to task for their "lack of wisdom, tact, and charity" in

appealing for the protection of armed forces. In vain one

searches American peace literature in the period before our
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imperialistic war in the Philippines for any real insight into

the economic causes of modern imperialism and imperialistic
wars.

From two sources, however, American foes of war might
have learned in the last decades of the nineteenth century
something of the inner springs of imperialism. In England
their colleague Randal Cremer had suggested that British in

tervention in Egypt was mainly the work of bondholders

who were threatened with the loss of the money they had
invested in Egyptian securities; and many others besides this

labor leader hinted that rivalry over precious metals had some

thing to do with the Boer troubles in South Africa. Darby,
moreover, tried to prove that England's imperialism had not

profited the trade and industries in the name of which it was
defended. Outside the circle of peace men Socialists, both
abroad and in America, were also diagnosing in even a more

thoroughgoing fashion the capitalistic causes of imperialism.
But in general American peace seekers turned a deaf ear to

all such talk.

Failing as they did to understand the economic roots of

imperialism its American opponents had grappled only with
its surface manifestations. They had merely appealed to for

eign governments to act justly and pacifically toward the

less powerful peoples with whom they found themselves in

volved, and to accept mediation or arbitration of controversies

and conflicts that arose. Thus the Universal Peace Union in

1890 urged England to accept arbitration with Portugal in

the conflict over African possessions, and a few years later

called upon France to submit her difficulty with the Queen
of Madagascar to an impartial tribunal.

Occasionally friends of peace also petitioned the govern
ment at Washington to offer mediation in the imperialistic

struggles of foreign powers. This was done during the Franco-
Siamese conflict in 1893 and the Sino-Japanese War in 1895.

Again, during the Boer War representatives of the American
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Peace Society and the Universal Peace Union besought Mc-
Kinley and Hay, the Secretary of State, to offer mediation.

Although Hay sounded out the British government on this

proposition, the Foreign Office made it clear that it would

reject any such suggestion.
As the early years of the twentieth century gave way one

to another pacifists continued to urge mediation and arbitra

tion in their efforts to curb imperialism. They regarded as a

great triumph Theodore Roosevelt's stand for the arbitra

tion of the controversy arising over Venezuela's debts to for

eign capitalists. A few years later, when the Russian-Japanese
War broke out, Roosevelt was urged to offer mediation. In
these appeals peace protagonists pointed out that the Presi

dent might become a world figure if he would take the initia

tive in ending the struggle; they also supplied evidence of
war weariness among the peoples of both belligerents and

suggested that further loans from international bankers would
be hazardous. Hay, at least, was greatly interested and deeply
moved as he read the "eloquent and impressive letter" of
Robert Treat Paine and Dr. Trueblood. But careful scrutiny
of the Personal Letterbooks of Theodore Roosevelt fails to

reveal that he was at all influenced by these appeals. Indeed,
he wrote to his English friend, J. St. Loe Strachey, that he
felt "the heartiest scorn" for those who, "whether from folly,
from selfishness, from shortsightedness, or from sheer cow
ardice, rail at the manly virtues and fail to understand that

righteousness is to be put before peace even when, as some
times happens, righteousness means war." Roosevelt finally
assumed the role of peacemaker, but only after he had been
asked to do so by Japan. Then peace advocates, apparently

failing to detect the political and economic motives which

guided the President, rejoiced at his services at Portsmouth.

But arbitration and mediation did not exhaust the sugges
tions which partisans of peace had made in their conflict with

imperialism. In 1889 they warned the federal government of
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the danger involved in sending gunboats to police the troubled

waters of Haiti; they supported Cleveland in his stand against
those who would have annexed the Hawaiian Islands and

proposed instead their neutralization to check imperialistic

inroads.

By the time the United States first officially participated
in an international political congress the Congo Conference

in Berlin in 1884 friends of peace had added international

consultation and the formula of guaranteed neutrality to

their list of substitutes for competitive imperialism. Before

the conference opened, Frelinghuysen received at the State

Department suggestions for the agenda from the Universal

Peace Union. Following the lead of the League of Peace

and Liberty, their European ally, the delegates suggested
that the United States use its influence at Berlin in behalf

of a program of neutralization of the Congo area and of com

pulsory arbitration of any dispute between rival interests in

this part of Africa. They were pleased to note that the in

structions of our delegate, John Kasson, closely corresponded
to their ideas. At the Congress itself, Kasson, who had pro
moted the International Postal Union, pushed the American

program with considerable ability, and protagonists of peace

deplored the rejection of our proposal to establish over all

the territories at the mouth of the Congo a regime of neu

trality sanctioned by arbitration. The Congress did accept,
in principle, the idea of mediation in disputes before a resort

to war, and the responsibility of ameliorating the moral and

physical conditions of the natives. This appeared to be a

curb for the most ruthless type of imperialism; but friends

of peace were later horrified at the brutality of the Belgian

regime in the Congo. There was rejoicing, however, when
the Samoan Islands conflict was resolved, at least for the

time, by a similar international conference and the applica
tion of the principle of neutralization. This was as near as

the peace movement came to suggesting positive methods of
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controlling imperialism in the interest of peace, although in

1889 a writer in the Westminster Review clearly anticipated
the mandate system which was inaugurated with the League
of Nations.

Opponents of war were also much concerned over the im

perialistic tension in the Far East which became more acute

as the nineteenth century gave way to the twentieth, but

their analysis of the causes of the tension and their sugges
tions for checking it were not much more fundamental than

in other instances. In 1892 the Christian Arbitration and Peace

Society, in asking the State Department to assist China in free

ing herself from the British-imposed opium trade, suggested
an international investigation and conference. Other advo
cates of peace argued that western nations would do well to

abandon extraterritorial rights in China as a step toward con

cord. A few also opposed loans and the sale of arms to Japan

during her conquest of Korea. In 1904 Love anticipated

Bjornstjerne Bjornson's scathing denunciation of neutrals who

profited from selling munitions and lending gold to Japan
and Russia while pretending to be horrified at the bloody war

they were waging.
In the hope of relieving tension and imperialistic rivalries

American pacifists issued warnings. With considerable in

sight Dr. Trueblood declared that the text of the Anglo-

Japanese alliance was full of "ambiguous phrases capable of

almost any interpretation" and carried the germs of mischief

and strife. The open door policy on the other hand won

general approval in the ranks of peace although Trueblood

warned whoever would listen that such international agree
ments were easily broken when ambition and greed dictated.

To promote better relations between the United States

and Japan pacifists protested against the discriminatory way
in which our government excluded Japanese immigrants.

They also spoke out against the discriminations which Cali-

fornians meted out to Japanese school children and land-
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owners, and urged state and federal governments to follow a

more just and circumspect policy. At the same time every

encouragement was given to the young peace movement or

ganized in Japan in 1910 and to the growing custom of send

ing such distinguished Americans as President Eliot and David

Starr Jordan on good will visits to Tokio. Jordan startled a

good many by excoriating the international bankers, the in

visible sovereigns who fattened from the anarchy they pro
duced among the governments and peoples whom they held

by the throat or armed against each other. But his was a

lone and somewhat belated voice. The peace movement as a

whole neither understood nor effectively fought imperialism
in the less developed regions of the earth.

It is true that peace workers protested vigorously when
the government took possession of Porto Rico, Hawaii, and

the Philippines. Through the usual petitions and interviews

the older peace societies tried to persuade the government to

turn a deaf ear to the siren calls of chambers of commerce,
industrial groups, and missionary boards, all of whom saw

golden opportunities and a challenging duty in empire. Above

all, partisans begged the authorities in Washington to call a

halt to the war by which the Filipinos were being subjugated
to the tune of

"Underneath the starry flag

Civilize 'em with a Krag."

After the Senate had ratified the Treaty of Paris, by which
the Islands became ours, advocates of peace turned their at

tention to the two political parties. When the Democratic

plank opposing imperialism was announced they urged voters

to support Bryan, overlooking his economic "heresies" and

ignoring the fact that he had been partly responsible for the

ratification of the treaty so that his party might have an issue

more popular than free silver. But the most effective pressure
came from a new ally, the Anti-Imperialist League.
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The Anti-Imperialist League was born at a meeting in

Faneuil Hall on the fifteenth of June, 1898. Although
branches were organized in Chicago, St. Louis, San Francisco,
and other cities, Boston remained the heart of the movement.
The leaders were old-fashioned liberals, men with a New
England conscience, patriots who took the Declaration of

Independence seriously, really believing that all government
derived its power from the consent of the governed. Gama
liel Bradford, Moorfield Storey, Edward Atkinson, Erving
Winslow, and William A. Croffut were all towers of strength.
With such political allies as George S. Boutwell, the ven
erable Senator George F. Hoar, Representative Samuel W.
McCall, William Jennings Bryan, and a half-dozen other

prominent figures, and with such influential supporters as

William James, Andrew Carnegie, Carl Schurz, William
Graham Sumner, and General Nelson A. Miles, the Anti-

Imperialist League crystallized much of the latent opposition
to the new departure. Men of letters added their weight to

the scales: Mark Twain with his "To the Person Sitting in

the Darkness" and William Vaughn Moody with his haunt

ing lines

Tempt not our weakness, our cupidity!
For, save we let the island men go free,

Those baffled and dislaureled ghosts
Will curse us from the lamentable coasts

Where walk the frustrate dead.

Only by reading the League's periodical, the Anti-Im

perialist, and such telling if somewhat heavy pamphlets as

Atkinson's The Cost of a National Crime and the Hell of
War and Its Fe7ialties

y
can one understand the acumen and

force of the arguments of this group. They did not avoid

giving examples of repulsive and ghastly slaughter in the

guerilla warfare in the Philippines; in fact, they exposed such

brutalities particularly when official investigations tried to
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whitewash the actions of American officers and soldiers.

They contended that we betrayed our own origins and in

heritance by holding the Filipinos against their will; that our

Constitution was being strained and perverted in the effort to

make it provide for colonial dominions. Much was made of

the increased power of the executive department, the pro

gressive centralizing of authority, and the development of a

bureaucracy, all of which further demonstrated the repug

nancy of imperialism to our traditions and institutions. Amer
ican patriots were urged to recall that "When Rome began
her career of conquest, the Roman Republic began to decay."

Anti-imperialists also pointed out that the effort to retain

the Philippines inevitably involved us not only in the race for

naval supremacy but also in international complications
which might well lead to war.

But the most original and challenging aspect of the anti-

imperialist argument was the economic one. Atkinson, a re

tired textile manufacturer, a statistician and economist of

ability, and the champion of many humanitarian causes, gave
the whole discussion an incisive economic turn. Massive in

build, urbane but obstinate in his zeal for justice, this seventy-

year-old man spared nothing in his efforts to refute the argu
ments of business men who maintained that America would

profit from the course of empire. Far from profiting from
our colonies, Atkinson insisted that we would actually lose

by forfeiting the advantages which our freedom from mili

tarism and navalism had given. He also argued that American

sugar and hemp growers would suffer from the competition
of Philippine produce and that American workers would be

forced likewise to compete against the laborers in our posses
sions.

Moorfield Storey, who had learned his first lessons in racial

justice and in anti-imperialism from Charles Sumner, whom
he served as secretary, found in capitalism the chief cause of

modern imperialism. With fresh insight this justice-loving
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New Englander declared that "it is capital which brought on
the Boer war, it is capital which led to the conquest of India,
it is capital which pushed Russia into the war with Japan, it

is capital which promotes the aggression of stronger upon
weaker peoples, and to the policy of improving the Philip

pine Islands by capital from without we are absolutely op
posed." Deploring the effort of Governor Forbes to

strengthen our hold over the Philippines by inducing Amer
icans to invest their capital in the Islands, Storey reminded
investors that the millions sunk in the slave system had proved
to be mere "dust in the balance against the irresistible demands
of human freedom" and such would be the case again. At a

moment when the anti-imperialists were suffering misrepre
sentation and even violent abuse, General Nelson A. Miles

brought impressive support by declaring that much of the

opposition came from "Wall Street, where they fix the

amount of dividends to be wrung from the Filipinos on bonds

issued upon franchises granted nominally for the public bene

fit, but really to put money into the pockets of the business

interests."

When at length, in 1933, the decision was made to grant

independence to the Filipinos, many of the economic argu
ments the anti-imperialists had popularized played a consider

able part in the discussions. Recognition that the experiment
had not been as profitable as imperialists had predicted, pres
sure from our sugar growers, the desire to exclude Filipino

labor, and concern over the difficulty of holding the Islands

in certain emergencies these were the self-interested motives

cast into the balance. Toward this final result anti-imperialists

and their pacifist
allies had contributed much. They were in

fact largely responsible, with the aid of such members of

Congress as Hoar, Slayden, and John Martin, for preventing
American capitalists

from getting a considerable portion of

the public domain of the Philippines. They popularized the

idea of independence and neutralization. They drew attention
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to the economic as well as the political

and international dis

advantages inherent in the path of empire. With much insight

they diagnosed the causes of imperialism, putting great but

by no means exclusive emphasis on business enterprise. And
at the same time they applied all that they said regarding the

Philippines to our imperialism in the Caribbean.

The striking thing is that friends of peace, who cooperated

closely with the anti-imperialists
and in many respects used

the same arguments, did not seem thoroughly to have learned

the lesson of the economic causes of modern war, or of the

relationship between imperialism and war. They did not sub

sequently change their tactics or in any important way modify
their program. Like most reformers, they were not given to

thinking in economic terms. Nor were they in general ac

customed to identify themselves with the working masses, or

to seek and win their support. But it is likely that the most

fundamental explanation lies in the fact that pacifists were

enthusiastic over the official sanction which had already been

given to the idea of world organization as a preventive of war.

As we have seen, the idea of an international court and a

periodical congress of nations was kept alive thanks to the

efforts of Burritt, Miles, Field, and the peacemakers who in

and out of season petitioned the federal government to spon
sor such a program. In 1875 one of the prizes in the essay
contest sponsored by Marcoartu came to an American, A. P.

Sprague, but neither his sketch, nor other casual outlines,

added anything to the structure already elaborated by the

pioneers. Even the recommendations of the New York State

Bar Association, drawn up in 1896, presented to President

McKinley and accepted by the State Department as the basis

for the instructions to our delegates to the first Hague Con

ference, added little or nothing to the work of Ladd. Abroad,
the writings of de Laveleye, Levi, Kamarovsky, John Seeley,

Gaston Moch, and others filled in details and clarified moot

points regarding the limits and uses of sanctions; but for the
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most part the period was not a fertile one in theoretical dis

cussions of international organization. It was rather the forma
tion of the International Postal Union and the increasing
number of international conferences for humanitarian and
scientific ends that kept the concept from being an academic
and sterile one.

The first tangible gain in international organization, the

Pan-American Conference of 1889-1890, was regional in

scope. Peacemakers, it is true, were only a minor factor in

this movement. They had never forgotten the efforts made
in 1826 to form a continental federation, nor had they al

lowed public men to forget this broken hope. On more than

one occasion the federal authorities were called on to offer

mediation in disputes between Latin countries; and in 1879
a delegation urged Secretary Evarts and President Hayes to

appoint a commission to visit the several American capitals
and to propose a system of permanent arbitration. When, in

1 88 1, Secretary Elaine issued an invitation to the American

governments to assemble in Washington to discuss commer
cial reciprocity and mutual interests, peacemakers hailed his

action with unalloyed delight.
Elaine's purpose was expressed in words which bear quot

ing. "It is idle," he declared, "to attempt the development
and enlargement of our trade with the countries of North
and South America if that trade is liable at any unforeseen

moment to be violently interrupted by ... wars. Peace is

essential to commerce, is the very life of honest trade,

is the solid basis of international prosperity, and yet there is

no part of the world where a resort to arms is so prompt as

in the South Spanish Republics." In other words, Elaine, de

siring to promote American trade with our southern neigh

bors, realized the importance of promoting peace as a means
to that end. Pacifists determined to sail with the wind, to

seize the opportunity of converting what was primarily in

tended to be a trade conference into a peace congress.
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But the assassination of Garfield and Elaine's retirement

from the Department of State blasted their hopes. Freling-

huysen recalled the invitations; partly, no doubt, because he

had not initiated the movement; partly because a war had

broken out in South America; and partly because he feared

that Europe might misinterpret our action as an effort to

establish an hegemony unfavorable to her interests. Our min
ister to Bolivia, Mr. Adams, made the startling statement that

British bankers who had invested millions in South American
bonds subsidized the Latin-American press to secure its op

position to the whole idea. And Spanish-American coolness

to the proposition actually was increased by the depredations
of an American promoter, Cutting, on Mexican soil.

Those who cherished peace did not, however, despair.
Love intervened with the Mexican authorities and was partly

responsible for securing the release of Cutting. At the New
Orleans Cotton Exposition in 1885 peacemakers encouraged
both the officials of the United States and the visiting Latin-

Americans to indulge in exchanges of flowery greetings and

love-feasting generally. Delegations pestered the State Depart
ment with questions regarding the postponement of the con

gress. At the behest of peacemakers nine resolutions were
introduced during a single session of Congress, calling upon
the executive to reissue invitations to the Pan-American Con

gress. Meanwhile Blaine himself, in private life, was conduct

ing a remarkable propaganda campaign for the same end. At

length, in 1889, the federal government took action and the

first Pan-American Conference became a reality.

Although leaders in peace circles felt keen disappointment
in the bickering and wrangling which characterized some of

the sessions of the Conference, they lost no opportunity to

persuade delegates of the desirability of an inclusive and

permanent system of arbitration. William Jones, the English

pacifist,
interviewed members of the Conference; and in

Andrew Carnegie, an official delegate, friends of the cause
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had an effective
ally. The arbitration treaty which was finally

approved did not go as far as enthusiasts had hoped, but it

was, together with the decisions to establish a permanent bu
reau of information and to try to work out reciprocity agree
ments, a beginning.

Indeed, pacifists in Europe as well as in the United States

acclaimed the Conference with unbounded enthusiasm. The
Norwegian writer and patriot, Bjornson, was so inspired that
he henceforth became an ardent worker in the cause. What
the peace societies had so long dreamed, declared Les tat$-

Unis d'Europe, the Congress in Washington had dared to
trace in outline. In the opinion of another spokesman the Con
ference was first base in the run from the theoretical to the
actual. The resolutions, asserted the editor of Concord, mark
"the commencement of a new era in history." European
peacemakers generally took publicists and statesmen to task

for interpreting the Conference as a selfish move on the part
of the United States and insisted that it was a challenge and
an example which the Old World must imitate. The official

blessing bestowed on the long-cherished hope of an interna

tional congress seemed almost too good to be true.

The majority of the Latin-American governments, as well

as our own, rejected the arbitration treaty; and although the

invitation to adhere to it was duly extended to the powers of

Europe, only Denmark, Switzerland, and one or two other

countries showed even the slightest interest. To make mat
ters worse, Elaine subsequently conducted our relations with
Chile with so much spread-eagleism that all the southern re

publics were resentful. When various economic interests in

the United States refused to permit the tariffs to be scaled

down sufficiently to make reciprocity with the Latin coun
tries a fact, they were all the more convinced that the octopus
of the North was, as they had suspected, highhanded and

utterly selfish. Olney's defiant declaration that our will was
fiat in the western hemisphere did not mend matters. And
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when we annexed Porto Rico and the Philippines, assumed

a protectorate over Cuba, policed the Caribbean, and took ad

vantage of Colombia's troubles in Panama to obtain the right

to build an Isthmian canal on our own terms, it appeared that

Pan-Americanism was dead as a doornail Through all these

vicissitudes peacemakers had protestingly
warned the gov

ernment that its lordly behavior was injuring an ideal and

a policy which it was our duty as well as our interest to

pursue.
Efforts to help Pan-Americanism weather its first storms

continued. Advocates of good will nursed the infant peace
societies which slowly sprang up in the Latin countries. The

dramatic story of how women and leaders of the Church

brought pressure to bear on the governments of Chile and

Argentina during a critical boundary dispute was also popu
larized. They gave much publicity to the erection of a monu
ment on the border, "The Christ of the Andes," built to

commemorate the victory of peace and to strengthen its ties.

Belva Lockwood diligently sought to influence the agenda
of subsequent Pan-American Conferences by soliciting in ad

vance the support of delegates for obligatory and inclusive

arbitration agreements, for resolutions outlawing the forcible

collection of debts, and for the periodical meetings of the

Conferences. But while a few of the most acute minds in

the peace movement saw that Pan-Americanism was merely
the kindergarten stage in regional organization, most

pacifists,

including such able Europeans as Alfred Fried, overrated the

Conferences and the work of the Pan-American Bureau. Love,

now a very old man, was completely taken in by the good
will visit of the urbane Elihu Root to Latin America; he also

failed to comprehend "dollar diplomacy," which he inter

preted as an agency of peace. Thus the official sanction which

was given to the idea of regional organization was partly

responsible for blinding the faithful to the limitations of this

path to peace, and, more important, for postponing their ex-
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animation of the economic relationships between imperialism
and war.

To an even greater extent the Hague Conferences obscured

the economic causes of war by directing attention toward

juridical international organization. Pacifists believed that

Nicholas IFs initiative in calling the Conference was largely
the result of their own efforts. It was well known that Darby
had sent his book on international arbitration to the Czar,
and that pacifists the world over had petitioned him to sum
mon a conference to limit armaments; and it was supposed
that he had been impressed by both von Suttner's Die Waffen
Nieder! and the monumental indictment of war in which

Jean de Bloch, a Polish economist and capitalist,
had persua

sively argued that war would ultimately become impossible

through its sheer costliness and deadliness. There was also

some reason to think that Vasili, the Russian consul in Buda

pest who had reported favorably on a resolution of the Inter

parliamentary Conference in 1896, had a hand in the Czar's

decision. As a matter of fact none of these things carried much
if any weight; the Czar was largely motivated by the finan

cial embarrassments involved in the race for the new types of

armament and by a desire to steal a march on his potential

enemy, Austria. In any event, peacemakers, jubilant at the

news that Nicholas had summoned an international conference

to discuss disarmament and the prevention of war, flooded

him with congratulations. Dr. Trueblood, to be sure, admitted

that there was profound truth in Tolstoy's warning that

peace could be obtained, not by official prattle around green

tables, but only by revolt against governments that exacted

military
service for organized killing and by the reorganiza

tion of society in the interest of social justice. But, the editor

of the Advocate of Peace was quick to add, this indictment

by the great Russian was not the whole truth.

Since neither the government at Washington nor the press

showed much interest in the Czar's rescript,
friends of peace
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moved heaven and earth to whip up enthusiasm. In Frederick

Holls, a scholarly German-American, they found a valuable

ally; he was in part responsible for arousing President Me-

Kinley from his indifference and skepticism by reporting
after a cordial private interview with the Czar that his action

was entirely sincere. In Boston Edward Everett Hale and Ed
win D. Mead got up a special journal, The Peace Crusade.

Focusing attention on immediate and practical aims and

stakes, this lively journal penetrated into many corners in

which antiwar literature had hitherto been unknown. In their

campaign the editors were aided by Ramsay MacDonald, who
came from England to lend a helping hand.

Peacemakers also called on women's groups, religious

bodies, chambers of commerce, bar associations, and organ
ized labor to strengthen the Conference by petitioning our

own government to send an able and vigorous delegation in

structed to fight for limitation of armaments and an interna

tional court. The response was impressive. Well-attended

meetings were organized in city after city and gradually
various groups were lined up in behalf of the Hague Con
ference. No testimony was more enthusiastic than that of

Samuel Gompers, leader of the American Federation of Labor,
who eloquently declared that the time would soon be at

hand when skilled workmen would decline to handle "the

machinery of death for one another's destruction at the bid

ding of men who, for their own gain, wish other men to wade
in blood."

All this publicity and organized enthusiasm, which was
even exceeded by the remarkable campaign carried through
in England, gave the governments of the world to under

stand, or so peacemakers believed, that the masses were in

sympathy with the purposes of the Conference and expected
results. We know that Andrew D. White, the distinguished
educator and diplomat who headed the American delegation,
on more than one occasion told other delegates of the im-
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pressive clamor for positive achievements. His diary strongly
suggests that, in spite of his complaints that too much time
was consumed in reading and answering the plethora of

"queer letters and crankish proposals," he was much im

pressed by "the depth and extent of the longing for peace"
to which the flood of letters and cables testified. And Lord
Pauncefote, one of the British delegates, told Dr. Trueblood,
who followed the proceedings at The Hague, of his sincere

appreciation of the work done by the peace organizations.

Champions of peace were both pleased and disappointed
at the role played by the American delegation in the Con
ference. They rejoiced that Hay's instructions made so much
of the desirability of an international court and that White
and his associates ably supported Lord Pauncefote, who of

ficially introduced the project. While the Permanent Court
of Arbitration fell short of the hopes of

pacifists, it partook
in many respects of American ideas on this subject, as any
one familiar with the projects of Ladd and his successors

could see at a glance. American pacifists were also grateful
for the Draft Convention for the Pacific Settlement of Inter

national Disputes, a protocol which established for every

government the right to offer mediation with the assurance

that the offer would not be interpreted as an unfriendly act.

Gratitude was also expressed for Frederick Holls's successful

stand for commissions of inquiry for deciding disputed points
in moments of acute crisis between states. But partisans did

not conceal their disappointment in the fact that the Amer
ican delegation, regarding the problem of armaments as a

purely European one, made no effort to effect any reduction

or limitation, no one being taken in by the pious resolution

that the restriction of military budgets was extremely de

sirable. And while pacifists had never sympathized with the

efforts of the Red Cross and official conventions to "human
ize" war, they felt no pride in the fact that their delegation

rejected the ban on poison gas.
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With these considerable reservations, the American peace

movement's spokesmen in general agreed with Trueblood
in regarding the Conference as "the beginning of the Parlia

ment of Man." It was Dr. Trueblood's belief also that on
both the material and the moral side it would be difficult to

see how the Conference could have been greater or more

promising. And Love called upon peacemakers to strive more

ardently than ever to give life and motion to "this creation

of the sublimest thought of mankind.'
7

The first Hague Conference was followed by widespread
discussion of international organization. Its more

legally-
minded advocates planned methods for making the confer

ences periodical, for improving the Permanent Court, and for

carrying further the machinery of mediation and conciliation.

Enthusiasts even promoted plans for a World-Capital. But
the promising beginning that had been made in 1899 might
have died stillborn had not Baron d'Estournelles de Constant,
a French Senator and internationalist who had served as an
official delegate at the first Hague Conference, acted

cleverly
at the very moment when the new Court seemed lifeless.

De Constant was introduced to President Roosevelt on

February 17, 1902, by the French Embassy in Washington.
In great measure the French statesman had come to Washing
ton to show the American leader the large part he might play
in world

politics. De Constant began the conversation. "You
are a danger or a hope in the world, according as you ad

vance toward conquest or arbitration, toward violence or

justice. It is believed that you are inclined toward violence."

President Roosevelt asked how he could prove that this

was not true. "By giving life to the Hague Court," returned

the Baron, who went on to describe the way in which Eu

ropean statesmen had boycotted the tribunal and meant to

let it die for lack of any function. The French ambassador,

Jules Cambon, was informed by Roosevelt that the very
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day after de Constant's visit at the White House he "charged
Secretary of State Hay to find some matter to submit to the

permanent judges of The Hague"; and in his autobiography
the President confessed that de Constant impressed on him
"the need not only of making advances by actually applying
arbitration to questions that were up for settlement, but of

using the Hague Tribunal for this purpose." The State De
partment found that Mexico had already urged the submis
sion to arbitration of the Pious Claims dispute, arising out
of the claims of Mexican religious orders in California after

the American conquest. This dispute was accordingly sub
mitted to the tribunal, and peacemakers everywhere blessed

Roosevelt for breathing life into the almost defunct institu

tion. And when, a year later, the President prevailed on Vene
zuela and her foreign creditors to yield their dispute to the

Hague judges, Carnegie spoke for a company of others in

writing the President: "The world took a long step upward
yesterday, Dec. 27, 1902, and Theodore Roosevelt bounded
into the short list of those who will forever be hailed as su

preme benefactors of man."

D'Estournelles de Constant continued to impress on Roose
velt his historic mission to use his influence and that of the

great Republic he represented in the interest of world peace;
and Sir William Mather supported the French conciliator.

It is, of course, all but impossible to determine the precise
effect of these eloquent and persuasive appeals but it is en

tirely likely that they pushed Roosevelt on.

At all events, the President reacted favorably to the care

fully laid plans of Richard Bartholdt to bring about his posi
tive leadership in the pursuit of world peace. Bartholdt had

successfully carried through his ambition of having the Inter

parliamentary Union meet on American soil in order to enlist

the support of members of Congress in this quasi-official

organization. At the suggestion of the American delegation
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during the meeting of the Union at St. Louis in 1904, that

body resolved to ask Roosevelt to call another Hague Con
ference to discuss the rights and duties of neutrals, the im

provement of the Permanent Tribunal and the machinery
for preventing war, the reduction of armaments, and the es

tablishment of a permanent World Congress. On September

twenty-fourth, Roosevelt received members of the Inter

parliamentary Union at the White House and promised to

ask the nations of the world to join in a second conference

at The Hague. Americans seemed at last to be taking the

lead in the official movement to check war.

Although the Conference was not called until the Russo-

Japanese conflict had ended, the intervening period saw much

painstaking preparation on the part of American friends of

the cause. Two Republican members of Congress, Richard
Bartholdt of St. Louis and Theodore Burton of Cleveland,
both active supporters "of the Interparliamentary Union, gave
counsel and encouragement. Bartholdt, who had been a Ger
man immigrant and who proved a devoted champion of world

peace, introduced in the House a resolution designed to en

courage the administration to take a strong stand for com

pulsory arbitration, a more effective court, periodical meet

ings of the powers at The Hague, and the limitation of

armaments. Governments received innumerable memorials

urging definite, practical achievements: the suggested agenda
in many ways anticipated that which finally formed the point
of departure when the discussions at The Hague began.

Carnegie wrote again and again to President Roosevelt urg
ing him to play a bold role as champion of world peace. Early
in 1907 a great National Peace Congress was organized in

New York to mobilize support for a thoroughgoing leader

ship at the Conference itself. William T. Stead, the militant

British editor, came to the United States on a pilgrimage of

peace and lectured with much success in city after city. Re-



IMPERIALISM AND WORLD ORGANIZATION 193

markable work was done by the zealous Anna B. Eckstein
who was responsible for collecting 2,000,000 signatures to an
arbitration petition to the Hague Conference.
The Conference, for which the ground had thus been pre

pared, proved less
satisfying to peacemakers than had its

predecessor. The Advocate of Peace minced no words in

declaring that it was "a disgrace to our civilization" that the

delegates had given six weeks to a discussion of the laws of
war. Of the ten conventions that were in the end adopted,
every single one concerned the technique of war, such as the
use of bombs in attack on harbors, balloons, the right of

capture at sea, and the establishment of a prize court. The
German delegation defeated a proposal for a permanent treaty
of arbitration which the Americans sponsored. The British

stood their ground against the American effort to limit the

scope of war by insuring greater protection to neutral
rights,

a matter toward which Roosevelt had been lukewarm and
Admiral Mahan definitely hostile. In merely urging govern
ments to consider the problem of armaments the Conference
confessed its inability to come to grips with that thorny prob
lem. This was the more disappointing because, after much

correspondence with Sir Edward Grey and other statesmen,
Roosevelt had instructed the American delegation to sup

port, within reason, any efforts to check the mad race for

naval and military power. A few crumbs were tossed to peace
lovers, such as a resolution condemning the forcible collec

tion of debts, a matter dear to the heart of the American dele

gation, which put up a good fight in its behalf; and the chief

victory, an improved formula for the permanent court of

arbitral justice, later disintegrated completely in the fingers
of the diplomats to whose tender mercies it was entrusted.

No wonder that the patient and hopeful Dr. Trueblood

complained at the delays, the shiftings, the quibbling over

phraseology, and the innumerable compromises which char-
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acterized the sessions of this second Hague Conference by
which so much store had been set. No wonder that Belva

Lockwood, now in her eightieth year, bemoaned the stultified

and halfhearted efforts of the delegates in promoting the

peace of the world.

But Trueblood, in a more optimistic mood, saw much rea

son for encouragement in what had been done, as did also

Edwin D. Mead. Pacifists, after the first discouragement, re

minded themselves that great things often have small be

ginnings. The spell of official support for the idea of inter

national organization was still upon them. Another Hague
Conference would meet, and the story might be a very dif

ferent one.

It was very natural, in fact, for peacemakers to place so

high an emphasis on what had been achieved. For decades

they had tried their best to commit governments to the kind

of international conference and organization which was now
at last in an actual, if embryonic, stage. If the peace move
ment was not to remain a merely popular, educational, and

idealistic affair its ideas must be translated, slowly, painfully,
into official action. But at the same time the natural en

thusiasm of friends of peace blinded them to other
possibili

ties in the combat against war. To the pleas of both the

Tolstoyans and the Socialists they turned a polite but in

different ear: the price these "fanatics" declared to be neces

sary if war was to be uprooted involved an even greater
sacrifice than the zealous, courageous friends of the cause

were capable of making. In their defense one might point

out, of course, that in neglecting fundamental causes of war,
in failing to search for new programs and tactics, in persist

ing in their faith in their ability through persuasion alone

to make their fellows see the light, they were representative
of the great majority of Americans. For the great majority,
true to their religious and moral upbringing, pinned their

faith to making converts, to winning over the government,
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to forming organizations for the desired ends. The time had

not yet come when the hollowness of this approach, the weak
ness of one-dimensional international organization, was ap

parent to more than a few.



7.
TOWARD VICTORY, 1900-1914

IF those who directed the fortunes of the peace movement
had taken to heart the indictment of the Tolstoyans, the

organized struggle against war would have lost many of its

sympathizers and at least a good part of its constituency. If

they had paid heed to the criticisms of the Socialists, they

might have made new converts among the radical intellectuals

and the working class; but at best they could hardly have

witnessed the unparalleled growth of the cause which aroused

so much enthusiasm and hope in the years between the war
with Spain and the great conflict of 1914. So universally popu
lar was the cause, and so near did victory seem, that young
college idealists regretted they had been born too late to

devote their lives to the work which was being so success

fully carried on about them. Even the more cautious and

realistic believed that the dawn of peace could not be far off,

if it was not already at hand. In 1911 Dr. W. Evans Darby,
the experienced secretary of the London Peace Society, de

clared in a letter to Alfred Love that "never were Peace

prospects so promising or Peace sentiment so insistent as at

the present moment . . . The cause is flourishing now; it

has not always been so, but no one will rejoice more heartily
or ungrudgingly than we who have borne the burden and
heat of the day." This feeling of satisfaction and optimism
was generally, though not unanimously, shared by Amer
ican leaders.

The philosophy and tactics to which the peace movement
196
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had committed itself were well calculated to make a wide

spread appeal in the first decade and a half of the twentieth

century. To begin with, the period was one in which moderate
reform, to be achieved through enlightenment and political
action, became almost fashionable. Reformers were attack

ing vice and corruption in our great cities, the ethics and

practices of big business, child labor, and a variety of social
and political ills. In such an atmosphere of sincere striving
for a better order in the immediate future, the cause of world

peace was bound to exert a greater appeal than ever before.
No reform, moreover, demanded less sacrifice on the part
of America's middle class. The day had gone when an Elihu
Burritt must deny himself the very necessities of life in order
to circulate pamphlets and make peace addresses, for men
of great wealth were beginning to devote portions of their

earnings to philanthropic undertakings and the peace move
ment was a cause they could hardly ignore. In other and more

important respects, too, the support asked by friends of peace
from the fairly well-to-do was less likely to touch their purse
and status than, for instance, the movement to curb the

profits of business by subjecting it to thoroughgoing govern
ment regulation. Unless one had by chance invested in Bethle

hem Steel or in du Pont the abolition of war would not touch
dividends. >

But the phenomenal growth of the crusade for which so

many pioneers had labored with such a meager showing was
due above all else to a reaction against navalism, a reaction

partly pecuniary but largely idealistic. The tide that had set

in for a modern navy in the 8o's now seemed to carry almost

everything before it; each year the navy grew bigger and

better, and each year its enthusiastic champions became more
bold and more insistent in their propaganda. In 1902 the Navy
League was founded to build up the navy, maintain its ef

ficiency, and enlist popular support for the program of Ma-
han and his followers. Although this organization, like similar
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ones abroad, insisted that patriotism alone guided its course,

advocates of peace pointed out that some of its officers and

supporters were directly interested in the manufacture of war
materials. When thus attacked the Navy League fought back,

using its power in one instance to defeat a congressman who
had been an outspoken critic.

The Navy League was aided in its work by two particu

larly influential men. Captain Hobson, the popular Spanish
War hero, made more than a thousand addresses in various

parts of the country in which he urged millions of people
to support a larger and more efficient navy as a "safeguard"

against war. Peace circles resented his grandiloquent effort

to sugar-coat a big-navy program in order to catch unwary
foes of war. President Theodore Roosevelt, who vigorously

pressed on Congress the building of four battleships each

year, was probably even more influential than Hobson.

Thanks to such propagandists, to the existence of our new

empire, to the pressure of armament interests, and to the ex

ample of foreign powers, the navy took an ever larger share

of the federal monies. But its rapid growth aroused the op

position of many Americans who feared that navalism was a

likely road to war and who resented what seemed to be ex

travagant expenditures; these Americans were easily recruited

by peace organizers.
Other factors of course help to explain the expansion of

organized pacifism in the period before 1914. The success-

publicity which was given the Hague Conferences, the uneasy

feeling that war might break out in Europe unless the official

peace movement were strengthened, and the emergence of

new leaders, all contributed to the development of the cause

which had made such slow headway in the hundred years
of its existence.

Many of the older peace organizations watched without

guiding or sharing the rapid expansion of activities. This was

true, for example, of the Universal Peace Union. Alfred Love
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was too old and feeble to play a very vigorous part; it was
with

difficulty that he kept an organization together until

his death in 1913. His brand of uncompromising pacifism,
moreover, did not please many of the new recruits who re

garded it as unrealistic and sentimental. Without much
thought they brushed aside or ignored the veteran who had
labored with so much zeal and faith for almost a half century.
The American Peace Society, on the other hand, took full

advantage of the new interest in peace, an interest which it

helped create and to a considerable extent guided. Within a

decade its budget was increased from $5,000 to $20,000; its

membership from approximately 500 to many times that

number. Convinced that the Society could function as a

pressure group more effectively at Washington, its directors

gave up the Boston headquarters in 191 1. The constitution was
revised and at length remade completely in order to en

courage the affiliation of state peace societies, of which a

considerable number had been formed. In the process of con

stitution-making the platform was broadened to include as

members all who in any way opposed war and favored peace.
Without in any way compromising his own absolute

pacifism, Dr. Trueblood, the secretary of the Society, gladly

cooperated with the newer and less tested men. In his hands

the Advocate of Peace now took front rank among the peace

periodicals of the world; uncompromising European secular

foes of war, who had little patience with Christian pacifism,

praised without stint Trueblood's realistic insight into the

contemporary political
world. Trueblood's physical break

down in 1913 removed one of the ablest leaders the American

peace movement had known. Others who shared his vision

and realistic knowledge of publicity and international prob
lems, particularly Edwin and Luck Ames Mead, continued

to work with intelligence, competence, and unlimited zeal.

But new workers took the reins of the venerable society
more and more into their own hands. James Tryon and
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Charles E. Beals left the ministry to devote themselves to

the work of organization. Beals welcomed above a thousand

new members into the Society, raised more than $50,000 and

traveled 150,000 miles as lecturer and organizer. Tryon's
work was likewise outstanding. Among the names added to

the membership rolls during this period were those of Wil
liam Jennings Bryan and Woodrow Wilson. In 1913 Arthur

Deerin Call, a successful educator in Hartford, became the

executive director of the organization. Under his influence

the Society continued to expand as he was gifted both as a

speaker and in making contacts with influential men.

Even more phenomenal was the growth and activity of the

New York Peace Society. Organized in 1906 by Professor

Ernst Richards, of Columbia, the Reverend Charles Jefferson

of the Broadway Tabernacle, and a group of like-minded in

tellectuals, the Society within a year numbered half a thousand

members and enjoyed the support of many of the most promi
nent business leaders, philanthropists, journalists, lawyers, and

ministers in the metropolis. Carnegie, who accepted the presi

dency, lavished time and funds on the Society, which adopted
a sufficiently broad platform to include on the one hand ad

vocates of a league of nations empowered to use force against

recalcitrants, and absolute pacifists on the other.

Carnegie was aided by a trio of highly skillful organizers
Frederick Lynch, Samuel Button, and William Short. These

men, and others, did a superb job of enlisting influential sup

port and making the cause of peace and arbitration heard at

innumerable luncheons, clubs, Y.M.C.A.'s, and forums. They
canvassed the highways and byways, interviewing leaders

in Wall Street and prominent trade-union officials. In a single

year organizers and friends of the Society addressed 35,000

financiers, 6,000 members of the bar, 5,000 social workers,

2,000 physicians, and 6,000 supporters of public charities. In

addition they sent out literature to 25,000 ministers, to hun
dreds of officers in the army and navy, to scores of political
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leaders, and to the chief commercial organizations of the land.

The card index of the Society contained the names of 25,000
well-chosen residents of the metropolis alone; all the methods
of high-pressure publicity were utilized in an amazing drive

for peace and arbitration.

The peak of activity was reached in 1912 when the organ
ization became affiliated with the American Peace Society.
In that year the New York group furnished forty speakers for

1,500 meetings and circulated almost three million docu
ments. Villages and cities in upstate New York were can

vassed; a department for woman's work carried on propa

ganda in sixty-eight towns and cities; thousands of teachers

and school superintendents were solicited. The Society had

come to number among its members the Seligmans, Un-

termeyers, Schiffs, McAdoos, Choates, Villards, Strausses,

Goulds, and dozens of other leading families. Journalist mem
bers, such as Hamilton Holt of The Independent, Hayne
Davis, a free lance, and Melville Stone of the Associated Press,

gave the organization publicity beyond all dreams and ex

pectations of the pioneers.
Other organizations also brought influence and prestige to

the peace movement. Of the sixty-three societies devoted to

the cause on the eve of the World War, the American So

ciety for the Judicial Settlement of International Disputes was

one of the most impressive. Formed to assist in carrying out

the opinion of the second Hague Conference that an inter

national court endowed with truly judicial functions ought
to supplement the existing arbitration tribunal, this Society

naturally appealed to political scientists, particularly to legal

ists and jurists. The leader of the Society was Dr. James Brown

Scott, a technical delegate to the second Hague Conference,

and a distinguished authority on international law; he was

aided by Theodore Marburg, a Baltimore jurist subsequently
minister to Belgium. A number of eminent jurists including
Elihu Root took part in the work of the Society, which not
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only popularized the idea of an international court comparable
to our Supreme Court, but considered such technical matters

as sanctions, justiciable and nonjusticiable disputes, and

pushed forward the frontier in the whole field of international

jurisprudence. In a very real sense the American Society for

the Judicial Settlement of International Disputes did more to

make the World Court a reality at the end of the World War
than any other single factor. Thoroughgoing pacifists, it is

true, felt that this organization of technical experts over

emphasized the value of the juridical technique, though they
recognized the importance of this approach to the problem
of abolishing war.

In the welter of activity and expansion one other type of

organization proved of great importance to the movement
the permanent peace foundations. Edward Ginn, a Boston

publisher of textbooks, led the way. This idealistic business

man and philanthropist, who had taken part in the Lake Mo-
honk Arbitration Conferences, was the first American to en

dow and organize educational peace work on a large scale.

The World Peace Foundation, which in 1910 replaced the

International School of Peace, was endowed with a million

dollars, a third of Ginn's wealth. Directed by such able men
as David Starr Jordan, Dr. Charles Levermore, Edwin D.

Mead, and Denys P. Myers, this Foundation broke new ground.
It made available both peace classics and such important
new works as Jean de Bloch's The Future of War and the

writings of Norman AngelL Even more distinctive was its

publication and distribution of a series of pamphlets and leaf

lets. Sufficiently brief to be read in a few minutes, these

pamphlets were informative, accurate, and well-written; at

least in the early years of the Foundation they did not sacrifice

a vigorous condemnation of armaments and war itself in

deference to the ideal of impartial scholarship. Ginn and his

associates were convinced that educational work for peace
would be most effective among youth, and the Foundation
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therefore generously subsidized the American School Peace

League and the Cosmopolitan Club movement. Other groups,
however, were not neglected. In the early days of the
Foundation work among women's clubs and labor organiza
tions was promoted, and a company of able lecturers also de
rived support from the Ginn exchequer.
Thanks in part to Ginn it was possible for Anna B. Eckstein

to engage in the most remarkable singlehanded campaign for

peace made during this period. Miss Eckstein, who as a young
girl in Germany had come to hate war, was a sensitive, charm

ing, and zealous worker for the cause in Boston, where she
earned her living as a teacher of languages. Encouraged by her
success in

collecting petitions on the eve of the first Hague
Conference, this practical idealist undertook a much greater
task that of conducting a world referendum, of circulating,
in short, a petition in all countries which, when presented to
the third Hague Conference, would compel positive achieve
ments along specified lines. The petition supported the idea

of a pact by which nations mutually pledged themselves to
use none but specified means for effecting any change in the

autonomy or territorial integrity of any signatory; a violation

of the pledge was to be penalized by an economic boycott
on the part of the other signatories. Differences arising from
a conflict of other interests were to be submitted to an inter

national court of arbitration. Miss Eckstein's petition antici

pated and went further than the Kellogg-Briand Pact. By
the most heroic and sacrificial work imaginable, involving in

numerable lectures and travel in many lands, this frail lady
obtained more than six million signatures; but this she did only
at the cost of a complete breakdown.

In December, 1910, the world learned that Ginn's example
had been followed by another philanthropist, Andrew Car

negie. The retired iron manufacturer, who had made part of

his fortune by the sale of naval armor plate (some of it, dur

ing the Cleveland administration, of an inferior quality) had,
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as we have seen, long been interested in the cause of peace.
He had welcomed Randal Cremer, attended hearings in behalf

of arbitration treaties, built the great Peace Palace at The

Hague, spoken many times in support of a League of Peace

endowed with an international police force, and generously
aided the New York Peace Society. Now he determined to

help the cause in a more comprehensive and lasting way.
The Carnegie Endowment for International Peace was ad

ministered by distinguished trustees, among whom Nicholas

Murray Butler was the guiding hand; it had at its disposal

the income of a ten-million-dollar fund a sum which be

came larger when the World War sent skyward its holdings
in United States Steel

The new Foundation was guided by a scholarly desire to

promote international good will and peace through an appeal
to the intellectual elite of all lands. Aware of the fact that

the new peace movement had attracted a fringe of senti

mentalists and go-getters, the trustees believed it important
to convince the world that supporters of the cause were not

merely recruited from "the emotional class" but that many
of its proponents had been, and were, men of "a respectable

ancestry." Learned documents on the development of inter

national law, the causes of war, the record of peace efforts

in the past, characterized the list of the Endowment. It built

up an admirable research library at its headquarters. It spon
sored interchanges of American and foreign professors. It

subsidized some of the more popular peace societies in this

country and Europe. To win the support of those who might
favor international understanding, but who would never be

come
pacifists,

the Endowment subsidized the Association for

International Conciliation, an organization founded in 1905

by the Baron d'Estournelles de Constant. Its publications,
which were essentially noncontroversial and written by re

nowned personages, were designed to reach men and women
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remaining untouched by the more doctrinaire propaganda of

peace organizations.

Many friends of the cause were disappointed in the admin
istration and undertakings of the Endowment. Ginn felt, at

the start, that its funds would be dissipated by helping peace
societies which, as fighting units, were "weaklings." In the

allocation of funds it appeared to many that preference was

given to conservative organizations. Belva Lockwood, penni
less at the age of eighty, could not restrain her indignation
at the way in which the Endowment appealed to the few,
rather than to the many. And Alfred Love, who solicited help
for the organization for which he had sacrificed so much, was

put off with excuses, and, from Carnegie, a photograph!
Abroad, the Peace Bureau at Berne, which had been selected

as the agency for distributing the Endowment's funds to Eu

ropean peace societies, resented the subsequent decision to

establish a separate distributing agency at Paris. A few dis

tinguished European friends of peace cherished, as late as

1930, considerable bitterness toward the Endowment.

Carnegie did not stop with the establishment of the En
dowment. An essentially pious man, he determined to aid

the peace movement in capturing the Church. He supported
the English Quaker, temperance reformer, and educationist,

J. Allan Baker, in organizing the World Alliance for Promot

ing International Friendships through the Churches. In 1914

Carnegie provided an endowment of two million dollars for

the Church Peace Union, which included on its board of trus

tees Protestants, Catholics, and Jews.
The effect of the financial support which thus came to

the peace movement is difficult to evaluate. On the one hand,
it enabled far more propaganda to be carried on than would
otherwise have been possible, and it brought prestige to the

movement, particularly among middle-class Americans. But

on the other hand, the peace movement was thereby com-
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rnitted to an essentially conservative philosophy and tactics.

It is noteworthy that in spite of the fact that Carnegie came
from the working class, and professed to be a friend of labor,
neither he nor the Endowment he established made any real

effort to enlist the mass of workers.

The character of pacifist propaganda remained
essentially

as it had earlier been elaborated. True, the methods of busi

ness enterprise, such as the use of card indexes, efficient and
salaried promoters, and large-scale advertising, were now
adopted. Whatever was done took on much grander propor
tions. This was especially evident in the Peace Congresses in

Boston in 1904 and in New York three years later.

The Boston Peace Congress of 1904 the thirteenth in the

series of the international congresses opened in Tremont

Temple, the very building where in 1841 Elihu Burritt had
made his first public indictment of war. The three thousand

people assembled represented almost two hundred organiza
tions, churches, women's clubs, boards of trade, and, for the

first time, trade-unions. In addition the leading European and
American peace and arbitration societies were of course out
in full force. The Congress was rounded off by a series of

teas, receptions, and special church services.

Outwardly, at least, the sessions took on the appearance
of an imposing festival, graced by high dignitaries. It was
clear that those in charge were determined to be "practical,"
to show a willingness to accept half or even quarter loaves.

The session on armaments, at which the chief speaker was
General Miles, refused to accept an amendment, offered by
Alfred Love, which would have committed the Congress not

only to the simultaneous and proportionate reduction of

armaments, but to their ultimate abolition. And Love was
likewise unable to secure the adoption of a resolution on

neutrality which would have condemned not only private
and public loans to belligerents, but the sale of any supplies
necessary for the conduct of war.
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It was, no doubt, a feather in the cap of the directors of
the Congress to have persuaded such eminent men as John
Hay and William James to attend. The Harvard philosopher
anticipated the central idea of his famous "Moral Equivalent
for War." This was a proposal for channeling the innate
love of hazardous undertakings, an instinct which explained
the popularity of war, into socially constructive peacetime
projects, such as bridge-building and similar tasks involving
great risk. The address of John Hay, Secretary of State,
was even more provocative. He declared, as Wilson was later

to declare, that a new diplomacy and a new system of politics
must henceforth adopt the golden rule as the pattern of con
duct; he announced that the United States had committed it

self to a policy of fair play, justice, and arbitration. Radical

pacifists were delighted to hear him say that, personally, he
favored the compulsory reference of disputes to the Hague
Tribunal.

In 1907 New York witnessed an even more impressive
demonstration. Organized by Carnegie and the New York
Peace Society, the first National Peace Congress was attended

by ten mayors, nineteen members of Congress, four supreme
court justices, two presidential candidates, thirty labor lead

ers, forty bishops, sixty newspaper editors, and twenty-seven
millionaires. The Advocate of Peace declared that "it sur

passed any peace convention ever held in this country, or
in any other," and that it stirred the metropolis as no other

nonpolitical gathering had ever stirred it. At subsequent na
tional peace congresses in Chicago, Baltimore, St. Louis, and
San Francisco, spectacles hardly less imposing gave the peace
movement additional prestige and distinction.

Meantime an interchange of visits on the part of distin

guished American and European friends of peace knit the

peace movements on the two sides of the Atlantic more

closely together. The American delegations to the Universal

Peace Congresses which continued to meet annually in van-
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cms European cities became larger and more impressive-

sixty delegates attended the one in Lucerne in 1905. There
was much threshing of old straw in the discussions, but new

problems were also faced. The majority of the delegates
from the United States opposed the use of sanctions to en
force arbitral awards. In general they favored drawing into

the movement the antimilitarists, led in France by Gustav

Herve, who with his colleagues elsewhere steadily refused

to accept military conscription and tried, to the best of their

ability, to undermine it. But Continental peace advocates

refused to show any sign of favor to these outlaws. The
Americans also forwarded the idea of obtaining international

recognition for the neutralization of certain sea lanes during
wartime. And increasingly they showed a desire to understand
such perplexing and controversial questions as that of Alsace-

Lorraine, Anglo-German rivalry, and the Balkan tangle, and
to work concretely and constructively for their solution be
fore Europe should be plunged into war. Participation in the

European congresses, in short, gave Americans additional in

sight into what their Continental associates called "actuali

ties"; the congresses also renewed their enthusiasm and con
fidence in the cause.

Andrew Carnegie played in Europe a lone hand in behalf

of peace. He became convinced as a result of interviews with
William II that the German Kaiser was a man of destiny, and
tried to persuade the powerful ruler to play a positive role

as the builder of international peace through arbitration and
a league to prevent war. The Pittsburgh steel king also acted
as a kind of go-between in an effort to bring the Kaiser and
Theodore Roosevelt into a closer partnership in the interest

of peace. Though the Kaiser doubtless enjoyed the visits of

the flattering and picturesque American, he frankly told

Carnegie at a famous interview at Kiel that he, too, was a

guardian of peace, but after another manner. Not until the
outbreak of conflict in 1914 did Carnegie completely abandon
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his dream of
enlisting William II as a guide of nations along

the road to peace.
Well-known European internationalists returned the visits

of their American colleagues in a series of good-will lecture
tours from coast to coast, pleading with their audiences to

support the cause and above all to push the federal govern
ment into a positive role as peacemaker in Europe. The
Baroness von Suttner came twice; her dignity, sincerity, and
clear, farsighted mind made a profound impression on manywho heard her. The Baron d'Estournelles de Constant,
preacher of a mild internationalism, toured the country.
Count Apponyi, a liberal Hungarian, likewise came on lec
ture

trips, as did William T. Stead, the well-known British

journalist. These were only a few of the European leaders
who held up to Americans the high ideal of internationalism
and besought American

leadership in the movement to abol
ish strife and war.

Reenforcement also came from forces and institutions at

home, particularly from the Church. All denominations of
Protestantism showed an increased interest in the cause; lead

ing rabbis preached in its behalf; and Cardinal Gibbons, in
an address before the third National Peace Congress in Balti

more in 1911, set an example for his followers. Mary Baker
G. Eddy, who "recognized the necessity" for an army and

navy in the world as it existed, nevertheless urged her dis

ciples to become members of peace societies; in the Christian
Science Monitor the crusade thus found an important friend.

Ministers with a theological bent reexamined the Bible and
concluded that on the whole it was a staunch

ally. The
Y.M.C.A., the Christian Endeavor, and similar organizations

emphasized with new zeal the goal of international brother
hood. Friends of foreign missions urged representatives of

Christianity in heathen lands to pay special attention to their

role as international interpreters and as mediators between
Orient and Occident, between the tropics and the North. The
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Federation of the Churches of Christ in America formed a

department of peace which worked valiantly for particular
arbitration treaties as well as for the gospel of peace in gen
eral. An ever larger number of Christian leaders, the Reverend
Charles E. Jefferson, John Haynes Holmes, and Washington
Gladden, to name but three, boldly and militantly championed
the cause. So much headway was made that in 1909 Dr. True-
blood estimated that fully 50,000 sermons in behalf of peace
were preached on December 20, a day set aside for the spe
cial observance of Christ's message of good will. At length,
as we have seen, the Church Peace Union was organized to

coordinate and strengthen the Christian doctrine of uni

versal peace. It appeared as if the Church had finally heeded
the call of the pioneers to help outlaw war.

Partisans of the cause also met with an increasingly favor

able response in their efforts to enlist schools and colleges.
In 1906 the American Peace Society appointed a committee
to investigate the content and

spirit
of school texts in re

lation to war, peace, nationalism, and internationalism. The

report showed that while the texts published between 1843
and 1885 devoted almost 40% of the entire content to the

details of wars, those published between 1890 and 1904

averaged less than 27%; and that the treatment of subject mat
ter had also improved. The work of the committee, which
included detailed and constructive suggestions for the or

ganization of the history curriculum and for methods of

instruction, met with an encouraging response.
An even more encouraging sign, however, was the forma

tion in 1907 of the American School Peace League. To this

organization Mrs. Fannie Fern Andrews, a former teacher
and a tireless worker, brought efficiency and imagination. The
League, which won the recognition and support of the Na
tional Education Association, prepared and distributed quan
tities of material to aid teachers in presenting in an interesting
and vivid way lessons of peace and international under-
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standing. Children, as a result, became acquainted with the

Hague Conferences and Tribunal, the great victories of arbi

tration, and the desirability and possibility of substituting
law for force in international relations. May 18, the anniver

sary of the opening session of the first Hague Conference,
came to be celebrated with pageants and appropriate exercises

in many schools. Courses of study in history and citizenship

designed to encourage a spirit of international friendship were

widely circulated. Mrs. Andrews traveled all over the coun

try speaking to educational organizations, forming state

branches of the League, and soliciting the cooperation of

the educational press. In 1912 the United States Commis
sioner of Education, P. P. Claxton, officially recognized the

work of the American School Peace League by aiding in

the distribution of its literature. In all these activities Mrs.

Andrews found many efficient and loyal aides, especially
Lucia Ames Mead, while her work was furthered by Car

negie's endowment to celebrate the heroic acts of youth in

time of peace.

Encouraged by the requests of European educators for the

literature of the American School Peace League as a model

in preparing similar leaflets, Mrs. Andrews determined to

effect a world-wide organization to inculcate international

understanding in school children. The teachers of France

had already formed an organization; as a result of Mrs. An
drews' visit to England the School Peace League of Great

Britain and Ireland was established. She also obtained promises
of cooperation from organizations of German teachers and

from ministers of education. By 1914 the ground was well

prepared for the formation of an international school peace

league.
In the colleges, too, students were made increasingly aware

of the spirit
of internationalism. John R. Mott, the secretary-

general of the Christian Students Federation, and a "living

embodiment of the international spirit,"
interested thousands
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of students in this ideal of human brotherhood. In 1903, at

the University of Wisconsin, the Cosmopolitan Club move

ment was inaugurated; within ten years every leading uni

versity boasted such an organization and a national federa

tion with annual conventions had become a reality. In turn

affiliations had been made with the European student organ

ization, Corda Fratres. This world student movement no

doubt impressed on many collegians
an international out

look and sympathy. Encouraged by Edwin D. Mead and

others, the student leaders of the movement, Louis Lochner

and George Nasmyth, welded the Cosmopolitan Clubs into

an explicit
instrument for promoting international under

standing and world peace through the scientific study of in

ternational relations as well as by encouraging mutual friend

ships between future leaders in all lands.

More specific
in aim than the Cosmopolitan Club move

ment was the Intercollegiate Peace Association which was

formed in 1904 at Goshen College, a Mennonite institution

in Indiana. Ten years later more than a hundred colleges were

included in the Association which sponsored intercollegiate

oratorical contests and prize essays on topics calculated to

promote an interest in the problems of war and peace, and to

fortify the next generation against the surging up of the war

spirit. Although an occasional educational leader, such as

President Hibben of Princeton, condemned peace propa

ganda in the schools and colleges,
the profession as a whole

held with the peacemakers.
Of the allies peacemakers had long courted, none responded

more cordially than business men. Leading merchants and

bankers now repeated the arguments that artisans of peace

had forged. Many openly declared that business, being cos

mopolitan as a result of the international character of finance

and credit, was irrevocably opposed to war. John Hays Ham
mond spoke for many business-minded engineers in maintain

ing that the waste of raw materials involved in war ran coun-
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ter to the business man's paramount desire to effect results

in the most economical fashion possible. This representative
also contended that war, by impoverishing one country, in

evitably ruined all others that normally sold goods in its

markets; and that while armaments imposed heavy burdens

they seldom made much change in the relative strength of

the powers.

Occasionally a representative of business enterprise ad

mitted that capitalism had been an important cause of war.

One academic spokesman, after calling attention to the fact

that capitalism had stimulated nationalist competitions for raw
materials and markets, insisted that henceforth the existing
economic order would favor peace: as capitalistic owner

ship, through stocks and bonds, became more and more
common to the mass of individuals, they would put brakes

on any force which threatened through war to disturb the

delicate and far-reaching ramifications of capitalism. Edward
A. Filene, after likewise admitting that trade rivalry had been

an important cause of international conflict, appealed in vain

to the International Chamber of Commerce to adopt machin

ery for arbitrating conflicts of interest and disputes that arose

among business men of different nationalities.

More and more advocates of peace spoke in favor of

measures designed to prevent war through the channels of

business enterprise. At the London meeting of the Interna

tional Law Association in 1910, F. Cunningham of Boston

advocated the negotiation of a unilateral treaty on the part
of the leading commercial nations, in which they would

pledge themselves to enforce a complete economic boycott

against any signatory that refused to accept arbitration in

a controversy. David Starr Jordan suggested that instead of

building dreadnaughts the government at Washington,

through private companies of Europe, should insure all our

sea-board towns against foreign attack; if the destruction of

our cities were to be paid for from European resources, for-
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eign powers might be deterred from ever declaring war on
the United States.

On the part of business itself, James Speyer, the New York
banker, advocated government supervision of banks, in peace
as well as in war, to insure complete financial neutrality as

the most effective means of keeping the country out of a Eu

ropean war in which it had a stake. Less drastic was the sug

gestion of the Massachusetts Board of Trade that the gov
ernment secure the neutralization of recognized sea lanes in

order that our commerce might traverse the oceans without

jeopardy or the need for an ultimate appeal to arms to protect
it. Business leaders who desired an even more conservative

nostrum favored treaties of arbitration or an international

court. The visit of Sir Thomas Barclay, a Scotchman who
as a leading representative of chambers of commerce had

helped create the entente cordiale between England and

France, did a great deal to interest American chambers in

arbitration projects.
Thus it was that one after another leader of business en

terprise got behind the movement against war. Ginn, Carnegie,
and Filene were joined by men like Frank A. Vanderlip, Jacob
Schiff, and dozens of others. The Chicago Peace Society was
dominated by the city's leading business men. Merchants

sponsored the National Peace Congress in St. Louis in 1913.
Almost three hundred chambers of commerce supported the

very advanced Anglo-American arbitration treaty negoti
ated during Taft's administration. At Boston in 1912 Ginn
and Mead committed the fifth International Congress of the

Chambers of Commerce to the substitution of judicial pro
cedure for war in the settlement of international disputes. In

the opinion of Mead this congress was not only the most im

portant commercial gathering ever held in the history of

the world; it was in many ways "the most impressive peace
demonstration ever seen." To others it also appeared that

victory was nearer than ever before. The declaration by the
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world's commercial leaders that the imperative interests of
trade and industry demanded the abolition of "monstrous
armaments" and war itself seemed a fiat which no government
would dare to disregard. Thus in spite of the fact that most
friends of peace regretted that business imposed high tariffs,
which were generally regarded as detrimental to world un
derstanding, they felt that on the whole the rulers of the
economic structure could be counted on.

True to the American philosophy of cooperation with

conflicting groups, advocates of peace also sought a closer

rapprochement with labor. Both Love and Trueblood ad
mitted at the opening of the century that there could never
be industrial peace until there was industrial justice; and Love
continued to sponsor arbitration between capital and labor.
He attended meetings of Socialists and rejoiced in the firm
stand that they took against war and militarism. Trueblood,
unable to accept the teaching that capitalism was the chief
cause of international war, nevertheless admitted in 1906 that

organized labor could and probably would paralyze and kill

war unless it were abolished by other agencies.
Socialists continued to point out to pacifists what they re

garded as the weaknesses of the organized movement against
war. In 1902 Dr. H. A. Gibbs of Worcester, speaking before
the Universal Peace Union, insisted that the basic cause of
war lay in the exploitation of a slave class by a master class

and that there could never be peace between robber and
robbed. The necessity for war, Gibbs continued, no longer
existed, but the incentive for war, the private ownership of
the means of existence, the resulting competition for profitable
markets and raw materials, still remained. The working
class must restore to mankind the normal condition of eco
nomic brotherhood, an indispensable prerequisite to ethical

brotherhood and peace. But peace leaders, including Love,
retreated from such harsh contentions.

Labor representatives were, however, invited to the Uni-
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versal Peace Congress in Boston in 1904, and attended each

subsequent demonstration. In 1906, on the motion of Lucia
Ames Mead, the American Peace Society created a special

auxiliary committee for peace propaganda among work-

ingmen. This committee arranged for lectures, the distribu

tion of literature, and the solicitation of antiwar resolutions

from trade-unions. Middle-class critics of war more and more

frequently complimented labor on its position toward inter

national conflict. Professor Samuel Dutton, a leading figure
in the New York Peace Society, declared in 1912 that if the

intelligent people of the United States had one-fourth of the

ardor and determination evinced by the Socialists, we might
as a nation "lead the world out of the slough of militarism

into which it has fallen." Mr. Justice Brewer of the United
States Supreme Court, who was no friend of organized labor,

nevertheless spoke approvingly of the pressure exerted by
the British Labor Party on the English government in favor

of a limitation of armaments. And Theodore Burton, a Re

publican congressman from Cleveland, called attention in

the Saturday Evening Post to the effective way in which Eu
ropean labor groups had helped prevent a war between France
and Germany during the Moroccan crisis. Yet in spite of

such gestures it must be recorded that friends of peace did not

propagandize to any very great extent in the ranks of labor.

Perhaps the explicit position of organized labor on prob
lems of peace and war explain this relative passivity of the

middle-class pacifists. If they took the American Federation

of Labor at its word, they could count on its support of in

ternational arbitration and the reduction of armaments; year
after year the annual convention of the A. F. of L. favored
this program. Its legislative committee, moreover, was chiefly
instrumental in persuading the House of Representatives in

1913 to adopt a resolution in favor of the naval holiday pro
posed by the English statesman, Winston Churchill. But
there was a hitch in labor's opposition to navalism. President
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Roosevelt took pride in pointing out that the A. F. of L.'s

stand against an effective navy was hardly reconcilable with

its attitude toward the exclusion of the Japanese; if its exclu

sion policy had been adopted, Roosevelt urged, we should

probably have found ourselves at war with Japan.
In specific instances trade-unions fought against militarism

and in favor of peace. Here and there locals excluded from

membership those who accepted service in the militia or na

tional guard. In 1912 the United Mine Workers adopted a

resolution proposing a strike in order to tie up industry in

the event of war. They knew, of course, that the proposal
would be useless unless they could secure the cooperation of

miners in all countries. They therefore instructed one of their

members, Adolph Germer, to introduce a similar motion at

the meeting of the International Miners Union in Stuttgart,
but the motion was withdrawn when the German delegation
stated that if the proposal was considered they would leave

the congress.
But in this country and at the conventions of the Second

International, Eugene Debs and his Socialist comrades sturdily

upheld the Marxist interpretation of war and valiantly tried

to popularize it. At a great meeting in the New York Hippo
drome in 1908 Debs clearly presented the argument that

the end of war could come only with the end of competition^

only with world-wide economic cooperation and industrial

democracy. Although the general strike against war found

considerable favor within the ranks of the Socialists, they also

promoted the middle-class peace program, particularly its

fight against armaments and its stand for arbitration. At the

extreme left the Anarchists, led by the redoubtable Emma
Goldman, urged workers and intellectuals to struggle against

militarism until their dying breath.

The general response of the orthodox peace movement to

the Socialist indictment of war and the Socialist remedy for

it was expressed by one of the speakers at the third national
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conference of the Society for the Judicial Settlement of In
ternational Disputes. "All these [protests and endeavors] are

interesting, but are too recent and as yet untested as to their

efficacy in altering the nature of international disputes. So
far we cannot admit them as positive historical evidence upon
which to base any statement." Thus it was that the peace
movement went its own way, contenting itself with the great
number of new recruits, the impressive financial support that

came from the foundations, and the concrete victories that

were won, or seemed won, in official circles.

Looked at from the vantage point of today, the official sup
port which the peace movement received in the first twelve

years of the century does not seem unusual or even very
impressive. But at the time it was unprecedented and, in

consequence, aroused an enthusiasm and an optimism among
friends of the cause. Victory seemed almost within their

grasp.
In the first place, interest in the Interparliamentary Union

seemed auspicious. This semiofficial body composed of mem
bers of the parliaments of the different nations had been al

most ignored by American members of Congress in the first

decade of its existence. True, Justin R. Whiting of Michigan
had been present at its organization in Paris in 1889, and
Samuel J. Barrows, a Massachusetts clergyman, humanitarian,
and philanthropist, had occasionally taken part in its pro
ceedings during his membership in Congress. But it was not
until 1 899 that it won a devoted American champion. Richard

Bartholdt, a Republican congressman from St. Louis, attended
in that year the Christiania meeting and was inspired by the

work and promise of this international body of lawmakers.
A German immigrant, journalist, and man of warm sympa
thies, Bartholdt proved to be a capable and energetic organ
izer. Thanks to him the Interparliamentary Conference met
in St. Louis in 1904; he had, singlehanded, taken on his

shoulders the responsibility of forming an American group
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and making the undertaking a success. Within a few years
more than two hundred senators and representatives were en
rolled as members of the

Interparliamentary Union.
It was Bartholdt and Burton, a fellow Republican, who, as

we have seen, persuaded President Roosevelt to assure the

calling of the second conference at The Hague. Bartholdt
was responsible, in large part, for the adoption in 1906 of
a draft treaty of compulsory arbitration which included, as

a result of a persuasive plea from William Jennings Bryan,
a provision for the submission of controversies affecting vital

interests and national honor to commissions of inquiry, with
a stipulated "cooling-off" period before a resort to hostili

ties. Although this model treaty was not adopted by the sec

ond Hague Conference, it popularized the practical and

forward-looking ideas back of it. The St. Louis congressman
also was largely instrumental in committing the Interparlia

mentary Conference to support the idea of an international

legislature, to function along with the arbitration tribunal at

The Hague. More important perhaps than these things was
the educational function which Congressional participation
in the Interparliamentary movement fulfilled; the idea of

arbitration and the cause of peace seemed now to have not

only an official blessing and stamp of approval but machinery
working everywhere for their realization.

In the halls of Congress there were also signs of encourage
ment. A group of men from both parties formed a small

bloc which fought every effort to enlarge the army and

navy. In addition to the traditional arguments which they

brought to bear in the discussions, some of them popularized
the exposures which William Liebknecht and other Euro

peans were making of the warlike activities of the "armaments

ring." The private correspondence of President Roosevelt

contains ample evidence of his concern over the position and

strength of this group. When not scornfully denouncing them
as cowards, weaklings, misguided fools, and partisan obstruc-
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tionists, he tried to win them over to the support of his naval

program. Theodore Burton and many others held out. Bar-

tholdt did, in 1905, promise to support Roosevelt in return for

his help in promoting the cause of arbitration and a regular

ized deliberative conference of nations. In this he was acting

on his conviction that armaments were mere symptoms of

underlying tension and that the proper procedure was to

promote the organization of machinery and methods for un

dermining the causes of armaments.

Supported by petitions engineered by friends of peace, a

group rallied around Eugene Hale in the Senate and Burton

in the House. This antinavy bloc, in which James Slayden of

Texas, Clyde Tavenner of Illinois, Samuel McCall of Massa

chusetts, and J. A. Tawney of Minnesota, played leading

roles, was made up of both Republicans and Democrats. Fre

quently they were unable to mobilize enough support to

check increases in appropriation
bills. Thus, for example, in

1906 Burton's amendment to cut off funds for a new bat

tleship was defeated by 146 to 114; and three years later a

similar amendment was defeated by 158 to 108.

On occasions the antinavy bloc forced compromises which

were legitimately regarded as victories. On April 15, 1906,

amid great applause, the House rejected a motion of Captain

Hobson, supported by President Roosevelt, for credits for

four battleships; and in spite
of a persuasive speech by Albeit

Beveridge, the Senate a few days later likewise turned down

a similar bill. In spite, however, of such an occasional victory,

appropriations
for the navy increased.

The peace bloc recognized that the problem of limiting

armaments was an international one, and that it must be

approached in that
spirit.

As a result of tireless activity on

the part of the peace lobby both houses of Congress approved,
in the early summer of 1910, a resolution recommending the

appointment of a commission to study and report on the limi

tation of armaments by international agreement, the possibil-
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ity of combining the navies of the world in the interest of

preventing war, and, by implication, the establishment of

some kind of a world federation. This resolution, based on
the assumption that the limitation of armaments rested on
the feeling of security and international organization, raised

high hopes among friends of peace. Hamilton Holt spoke
for many in declaring that it was "impossible to over-estimate

this epoch-making document." Congress had at last spoken
in favor of the essential program of the peace movement. Al

though President Taft sounded out other nations in order to

determine whether they too would appoint similar commis

sions, responses to the inquiries were such as to make him
hesitate to appoint members to the projected commission. It

was a bitter disappointment when Taft left the White House
without acting on the resolution.

The disappointment in peace circles over the failure of the

executive to establish this commission was in part offset by
another promising action on the part of the House. In 1913
a declaration by Winston Churchill, First Lord of the Ad
miralty, in favor of a.year's holiday in naval building, induced

Hensley of Missouri to sponsor a resolution calling upon the

President to cooperate with Great Britain to such an end.

After much debate, in which all the arguments for and against
navalism were expressed, the resolution was finally adopted
on December 8, 1913, by a 317-11 vote. But neither this ac

tion nor other suggestions which in some respects were both

forward-looking and promising brought results. Yet friends

of peace were happy to have the issue of the limitation of

armaments at last and at least translated into the sphere
of political discussion in Congress,

In the field of arbitration the period saw some gains which
were regarded as full of promise. It is true that the series of

permanent arbitration treaties which John Hay, the Secre

tary of State, negotiated with various powers in 1904, came
to an unfortunate end. The Senate, ever jealous of its treaty-
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making power, so amended the treaties as to make them

virtually meaningless as permanent and obligatory promises
to arbitrate even a restricted range of controversies. In spite

of eloquent pleas on the part of Carnegie and other peace men
to accept half a loaf, President Roosevelt, in great disgust,

refused to submit the amended treaties to the governments
with whom they had been negotiated.

X
'I am not willing to

go into a farce," he wrote to the Iron King. "We have the

power to make special arbitration treaties now, and it is

simply nonsense, from my standpoint, to pass a general treaty
which says that we can negotiate special treaties if we like

which of course we can do whether the general treaty is or

is not passed." Many indeed agreed with the President that

the treaties in their amended form actually lowered the stand

ard which the American government had previously main

tained upon the question of international arbitration. In 1909,

however, Elihu Root, Taft's Secretary of State, put through
af series of permanent arbitration treaties with the amend
ments that had been unpalatable to Roosevelt. Many friends

of peace, reminding themselves that the ocean was made up
of tiny drops of water, took heart.

The most dramatic event in the history of arbitration dur

ing the prewar years was President Taft's declaration that

even questions involving national honor ought to be submit

ted to the juridical process. When the President took this

advanced stand at a peace banquet in New York on March

22, 1910, and again a few months later on a similar occasion

in Washington, friends of the cause could not restrain their

delight and enthusiasm. No responsible head of a great na

tion had ever before gone so far in advocating the peace
able settlement of delicate questions of national honor. Taft's

championship of this idea was at once received with favor in

Parliament, where Sir Edward Grey, commending him in

the most generous terms, urged the British government to

accept the American president's challenge.
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By midsummer the following year (1911) treaties had
been negotkted with both England and France which were

generally considered as the most advanced arbitration agree
ments that governments of great powers had ever sponsored.
The treaties declared that all justiciable questions were to be
arbitrated, and that all other

questions., concerning which
there was uncertainty, were to be submitted to a joint com
mission of inquiry. This commission, to be instituted at the

request of either party, and to be composed of six nationals

designated by the signatories, was to investigate any con

troversy referred to it, find and elucidate the pertinent facts,
and make recommendations. If all, or all but one of the mem
bers of the commission agreed that the controversy was a

justiciable one, it was to be submitted to arbitration; other
wise they were to make recommendations for its peaceable
solution. It was hoped that such a treaty, providing as it did
for investigation and delay, would make war virtually impos
sible.

Hamilton Holt expressed a common opinion in declaring
that the treaties had transfigured the peace movement, Eu
ropean statesmen, such as Premier Asquith, Sir Edward Grey,
Balfour, and Jaures, hailed the event as one of great and

promising significance. The treaties, it was said, would serve
as a precedent. Taft himself expressed the hope that a similar

one would be negotiated with Japan.
To insure the Senate's ratification of the new instruments

of peace a vast campaign was organized all over the country.
Great banquets and meetings that at Atlanta, for example,
numbered over 3,000 stirred up enthusiasm and sponsored
resolutions. When it was known that the vote of a California

senator was in doubt, almost two hundred of his constituents

agreed, on solicitation from the state peace society, to write

personal letters urging him to cast his vote for the
treaty.

Trade-unions, college presidents, representatives of women's

organizations likewise spoke in its behalf. The chambers
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of commerce in 300 cities sent resolutions to the Senate in

favor of ratification. In fact a continuous stream of peti
tions urging unconditional ratification poured in to the Senate
one bore 8,000 signatures, including many names of great

weight. According to one estimate, more than three-fourths

of the clergy preached in behalf of the treaties and approached
the Throne of Grace with prayers for their successful con
summation.

But there was opposition, too. Theodore Roosevelt at

tacked the treaties as meaningless, sentimental promises, and

dangerous ones, at that. One great peace meeting in New
York was almost broken up by German-Americans and Irish-

Americans who, passionately anti-British, regarded the treaty
with England as a virtual Anglo-American entente. Senators

from the West coast feared that the treaty might lead to an
arbitration of the question of Panama tolls, a matter on which

they were touchy. Others, uneasy lest the Monroe Doctrine

might become impaired through adverse arbitral decisions,
voiced a vehement opposition. Still others who favored the

restriction of immigration expressed anxiety lest that ques
tion become involved in an unwelcome arbitration. By tak

ing the stump in behalf of the treaties, Taft made their ratifi

cation almost a personal issue; his growing number of enemies,
resentful of his tactics, were in no mood to see him victorious

in the treaty matter. But most important of all, the tradi

tional jealousy of the Senate in regard to its treaty-making
power once again spelled the doom of agreements on which
fathomless energy had been expended. By amendments the

treaties were robbed of all that made them an advance in the

field of permanent arbitration.

Renewed hope came for the friends of peace when Wood-
row Wilson seized the reins of government in 1913. After

becoming a member of the American Peace Society in 1908
he had befriended the cause on more than one occasion. In

1911, for example, he declared himself in favor of war, "not
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the senseless and useless shedding of human blood, but the

only war that brings peace, the war which is that untiring
and unending process of reform from which no man can re

frain and get peace." In February of the next year he was
still governor of New Jersey he attended a banquet in his

honor given by the Universal Peace Union in Philadelphia.
Anxious, no doubt, to strengthen himself with the labor and
liberal forces that were manifesting much unrest, Wilson
elaborated his earlier ideas on the relation of industrial to in

ternational peace. Declaring that "the nations are not suffi

ciently prepared for peace, because they have not peace within
their own borders," he hastened to add that he did not "infer

that we are bordering on a revolution." But "there must be
a greater neutrality of rights, ... the recognition of the

equivalent value of human souls." The exploitation of work
ers by their employers must cease, and "industrial peace must

precede international peace," justice and "equal rights to all

men" must first be established, for "we would be presump
tuouswe would be unjust to other nations if we would go
to them broaching international peace while we have not

peace at home."

Wilson's appointment of William Jennings Bryan to the

first place in his cabinet was an even more arresting evidence

of his intentions to battle for peace. A Christian pacifist, an
admirer of Tolstoy whom he had visited in 1902, Bryan had

long sponsored the use of joint commissions to determine dis

puted facts in international controversies. The concept, to

be sure, was by no means original with him; David Dudley
Field and William Blymyer, a lawyer of Mansfield, Ohio, had
done a good deal to popularize the idea of treaties by which
all disputes were of necessity to be referred to commissions

of investigation. But Bryan gave the idea a new emphasis, a

new validity. By arguing, with much force and persuasion,
that the period of delay and the force of public opinion would

prevent nations from clashing once they had referred a burn-
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ing question to an investigating commission, Bryan had al

ready mobilized much support for his plan before entering
Wilson's cabinet.

With considerable skill Bryan committed the important
Senate Committee on Foreign Relations to his hobby before

actually negotiating the famous "thirty treaties." When
twenty-seven nations had formally ratified permanent treaties

providing for the submission of all disputes to permanent com
missions, Bryan celebrated the event by distributing to the

respective diplomats souvenirs in the form of a paperweight

representing a plowshare beaten out of a sword provided by
the War Department. The treaty with England was to serve

a useful purpose in preserving harmonious relations during
the World War; and the principle underlying these famous

"cooling-off" agreements was to influence the peace ma

chinery erected at the end of the World War. Bryan's con

tribution to the world's peace machinery was, in short, a

notable one yet the Nobel Peace Prize which had been
conferred upon Roosevelt and Root was not awarded the

first Christian pacifist in high office.

Friends of peace also busied themselves in preparing for a

great Anglo-American centenary in commemoration of the

hundred years of peace between the two countries. More
over they concerned themselves in agitating for the speedy

calling of the third Hague Peace Conference, and in prepar

ing a program for it. When, at length, Congress responded to

the behest of Wilson and repealed the act enforcing the pay
ment of discriminatory tolls on British ships using the Panama

Canal, one peace lover thought a new era in international

good will had begun.
All these activities did not entirely obscure the shadows of

the war clouds hanging over Europe; they did, however,

strengthen the general feeling that ultimate peace was a boon
which the near future was to assure. The Peace Forum was
certain in 1913 that "the age is ready for peace. The world
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is weary of war." It pointed out the high plane of interna

tional morals, the interlinked commercial and industrial in

terests of nations, and concluded ". . . statesmen realize how
ruinous it would be for them to fight."

This sentiment of the year preceding Sarajevo was shared

by thousands who had helped build a peace movement which

they regarded as practical, realistic, and officially recognized,
so much so that they clearly saw before them the dawn of

peace. The great expansion of activities, the new recruits in

high places, and the official recognition the movement en

joyedwhat was all this if not a certain sign of the dawn?



8.
THE WORLD AT WAR

No one within the ranks of the peace movement was pre

pared for the turn of events in the weeks following the mur
der at Sarajevo. In America, spokesmen of peace felt the

gravity of the situation but could not believe that Europe
would plunge madly into a general conflict. They could not

believe that the forces on which they had counted, the

churches, labor, business, the pacific-minded officials in power,
would one and all fail. In England and on the Continent sea

soned veterans were driven to an almost hopeless desperation

by the tension and chaos which prevailed.

On July 31, 1914, some fifty men of peace from England,

France, Belgium, Germany, and elsewhere assembled with

heavy hearts at Brussels. They looked gravely at one another,

knowing that they could not stem the tide, though they had

answered the summons of the International Peace Bureau in

the desperate hope that they could. They repressed their

melancholy and with a sense of fateful responsibility drafted

messages in which they called on foreign ministers, premiers,
and sovereigns to check mobilization, to summon an interna

tional conference. At the suggestion of Edwin D. Mead, who

represented the American movement, a cable was sent to

President Wilson urging him to offer mediation. If the Secre

tary of State, William Jennings Bryan, himself a
pacifist,

had

been given a free hand, there would have been less delay, but

other advisers begged the President to refrain. When Wilson

at last, sitting at the bedside of his dying wife, drafted an
228
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offer of mediation, it was too late. The contestants were

already at each other's throats. But even immediate action on
the part of the United States would have availed nothing,
for Germany had declared herself in a state of war before the

peacemakers at Brussels had finished drafting their
pleas.

With a heavy, hopeless feeling of frustration and despair they
bade each other good-bye.
The peace movement in Europe crumpled like a house of

cards. Leaders as well as the rank and file capitulated as the

war fever swept the land. Yet in every country, and espe

cially in England where so many friends of the cause sub

scribed to the tenets of Christian pacifism, a remnant re

mained faithful to the idea. It was a question, however,
whether they could, in the suppression and hysteria which

prevailed, function in any effective way. In some countries

it was even doubtful whether they could keep together a

skeleton organization. At best, with the help of their col

leagues in America and other neutral countries, they hoped
to lay the foundation for a new structure to arise, once the

war was over, on the ashes of the old.

American friends of peace gave such moral support to

their bewildered and harassed comrades as they could. But

more substantial aid was not forthcoming. The International

Peace Bureau and other organizations which had enjoyed

generous subsidies from the Carnegie Endowment were now
informed that they could no longer count on that support.
Almost from the first the Endowment took the view that

there could be no true or lasting peace until Germany was

crushed. With so strong a pro-Ally commitment the Endow
ment was in no mood to help antiwar movements. The Eu

ropean peace societies, thus left in the lurch by their Amer
ican benefactor, all but ceased to exist. Their heroic struggle
to carry on in the face of overwhelming obstacles is a touch

ing story that has been told only in part.

In the midst of their own undiminished activities the Amer-
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ican peace leaders tried to interpret the meaning of events
in the Old World. Some of the explanations of the war were

superficial; others were, so far as they went, realistic. Al
most all agreed that the immense array of armaments had,
like dragon's teeth, sown the seeds of war. Some pointed to

territorial, racial, and nationalistic conflicts, to such sore spots
as Alsace-Lorraine, Poland, and the Balkans. Practically every
one denounced the existing system of alliances and secret di

plomacy and the survival of autocracy in the Central Powers.
Few questioned the general belief that an effective interna

tional organization would have prevented the war. The
Socialist diagnosis of events naturally met with little response
in the ranks of peace workers. Even after President Wilson de
clared that the war was to be laid largely at the door of

commercial rivalry, little emphasis was put on economic
causes of the catastrophe. The Society to Eliminate the Eco
nomic Causes of War which Roger Babson organized was
content to agitate for the neutralization of ocean routes and
the international control of trade.

From the vantage point of today it seems
surprising that

friends of peace did not attach more weight than they did

to propaganda as a means of enlisting the sympathy of Amer
icans on one side or the other. Systematic efforts were seldom
made to expose pro-Ally propaganda or to cast doubt on

atrocity stories. Randolph Bourne was virtually alone in call

ing attention to the fact that many who shouted loudly in

behalf of the freedom and democracy for which the Allies

stood were contemptuous of democratic
strivings in our

midst; that many well-meaning people who had never been
stirred by the horrors of "capitalist peace at home" had a

large fund of "idle emotional capital to invest in the oppressed
nationalities and ravaged villages of Europe." But few leaders

in the peace movement gave any widespread warning of the

threat that pro-Ally propaganda offered to the preservation
of American neutrality.
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It would be unfair to suggest, however, that peace artisans
were wholly unaware of the dangers of belligerent propa
ganda. Edwin D. Mead and George Nasmyth, who visited

Germany during the early days of hostilities, tried to impress
on the American mind the fact that there was a German
point of view as well as an Allied one. They reported that
Germans sincerely regarded their position as absolutely right
and just, and that many passionately declared that this must
be the last war.

Gradually, too, pacifists detected the hidden German hand
in certain peace propaganda that flooded the country. Dis
tressed by reason of the circumstance that the British, while

cutting Germany off from American imports, were them
selves purchasing huge quantities of American munitions and

supplies, German agents determined to put a stop to this by
persuading Americans to enact an embargo on munitions.
When it appeared probable that the United States might
enter the conflict on the side of the Allies, German propa
gandists doubled their efforts in behalf of an embargo. For

pacifists to support such movements as the German-inspired
Embargo Conference and Labor's National Peace Council,

organized in 1 9 1 5 in behalf of an embargo, was to bring from

patriots charges of pro-German sympathy.
But the decision of a great many pacifists to have no hand

in movements for an embargo on munitions, exports and loans

to the belligerents was only in part due to a fear of being asso

ciated with German propagandists. By and large friends of

peace failed to appreciate the importance of economic inter

ests in committing nations to war. Thus it was that they paid
little heed to the warning of Congressman Horace Towner,
a Progressive Republican from Iowa, who as early as August
28, 1914, declared that to sell commercial exports of any
kind, particularly when they went to one side and were barred

from the other, was "to invite our own entanglement." Others
in Congress, among them Charles A. Lindbergh of Minnesota,
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made similar observations. But

pacifists, eschewing the use

of economic weapons that involved great sacrifices and shar

ing the general sentiment of the country that we could never

become involved in the war, turned their attention to other

endeavors.

Even without the blessing of the great majority of peace
makers the resolutions in Congress calling for an embargo on
munitions and in some cases on all contraband material gained
considerable support. This support came largely from the

South and West, areas where devotion to our traditional

policy of hands-off-Europe was particularly strong. The
Middle West, moreover, contained a large number of German-
Americans to whom an embargo on arms merely meant fair

play to the Fatherland. Grain growers and cotton planters also

resented the fact that they were all but unable to make ship
ments abroad, so crowded with munitions and industrial

produce were all the outgoing vessels. It was for all these feel

ings and interests, as well as for a hatred. of war, that the

legislators who sponsored embargo resolutions spoke: among
others, Hitchcock of Nebraska, Stone and Bartholdt of Mis

souri, McLemore of Texas, La Follette of Wisconsin, and

Works, a Civil War veteran of California.

Partisans of an embargo argued specifically that it would
do more than all else to bring about a speedy end of the war

by drying up the sources which fed the conflict, and that it

was also the best means of keeping the United States out of

it. They pointed out that sales to the belligerents must be paid
for through loans, and that the whole business must inevitably
commit our country to the belligerents to whom we sold.

Was it not written that where the treasure is, there also is the

heart? Friends of an embargo also maintained that it would

bring to an end the one-sided traffic about which Germany
had justly complained, and that in so doing it would deprive
the Central Powers of an excuse for interfering with our

commerce by the dreaded submarine.
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The enactment of an embargo was not altogether an im

possibility. No one who observed the stream of petitions and
the telegrams that poured into Washington could doubt that

it enjoyed wide support: one petition alone, presented by
McKenyon of Iowa, bore over a million signatures. It even

appears that in the late summer and early autumn of 1916
Wilson himself entertained the idea rather seriously. The Brit

ish during those months were more highhanded than usual

in their violation of our neutral rights. Moreover, the response
aroused by the slogan in reference to the President, "He kept
us out of war," indicated the depth of the antiwar sentiment.

No one can say whether or not a great drive from the

pacifist host in behalf of an embargo might at this point have

been the determining factor in its enactment.

Probably not, however, for the forces of the opposition
were powerful. Colonel House and legalists close to the

White House advised against an embargo. It would, they

urged, in effect< violate our neutrality by changing an actual

situation which had arisen irrespective of anything we had

done. And business men in large numbers did not hesitate to

make it known in important quarters that any experiment
with an embargo might well destroy the newly established

economic prosperity, a prosperity built, of course, on the sale

of the very exports which an embargo would block. Andrew

Carnegie, benefactor of the cause of peace, took such a posi

tion. Resentment at the hidden German hand back of much
of the embargo propaganda, the reasoning of legalists,

and the

voice of business'sounded the death knell of a measure which,

could it have been enforced, might have shortened the war and

kept us out of it.

Pacifists not only failed to throw their support whole

heartedly in favor of an embargo. They also came only be

latedly to the support of other policies
which promised to

shorten the conflict and protect our neutrality. The Secretary

of State's warning that loans to the belligerents, and particu-
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larly to one set of contestants, might involve us in the war by
committing us to that group, and Charles Lindbergh's admoni
tion that "each loan brings us a little nearer to the brink of

the maelstrom," failed to kindle much enthusiasm among in

fluential supporters of the peace movement. Either they did

not attach sufficient importance to such considerations, or

they felt that such matters were not within their province.
Pacifists did approve the Gore-McLemore resolutions

which would have kept Americans off the ships of belligerents
and of all vessels carrying contraband. This sensible idea was

sufficiently popular in Congress to involve that body in a

prolonged debate. If Champ Clark, Speaker of the House, can

be relied on, Congress was on the point, in the spring of

1916, of adopting the resolutions by a 2 to i vote. Only the

opposition of Wilson, an opposition inspired in large part by
Colonel House, defeated the resolution. In all this discussion

peacemakers, although sympathetic, made few efforts, ap

parently, to rally mass support in behalf of the measure.

Nevertheless they were neither idle nor indifferent. The
conviction that the war had been chiefly caused by militarism

led many, though by no means all friends of peace, to put their

major emphasis on the fight against "preparedness." The pre

paredness movement was well under way by 1915. Led by
Theodore Roosevelt, whose political fortunes were then at a

low ebb, it enlisted the support of such competent propa
gandists as Major-General Wood, Hudson Maxim, spokesman
of the munitions interests, and irate patriots organized in the

National Security League and similar concerns. Leading busi

ness men joined the preparedness band wagon. Some perhaps
saw in its popularity and glamour a method of diverting at

tention from the program of social reform which Wilson's

"new freedom" was inaugurating. Others no doubt perceived
that a larger military establishment would enable them to

break strikes with less expense and greater ease. A few may
possibly have anticipated the day when the government would
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intervene in the war to protect the credits being extended to

the Allies. Intellectuals with strong pro-Ally convictions, im

passioned clergymen, and leading educators romantic patriots
all gave their support to the preparedness slogan. Moving
pictures such as "The Battle Cry of Peace" portrayed the

brutal foe invading and devastating the land. Military en

campments at Plattsburg and elsewhere and stupendous

parades did their part. The demonstrations and parades in

creased rapidly after the sinking of the Lushania.

To the argument that military drill was of educational value

pacifists countered by citing such authorities as John Dewey
who declared that it was "undemocratic, barbaric and scholas-

tically wholly unwise." Oswald Garrison Villard refuted the

arguments that military service would discipline our lawless

youth, act as a tonic to democracy, promote industrial effi

ciency, and "furnish America with a soul." To the contention

that Germany, if victorious, would invade and conquer the

United States, pacifists pointed out that she would be too

exhausted to undertake so hazardous a venture. When it was

declared that preparedness would make our word respected

by the belligerents who were violating our neutral rights on

the high seas and thus keep us out of the conflict, friends

of peace pointed to the fact that the superior preparedness of

all the European belligerents had merely invited catastrophe.
Foes of preparedness also argued that the United States could

not with good grace lead a movement for the reduction of

armaments at the end of the war if she meantime embarked

on the path of militarism and navalism. Besides, they went

on, preparedness would have unfortunate repercussions in

Latin America and in Japan. They tried to keep labor from

deserting to the ranks of the "preparationists" by reminding
it that a larger army would be a weapon in the hands of the

employing class during strikes, and that the money spent in

increasing our armaments would better be put into con

structive measures of social reform.
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Pacifists their enemies now called them "milk-faced grubs"

and similar epithets did not limit their battle against pre

paredness to these and other arguments which they expressed

succinctly and graphically in pamphlets, articles, and in the

forum. With liberal contributions from Henry Ford they
circulated widely Congressman Clyde Tavenner's exposure of

the relationship between munitions interests and certain pre

paredness groups. In huge advertisements in the daily press
Ford inveighed against preparedness and its offspring war,

by identifying it with stupendous waste, broken hearts, and
shattered bodies. Bryan took the stump in the summer of

1915 and with his impassioned eloquence called on his country
men to besiege Congress with telegrams protesting against any
further appropriations for preparedness.
The campaign had its lighter touch. Popular songs such as

"I Didn't Raise my Boy to be a Soldier" and "Uncle Sam it's

Up to You" swept the country. Collegians established anti-

militarist leagues and dotted their periodicals with pithy wise

cracks designed to take the wind from the sails of the pre

paredness advocates. Theodore Roosevelt was ironically made
to declare, in a letter to the Collegiate Antimilitarist League,
"Please don't take those things I say about 'mollycoddles' and

'college sissies' too much to heart. Times change, you know,
and me with time. You remember, don't you, the horrid

things I used to say about those 'malefactors of great wealth'

who are now such dear friends of mine?
"

Foes of preparedness took the fight to the threshold of

Congress. On March 13, 1916, Arthur Deerin Call, secretary
of the American Peace Society, Samuel Dutton of the New
York Peace Society, and other leaders appeared before the

House Committee on Naval Aifairs to argue against increased

appropriations. But the impressive declarations of these gentle
men and the impassioned but logical pleas of Jane Addams and
other representatives of the peace movement counted for

little. By a variety of enactments, particularly by a great
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increase in appropriations for the navy in the summer of

1916, Congress responded to the clamor of the preparedness
advocates.

If the
pacifists could have counted on the undivided support

of labor the odds against them in the struggle would not have
been so great. Gompers, however, abandoned pacifism and

sponsored preparedness early in the war; his organization fol

lowed his lead. Only the more radical representatives of the

working class stood firm. In their publications Socialists in

terpreted the preparedness movements in terms of the class

struggle and bitterly denounced comrades who succumbed to

it the mayor of Milwaukee who marched at the head of a

preparedness parade, for example. Eugene Debs spoke for the

great majority of the party when he pleaded: "Let us swear

by all that is dear to us and all that is sacred to the cause,
never to become soldiers and never to go to war." Anarchists

and leaders of the I.W.W. likewise denounced preparedness,
but such support only convinced the ruling group and the

patriots that pacifism and the subversive types of social radi

calism were one and the same.

The peace movement was not only unable to count on
the most influential section of American labor in its fight

against preparedness; it did not enjoy the united support of

its own forces. Such business men as John Hays Hammond
and such publicists as Theodore Marburg and others quickly

swung over to the support of a citizens' army and a great

navy. The essentially conservative social philosophy of these

men was no doubt in part responsible for their position. Never
theless their interest in a new organization then beginning a

remarkable campaign for a league of nations endowed with

the power of military sanctions seemed to reconcile their

advocacy of preparedness with their declared opposition to

war.

The idea of a league to enforce peace was by no means new
even in America, where peace leaders for the most part had
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always condemned the use of sanctions by an international

organization. For at least two decades William Blymyer, a

jurist and publicist in Ohio, had advocated an association of

nations empowered under certain circumstances to invoke
force. Carnegie had sponsored such an idea since 1904. Roose
velt gave it his support in 1910 when he made his Nobel Peace

Address in Christiania. But the idea of a league with sanctions

made little headway even within the peace movement until the

World War cast disrepute on the notion that public opinion
and moral force might effectively restrain warmakers. The

example of Germany "trampling underfoot the laws of na

tions" converted many to the belief that any international or

ganization to be good for much must possess at least a set of

baby teeth. With the world at war the concept, thanks to the

skillful and diligent labors of Theodore Marburg, Hamilton

Holt, and William Howard Taft, spread like wildfire.

Only after many preliminary conferences in which scholars

of light and learning took part was the program of the League
to Enforce Peace formulated. After innumerable technical

problems had been aired and Lord Bryce's suggestion of a

council of conciliation incorporated, the League was publicly
launched at an impressive meeting in Independence Hall, Phila

delphia, on June 17, 1915.
The clear and succinct program of the new organization

advocated the formation at the close of the war of a league of

nations closely akin to that outlined in the Covenant finally

incorporated in the Treaty of Versailles. According to the

plan of the League to Enforce Peace, the signatories were to

bind themselves to submit all justiciable questions, subject to

the limitations of treaties, to a judicial tribunal for hearing and

judgment. All other questions not settled by negotiation were
to be submitted to a council of conciliation for hearing, con

sideration, and recommendation. The signatory powers were
to use both their economic and military force against any
one of their number which might go to war or commit acts
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of
hostility against any other signatory without first having

submitted the issues to a judicial hearing or to the council of
conciliation. As in Bryan's "cooling-oft treaties" the essence
of the plan was the delay and deliberation specified in times
of acute crisis.

Not all friends of the new organization saw eye to eye
with regard to the use of sanctions. President Eliot wanted
to go further and to impose sanctions on any Power which
refused to abide by the decision of the court or the recom
mendation of the council. But James Brown Scott and other

jurists objected to the use of any sanctions at all, and in conse

quence threw their support increasingly to the new World
Court League which favored a purely juridical court with no

power to enforce its opinions.
No one can read the documentary correspondence of the

central figures in the League to Enforce Peace Marburg,
Holt, and Taft without being greatly impressed by the skill

with which they propagated the principles of their organiza
tion among men of influence. In well-thought-out brochures

they anticipated and refuted the arguments that were certain
to be made against it: that our entrance into such a League
would jeopardize the Monroe Doctrine, impair our sover

eignty, involve us in endless European wars. In a widely cir

culated written debate Taft and Bryan grappled over these

and other implications of the proposed League. While im

portant sections of American opinion were being won to the

support of the new organization, Marburg was soliciting with
much success the aid of important officials abroad.

The greatest event in the history of the organization was
President Wilson's address at the League's meeting on May
27, 191 6. For some time the officials of the League had worked
on the President. Whether in response to their overtures or
to other considerations, he now officially, if somewhat vaguely,
endorsed the principles of the League. Grey, Balfour, Briand,

Bethmann-Hollweg, and other statesmen followed suit. In
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August, 1916, Congress authorized the President to invite the
Great Powers to a conference when the war was over to

promote an international organization for the pacific settle

ment of disputes and the limitation of armaments. The pro
gram of the League to Enforce Peace thus became a

political
issue. While the publicity which similar organizations abroad

gave to the idea was of great importance, it seems hardly too
much to say that the League to Enforce Peace was in a real

sense a parent of the League of Nations. Its sponsors were so

delighted at the headway made that it was common for them
to hold, with Taft and Carnegie, that the existing war would
be the last great conflict. And the war would be worth its

terrible cost, Taft added, if it appalled the world into a league
of peace. Others, too, painted the future in glowing colors.

Just as the unofficial peace movement prepared the way
if indeed it did not suggest to Wilson the program for a

league of nations, so it elaborated the principles of what it

regarded as a just and therefore a lasting peace. In fact,

practically all the ideas in the famous "Fourteen Points" were

brought to the President's attention beforehand with an

urgency not to be denied. At the same time peace organiza
tions undertook a campaign to educate public opinion both
at home and abroad to the necessity of a fair and durable
settlement at the end of the conflict. Peacemakers

frequently
accompanied this program with a plea for mediation on the

part of neutrals in the interest of a speedy armistice.

It would be tedious to recount all the proposals made for

the reorganization of Europe. Breakers of soil for a new
order insisted that progress could be made only if the matted

growths of tradition were thoroughly uprooted. As early as

August, 1914, a group of leading peace agencies urged, in

an address to Wilson, the calling of a conference of neutrals

to offer mediation and terms which would end "the mistaken
national policies and the enormous armaments which led to
the present conflict." The belligerents must be persuaded, the
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address continued, to pursue a policy of generosity, to recog
nize in the redrawing of boundaries legitimate racial and
nationalistic aspirations. Once such boundaries were made,
once the peoples in disputed regions had determined their own
fate, the powers must agree, and if necessary be compelled
by a league of nations, to respect such arrangements. It was

realized, of course, that such a peace could never be made
if one set of belligerents completely crushed the other. An
other suggestion emphasized the importance of encouraging
democratic forces within states as a means of making gov
ernments less warlike; this proposal, it is to be noted, was made
before Wilson publicly identified autocracy with war and

democracy with peace. Secret diplomacy and entangling alli

ances were to give way to an association of nations em

powered to enforce sanctions against a nation refusing to

submit controversies to judicial process or to conciliation.

Others urged the prohibition of private munitions plants and
the substitution of government manufacture and international

controlan idea which the pacifist Bryan discussed at length
with his chief in the early days of the war. The removal of

trade barriers, the neutralization of sea routes, and the equitable

disposition of backward regions also found support. Such a

program, crystallized by a national conference of the Emer

gency Peace Federation in Chicago, was presented to Con

gress and to the President in February, 1915.

Two movements designed to bring about immediate neu

tral mediation and a lasting peace were sufficiently dramatic

and significant to be chronicled in some detail. On January
10, 1915, the Women's Peace Party was launched in Wash

ington. A score or more of leading women's organizations
took part in the initial convention, which was largely inspired

by Jane Addams, Anna Garlin Spencer, Carrie Chapman Catt,

and Charlotte Perkins Gilman. European feminists, especially
Mrs. Pethwick-Lawrence and Rosika Schwimmer, gave the

new organization an international character from the outset.
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The arguments made from the floor were both logical and

arresting. Hamilton Holt declared that the program adopted,
which demanded an immediate conference of neutrals to stop
the war and which laid down the basis of a just peace, was

"unsurpassed in power and moral fervor by anything that

has been issued here or abroad since the great war began."
The earnestness, enthusiasm, and militancy which charac

terized the organization of the Women's Peace Party proved
to be enduring. In April of the same year, 1915, forty-five

delegates attended an International Congress of Women at

The Hague. Many of the women from belligerent nations

arrived at the capital of the Netherlands only after the great
est risks, for on every side governments did what they could
to prevent the gathering. Later many of the women who at

tended paid dear for their pains when they returned to their

own countries. The Congress organized the Women's Inter

national Committee for Permanent Peace, elected Jane Ad-
dams as chairman of the new organization, and drew up a wise

and statesmanlike program. It included the proposal of Julia

Grace Wales, of the University of Wisconsin, for a Con
ference of Neutral Nations. This was to offer continuous

mediation, inviting suggestions from all the belligerents, and

submitting, simultaneously, such proposals for peace as ap

peared most reasonable.

Delegates presented the program to the premiers and for

eign ministers of belligerent governments. Jane Addams's re

port of her mission is a prose epic, charged with a restrained,

poignant emotion, for the heart of this sensitive woman was
torn by the suffering she saw, and above all by knowledge of

an inarticulate yearning for peace on the part of the plain

people. Her interviews with great statesmen of the warring
governments made it clear, however, that any proposals for

peace must emanate from offices other than their own. But
she gathered that efforts for mediation on the part of the

United States, with or without the cooperation of other neu-
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trals, would not be unwelcome and might even prove useful.

Colonel House, on the other hand, insisted that she merely
accumulated "a wonderful lot of misinformation" and cau
tioned Wilson to that effect. When Jane Addams, Lillian

Wald, and Madame Schwimmer interviewed House on No
vember 21, 1915, urging him to use his influence to bring
about official mediation, he put them off and made this impish
note in his diary: "As usual, I got them into a controversy
between themselves, which delights me since it takes the

pressure off myself."
The statements which the peace missionaries had gathered

from officials at the center of strife, together with the resolu

tions on a just and durable peace which the conference of

women at the Hague had adopted, were already in the hands
of President Wilson when on November 13,1915, David Starr

Jordan and Louis Lochner, who was acting as secretary for

Miss Addams, appeared at the White House. Although the

President would not promise to offer mediation at any par
ticular moment, he called himself an "unwilling convert" to

the proposal. "I assure you, gentlemen," he concluded, "that

you have done me real good." Later, when Jane Addams saw
the Chief Executive, he spoke favorably of the peace terms

of the Hague conference of women, even asking for a fresh

and readable copy of the memorandum which, in his pos
session, had become soiled and crumpled. But he would not

act, in spite of the fact that he received ten thousand tele

grams from as many women's organizations urging him to

offer mediation at once and to call for a crystallization of war
aims. It now appears that had Wilson moved in this direction

on one or two occasions in 1915 and early in 1916, he might
have brought the war to an end under circumstances that

would have furthered a more durable peace than the one

finally made at Versailles. When at length he did what Jane
Addams (and Bryan) had long urged him to do, it was too

late.
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A better-known effort to end the war and to establish a

just peace originated in Detroit, Henry Ford had already
shown considerable sympathy with the cause of peace; he

had on one occasion been horrified at hearing that in a single

day 20,000 men had been killed without affecting the mili

tary situation in the slightest. Once convinced that the wide

spread desire in Europe to stop the carnage was blocked

by mere diplomatic punctilio, Henry Ford was all for action.

When it finally became clear that Wilson would not take the

initiative in calling for immediate peace, Ford announced to

an astonished world that he would himself undertake that

mission.

Madame Rosika Schwimmer, the Hungarian feminist and

journalist who had helped organize the Women's Peace

Party, was largely instrumental in committing Ford to the

idea of making a bold, novel stroke for peace. This brilliant,

emotionally tense and energetic idealist believed that peace
activities had been characterized by too much passivity, by
too much academic grayness. She seems to have convinced

Ford that a spectacular end-the-war demonstration in Eu

rope, a colorful "drive" conducted in the grand manner,

might make the cause of peace as dramatic and impressive as

war. The idea was, in short, to organize a crusade of dis

tinguished publicists and leaders of opinion. Might not such a

company, reenforced by outstanding personalities in the neu

tral countries of Europe, succeed in so arousing and crystalliz

ing public opinion that neutral governments would be forced

to offer mediation? At the least, a standing committee of dis

tinguished individuals might, in a private capacity, formulate

terms of peace and bring fruitful suggestions to the attention

of belligerent governments. In brief, the expedition, by com

bining constructive mediation with world-wide publicity,
was "to get the boys out of the trenches by Christmas." In

all this there was something characteristically American; the

faith in the value of publicity, the faith in unofficial, private
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initiative in lieu of governmental action, and the faith in in

dividual enterprise to achieve great results in a complex, tangled
situation.

When, on December 4, 1915, the Oscar II, which Ford had
chartered for the occasion, sailed from Hoboken for Chris-

tiania, clouds already hung heavily over the adventure* An
unscrupulous press had converted what was meant to be
color and drama into grotesque buffoonery. Some of the most
substantial and impressive men and women who had been
invited had, for one reason or another, declined. Governors
and mayors sent their regrets and their good wishes. But
men and women of standing and courage did embark in

spite of the bizarre character which the undertaking had
come to have. While the world laughed they did what they
could.

Within the group cleavages and factions began to appear
at once. Ford himself deserted the crusade in Christiania,

under the most embarrassing and inexplicable circumstances.

The Scandinavian people and a few officials showed a cer

tain amount of sympathy. The devoted and skillful secretary,
Louis Lochner, managed to lend some dignity and order to

the undertaking.
In spite of the widespread notion that the whole affair was

a miserable fiasco mismanaged by "noisy adventurers and
ludicrous dreamers" the crusade, in organizing a Neutral Con
ference for Continuous Mediation at Stockholm, fulfilled a

useful purpose. It coordinated the scattered efforts of pub
licists and idealists in neutral countries engaged in an effort

to formulate and popularize terms for a just and lasting peace.
The Conference for Continuous Mediation, moreover, be

came both a clearinghouse and a sounding board. It culled

from the press of belligerent nations items indicating a desire

for peace along liberal, constructive lines; these items, after

being translated, were circulated in other belligerent coun

tries. Thus something was done to dispel the ill effects of the
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widespread and bitter propaganda which was settling in the

veins of European peoples a venomous hatred of one another.

Under the auspices of the Conference persons in the con

fidence of the British and German Foreign Offices were brought

together to discuss and compare points of view in regard to

a peace settlement. By much sifting and sorting of diverse

currents of thought and feeling the Conference found how
far public opinion was likely to go toward pacifist aims and

goals. It encouraged statesmen, or at least made it easier for

them, to resolve all this seething talk of peace and a new
order. Only when Wilson at length called on the belligerents
to state their terms and sounded his own appeal for a just,

honorable, and lasting peace, did the Conference on Continu

ous Mediation disband.

Meanwhile it had become necessary to quench embers

nearer home. In the spring of 1914 and again in the early
summer of 1916 relations with Mexico became so strained

that it looked very much as if the government at Washing
ton, driven by the pressure of propaganda and events, might
demand a "show-down" and find itself at war with the trouble

some neighbor south of the Rio Grande. The preparedness
movement was in fact greatly stimulated by the oil lobby,

by Hearst through his press, and by such interventionists as

Representative Rainey and Senator Fall. These interests and

patriots excoriated Wilson's policy of "watchful waiting" and,

abetted by makers of munitions, showed every disposition to

thrust the country into a second Mexican war.

The Advocate of Peace urged an examination of the whole

problem of American investments in Mexico and publicized
the statement of Mexican authorities that "great American

interests have obtained possession of 43% of the wealth of

Mexico, and ... are the most active propagandists of in

tervention to prevent the triumph and hopes of the Mexican

revolution." It further declared that our southern neighbor
must be allowed to control her own economic life and called
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upon the authorities in Washington to work in harmony
with Latin-American .powers in aiding Mexico to establish

democracy and order. Convinced that in any case our griev
ances could not be settled by force, the American Peace So

ciety encouraged the administration to pursue a policy of

helpfulness.
Others likewise spoke out. The International Peace Forum,

during the heat of the crisis in the early summer of 1916,
sent a telegram to Washington urging magnanimity rather
than violence; the Federal Council of Churches, claiming to

speak for 17,000,000 Protestants, threw its support in the same
direction. The American Union against Militarism, inspired
by such liberals as Lillian Wald, Amos Pinchot, Moorfield

Storey, Oswald Garrison Villard, and others, fought the in

terventionist movement as well as preparedness. When the
New York Times on June 22, 1916, printed in screaming head
lines an account of a border fracas at Carrizal, in which the
Mexicans were accused of having treacherously attacked

American colored troops without any provocation, the Union

against Militarism checked the war fever. It inserted as a

paid advertisement in leading dailies the statement of an
American officer which put a very different light on the

situation. It was also under the auspices of this group that

David Starr Jordan attended conferences at El Paso and Wash
ington which, by bringing together Mexican and American

citizens, were designed to provide a formula for concilia

tion. In The Days of a Man Jordan has described the vicissi

tudes and the physical danger which he and his colleagues
faced in the border city where almost everyone was for war.

The American Federation of Labor arranged another con

ference, made up of labor leaders from both countries, and
this meeting at Washington, in recommending a joint com
mission for the solution of outstanding controversies, poured
more oil on the troubled waters. (On another occasion Gom-

pers relieved tension by securing, through a personal telegram



248 PEACE OR WAR
to Carranza, the release of some imprisoned Americans.)
At Carnegie Hall in New York 3,000 Socialists, at the high

point of the crisis, petitioned the President to withdraw our

troops from the border and to submit matters to arbitration.

Big Bill Haywood, who in an earlier crisis had threatened a

miners' strike, a general strike even, if things went any fur

ther, was again active, while another I.W.W. leader, "Wild

Joe Carrol," told his New York hearers to shoot their officers

in the back if they were dragged into the service. And the

Anarchists, in a specially organized Antimilitarist League, in

stituted spirited demonstrations against intervention.

Although it is uncertain whether such militancy greatly
affected the White House, there is reason for thinking that

Wilson was influenced to pursue peace by the information

with which Lincoln Steffens provided him early in July,

1916. Wilson, professing to be much annoyed and utterly

disgusted with such pacifists
as David Starr Jordan, who had

lately waited on him, seemed particularly grateful to the

shrewd journalist for documentary evidence which pointed
to Carranza's desire for peace. It seems clear, however, that

the President knew from other sources the pacific disposition
of the authorities in Mexico City. At all events the adminis

tration appointed a joint high commission which for a time

arranged matters on a basis that was sufficiently satisfactory
to allay the war danger.
The campaign to prevent war with Mexico, coming as it

did at the very time when relations with European belligerents
were anything but good, and in the full tide of the struggle

against preparedness, compelled the peace host to scatter its

energy, and perhaps to underestimate the dangers which con
fronted the maintenance of neutrality. In addition the presi
dential campaign in the autumn of 1916 seemed reassuring;
the widespread use of the slogan "He kept us out of war"
seemed to mean that the man in the White House, if re-

elected, would continue that course.
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As January, 1917, gave way to February, and February
to March, the air became more tense, the pacifists more des

perate. Germany declared for unrestricted submarine war
fare. The notorious Zimmermann telegram which dangled
our Southwestern states before Mexico as the reward for her

alliance in a joint war on the United States fanned still further

the flames of war. When President Wilson demanded of Con

gress permission to arm our merchant ships, it seemed as if war
could hardly be avoided.

The ranks of the pacifists were, by March, much depleted.
One by one important figures that had been relied on went

over to the war camp. Those that remained faithful were un

certain on whom they might count. Patriotic hysteria, veiled

oftentimes in convincingly rational language, swept the field.

Many friends of peace had long before been caught by the

preparedness movement. Others, counting heavily on the pro

gram of the League to Enforce Peace, climbed on the Wilson

band wagon when the President officially sponsored a League
of Nations and a just peace. Now, when his hypnotic sen

tences spoke of a war to end war, they were convinced that

this was exactly the kind of struggle which the League of

Nations, if it existed, might properly wage. The right-wing

organizations in the peace movement led the way. The Car

negie Endowment, long sympathetic with the Allies, frowned

on all antiwar activity. The American Peace Society, which

derived its major support from the Endowment, swung into

line; even before Congress made its fateful decision the So

ciety, before which Ladd and Burritt had held sterner ideals,

capitulated
and received the congratulations of the Spring

field Republican for being such a "good loser."

But if the peace movement was weakened by these defec

tions it gained strength by the very intensity of feelings of

the men and women who stood their ground. Bryan, who had

resigned his position
as Secretary of State when he finally be

came convinced at the time of the Lusitania episode that the
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policies of the Wilson administration endangered peace, now
became a rallying point in the last struggle. On the

evening
of February 3 he spoke to an audience of five thousand in
Madison Square Garden. The program which he laid down to

keep us out of the conflict had little in it that was new.
We must insist, the silver-tongued orator declared, on a
definite course of action. Our nationals must stay off the

ships of
belligerents; neither must they travel on vessels

carrying contraband. If necessary, continued Bryan, we must
forbid American ships from entering the war zone at all.

Above everything, we must postpone a settlement of our
submarine quarrel with Germany until passion had cooled,
until the war was over; meantime let the whole

controversy
be submitted to a joint high commission for

investigation, just
as if a "cooling-off treaty" had actually been signed with the

government at Berlin. If worst came to worst, the last des

perate step of war must be taken only after the people had so
decided in a referendum. The crowd cheered wildly when the
Great Commoner declared that the United States must not

"get down and wallow in the mire of human blood."

Bryan kept on the job. He begged help from all Demo
cratic officials with whom he had any influence. He

inspired
thousands of telegrams to congressmen, urging them to em
phasize the Bryan methods for keeping out of the holocaust.
He spoke night and day. On March 28, when all seemed lost,
he made a final impassioned plea to Congress, mustering all

his forces to make his words both moving and convincing.
Ridiculed and abused, taunted with being a traitor, threat
ened with assassination, Bryan did not haul down the flag
until the very last. "We are so near the end," he wrote his
wife from Washington, "that I feel I ought to stay here. It

is distressing to see so many men afraid to act. I am needed
to give them courage. . . ."

In spite of his wretched feeling of isolation during the
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sleepless nights before the die was cast, Bryan was not entirely
alone. Led by La Follette a group of courageous Wilson
called them "willful" senators defeated by the well-known
device of a filibuster his measure for arming our merchant
men.

Meantime uncompromising pacifists outside of Congress
also stood their ground. Such groups as the American Union

against Militarism, the Women's "Peace Party, and the

Emergency Peace Federation, conducted a spirited cam

paign in which, among others, Lillian Wald, Jane Addams,
Louis Lochner, George Foster Peabody, George Kirchwey,
and Fanny Villard did yeoman service. Committees of the

Emergency Peace Federation, which within three weeks

mustered $75,000 for its campaign, organized great keep-us-
out-of-war demonstrations in New York, Chicago, and else

where. The Socialists and other radical groups gave what

help they could.

An unofficial group composed of David Starr Jordan and

other intellectuals also directed their energies to the com
mon cause. This particular group proposed, in addition to a

joint high commission for finding some tolerable ground of

agreement in the submarine controversy, a league of armed

neutrals to clear the seas of all illegal interference with neu

tral trade. But this idea, which was ably presented by Carlton

Hayes and Paul Kellogg, editor of The Survey, aroused only
a limited and ephemeral response.
David Starr Jordan himself went into the public arena,

speaking in Boston, New Haven, New York, Philadelphia,

and against the will of President Hibben at Princeton. Vili

fied and denounced as a traitor, the intrepid educator was

threatened with mob violence in Baltimore; thirty police

were unable to hold back a thousand passionate men led by the

scions of Baltimore's great families. The pacifist escaped un

touched, but the mob paraded the town, visited hotel after
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hotel, singing with gay venom "We'll hang Dave Jordan to

a sour apple tree!" Yet, undaunted, he continued his fight

during the few days that remained.

In Washington, meanwhile, a breathless but grave pacifist

lobby was leaving nothing undone to avert a declaration of

war. Thousands of telegrams counseling delay and remind

ing the President that he had been elected "to keep us out of

war" poured in on the White House. On February 1 2 a dele

gation bore the peacemakers' case to the President. Other

delegations also waited on him. One included a former pupil,
Professor William Hull of Swarthmore, an authority on
international problems, on war and peace. But the President,

who had declared less than a year before that "force will not

accomplish anything that is permanent," who had denounced

the "senseless and useless shedding of human blood," now
made no effort to conceal his contempt for pacifists who had

rightly regarded him as one of their own. The reformer who
had declared that the only way to international peace was

through industrial peace and justice now abandoned his

crusade for "the new freedom" at home and decided, re

luctantly, to lead his country into war.

With the encouragement, however, of men like La Follette,

Norris, Lane, Gronna, Vardaman, Kitchin, and other staunch

foes of war, the peace lobby spared no effort to hold in line

lukewarm legislators,
or to win over the bellicose. In spite of

the efforts of the press to make the pacifists appear, as Theo
dore Roosevelt dubbed them, "cravens, cowards, poltroons,"

or, worse, pro-Germans and even traitors, some success

marked their endeavors.

But in most cases nothing could be done. The lines were

rapidly being drawn more tightly. Two trainloads of patriots
with malice and self-righteousness in their hearts came on

from New York to counteract the influence of the
pacifists.

Feeling ran so high that many feared some untoward inci

dent. Their fears were well grounded. On April 2 a pacifist
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delegation interviewed Henry Cabot Lodge in the corridor
of the Senate Office Building. According to his own account,

the^ delegation became "very violent and abusive"; one of
their number, Alexander Bannwart, a Princeton athlete,
called him "a damned coward"; the Senator in turn called

him a "damned liar"; the athlete pacifist attacked Lodge,
only to be beaten off by surrounding secretaries, a Western
Union boy, and the Senator himself. Such was the damaging
but very distorted version of the affair that Lodge wrote to
Roosevelt. A similar story appeared in the

press. Actually,
however, the Massachusetts statesman struck first, and with
out the provocation that he alleged. But Lodge's righteous
account was at the time accepted; the pacifists' version met

only with ridicule. And such an affair, which in the ordinary
course of things would have seemed picayune, now only
added to the tension. That evening a mob of five hundred
Baltimoreans invaded the capital city to break up a demon
stration which the Emergency Peace Federation had an
nounced. Police protection alone saved the meeting, which
was attended by three thousand. Before the gathering broke

up it was announced that President Wilson had formally
declared for war.

In the Senate the stampede for immediate action was
checked sufficiently to permit the irreconcilables to speak
their mind. Vardaman of Mississippi declared that even to

liberate Germany from the cruel domination of kings, he
could not vote for sacrificing a million men without first

consulting the people to be sacrificed for that deliverance.

Norris of Nebraska bitterly accused munitions makers, stock

brokers, bond dealers, and a servile press of being responsible
for the catastrophe at hand. "We are going into war upon
the command of gold. I feel that we are committing a sin

against humanity and against our countrymen."
It remained for the iron-willed La Follette to deliver, dur

ing four hours, one of the greatest speeches ever heard in a
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crisis at Washington. He punctured the broad, idealistic as

sumptions that Wilson had made in declaring that this was
a war for democracy, a conflict which we could no longer
avoid. He showed that not Germany alone, but all the

belligerents were at fault, not only in causing the war but in

bringing about the situation which had so gravely injured
our interests and our pride. Had we remained truly neutral,

had we cut off our commerce from all belligerents, or had

we enforced our commercial rights equally against all antago
nists, we would not now stand on the brink of war. "The

poor, sir, who are the ones called upon to rot in the trenches,

have no organized power, have no press to voice their will

on this question of peace or war; but oh, Mr. President, at

some time they will be heard . . . they will have their day
and they will be heard. It will be as certain and as inevitable

as the return of the tides, and as resistless, too."

But the fight to keep out of war was already over. The

great effort had been made and had failed. In the eyes of

the pacifists the worst had come. America was now engaged
in a "holy war," a "war to end war." Their spirits low, sor

row in their hearts, they bowed to the inevitable.

The number of pacifists who were really irreconcilable was

few indeed. In view of the fact that it had yielded even be

fore the announcement for entry into the war, the whole
hearted acceptance of the war by the American Peace Society
was not surprising. Declaring that the war was not one for

territory, trade routes, and commercial advantage, but one

of "eternal principles," the Advocate of Peace now insisted

that the world had reached a situation where the judicial

settlement of international disputes was for the time im

practicable and that the war must be ended only after the

German imperial government had collapsed. "We must

help in the bayoneting of a normally decent German soldier

in order to free him from a tyranny which he at present

accepts as his chosen form of government. We must aid in
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the starvation and emaciation of a German baby in order that

he, or at least his more sturdy little playmate, may grow up
to inherit a different sort of government from that for which
his father died." The officers of the Society bitterly denounced
the friends of peace who did not follow their example and

proclaim absolute loyalty to the government and the conflict
it was waging.

Other peace organizations followed suit. The League to
Enforce Peace called upon its recruits to aid in crushing
Prussianism, in enforcing by arms "a freeman's peace." The
Church Peace Union, the American School Peace League,
and the World Peace Foundation heartily accepted the Wil-
sonian doctrine that the war must be fought to a finish in
order that peace might reign. The Carnegie Endowment,
turning over its offices to Creel's Committee on Public In

formation, the chief governmental agency of propaganda,
likewise appealed to "the lovers of peace to assist in every
possible way in the effective prosecution of the war." Even
the Women's Peace Party, which had vigorously opposed our
entrance into the conflict, did not, as an organization, con
demn the war. All but a handful of the clergy who had ex
coriated war so ardently now blessed the conflict, used their

influence to deepen hatred of the German, some even declar

ing that if Christ were on earth he would be found fighting
in the trenches of Flanders. David Starr Jordan proclaimed
that "the only way out is forward." And Bryan, hailing the

war as a crusade for freedom and democracy on which every
good American must embark, offered Wilson his services as

a common soldier.

Here and there, however, pacifists stood out against the

pressure of the formidable war and propaganda machine. At
least seventy ministers of various denominations and no doubt
there were others refused to abandon their pacifist faith.

Some, like John Haynes Holmes, Jenkin Lloyd Jones, Norman
Thomas, and Rabbi Judah L. Magnes, were able to keep
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their churches. Others, such as A. J. Muste, were persuaded to

take leaves of absence. Still others, such as Dr. Sydney Strong,
were severely reprimanded by loyal fellow clergymen. And
in the unreason of the time some, like Arthur L. Weatherly,
lost their pulpits altogether. Despised and persecuted for

their refusal to bow to the tribal gods, none of these men has

ever held quite the same faith in the church that he had

before.

Only a handful among the academic wing of the peace
movement retained their faith. Two professors at Columbia

and there were more elsewhere had to resign. Others, who
refused to declare that the Germans were of a lower and more

barbaric order, or who maintained in other respects some de

gree of sanity, were hauled before inquisitors, publicly de

nounced as pro-Germans or as traitors, and sometimes dis

missed; at least one, unable to endure the opprobrium, was

hurried to his grave by torment and persecution. Among
women who had fought for peace a few, of whom Anna
Garlin Spencer, Lucia Ames Mead, and Jane Addams were

representative, did not abandon their convictions.

The founder of Hull House has recorded how she and

her comrades were totally unprepared for the war hysteria,

the unwillingness to admit any defect in the institution of

war as such or to acknowledge that war afforded "no solution

for vexed international problems." She found it impossible
to make her position clear; old friends joined in the denun

ciations and persecutions after they had failed to dissuade

her from her hope of trying to modify the headlong events

in the interest of humanity and brotherhood. To bitter at

tacks and scathing indictments was added the sense of lone

liness.

As the weeks of feverish discomfort passed Jane Addams

experienced so heavy a sense of social opprobrium and mis

understanding that she came near to self-pity, the self-pity

she abhorred as the "lowest pit into which human nature can
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sink." In the hours of doubt and distrust of everything she
doubted and distrusted herself, her convictions. Has the in

dividual, she asked herself, the right to stand out against
millions of his fellow countrymen? "Is there not a great
value in mass judgment and in instinctive mass enthusiasm, and
even if one were right a thousand times over in conviction,
was he not absolutely wrong in abstaining from this com
munion with his fellows?" In these dark hours of faint

heartedness she saw that the pacifist in wartime was "con

stantly brought sharply up against a genuine human trait with
its biological basis, a trait founded upon the instinct to dis

like, to distrust, and finally to destroy the individual who
differs from the mass in time of danger." She wondered
whether she was not after all a fanatic, whether she had

perhaps lost her sanity, to prefer a consistency of theory to
the recognition of the actual social situation. Only after much
inner struggle did she and her comrades finally conclude that

the ability "to hold out against mass suggestion, to honestly
differ from the convictions and enthusiasms of one's best

friends did in moments of crisis come to depend upon the

categorical belief that a man's primary allegiance is to his

vision of the truth and that he is under obligation to affirm it."

Others, too, were troubled sorely with conflicts, particu

larly the more sensitive and imaginative among the young
men who conscientiously objected to conscription. In spite
of considerable opposition to conscription, both in Con

gress and throughout the land, it was clear almost from the

first that the government would resort to this method of

obtaining recruits; indeed, the rate of voluntary enlistments

in the first weeks after war was declared demonstrated the

necessity of drafting men to fight the people's war. When
it was clear that conscription must come, the American Union

against Militarism tried desperately, in interviews with Wil

son, Secretary of War Baker, and the Congressional Commit
tees on Military Affairs, to obtain complete exemption from
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conscription for all men conscientiously opposed to war, on
whatever ground. But the limited exemption that was

finally
obtained did not solve the problem for the men who

absolutely refused to do any substitute service. They were

court-martialed, given long sentences in federal prison, and

subjected, frequently, to unspeakable degradation and physical
torture. They were beaten; their eyes were gouged out; they
were stripped and plunged for long periods under cold show
ers, prodded with bayonets, thrust head foremost into

filthy

latrines, chained in solitary confinement, manacled, and sus

pended by the wrists. One of them, a Russian Molokan, told

his story: "They dragged me like an animal with a rope round

my neck. They shaved my head. They cut my ears. They tore

my shirt to pieces and wanted to put me in a uniform. I did

not count how many times they beat me. They pulled the

hairs off my head like feathers. I was motionless. I only prayed
to God to take me from this world of horrors." And when one

of the religious objectors died after being subjected to ex

posure and great brutality, they sent his body to his family in

the uniform he had gone through hell to avoid wearing.
But there is no need further to dwell on these and similar

atrocities; they are the inevitable fruit of war. The great mass

of the American people were unaware of their existence; there

were fewer than 4,000 conscientious objectors in all and of

these only 450 refused to accept some alternate form of serv

ice. It mattered little to those in whose hands their fate lay
that according to the psychological tests these men were far

superior in intelligence to the general average of enlisted men,
or that the absolutists who based their stand on political op
position to the war excelled the average commissioned ofEcer.

They were looked upon as cowards by almost all who knew

anything about them. Even John Dewey was so affected by
the war psychosis that he misinterpreted and, according to

Norman Thomas, almost ridiculed these objectors whose

position he could not understand. Some of these men, years
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after their ordeal, questioned the eifectiveness of such protests
and sacrifices as they had made, but they had no regret for

the stand they had taken.

Conscientious objectors in camp and dungeon cell were
not the only men who paid a price for their courageous and
staunch opposition to the war. Both leaders and rank and file

in the People's Council were harassed and persecuted. This

liberal organization, founded in June, 1917, opposed con

scription and the suppression of civil liberties in wartime.

It favored an early, just, and democratic peace, with no puni
tive indemnities, no forcible annexations, and an inclusive

league of nations. The People's Council also denounced war

profiteering, insisted on the maintenance of adequate wages
for labor, and expressed sympathy with the ideals of economic

and social justice which the new Russia seemed to champion.

Many of its two million sympathizers no doubt shared the

feeling of Charles A. Lindbergh that the war had come about

as a result of special privileges and an unjust sockl order, and

that it must be followed by a reorganization of society in the

interest of the toilers, a society, moreover, in which induce

ments to make war for profits would be curtailed.

The meetings of the People's Council were broken up;
adherents were seized, assaulted, and even horsewhipped.
Louis Lochner, one of its most outspoken leaders, more than

once found himself in physical dangera Wisconsin mob
threatened to hang him but in the end contented itself by
smearing his door with yellow paint. And such sympathizers
as Senator La Follette, who fought conscription and refused

to truckle to the war hysteria, were ruthlessly insulted and

denounced as villains and traitors.

Further to the left, Socialists, I.W.W.'s, and Anarchists

were treated with even less restraint. After Congress had

declared war, the Socialists assembled in St. Louis denounced

the conflict as an imperialist war and called upon their

members to make no compromise. Upton Sinclair and many
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others did, however, accept the war. Yet a larger number

remained adamant. Max Eastman, Rose Pastor Stokes, and

Victor Berger, among others, were indicted for treason or

conspiracy under the Sedition Act. And the trial of Eugene
Debs will always remain a high-water mark in the history of

stalwart and idealistic opposition to authority in time of social

crisis. Abhorring the conscription law by reason of the fact

that, in his eyes, it compelled men to kill fellow workers

solely because their rulers quarreled, Debs made no effort at

the trial to escape the penalty which the law prescribed for

those who even indirectly might encourage resistance to the

draft. He believed, he said simply, as the revolutionary fathers

had believed in their day, that the time had come when a

change was due in the interests of the people; that the time

had come for a better form of government, a higher social

order, a nobler humanity, and a more beautiful civilization;

these things an imperialist
war in the interest of a privileged

class could not bring. Debs went to the federal prison at At

lanta to begin a ten-year sentence for his convictions.

The trial, imprisonment, and subsequent deportation of

Emma Goldman were even more dramatic. Defending herself

without legal aid through eight sweltering days, this militant

antimilitarist brilliantly upheld her position. She declared that

she was not on trial, that it was freedom of expression which

was on trial. "Tell all friends," she exclaimed, "that we will

not waver, that we will not compromise, and that if worst

comes, we shall go to prison in the proud consciousness that

we have remained faithful to the spirit
of internationalism

and to the solidarity of all the people of the world."

The months dragged on. At last the Armistice came and re

lief for some (not for Debs, not for Emma Goldman). Great

events heralded a new day: revolutions in Russia, in Ger

many, in Hungary; promises in the highest places that a new

order of international justice and lasting peace would clear

away the wreckage and heal the deep wounds of the long,
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bitter years of war. Pragmatic pacifists who had followed
Wilson into the war to end war believed that they now stood
vindicated. Pacifists who had stood out against it were more
doubtful. They knew in their hearts that the struggle against
war was not yet ended, but they were not without hope.



9.
THE STRUGGLE RENEWED AGAIN,

1918-1936

IN the decade and a half following the mad ecstasy of Armis
tice Day the struggle against war was waged more sharply
and was better supported than it had ever been; yet the activi

ties of peacemakers were still, as they had always been, mere

chips and foam on the surface of the stream of American life.

Other pursuits claimed the thoughts and actions of the vast

majority of men and women. If the newspapers of the period
are to be taken as even a rough indication of popular interest,

the problem of peace or war was of much less importance than

sports, movies, radio, automobiles, crime, gangsterism, pro
hibition, scandals in Washington, the Florida boom, and the

stock market. The great bulk of the American people had
their minds to an even greater extent, of course, on concerns

of a more personal nature; almost everyone was bent on get

ting ahead, or on getting by. Those not concerned with the

problem of finding a better job wondered whether they
could hold on to what they had and upwards of two millions

in those palmy days before the great depression had no jobs at

all. The problem of war and peace seemed relatively remote

to all these people, and to the millions of fanners who were

barely breaking even, or carrying on at an actual loss.

For the directors of America's great corporations and the

rulers of her business life there were other problems. Some
were absorbed in the making of mergers and ever vaster

combinations; others in finding markets; still others in manipu-
262
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lating speculative finance. Some knew, of course, that war
and peace affected the delicate mechanism of business which

they found so absorbing; knew that the collecting of interest

on loans made in the Caribbean countries and elsewhere might
involve the sending down of some additional contingents of

marines, might end even in a little fighting. These men also

were aware of relationships between the outstanding war
debts owed by Europeans to our government and the main
tenance of peace; but for the most part their minds were on
their own affairs rather than on threats to peace which were

arising with their aid. Many of them did not realize that these

matters to which they devoted themselves tariffs, markets,

consolidations, loans, expansion, speculation, new techno

logical devices, striking inventions of one kind or another

that these all bore on the question of war and peace. They
probably seldom cared that their financial interests through
out the world might be promoting militarism and stirring up
war clouds in a dozen countries. They were too busy to ask,

in the 2o's, whether the policies they pursued at home might
not be paving the way for an economic collapse, with accom

panying violence and possibly a resulting tightening of the

reins of government with the aid of military coercion. And
when the economic breakdown came they persisted still,

nearly all of them, in seeing it as another temporary depression,
in looking forward only to a resumption of business as usual.

The industrialists of America seemed either blind to the rela

tion between their activities and the peace of the world, or

indifferent to it; just as most peace men had been blind to

the deeper relationships between their struggles against war
and the struggles of men little and great, everywhere in so

ciety, for a living and for profits. Both were caught in the

current of forces they did not understand or even seriously

try to understand.

In the years after the war, however, certain developments
became so striking and certain problems so acute that peace
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men, stirred to alarm and wrath, began to work harder and
to think harder. In spite of the general reaction against the

war, it was clear to even the most superficial observer that
militarism and navalism were making rapid strides. The Na
tional Defense Act of 1920 did not, it is true, provide for
the large and efficient standing army that professional strate

gists advised; but it laid the foundation for a citizens' reserve
and tended to develop military-mindedness among the popula
tion brought into contact with the ever-expanding R.O.T.C
and the Citizens' Military Training Camps. Nor did temporary
reverses check the mounting toll of appropriations for both

army and navy. Wilson's Assistant Secretary of the Navy,
Franklin D. Roosevelt, had insisted that the navy must be
built up sufficiently to protect in time of war not only our
own shores and possessions, but our merchant

ships, no mat
ter where they went. Almost all that happened subsequently
promoted that objective.

In 1929 the President of the United States could declare
that the current expenditure of the government on

strictly

military activities constituted the largest military budget of

any nation in the world. By 1930 the expenditures for de
fense were 197% of what they had been seventeen years earlier.

We spent in that first year of the depression $2,800,000,000
on the war system. Even the curtailments of the depres
sion did not check the current; for the fiscal year ending
in June, 1933, the federal government paid out on the war
system 119% of its total budgetary receipts. But this was not

enough; ways and means were found for diverting some of
the funds appropriated for relief from the effects of the de

pression into projects directly or indirectly useful to the army
and navy. This colossal development of militarism and naval-

ism, which was part of a world-wide tendency, was the result
of several factors.

In the United States as elsewhere the mounting tide of
nationalism in the postwar years was largely responsible for
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increasing the appropriations for defense. American national
ism was both expressed and furthered by the restriction of

immigration in 1924 and by the unwarranted discrimination

against Japanese immigrants. It reached a point of hysteria in
the activities of the Ku Klux Klan. The ever higher tariff

walls erected around the country still further promoted
nationalism here and, indirectly, everywhere, for our tariffs

were^
answered by tariffs abroad. Fanned by groups differing

as widely as the National Manufacturers' Association, the

Liberty League, the D.A.R., and the American Legion, the

religion of nationalism gained strength. In spite of all pro
tests from liberals and scholars, patriotic indoctrination in the

public schools was clearly in evidence.

Closely connected with nationalism as a cause for the

growth of the army and navy was the tradition and fact of

imperialism. Notwithstanding the promises of Woodrow
Wilson to abstain from imperialistic ventures in the Carib
bean his administration carried on the work in that direction
which had already been begun; and Harding and Coolidge
went even further. Our marines occupied Nicaragua and
Haiti. Our interests in China were protected by a contingent
from the army as well as by gunboats and cruisers. Even after
the decision was made to abandon the Philippines it was clear
that our naval bases were to remain in our hands; and scouting
expeditions made plans for fortifying the Aleutian Islands.

American trade routes and investments were to be protected
by our fleet; and rivalry with England and other countries
over oil was a persuasive argument for malting naval parity
more than a slogan.
But there were other reasons for the growth of militarism

and navalism. Our shipbuilding and munitions interests spared
no efforts to obtain contracts and to counteract efforts made
at disarmament conferences. In 1929 and 1930 a Senate in

vestigation disclosed the fact that William B. Shearer, an "ex

pert" on naval matters, had been subsidized by three American
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shipbuilding concerns to wreck the Geneva Disarmament Con
ference in 1927. And in 1934 the Senate Munitions Investigat

ing Committee, under the leadership of Senator Nye, re

vealed the fact that munitions interests through their clever

use of propaganda, bribes, and lobby politics had played an

important part in the ever-mounting expenditures for de

fense.

But it was not only the desire for profits on the part of

given industries such as those engaged in making ships and
munitions that contributed to the growth of militarism. Even
before the depression, when labor was relatively docile, Gen
eral Sherrill openly advocated a larger army to deal with
labor unrest. President Coolidge, declaring that our country
had never made preparations to attack any other nation,

pointed to the need of armed forces in "domestic tumults."

After the depression set in and millions of men could find no

work, the fear of labor troubles and even of social revolution

was from time to time openly confessed. Early in 1934
Roosevelt's Assistant Secretary of War, Harry H. Woodring,
appealed in the widely read periodical Liberty for a larger

army in order to "cope with social and economic problems in

an emergency" and to provide "secret insurance against
chaos." The article was prefaced with a picture of national

guardsmen dispersing a mob with tear gas. Nor was this mere

empty boasting, for the national guard had suppressed and
was to suppress strikes in various industries in many parts of

the country.
The nationalistic and imperialistic interests which were

committed to larger appropriations for the army and navy
proved themselves adept in the use of new agencies of propa
ganda which developed with amazing rapidity in the post
war years. The movies in particular were a blessing to the

advocates of a great army and navy. Newsreels displaying
soldiers, sailors, and marines to advantage became more and
more frequent. In 1933 the announcer in a reel showing the
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maneuvers of the fleet in the Pacific declared that President

Roosevelt favored a navy second to none and asked audiences

to write to members of Congress urging support for larger

appropriations. In the newsreels as well as in feature pictures
the War and Navy Departments gave cooperation if not actual

inspiration. Between 1920 and 1928 one out of every ten

films was a war picture; most of these romanticized war in

the fashion of Tell It to the 'Marines, and Hell's Angels. A
careful investigation showed that a single warlike and anti-

foreign film had a measurably chauvinistic effect on the

attitudes of school children. And no doubt the insecurity
felt by great numbers of men who sought escape in the

movies made them the more ready to support pleas for arma

ments; in vast numbers, in military superiority, there lay a

kind of vicarious security which the economic order failed

to provide.
In the furtherance of a greater navy and army certain pres

sure groups proved to be valuable allies. The Navy League and

other nationalistic organizations did valiant service in en

couraging members of Congress to support larger appropria
tions for defense. In 1926 the American Legion and some of

the chemical industries joined hands to defeat the ratification

in Congress of a protocol on the outlawry of poison gas in

future warfare. Some of these groups also fought any meas

ures which might tend to lessen America's reliance on force.

They opposed even the mildest proposals for participation in

the international machinery of peace. Thus in January, 1935,

when it appeared clear that the Senate would at last sanction

our qualified acceptance of the World Court, Father Cough-
lin in an effective radio address appealed to patriots and

nationalists to swamp their senators with telegrams demand

ing a negative vote. They did swamp their senators with tele

grams, and the vote was negative.
The army itself made skilled use of propaganda techniques.

Ross Collins, a member of the House Committee on Military
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Affairs, exposed many of these devices. Appeals were cleverly
made to sex: the prettiest co-eds received honorary commis
sions in R.O.T.C units; and to class pride: young men elect

ing military courses in private universities where drill was not

compulsory were frequently provided with polo ponies for

their own pastime. There were appeals to fear, pride, and

patriotism. One of the pamphlets issued on the relation of the

Christian religion to war misquoted and garbled scriptural
texts to such an extent that, after exposure by a Christian

pacifist, the document was withdrawn from circulation. An
other, on "Citizenship," ridiculed democracy and identified

it with anarchism and communism, thus arousing American

sensibilities. But such slips
were not often made.

It was in response to this formidable development of naval-

ism, militarism, and fascist-like tendencies which new agencies
and techniques of propaganda fostered that the movement for

the limitation and final abolition of war took on an importance
far greater than it had ever before enjoyed. It came to be

more talked about, more written about, more sincerely con

sidered by the plain people, by leaders of opinion, and by the

government itself than pioneers of peace a hundred or even

fifty years earlier could have imagined in moods of the most

unrestrained optimism.
The growth of the peace movement proper was favored

by the existence in all countries of widespread war-weariness,

and of general disillusionment. The deflation of war idealism

led to cynicism in some people, to wrath in others, and to a

grim determination on the part of some never again to be so

misled. The emotional deflation was quickened by the pub
licists and scholars who began to prove that we had been

wrong in laying all the blame for the catastrophe of 1914 at

the door of Germany. The selfish war aims and partial re

sponsibility of the Allies for what had happened gradually

gained credence. And with the publication of Philip Gibbs's

Now It Can Be Told, Arthur Ponsonby's Falsehood in War-
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time, and Harold LasswelPs Propaganda TecJmlque during
the World War, the reading public experienced a recoil

against the waraiakers who had tricked people into accepting
the myths they and their henchmen had manufactured.

The reaction against the war to make the world safe for

democracy", and against war in general/ was promoted by a

flood of literature, chiefly personal narratives of participants,
which exposed the stupid dreariness, brutality, and agony of

modern warfare. Barbusse's Under Fire led the way, to be

followed by Siegfried Sassoon's Attack and Counter-Attack,

Remarque's All Quiet on the Western Front, also Sergeant

Grischa, and Generals Die in Bed. War plays and novels, such

as Three Soldiers, Journey's End, and Paths of Glory, to

gether with photographic exposures such as Laurence Stall-

ings' The First World War, brought home as nothing else

could the brutal degradation and hideous suffering resulting
from trench life, machine guns, poison gas, bombs, shrapnel,
barbed wire, and tanks. And military experts and others in a

position to know did not conceal their conviction that the

next war would be far more brutal and frightful for both

combatants and civilians.

The revolt against the idea of war was still further aug
mented by the gradual, painful realization of what it had cost

in life and in gold. Thanks to the admirable and exhaustive

survey sponsored by the Carnegie Endowment, some of the

effects of the war were made known. Ten million men killed

outright one life every ten seconds for the duration of the

war. The indirect loss of life was even more fearful; the

total named by Professor L. Hersch, a careful Swiss scholar,

was over forty-one million. What the war cost in stunted and

deformed bodies and in dilapidated minds no figures could

teU.

The war had cost, people learned as they began to pay for

it, a staggering amount. It had taken $25,000 to kill every
soldier who fell. The net cost of the war, authorities declared,
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was over a hundred and eighty-six billions, and property losses

were almost as much. President Coolidge reckoned that one

hundred billions would have to be poured out by this country-
alone before the last pension was paid and the last veterans'

hospital had closed its doors. But the figures of war costs

became so astronomic that the average mind was numbed

by the mere effort to grasp their meaning. Peace protagonists
translated the fantastic figures into everyday values: "The
direct and indirect costs to the world of the four years of

world war would provide a $2,500 home with $1,000 worth
of furniture and five acres of land for every family in Russia,

most of the European nations, Canada, the United States,

and Australia; then would give every city over 20,000 in

population a $2,000,000 library, a $3,000,000 hospital and a

$20,000,000 college, and in addition would buy every piece
of property in Germany and Belgium."
What made this waste seem worse was the growing belief

that the war had been utterly futile. At first only the pro
fessional pacifists and a few of the clergy took this startling

position. But as the years passed even the woman in the

kitchen came to understand that the war had not made the

world safe for democracy nor promoted peace on earth, good
will to men, and her husband on the street saw that the war
had solved nothing, but brought instead a train of new and

thorny issues. In the locust years of depression there were

those in high places who solemnly declared that the war and

the war alone was responsible for the woeful state of affairs.

It was said more and more frequently that another war would
end civilization itself.

As the years went by it was also plain that the peace machin

ery devised at the end of the war was at best disappointing.

Cynics said that the League of Nations on which we had

properly turned our back was but an instrument for the

preservation of ill-gotten gains; or that, at best, it was a mere

children's court which would not and could not take cog-
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nizance of the crimes of adults. Even the staunchest friends
of the institution at Geneva admitted their disappointment
in its achievements and contented themselves with assuring
doubters that matters would have been otherwise had the
United States joined, and that all great things grow out of
small

Beginnings. The most sanguine all but lost heart when
each international conference after the one in Washington in

1921 failed to limit armaments. The promises and fruits of
the war, so far as they concerned peace, made many earnest
men and women wonder whether peace machinery born of
war could ever properly function; whether, in short, good
could ever come out of such monstrous evil.

But this was not the predominant mood among friends of

peace. At the end of the war, and throughout the years which
followed, many counted heavily on the revulsion against war
and on the fact that the governments of the world now
officially proclaimed their intention to prevent its recurrence.
Nicholas Murray Butler went so far as to say in 1920 that the
elaborate arguments and pleas against war which had been
heard for a hundred years before 1914 were now made "so

much more effectively, so much more convincingly, by the
war itself, that they now sound like pleas in a dead language."We have arrived at the point, President Butler continued,
where a peace society pure and simple seems to be an anach

ronism, for the whole world, save for its lunatic fringe, is

committed to the cause of peace.

Though impressed by these' resounding words, leading

champions of peace felt the strong and silent undertow of

nationalism, militarism, and imperialism, and were convinced
that no effort must be spared to win adherents to the cause,
to educate opinion, to exert pressure on the government. The
tide of public opinion was flowing the right way now was
the time to launch new efforts.

The Carnegie Endowment and the World Peace Founda
tion, with admirable staffs of experts, continued to do effective
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work along the lines earlier laid down. But the American
Peace Society, which chiefly preserved continuity with the

traditional peace movement, no longer held the place of lead

ership it had enjoyed before the war; its resources, member

ship, and influence were reduced. The time demanded new
ideas, a new type of leadership.
Of the organizations founded during the war, two showed

great vigor. The Fellowship of Reconciliation reported in

1934 eight thousand members and considerable
activity. Out

of the Women's Peace Party had developed the Women's
International League for Peace and Freedom, an organization

ably led and exerting an influence out of all proportion to its

12,000 American adherents and its slender budget.
Several groups which sprang up shortly after the war made

for themselves an important place in the struggle for peace.
With no endowment and no large contributors, the War
Resisters' International, founded in 1921, increased its num
bers from 985 in 1928 to ten times that figure in 1935. The en

larged interest of women in public issues an interest deep
ened by the victory for woman suffrage was reflected in the

Committee on the Cause and Cure of War. Holding its first

annual conference in 1925, this group, in which Mrs. Carrie

Chapman Catt was a leader, brought together nine women's

organizations to explore the problem of peace and war;
it now includes, by affiliation, one-fifth of the adult woman

population in the United States and is able to reach, through
its local branches in almost every city, town, and village, a

great number of women. With a very much smaller con

stituency the Committee on Militarism in Education has con
ducted a vigorous campaign against compulsory military train

ing in schools and colleges, and in spite of an extremely

meager budget has made its influence felt all over the land.

Throughout most of the postwar period the National

Council for the Prevention of War, formed in 1921 as a

clearinghouse by representatives of seventeen national or-
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ganizations, has been the best supported and one of the most
active of all peace organizations. It has built up an unusually
competent staff and through its central office in Washington
and its branches at

strategic points has stirred the waters
with a wide oar. In 1930 it enjoyed an income of $160,000;
in 1934, 4,700 people made contributions. In that year it dis

tributed over a million and a half pieces of literature in the

preparation of which Mrs. Florence Boeckel set a high stand
ard. Through the 2,000 addresses made by its staff it has reached
a half million people in forty states.

Writing in 1933 Marcus Duffield estimated that the peace
movement numbered 12,000,000 adherents and spent over a
million dollars yearly. Although this estimate was probably
too high, the movement has been greatly strengthened since

that time by the appearance of the American League against
War and Fascism which claimed, in 1935, a membership of
more than 2,000,000. Even after allowance is made for overlap

ping of memberships and for the natural tendency to make high
estimates, it is clear that in the postwar years the movement

against war reached substantial proportions. And on the

fringe was to be found a group of organizations whose support
could be counted on in much of the activity undertaken.
The Federal Council of Churches furnished a reserve of the

first importance. By 1926 some 1,200 organizations for the

study of international questions had been established where
there were scarcely 120 in 1914. Among other new groups
the No-Frontier News Service, the Foreign Policy Associa

tion, the Institute of Pacific Relations, the League of Nations

Association, and the American Foundation, which was the

special protagonist of the World Court, did effective work in

developing an informed and international outlook.

This postwar peace movement adopted new methods of

propaganda. Its workers were alert to the
possibilities of the

movies for good to their cause as well as for evil. Occasionally
a feature film could be heralded as a contribution. Thus All
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Quiet on the Western Front and Hell on Earth were vigor
ous indictments of war, while The President Vanishes ex

posed motives and methods of various warmakers. Indi

viduals, notably Lucia Ames Mead and William Seabury, en
deavored to mobilize opinion against the production of films

which aroused hostility abroad toward the United States

but little could be done to establish an effective regulation of

the industry to this end. The National Council for the Pre

vention of War established a moving picture department and
the American League against War and Fascism undertook to

boycott films which were at the same time militaristic and
fascist. But these efforts did not offset the predominantly mili

taristic tendencies and potentialities of Hollywood. Nor was
the pattern substantially altered by the fact that a newsreel,
The March of Time, instead of simply glorifying the army and

navy, mentioned some of the economic conflicts behind wars.

Peace propaganda was increasingly characterized by efforts

to make it positive, colorful, and dramatic; to utilize, in short,

some of the symbols and appeals which made war seem stir

ring and heroic. In the summer of 1932 the Women's Inter

national League successfully carried through a "Peace Cara
van" which, journeying in autos from coast to coast, held

enthusiastic rallies in behalf of petitions to the Disarmament
Conference at Geneva. Antiwar demonstrations on Armistice

Day and on other occasions made use of parades, stirring mu
sic, banners, and other arresting symbols. In a similar effort

to make the cause seem virile and heroic an organization called

"World Heroes" rewarded and publicized acts of outstand

ing courage performed in the routine course of everyday life.

But the most striking new emphasis in propaganda tech

nique was that made by World Peaceways in its determination

to utilize all the devices of the public relations counsel and
the advertising specialist. Formed in 193 1 by a group in which
Mrs. Estelle Sternberger was the leader, this organization con
vinced editors, advertising executives, and radio managers that
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"peace pays," and they extended valuable aid in a "business
like attack on war." The new movement utilized the poster
technique and attracted much attention by colored peace
lithographs which appeared on billboards. It obtained free

advertising space in Liberty, Vogue, Vanity Fair, Asia, The
New Yorker, and other periodicals, reaching in this way up
wards of forty million readers. World Peaceways also dis

tributed a daily newspaper column, editorials, features, and
"fact bulletins" to hundreds of newspapers. In 1933 it built

"the Biggest Book in the World" and sent it on a tour through
twenty metropolitan areas. This book, weighing 2,330 pounds,
contained, in addition to messages from such prominent people
as Mrs. Franklin D. Roosevelt, Cordell Hull, and Arthur
Henderson, petitions for the creation of a Peace Department
in the national government, drastic and universal reductions
in armaments, and measures for taking the profits out of the
munitions industry. Over a million persons signed their names
in the big book as an indication of their support of these meas
ures. In addition the organization sponsored huge mass meet

ings in such places as Madison Square Garden.

Finally, World Peaceways was the first peace group to

utilize the radio in anything like an effective way. Time on the

air was far too expensive to be paid for out of peace funds.

It is true that Lucia Ames Mead had been able to hold a

spirited radio debate with Raymond Grant, that from time

to time Colonel House appealed over the air for support of

the League of Nations, and that Senator Nye was an im

portant enough figure to be given free time to speak against
the munitions interests. But in 1934 World Peaceways actu

ally persuaded the Squibb Company to sponsor a weekly
analysis of a current international problem. This program,
"The World Observer," reached an audience of several mil

lion people weekly, and the fact that it had a commercial

sponsor is striking evidence of the depth of the reaction

against war.
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In thus meeting warlike propaganda on its own ground and

with its own weapons, World Peaceways set a new standard
of mass appeal. But there were reasons for questioning how
successful this propaganda would prove to be in counteracting
the propaganda of "the war machine" or in convincing busi

ness men and industrialists as well as the general public that

"it is peace that pays."

Though peace advocates, as we have seen, made use of the

petition, the delegation, hearings, and other pressure devices

long before the World War, the years following that up
heaval saw the development of a much better organized and
more extensive type of pressure politics. In the effort di

rectly to influence Congress and the administration many
organizations gathered petitions in members which made
those of the earlier period seem pitifully small, and sent tele

grams and delegations to Washington to influence public

policy. But the National Council for the Prevention of War
and the Women's International League for Peace and Free
dom stood head and shoulders above other groups in the use
of pressure devices. At hearings, in the lobbies on Capitol
Hill, and in the offices of the State Department and the White
House Jeanette Rankin and Dorothy Detzer, among others,
won the reputation of being shrewd, well-informed, and
brilliant tacticians. The organizations which these women
represented developed effective methods for mobilizing sup
port throughout the country. They put into the hands of

their constituents exact information concerning the status

of particular measures regarded as harmful or as desirable

and they furnished concrete directions for the type of pres
sure that promised to be most effective in a given case-

telegrams, letters, interviews with members of Congress dur

ing the recesses of that body, or follow-up letters based on
the record of individual senators and representatives on
crucial issues.

In 1932 the National Council organized what became the
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Peace-Action Service. This decision grew out of the expe
riences of the Council at the political conventions in Chi
cago, where an attempt was made to get certain planks into
the party platforms. It was clear, however, that the technique
for

political action had not been sufficiently developed to
influence parties to any appreciable extent. Hence the Peace-
Action Service embarked upon a program of organising
political constituencies by door-to-door, face-to-face, person-
to-person work in the field. With maps and charts of the

congressional districts which were selected for the experi
ment, and with a full quota of information regarding the

political set-up in the units, the sponsors of the movement
had by 1935 organized eighty Peace-Action Committees in

twenty-three states. Thus began an experiment In practical
politics of which many shrewd advisers thought well. Careful

observers, however, were somewhat doubtful of the possibil

ity of convincing advocates of international cooperation to

support an isolationist like Nye, whose record on munitions
was admirable; or of persuading peace men favorable to labor
to support Clark of Missouri, whose record on war was as

admirable as his record on labor was vulnerable.

The fundamental assumptions and peace philosophy of
the various antiwar groups showed as much diversity as the
tactics they employed. Conservatives, who believed that it

was possible to obtain peace without changing in any im

portant way the political or economic status quo, attached
little importance to disarmament, international peace ma
chinery such as the League of Nations, and economic sanc
tions against aggressor states. As

legalists they emphasized
the

desirability of substituting law for war and favored such
devices as the codification of international law, treaties of

arbitration, the development of a truly juridical world court,
and the Pan-American movement. They also assumed that

the basic cause of war was international misunderstanding and

consequently urged the importance of cultivating interna-
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tional knowledge through fact-finding and

fact-disseminating
bodies. One representative of this category, the American
Peace Society, opposed our entrance into the League and
advocated "adequate defense" until the time when law should

reign; this organization, once a band of radical pioneers, was

frequently praised by men high in the circles of the army
and navy. Conservative peace advocates denied that capitalism
and peace were incompatible and took liberals and radicals

to task for their criticisms of the status quo.
Liberals were agreed on certain points. Although they

thought with the conservatives that it was highly important
to emphasize international understanding, juridical procedure,
and general education for peace, they believed that these ob

jectives must be pursued more militantly, and that much
more vigorous means of carrying on the struggle were
needed. The liberals all took a vigorous stand in favor of the
limitation and reduction of competitive armaments and argued
persuasively for the lowering of tariff barriers.

To one group of liberals, the most important means for
the limitation and ultimate abolition of war was the develop
ment of adequate international machinery for consultation,

conciliation, and mediation in particular crises, and for hold

ing aggressor nations in check. Naturally they were
bitterly

disappointed when Wilson's handiwork, the League of Na
tions, was rejected by the United States. They were sorely
vexed when the Senate refused to ratify a qualified agreement
to participate in the World Court, an agreement to which
Elihu Root had contributed many ideas.

When it was clear that entrance into the League was im

possible perhaps for many years to come, they directed their

efforts to the education of the American public, doing every
thing they could to put the League and its activities in the
best possible light. It was with satisfaction that this group
saw the government at Washington gradually change its at

titude of hostility and indifference, substituting for it a spirit
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f cooperation and even collaboration with many League ac
tivities. Convinced that peace could be ultimately won only
by developing what was termed collective security, these
liberals argued in and out of season that the American gov
ernment and people must be willing to assume a greater de

gree of
responsibility for the peace of the world; only by that

means
^

could our own peace be assured. Thus it was that
these liberal internationalists particularly emphasized the im
portance of committing their government to promises of sym
pathetic consultation with the League in preventing crises from
resulting in war, and to cooperation in enforcing sanctions
declared against a League member designated as an aggressor.
The United States, argued this group, has itself set an ex

ample of promoting the peace area in the world by its federal

experiment; it has championed great liberal causes; in finally

abandoning its policing of the Caribbean and in freeing the

Philippines it has set its face against imperialism. By reason
of all these facts as well as in consideration of its relative

economic
self-sufficiency and its geographical good fortune

in being free from attacks, it owes a solemn debt to the
world to advance international organization and collective

security.
Other liberals disagreed with the friends of the League. To

them the institution at Geneva was a political instrument in

the hands of European states governed by Old World philos

ophies of national rivalry, secret diplomacy, balance of power,
racial antagonism, and imperialism. Having no faith either in

its foundation or in its outlook and achievements, and being
particularly wary of sanctions, they insisted that the way to

abolish war was to outlaw it. As early as 1918 Salmon O.

Levinson, a Chicago lawyer, began to popularize the idea

of outlawry and won to the cause a notable group of earnest

and able advocates. The Paris Pact, consummated in 1928,
fell short of their hopes, for that agreement to renounce war
as an instrument of national policy and to substitute pacific
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means was weakened by qualifications and exceptions. It

nevertheless marked an important step toward the ideal, and
its propaganda value was particularly appreciated.

Protagonists of outlawry were not agreed among them

selves, however, in regard to ways and means by which
the Kellogg-Briand Pact was to be enforced. Some, eschew

ing even the hint of sanctions, preferred to rely on moral
force. Others came to prefer some kind of implementation,
and pointed with satisfaction to the ever-growing number
of treaties of arbitration and conciliation which the govern
ment negotiated. But, as Manley O. Hudson observed, these

treaties did not go nearly so far in the direction of effective

ness as did many treaties which European countries had ac

cepted. Hence a group of implementationists pressed for

more thoroughgoing measures; they urged consultation with
other signatories whenever the Pact should be violated, or

under certain circumstances an economic boycott against a

power guilty of bad faith. In spite of the steps taken by Sec

retary of State Stimson in the direction of consultation our

policy remained contradictory and confusing. Yet when
Roosevelt's administration offered to negotiate agreements

pledging their signatories never to permit any of their armed
forces to cross their own borders into the territory of another

nation, European powers did not show any great enthusiasm.

Still other liberals, although in general agreement with the

idea of the outlawry of war, preferred to seek guarantees for

avoiding war on our part by pursuing a strictly isolationist

policy. They urged the wisdom and necessity of abandon

ing the traditional American idea of freedom of the seas, in

which they saw the major cause of our navalism as well as the

most formidable danger to our own peace. They insisted that

we should refuse to have anything to do with helping other

powers police the world; we ought so to manage our foreign
relations as to avoid all risk of offending any power to an
extent which would involve us in war with it. To such an
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end this group of liberals argued that the government should
refuse to permit loans to belligerents; that it should place
an embargo not only on munitions but on all materials of
war whenever other powers were drawn into a conflict; and
that it should forbid American citizens to travel on the high
seas or in danger zones on ships of belligerents or on vessels

bearing contraband. This group found particular support
in the areas of the West and South which had long been
under the influence of leaders who denounced the machina
tions of Wall Street in fomenting war, and who were sus

picious of the disinterested intentions of foreign governments
which talked in terms of peace, collective security, and inter

national cooperation.
Still another section of the antiwar movement believed that

the specifics of the liberals were not sufficiently fundamental
to obtain the common goal. Though they sympathized in

varying degrees with one proposal or another which the

liberals advocated, the radicals insisted that peace could be
bbtained only by altering in fundamental ways the existing

political and economic status quo. Though agreed on this

basic proposition, radicals nevertheless greatly differed in

the proposals which they advocated. Some, more legally-
minded than others, felt that it would be sufficient if the

federal Constitution could be amended in such a way as to

abolish the warmaking powers of the central government.
Sponsored by the Women's Peace Union, in which Fanny
Garrison Villard took deep interest, this proposal was on
several occasions introduced into Congress by Senator Fra-

zier of North Dakota. Or perhaps war would be made less

likely if the political pattern could be modified by a consti

tutional amendment making war impossible save in the

emergency of a hostile invasion, except through a popular
referendum. This idea, which the Populists and Bryan had

championed years before, was sponsored in Congress by Louis

Ludlow of Indiana.
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Other radicals believed that the war system could be

finally

abolished only by personal resistance and absolute refusal

to fight under any circumstances. In the last analysis, they

argued, wars could not be fought without man power, and if

only a minority made unmistakably clear its determination to

refuse to fight in any war whatever, it could wield real power.
In taking an absolute pledge to resist all war, whatever the

consequences, the 8,000 members of the Fellowship of Recon

ciliation, the 6,000 members of the
War^Resisters' Interna

tional, and the smaller contingent organized in the Green

International were no doubt ignorant of the similar pledge
taken by 20,000 Americans at the instigation of Elihu Burritt

and the subsequent betrayal of the pledge by the great ma

jority who succumbed to the pressure of propaganda during
the Civil War. But they knew well the record of sufferings

and achievements of the Quakers, the courage and sacrifices

of conscientious objectors during the World War. They
were also aware of the seeming success of nonviolent re

sistance in Gandhi's India, and they were encouraged by the

support given to the movement by such eminent men as Lord

Ponsonby and Albert Einstein.

War resisters were, however, under no illusions regarding
the seriousness of the course they followed; little doubt was

left in their minds when in 1929 the Supreme Court, in the

Rosika Schwimmer case, decided that any person who refused

to carry his defense of American democracy to the point
of actual readiness to kill the enemies of the government
could not, whatever his other qualifications, be a good or a

desirable citizen. In making readiness to participate in war,
which had been renounced as a national policy when we
solemnly ratified the Paris Pact, the supreme test of good
citizenship, the Court was issuing an ominous warning to war
resisters. But that was not all. In the Macintosh case the ma
jority of the Court declared that the test of citizenship in

volved a willingness to support any war the government
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might declare: thus the widespread opposition which had
been expressed during the War of 1812, the Mexican War,
and the Spanish-American War was now by implication de

clared traitorous. And in upholding the right of a state to

compel students at state universities to engage in military

drill, whatever their scruples, the Court held out little hope
that the liberal dissenting opinions in the earlier cases might

subsequently prevail. Thus war resisters, even in time of peace
when hysteria was held in check, were branded as unde
sirable citizens and had no hope of legal support in main

taining conscientious testimony against war. But war resisters

did not flinch from the radical position they had taken. No
one could predict, of course, in spite of the record of those

who took Burritt's oath, what the resisters would do under

the pressure and terrorism which another war would release,

or how effective their sacrifices might be.

But this individualistic, not to say anarchistic type of radi

cal pacifism was not the only variety. Many insisted that

the economic status quo must be modified if peace was ever

to come. Some felt that it would be sufficient if dampers
could be put on certain profit-making activities; if, for ex

ample, profits could be taken out of the preparation for and

the conduct of war. Thus the American Legion and the

Veterans of Foreign Wars, whose members were far from

socialism, began to demand the conscription of wealth as

well as men in the next war. Partly in response to their agita

tion, partly in answer to the War Department's concern for

the efficient mobilization of industry in the next conflict,

Congress created, in 1930, the War Policies Commission.

Much that was said in the hearings conducted by this Com
mission had to do with the relation of government and

industry in short, a planned economy during wartime. Critics

gave notice of the fascist implications in all this. And there

were warnings that the movement to curb war profits must

not go too far. Bernard M. Baruch, veteran New York finan-
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cier, expressed a widely held opinion in March, 1935, by de

claring that efforts to curb war profits might interfere with
the successful prosecution of a war, the paramount considera

tion, of course. On the other hand, in December, 1935, Mr.
Baruch made it clear that he believed in the

desirability of

recapturing "all profits made by industries engaged in mak

ing war supplies, above a small and reasonable return on
the moneys invested," not because he was opposed to

large

profits, but because he feared that civilian morale might be

undermined if profiteers were unchecked and that a recur

rence of war inflation might lead to the collapse of
capitalist

economy.
All these fears and hopes were largely responsible for the

passage by the House of Representatives in the spring of

1935 of the McSwain war profits bill. Certain commentators

argued that this measure, by providing for wartime com

mandeering of industrial plants and executives, by the
freezing

of prices, by the minute regulation of business, and the pious
recommendation of a 100% tax on profits "shown to be due
to wartime conditions," would make war seem to our

propertied class an evil to be avoided at all cost. Others saw

many flaws and loopholes in the act, as well as many fascist

tendencies. When a Senate committee proposed a completely
new bill to include a tax schedule designed to take all but

$10,000 of individual earnings and all but a maximum of three

per cent of corporation earnings during wartime, a halt was
called and further discussions postponed. Whether a subse

quent Congress would enact such a bill and whether, if en

acted, any successful effort could be made to enforce it,

seemed questionable to many who had been following the

subterfuges and shrewd devices employed by munitions in

terests in the pursuit of profits and by business itself in the

days of the New Deal.

The movement to take the profits out of war was, how
ever, considerably augmented by the revelations of the Sen-
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ate's Committee for the Investigation of the Munitions Traffic.

Ably conducted by Senator Nye and his colleagues, this com
mittee, which began its hearings in the autumn of 1934, dug

up sensational evidence which went far to support the charges
which peacemakers had long hurled against "the secret inter

national." It was clear, among other things, that the munitions

interests had successfully outwitted the government by get

ting around embargoes placed, from time to time, on the export
of war materials to belligerent countries. It was also clear

that the makers of munitions had through misrepresentation
affected legislation at Washington as well as policies at the

so-called disarmament conferences. Citing chapter and verse,

the Nye Committee also provided ample evidence of the ex

cessive profits made by "the salesmen of death."

So great was the public's recoil against the interests that

had coined gold out of human blood that it was clear sustained

efforts would be made either to subject the munitions indus

tries to rigid government control or to nationalize them. In

view of the international character of the industry, even such

a victory promised to be a hollow one unless a similar na

tionalization could be carried through everywhere, and unless

an international supervision could be instituted. Even then,

careful students believed, the problem would not be solved.

Whatever the concrete outcome of the Nye investigation

it was clear that never before had the attention of the Amer
ican people been focused to such an extent on the connection

between war and profits.
The investigation had brought home

to the reading public the idea that war preparedness was not

only a racket but an ominous threat to the well-being of the

plain people. It led more of them to believe that we had en

tered the last war largely because we had extended loans

and credits for materials of all sorts sold to one set of the

belligerents,
a belief which would in earlier days have stamped

its holders as not only radical but unpatriotic.

Thus the more definitely radical antiwar groups, which had
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long maintained that peace was impossible without modify^

ing or changing the existing economic order, found their posi
tion unexpectedly supported in official circles. The Women's
International League had long fought government interven

tion for the protection of private loans to backward countries,

as well as various types of economic exploitation, believing
that such policies provided fertile soil for the seeds of war.

The League insisted that there could be no peace without

human solidarity and forthrightly declared that the
existing

economic order was inimical to this conception, that "covert

forms of violence inherent in the inequalities of our economic

system are as unethical and cruel as overt types of violence,"

and that in consequence of this, every nonviolent technique
must be employed in working for a better economic and social

order where peace, a positive principle in human relations,

might truly flourish. The Fellowship of Reconciliation took

a similar position.
In 1932 another organization was formed convinced that

peace could not prevail in a capitalistic world, the vigorous
American League against War and Fascism. Believing that both

these evils sprang from the same source, "the inability of a

profit-making economy to solve the problems of feeding, cloth

ing, housing and educating the people," the League declared

that both war and fascism were organized by the same people
for the same purpose the preservation of their power and

privilege. It emphasized the importance of united and mil

itant action against these "twin evils" and
specifically pro

posed plans designed to withdraw from the war system the

services and support of the masses, particularly the workers
and farmers. In addition to its general program the League,
which had the support of such figures as Robert Morss Lovett,

Harry Ward, Lincoln Steffens, and Roger Baldwin, and a

declared rank and file membership of over 2,000,000, pushed
a specific program common to all the radical antiwar groups.

Socialists and Communists the latter threw considerable



THE STRUGGLE RENEWED AGAIN, 1918-1936 287

support to the League against War and Fascism insisted
even more

explicitly on the impossibility of achieving peace
within the framework of the capitalistic system. But these two
radical groups, both of which were torn by internal conflicts,
differed appreciably regarding the most promising and wisest
method of bringing about the socialistic order they both de
sired. Communists rejected the orthodox Socialist doctrine
that a classless, nonprofit-making order could be achieved

by parliamentary methods. They insisted that some force
would be necessary, the amount depending on the extent to
which counter-revolutionists employed violence in their ef

fort to prevent the communist "seizure of power."
This doctrine was of course objectionable to uncompromis

ing pacifists, includingmany Socialists, since they were opposed
to all wars and not merely to

capitalistic wars. Moreover the
record of the Communist party on such questions as the value
of the League of Nations, and the use of sanctions and mili

tary armaments, gave evidence of an opportunism that did not
breed confidence in their position.
The pragmatic character of Communist opposition to war

seemed confirmed in 1935 when the Third International ad
vised the support of democratic governments in case these

found themselves at war with fascist states. They defended
this position by pointing to Nazi declarations in favor of the

annexation of the Ukraine, to the fascist war on Ethiopia,
and to Mussolini's gospel of the desirability and

inevitability
of war.

But though many Socialists and liberal
pacifists admitted

that fascism was the most formidable menace to peace, they
remembered other occasions on which support for a particu
lar war was enlisted on the ground that it was a war to end

war, and drew back. Nevertheless in 1935 observers noted

a tendency for a considerable faction of the Socialist party to

respond to Communist appeals for a united front against
fascism and imperialist war.
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Vitally important though such questions of theory and
tactics were in the radical onslaught against war, the plain
fact was that neither Socialists nor Communists succeeded

during the long, lean years of want in getting a hearing from
the mass of workers. The great majority of toilers, bent on

getting jobs which only capitalists had to give, and on get

ting better wages, went along with professional patriots in

supporting naval appropriations and other policies which in

radical eyes led straight to war.

Many close students of the antiwar movement believed

that the increasing vigor and strength of the radical groups
was the most promising development in the history of the

American struggle against war. Nevertheless, the very growth
and assertiveness of the radical antiwar movement was ac

companied by an ominous threat that it might be forced to

work underground. On June 24, 1935, the Senate by unani

mous consent passed the Tydings-McCormack military dis

affection bill. If the subsequent session of Congress approved
this billand there was reason to think that it might in view

of the support it enjoyed from the chamber of commerce
and other powerful groups men and women who in the eyes
of the authorities encouraged soldiers and sailors to dis

obedience by anything they said or wrote were to be con
sidered guilty of sedition. One needed only to recall the

applications given to similar blanket legislation in the past
to recognize that the proposed bill seriously threatened to

interfere with the civil liberties guaranteed by the Con
stitution as well as with the pursuit of militant antiwar activi

ties.

With so many varying conceptions of the most desirable

and effective way to attack war it was no wonder that ef

forts to unite peace organizations in a common front ran

against snags. In 1928 the American Peace Society under
took a survey of the programs, tactics, and resources of the

various groups in the field. The report of its Commission on



THE STRUGGLE RENEWED AGAIN, 1918-1936 289

Coordination of Efforts for Peace only emphasized the lack

of underlying unity in the movement. A few years later when
the Intercouncil on Disarmament and the Emergency Peace
Committee attempted to effect a coalition of peace groups*
there appeared almost at once a deep cleavage between con
servatives and radicals.

In the last months of 1935, with Italy calmly carrying out

before a protesting world her long-announced plans for in

vasion of Ethiopia, and with military coercion in the Far
East still quietly and steadily adding to international tension,

the threat of war became so menacing that everywhere in

the country peace men were drawn together by the common

danger. Increasingly they had come to feel that not only

peace but democracy itself was seriously threatened. Leaders

of American thought could talk openly of rule by "the elite,"

and there were signs that science was ready to rush to their

support if a crisis came.

Among the organizations now working for a united front

were not only the League against War and Fascism and the

Women's International League for Peace and Freedom, but

the new National Peace Conference. Although there were

great obstacles, considerable headway was made toward

avoiding duplication and strengthening peace forces in gen
eral. As the new year opened some active workers in the

cause saw a united peace front as a possibility of the near

future. The new front would be organized along functional

lines: organizations especially qualified to work in the field

of pressure politics
would limit themselves to that type of

activity; others would concentrate on publicity and educa

tion; others would perform still different functions. But

whether this united front, if formed, could be really effective

depended on the resolution of internal conflicts which in the

past had dissipated so much of the energy of the peace move

ment.

Despite the weakness and disunion in peace ranks the move-
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merit had its victories in the years between 1920 and 1936,
genuine accomplishments whose magnitude must always be

regarded in the
light of the difficulties erected by the forces

on the other side.

The peace movement regarded its role in the Mexican
crisis of the last months of 1926 and the early part of 1927
as one of its most important victories. A stalemate had re
sulted from the fact that Coolidge and Kellogg pursued so

unconciliatory a policy in their efforts to force the Calles

government to concede the claims of American oil interests

to subsoil deposits. In fact, the government in Mexico City
had been virtually notified that unless it gave in to American
demands serious consequences would result. The word was
somehow spread that Mexico refused to negotiate; that her
"reds" dominated her

policies and that they were
responsible

for horrible atrocities. Liberty printed a picture purporting
to show the torture inflicted on peons; actually the scene

portrayed a much earlier execution of bandits. Many news
papers, including the Chicago Tribune and the Hearst chain,

virtually demanded either complete concession on the part
of Mexico, or war. Catholic interests, hostile to the anti-

clericalist policy below the Rio Grande, joined in the hue
and cry which American oil interests had initiated.

In this tense atmosphere anything, it seemed to men of

peace, might happen, and they set to work at once. The
Federal Council of Churches dispatched the Reverend Hubert
C. Herring to Mexico City to find out whether it was really
true that Calles refused to arbitrate the controversy. Herring
talked with authorities in the Mexican capital (there were
those who charged him with violating the Logan Act by
conducting unauthorized diplomatic negotiations). The
American unofficial emissary reported that the Mexican Presi
dent was willing to submit the whole controversy to arbitra
tion.

The National Council for the Prevention of War obtained
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from a leading American authority on international law a
statement that the controversy was arbitrable, and forty-eight
hours later the American press had received notice that 101

professors of
political science agreed. Within three days an

emergency conference, representing thirty peace organiza
tions, assembled in Washington. It was resolved to obtain let

ters and telegrams from their constituents to the President
and to members of Congress on whom powerful pressure was

being exerted by certain oil interests. The Federal Council
of Churches canvassed 75,000 ministers, urging them to rouse
their congregations in behalf of arbitration. Telegrams be

gan to pour into Washington. The American Federation of

Labor, the League of Women Voters, and other organizations
joined in the crusade. Mrs. Carrie Chapman Catt led a delega
tion of 600 to the White House urging arbitration and a con

ciliatory policy. Senator Joe Robinson of Arkansas was in

duced to sponsor a resolution requesting arbitration. It passed
unanimously. Washington correspondents reported that dur

ing the many years they had lived in Washington they had
never seen such a mobilization of public opinion. Kellogg's
tone began to change. The new ambassador to Mexico City,

Dwight Morrow, succeeded by tactful diplomacy in smooth

ing over the difficulties which had seemed so threatening.
In its fight against the rising tide of militarism and navalism

the peace movement also enjoyed an occasional, though minor,

victory. It seems fairly clear that the pressure exerted by the

Federal Council of Churches and other peace groups was re

sponsible for calling the Washington Disarmament Confer
ence in 1921. These agencies convinced the Harding admin
istration that there was a widespread antiwar sentiment which

expected the regime at Washington to produce concrete evi

dence of the sincerity of its campaign pronouncements on an
"association of nations" and the limitation of armaments. Few,
indeed, would maintain that any permanent contributions of

major importance issued from the Washington Conference.
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Yet it did at least for a while relieve tension in the Pacific

area and set a precedent for consultation with other powers
in case the status quo was disturbed. Subsequent disarma

ment conferences, for which the peace movement pressed
hard through unending petitions, delegations, and other types
of publicity, proved to be disappointing or even complete
fiascos. Yet it is possible that the minor gains made at the

London Conference in 1930 owed something to the effective

way in which the peace crusade of this country, and of the

world, made it clear that the vague force known as "public

opinion" demanded at least a minimum of tangible results.

What Secretary of State Stimson, one of our delegates, de

scribed as
u
an inspired breath of fresh air" came to the parley

when a delegation representing 20,000,000 women presented
to Ramsay MacDonald, the president of the Conference, me
morials urging substantial reduction of armaments.

At home the peace movement only rarely succeeded in

checking measures for national defense. Yet even on this front

there is something to record. In 1924, for example, the stage
was set for "Mobilization Day." The entire military force

was to be turned out and it was clear that such a demonstra

tion would play into the hands of advocates of prepared
ness. But the Federal Council of Churches and allied groups

protested vigorously and brought much pressure to bear on
the administration. Whether as a result of this or of other

considerations, the scheme was toned down so that it became
innocuous in the eyes of most friends of peace. In 1925 it

was discontinued altogether.
In the early months of 1928 ever-vigilant peace leaders

discovered in the brewing a naval scheme for taking advan

tage of the collapse of the late Geneva Disarmament Con
ference by demanding the construction of seventy-one cruis

ers. It seemed to men of peace that this proposal, coming as

it did at the very time when Secretary Kellogg was negotiat

ing for the outlawry of war, must be defeated at any cost.
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Emergency meetings were arranged to obtain petitions to

Congress and to mobilize opinion. The forces of peace made
a good showing at a hearing of the Senate Committee on
Naval Affairs. Churches, organized labor, women's groups, and
other organizations extended their aid in the valiant fight.
It seems probable that all this activity was not entirely in

vain, for the proposal was finally pared down to sixteen

cruisers.

While it is true that the vigorous protests of antiwar groups
exerted some influence in defeating plans to introduce mili

tary training into the C.C.C. camps which were established

as part of the New Deal program, the most substantial vic

tory in checking or at least in exposing militarism was the

pressure brought to bear on Congress in connection with the

munitions exposure. The Nye-Vandenberg resolution was

carefully prepared by various organizations, particularly by
World Peaceways and the Women's International League.

Dorothy Detzer, executive secretary of the latter, was ac

claimed for her work for the resolution establishing the Nye
Committee of Investigation. Besides its exposure of the war

system, the investigation was largely responsible for the neu

trality resolutions enacted in the summer of 1935, and at

the end of the year it seemed likely that legislation designed
to take the profits out of war would issue from the same

source.

The unofficial peace movement in this period also played
an important part in pushing the government into active co

operation with other nations in the interest of peace. Tech

nical experts such as Professor Shotwell contributed to the

clarification at Geneva of the concept of "aggressive war/'

a contribution which was of great importance in the develop
ment of League procedure. An ever larger number of Amer

icans, working in the Secretariat, helped create the "Geneva

atmosphere" which on occasion proved to be a positive influ

ence in the interest of peace. There is also some reason for
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thinking that our increasing cooperation with the League's
humanitarian efforts to curb the opium traffic, as well as for

disarmament, was the result in part of the ceaseless activity of

enthusiasts for the Geneva experiment. The skillful propa

ganda of friends of the League was partly responsible for

our affiliation with the International .Labor Organization,

though it remained to be seen whether this departure would,
as its champions hoped, modify the isolationist philosophy of

the A. F. of L. It is also reasonable to suppose that pro-

Leaguers played a minor role in the decisions of the Hoover

government to consult with the League in certain crises, and
of the Roosevelt administration to show some consideration

for its efforts to check aggressive nations and to end actual

wars.

Perhaps most important of all, a group of American friends

of peace including Salmon O. Levinson, Charles Clayton Mor
rison, John Dewey, James Shotwell, and Nicholas Murray
Butler prepared the way for the negotiation of the Kellogg-
Briand Pact. With all its shortcomings and hollowness, this

Pact was nevertheless of immeasurable educational value and
even of some political value in the struggle against war. It

was the pretext, at least, for the cautious efforts of the State

Department to join the League in checking the Japanese ag

gression in Manchuria, and in cooperating, in a left-handed

way to be sure, in the task of bringing peace to Bolivia and

Paraguay in their war over the Chaco. A sense of responsi

bility for the American implementation of the Pact may also

explain the offer of the Roosevelt administration, in return
for European action in the matter of disarmament, to nego
tiate a universal nonaggression pact. On the basis of such a

pact we were to refrain from any action tending to defeat

collective efforts against a nation which had dispatched armies

beyond its own frontiers.

In other matters the influence of peace propaganda is even
harder to estimate than in the case of the Paris Pact. No one
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at present can say, for example, to what extent the insistent

hammering of the more radical antiwar groups brought home
to the State Department and to Roosevelt the desirability of

recognizing the Soviet Union in the hope that recognition

might check Japanese aggressions in Manchuria and China
and strengthen Moscow in the stand it was taking for universal

and complete disarmament and for nonaggression pacts. Nor
can one at present measure the influence of the consistent and

vigorous opposition of the Women's International League
to our imperialism in the Caribbean. In and out of season the

clever and tireless representatives of this and other organiza
tions pressed the government to withdraw our marines from
Latin-American countries. In trying to persuade the State

Department of the error of its ways, they sought to convince

the gentlemen in that branch of the administration that the

investments and property which our marines were sent to

protect were not worth what they were costing us.

It is very likely that it was such economic considerations as

this that finally led to a modification of our imperialistic policy

during the administrations of Hoover and Roosevelt. It be

came increasingly clear that the hostility which our inter

ventions in Haiti and Nicaragua aroused all over the Latin-

American world seriously hampered our efforts to enlarge
our markets in that area. At all events the decision to with

draw our military forces and to abrogate the Platt amend

ment, by which we had reserved the right to intervene in

Cuba, greatly strengthened the Pan-American movement al

ways favored by friends of peace. At the Montevideo Con
ference in the winter of 1933-1934 it was clear that the

United States was under less suspicion than ever before and

that definite headway could now be made in the work of pro

moting a truly pacific Pan-American spirit with effective

peace machinery. The modification of our imperialistic policy,

which the decision to free the Philippines confirmed, also

greatly strengthened the confidence of the peace movement
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in the liberal forces in America upon which the struggle

against war leaned so heavily.
One final contribution of the peace movement must be

emphasized even though it is yet too soon to relate either its

outcome or its significance. It has been noted that the Neu

trality Act passed by Congress in the late summer of 1935

grew largely out of the pressure of the Nye Munitions Com
mittee, which had revealed the part loans and the sale of

war materials to belligerents had played in taking us into the

World War. The peace movement itself, through many of

its leaders, and as a result of the revelations of the Nye Com
mittee, came to the support of the isolationists when the fa

miliar traffic in war materials such as oil sprang up as a result

of Italian aggressions against Ethiopia.
Neither the Nye Committee nor the peace and isolationist

forces active in the summer of 1935 originated the program
which, with modifications, was enacted into temporary law

on August 24. The early pioneers of peace had kept alive the

memory of Jefferson's embargo, and the antiwar movement
of the mid-nineteenth century had urged neutrals to refuse

to belligerents loans and credits as well as supplies. Bryan
had added the idea that American citizens should be refused

permission to travel on ships flying a belligerent flag or on

vessels carrying contraband. And the government itself had,

subsequent to Jefferson's day, experimented on occasion with

embargoes on arms.

In 1912 Congress provided that an arms embargo might
be imposed during a period of domestic violence in any
American country. The effort to employ a partial embargo
as a means of encouraging the establishment of order in

Mexico during the years 1914-1916 proved on the whole dis

appointing. Nevertheless in 1922, in view of the tumultuous

conditions in China, Congress declared that an arms embargo
might be imposed on any country in which we enjoyed rights
of extraterritoriality.
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Five years later Senator Burton, long an active force in
the peace movement, offered a resolution prohibiting the ex

portation of arms or munitions to "any country which en

gages in aggressive warfare against any other country in

violation of a treaty, convention, or other agreement to resort

to arbitration or other peaceful means of settlement of in

ternational controversies" the determination of the aggres
sor to be left to the President of the United States. But neither

this resolution nor a somewhat similar one sponsored by Sena
tor Capper was adopted by Congress. And although the Sen
ate responded favorably to Hoover's request in January, 1933,
to give the executive power to lay an embargo against an

aggressor, the House, partly in response to the pressure of

munitions interests, refused. Finally, on February 28, 1934,
the Senate passed a resolution which in deference to the

scruples of isolationists provided that any embargo on arms
should apply equally to all belligerent nations; but the House

adjourned without acting on the resolution in the form in

which the Senate finally passed it. The State Department,
however, had already announced that it was making a survey
of our whole neutrality policy and, a year later, in April,

1935, the Senate Munitions Committee gave notice that it was

considering legislation to prohibit the export of munitions and
contraband in time of war. This was the background for the

temporary neutrality resolutions pushed through in August,
1935, against the will, apparently, of the State Department and
of the President.

Although both Secretary Hull and President Roosevelt

employed such authority and moral influence as they pos
sessed to restrict the export of "instruments of war" to Italy
and Ethiopia, there was evidence in the autumn of 1935 that

exports to Italy were not cut off. The export figures for avia

tion engines, motor trucks, and oil, especially the latter, bore

no relation to Italian peacetime requirements, and other sup

plies
were shipped through dummy corporations and under
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equivocal labels. In the eyes of many observers it was doubt

ful whether, even with more drastic legislation, a
people to

whom profit-making had the sanctity of law, tradition, and

morality would submit to shackles depriving them of gain
even if the sacrifice seemed necessary to keep the country
out of war.

As the peace movement endeavored to educate public

opinion on the necessity of more drastic neutrality legislation,
a cleavage appeared. On the one hand, many organizations,
such as the League of Nations Association, desired legislation
to permit the President to cooperate with the League in ap

plying sanctions against aggressors. Other groups stood for

the tightest possible kind of neutrality legislation, such as

would make it mandatory on the President to lay an embargo
on instruments of war and all other contraband, the embargo
to apply to both combatants. This stand was subjected to the

criticism that it in effect sanctioned aggression, since a com

plete embargo would penalize' the less guilty nation as well

as the aggressor and thus invite a train of aggressive acts on
the part of "hungry" nations. Such a position, furthermore,

virtually boycotted the League in its effort to provide col

lective security on which the future peace of the world might
rest.

These differences were deep rooted; yet the National Peace
Conference worked out a compromise plan and on December
26, 1935, the New York Times recognized its importance to

the extent of devoting a full page to it. Munitions interests

and other foes were certain to oppose the plan in and out of

Congress, yet at the commencement of 1936 it seemed prob
able that from the federal lawmaking body would come
some sort of legislation designed to preserve our neutrality in

a future war.

The greatest achievement of the peace movement in the

years between Harding and Roosevelt was the change
wrought in the attitude of the public toward war and peace.
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It is impossible, of course, to measure with anything like

precision this change in attitude. There was a change, and
while many circumstances contributed to it, the ceaseless and

energetic campaign of peace advocates was not the least of

these. In 1924 it was not unusual for pacifists in the Middle
West to be in danger of assault. In the same year at Concord,
Massachusetts, a group of men of peace who were not eco

nomic radicals found it extremely difficult to secure a place
for meeting in the town of Emerson and Thoreau, whose tes

timony against war had been so thoroughgoing. The pacifists
of 1924 were subjected to rotten eggs and stink bombs. The
"best" citizens did not conceal their hostility. Such things
did not happen at similar peace meetings held in New England
during the closing months of 1935.

In the midst of the heightened antiwar activity of the mid
dle 1930^ a number of investigations were made in an ef

fort to gain quantitative evidence of the strength of peace
sentiment throughout the country. Christian ministers, who
had not been conspicuous in the past for their radical pacifism,
now heartened the peace men by their response to question
naires. Fourteen thousand out of twenty thousand Protestant

preachers and Jewish rabbis who responded to a question
naire sent out by The World Tomorrow declared that the

church should not sanction or support any future war. A
poll of representative college youth disclosed the fact that

62% of them repudiated the suggestion that a navy second

to none would keep the United States out of war, and that

16% were willing to state that they would not fight even

if the country were invaded. When one compared such ex

pressions of student opinion with studies made a decade

earlier, it is clear that there had been a marked growth in

antiwar feeling in that segment of the population.

That this feeling was not confined to the intelligentsia was

indicated by a number of polls of the members of certain

churches, and by the results of one poll of the readers of a
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great metropolitan paper. On November 17, 1935, the New
York Herald-Tribune's 'Institute of Public Opinion," a care

fully conducted fact-finding organization, announced the re

sults of a general poll of voters. Seventy-five per cent favored

a popular referendum as a direct check on the warmaking
powers of Congress; 47% desired complete embargoes against

belligerents, and 37% stood for embargoes on war materials

alone. On the question whether we should join with other

countries in enforcing peace, 29% responded affirmatively,

71% thought contrariwise. Only one out of ten favored the

use of military measures in association with other nations,

if necessary to check a declared aggressor. The results of the

investigation constituted an impressive testimony of peace-
consciousness. What would happen to these men and women
in case the forces of war propaganda were unleashed? No
one could say. But historians who knew what had happened
to the minds of

pacifists
in 1861 and in 1917, and what had

been the fate of conscientious objectors in every past war,
were not the ones to bid the men of peace be optimistic.
Thus if the peace movement after 1920 did not stem the

current of militarism and navalism, promote the collective

security of the world, or make the danger of war seem less

likely,
it did, nevertheless, win minor victories of a concrete

variety and it did greatly further the peace-consciousness of

the nation. No one could say what lay before it, what icwould

accomplish in the years to come. But it was possible Tor the

student of its history, as the year 1936 began, to suggest some
of the reasons for its failure to win its major objectives, and
to point out why in so many respects its leaders felt frus

trated and disappointed, why its enemies laughed it to scorn

as a futile gesture of good will, and why there were those

who felt that the American struggle against war had taken on
a new lease of life.



10.
RETROSPECT

THREE hundred years have passed since Roger Williams pro
tested against the most patent brutalities of war. These three

centuries have witnessed the slow, faltering development of

what finally became the American struggle against war. At
first only a few unheeded men, such as John Woolman, de
nounced war as both unchristian and opposed to reason and

justice. Immediately after our first great national war for

independence, however, public men enjoying great prestige

spoke out in condemnation of the war method and according
to their lights sought policies that promised peace. But in

spite of the faith fairly widely cherished even at that period
that America was destined by fate to lead the world in peace,
the new republic followed the example of older states in

conquering territory and consolidating national unity through
wars.

Yet each war was followed by a revulsion of feeling against
the appeal to battle and by a renewed resolution to prevent
similar catastrophes in the future. This resolution was first

expressed in a systematic way after the second great national

war had come to an end in 1815. In that year small groups
of religious and humane men banded themselves together in

peace societies to spread the word that war was unjustifiable

from every point of view and to work for its ultimate aboli

tion. At first these organizations were inconspicuous: with

out means, resources, or a rank and file membership of any

consequence, they were all but outcast groups. As the second

301
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quarter of the nineteenth century ran its course, however,

they won a recognized place among the philanthropic reform

movements of the time. More important than this, they de

veloped a program, tactics, and literature of war and peace
which in broad outlines anticipated all that was to follow in

subsequent periods.
When civil war stalked up and down the land the peace

movement all but declared its bankruptcy, for only a few

stood the test of that ordeal. Peace men themselves were unable

to resist the emotional contagion of the time and the argument
that the Civil War was an exceptional war, a war in the interest

of freedom and justice and of ultimate peace itself, a war,

therefore, which peace men might in conscience support. An
other reason for the failure of peace men to stand by their colors

in this crisis was that they had not thought out an alternate,

nonviolent method by which the economic values of the North
could replace those of the South, by which freedom and justice
could be promoted. Finally it was clear that the crusade for

peace had failed because it had not attacked the basic causes

of war.

Although a few critics within the peace movement made
some such analysis of its collapse, the greater section which
renewed the struggle against war in the years after Appomat-
tox did not take these lessons to heart. The respected leaders

continued to rely on moral suasion and on appeals to the

government in favor of treaties of arbitration, an international

court, and a congress of nations the program of the pioneers.
The ever-increasing activity on the part of

pacifists was un

doubtedly an important factor in the development of a wider

public interest in the negotiation of permanent treaties of arbi

tration. In rejecting these treaties the Senate was responsive
to the pull of nationalism and to the fear of many important
economic groups that compulsory arbitration might jeopard
ize their interests. Against such forces the labor of the peace
men was impotent, for all the sentiment in their favor.
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A minority of staunch men of peace, bent on attacking the
causes of war, were dissatisfied with the emphasis which their

colleagues put on the program of general propaganda against
war and on arbitration treaties as a substitute. This relatively
small number of pacifists were vaguely aware of some of the
seeds of conflict scattered over the land. They made a mild
but honest effort to neutralize some of the economic forces

that seemed to them to invite war: these lovers of peace tried

to solve the conflict between capital and labor through arbi

tration and through popularizing the profit-sharing idea. But

they made no realistic effort to win the masses of labor to

their support nor did they detect in the internal development
of our economic life the forces which presently led to the

Spanish-American War and to imperialism. Thus their efforts

to check the navalism which accompanied the national ex

pansion beyond the seas were for the most part futile. Those
that ruled American economic and political life were not
converted by the argument that increased expenditures for

the army and navy were wasteful, unnecessary, and provoca
tive of war.

Nevertheless the rapid growth of navalism and of a jingois
tic

spirit
in the early years of the twentieth century aroused

much opposition on the part of liberal Americans who de

tested imperialism and who were at heart devoted to the ideal

of peace. The organized foes of war enlisted many new re

cruits from this group of their fellow citizens. Men of wealth

devoted millions to the cause. Leaders of the church, the

school, the press, of business and of labor, expressed approval
of the efforts the peace movement was making to curtail mili

tary expenditures, to secure the negotiation of permanent
treaties of arbitration, and to further the development of the

international organization which the conferences at The

Hague had initiated. Political leaders likewise paid tribute to

the peace cause and officially moved in the direction indi

cated by the protagonists of peace. In the years immediately
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before the outbreak of the World War the peace movement
became so active and so respected that it seemed to some of

its leaders as if at last a nation-wide struggle against war was
under way, and that war itself must presently be conquered.
With our entrance into the World War, however, the

peace movement again collapsed. A few, to be sure, resisted

public opinion and the government, and paid a heavy price.
This remnant and an ever larger number of Americans who,
after the Armistice, denounced the brutality and

futility of

the war, guided a new peace movement which in the twenties

and early thirties gained a wider hearing thlan any earlier pro
test against war had won.

The majority in the new peace movement put great trust

in the importance of winning the government over to the sup

port of an international organization designed to check fu

ture aggression and to preserve peace. When the United

States rejected the League of Nations, the peace movement

by and large continued to exert an ever greater amount of

pressure to compel the authorities in Washington to resume
the lead which we had held for a moment in Wilson's time

in the official, world-wide movement to limit war.

The government responded. The Washington Disarma

ment Conference, the Kellogg-Briand Pact, the increasing
amount of cooperation with the League of Nations, all bore

witness to the fact that the government was no longer in

different to the claims of pacifists. Renewed hope surged in

the hearts of lovers of peace with each official victory for

the cause.

But as expenditures for the army, the navy, and for avia

tion increased, and as war clouds darkened, it became clear

that peace was still a long way off. Discouraged with the ef

forts made at Geneva to curb war, an important section of

the peace movement determined to try to safeguard American

neutrality in case of another general conflict. As the Senate

Munitions Committee disclosed the relation between the sale
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of materials of war, loans, and propaganda to our entrance
into the world conflict in 1917, the conviction deepened that

the struggle against war could best be pursued, at least for
the time, in this direction. The response of the government
to this sentiment and pressure seemed to many the greatest
achievement the peace movement had ever won.
And yet as the year 1936 began its course the danger of

war in the world the fear that America might become in

volvedwas more widely and openly expressed than ever

before. Had the peace movement indeed failed? If it had
what were the reasons for its failure?

In spite of the widespread feeling that the antiwar move
ment was fundamentally weak and ineifective it had not

altogether failed. It had certainly contributed to the develop
ment of peace consciousness to genuine and widespread op
position to war and the clamor for peace. It had certainly been

one of the factors in the gradual acceptance by the govern
ment of one plank after another in the program of the pacifists.

It could also record other victories, such as occasional checks

on the growth of navalism and militarism, and contributions

to the peaceable solution of international tension, as in the

crisis with Mexico in 1927.
A more intangible but very significant advance was the

achievement of the increasing realism which characterized the

philosophy and tactics of the peace movement in the years
that had just passed. Intelligent leaders more and more rec

ognized the necessity of utilizing on a mass scale all the new

propaganda devices and the techniques of pressure politics

that their more successful antagonists had
employed.

At least

some leaders recognized the necessity of probing more deeply
into the economic causes of war and of directing against them

a frontal attack.

Keeping in mind all these achievements, the positive and

important character of which is clear, we may now well

ask why the peace movement failed in its larger objective
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why the abolition of war now seems more remote than it

did in 192001 even in 1913.

Some of the weaknesses of the peace movement, weak
nesses certainly contributing to its relative ineffectiveness, are

apparent to anyone who reads its history. In the first place,

foes of war have dissipated some of their strength by internal

conflicts and rivalries, by duplication of effort, and by an in

effective marshaling of their all-too-meager resources. These

internal conflicts were to some extent inevitable; they repre
sented essentially different philosophies and assumptions.

Moreover, probably all the emphases that were made served

a purpose, for many different constituencies were to be won,
and no single program would have appealed to all potential

.supporters. Yet a movement so divided could hardly expect to

have great practical influence.
'

Another weakness in the peace movement has been the

tendency of its leaders to over-simplify certain forces which

draw men to war. In general they have failed to understand

the glamour and the lure of war for great masses of people.

They have underestimated the attractiveness of the very hor

rors of war. They have frequently failed to see that it provides

great numbers of plain folk with opportunities for adventure,

for heroic deeds, for escape from the drab existence of every

day life on farms and in towns and cities; that in short it may
give people a new direction, a new purpose, a larger life. Per

haps the forces of war would not be as dominant as they now
are had the advice of William James been taken with .more

seriousness; had the peace movement spared no effort to pro
vide outlet for the sense of adventure and the love of heroism

in everyday pursuits. But this would have been a big order,

things .being as they were; and possibly not much qould have

been done to build effective "moral equivalents for war."

It is not probable that weaknesses such as these have been

major hindrances in, the long struggle for peace. And only
those with a strong leaning toward individualism, or great
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faith in the power of well-disciplined minority groups, could"

feel that greater headway would have been made had the

small band of friends of peace unanimously resisted the wars

to which in the past they have so largely succumbed. Again,
this is an imponderable. But it is reasonable to suppose that the

movement of complete and unequivocal opposition to all war,
in wartime as in peacetime, must become far larger than it

has shown signs of becoming before it -can be expected to

deter the government from embarking on war or from effect

ing an early cessation of a war once launched. The spiritual

strength which the absolute pacifists
in past wars won and

in some measure imparted to their more pragmatic or less

courageous fellows has been an important factor in the

maintenance of the virtues so necessary for the , successful

waging of peace. But the war-resisters have underestimated

the strength of the enemy.
One reason for the slow advance of peace does stand out

as of major importance: peacemakers have not adequately

fought the economic forces that make for war. It is quite

true that racial and nationalistic as well as other psychological
factors have been important causes for the wars America has

made and for the complex situation which today threatens

war. Some aspects of the capitalistic order have undoubtedly

promoted peace. But by its very structure this system, based

on a profit-making economy, has also favored the forces of

war. The desire for profits has played an important part in

the willingness to float war loins and to sell munitions and

contraband to belligerents, regardless of the dangers to peace
which such policies

involved. The desire for profits on the

part of munitions venders has helped to neutralize the efforts

of peacemakers and of governments themselves to curb the

growth of militarism and navalism. The desire of newspaper
owners to enhance their profits by enlarging the circulation

of their journals has played a part in crusades made by in

fluential newspapers for stimulating a martial
spirit;

and the
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close relationship through advertising of most great newspapers
with the more conservative business enterprises has naturally
tended to make them follow warlike leads taken by the lat

ter. Moreover, the competition for markets and for raw ma
terials has stimulated international tension and the desire for

ever greater navies to protect trade interests.
f In still other ways a profit-making society has no doubt

promoted the willingness to rely on war as a method of

solving unpleasant and stubborn problems. The recognition
on the part of astute men that a war in 1897 might bring
an end to the hard times of that period, and the fear in

the early part of 1917 that war was necessary to prevent an

economic collapse were not of course major causes of the

decisions to fight, but it is not unreasonable to assume that

such hopes and fears, at least unconsciously, influenced the

decisions. The desire of workers for jobs and for higher

wages must have made many toilers advocate preparedness
and welcome war. In short, while individual

capitalists have

sincerely desired peace, war has been functional to the capi
talistic system itself.

Most friends of peace, coming from the middle classes,

have naturally accepted the existing economic order and
have not seen the threats to peace inherent in it. The pioneers
failed to respond to the pleas of early labor leaders; and most
of their successors were deaf to the argument of Socialists

that peace could not be won as long as our whole society was
built on the desire for profits. No one can say whether war
would be less likely today had earlier friends of peace made
frontal attacks on the profit-making system. The great ma
jority of American workers would certainly have been ren
dered as hostile or as indifferent as they have been to the pleas of
Socialists and Communists. Moreover, if friends of peace had
attacked the profit-making order in their general attack on
war, the government might have shown itself less willing to

cooperate with other nations in promoting peace than it
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has; might have shown more favor to imperialists and mili

tarists than it has. Too many imponderables are involved to

answer this question with any certainty.
Nevertheless it seems clear that a continuation of the

policies and tactics of the past will bring diminishing returns.

It is true that a large section of the population now acclaims
and desires peace, to judge by polls of opinion recently taken.

The government itself claims to be working against war
and for peace. But it is reasonable to infer from past expe
rience that if further and more substantial progress is to be

made, friends of peace must probe more deeply into the
causes of modern war than they have ever done before, and
that in particular they must attack hidden, hitherto resist

less economic forces with more effective instruments than

any used thus far in the struggle.
If the American struggle against war is ever to result in a

final victory, still more will surely have to be done. The his

torian is not a prophet, and he cannot say with any finality what
must be done. But certain inferences may be made from our

knowledge of the peace movement in America. Unless pacific
means are found for securing a greater degree of justice in all

categories of human relationshipsracial, national, and eco

nomic; unless new and more effective ways are found for curb

ing the forces that make war seem of value or of profit in one
or another way to powerful groups unless these things are

done the struggle against war in America, in the world, prob
ably will not end. Pacifists have sincerely and ardently desired

peace; but they have in general desired the benefits of the

existing order to an even greater degree. Revolutionary critics

of war have also sincerely and ardently desired peace; but

many of them have desired a new and a more just economic
order to an even greater degree. In the light of the long sweep
of history it seems probable that the present economic and social

order, with its many invitations to war, will be modified, or even

replaced by one more definitely collectivistic and democratic.
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The problem of true peacemakers is to determine how this

can be achieved peacefully and without sowing new seeds of

conflict. The challenge is a greater challenge than the peace
movement in its long history has ever faced.
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merce, 213, 214-5

International Congress of Women
(Hague, 1915), 242-3

International Council of Women,
116-7

International, First (Working-
men's), 132; Third, 287

International Labor Organization,
294

International law, codification of,

96-101, 103. See also International

Law Assn., International Law
Inst., American Society for the

Judicial Settlement of Interna

tional
Disputes.

International Law Association

(Assn. for the Reform and Codi
fication of the Laws of Nations),

100-1, 213
International Law Institute, 101

International League of Press Clubs,

peace policy, 95, 106-7
International Medical Association

for Aiding in Suppressing War,
119

International Miners Union, 217
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International Peace Bureau (Berne),

116, 205, 228-9
International Peace Forum, 247
International Postal Union, 176, 183
International School of Peace, 202

International Workers of the World
(I.W.W.),237, 259

International Workingmen's Con

gress (1868), 132

Inter-Parliamentary Conference

(1896), 187; (1904), 191-2, 219

Interparliamentary Union, 191-2,

218-9
Iowa Peace Society, 82

Jacquemyns, Dr. Rolin, 99, 101

James, William, 179, 207, 306

Jaures, Jean, 223

Jay, John, treaty with England, 24

Jay, William, "stipulated arbitra-

tration," 41

Jefferson, Charles, 200, 210

Jefferson, Thomas, 26-7; on right of

revolution, 22; on Constitution,

25; attitude towards war, 27-8;

embargo, 29-30, 296

Jewett, William Cornell, 65-6

Johnson, Reverdy, 76, 99
Johnson-Clarendon agreement, 88, 90
Joint Commission of Inquiry, in

treaties (1911), 223-4

Jones, Jenkin Lloyd, 255-6

Jones, William, 138, 143, 184; and

Cleveland, 154-5

Jordan, David Starr, 118, 178, 202,

213-4, 243> 247> 2 5 J -2, 255

Kamarovsky, 182

Kasson, John, 176

Kelley, Florence, 171

Kellogg, Frank B., 290-2

Kellogg, Paul, 251

Kellogg, Vernon, 121

Kellogg-Briand Pact, 203, 279-80,
282, 294, 304

Kerr, Daniel, 145

Kessler, 120

Kirchwey, George, 251

Kirkland, Edward, 66

Kitchin, Claude, 252

Knights of the Golden Circle, 64

Knights of Labor, 132

Kropotkin, Peter, 120

Ku Klux Klan, 265

Labor, 47, 103, 131, 215-7, 247> 288,

303, 308; questions peace aims, 37,

48-9; Universal Peace Union and,

78, 131-3; Peace societies* rela

tions with (1870-1900), 131-4;

(1900-1914), 215-6; World War,
235, 237; army to suppress, 266

Labor Reform League, 132
Labor's National Peace Council, 231

Ladd, William, 37-8, 40-1, 43, 75, 97,

136, 182; Essay on Congress . . .

and Court of Nations, 40-1, 100;
on women, 113-4

La Follette, Robert M., 232, 251-2,
253-4> 259

Lagneau, Dr. GM researches, 118

Lane, Harry, 252

Lanier, Sidney, 72

Lathrop, John, 35

Laughlin, Seth, 63
de Laveleye, Ernie, 100, 182-3

League to Enforce Peace, 237-40,
249> 255

League of Nations, 12, 237-8, 270-1,

275, 277-9, 293-4> 298 > 34J ^re-
runners of, 24, 37, 39-41, 1 10, 237-9

League of Nations Association, 273,

298

League of Peace (French), 80

League of Peace and Liberty
(French), 80, 115-6, 132, 150, 176

League of Women Voters, 291
Leeds, Josiah W., 109

Leibnitz, read by colonists, 19
Lemonnier, Charles, 80, 132, 138
Leo XIII, 112

Leopard',
28

Leroy-Beaulieu, Pierre Paul, 70
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Leslie's Weekly, 107
Letters from a Farmer in Pennsyl

vania, 20

Levermore, Dr. Charles, 202

Levi, Leoni, 182

Levinson, Salmon O., 279, 294
de Lhuys, Drouyn, 98-9

Liberty, 266, 290

Liberty League, 265

Lieber, Francis, 67, 70, 90, 97, 101

Liebknecht, Karl, addresses Univer
sal Peace Union, 132-3

Liebknecht, William, 219
Lincoln, Abraham, 46, 48, 62, 90;
and Gurney, 63-4

Lindbergh, Charles A., 231-2, 233-4,

259

Lobbies, 137, 142-6, 150, 186, 295;

by pioneers, 41; Spanish-American
War, 1 68; World War, 252-3; post
World War, 267, 277

Lochner, Louis, 212, 243, 245, 251,

259

Locke, John, read by colonists, 22

Lockwood, Belva, 106-7, II(5> I 39

*42-3> i45> i49> i5 J
> 156, 169, 186,

194, 205

Lodge, Henry Cabot, 161, 169; vs.

Bannwart, 252-3

Logan, Dr. George, unofficial mis
sion to France, 26-7

Logan, Gen. John Alexander, 81

Logan Act, 27, 290
London Peace Society, 69, 139;
Trent affair, 67-8; Alabama dis

pute, 87-8. See also Richard, Pratt.

Longfellow, Arsenal at Springfield,

44

Longstreet, Augustus B., 47

Lord, Rev. Amasa, 75

Love, Alfred, 77, 81, 105-6, 108-9,

114, 122, 130, 133-4, i37 i4i H<5-

8, 168, 184, 1 86, 190, 196, 198-9,

205-6; resists Civil War draft, 63;
Trent affair, 66; leader, Universal

Peace Union, 78-80; Reconstruc

tion, 83-4; on labor relations, 131,

215; class violence, 133; Coxey's
army, 133; lobbyist, 143; Spanish-
American War, 168-71

Lovett, Robert Morss, 286

Lowell, James Russell, 44
Lowell, John, 32

Ludlow, Louis, 181

Lusitania, 235, 249-50

Lynch, Frederick, 200

McCall, Samuel, 179, 220

McCrary, G, W., 145

McCreary, James B., 145

McCullough, Hugh, 162

McGuffey Readers, 109

McKinley, William, 158, 168-9, 182

McLane, Robert M., 151

McLemore, Atkins Jefferson, 232

McMurdy, Robert, 81, 137, 142, 144
McSwain war profits bill, 284
MacDonald, Ramsay, 188

Macintosh, Dr. Douglas C., case,

282-3
Macleod affair, 26

Madison, James, 25
Maffia incident, 26

Magnes, Rabbi Judah L., 255-6

Mahan, Alfred, 161, 197

Maine, 168

Maine boundary dispute, 26

Malcolm, Charles Howard, 76
Mancini, Pasquale, 99-100

Mann, Horace, Common School

Journal, 44

Marburg, Theodore, 201, 237-9
"March of Time," 274

Marcoartu, Don Arturo, 100, 128,

138, 170, 182

Marryat, Capt. Frederick, 126

Martin, John, 181

Martineau, Harriet, 126

Marx and Engels, Communist Mani

festo, 39

Marx, Karl, 14; daughter, 132-3

Mason, James M., 66

Masons, 19, 80

Massachusetts Board of Trade, 214
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Massachusetts Peace Society, 37, 43

Mather, Cotton, 17

Mather, Sir William, 191

Maxim, Hudson, 234

Maynard, LaSalle A., 107

Mead, Edwin D., 143, 188, 194, 199,

202, 212, 214, 228, 231

Mead, Lucia Ames, 117, 199, 211, 216,

256, 274-5

Meade, Gen. George, no
Mediation, 174-5; proposed during

Civil War, 65; Congo Congress,

176; Franco-Prussian War, 102-3;

Russo-Japanese War, 175; Draft

Convention for the Pacific Settle

ment of International Disputes,

189; World War, 240-1, 245-6

Melville, Herman, 44
Memorial Day, 73

Mennonites, 82, 212

Merlin, Philippe-Antoine, 26

Mexico; arbitration of claims, 42;
war with (1846), 42, 125; war pre
vented (1916), 246-7; (1926-7),

290-1, 305; embargo, 296

Miles, James Browning, 76, 94-5,

143, 146, 182; international law,

98-9

Miles, Gen. Nelson H., 141, 179, 206

Milton, colonists read, 22

"Mobilization Day," 292

Moch, Gaston, 140, 182-3

Mohonk, Lake, Arbitration Confer

ences, 142, 171, 202

Molkenboer, Hermann, 109

Moneta, E., 171

Monroe, James, 33
Monroe Doctrine, 157, 172, 224, 239

Moody, Dwight L., 63, no
Moody, William Vaughn, 179

Morison, Samuel Eliot, 27

Morley, John, 156-7
Morrill Act, 107

Morris, Gouverneur, 33

Morrison, Charles Clayton, 294
Morrow, Dwight Whitney, 291
Morse, Samuel F. B., 48, 65

Moschelles, Felix, 138, 148; paints
Pres. Cleveland, 143

Mothers' Peace Day, 116

Mott, 35

Mott, John R., 2ir

Mott, Lucretia, 66, 114; Penn. Peace

Society, 80- 1

Mundella, A. J., 88-9
Munitions. See Senate Munitions In

vestigating Committee.

Muste, A. J., 268

Myers, Denys P., 202

Nasmyth, George, 121, 212, 231
Nation

} The, 105
National Arbitration Committee,

questionnaire, 156
National Arbitration League, 81;

convention, 137
National Council for the Prevention

of War, 272-4, 276-7, 290-1
National Defense Act (1920), 264
National Education Association, 108

National Labor Union, 132
National Manufacturers Association,

265
National Peace Conference, 289, 298
National Peace Congress (1907),

207; (1913), 214
National Security League, 234
Naval holiday, 216, 221

Navalism, 161, 164, 166, 216-7, 2^4~5
303; reaction against, 162-3, 197-8,

268, 292-3; Congressional opposi
tion, 164, 219-20

Navy League, 198, 267
Neutral Conference for Continuous

Mediation, 245

Neutrality, 297-8; World War, 233-
4; Bryan on, 150; resolution

0935)i 293i 296-7
New England Nonresistance Soci

ety, 114
New Orleans Cotton Exposition

(1885), 284
New York Evening Post, 105, 107
New York Herald, 106, 152
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New York Herald-Tribune, poll,
300

New York Journal, 168

New York Journal of Commerce,
105

New York Observer, 107
New York Peace Society (1837-46),

41-2; (1906-12), 200-1, 207
New York State Bar Association,

182

New York Times, 105, 155, 247, 298
New York Tribune, 90
New York World, 106, 156

Newspapers. See Press, The.
Nicholas II, Hague Conference, 187
No-Frontier News Service, 273

Non-importation agreements, 21

Non-intercourse Acts, 30

Nonresistants, 18, 35; support Civil

War, 57-8, 61; oppose Civil War,
58-9. See also New England Non-
resistance Society, Quakers.

Norman, Henry, 160

Norris, George William, 252-3
North American Review, 105

Novicow, J,, on war, 118; on co

operation, 120

Nye, Gerald P., 266, 275, 277, 285.
See also Senate Munitions Investi

gating Committee.

Nye-Vandenberg resolution, 293

Ogden, John, 34

Olney, Richard, 159-60, 185

Ormsby, Mary Frost, 138
Oscar II, 245

Osgood, David, 35

Pact of Paris. See Kellogg-Briand
Pact.

Paine, Robert Treat, 123, 138, 143,

158, 175

Paine, Thomas, 24; The Crisis, 21

Paix par le Droit, 171

Paley, Moral and Political Economy,
107

Palmerston, Lord, Trent affair, 67

Panama Canal tolls, 226

Pan-American Conferences, 183-4,

286; proposed, 137; (1889-90), 183;

d933-4); 295
Pan-Americanism, 166-7, 183-6

Pandolfi, 128

Paris Figaro, 152
Paris Matin, 152
Paris Pact (1928). See Kellogg-

Briand Pact.

Parker, Col., 61

Parker, Theodore, 58

Passy, Frederic, 80, 138, 151

Pauncefote, Lord, 189

Peabody, George Foster, 159, 251
Peace-Action Service, 277
Peace Association of Friends, 82

"Peace Caravan," 274
Peace Congresses, 39, 297, 138-9, 207;
Monte Carlo, 139; Chicago (1892),

140-1; National Peace Cong.
(1907), 192, 207; Boston (1904),

206, 215-6; Universal Peace Con
gresses, 207-8; National Peace

Cong. (1913), 214; International

Cong, of Women (Hague, 1915),

242
Peace Crusade, The, 188

Peace Democrats, 64
Peace Department, proposed, 275
Peace Forum, The, 226-7
Peace Jubilee, after Alabama award,

94; (1869), 83
Peace periodicals. See Advocate of

Peace, UArbitrage entre Nations,
Bond of Brotherhood, Bond of

Peace, Concord, Etats-Unis tfEu-

rope, Friedensblatter, Paix par
le Droit, Peace Crusade, Peace

Forum, Peacemaker, Pen and

Sword, II Secolo, Waffen Nieder!,
Die.

Peace Societies; after War of 1812,

34-7; after Civil War, 74-5; and

"preparedness," 234-6; European,
in World War, 229; and World
War propaganda, 230; post World
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War techniques, 273-7. See also

Am. League Against War and

Fascism, Am. Peace Society, Am.
School Peace League, Am. Soc.

for the Judicial Settlement of Intl.

Disputes, Anti-Imperialist League,
Christian Arbitration and Peace

Soc., Church Peace Union, Conn.
Peace Society, English Peace So

ciety, Fellowship of Reconcilia

tion, 111. Peace Society, Intercol

legiate Peace Assn., Iowa Peace

Society, League to Enforce Peace,

League of Peace, League of Peace

and Liberty, London Peace Soci

ety, Mass. Peace Society, Natl.

Council for the Prevention of

War, N. Y. Peace Society, Peace
Assn. of Friends, Penn. Peace So

ciety, Union de la Paix, Universal

Peace Union, War Resisters Intl.,

Women's Peace Party, Women's
Intl. League for Peace and Free

dom, Women's Intl. Peace Assn.,

Women's Peace Union, Women's
Universal Alliance for Peace,
Workmen's Peace Assn., World
Peace Foundation, World Peace-

ways.
Peace Society (Confederacy), 65

Peacemaker, The, 79, 82, 144

Peckover, Priscilla, 115
Pen and Sword, 168

Penn, Thomas, 18

Penn, William, 14, 18-9

Pennsylvania Peace Society, 80

Penrose, Boies, 157

People's Council, 259

Pequot War, 16

Pethwick-Lawrence, Mrs., 241

Philadelphia Centennial (1876), 79,

*37

Philadelphia Evening Telegraph,
106

Philadelphia Public Ledger, 106

Philippines, 178-82, 295-6. See also

Anti-Imperialist League.

Phillips, Wendell, 48, 58, 76

Pierce, Cyrus, 44

Pillsbury, S. H., in
Pinchot, Amos, 247

Pinckney, Thomas, 29
Pious Claims dispute, 191
Platt Amendment, 295

Plattsburg training camps, 235

Playfair, Lord, 160; and Cleveland,
*54-5

Ponsonby, Lord, 282

Porter, Noah, 299
Potter, Bishop, 159

Powell, Aaron, 96
Powell, Maj. J. W., 121

Pratt, Hodgson, 80, 138-9, 143, 157
Pratt, Julius, 30
de Pre, Col. L. J., 106

"Preparedness," 234-7, 246-9
Press, The, 159, 184, 275; attitude of,

105-7; functional to war, 107, 307-
8; Spanish-American War, 168,

170, 172; Mexico, 246-7, 290
Press Clubs, International League

of, 206-7
Prince Kung, 72

Pringle, Cyrus, 62

Proctor, Redfield, 168

Propaganda, 31, 36, 42-3, 64, 82, 117,
201, 236, 305; in the

press, 38-9,
44, 73, 106-7, r <58, 172; in schools,
73 IC>7-9> 210-n, 265; demonstra
tions, 137, 141; against arma
ments, 162-3; World War, 230-1,
2 33 2555 by militarists, post
World War, 267-8; radio, 267,
275; peace groups, post World
War, 273-6

"Pseudo-war" with France (1798),
26-7

Pulitzer, Joseph, 106, 168
Pullman strike, 131-2

Quakers, 17-8, 29, 67, 143, 145, 282;
attitude toward force, 17-8, 22-3;
toward Indians, 18, 85-6; in French
and Indian War, 19; in Revolu-



INDEX 37 1

tion, 22; in Civil War, 61-3; Grant

and, 85-6

Quay, Matthew S., 157

Quincy, Josiah, 43, 141

Rainey, Henry T., 246
Rankin, Jeanette, 276

Reciprocity treaty (1854), 69
Reed, Thomas B., 169

Reid, Whitelaw, 151
Reserve Officers Training Camps

(R.O.T.C.), 264,268
Revolution, American. See Ameri
can Revolution.

Revolution, right of, 21-2

Richard, Henry, 34, 39, 55-6, 58, 69-

70, 90-6, 105

Richards, Ernst, 200

Richet, D. D. A., 119

Ridpath, John Clark, "Money
Power," 130

Rivere, 119

Robbins, E. G., 65

Robinson, Joseph, 291

Rogerenes, 35

Roosevelt, Franklin D., 264, 295,

297-8

Roosevelt, Mrs. Franklin D., 275

Roosevelt, Theodore, 161, 208, 216-

7, 238, 252; Pullman strike, 131-2;

horrified, 168; mediation, 175;

Hague Court, 190-1, Hague Con
ference (1907), 191-2; Navalism,

198, 220; arbitration treaties, 222,

224; preparedness, 234

Root, Elihu, 1 86, 201, 222, 278

Rose, Ernestine, 114, 138-9

Rousseau, read by colonists, 19

Rush, Dr, Benjamin, proposes means
for peace, 36

Rush, Richard, 33

Rush-Bagot Convention, 33-4, 69,

122

Russell, Lord, 87-8

Ruyssen, Theodore, 172

Sagasta, P. M., 170

de Saint Pierre, 19

Salisbury, Lord, 156
Salvation Army, 112-3

Sargent, John, 83

Sayre, Rev. John, 22

SchifT, Jacob, 214
School Peace League (British), 211

Schurz, Carl, 141, 179

Schwimmer, Rosika, 241, 243, 244-5;

case, 282

Scientists, on peace and war, 117-22

Sclopis, 99

Scott, J., 35

Scott, Dr. James Brown, 201, 239; on

Ladd, 41

Scott, Gen. Winfield, 48

Seabury, William, 274

Secolo, 11, 171

Sedition Act (1918), 260

Seeley, John, 182

Seligman, Edwin R. A., Economic

Interpretation of History, 173
Senate Munitions Investigating

Committee, 266, 284-5, 34~5
Sewall, May Wright, International

Council of Women, 116-7

Seward, William H., 48, 90

Shaler, Nathaniel, apes peaceful, 121

Shays' Rebellion (1787), 28

Shearer, William B., 265-6

Sheridan, Gen. Philip, 72, 121

Sherman, John, 151, 169; support to

peace movement, 145, 149

Sherman, Gen. William Tecumseh,

7 2

SherriU, Maj.-Gen. Charles H., 266

Short, William, 200

ShotwelL, James T., 293-4

Sidney, Algernon, colonists read, 22

Sigourney, Lydia, 44
Simmons, Henry M., 121

Simpson, Matthew, iio-i

Sinclair, Upton, 259-60

Slayden, James Luther, 181, 220

Slidell, John, 66

Smiley, Albert K., 171; Mohonk
Conferences, 142
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Smith, Gerrit, 43, 51, 54, 83

"Social Darwinism," 119-21

Socialists, 173-4, 194, 215, 217-8, 230,

237, 248, 251, 259-60; peace, 286-8

Societies. See Peace Societies.

Society to Eliminate the Economic

Causes of War, 230

Spanish-American War, 283, 303;

efforts to prevent, 167-70; effects,

171-3

Spencer, Anna Garlin, 241, 256

Spencer, Herbert, 14, 127; war, 119;

peace movement, 119; Venezuela

controversy, 119-20

Speyer, James, 214

Spiritualists, 80, 112

Spooner, Lysander, 71, 134

Sprague, A. P., 182

Spring, Lindley, Peace! Peace! 58

Springfield Republican, 107, 249

Squibb, E. R., and Sons, 275

Stanley, Lord, 88

Stanton, Edwin M., 62

Stanton, Elizabeth Cady, 114, 171

Stanton, Fred P., 81, 137

Stead, William T., 192, 209

Steffens, Lincoln, 248, 286

Sternberger, Estelle, 274-5

Stevens, Thaddeus, 62

Stimson, Henry L., 280

.Stokes, Rose Pastor, 260

Stollmeyer, Conrad, 124; peace mis

sions, 138; Venezuela, 158

Stone, Lucy, 114

Stone, Melville, 201

Stone, William J., 232

Storey, Moorfield, 179-81, 247

Strachey, J. St. Loe, 175

Straus, Oscar, 169

Strong, Josiah, in

Strong, Dr. Sydney, 256

Sumner, Charles, 76, 83, 90, 96, 102

132, 1 80; early peace, efforts, 43;

and Amasa Walker, 50-1, 94;

position on Civil War, 51-2; and

Beckwith, 52-3, 68-9, 90; and

Blanchard, 60; Trent affair, 66-7;

Alabama dispute, 91-3; arbitration

resolution, 94-6; Franco-Prussian

War, 103

Sumner, William Graham, 179

Swift, read by colonists, 19

Swift, Henry, 62

Sylvis, William H., 132

Taft, William Howard, 221, 238-40;

arbitration, 222-4

Talleyrand, 26

Tappan, John, 76

Tappan, Lewis, on Beckwith, 54

Tavenner, Clyde, 220, 236

Tawney, J. A., 220

Taylor, George, 31

Ten Eyck, John Conover, 62

Theosophical Society, 112

Thomas, Norman, 255-6, 258

Thompson, Otis, 35

Thoreau, 44, 299

Tobey, Edward, 137

Toleration, Act of (1689), 19

Tolstoy, 14, 112, 187

Tolstoy Club, 112

Towner, Horace, 231

Townsend, Washington, 145
Trades Union Congress, 154

Treaties; Jay treaty (1794), 24; An
glo-American Agreement (1817),

32; Reciprocity treaty (1854),

abrogated, 69; of 1881, Senate re

jects, 153; Anglo-American ar

bitration (1897), 156, rejected

by Senate, 157; Clayton-Buiwer

treaty, 157; Treaty of Washing
ton (1871), 167; Treaty of Paris

(1898), 178; Arbitration treaty

(1890), rejected, 185; (1911), 214,

223-4; (1904, 1909), 221-2; "cool-

ing-off" treaties, 225-6, 239, 250.
See also Arbitration.

Trollope, Mrs., 126

Troth, Jacob, 143

Trueblood, Benjamin, 123, 138-9,

143, 158, 168, 171, 175, 177, 187,

189-90, 193-4, *99 2 *o> 215
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Tryon, James, 199-200

Tschetter, Paul, 82

Twain, Mark, 179

Twiss, Travers, 100

Tydings-McCormack Military Dis
affection Bill, 288

Underwood, Joseph R., 42
Union de la Paix, 80

United Mine Workers, 217
Universal Peace Congresses, 207-8
Universal Peace Union, 102-3, I05*

114, 132, 137-8, 158, I74-5, 198-9,

225; organization and program,
77-80; labor relations, 78, 132-3;
reunions at Mystic, Conn., 79, 109;
at Philadelphia Centennial (1876),

79-80; affiliates and allies, 80-1, 112,

132-3; and Reconstruction, 84; In

dians, 86; Alabama, dispute, 92; in

dustrial arbitration, 129; Home
stead strike, 131; commends single
tax, 133; Spanish-American War,
167, 170

Upham, T. C., 52, 76

Vallandigham, Clement L., 64
Van Buren, Martin, 41

Vance, Zebulon Baird, 65

Vanderlip, Frank A., 214
Van Wyck, Charles H., 163

Vardaman, James K., 252-3

Vasili, 187
Venezuela boundary controversy,

106, 119, 141, 152, 156, 158-61

Vereshchagin, Vasili, 140
Veterans of Foreign Wars, 283

Vignand, Henry, 151

Villard, Fanny Garrison, 251, 281

Villard, Oswald Garrison, 235, 247

Vincent, Henry, 88

Virchow, Rudolf, 118

Virginius, 167

Voltaire, read by colonists, 19
von Liebig, Justus, 118

von Suttner, Baroness, 116, 170, 172,

209

Vrooman, Harry C., 134

Waffen Nieder/j Die, 170-2, 187

Wald, Lillian, 243, 247

Wales, Julia Grace, 242

Walker, Francis Amasa, 43, 71, 76,

83* 93* 95> no, 143; and Sumner,
50-1, 69, 90-1, 94; position on Civil

War, 50-1

Walker, Dr. Mary, 114
Wallace, William, 129
War of 1812, 31-2, 125, 282-3; causes,

"War Hawks," 30
War Policies Commission, 283
War resisters. See Conscientious Ob

jectors.

War Resisters International, 272, 282

Ward, Harry, 286

Ward, Lester, on war, 119-20

Ware, Henry, 34

Warren, Gen. Gouverneur Kemble,

7*

Warren, Josiah, True Civilization an

Immediate Necessity , 59

Washburae, Emory, 100

Washington, George, 26-7; and

Quakers, 19; commends peace, 24

Washington Peace Conference

(1861), 49

Wattrous, Timothy, 35
-

Wayland, Political Economy, 107

Weatherly, Arthur L., 256

Webster, -Daniel, opposes draft, 32

Weed, Thurlow, 48

Weeks, Joseph D., 129

Wells, 35
Westminster Review, 176-7

Whelpley, Samuel, 35

Whipple, Bishop, 1 10

White, Andrew D., 188

White, F. EM 145

Whiting, Justin R., 218

Whitman, Walt, 44
Whittier, John Greenleaf, 44, 61, 154
Wilhelm II, 160, 208-9

Wilkes, Capt., Charles, 66
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Willard, Frances, 117

Wilicox, J. K. H., 138

Williams, Roger, 16, 316

Wilson, James, 145

Wilson, Woodrow, 200, 207, 226,

230, 233-4, 2 39-4* 2
43~4; \46 248-9,

253-4, 257 2^5; mediation pro

posed to, 228, 243; early peace

position, 224-5; later peace posi

tion, 252

Winslow, Erving, 179

Winthrop, Robert C., 76

Wiszniewska, Princess, 117

Witte, Count, 128
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