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General Editor’s Introduction

My goal for the Cambridge History of American Foreign Relations
was to make the finest scholarship and the best writing in the
historical profession available to the general reader. I had no ideolog-
ical or methodological agenda. I wanted some of America’s leading
students of diplomatic history, regardless of approach, to join me
and was delighted to have my invitations accepted by the first three
to whom I turned. When I conceived of the project nearly ten years
ago, I had no idea that the Cold War would suddenly end, that these
volumes would conclude with a final epoch as well defined as the
first three. The collapse of the Soviet empire, just as I finished
writing Volume IV, astonished me but allowed for a sense of comple-
tion these volumes would have lacked under any other circum-
stances.

The first volume has been written by Bradford Perkins, the pre-
eminent historian of late eighteenth- and early nineteenth-century
American diplomacy and doyen of currently active diplomatic histo-
rians. Perkins sees foreign policy in the young Republic as a product
of material interests, culture, and the prism of national values. He
describes an American pattern of behavior that existed before there
was an America and demonstrates how it was shaped by the experi-
ence of the Revolution and the early days of the Republic. In his
discussion of the Constitution and foreign affairs, he spins a thread
that can be pulled through the remaining volumes: the persistent
effort of presidents, beginning with Washington, to dominate poli-
cy, contrary to the intent of the participants in the Constitutional
Convention.

The inescapable theme of Perkins's volume is presaged in its title,
the ideological commitment to republican values and the determina-
tion to carry those values across the North American continent and
to obliterate all obstacles, human as well as geological. He sees the
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viii General Editor’s Introduction

American empire arising out of lust for land and resources rather
than for dominion over other peoples. But it was dominion over
others — native Americans, Mexicans, and especially African Ameri-
cans — that led to the last episode he discusses, the Civil War and its
diplomacy. This is a magnificent survey of the years in which the
United States emerged as a nation and created the foundations for
world power that would come in the closing years of the nineteenth
century.

Walter LaFeber, author of the second volume, is one of the most
highly respected of the so-called Wisconsin School of diplomatic
historians, men and women who studied with Fred Harvey Har-
rington and William Appleman Williams and their students, and
were identified as “New Left” when they burst on the scene in the
1960s. LaFeber's volume covers the last third of the nineteenth
cencury and extends into the twentieth, to 1913, through the ad-
ministration of William Howard Taft. He discusses the link between
the growth of American economic power and expansionism, adding
the theme of racism, especially as applied to native Americans and
Filipinos. Most striking is his rejection of the idea of an American
quest for order. He argues that Americans sought opportunities for
economic and missionary activities abroad and that they were un-
daunted by the disruptions they caused in other nations. A revolu-
tion in China or Mexico was a small price to pay for advantages
accruing to Americans, especially when the local people paid it. His
other inescapable theme is the use of foreign affairs to enhance
presidential power.

The third volume, which begins on the eve of World War I and
carries the story through World War II, is by Akira Iriye, past
president of the American Historical Association and our genera-
tion’s most innovative historian of international relations. Japanese-
born, educated in American universities, Iriye has been fascinated
by the cultural conflicts and accommodations that permeate power
politics, particularly as the United States has confronted the nations
of East Asia. Iriye opens his book with a quick sketch of the interna-
tional systemy'as it evolved and was dominated by Europe through
the seventeenth, eighteenth, and nineteenth centuries. He analyzes

General Editor’s Introduction X

Wilsonianism in war and peace and how it was applied in Asia and
Latin America. Most striking is his discussion of what he calls the
“cultural aspect” of the 1920s. Iriye sees the era about which he
writes as constituting the “globalizing of America” — an age in
which the United States supplanted Europe as the world’s leader and
provided the economic and cultural resources to define and sustain
the international order. He notes the awakening of non-Western
peoples and their expectations of American support and inspiration.
In his conclusion he presages the troubles that would follow from
the Americanization of the world.

Much of my work, like Iriye’s, has focused on American—East
Asian relations. My friend Michael Hunt has placed me in the
“realist” school of diplomatic historians. Influenced by association
with Perkins, LaFeber, Iriye, Ernest May, and younger friends such
as John Lewis Gaddis, Michael Hogan, and Melvyn Leffler, I have
studied the domestic roots of American policy, the role of ideas and
attitudes as well as economic concerns, the role of nongovernmental
organizations including missionaries, and the place of art in interna-
tional relations. In the final volume of the series, America in the Age
of Soviet Power, 1945—1991, 1 also rely heavily on what I have learned
from political economists and political scientists.

I begin the book in the closing months of World War II and end it
with the disappearance of the Soviet Union in 1991. I write of the
vision American leaders had of a postwar world order and the grow-
ing sense that the Soviet Union posed a threat to that vision. The
concept of the “security dilemma,” the threat each side’s defensive
actions seemed to pose for the other, looms large in my analysis of
the origins of the Cold War. I also emphasize the importance of the
two political systems, the paradox of the powerful state and weak
government in the United States and the secrecy and brutality of the
Stalinist regime. Throughout the volume, I note the importance of
the disintegration of prewar colonial empires, the appearance of
scores of newly independent states in Africa, Asia, and Latin Ameri-
ca, and the turmoil caused by American and Soviet efforts to force
them into an international system designed in Washington and
Moscow. Finally, I trace the reemergence of Germany and Japan as
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major powers, the collapse of the Soviet Union, and the drift of the
United States, its course in world affairs uncertain in the absence of
an adversary.

There are a number of themes that can be followed through these
four volumes, however differently the authors approach their sub-
jects. First, there was the relentless national pursuit of wealth and
power, described so vividly by Perkins and LaFeber. Iriye demon-
strates how Americans used their wealth and power when the United
States emerged as the world’s leader after World War I. I discuss
America’s performance as hegemon in the years immediately follow-
ing World War II, and its response to perceived threats to its domi-
nance.

A second theme of critical importance is the struggle for control
of foreign policy. Each author notes tension between the president
and Congress, as institutionalized by the Constitution, and the
efforts of various presidents, from 1789 to the present, to circum-
vent constitutional restraints on their powers. The threat to demo-
cratic government is illustrated readily by the Nixon-Kissinger ob-
sessions that led to Watergate and Reagan’s Iran-Contra fiasco.

Finally, we are all concerned with what constitutes American
identity on the world scene. Is there a peculiarly American foreign
policy that sets the United States off from the rest of the world? We
examine the evolution of American values and measure them against
the nation's behavior in international affairs. And we worry about
the impact of the country’s global activity on its domestic order,
fearful that Thomas Jefferson's vision of a virtuous republic has been
forgotten, boding ill for Americans and for the world they are
allegedly “bound to lead.”

WARREN 1. COHEN

Preface

The story of American foreign relations during the turbulent years
1913—45, encompassing the two world wars, is sufficiently well
known to the general reader that it would make little sense to write
yet another survey, chronicling detailed data and accumulating epi-
sodes. In this volume, I have tried to be more analytical in order to
highlight the ways in which the United States steadily became
globalized, that is, involved in security, economic, and cultural
affairs in all parts of the world. The phenomenon was by no means
unidirectional, nor did it always bring about the same results in
international affairs. Nevertheless, to describe the evolution of
American foreign relations during these years without trying to
understand how the world was transformed through American pow-
er, influence, and will would be to treat the subject in a vacuum. For
this reason, I have decided to include references to other countries to
a greater extent than is usual in a book of this kind.

The scholarly literature on international affairs and American for-
eign relations during this period is enormous, not only in the
United States but also elsewhere. The notes and the bibliography
indicate only a fraction of it. I am pleased that scholars in many
parts of the world are producing important monographs and essays
free of dogmatism and chauvinism. I am indebted to their labor and
encouraged by the growing internationalization of the historical
scholarship. That, too, is an important aspect of the globalization of
America.

Warren Cohen, who, together with Frank Smith of the Cambridge
University Press, took the initiative to launch a four-volume history
of U.S. foreign relations and invited me to contribute this volume,
went over the manuscript with meticulous care. To him and to the
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authors of the first two volumes of this work (Bradford Perkins and
Walter LaFeber), who also read the draft and gave me valuable
suggestions, I should like to express my appreciation. In the final
stages of the book’s preparation, I was a beneficiary of the careful
reading of the text by Robert David Johnson and Brian MacDonald,
and of the warm and lively family environment created by my wife
and two daughters.

1. The Age of European Domination

The Rise of the West

The world on the eve of the Great War was European-dominated. As
we trace the history of American foreign relations from 1913 to
1945, it 1s important to recall that the United States had come into
existence and conducted its external affairs in a world system in
which European military power, economic pursuits, and cultural
activities predominated. This had not always been the case. Before
the eighteenth century, the Ottoman Empire in the Middle East and
the Chinese Empire in East Asia had been équal contenders for
power and influence. In fact, as the European nation-states had
fought one another almost without interruption throughout the
seventeenth and eighteenth centuries, a dispassionate observer
might have predicted that those states would soon exhaust them- -
selves and that the more unified empires of the Middle East and East
Asia — collectively known as “Asia,” the “Orient,” or the “East” —
might in the long run prove much more important determinants of
world affairs.

As Paul Kennedy and others have argued, however, it was the very
divided nature of European affairs that proved decisive in the ascen-
dance of the region in the international community.! Because the
nation-state was in a virtually constant state of war or of war pre-
paredness, it had to develop a centralized administrative structure
for mobilizing armed forces and collecting taxes to pay for them.
These, which John Brewer has termed the “sinews of power,” were
systematically developed by the European monarchies throughout
the seventeenth century, and during the following century the strug-
gle for power among the nation-states came to define the basic

1 Paul Kennedy, The Rise and Fall of the Great Powers (New York, 1987).



2 The Globalizing of America

nature of European international relations.? Concepts of “great pow-
er,” “balance of power,” and “reason of state” were developed as
guides to national policy, justifying domestic and external measures
for the enhancement of each state’s relative power.

Such competitiveness, while fragmenting Europe into contending
units, also had the effect of increasing the region’s overall power in
relation to the more unified and thus less militarily oriented empires
elsewhere. Because successful wars entailed effective strategies and
advanced military weaponry, it is not surprising that the European
wars coincided with vast developments in science, technology, and
strategy. By the end of the eighteenth century, European armies and
navies were equipped with arms far more sophisticated than those in
use in the Middle East or East Asia.

Such a situation alone, however, would not have ensured Eu-
ropean predominance in world affairs. The pursuit of power, as
William McNeill has noted, is ultimately wasteful of national re-
sources.? If the rise to power of Spain, the Dutch republic, and
France in the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries had been a prod-
uct of their respective military strengths and successfully waged
wars, these same phenomena exhausted their resources and divided
national opinion, thus undermining domestic unity that was essen-
tial for the augmentation of power. The same fate appeared to visit
Great Britain, a latecomer to the European power scene, as it fought
the American colonies during the 1770s and the 1780s.

What saved, and indeed perpetuated, European predominance
were two additional factors, also making their appearance during the
eighteenth century: the Induscrial Revolution and the Enlighten-
ment. The two were connected in the sense that modern rational
thought, unfettered by traditional constraints, made possible the
phenomenal growth of productivity, turning first Britain and then
other countries into the workshops of the world.

Economically, 1t is well to recall that as late as 1800 China was
producing more manufactured goods than any other country.® Al-

2 John Brewer, The Sinews of Power (New York, 1989).
3 William H. McNeill, The Pursuit of Power (Chicago, 1984).
4 Kennedy, Rise and Fall, 149.

The Age of European Domination 3

ready by then, however, the Industrial Revolution had come to
Britain and was beginning to turn that island country into the
world’s center of textile manufacturing. More efficiently produced
and consequently cheaper cotton yarn and fabrics were spreading out
to all parts of the globe, bringing with it immense trade and ship-
ping revenues. With an increasing working population employed at
factories, and with che building of railroads that connected city with
countryside, the demographic landscape of the country was chang-
ing, increasing the overall population but also creating new classes
of people, now more subject to laws of supply and demand on a
worldwide scale than earlier. Overseas sources of cotton and other
raw materials as well as food were sought, and new markets had to
be found to sell goods produced at home. The increasing wealth of
Britain would spill over other European countries as they would sell
more to an increasingly prosperous British population, and as Brit-
ish capital would be brought over to modernize their own economic
systems. The result was that Europe’s relative economic position was
fast improving, soon to overtake that of China and all other parts of
the globe.

Culturally, the Enlightenment ideology, with its emphasis on
rationalism, combined with earlier traditions of British liberalism
and produced the typically eighteenth-century idea of history as
progress, in which humanity was pictured as being capable of un-
limited development. Underlying were the concepts of human
rights and liberty. Collectively, groups of people were said to possess
inalienable rights as citizens, equal before the law, and individually
each person was seen as endowed with a right to pursue material
well-being as well as spiritual contentment. Such concepts pitted
men and women against larger entities such as the church and the
state, and for this reason the clash of perspectives between individual
conscience and religion — and, more seriously, between citizen and
state — would become a key theme of eighteenth-century European
thought.

To return to the observation made at the outset, it is important to
note that the United States emerged on the world stage as it was
being molded by the military, economic, and cultural developments
in Europe. They provided the point of departure for the young
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nation’s foreign and domestic affairs. Its very existence as an inde-
pendent republic was aided by the European military rivalries, in
particular the French-British struggle for power. The Founding Fa-
thers took it for granted that if the pation were to protect its
independence, it would have to be prepared for war, which would
necessitate military force and a bureaucracy to pay for and adminis-
ter it. Furthermore, national power would be enhanced through
territorial expansion and the removal of potential threats nearer
home. All these objectives were pursued by the U.S. government,
formally established under the Constitution in 1787.

Economically, too, the nation was no less part of the European
developments. It was cut off from the protective arms of the British
Empire and shut out of the West Indies markets, but otherwise the
Americans continued their economic activities as they had done as
British colonials, producing food, selling its surpluses overseas, and
sending ships abroad to engage in carrying trade. The independence
gave such activities further impetus as it coincided with the Indus-
trial Revolution in England. Demands for American wheat, fish,
lumber, and other primary products increased. Their carrying trade
took them to North Africa, the Indian Ocean, and East Asia. Apart
from their political identity as citizens of the newly independent
United States, their economic activities distinguished them little
from those of the Europeans. They were part of the global economic
penetration by the West.

Culturally, America was as much a product of British liberalism
and the Enlightenment as of the indigenous conditions. From the
beginning, to be sure, Americans were self-conscious people, con-
sidering themselves exceptional — citizens of the New World, not
tainted by the ills of the Old. But the revolt against Old World
traditions was also a European phenomenon, going back to the
Reformation and to early modern currents of thought, and therefore
American exceptionalism was in part an extension, a further devel-
opment, of the European phenomena. Republicanism was a good
example. It was an ideology that stressed a community of virtuous
citizens who.were imbued with a concern for public welfare even as
they pursued their individual interests. The ideals had been in En-
gland for a long time, but they were taken seriously by the Ameri-
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can leaders who believed in the possibility of their implementation
in the New World. Here the physical environment of the American
continent, with its rich soil and expanding horizons, seemed well
suited for the experiment. As best exemplified in James Madison's
thought, republicanism had a rare opportunity to flower in the new
land, as the population would multiply without producing a con-
centration of wealth and power. Instead, the people would live in
frugal prosperity, conscious of their precious liberties.> It is clear
that these ideas grew out of the European background and that
viewed from outside the West, they could be seen as a refinement of,
not a departure from, European thought.

In one sense, however, America was unique, or at least signifi-
cantly different from Europe in the late eighteenth century. Ameri-
can society was more cohesive in the absence of feudalism, the
established church, monarchical institutions, and other privileged
classes. To be sure, the existence of slavery and ‘of the indigenous
Indian populations, who never acknowledged the independence of
the thirteen colonies, meant a society that was deeply divided, and
the division would steadily undermine national unity.¢ But in the
carly stages of the Republic’s history, the nation was spared serious
cleavages of the kind that rent France and other countries apart in
Europe. Among the white majority in America, there were occasion-
al crises and even uprisings, but on the whole they did not threaten
to tear apart the political entity or the social fabric. There was a
cohesiveness in America that could create a sense of nationhood ~ a
nationalism that transcended the factional alignments or ethnic tra-
ditions of the citizens and was founded upon a shared consciousness
of how the independence had been won. The absence of a serious
division was a source of strength for the new nation, perhaps the key
to its acceptance as a member of the European-defined community of
nations.

If such was the world of the late eighteenth century in which the
United States made its appearance, the following century at once

5 Drew McCoy, The Elusive Republic (Chapel Hill, 1988).
6 On native-American responses to the independence of the thirteen colonies, see
J. L. Wright, Britain and the American Frontier (Athens, Ga., 1975).
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confirmed and added variations to the picture. The nineteenth cen-
tury opened with French revolutionary wars in which France, led by
Napoleon Bonaparte, sought to establish its milicary, political, and
ideological domination over Europe and the world beyond, and in
the end failed in the face of a determined opposition on the part of
most other countries. The Napoleonic wars brought much destruc-
tion to European nations but, significantly, did not diminish the
relative power of Europe in the world. On the contrary, as they
continued with their Industrial Revolution, mobilized masses for
warfare, improved military technology, and absorbed Enlighten-
ment thought, the Europeans emerged out of the wars in an even
superior position to people in other areas of the globe than before.
The United States, even as it collided with France and Britain over
its rights as a neutral in the European wars, did not remove itself
from the overall trend. It continued to constitute part of the
Western-dominated world.

At the same time, however, America’s one strength, national
unity or domestic cohesiveness, began to erode to such an extent
that by the middle of the nineteenth century the nation had come to
exist in separate compartments, defined in economic and geographic
terms. The North on the whole stood for a conception of the nation
in which free white labor would develop the economy, protected by a
system of import duties on manufactured foreign goods, whereas the
South, pursuing a slavery-based economy and in need of free trade to
market its cotton and to obtain cheap consumer goods, held to a
view of the nation as a compact, dissolvable when some segments
felt they no longer benefited from the association. Such cleavages
made it difficult for the United States to conduct itself as a unified
nation. At a time when in Europe nationalistic movements were
creating a potent force for the establishment of unified states, Amer-
ica, even as it extended its territorial domain beyond the Mississippt
and eventually to the Pacific, threatened to become fractured. It was
forrunate that in the mid-nineteenth century the European powers
on the whole maintained a stable relationship with each other and
more or less-left the United States alone.

It is all the more remarkable, therefore, that outside of Europe
Americans continued to expand their activities and interests — as
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part of the expansion of the West in the wake of the Industrial
Revolution. America’s own industrialization began during the War
of 1812 against England, although it would pick up momentum
only after the Civil War. In the meantime, it was in.trade and
shipping that the Americans excelled; their ships were almost as
numerous as British, prying open new markets in the Middle East
and East Asia and establishing connections with the newly indepen-
dent states of Latin America. Clearly, such activities added to the
wealth of individual Americans, but whether they also augmented
national power on the whole was in question in the absence of
domestic unity. In the middle of the century, the United States was
already being recognized as a would-be economic giant, but that did
not translate into a formidable power in world affairs. In the Middle
East, Asia, and Latin America, where “informal empire” held sway —
ad hoc systems of control exercised by the West over indigenous
peoples for facilitating trade — the American presence was conspicu-
ous.” That such informal empire might have brought about an
enhancement of American power in the global picture could be seen
in Commodore Matthew Perry's expeditions to Japan, undertaken in
1853 and 1854. It was a dramatic moment, revealing America's
emergence as a Pacific nation. Perry himself had visions of American
power holding sway over the western Pacific. Such visions, however,
had no way of becoming realized while the nation grew steadily
divided. It should be noted, however, that at this time few European
nations were intent upon systematically extending formal control
over other parts of the globe. In this sense, too, America was still
part of the West. ’

The same can be said of the cultural dimension. The nineteenth-
century world continued to be dominated by European culture, but
European culture underwent significant transformation. To the
eighteenth-century legacies were now added romanticism, social-
ism, and a host of other ideologies that brought about new perspec-
tives on national and international affairs. Romanticism, by exalting
emotion over intellect, and the primeval over the modern, generated

7 On “informal empire,” the pioncering study is Ronald Robinson and John Gal-
tagher, Africa and the Victorians (New York, 1961).
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nationalistic movements all over Europe — not the nationalism of the
French Revolution espousing universalistic values but rather ethnic
nationalism, each ethnic group stressing its own tradition and devel-
oping a political self-consciousness opposed to domination by oth-
ers. Socialism, on the other hand, created self-consciousness among
certain classes of people in an industrializing society, giving workers
a sense of group solidarity. Thus both romanticism and socialism
abetted particularistic tendencies, exalting the role of community or
class as an intermediate existence between state and individual.

Because earlier traditions had focused on the rights and interests
of the state or the individual, these nineteenth-century additions
complicated perceptions, nowhere more so than in discussions of
international affairs. Earlier, statecraft (reasons of state, balance of
power, national interests) and human rights (equality, liberty, pur-
suit of happiness) had been the two guiding principles, often at
variance with each other. Romanticism and socialism both ques-
tioned the bases of the existing state boundaries and organizations,
and at the same time placed individual rights in the larger frame-
work of a community. International relations, in such a context,
would mean much more than interstate relations, on one hand, or
individual pursuits of commerce and other activities, on the other.
War, for instance, would signify much more than clashes over terri-
torial boundaries or trading rights, and peace more than a product of
rational human behavior. Instead war could come from romantic
forces — the shedding of blood for noble causes, defined ethnically —
or from a class collision between capitalists and workers. Peace
might be defined as an ultimate goal after romantic aspirations had
been satisfied, or after a classless world had been established and
states had withered away.

The divisiveness of nineteenth-century thought was accentuated
by developments in the biological sciences, some of which stressed
distinctions among different races. Away from the conception of
unity of man, various theories of racial distinctions postulated au-
tonomous and unchanging characteristics of racial groups, with al-
most always the white race viewed as the norm, the most advanced.
Then there were developments in anthropology, linguistics, histori-
cal study, and other subjects in which racial, ethnic, and national
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differences were likewise emphasized. The revival of Protestant
Christianity fitted into the picture insofar as Protestant missionaries
redoubled their efforts to proselytize among the less enlightened. Of
course, they believed it possible to save the unenlightened from
their “moral darkness” and, in so doing, assumed it was possible to
change even the heathen. There was a tension between such a belief
in the malleability of man and the cultural determinism inherent in
various theories of racial distinctions. But the two were joined by a
firm belief in Western superiority.

American culture in the nineteenth century was part of the broad-
er Western civilization in that these European ideas had their coun-
terparts in the United States. Not all of these ideas were taken with
the same degree of seriousness; romanticism was most conspicuous
among Southern sectionalists, and socialist experiments in the Mid-
west. But theories of race differences were virtually universally ac-
cepted. By the 1840s, apart from a tiny minority who believed in
complete racial equality, Americans in all parts of the world had
come to take the superiority of the white race for granted.® In this
respect, too, they belonged to the same universe as Europeans.
Americans were Westerners, culturally as well as economically, and
the temporary passivity of U.S. foreign affairs, induced by growing
domestic tensions, did not alter the equation.

The Emergence of Modern States

The Civil War forever put to rest the question of national unity of
the United States. There might still continue sectional differences,
and most certainly ethnic cleavages would not disappear, but the
political unity of the nation would never again be challenged. The
significance of this for American foreign relations is obvious. The
government would be able to conduct foreign affairs without fearing
their immediate impact on domestic cohesiveness. To be sure, elec-
ted leaders would have to be sensitive to various interest groups
and proclivities of the population, but at least they would be able to

8 Reginald Horseman, Race and Manifest Destiny (Cambridge, Mass., 1981); Mi-
chael H. Hune, Ideology and U.S. Foreign Policy (New Haven, 1987).



10 The Globalizing of America

take for granted the continued existence of the nation as a unified
entity.

The timing of this phenomenon could not have been more oppor-
cune, for the end of the Civil War coincided with significant devel-
opments in Europe — Italian unification, German unification, the
Franco-Prussian War, and the birth of the Third Republic in France,
the reform bill of 1867 in Britain, the emancipation of serfs in
Russia in 1861 — all of which added up to bringing Europe to the
age of the modern states. ’

The modern state, characterized by centralized administration
and armed forces, secular public authorities and institutions defin-
ing the limits of acceptable behavior for people within the bouncll-
aries, mass participation in the political process, unified domestic
markets and systems of production and distribution, extenstve net-
works of transportation and communication, and legal codes distin-
guishing citizen from foreigner — such a state was an outgrowth of
the earlier nation-state that had come into existence in the seven-
teenth century, but it was built upon a society that was more cohe-
sive and integrated a far greater segment of the population into the
entity. A modern state was a greater power than its earlier manifesta-
tion in that it possessed nationalized mass armed forces equipped
with ever newer weapons, products of rapidly advancing technology,
and because the state itself, rather than a monarchy or an aristocratic
order, was the focus of loyalty.

Of course, some modern states were more authoritarian than oth-
ers, and some were more fragile than the rest. Citizens and social
classes in some states were more aware of their rights than those
elsewhere. Differences among the modern states, as much as their
common characteristics, affected their interrelationships, as the sub-
sequent history of international affairs was to show. But one point
should be emphasized: During the last decades of the nineteenth

century, several nations emerged as modern states, and they were by
definition military and economic powers. Their power might not
always be fully mobilized, but they could count on the loyale of
their citizens, particularly in times of foreign crises. International
relations, therefore, in this sense became interpower relations.
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Toward those countries and peoples lacking in similar power,
there was an inevitable tendency on the part of the modern states to
extend their sway, both in order to enhance their respective power
positions 1n the world and also to minimize areas of instability that
might adversely affect international order. This was the phenomenon
known as imperialism, or the new imperialism to distinguish it
from earlier varieties of colonialism.

Lest it should be thought that the modern states were always
trying to augment their respective power positions and engaging in
a constant struggle for power, it should be noted that they also
interacted with one another peacefully, through trade, investment,
and other forms of economic transaction as well as through cultural
pursuits such as tourism and scholarly interchanges. Alchough they
too were increasingly brought under the control of state authority,
these transactions created networks of personal ties that did not
always duplicate state-level interactions. More important, such
rransactions affected the social developments of all countries so that
the latter did not follow preordained paths of history. This dynam-
ism — how interstate relations transformed modern states, even as
the emergence of modern states transformed international relations
— provides a key to the understanding of world affairs since the
1860s.

As a newly reunified modern state, the United States shared many
features with the modern states of Europe. Although, after 1865,
the nation was led by politicians whose stature did not match Ger-
many's Otto von Bismarck or Britain’s William Gladstone, the au-
thority of the federal government in upholding domestic order was
unquestioned. It had at its disposal U.S. armed forces and “national
guards,” state-level forces. Although much smaller in scale than
continental European forces, they were steadily modernized to cope
with possible crises overseas. It is true that prior to the 1890s
American military power was less conspicuous than most European
countries’; during the Cuban crisis of 1868—78, when the island’s

rebels turned to the United States for support, Washington refused
to act for fear that the nation might become involved in a war with
Spain, which then was considered superior militarily to the United
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States. But it was only a matter of time before the latter would catch
up, and indeed in 1898 it fought a highly successful war against
Spain.

In another area American power also lagged behind European:
overseas colonization. In Europe it came to be taken for granted,
from the 1870s onward, that a great power acquired overseas posses-
sions both in order to demonstrate that it was a great power and also
because colonies, bases, and spheres of influence were considered to
be major assets that augmented the nation’s resources and made
more effective its strategic position in world affairs. The United
States was slow to join the trend. To the country’s leaders, distant
lands in Africa, the Middle East, or Asia held lictle attraction be-
yond offering markets. But even here, over four-fifths of American
trade was carried on with European countries, and there was no
pressing need to establish enclaves of special interests abroad. It was
not that the United States was unconcerned with developments
outside of Europe, especially after the 1880s when the great powers
began in earnest the process of dividing up Africa, the Middle East,
and parts of Asia and the Pacific Ocean into their respective spheres
of influence. For the time being, however, the United States emu-
lated the Buropean powers only in Hawaii, which was turned into a
virtual protectorate in 1876 when the two countries signed a treaty
binding the Hawaiian monarchy to refrain from leasing its ports to
any other power and establishing a reciprocity arrangement regard-
ing trade.

After a brief moment of passivity, however, the United States
redefined its approach to world affairs and, during the 1890s, under-
took military strengthening and colonial expansion. The two were
in part interconnected; naval strengthening would not be complete
without the building of an isthmian canal, which in turn would call
for establishing an American presence in Central America. Also, an
expanding navy would require coaling stations and bases in distant
lands.

Most crucial was the consideration that the United States should
not “fall behind the march” of other powers, as many argued. To do
nothing when the European nations were carving up the woﬁrld
appeared to be tantamount to falling behind; and to fall behind
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seemed to spell inaction, doldrums, decay, even death for the na-
tion. When the traditionalists argued that an aggressive foreign
policy would be divisive domestically, the expansionists answered
that, quite the contrary, inaction would have that consequence; if
the United States remained stationary when every other power was
moving rapidly, it would sap national energies and lead to the
country’s atrophy. The only course open, to demonstrate vigor and
to prevent internal disunity, was to act like a great power, including
overseas territorial expansion. Although it would be difficult to test
such a proposition, the fact remains that America’s colonial expan-
sion did not bring domestic disunity; rather, domestic unity
achieved through the Civil War ensured that foreign policy initia-
tives could be undertaken without much fear of losing internal
cohesiveness.

Thus, as several European states were now becoming global pow-
ers, the United States entered the twentieth century as a global
power. Having launched programs of military strengthening and
colonial control, the nation was ready to assert its presence in the
world arena. Instead of merely being part of the West and following
in the footsteps of the European countries, the United States would
now act on its own initiative, clarify its own conception of irs
position in the interpational system, and use its own power to
contribute to defining world order. The globalization of America
had begun.

One can see this not only in military and territorial affairs but
also, and particularly, in American economic resources and perfor-
mance. Already at the turn of the century, its manufacturing output
was second only to Britain's, and America’s rapid industrialization
was reflected in the relative rise in importance of the areas outside of
Europe for its export trade. The policy of the Open Door, first
promulgated in 1899, signaled the U.S. government’s concern with
participating in the trade of less industrialized parts of the world.
Foreign investment was another example. Although the nation con-
tinued to obtain funds for its industrialization from Europe, espe-
cially Britain, American financiers increasingly turned their atten-
tion to investment opportunities in less developed areas of the globe,
such as Mexico and China. It is no accident that at first they concen-
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trated on railway development in these countries. More miles of
railways (182,000) had been built in the United States than any-
where else, and the Americans were convinced that by building
more railways in Latin America, Asia, and possibly even the Middle
East, they could develop these lands and turn them into huge mar-
kets for American goods. Establishing global linkages to the Ameri-
can economy impressed the political and business leaders as essential
to the healch of the domestic political and social system.

Growing American assertiveness in foreign affairs was buttressed
by certain ideologies that stressed power, order, and civilization.
Much of this was part of the trends in European thinking. It may be
noted that while Western cultural dominance in the world contin-
ued, there was now also a greater degree of self-consciousness, even
of defensiveness, in the age of imperialism. Of course, the West
continued to excel in science, medicine, and technology, and en-
joyed better health care and sanitation than elsewhere, with the
result that life expectancies were longer and infant mortality lower
in Europe and the United States than ever before. It was to Western
countries that aspiring young students from other parts of the world
went. In housing, in infrastructure such as roads, plumbing, and
sewage, or in recreational activities, Westerners could be said to
have better qualities of life than people elsewhere. Their literacy
rates were on the whole higher, although that would not be true of
Russia or the complex nationality groups comprising the Austro-
Hungarian Empire. Above all, Europeans and Americans had devel-
oped modern systems of government, including legal frameworks,
conceptions of citizenship with specified rights and duties, and
community services. It was these things that atcracted the attention
of visitors from Asia, the Middle East, or Africa.

At the same time, Western thought came to lay unusual stress on
power. This, to be sure, was not a new phenomenon; since the
seventeenth century, writers had developed theories on how to mea-
sure and enhance national power. This continued, but at the end of
the nineteenth century and the beginning of the twentieth, power
also came to be put in the context of the West's relationship with the
non-West. Power often meant control over distant lands. Civiliza-

The Age of Enropean Domination 15

tion, another term that was widely used, was synonymous with
power; those nations that were more powerful were by definition
more civilized, and vice versa. Those less civilized remained less
powerful, incapable of maintaining their existence without some
supervision and protection by the West. Indeed, the more civilized
had an obligation to exercise such supervision in order to help the
less powerful. Best expressed in Rudyard Kipling's phrase, “the
white man’s burden,” the equation of power and civilization pro-
vided the ideological framework in which international affairs were
discussed.

The burden was the white man’s, for at that time only the white
race appeared to be among the most powerful and the most civilized.
Other races seemed to be in a state of passivity, weakness, and
disorder and threatened with extinction unless the white race came
to their rescue — by controlling them: by providing for law and
order, health care, and education; in short, by civilizing them. All
such activities confirmed the conception of race hierarchy that had
always existed but which now became more relevant in view of the
coming closer together of various races of mankind.

Americans partook of this ideology. They, of course, prided them-
selves as being among the most civilized; they enjoyed the highest
standard of living in the world, roads and sewage systems were fast
covering the whole continent, their schools were socializing millions
of newcomers, and innovations in refrigeration, meat packing, and
wholesale merchandising were creating a huge national middle class.
As in the European countries, the distance between government and
society (or the state and civil society, as some have termed the
dichotomy) was narrowing, with the state becoming increasingly
concerned over soctal order and welfare. In such a situation, both
domestic and external affairs came to be products of closer coordina-
tion between governmental authorities and private citizens than had
been the case earlier. That was probably why the concepts of power
and civilization were interchangeable. The state, exercising power,
was in charge of protecting the civilization, the sum of private
endeavors. That even in the United States, where traditionally the
private sector (society) had been far more important than the govern-



16 The Globalizing of America

ment (the state) as a regulator of national life, power and civilization
became synonymous indicates the approximation of ideological de-
velopments on both sides of the Atlantic.

At the same time, such self-assertiveness both in Europe and the
United States concealed a growing defensiveness, a fear of the conse-
quences of the new imperialism in transforming the entire world.
For the new imperialism contained an internal paradox; it confirmed
the West in the position of dominance over the non-West, but in
such a way as to transform the latter. Once the transformation had
occurred, there was no assurance that the non-West might not come
to challenge the West’s supremacy. This possibility already attracted
lively interest at the turn of the century as Japan emerged as one
non-Western country that was administratively centralized, eco-
nomically unified, and militarily powerful — in other words, a mod-
ern state. lts victories over China and Russia (in the wars of 1894-5
and 1904—5, respectively) and its acquisition of colonies and spheres
of influence in nearby areas marked Japan's emergence as a Western-
style power and imperialist. Its transformation was a result of the
nation’s leaders having avidly emulated the West and eagerly sought
to catch up with the latter in political, economic, and military
affairs. If Japan, little endowed with natural resources and already
overcrowded, could so transform itself, why not China, or India, or
Turkey, or any other country willing to exert itself in similar fash-
ion? And what if all these countries successfully modernized them-
selves? Surely, their modernization would make them less willing to
tolerate Western dominance, and they might even come to threaten
Western supremacy. The West might still retain its superiority in
science or medicine; it might continue to uphold human rights and
individual liberties better than other parts of the globe, but how
good would they be if the non-Western peoples — numerically far
surpassing Westerners — should decide to arm themselves and turn
on the latter?

Of course, such nightmares were too extreme, derived from vi-
sions of essential incompatibility between West and non-West, be-
tween white.-and nonwhite peoples. (The “yellow peril” concept best
described the racism underlying these fears.) What is interesting is
that Americans, when they talked of such matters, invariably identi-
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fied with Europeans. They viewed themselves as part of the Western
minority that enjoyed momentary ascendancy but who feared its
consequences. Henry Adams, his brother Brooks, and Alfred Thayer
Mahan were among the most sophisticated writers of the time who
earnestly wrote of the coming end of the age of Western dominance,
and they were joined by thousands of others who used the same
language in advocating immigration restriction, in particular the
exclusion of Asian immigrants. They inhabited the same mental
universe as Europeans insofar as the question of the West's relations
with the non-West were concerned. Both in their self-assertiveness
and self-defensiveness, Americans were very much part of the larger
Western community.?

This does not mean, however, that Americans simply followed
their European cousins in conceptualizing international affairs. One
important development in the several years before the outbreak of
the Great War in 1914 was the growing self-confidence with which
American leaders in and out of government came to argue for their
nation’s special role in, or unique contribution to, the world. One
may point to two particularly significant formulations: President
William Howard Taft’s “dollar diplomacy” and his and others’ es-
pousal of world peace through international law.

Taft’s idea was to make use of the nation’s financial resources in
promoting an economically more interdependent — and therefore, he
believed, politically stabler — international order. By substituting
“dollars for bullets,” the United States would seek to put an end to
the seeming chaos in the world, which saw increasing arms, colonial
rivalries, and military alliances. Instead of these, the nations would
do well to devote their resources to economic endeavors. As the fast
rising economic power, the United States could show the way. The
nation was spending proportionately less of its income on govern-
ment outlays and on armament than any other power, and so should
persuade others to do likewise.

This stress on economic development and interdependence as a
key to world order was reinforced by an increasingly active peace

9 For a discussion of Western perceptions of the non-West's modernization, sce
Akira Irtye, Across the Pacific (New York, 1967; repr., Chicago, 1992), chap. 3.
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movement in the United States. Pacifism, of course, had existed for
ages, in Europe as well as in the United States, but much of it had
been inspired by Christian piety. Of late socialism had added a new
variety, visualizing peace as a product of workers’ control of decision
making. (Presumably, they were more cosmopolitan than capital-
ists, especially arms manufacturers and bankers who financed them.)
America's peace activists in the early twentieth century were differ-
ent in their emphasis on international law. They reasoned that peace
was a legally definable phenomenon, with nations agreeing to abide
by certain principles of international law. It is no accident that they
were particularly interested in arbitration as a way of resolving
disputes among nations. If they accepted international law as a basic
guide to their conduct, then they should be able to reconcile their
differences through arbitration, not through military force.'?
Both the ideas of economic interdependence and of peaceful set-
tlement of disputes were to be incorporated into a new American
agenda for world affairs that would be formulated by President
Woodrow Wilson. But even before 1914 they were sufficiently ad-
vanced in the United States to constitute a vision of American
leadership in international relations. Not just in the military sphere
or in colonial questions, but also in organizing the world for a more
peaceful order, the nation was preparing itself for a global role.

10 Sondra Herman, Eleven Against War (Stanford, 1969); Warren Kuehl, Seeking
Warld Order (Nashville, 1969); C. Roland Marchand, The American Peace Move-
ment and Social Reform (Princeton, 1972). The stress on international law as an
inscrument for preserving world order was also pare of European thought since
the seventeenth century. See Terry Nardin and David R. Mapel, Traditions of
International Ethics (Cambridge, 1992).

2. The Great War and American Neutrality

The American Question in the War

The coming of the Great War had little or nothing directly to do
with the United States. It was a culmination of complex intra-
European conflicts which had at least four dimensions: the French-
German contention over Alsace-Lorraine, the Balkan crisis brought
about by efforts of various nationality groups to assert their indepen-
dence of the Austro-Hungarian Empire or of the Ottoman Empire,
the German-British rivalry over naval expansion, and the general
colonial disputes.! In none of these conflicts had ‘the United States
been directly involved. Its military power had grown considerably,
and it had come to possess an overseas empire. But its presence in
global geopolitical affairs had been primarily confined to the Carib-
bean and the Pacific, even though it had developed extensive eco-
nomic and ideological influences throughout the world. The very
fact that war broke out in Europe without any sense of American
involvement revealed that, much as the United States had begun to
make itself conspicuous on the global stage, its mere existence and
power alone were insufficient to prevent a major catastrophe in
international affairs. As the great powers of Europe one after another
mobilized for war in July 1914, and as they formally began fighting
against one another in August, the United States recoiled in disbe-
lief, incredulous thar the civilized nations should thus stcumble into
fratricide but, all the same, relieved that ac least the American
people were spared the tragedy.

So it was natural that the United States should proclaim its
neutralicy as soon as war came. Although some, notably former
President Theodore Roosevelt, warned that the war would alter the

I On the origins of World War I, the best summary may be found in James Joll,
The Origins of the First World War (London, 1984).
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global balance of power and thus could not but affect the security of
the nation, initially, at least, this did not seem to be the case. As the
German forces sped across the western front to conquer Belgium and
march on to the heart of France, and as German and British ships
exchanged fire in the North Sea, there was little concern that what-
ever happened in Europe would immediately involve the United
States. The only possible threat in the summer of 1914 lay in Asia,
where Japan, which had emerged as a rival of the United States,
seized upon its alliance with Britain, declared war on Germany, and
proceeded to drive Germans out of China (Shantung Peninsula) and
the western Pacific (the Carolines, the Marianas, and the Marshalls).
Some naval strategists in Hawaii and Washington were alarmed, but
President Woodrow Wilson was not. He, in fact, had forbidden the
navy to undertake hypothetical war planning against Japan. He was
not unaware of sources of conflict with Japan, especially the immi-
gration dispute on the West Coast, but he did not believe the two
countries were potential enemies at this time. The Japanese occupa-
tion of Shantung province and the German islands in the Pacific was
viewed with essential equanimity. Events in Asia would not affect
American neutrality in Europe.

Neutrality, however, did not mean severing of connections with
Europe. On the contrary, Americans were eager to continue their
commercial activities across the Atlantic, just as their forebears had
done during the Napoleonic wars. As they did so, they soon learned
that official neutrality did not prevent the nation from having an
impact on the course of the war, that their very neutrality could end
up favoring one side in the conflict over the other.

Activities by Americans as citizens of a neutral nation included
carrying goods from the United States to Europe, and from one
European country to another, traveling on American and European
vessels, and engaging in financial and other transactions with the
belligerent governments and their citizens. Washington claimed
that all these were legitimate activities of a neutral nation. At the
same time, it also recognized chat under existing international law,
the belligerents had certain rights with regard to neutral trade. They
could intercept neutral ships to inspect their cargo, confiscate goods
that were deemed contraband, take away enemy personnel who
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might be traveling on board, or even take such ships to port for
detention to deny their seizure by the enemy.

Such broad agreement was no guarantee that the rights of a
neutral nation would be respected, however, for all belligerents
would try to restrict such rights lest they should benefit the enemy
side. Britain made this quite clear when it defined contraband very
broadly in order to stop shipments from the United States to Ger-
many of all but obviously nonmilitary goods such as food and medi-
cine. After March 1915, moreover, the British Navy was authorized
to stop all goods destined for Germany through the institution of a
blockade. Blockading the enemy coast was acceptable in interna-
tional law so long as it was effective; the belligerent power establish-
ing it must not simply declare a blockade but must use its force to
divert ships entering the blockaded area to other destinations. The
cargoes of such ships would be detained or paid for as compensa-
tion. However, as neutral (e.g., U.S.) goods could reach Germany
through another neutral port (for instance, in Sweden), Britain for-
bade such practice (“continuous voyages”) and stopped American
contraband from reaching neutral destinations.

Predictably, these strong measures provoked countermeasures by
Germany. To deny Britain and its allies their advantages at sea, the
German Navy began, in 1915, employing U-boats or submarines
against enemy warships and other categories of vessels. Existing
international law did not explicitly forbid submarine warfare (unlike
poison gas, whose use had been declared illegal in 1899 at the
International Peace Conference at The Hague), although there was
considerable murkiness as to whether it was lawful for a submarine
to fire at an enemy merchantman without warning. In any event,
the U-boat campaign had immediate implications for the United
States as the rights of Americans to travel on nonmilitary belligerent
ships would be compromised.?

In such a situation, it was no simple matcter for the United States
to maintain its neutrality. Because Washington was determined to
protect U.S. citizens' neutral rights, there ensued, from the very

2 For an extensive discussion of the wartime disputes concerning neucral rights, see
Arthur S. Link, Wilson: The Struggle for Nentvality (Princeton, 1960).
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beginning of the war, an acrimonious series of exchanges with the
belligerent governments on the legality of what they were doing. It
will be recalled that there had developed a strong movement in
America to promote a world order on the basis of international law.
In a sense, then, to protest against violations of American neutral
rights reflected a determination to continue to play a role in world
affairs even in a period of conflict, to remind the great powers that
they had an obligation to observe international law in war as in
peace.

Thus, by its very decision to remain neutral, the United States
found itself becoming part of the European conflict. For the bellig-
erents were forced to balance their strategic needs with diplomatic
considerations toward the United States. Both Britain and Germany
were determined to avoid a serious crisis with America even as they
carried on their fierce war at sea. But it was very difficult to do so.
Britain, for instance, tried to mollify American gpinion by exempt-
ing cotton from the list of embargoed goods. But this did not
prevent serious disputes between the two countries. Washington and
London exchanged many notes during 1914 and 1915, the former
protesting against Britain’s infringement on neutral rights and the
latter justifying its action on legal grounds. The disagreement be-
tween the two positions was virtually irreconcilable and might have
led to a grave crisis but for other circumstances.

One was the nature of American opinion, official and at large.
President Wilson, to be sure, declared on a number of occasions that
the nation must maintain its neutrality in thought and behavior.
The war, he repeatedly told his countrymen, was a European affair
involving disputes over matters about which the United States was
not concerned. At the same time, however, in private conversations
and correspondence he did not conceal his sympathies with Britain.
As a political science scholar and as a practicing politician, he had
looked on the British system of government as an exemplary form of
democracy, which he considered was being challenged by German
autocracy.” Many advisers around him — Colonel Edward House,
Robert Lansing (secretary of state after May 1915), and others —

3 Ibid., 50-2.
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were outspoken supporters of the British side in the war, as were
highly vocal public figures such as Theodore Roosevelt and presi-
dents of prestigious East Coast universities. Their proallied senti-
ment was reinforced by a highly effective propaganda campaign
organized in London. Through its diplomats and other agents (the
most successful of them was Sir William Wiseman, who established
his headquarters in New York and kept in close touch with promi-
nent Americans), the British government disseminated anti-German
propaganda, fed high officials in Washington confidential informa-
tion that was favorable to the allies, and sought to influence local
opinion by contacting newspaper editors. The Germans, of course,
were by no means inactive. They too organized public relations
networks to incite anti-British sentiment, especially in rural areas
and small towns with sizable populations of German background. A
large number of them, as well as those of Irish origin, insisted that
the nation should maintain strict neutrality in the war. Few of them
advocated outright support of Germany, but many were opposed to
any action on the part of the United States that benefited Britain and
its allies. The influence of pro-German opinion would have re-
mained strong and might even have grown if America’s dispute had
been confined to Britain.*

Starting in 1915, however, the assertion of American neutral
rights came to involve Germany as much as Britain as Berlin com-
menced its U-boat campaign, not just against warships but also
nonmilitary freighters and passenger liners. One dramatic incident
occurred in May 1915 when the Lusitania, a British ocean liner with
American cravelers aboard, was sunk, with the loss of 128 American
lives. The public was incensed, as this was a clear violation of what
the American people believed to be one of their fundamental rights.
Washington immediately fired off a stiff protest, holding Germany
stricely accountable for further loss of American lives and infringe-
ment on neutral rights. Alarmed at the possibility of driving the
United States to the other side, Berlin quickly expressed its regrets

4 One of the best studies of wartime American society is David Kennedy, Over Here
(New York, 1980).
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over the affair and pledged to exercise more caution in dealing with
American lives.

Secretary of State William Jennings Bryan resigned over what he
considered Wilson's needlessly harsh reaction to the Lusitania affair,
an indication that an event as serious as this still was not sufficient to
unite American opinion against Germany. Many Americans un-
doubtedly agreed with Bryan that while the loss of American pas-
sengers was regrettable, it was equally deplorable that Britain,
through its blockade, was starving an entire nation.5 It was difficule
to decide on the moral merits of such an issue, but at least the
U-boat campaign checked the tendency of wartime U.S.-British
relations to deteriorate to a point of severe crisis.

Finally, despite the acrimonious debate over neutral rights, eco-
nomically the Unired States became tied almost exclusively to the
British side in the war. In theory, of course, neutral trade would
have involved the nation in trade with all belligerents, but given the
blockade of the Continent, little could reach Germany. Britain, on
the other hand, freely obtained from America what it and its allies
needed, especially arms and munitions. Altogether some $2.2 bil-
lion of arms were sold by the United States to Britain and its allies
between August 1914 and March 1917, the period of American
neutrality, a considerable sum when one recalls that the export of
U.S. merchandise in 1913 had amounted to a little over $2.4 bil-
lion. Such large shipments — and, of course, other items such as
iron, steel, and foodstuffs were also sent to Britain in increasing
quantities — could not be paid for by the latter through its own
exports to the United States or through the transfer of gold. (All
belligerents embargoed the export of gold, thus effectively putting
an end to the gold standard, which had sustained world commercial
transactions since the 1890s.) Nor were British assets in the United
States sufficient to cover the costs. At first, short-term credits of six
months’ duration and then, when the war did not end, longer-term
credits had to be extended to British purchasers of American goods.
These credits amounted to loans extended by American bankers, and

5 Charles Tansill, America Goes 1o War (Boston, 1938), 258—9.
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Wilson and Bryan were initially uneasy about the possible implica-
tions of this for the nation’s neutrality. But they ultimately sup-
ported the financial transactions, because without them wartime
trade could not be carried out.

If these increasingly close commercial and financial ties with
Britain did not alter the nation’s policy of neutrality, at least they
mitigated the atmosphere of crisis in U.S.-British relations arising
out of the disputes at sea. For it could not be denied that the
increasing amounts of American trade, shipping, and loans were
making the nation a virtual participant in the war, and that most
certainly these activities were benefiting the British side to the
detriment of the Central Powers. Thus, ironically, the more exten-
sively the United States engaged in neutral trade, the less could it
remain a neutral in the struggle. The belligerents, on their part,
understood the situation, recognizing only too well that the Ameri-
can question, which had played no part in the European war’s ori-
gins, was now becoming a crucial issue, possibly even the decisive
factor in determining the course of the conflict.

American Visions

One consequence of this growing importance of the American ques-
tion in the European war was the need to persuade the Americans
themselves of this fact — that is, to make them realize that, despite
their official neutrality and widespread aversion to becoming in-
volved in the conflict, they were in fact playing an increasingly vical
role in it and that their actions even as nonbelligerents would have
serious implications for the outcome of the struggle.

First of all, Americans quickly recognized that the European war
was turning the nation into the strongest economic power in the
world, with implications not only for U.S. foreign affairs but also for
the future development of other countries as well. For it was not just
in Europe that American trade and shipping expanded. As the Eu-
ropean merchant marine virtually disappeared from Asia, the Mid-
dle East, and Latin America, American ships took its place, carrying
not only domestic merchandise but other countries” products as well
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to various ports throughout the world. These activities were accom-
panied by rapid increases in American investments and loans abroad.
Hitherto the United States had been a net importer of capital, but
virtually overnight it became a creditor nation as the European
powers liquidated their holdings in the United States to pay for their
purchases and then turned to the latter to obtain loans and credits.
Outside of Europe, increasing amounts of American capital were
imported and invested in banks, railways, and factories. (Nascent
industrialization began in Asia and Latin America to make up for
the lost European imports.)

The United States would have emerged as the leading economic
power in the world even without the European war, but now this
was fast becoming a reality. The American government and people
welcomed this, and their adamant insistence on protesting any in-
fringement of neutral rights indicated the widely shared view that if
Europe’s distress was America’s gain, there was nothing to apologize
for. In fact, by carrying on its commercial activities, the United
Staces could be said to be ensuring that global economic transactions
were disrupted as little as possible during the conflict. Those who
had envisioned stable international order in economic terms could
only congratulate themselves that with their nation’s impressive
economic performance, the cause of world peace had a better chance
of being served than ever before.

It was a step from such thought to the idea that the nation should
not simply engage in neutral commercial activities but try to use its
newly gained power and influence to help bring the European war to
an end. Not through entering the war as a belligerenc but through
some constructive mediatory role could the United States make a
worthy contribution to world affairs. That would be the most satis-
fying way the nation could utilize its resources and influence. Pre-
cisely because the European war's origins had had nothing to do with
the United States, the latter would be in a position to offer its good
offices to the belligerents. Thus already in early 1915 Wilson dis-
patched Edward House to England, France, and Germany on a peace
mission, in order to ascertain these powers' interest in a mediated
end to the hostilities. Wilson's and House’s thinking at this time did
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not go much beyond restoring the prewar status quo, coupled with
some reduction of armaments and the reestablishment of a regime of
global economic interdependence.® ‘

Unfortunately, nothing came of the House mission; he was told in
London that Britain would accept a peace only if it meant the
destruction of German militarism. Not discouraged, Wilson tried
again in 1916, sending House back to the European capitals. This
time, however, House would not just offer America’s good offices or
sound out the thinking of the belligerent governments but would
actually summon them to a peace conference. The United States
would invite both sides to attend the conference where it would
specify certain conditions for peace. It is indicative of much s'hir.lk-
ing that had gone on in Washington that the 1916 House mission
went far beyond postulating the restoration of the status quo ante
bellum, as had been the case in 1915. Now House (and, of course,
Wilson) spoke of the cession of Alsace and Lorraine to France, and of
Constantinople to Russia — terms that clearly favored the allied side.
More important was the proposal for the establishment of an inter-
national organization to ensure the postwar world order. The idea
had emerged among certain leaders, such as former President Wil-
liam Howard Taft, who had begun calling for the creation of “a
league to enforce peace.” (The British foreign secretary, Edward
Grey, also advocated a similar idea.) Wilson wanted to make the idea
his own and likewise began urging the establishment of some such
organization after the war. Taft, Wilson, and other advocates of the
idea believed that merely to restore the prewar status quo would
bring the world back where it had been in 1914 and would have
solved nothing. Another war would most surely break out. What
was needed was a new world organization to replace the traditional
mechanism of balance of power. With prominent Republicans and
Democrats supporting such a proposal, the new Wilsonian initiative
might well have served to signal America’s emergence as the arbiter
of the European conflict without itself becoming involved in the
fighting.

The Européan governments, however, were not yet ready for the

6 N. Gordon Levin, Waodrow Wilson and World Politics (New York, 1968), 38-9.
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American initiative. To be sure, Britain, France, and Germany — the
three countries visited by House in 1916 — did not flatly turn down
Wilson's offer of mediation. To do so would have antagonized the
United States, so their leaders listened to House and expressed a
willingness to explore the possibility of a negotiated peace. Berlin,
in particular, sought to embarrass the British and the French by
agreeing to let the United States proceed with the peace efforts.
Underneath, however, the German Navy was planning for an all-out
submarine campaign as the ultimate weapon to bring down the
allies, after the war on land had bogged down in trench warfare.
Supremely confident of success, the naval strategists, with the sup-
port of the kaiser, held firm against any premature truce. Britain
and France, on their part, had entered into secret negotiations with
cach other and with the other allies (Russia, Japan, and Italy) to
divide up the spoils of victory. Assuming that the war would ulti-
mately be won, they wanted postwar territorial ‘dispositions to re-
flect the victory, at the expense of Germany and its overseas empire.
These negotiations were kept secret from the Americans and could
not, for obvious reasons, be the rationale for rejecting American
mediation. Rather, officials in London and Paris encouraged House’s
efforts so as to curry favor with the United States. They agreed to
Wilson’s terms as the basis for negotiation and even succeeded in
having the latter pledge that if Germany and its allies should not
agree to attend a peace conference the United States was to call, the
latter “would probably enter the war” on their side. This was an
unusual commitment on Wilson's part and may have reflected his
confidence that the pledge would not have to be honored, because
Germany would see the wisdom of a mediated peace.

In any event, by then America’s strong interest in playing the role
of peacemaker was abundantly clear. This went much beyond any-
thing Washington had ever attempted in European affairs. Clearly it
reflected the sense that the Europeans were incapable of managing
their own, and by extension the world’s, affairs, and that without
some leadership role played by the United States, there could be no
stable international order. Although the precise nature of that role or
of the international order the United States would seck to promote
remained vague, the Americans did not have to start from scracch
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but could build on many years of preparation. They had come to
assume that world peace, global economic development and interde-
pendence, and domestic stability were interchangeable propositions,
all contributing to peace at home and abroad. From such a perspec-
tive, a war among the economically developed and politically ad-
vanced nations of Europe was nothing but a disaster. Because they
nevertheless were destroying one another, something was lacking
there. The United States would provide that something and bestir
itself so as to minimize the damage to civilization and establish a
stable international system in which such wars would become less
likely.

The ultimate failure of America’s mediation efforts — which be-
came evident when Germany announced the resumption of unre-
stricted submarine warfare in January 1917 — should not detract
from the historic significance of these developments. The United
States had prepared itself economically and intellectually for a cru-
cial role in the European conflict. And now, in 1917, it was about to
define its role in military, strategic terms and to assume a leadership
position not only in European but also in global affairs from which it
would not retreat for decades to come, except for a brief interlude in
the mid-1930s. In that sense, the twentieth century, as the century
in which the United States emerged as the principal world power,
may be said to have begun in 1917.

America in Asia and Latin America

In the meantime, as the United States was preparing itself for an
ultimate involvement in the European war, it was pursuing active,
interventionist policies in East Asia and the Caribbean, something
of a rehearsal for what was to come in Europe.

First of all, the United States found itself becoming more and
more deeply involved in Asian affairs because it was the only power
capable of influencing the course of acrimonious, often violent rela-
tions between China and Japan. It should be noted that the coming
of the Europezih war coincided with important changes within both
these countries. The Meiji emperor, under whom Japan had under-
taken successful programs of military strengthening and colonial
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acquisitions, died in 1912, and the coming of the Taisho era trig-
gered movements against the continuation of those programs. Some
called for a cutback in military spending, and others for more demo-
cratic government. But then war came in Europe, and Japan's expe-
ditions to Shantung and the German islands further expanded the
power of the military, which sought to take advantage of the tempo-
rary absence of European nations from China by entrenching Japa-
nese influence there. One climax came in May 1915 when Japan
presented a list of twenty-one demands to China, including the
renewal of the lease of south Manchurian bases, the transfer of the
German rights in Shantung to Japan, and Japanese supervision of
Chinese police.

China was vulnerable to such strong tactics on the part of Japan
because it, too, was undergoing transformation. In 1911 a revolt
had erupted against the reigning Ch'ing dynasty, and in the follow-
ing year the three-century-old dynasty came to an end, unable to
withstand etther the revolutionary movements or its own internal
decay as manifested by the unwillingness of the scholar-gentry class
to come to its rescue. Instead, these erstwhile elites combined with
the revolutionaries to proclaim the Republic of China. Much confu-
sion and disunity ensued, but by 1913 Yilan Shih-k'ai, a former
high Ch'ing official, emerged as the new leader, assuming the title
of provisional president. He was opposed, however, by more radical
groups led by Sun Yat-sen and by other former leaders, some of
whom held sway over various regions of the country. They soon
developed their own military bases and became warlords, effectively
dividing the young republic into so many subunits. Underneath all
this turmoil, at the same time, new political and intellectual winds
were blowing. Deeply influenced by what they took to be China’s
embarrassing weakness in international affairs, the “young China”
leaders were determined to put an end to the country’s humiliation.
The emerging opinion leaders — university professors and students,
merchants, journalists, and even some army officers trained abroad
(including Japan) — were a force to be reckoned with. Thus, an
episode like the twenty-one demands both revealed China’s weakness
and produced a nationalistic reaction, making it extremely difficult
for the government to accede to Japanese pressute.
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It was in such a sitvation that the United States found itself
becoming more deeply involved in Asian affairs than it might have
anticipated. In part this was due to Europe's temporary absence from
the scene and, even more pertinent, its diminished prestige in the
non-Western parts of the world. There is little doubt that the pres-
tige that the European nations had enjoyed as the center of civiliza-
tion and of power was shattered by the war. Liang Ch'i-ch'ao, the
leading Chinese intellectual, spoke for millions outside the West
when he wrote that Europe was no longer the model for others to
emulate and chat its very greatness had concealed flaws and sick-
nesses that had come out in the open in the bloody war.”

The fact that even the finest of European cultural figures as well as
leaders of the Socialist International had almost overnight become
ardent patriots, urging their respective countrymen to put country
above all other considerations, was deeply disturbing to those Asians
who had looked up to them for guidance and inspiration. No longer
able or willing to do so, they naturally looked in the direction of the
United States, one country that had refrained from entering the
conflict. Of course, Asians had viewed America with admiration
tinged with awe because of its natural resources and technological
skills. Now, however, the United States also seemed to possess
wisdom when Europe was discarding it, to exemplify progress when
Europe had apparently deviated from its paths, and to stand ready to
replace the lacter as the world’s new leader.

The situation augured well for China, which many Americans
now called their “sister republic.” The new Chinese leaders could
surely expect to benefit from the emerging presence of the United
States in the international arena as they undertook to reorganize
their own national affairs. And President Wilson obliged without
hesitation. Even before the republican revolt began in 1911, he had
shown a strong interest in missionary activities, and as president he
was eager to promote American influence in China, Christian and
secular. He appointed a scholar, Paul Reinsch of the University of
Wisconsin, as minister to Peking, and sent another, Frank Goodnow

7 Joseph Levenson, Liang Ch'i~ch'ao and the Mind of Modern China (Cambridge,
Mass., 1953), 203.
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of Johns Hopkins, as special adviser to Yiian Shih-k'ai. He also
sought to interest American bankers in investing in China’s future
by providing funds for the development of railways and industry. It
was quite natural, then, that Yiian and his aides should have turned
to the United States for help when they were confronted with war-
time Japanese imperialism, in particular the twenty-one demands of
1915.

The Japanese, on their part, realized that henceforth they would
have to reckon with American reaction whenever they dealt with
China. Many Japanese leaders, it should be noted, shared their
Chinese counterparts’ perception about the rising prestige and im-
portance of the United States in the world scene, but for this very
reason they were nervous about the developing Chinese-American
ties. They sought to assure Washington that Japan was not contem-
plating anyching unusual in China, but simply acting in self-defense
by adjusting itself to the changed circumstances brought about by
the European war. In a sense the Japanese were putring the United
States in the traditional framework of big-power diplomacy, whereas
the Chinese were more eager to see an America that stood for new
principles, for a new way of conducting international affairs.

Both Japanese and Chinese were right, for American policymakers
were in fact divided over the question of how far they should become
involved in the Chinese-Japanese dispute. Some, echoing Theodore
Roosevelt's pragmatic argument, believed little would be gained by
backing China against the stronger Japan, which was in a position to
threaten American security and interests in Asia and the Pacific.
Others asserted that such old-fashioned thinking should be dis-
carded in favor of a more forthright and righteous policy, especially
because the new Chinese republic desperately needed American sup-
port.® The result was a compromise; Washington quietly expressed
its opposition to the more obnoxious aspects of the twenty-one
demands while at the same time openly declaring that the United
States would not recognize any agreement between the two Asian

8 For a discussion of the origins of “missionary diplomacy” in China, sce James
Reed, The Missionary Mind and American East Asian Policy (Cambridge, Mass.,
1983).
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countries that infringed on the Open Door principle or the terri-
torial integrity of China. These expressions of helpfulness toward
China, however, were combined with a statement made to the Japa-
nese government that the United States well recognized Japan's
special interests in areas of China that were closest to it, such as
Manchuria.

Such a policy of support for China combined with the placating of
Japan did not satisfy President Wilson, whose sympathies lay mostly
with the former. In order to help China more effectively, he decided
to encourage its entry into the European war. It would be primarily
of symbolic significance alone, but by declaring war against Ger-
many and Austria, China would be able to confiscate enemy proper-
ty, put an end to the old treaties that had given these countries their
“unequal” rights, and treat Germans and Austrians as enemy aliens
subject to incarceration. If nothing else, such steps would demon-
strate that cthe Chinese were not powerless and that they could take
on some of the world’s mightiest powers. The Japanese well under-
stood such logic and symbolism, and for that reason opposed China’s
entering the war. By the beginning of 1917, however, they had
come to reconcile themselves to the situation and even to see the
wisdom of supporting China’s war against Germany. By then Yiian
was dead (he had died in June 1916), and Peking was under the
control of warlords, at least some of whom were considered to be
pro-Japanese. So, by not standing in the way of China's entering the
war, Tokyo hoped to smooth the path for improved relations be-
tween the two countries.

Thus it was that the war among the European powers, whose
origins had little to do with either America or Asia, ended up
bringing the United States, Japan, and China into the conflict as
cobelligerents of one side against the other. These extra-European
nations would surely have a greater say in postwar international
affairs — another sign of the relative decline of Europe in the world.

In the meantime, the United States was establishing its firmer
presence in Central America and the Caribbean than had been the
case before the war. There was, to be sure, little new about U.S.
assertiveness or interventionism in the region; in the wake of the
Spanish-American War, the nation had steadily extended its influ-
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ence through various means: annexation (Puerto Rico), a protecto-
rate (Cuba), military occupation (the Canal Zone), customs receiver-
ship (Santo Domingo), and political intervention (Nicaragua).
While the attention of the European powers had been focused else-
where, the United States had virtually established its sphere of
influence in the area.

The Great War provided an opportunity to consolidate such con-
trol, which appeared justified in order to prevent the region from
becoming involved in the European antagonisms. President Wilson,
however, wanted to go a step beyond traditional gunboat diplomacy,
to indicate that U.S. policy in Central America and the Caribbean
was different from other imperialists’ policies. He could not have
done otherwise, given his growing conviction that the nation must
bestir itself to play a leadership role in international affairs. If the
United States was to be more than a regional power and globalize its
commitments, it would be important to demonstrate that, in deal-
ing with nearby countries, the nation pursued more than self-
interest. That was why wartime U.S. interventions in Mexico,
Haiti, and Santo Domingo were couched in language that suggested
connections with the larger goals of American foreign policy. Ear-
lier, interventionism in the region had been justified in the name of
the Monroe Doctrine (Theodore Roosevelt) or of the dollar diplo-
macy (Taft). Now, under Wilson, it was couched in the vocabulary of
political reform, precisely the language in which the Wilsonian
administration was trying to cope with developments in Asia and
Europe.

To be sure, cach country represented its unique problems. In
Mexico's case two American interventions (in 1914 and 1916) were
bound up with the country’s internal turmoil following the over-
throw of the 35-year dictatorship of Porfirio Diaz in 1911. Out of
the chaos, one power contender, Victoriano Huerta, emerged as the
strongman and proclaimed himself the new president, just before
Woodrow Wilson entered the White House. Unlike China's Yiian
Shih-k'ai, however, Huerta did not impress President Wilson as
worthy of America’s support. On the contrary, Wilson believed the
Mexican had come to power through intimidation and even assas-
sination of his opponents. The Mexican people, he was convinced,
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deserved better, and until a more democratically elected leader
emerged, the United States would withhold formal recognition. De
facto relations continued to exist between the two countries, but
even these were jeopardized when, in the spring of 1914, U.S.
troops landed in and occupied Vera Cruz in retaliation against the
arrest of several American sailors in Tampico, to which they had
been sent from a warship to obtain gasoline. The strong action was
intended to force Huerta's resignation, which was eventually accom-
plished, but not until after even his opponents denounced the U.S.
intervention.

The affair was a good example of complications that accompanied
America’s emerging global role: the conflict between the American
policy of promoting reformist government in another country, on
one hand, and the latter’s nationalism that often transcended its
internecine strife, on the other. A particularly unfortunate variant of
the theme was the U.S.-Mexican altercation of 1916, which resulted
from an American expedition into northern Mexico in pursuit of
troops loyal to Francisco Villa, who, challenging the authority of the
new provisional president, Venustiano Carranza, had invaded U.S.
territory (New Mexico) in order to embarrass the latter. He almost
succeeded, as Carranza protested against the expedition, which was
led by General John J. Pershing. There was talk of war between the
two countries, but they desisted from that step, in part because
President Wilson could not justify such a development in view of
the deepening U.S. involvement in the European hostilities, but
also because Carranza preferred to end the crisis and win American
diplomatic recognition as a reward. He got what he wanted.

That was not the end of the U.S.-Mexican crisis, however. Just
before Carranza's formal recognition by Washington, Mexico had
promulgated a new constitution providing, among other things, for
universal suffrage, agrarian reform, and, most important for the
United States, restrictions on foreign ownership of land and subsoil
resources, notably oil. This last provision, included in Article 27 of
the constitution, was ominous for American and other {mostly Brit-
ish) investors.who had obtained oil-mining concessions.? The clash

9 Robert Freeman Smith, The United States and Revolutionary Nationalism in Mexico
(Chicago, 1972), chap. 4.
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between Mexican nationalism and the American insistence on the
sanctity of contracts would complicate their relations for years to
come. Whereas aspects of the new Mexican nation — democratiza-
tion, constitutionalism — were no doubt welcome to America, the
latter could not accept unconditionally the implied radicalism of
Article 27. This was a harbinger, for the United States would en-
counter similar challenges in many other parts of the world.

United States expeditions to Haiti (1915) and Santo Domingo
(1916) were less complicated because in neither country was there a
unified movement to mobilize nationalistic opinion against foreign
intervention. But the situation in Hispaniola was analogous to that
in China or Mexico in that in both Haiti and Santo Domingo there
was apparently endless political disorder, with politicians assassinat-
ing one another and ordinary people helpless to stop corruption and
turmoil. The situation persuaded President Wiison that the United
States would have to step in to “teach” these people “how to elect
good men.” This was the Caribbean version of what would soon
emerge as the “safe for democracy” principle. American Marines and
naval forces were the instrument for this educational process; they
supervised elections, maintained law and order, and, in the case of
the Dominican Republic, even took over cabinet posts. The protec-
torate over these countries went beyond the scope of the Roosevelt
Corollary (which had led to the establishment of customs receiver-
ships) and included the appointment of American financial advisers,
sanitation engineers, and police instructors.

Even as Washington supported China's vehement opposition to
Japan’s twenty-one demands, which would have turned the former
into the latter’s protectorate and which the Japanese justified as a
means for putting an end to Chinese chaos, the Wilson administra-
tion was establishing military rule over two Caribbean countries. It
would be continued for many years; U.S. forces would be withdrawn
from Santo Domingo only in 1924, and from Haiti not until 1934,
Combined with America's military presence in Nicaragua, where
Wilson maintained his predecessor’s policy of stationing U.S. Ma-
rines (they would stay till 1925) and establishing a customs receiver-
ship, the United States was clearly turning itself into the overlord of
the region. How different was such behavior from Japan's in Asia or
Germany’s in Europe? At least as far as Wilson was concerned, there
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was no contradiction at all between his espousal of a peaceful world
order and the use of military force in the Caribbean. A future peace
that he was then envisioning would be a cooperative one in which
international action might sometimes have to override parochial
concerns. Force would have a role to play so long as it was employed
for nobler, not traditional, objectives.'© Indeed, the United States
was about to become engaged in a massive war — for a noble end. In
that sense, the Mexican and Caribbean expeditions may be consid-
ered a rehearsal for preparing the nation for the grand task of global
reconstruction.

10 The best discussion of Wilson's use of force in the Caribbean is Frederick

Calhoun, Power and Principle (Kent, Ohio, 1986). See also the same author’s Uses
of Force and Wilsonian Foveign Policy (Kent, Ohio, 1993).

3. The United States at War

America Goes to War

Few countries had been as well prepared to go to war as the United
States in 1917. Not that the nation had made specific preparations
to enter the European conflict on the side of Britain and its allies
against Germany and other “central” powers. Officials in Washing-
ton as well as the American people would have welcomed a peace if
it had been arranged by the combatants without their military inter-
vention. Yet if intervention were to come, the United States was in
an excellent position to make a decisive difference. It had strength-
ened icself economically and militarily during the years of neutrality,
the people had had ample time to educate themselves about world
affairs and their country’s potential role in them, and American
foreign policy had been so conducted as to ensure the nation’s leader-
ship position once it entered the war.

In the military sphere, President Woodrow Wilson had, in 1916,
begun calling for preparedness — at first in order to keep the nation
so prepared militarily that no power would dare challenge its securi-
ty and interests. After 1917, of course, the purpose changed to
creating a strong armed force to fight a war. The Selective Service
Act of May 1917 established a system for registering Americans for
military service, and within a year the army was able to send over
two million “doughboys” to Europe. The navy would in the mean-
time be augmented, and the naval building program of 1918 envis-
aged making the U.S. Navy the most powerful in the world. The
armed forces would be equipped with arms and munitions all pro-
duced domestically, and a governmental bureaucracy was created to
establish priorities in allocating resources. All this might have cost
other countries much time, not to mention money, and strained the
soctal order, but in the United States the transition from peace to

39
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war was relatively smooth and painless. The nation could “afford”
the war economically and politically. The government had sufficient
revenue, there was no diminution of consumer goods even while
factories produced military hardware, and the Progressive ideology
of state-society cooperation (that the government and the people
should cooperate closely to effect necessary reforms) could be applied
to war as well as to peace.

Even so, America’s entry into the European war, making the
conflict a “world” war, was not something the nation chose deliber-
ately. Had there been an easing of U.S.-German tensions following
Berlin's announcement of an unrestricted U-boat campaign in Janu-
ary 1917, Washington might have decided to go back to its media-
tory endeavor. During the next three months, however, develop-
ments in Europe and elsewhere conspired to lead to the American
decision for war. First, despite Wilson's denunciation of the renewed
U-boat campaign, the German Navy went ahead with the deploy-
ment of submarines, which promptly sank American mercantile
vessels in addition to British warships. The hostile behavior of the
German admiralty, and the Berlin government's apparent capitula-
tion to the latter, persuaded Wilson that Germany was not inter-
ested in a negotiated end to the war and that German militarism was
the main obstacle to peace. This, of course, had been the British
position all along, so the United States was belatedly embracing it.
All the acrimonious disputes with London regarding neutral rights
seemed to pale in significance in comparison with this fundamental
issue of the war.

Relations between the United States and Germany deteriorated
further in late February, when the United States intercepted a
message from Alfred Zimmermann, the German foreign secretary,
to the Mexican government offering an alliance between the two
countries (with the possible addition of Japan) against the United
States. Zimmermann even hinted that Germany might help Mexico
recover the lands it had lost to its northern neighbor in 1848.
American officials had already been alarmed over the growth of
German influence 1in Mexico, and the Zimmermann telegram,
which was widely published in the United States, inflamed public
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opinion.! Then in March Russian revolutionaries rose against the
tsarist regime and established a reformist government, which, on its
surface, appeared more democratic and attuned to the wishes of the
people. The event had immediate implications for American policy
as President Wilson interpreted it as evidence of the rising demo-
cratic tide throughout the world. That was a most heartening devel-
opment and needed strong support by the United States lest it be
crushed by autocratic forces — and Germany now exemplified the
latter. The time had come for the United States to enter the fray.

American entry into the war became official on April 2, 1917,
when President Wilson presented his war message to Congress. The
message was a clear statement of American grievances against Ger-
many, in particular the lacter’s unrestricted U-boat campaign. But
Wilson went much beyond listing specific grievances and couched
the war decision in broader, ideological terms. The United States
was going to fight Germany, he said, because the latter had proved
to be a menace to world peace and civilization. So long as German
militarism remained, there could be no secure peace. This much was
a reiteration of Wilson's as well as Grey’s ideas, which they had
already expressed on a number of occasions. The president now put
the struggle against German militarism in a universalistic, historical
framework by asserting that the militarism itself was a product of an
autocracy that had long suppressed democratic aspirations of the
people. Echoing Immanuel Kant more than a century earlier, Wil-
son argued that only a democratic government could be counted
upon to pursue a peaceful foreign policy. The growing sentiment for
democracy and peace was a historical inevitability, and the United
States was being called upon to ensure this historic progression. As
the European democracies such as Britain, France, and Russia (under
its newly democratic regime) were unable by themselves to combat
German military power, the United States had to step in. It would
have to wage a war against a mighty European power, something it
had not done for over one hundred years. The United States would

I On the Zimmermann telegram, see Friedrich Katz, The Secret War in Mexico
(Chicago, 1981), 350-5.
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now make its military power available to help determine the out-
come of the European conflict and, most important, to ensure that
the world would be “made safe for democracy.” Four days later (April
6), Congress declared war against Germany.

Specifically what difference did American military power make in
the war? Initially, it was more psychological than substantive; the
news of America’s entry into the war compelled the combatants to
alter their strategies to take the new development into consider-
ation. True, President Wilson insisted on keeping American forces
separate from the allied powers’; instead of joining the latter as
allies, the United States would be an “associated” power with its
own command structure. Even so, the fact remains that American
ships, soldiers, and arms were now added to one side of the war
against the other, and this would tip the scale even before American
men appeared on European soil.

For instance, Germany would try desperately to bring the enemy
to its knees before American reinforcements arrived. To do so, it
would be imperative to make maximum use of U-boats to destroy as
much British naval power as possible, in the meantime using the
ground troops for two principal objectives: to push Russian forces
back as far east as possible and to occupy Paris and its environs.
Germany was quite successful in the first objective, not least because
Russian troops had become demoralized after months of fighting.
The March revolution had toppled the unpopular tsarist regime, but
the new leaders had trouble appealing to the masses to continue the
war effort. Desertions from the armed forces continued, and in the
meantime the radical Bolsheviks, who had never accepted the new
leadership, actively campaigned among the rank and file to turn
them against the war. They denounced the war as an imperialistic
exploitation of oppressed peoples. The German high command,
eager to exploit the situation, sought to drive Russia out of the war
by encouraging such dissent and political instability. In a famous
move, they put V. I. Lenin, the leader of the Bolsheviks living in
Switzerland, on a train and sent him to Petrograd, with the obvious
intention of furning him loose to create further confusion. The
strategy worked, and soon the Boisheviks succeeded in seizing pow-
er in Petrograd and a few other cities in November 1917. The

The United States at War 43

Bolshevik success meant the defection of Russia from the anti-
German coalition, precisely what Germany was counting on.

In France, too, Germans were quite successful. They were deter-
mined to push on toward Paris before the Americans had a chance to
come to the latter’s rescue. And in the spring of 1918 German forces
advanced to within a few miles of the city. In France as well as in
England, Germany also sought to exploit the growing war weari-
ness. The weariness might dissipate once American reinforcements
appeared on the scene, and so it was all the more imperative to
achieve quick successes in battle. In the meantime, German forces
routed Iralians in a major bartle in October so that, at the end of
1917, it seemed as if German victory were within reach — unless
Americans arrived to prevent it.

And arrive they did in impressive ways. Starting in June 1918,
altogether two million American troops landed on the French
shores, ready to combat the Germans. It would be difficult to say
that the Americans were clearly the principal winners in the war,
and more correct to note thart their role was primarily to stop further
German advances. But that was considered sufficient, for in the
absence of a clear-cut victory, the German high command realized
that time was on the side of the United States. Not only on land but
at sea — where America’s participation in laying mines and blockad-
ing the German coast effectively countered Germany's U-boat cam-
paign — American entry into the conflict demonstrated that the
most the Germans would be able to get out of the war would be a
draw. In other words, American participation spelled the defeat of
German ambitions.

Why were the American forces so successful in fighting against a
well-trained, seasoned German military power? A number of factors
may be mentioned. American soldiers and sailors were fresh to the
war, still in the inittal phase of enthusiasm, whereas the Germans
had already experienced more than two years of trench warfare. More
important, there was an apparently endless supply of American
men, whereas German resources had been stretched to the limit.
Nor should one forget that Germany's close ally, the Austro-
Hungarian Empire, was disintegrating, making it easier for the
United States and its “allies” to threaten Germany in the rear by
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encouraging separatist movements within the Habsburg Empire.
For instance, when some Czech leaders established an interim gov-
ernment in Paris, the United States was quick to recognize it.
President Wilson even sent a small-scale expedition to Siberia in
order to rescue several thousand Czech troops who had apparently
been trapped there and were eager to go back to Europe to fight.
Washington likewise encouraged the anti-Habsburg sentiments of
such other ethnic groups as Serbs and Croatians. All these moves
served to weaken Germany's ability to create an effective fighting
force to meet the American challenge.

By far the greatest reason for the ultimate success of the American
war effort, however, was the nation’s economic resources, which it
shared generously with its “allies.” As noted in the preceding chap-
ter, three years' neutrality had brought enormous riches to the
United States as it expanded export trade to the belligerents and lent
money to them. Now, the accumulated wealth would be put to use
in the form of arms and soldiers. Between April 1917 and the
armistice in November 1918, the nation raised (and paid for) an
army of four million, a navy of sixteen new warships plus numerous
submarines, and an arsenal of formidable arrays of modern weapons.
The income tax, which had been enacted just prior to the war,
proved to be the most effective way of financing such a military
machine, although the government also obtained funds by selling
bonds. Altogether the United States lent more than $7.7 billion to
the “allies” during the war. Compare this with America’s national
income of roughly $40 billion in 1917, and it is easy to understand
why it must not have been excessively painful for the American
people to finance the war.

Nor did the departure of two million American men for Europe
deprive the economy of its efficiency or productivity. This is perhaps
the most remarkable development of all. To be sure, there were
agricultural and other deferments to spare farmers and some others
military service. But factories, shops, and offices now had to do with
new recruits, many of them women. To replace the work force in the
cities, black Americans in large numbers left the South — the “great
migration” to the northern cities. They were absorbed into the
existing economic system and, it would appear, fitted very nicely
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into it. This was important as immigration was drastically reduced
during the war, both as a reflection of the European war and as a
matter of official policy. For it was at this time that the government
began tightening restrictions on incoming foreigners, requiring
them to take literacy tests before they were admitted. The number
of immigrants, who had often exceeded a million a year before the
war, now dwindled to a small fraction of that — all the more reason,

then, to engage women and southern blacks in northern occupa-
tions.

War as a Crusade

The impressive performance of American military power and eco-
nomic resources was matched — and sustained — by an ideological
offensive led by President Wilson. This was not surprising in view of
his keen interest, prior to 1917, in shaping the world to come after
the war. Now that the United States was in the war, however, the
aspirations of a neutral nation’s leader developed into official enunci-
ations of principles that were to guide the deliberations of the bellig-
erents as they groped for peace.

As soon as he sent the war message to Congress, the president
took steps to ensure that the war would change its character now
that the United States was in it. No longer a conventional struggle
for power among ambitious countries, it must now be redefined as a
crusade — a war to “make the world safe for democracy.” The United
States would not be interested in merely helping the Europeans
restore the prewar status quo. The nation was not fighting for such
an old-fashioned goal; rather, it was eager to make a real difference
in the shape of the future world, to contribute to defining it. And
“democracy” was a key guiding principle precisely in such a context,
for it stood for a new political order at home and, therefore, abroad.
The underlying assumption was that so long as antidemocratic or
nondemocratic governments existed, they would always be inter-
ested in wars of conquest, whereas democracies would never engage
in such warfare. This was because democracy implied an enlightened
citizenry, a responsible public opinion that would reject irrational
pursuits of power and yearn for a more rational, orderly, harmonious
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world. Wilson's conception of “world public opinion” was crucial in
this connection. He believed that public opinion worldwide was
dedicated to peace, and that when public opinion throughout the
world expressed itself — the democratic ideal — peace would prevail.
Democracy at home and peace abroad, then, were two sides of the
same coin.

There was also an economic basis to the idea. The democratizing
crusade implied that individuals should be free to pursue their activ-
ities with as lictle interference as possible. Such activities would be
conducive to generating greater wealth at home and to ereating a
more interdependent world as barriers to economic pursuits came
down across national boundaries. Moreover, a more peaceful world
meant a world with fewer armaments, in which productive capaci-
ties of nations would be devoted less to military preparations than to
economic development.

Between April 1917 and the armistice of November 1918, Wil-
son made numerous statements to spell out his visions, but none was
as famous as the Fourteen Points speech of January 1918. In it, he
enumerated conditions that would serve as the basis for bringing an
end to the fighting. Reflecting his crusading spirit, the Fourteen
Points included references to open diplomacy (against secret treaties
and alliances), the Open Door, arms control, and a new league of
nations to ensure the peace in the future. All these ideas had been
around for some time, but Wilson's contribution lay in putting
them together in a comprehensive agenda for peace.

The Fourteen Points also included specific proposals concerning
national boundaries. This was a rather traditional approach; all wars
would resuit in territorial readjustments. But Wilson sought to
redefine postwar boundaries as much as possible in accordance with
the principle of “nationality” — what came to be known as “national
self-determination.” This derived from the Wilsonian notion of de-
mocracy, for it implied a people’s freedom to determine its own fate,
including the establishment of its own nation. The idea that cach
“nationality” should have its own nation — what may be termed
“ecthnic natiomalism” — had developed since the nineteenth century,
and history would show how potent a force it would remain
throughout the twentieth. By giving it his blessing, Wilson was
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identifying with this force, against the idea of a multiethnic national
community such as had been exemplified by the Ottoman Empire or
the Austro-Hungarian Empire. Thus the Fourteen Points proposed
“autonomous development” for the various nationalities composing
Austria-Hungary, the independence of Poland (with access to the
sea), the reduction of Turkey to areas inhabited by the Turkish
people, as well as some readjustment of Iralian boundaries along
“clearly recognizable lines of pationality.” It was much ecasier to
enunciate such principles than to implement them, for it would be
rather rare for a nationality group to live only in one area of the
world, or for a region to consist only of one nationality. Wilson was
not fully aware of these difficulties, but even if he had been, he still
would have espoused the principle of self-determination, for without
it the idea of a world made safe for democracy would remain an
abstraction.?

In the rest of his speech, Wilson called on the belligerents to
evacuate Russia, Romania, Serbia, and Montenegro, to restore the
independence of Belgium, and to reassign Alsace-Lorraine to France.
These could also be said to be in accordance with the principle of
nationality, although each of these countries and provinces contained
complex ethnic relations. Finally, Wilson referred to an equitable
adjustment of colonial claims. This, the fifth of the Fourteen Points,
was the only reference to the colonial question and may have indi-
cated that at this time Wilson's preoccupation was with European
issues. He evidently was not considering the application of self-
determination to the European colonies overseas, and in time he and
his successors would be compelled to define their attitudes more
precisely.

All in all, this was a remarkable enunciation of an agenda for
peace, a monument in terms of which the behavior of nations would
be judged. Perhaps the key was its universalistic character. It spelled
out some basic principles that were to define the postwar world
order. Thus it was not meant to be a vindictive statement of peace

2 Much thinking and rescarch on peace terms were carried out by the Inquiry, a
group of some 150 academics and other specialists organized in 1918 to assist the
president in preparing for the peace conference. See Lawrence Gelfand, The
Inguiry (New Haven, 1963).
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terms to be imposed on Germany. To be sure, the lacter would be
required to evacuate Belgium and other countries, as well as giving
up Alsace-Lorraine. The independence of Poland with access to the
sea would deprive Germany of some of its territory. Austria-
Hungary and the Ottoman Empire, allied to Germany, would also
see their huge dominions broken up. But Britain, France, Italy, and
even the United States would be expected to abide by the new rules,
some of which might infringe upon their traditional rights.

Wilson presented the proposal in universalistic terms because he
believed it was the best way to appeal to the belligerents, especially
to the ordinary people in Germany, France, Britain, and elsewhere so
that they would decide to put down their arms on honorable terms.
Whether the president also had in mind the Chinese, Japanese, and
other non-Europeans in the war is not clear, but these latter would
soon come to recognize the profound implications of Wilsonianism.
(In October 1917, the United States and Japan signed an agreement,
the so-called Lansing-Ishii Agreement, to the effect that the former
recognized the latter’s “special interests in China.” This sounded
very much like the old diplomacy against which Wilson had cru-
saded. But the agreement contained a secret protocol, declaring that
the two nations would “not take advantage of the present conditions
to seek special rights or privileges in China which would abridge the
rights of the subjects or citizens of other friendly states.” Obviously,
this latter was more in accordance with Wilsonian principles. To
have had to keep it a secret was ironical and unfortunate, for not
being aware of its existence, the Chinese would protest vehemently
against the Lansing-Ishii Agreement.)?

When the Fourteen Points were announced, most American
troops had not yet arrived in Europe, and chances for a speedy peace
appeared remote. In fact, in March 1918 Germany succeeded in
detaching Russia from the war; as will be seen, the Bolshevik leaders
had decided that their priority was to get out of the war, and they
were willing to accept even humiliating terms (such as the loss of
Poland, Finland, the Baltic states, and the Ukraine) in order to

3 See Burton F. Beers, Vain Endeavor (Durham, N.C., 1962), for an interpretation
of the Lansing-Ishii Agreement.
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obtain the peace. The Treaty of Brest-Litovsk enabled the Germans
to concentrate on the western front. The “allies” even feared that
Bolshevik Russia might join Germany against them.

In such circumstances, all talk of peace appeared to be premature.
Once the tide had turned in the summer, however, Wilson's wartime
pronouncements provided the context through which both sides
could agree to a cease-fire. At the end of September, the German
government approached Wilson to seek a peace on the basis of the
Fourteen Points. Wilson welcomed the overture, and after the Ger-
mans reformed their government by making it presumably more
democratic — the emperor was deposed ~ he managed to obtain the
allies’ agreement. By accepting Wilson's initiative, albeit with some
reservations (for instance, the European allies wanted reparations
from Germany), they were in fact acknowledging American leader-
ship in world affairs. They had been unable to fight the war to its
conclusion. American participation had been necessary, but this
participation had been far more than military and strategic; it had
been even more important in economic and ideological terms. The
European war had been fought as an American crusade for peace.

The crusade had its domestic counterpart. Indeed, for Wilson the
war effort was inseparable from domestic reforms. He was deter-
mined to push the Progressive agenda further through intellectual
mobilization. He and his supporters — reformers such as Walter
Lippmann, Herbert Croly, and Bernard Baruch — considered the war
a rare opportunity to carry on the task, for the war required national
unity and mobilization, an ideal condition for reorganizing domestic
affairs. They introduced the ideas of economic planning, public
service, and public education on international events. This last,
what would today be called “public diplomacy,” was an innovation.
The idea was to acquaint the American people with the significance
of the war and about the Wilsonian ideals that would inform Ameri-
ca’s wartime diplomacy. A new organization, the Committee of
Information, was created to undertake the task. Directed by George
Creel, a Colorado newspaper man, the committee organized exten-
sive publicity campaigns throughout the country, best illustrated by
the activities of “four-minute men,” local leaders who would address
their neighbors in brief speeches and discuss international problems.
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Abroad, the committee sent its own representatives to engage in
public relations work — activities that often came into conflice with
those carried out by diplomats and consuls.?

Such public relations activities in wartime were not unique; Brit-
ain, for instance, developed an even more elaborate system of public
information at home and abroad through the Foreign Office’s De-
partment of Information. But Wilson viewed these activities not
merely as serving the immediate needs of the war but also as prepar-
ing the ground for the world to come after the fighting stopped. It
was {ronic that when the war ended, people throughout the globe
had become well acquainted with Wilson's visions and that the
American people had also acquired an unprecedented appreciation of
foreign affairs, but that this very educational process would make
foreigners and Americans alike all the more aware of the gaps be-
tween ideal and reality, between promise and performance. More-
over, public education would not necessarily make people more
internationalist; they might become more nationalistic, even paro-
chial, conscious of their rights as a nationality, an ethnic minority,
or an oppressed colonial people. How to reconcile their aspirations
with the overall objectives of a peaceful global order was a problem
that was only vaguely appreciated during the war but thatr would
present a formidable challenge after the war,

Wilson and Lenin

One aspect of the problem was already becoming clear — the Bol-
shevik challenge to Wilsonian initiatives. Democratizing interna-
tional affairs was Wilson's goal as he fought against forces of reaction
and autocracy. Ironically, the same appeal to public opinion and to
common people was creating, in Russia, a movement vastly at odds
with Wilsonianism. The Bolsheviks had come to power in the name
of the masses, promising to end their suffering by promptly taking
the country out of the war. Whereas Wilson believed he was fight-
ing a war for democracy — and the democratic coalition necessarily
included Russia — Lenin, Leon Trotsky, and other Bolshevik leaders

4 Gregg Wolper, “Wilsonian Public Diplomacy,” Diplomatic History (Wincer 1993).
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judged, correctly, that the Russian people were tired of fighting,
and thar the revolutionaries could remain in power only by conclud-
ing a separate peace with Germany. In thus deciding on leaving the
war, the Bolsheviks were directly challenging Wilson's leadership.

If the Bolsheviks had waited a little longer, the Americans would
have arrived in France and ensured the allies” victory, making it
perhaps possible for Russia to emerge as one of the victors. But they
did not think in those terms then. They were preoccupied with
domestic issues, above all with doing everything to consolidate their
power. Anti-Bolsheviks, monarchists, and many others were active
all over the country, and the Bolsheviks could not suppress them and
fight a foreign war at the same time. Besides, they were not con-
vinced that Germany could be defeated so easily. After all, they
reasoned, the people in Britain, France, and elsewhere must be as
weary of the war as the Russians, and, as Trotsky noted, Russia’s
example in pulling itself out of the war might inspire them to
pressure their own governments to do likewise.> If they succeeded,
there would soon be a cease-fire, and Russia under the Bolsheviks
would be able to claim a leadership role in the peace process. And
the peace, if it should come under such circumstances, would be a
people’s peace, unlike the traditional game of resettling boundaries
or obtaining indemnities from defeated nations. This was the second
challenge Wilson faced from Bolshevik Russia. Henceforth, wartime
diplomacy and strategy would become bound up with the need to
cope with the new challenge.

In the meantime, the German-Russian cease-fire had immediate
military implications. Not only would the German Army now be
able to concentrate on the western front, but the vast resources of the
Ukraine and the adjacent areas would be at its disposal. Allied
provisions and arms that had been sent to Russia and stored in port
cities such as Archangel and Murmansk could fall into German
hands. German and Austrian prisoners of war in Russian camps
could be released and join the home units. (That some of them,
notably the Czech troops, would refuse to do so and instead would
join the allies did not significantly alter the picture.) There was,

5 Leon Trotsky, My Life (London, 1930), chap. 31.
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furthermore, genuine fear that the Bolsheviks might join the Ger-
mans in the war. Many in the West believed that the former were
actually German agents or in German pay. The combination of
German and Russian manpower would present a formidable obstacle
to ending the war.

The loss of Russia to the entente powers also had an Asian dimen-
sion. For the Bolsheviks did not initially extend their control to
Siberia, where “white” Russians remained strong. Skirmishes oc-
curred whenever the radicals sought to replace them in positions of
authority. All of Siberia was in civil strife. This was a condition rife
with opportunities for separatism — and for foreign, especially Japa-
nese, ambitions. Japan was keenly interested in the developments,
and some army leaders began advocating the strategy of detaching at
least eastern Siberia from the rest of Russia. Should that happen,
Japan would emerge as a formidable Asian power, quite a serious
prospect from the point of view of the United States, not to mention
China.

For all these reasons, the Bolsheviks' coming to power had impor-
tant strategic implications. How to deal with them would come
increasingly to preoccupy President Woodrow Wilson and his aides.

There was also an economic side to the story. Russia, with the
Ukraine, had been one of the leading producers of agricultural pro-
duce in the world. But the wartime mobilization of peasants as well
as political instability had created severe shortages of grain. Now the
loss of the Ukraine would add to the already chaotic economic
condition of the country. Then there was the Bolshevik program for
nationalizing land, which could add further confusion. Moreover,
prewar Russia had accumulated large foreign debts. Foreign, espe-
cially French, capital had been invested in its railways, banks, and
factories, and the tsarist regime had also sold bonds to pay for the
cost of the Japanese war and other expenditures. The Bolsheviks,
however, repudiated these debts, saying they had been contracted by
a government that had been overthrown and that did not represent
the true interests of the Russian people. Such a revolutionary stance
would not only make it impossible for the Bolsheviks to borrow
money from abroad — even if they wanted to — but antagonize the
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foreign powers, which would insist on a settlement of the debt issue
before they recognized the new regime.

The suffering of the Russian people in such circumstances was
severe, but the Bolsheviks apparently reasoned that with the war's
end it would become possible to concentrate on domestic economic
reconstruction. They would also be able to turn to the humanitarian
assistance of sympathetic people elsewhere. This was a rather vac-
wous hope in that the European belligerents would not be in a
position to offer food and supplies when they themselves were hav-
ing difficulties. The only hope lay in the United States, but it would
take time before the Bolsheviks would turn in that direction and the
Americans would offer humanitarian relief.¢

In the meantime, the Bolsheviks launched an ideological offensive
to challenge not only traditional European diplomacy but also Wil-
sonian internationalism. They were ideological heirs to the antiim-
perialists at the turn of the century — such as John A. Hobson and
Rudolf Hilferding — who had assaulted the imperialistic activities of
the powers as detrimental to the true interests of the citizens of those
powers, especially the working class. It was natural that Lenin, the
leading ideologue of the Bolsheviks, should make antiimperialism a
central part of his revolutionary doctrine. In 1916 he had argued, in
Imperialism, the Highest Stage of Capitalism, that capitalist nations
were destined to become imperialistic, to seek an outlet for the
surplus capital, and that the European war was nothing but an
imperialistic war as a result of such a development. It followed that
the only way to put an end to war, and also to bring about an end to
capitalistic exploitation, was to eradicate imperialism. This could be
done, Lenin asserted after the 1917 seizure of power, by espousing
the cause of the oppressed peoples in the colonial areas. He, Trotsky,
and Leo Karakhan, people's commissar for foreign affairs under the
Bolsheviks, repeatedly enunciated the doctrine of anciimperialism.
Specifically, they would repudiate all tsarist acts in the colonial
areas, denounce colonial agreements with other imperialist powers,

6 On American relief initiatives in Russia, sce William Appleman Williams,
American-Russian Relations (New York, 1952), 193-201.
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and call upon the colonial populations to rise up against their West-
ern masters.”’

Such a stance pitted Bolshevik foreign policy not only against the
traditional European power politics but also against the emerging
Wilsonian leadership. Lenin ridiculed Wilsonianism as nothing
short of bourgeois liberalism, as guilty of capitalist crimes as the
more old-fashioned European systems. Wilson, Lenin asserted, was
just as interested as the European ruling classes in preserving cap-
italism, and thus only the Bolsheviks stood for true change, for a
radical new order.

Wilson was fully aware of the Leninist challenge, and he con-
sciously formulated the Fourteen Points in order to respond to it. As
noted earlier, one of the points was evacuation of Russia, to assure
the Russians that no German or other foreign troops would remain
in their country after the war. Other points spelled out Wilson's
vision of 2 world guided by the principle of self-determination and
the spirit of international cooperation. Unfortunately for him, Lenin
dismissed these as capitalist rhetoric that would not reform interna-
tional relations at all. Self-determination for only European peoples
hardly touched the rest of the world, and the proposed league of
nations was little more than an assembly of existing powers, which
would continue to control world affairs.

There were thus germs of what would soon develop into a gigan-
tic duel between Wilsonianism and Leninism, between American
vision and Russian revolution. In 191718, however, it would be
wrong to suggest that the line was already sharply drawn. For Wil-
son was trying to distance himself from the European powers even as
he joined them in the war effort. He believed the United States had a
distinctive role to play during the war and in the postwar world, and
to preserve freedom of action it was imperative to keep a distance
from the British, French, and other allies. He was hopeful of arous-
ing the masses of Europe to repudiate the Old Diplomacy, and in
this regard he was little different from Lenin. Both stood for a new
international order. Both saw a clear connection between interna-

7 Sec Allen S; Whiting, Soviet Policies in China, 1917—1924 (New York, 1954), for
a discussion of Lenin’s antiimperialism.
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tional order and domestic order. At least as far as Europe was con-
cerned, both Wilson and Lenin supported the breakup of the Habs-
burg and Ottoman empires. In such a situation, it would not have
been altogether beyond the realm of possibility for the two leaders to
come together in some fashion to cooperate in restabilizing world
affairs.

Unfortunately, relations between the United States and Bolshevik
Russia never improved; rather, they definitely worsened when the
former, along with Japan, undertook a military expedition to eastern
Siberia in the summer of 1918.

The immediate circumstances of the expedition were military and
strategic necessities. As noted earlier, there was a genuine fear
among the Americans and their allies that Germany might make use
of Russian resources and people in the war efforc. It seemed impera-
tive, therefore, to prevent this. Both the British and the French
governments pressed President Wilson to undertake some sort of
military expedition to Russia with this as the aim. Specifically, they
argued that an expedition to Siberia would serve to create an eastern
front so that German forces and their presumed allies, the Bol-
sheviks, would be compelled to turn their attention to the region,
diverting their forces from the western front. An allied expedition
might also embolden anti-Bolshevik Russians who, it was believed,
were eager to remain in the war.

Any such intervention, however, would come into conflict with
Wilson's stated policy of calling on the powers to evacuate Russia in
order to give the Russians the opportunity to develop their own
agenda — which would not ultimately mean Bolshevism, he ardently
hoped and believed. He was also worried that the allies, in particular
the Japanese, might seize the opportunity provided by a military
intervention and engage in action for their own selfish purposes,
again defeating the lofty war aims Wilson was enunciating.

It was not until the spring of 1918, when Wilson learned about
the presence and apparent plight of the Czech legion in Siberia, that
he persuaded himself of the urgency of an allied expedition to the
area. By then it was becoming evident that the Japanese would send
their troops to eastern Siberia no matter what the other powers did.
They were intent upon strengthening their position in the region,
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adjacent to Manchuria where they had consolidated their power by
imposing the twenty-one demands on China. Wilson was deter-
mined to prevent unilateral action by Japan; the international coali-
tion must be preserved at all cost. Under the circumstances, the best
strategy appeared to be to join Japan in an expedition to Siberia.
Weeks of frantic negotiations between Tokyo and Washington in the
early summer resulted in an agreement that each would send up to
eight thousand troops to Vladivostok, to help maintain order in that
port city and along the Siberian railway, which had its terminus
there, so as to enable the Czech forces to exit Russia safely.®

Unfortunately for Wilson, the Siberian expedition was a complete
fiasco. For one thing, by the time the American contingents, num-
bering about eight thousand, arrived in Vladivostok, most of the
Czech legion had already made their way safely out of the interior of
Siberia, so that there was no need for the Americans to come to their
rescue. Moreover, the war in Europe was winding down, and what-
ever strategic justification might have existed about creating an
castern front also evaporated. American troops really had little to do
once they got to Siberia — except perhaps to embroil themselves in
quarrels with Japanese troops.

And there were many more Japanese troops. Ignoring the agree-
ment that both nations would send in about eight thousand troops,
the Japanese ultimartely sent more than eighty thousand, for they
were determined to entrench Japanese power in the area. They were
sent inland and to some other Siberian cities. Portions of them were
diverted to the Chinese Eastern Railway, running northwest to
southeast across Manchuria. Their behavior was repugnant to the
Americans, and there was open animosity between the two. It is not
surprising that Wilson soon came to regret the expedition and began
making preparations to get the American forces out as expeditiously
as possible once the war ended.

The expedition left a bitter legacy not just in U.S.-Japanese but
also in U.S.-Russian relations. The Bolsheviks would long remem-
ber the intervention and look upon it as an example of imperialistic
meddling with revolutions. It is important to keep in mind that

8 Frederick Calhoun, Power and Principle (Kent, Ohio, 1986), 193-210.
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when the belligerents met in Paris at the beginning of 1919 to
consider peace terms, American and Japanese forces were still in
Siberia. As far as Russia was concerned, the German war had long
been over (since the Brest-Litovsk peace of March 1918), and it was
humiliating to have these foreign troops on their soil. The Bol-
sheviks were not invited to the peace conference, and they had no
intention of joining other countries under the circumstances. Still,
there were some attempts on both sides to prevent the situation from
geteing out of hand. Wilson continued to believe that despite the
Sibertan expedition, the powers should honor the principle of self-
determination of the Russians. He might even intercede on their
behalf to see if a representative government might not be established
at Petrograd. Lenin, for his part, considered it prudent to retain
some connection with the Western nations, in particular the United
States, the country that would have the most to offer economically.

There thus might have taken place a meeting of Wilson and
Lenin. An invitation was in fact sent from Paris to Lenin, suggesting
a meeting at Prinkipo Island where they might discuss the establish-
ment of a representative Russian government.? It did not material-
ize, however, as Lenin insisted that only Bolsheviks be invited,
whereas Wilson wanted other factions represented as well. So it
would be another twenty-four years before the heads of government
of the United States and Bolshevik Russia would confer face-to-face.

9 Williams, American-Russian Relations, 164—8.



4. The Versailles Peace

The New Peace

The Paris peace conference was convened on January 18,71919, and
lasted until June 28, when a peace treaty with Germany was signed
at the Versailles palace. During these five months, the leaders of the
victorious nations sat together and discussed not only the peace
terms to be imposed upon the former enemy but also the shape of
the postwar world. President Woodrow Wilson personally partici-
pated, as did the leaders of the European cobelligerents: David Lloyd
George (Britain), Georges Clemenceau (France), Vittorio Orlando
(Italy). Two Asian countries that had been involved in the war,
China and Japan, were also represented at the Paris Conference,
although they did not send their respective heads of government.
The participation of these countries as well as the United States in a
conference to settle a war that had originated in Europe was a clear
indication of the passing of the European-dominated world order.!

Each participating nation had its own agenda. The United States
had already articulated what it considered to be desirable terms of
peace in Wilson's Fourteen Points. The president and his entourage
in Paris were determined to define a peace that reflected those terms
as much as possible. That was also the German delegation’s expecta-
tion; having agreed to a cease-fire on the basis of the Fourteen
Points, Berlin's representatives believed only a peace along those
lines would be acceptable to the nation that was reeling from a post—
cease-fire chaos; the military was refusing to admit defeat, while
radicals, under Bolshevik influence, were threatening to seize con-
trol of government. A peace settlement in accordance wich the
Fourteen Points would mean some loss of territory but would still

I The best brief history of the Paris peace conference is still che eyewitness account
by Harold Nicolson: Peucemaking (London, 1933).
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leave Germany with self-respect as the principal power between
France and Russia, the main buffer — the Germans argued in Paris —
against the spread of Bolshevik radicalism.?

The other European governments shared the fear of Bplshevism,
but that did not prevent them from seeking a more revengeful and
punitive settlement. Britain, France, and Italy were intent upon
sharply limiting Germany's armed force so that it would never again
be a threat to their security. Territorially, France wanted more than
Alsace and Lorraine, insisting on the Saar region rich in coal. The
victorious nations also eyed the German colonies, hoping to divide
them up among themselves in accordance with their secret wartime
agreements. Moreover, they all wanted reparations from the defeated
enemy both in order to obtain needed resources for postwar recon-
struction and to keep Germany economically weak. Japan, for its
part, was determined to keep the German possessions in the Pacific
that its troops had occupied and to obtain Germany’s rights and
concessions in Shantung province in China. The latter naturally
opposed such a cransfer, and a principal goal of China’s diplomacy in
Paris was to establish its claim to the former German and Austrian
rights in the country.

With such disparate objectives being pursued by the former “al-
lies” of the United States, it is not surprising that the Paris gather-
ing turned into a series of often acrimonious debates among them.
Not even Wilson's worldwide prestige and popularity ensured his
diplomatic success, and he found himself forced to make concessions
to the “allies” in order to salvage the conference and obtain a peace
settlement. The Treaty of Versailles, which resulted from their ardu-
ous negotiations, was so divergent from the spirit of Wilsonianism
that it was with extreme reluctance that the German delegation
signed it, and they did so only after it became clear that the alterna-
tive would be the absence of any settlement, which would be disas-
trous for the war-torn nation.

It would be wrong, however, to dismiss the Versailles peace as a

2 The most extensive treatment of the intricate negotiations between Wilson and
the Germans in the fall of 1918 is offered in Klaus Schwabe, The World War,
Revolutionary Germany, and Peacemaking (Chapel Hill, 1985).



60 The Globalizing of America

complete rejection of Wilsonianism. Actually, it should be seen as a
modification rather than a repudiation of the Fourteen Points. As-
pects of the peace were extremely harsh toward Germany, but some
of the arrangements for the postwar world reflected the Wilsonian
vision.

First of all, Germany was to be punished through loss of territory,
severe restrictions on its armament, and reparations payments. The
once powerful Central European nation was to be shorn of its land to
the east and to the west. The newly established nations of Poland
and Czechoslovakia would contain some lands formerly belonging to
the Reich. Moreover, Poland would be given a strip of land running
across Germany, to provide it with access to the North Sea, with
Danzig (Gdansk in Polish) being made a free city. The “Polish
corridor” thus divided two Germanies even though the ethnic com-
position of the corridor and Danzig was predominantly German.
Although theoretically a violation of the principle of nationality or
national self-determination, these decisions were considered just in
view of the need to keep Germany in check and to encourage the
growth of Poland and Czechoslovakia as viable states. To the west,
Germany returned Alsace-Lorraine to France, restoring the situation
prevailing before the Franco-Prussian War of 1870—1. Furthermore,
Germany was not to station armed forces on the western side of the
river Rhine — the areas adjacent to France. This was obviously
intended as a way to give France a sense of security, so as to prevent
German revanchism against Alsace-Lorraine.

Germany was also to be severely restricted in its postwar arma-
ment. True to the spirit of the Fourteen Points, which advocated
arms control, although at this time the spirit was applied only to
Germany and its erstwhile allies, the Treaty of Versailles limited
Germany's armed forces (see the next chapter for specifics) and its
arsenal to enumerated lists of items. All such measures would be an
infringement on German sovereignty, something the Germans
would long remember with bitterness, but for the allies they were
crucial steps to bring about a securer world. It was Wilson's inten-
tion ultimately to apply some such disarmament formula to other
countries as well. In the meantime, however, he, as will be seen,
supported further strengthening of the U.S. Navy. At this time,
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therefore, it must be admitted that disarmament applied only to the
defeated nations — even though these latter, certainly Germany, may
not have considered themselves to have been defeated.

The Fourteen Points had not mentioned reparations, alchough, as
seen already, the British and French had forced President Wilson to
accept the idea in responding to the German overtures for a cease-
fire. But he had been basically opposed to reparations, not only
because they implied that the war was to be blamed entirely on
Germany but also because the vast sums Germany would be forced
to pay would be detrimental to its economic recovery, a key to the
recovery of Europe on the whole. But the European allies were
adamant, and in the end the United States went along. The Ver-
sailles treaty did not specify an amount but provided for the estab-
lishment of a reparations commission that would fix an appropriate
sum for each of the former enemies to pay.

A Germany punished and weakened, then, was to be a key part of
the postwar European order. Equally significant was the creation of
new states in Central and Eastern Europe. In addition to Poland and
Czechoslovakia, there would be Austria, Hungary, and Yugoslavia,
all new nations created from the ashes of the Austro-Hungarian
Empire. In addition, some Balkan states that had been semi-
autonomous, with tenuous ties to either the Ottoman or the Russian
Empire, or both, would become full-fledged nations: Romania,
Bulgaria, Albania, Greece. It was these states to the east and south-
east of Germany that were supposed to contain the lacter. Above all,
the role of Poland and Czechoslovakia as the immediate neighbors of
Germany was critical, and it is not surprising that France, in partic-
ular, sought to strengthen these countries or that, twenty years later,
Germany's invasion of them automatically meant the coming of
another war in Europe.3

In the west, the independence of Belgium was restored. Together
with the Netherlands, Luxembourg, and France, it would ensure
Western European security. By and large, it may be said that these

3 For a contrary interpretation, that the Versailles treaty did not sufficiently weak-
en Germany, see A. J. P. Taylor, The Origins of the Second World War (London,
196 1).
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arrangements conformed to the spirit, if not the exact letter, of the
Fourteen Points. The story was a little different with regard to Italy,
which did not change its boundaries much, and for this reason some
of its people, believing they had contributed to the allied war effort
and therefore should have gotten more territory out of the Habsburg
empire, were bitterly opposed to the peace.

Lest such territorial sertlements should fail to stabilize postwar
Europe or to prevent the resurgence of aggressive German power,
the peace conference set up a new world organization, the League of
Nations. This, too, had been anticipated in the Fourtéen Points.
The covenant of the League spelled out in detail how the organiza-
tion would be structured and how it would function. First of all, it
would invite the participation of all sovereign states — although the
former enemy countries would, for the time being, be put on proba-
tion and allowed to join only after a lapse of time. Also, Russia was
not invited in view of its continuing internal turmoil. (It is doubtful
if the Russians would have participated in the League even if they
had been invited; they dismissed it as little more than an expression
of bourgeois internationalism at best, imperialistic deviousness at
worst. )

Not all members would count equally, however. A council was to
be set up, to consist of representatives of five major powers: the
United States, Britain, France, ltaly, and Japan. They would be the
leaders of the world organization in that they would confer with one
another frequently and make recommendations to the larger body.
Unlike its successor, the United Nations, however, the council
members would not enjoy veto power. Wilson did toy with the idea
of the United States, Britain, and France acting together in a mutual
security arrangement to keep Germany in check, but he discarded it
as contrary to the spirit of the League. The role of the council
members would not be military but essentially moral. But that was
enough from Wilson's point of view. Ideally, the five powers would
set an example of international cooperation through which alone
security could be ensured.

4 Sce John M. Thompson, Russta, Bolshevism, and the Versailles Peace (Princeron,
1967).
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Article 10 of the League covenant sought to provide for the use of
collective force if it should ever become necessary. Should a member
nation be seen to have violated the sovereignty and territorial integ-
rity of another, the article said, the League would punish rhe aggres-
sor state through sanctions, including military force. This meant
that any change in national boundaries would henceforth have to be
undertaken peacefully, through negotiation, not by force. The prin-
ciples of “peaceful modification” of boundaries and of “peaceful
resolution” of disputes now became the core idea of the new world
order.

These principles sounded admirable, but they became targets of
severe criticism by opponents of the League of Nations, for they
seemed to freeze the territorial status quo in the world. By redraw-
ing the map of Europe ~ and elsewhere, as will be noted — and
combining it with provisions for collective security to enforce the
peace, the League covenant could be said to have defined and en-
shrined a new status quo, to be honored and protected by all the
member states. Many of Wilson's American critics rejected the freez-
ing of the status quo, especially since Article 10 implied that the
United States would be committed to upholding it. Such an ar-
rangement would embroil the nation in a war that was not of its
choosing, a war that might take place far away without rouching the
security or other vital interests of the United States. Of course, the
critics were justified in expressing such fears, but Wilson was also
being logical when he reiterated his belief that what was emerging
was not a restored old order of armaments and alliances but a new
order in which nations would be asked to contribute to the collective
defense of one another. He too was justified in holding to his ada-
mant stand that without Article 10 the whole edifice of League
internationalism would collapse.

It must also be admitted, however, that as it stood the covenant
made it very difficult for a nation to seck to alter its territorial
definition. That might not have mattered if national boundaries
came to mean less, economically if not politically, and there grew
extensive economic transactions among nations. This may have been
at the back of Wilson’s mind. Indeed, League internationalism
would have had a chance to work only if there had also been devised
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ways to promote economic internationalism. Such, unfortunately,
was not the case, at least not until the problem was clearly recog-
nized in the mid-1920s.

The Economics of the New Peace

The economic foundations of the peace were shaky in part because of
the German reparations issue. By going beyond the Fourteen Points
and deciding to demand reparations payments from Germany, the
Versailles signatories were chipping away at one corner of the new
peace. For Germany would have to sacrifice its postwar economic
well-being to satisfy the vindictiveness of its former enemies, and an
economically weakened Germany would be a source of instability in
Central Europe. More important, the German people would resent
this violation of the Fourteen Points. They would equate the Ver-
sailles peace with injustice and hardship, a condition hardly auspi-
cious for the functioning of the League machinery.

This, however, was but one aspect of the larger problem with the
League of Nations and its covenant, namely, that they failed to deal
with economic issues as thoroughly as they did with territorial
questions. Wilson himself, in the Fourteen Points, had insisted on
the freedom of the seas and equal access to world markets as prereq-
uisites for a peaceful international order. He was intent on rein-
tegrating Germany and its former allies into the postwar global
economy as expeditiously as possible, firmly believing that German
economic recovery was particularly crucial for the well-being of
Central Europe and, therefore, for European stability after the war.
There was little in the League covenant, however, to indicate the
powers’ interest in this matter.

For one thing, the dispute over German reparations revealed how
seriously America’s European allies were taking the issue. From their
point of view, reparations payments, which were expected to exceed
$20 billion at that time, would be of vital importance as they sought
to reconstruct their cities, their countryside, and their overall econ-
omies. Withour'some infusion of funds from the defeated nation,
the former allies would find it much more difficult to reestablish
peacetime economic affairs. They had suffered such huge losses —
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scores of billions of dollars of property damage and destruction, and
much more in lost production and trade — that they needed external
revenue. It could come only from the United States and from Ger-
many. .

In the process of economic reconstruction, too, the European
governments would be loath to give up quickly wartime restrictions
on shipments of gold and on the importation of nonessential foreign
products. Exchange and trade control had been instituted during the
war, and in the absence of clear signs that reparations funds were
forthcoming, there was reluctance to restore the pre-1914 system of
international economic transactions.

Wilson, therefore, had to give in to the demands for German
reparations. In addition, he was not able to press the Europeans for a
swift return to international economic transactions without promis-
ing that American funds would assist in the process. But in the
United States, the end of the war had brought about a speedy
“reconversion” to peacetime affairs, and, while governmental loans
to the European nations would continue for the time being — in-
deed, they amounted to $2.6 billion during 1918-20 — sooner or
later all such programs would cease, and foreign financial affairs
would revert to private bankers and investors. Under the circum-
stances, he found it awkward ac the Paris peace conference to push
for a more vigorous program of economic internationalism.

Actually, even within the United States, there were strong forces
for economic nationalism, not internationalism. American business-
men, bankers, officials, and even labor leaders had enjoyed wartime
prosperity and believed the best way to maintain this into the post-
war period, in the face of the expected return of European competi-
tors in the world arena, was to strengthen America’s competitiveness
through some policy and legislative initiatives. For instance, Con-
gress had enacted, even before the armistice, the Webb-Pomerance
Act, which authorized exporters to combine for export trade pur-
poses without fear of being prosecuted for violation of antitrust
laws.> This was a way of ensuring continued growth of American
trade, but it also signified Wilson's and the American leaders will-

5 Joan Hoft Wilson, American Business and Foreign Policy (Boston, 1971), chap. 1.
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ingness to consider national interests even before an international
economic framework was redefined. It was not surprising that other
nations, too, would establish similar arrangements for protection of
industry and expansion of trade.

A somewhat different issue concerned Germany's former colonies,
which, too, had economic as well as strategic implications. The
Paris conferees had little trouble deciding that Germany should give
up its empire, but they had developed conflicting ideas about the
disposition of the former German colonies. Britain (including Aus-
tralia), France, Italy, and Japan had eyed some of them, while the
United States had enunciated the principle of self-determination.
Although the principle was primarily meant for Central and Eastern
Europe, Wilson was hopeful that the former German colonies would
not simply be divided up among the victors as spoils of war. In this
instance, Wilson was as successful as he could have wished, for he
was able to get the participants to agree to a new mandate system,
by which the former German colonies would be assigned to one or
another of the major powers, which would govern them as their
mandates in the name of the League of Nations. In other words, the
League would be responsible for the welfare and development of
the colonies, but the actual governance would be in the hands of the
powers. This was a rather ingenious system, enabling the League to
be true to the principle of self-determination in all parts of the world
without actually proclaiming the independence of colonial areas.

This system was as much an economic proposition as a political
measure, for some of the mandate territories (particularly in che
Middle East) were rich in petroleum resources, whose future strate-
gic importance was well recognized, whereas others (such as the
Pacific islands) were underdeveloped and would be in need of much
infusion of capital and technology. How such a mixture could be
integraced into the postwar world economy remained to be seen, but
already in Paris Britain and France quarreled over their respective
mandate assignments in the Middle East, a harbinger of the diffi-
culties to come in the area of natural resources.® In the meantime,
Japan, which, -was assigned former German islands in the Pacific

6 Daniel Yergin, The Prize (New York, 1991), chap. 10.
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north of the equator, tended to view them as assets primarily in its
search for natural resources. But the United States objected to Ja-
pan’s receiving the island of Yap as a mandate, because this tiny
island was situated between Hawaii and the Philippines and could
be a useful cable base. Nothing was decided on these disputes at this
time, but here was another indication that the economic aspect of
the peace was not as fully worked out as the political.

To complicate the situation further, the Chinese and the Japanese
delegates at Versailles presented a proposal that the League of Na-
tions Covenant include a reference to racial equality. From their
point of view, this seemed to be an excellent opportunity to define a
new world order based on justice for all races and peoples. Even an
innocuous statement on the “equality of nations” would impress
upon the whole world the newness of the postwar order. Neither
China nor Japan, of course, expected that a mere enunciation of the
principle would change the political realities of the world, but they
judged that it would ultimately lead to some restructuring of the
global economic system, which they saw as favoring the white na-
tions in terms of space and resources. As Makino Nobuaki, one of
the Japanese delegates, noted, if the new peace meant anything, it
must be built on a conception of economic equality among nations.”
Unfortunately, the proposal was not accepted, as the British Com-
monwealth strenuously objected to it, seeing the principle as a
thinly disguised call for unrestricted immigration of Asians into
Canada and Australia. President Wilson was sympathetic with the
Chinese and Japanese argument, but he apparently was not con-
vinced that this was of sufficiently vital importance to the new peace
as to warrant his personal intercession. He ruled that because una-
nimity was lacking, he could not endorse the idea.

It is strange that, given Wilson's well-known interest in the
economic foundations of world order, he gave so litcle thought to
this aspect of the Versailles peace. Perhaps he was too preoccupied
with the more immediate political and military issues to give due
attention to the economic questions. Even more plausibly, it may be
that the powers, having fought a devastating war, were in no mood

7 Dorochy jones, Code of Peace (Chicago, 1991), 41-4.
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to be charitabie toward one another economically, and that the war
had generated a strong sense of economic nationalism. How this
would square with the emerging political internationalism would be
a major question bequeathed to the postwar world.

Wilsonianism Confirmed — and Betrayed

The Versailles peace had these conflicting aspects, but it would be
hard to escape the general conclusion that it reflected to a great
extent some of the fundamental tenets of Wilsonian international-
ism. Despite its shortcomings and contradictions, the League of
Nations Covenant was a Wilsonian document. It proposed an alter-
native to the conventional international order, which, Wilson was
convinced, had been sustained by force. This had created a danger-
ous arms race and imperialistic activities abroad. Now military pow-
er and expansionism were to be replaced by a rule of law in which
“world public opinion” rather than alliances and armaments would
be the key to international order.

“World public opinion” was a typically Wilsonian concept. It
connoted the existence of some moral force emanating from people
everywhere. They, rather than their leaders, were the movers of the
world, and they were fundamentally moral beings. When they
spoke up, they generated a force that was mightier than armed
power. Of course, people could be misled, or they could be tempo-
rarily captured by irrational desires and sentiments. The Bolshevx)k
success seemed to demonstrate this. But Wilson remained true to his
Jeffersonian faith that, left to themselves, human beings acted in
such a way as to harmonize their interests; moreover, as they became
more aware of their rights, they would ultimately eliminate artificial
boundaries that separated them and join together in a quest for the
general well-being of mankind. Put this way, the new order built
upon “world public opinion” was the best safeguard of peace and
stability.®

The irony was that his own people, far from embodying “world

8 On the Jeffersonian origins of Wilsonianism, see John Milton Cooper, The War-
vior and the Priest (New York, 1983).
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public opinion,” turned against Wilson and rejected the League of
Nations, as well as other arrangements for peace worked out at Paris.
Of course, the American people themselves were not asked to ratify
the German peace treaty and the League Covenant, so Wilson may
have believed till the very end that his people were with him. But at
least a sufficient number of senators rejected the products of the Paris
conference so that they could not be ratified by a two-thirds major-
ity, and the voters in subsequent elections did not reject those
senators.

The Senate’s deliberations on the treaty lasted between the sum-
mer of 1919 and the spring of 1920 — longer than the duration of
the Paris conference. This reflected the serious division of views
among the senators as well as Wilson's determination to persevere to
the bitter end to obtain their endorsement of the new peace. The
1918 elections had resulted in a Republican majority in the Senate
(49 Republicans against 47 Democrats), and Henty Cabot Lodge, a
bitter political foe of Wilson's, now chaired the critical Foreign
Relations Committee, which included 6 “irreconcilables,” Republi-
cans who would not accept the Versailles treaty and the League of
Nations in any form. Lodge and the irreconcilables were joined by
enough others to defeat the treacy.?

The opponents of the treaty did not speak with one voice. The
irreconcilables — such as William Borah of Idaho and Hiram Johnson
of California — were adamantly opposed to the nation’s joining any
organization such as the League of Nations that would, they be-
lieved, compromise America’s independence and stain its purity.
They were not ignorant traditionalists, however. In their own way
they held visions of a world free from scourges of war and aggres-
sion, but they did not think the League as it was being proposed was
the answer. In their view, the peace settlement and the League
established and froze a new status quo, and American membership
in the world organization would obligate the nation to defend it,
with force if necessary, even if the status quo contained many injus-
tices. The irreconcilables did not like the imperialist powers such as
9 There are many studies of the Senate debate on the Treaty of Versailles. See, for

instance, William C. Widenor, Henry Cabot Lodge and the Search for an American
Forergn Policy (Berkeley, 1980).
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Britain and Japan holding sway in the postwar world, and wanted
the United States to have nothing to do with perpetuating the
situation. In a sense they were being more Wilsonian than Wilson
himself.

Others were more explicitly anti-Wilsonian in refusing to believe
that a new age had dawned in international relations. They rejected
the notion that because the world had changed the United States
should be willing to depart from its traditional policy of a free hand.
Some argued that the nation’s sovereign rights over such matters as
the Monroe Doctrine and immigration should never be given up toa
new international body. Then there were those who took exception
to specific aspects of the peace treaty, such as its failure to coerce
Japan to give up Shantung.

Many of these senators, including Lodge, were “reservationists,”
that is, they did not irreconcilably oppose the peace settlement but
insisted on certain reservations before they supported it. They were
joined by a number of Democrats who urged Wilson to accept such
reservations in order to save the treaty and the League. And the
president was ready to offer some compromises. After all, he still
perceived the world as consisting of sovereign states, not as one in
which they disappeared. He did wish to reduce some of their rights
and prerogatives, in particular the use of force for selfish purposes,
but he was ready to agree to the excepting of domestic issues (such as
immigration) from the League’s jurisdiction. Wilson, however, was
adamant on Article 10 of the League Covenant, viewing it as the key
to the new order of international cooperation. Lodge and others
sought to modify America’s commitments under the article by re-
quiring congressional authorization for each act that the nation
might undertake. This would mean that the implementation of
Article 10 was subject to the will of Congress, somerhing the presi-
dent could not accept in view of the pledge he had made in Paris that
the United States would help establish a new international order.
The unconditional acceptance of Article 10 was a sacred obligation if
the nation were to play a role in the postwar world.

The disputé was real, and the confrontation tragic. In the faith
that the American people would support him over the senators,
Wilson undertook a tour of the country in September 1919, travel-
ing eight thousand miles in twenty-two days. Before he could mea-
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sure the effect of the trip, he collapsed, in Colorado, a symbol of an
unfulfilled dream. The Senate went on to reject the treaty. (The
United States was to negotiate separate peace treaties with Germany,
Austria, and Hungary in 1921, all of which would be ratified by the
Senate; but they did not include any provision for a League member-
ship.)

If the Senate and, presumably, the American people were not yet
ready for a Wilsonian world order, other countries would be even
less so. America’s failure to join the League of Nations, then, was
not quite the same thing as a betrayal; it was more a case of the
United States deciding to stay at the level of others. And yer,
Wilson's defeat did not mean the demise of Wilsonianism. In many
countries, not just in Europe but elsewhere as well, there were
emerging Wilsonians who shared his vision, and the world after the
peace would be shaped as much by them as by more traditional
forces. '

Wilsonianism had provided the framework in which the United
States redefined its external relations at a time when the age of
European dominance was coming to an end. It combined America's
military power, economic resources, and cultural iniciatives in order
to transcend traditional world affairs in which sovereign nations had
pursued their interests with lictle regard for the welfare of the entire
globe. War and war preparations had been accepted norms of behav-
ior; and balance-of-power considerations had provided the key con-
ceptual guide to diplomacy. Woodrow Wilson challenged these
practices and assumptions. He wanted each nation to serve not only
its own interests but those of the world ac large. America, he said,
should release its energies “for the service of mankind.” Other coun-
tries should do likewise. The result would be the intermeshing of
nationalism and internationalism, sovereign states finding meaning
in their relationship to the whole.

“Realists” of the subsequent decades would not be kind to Wil-
sonian internacionalism, castigating it as naively idealistic, just as
Wilson's opponents in the Senate ridiculed his faith in other coun-
tries’ commitment to the vision. ' Much empty debate would be

10 The best example of the realist critique is Robert E. Osgood, Ideals and Self-
{nterest in Aniertcan Foreign Relations (Chicago, 1953).
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carried on between the exponents of realism and of idealism. One
should realize that it was not so much idealism as internationalism
that informed Wilsonian thought, an internationalism solidly
grounded on shared interests of nations and on aspirations of men
and women everywhere transcending national boundaries. These are
fundamentally cultural forces, so that in a way Wilsonianism was an
agenda for putting culture at the center of international relations.
Although naked power was to be a crucial determinant of interna-
tional affairs in the decades after Wilson, who at the end of the
twentieth century can deny that culture has reasserted itself time
and again? The emergence of the United States as an international
player at the beginning of the twentieth century was significant not
simply because the nation became the leading military and economic
power, but also because it introduced cultural factors into world
affairs. Because the globalizing of America has been a major event of
the century, Wilsonianism should be seen not as a transient phenom-
enon, a reflection of some abstract idealism, but as a potent definer
of contemporary history.

5. The 1920s: The Security Aspect

Disarmament

The postwar world began in 1919, with the signing of the Versailles
peace treaty. Nobody could tell then how stable the new structure of
peace would be, or even what the structure meant in different re-
gions of the world. With the U.S. Senate refusing to ratify the
treaty, some were already writing off the just begun postwar period
as but a brief interlude in otherwise conflict-ridden international
affairs, and many were pessimistic about the future of the League of
Nations as well as other arrangements the powers had worked out in
Paris.

The world during 1919-20 did, indeed, seem very precarious,
liccle different from the situation on the eve of the Great War. Not
only did the United States not participate in the League, thus appar-
ently reverting to prewar isolationism, but the peace treaty was
proving extremely unpopular in many countries: Germany, Italy,
China, and others. In these countries movements were already devel-
oping to denounce the peace treaty and what it signified. The Ger-
mans condemned the punitive aspects of the peace, the Italians
thought they should have gotten more out of it, and the Chinese
were disatisfied because the treaty had not forced the Japanese to
withdraw from Shantung.

The situation was still unstable in the Soviet Union, and Poland
seized the opportunity to invade the revolutionary nation. In Hun-
gary, in the meantime, a radical government established itself, giv-
ing rise to fears elsewhere that Bolshevism was spreading. The cre-
ation, in 1919, of the Communist International, to coordinate
Communist activities throughout the world, conjured up the specta-
cle of a global movement to challenge the peace. In the colonial areas
there grew strong, often radical, antiimperialistic movements in-
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spired by both Woodrow Wilson and V. I. Lenin. Nascent antiim-
perialism in many parts of the world was disappointed by Wilson's
failure to support it at Versailles except through the establishment of
the system of League mandates, and its leaders welcomed the Com-
intern's initiatives to support the movement.'

How could such a world find stability? Only those with unusual
optimism or foresight could have been sanguine about the postwar
international order. And yet, the 1920s were to prove far more
stable and oriented to international peace and goodwill than anyone
could have dared to hope in 1919. This and the two following
chapters explore aspects of the international system of the 1920s and
the role played by the United States in its evolution and preserva-
tion.

First of all, despite the confusion of the immediare postwar years,
the major powers showed remarkablie readiness to undertake pro-
grams of disarmament. It was, of course, easier to disarm Germany,
as stipulated in the peace treaty, than other countries. According to
the treaty, Germany was allowed specified numbers of men and
weapons; for instance, up to 100,000 men were permitted in the
German army, with a maximum of 4,000 officers, 102,000 rifles
and carbines, 1,134 light machine guns, and 792 heavy machine
guns. The German Navy was restricted to 6 battleships, 6 light
cruisers, and 12 destroyers, with a maximum of 15,000 men and
1,500 officers.?

Wilson had hoped that arms control would not stop with Ger-
many but that other nations, victors as well as vanquished, would
follow suit. In reality, however, the powers, including the United
States, kept expanding their navies even after the war. In 1919
Wilson himself endorsed a new naval construction bill calling for the
addition of sixteen battleships — if completed, they would make the
U.S. Navy the most powerful in the world. For Wilson to support
such a plan was patently against his declared principle of disarma-
“ment, but he shared the widespread suspicion of Japan — as well as of

1 Akira Iriye, Aﬁer Imperialism (Cambridge, Mass., 1965), 12.
2 See F. L. Carsten, The Reschswebr and Politics (Oxford, 1966), for a discussion of

German disarmament.
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Britain, both of which likewise continued to build warships. The
president may have reasoned that only by matching, even surpass-
ing, these countries’ naval construction programs would the United
States finally be able to induce them to agree to a disarmament
proposal. Still, such an arms race was quite destabilizing, coming as
it did in the wake of the catastrophic war. And it was not surprising
that soon voices should emerge, in America and elsewhere, to stop
this mad race and divert the countries’ resources to more peaceful
ends.

The impetus for a world disarmament conference came from the
U.S. Congress, where Senator William E. Borah spearheaded the
movement for naval disarmament. Borah had been one of the “irrec-
oncilables” in the peace treaty debate, and his call for global disar-
mament, a2 Wilsonfan ideal, indicates that while rejecting part of
Wilsonianism, he and many others like him had not repudiated it
altogecher. Many of them came to be known as “peace progressives,”
those who were opposed to the Versailles peace bur who advocated
their own schemes for what they ardently believed to be a stabler,
juster world order. And one of their major goals at this time was
disarmament. They argued that the world would never be spared
another conflagration until the major military powers, including the
United States, undertook arms reductions. Many of these senators
also believed that the nation should end the occupation of foreign
countries, recognize the Soviet Union, and support movements for
colonial self-determination. These views were not isolationist; on
the contrary, they anticipated what the nation would espouse in the
decades to come. Others were less willing o go that far, but at least
on the disarmament question there was developing a strong consen-
sus in and out of Congress. Henry Cabot Lodge, another opponent of
the Wilsonian peace, was to become one of the American delegates
to the naval disarmament conference that would be convened in
Washington in November 1921.3

Of course, it took more than some senators’ efforts to convene an
arms reduction conference, and a disarmament agreement would not

3 Roger Dingman, Power in the Pacific (Chicago, 1976), is still che best work on the
Washington Conference.
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have been achieved unless other nations had shared the same belief in
the need to put an end to the naval race. It so happened that in
Britain and Japan, too, voices grew in favor of arms limitation. The
reasoning was both economic (the folly of spending so much money
on armaments when it was needed for postwar recovery and recon-
struction) and political (the need not to antagonize the United
States). Although naval officials in these two countries were initially
reluctant to see their respective navies cut down in size, civilian
authorities in London and Tokyo early on decided to accept the
American initiative. The result was the Washington Conference of
1921-2, attended by political leaders and naval officials of the
United States, Britain, Japan, France, and Italy. (Several other coun-
tries were also represented, to discuss questions dealing with China,
as will be noted.)

Disarmament, however, could not be separated from other ques-
tions of Asian-Pacific security, in particular the future of the Anglo-
Japanese alliance and the fortification of the powers' bases in the
Pacific Ocean. The alliance, first signed in 1902 and extended in
1911 for ten years, was up for another renewal in 1921, but the
United States was vehemently opposed to it. Washington was ada-
mant that the alliance be abolished, not only as contradictory to the
principle of open diplomacy (i.e., the rejection of particularistic
arrangements such as military alliances) that sustained the new peace
— another indication that the Americans continued to adhere to the
spirit of Wilsonianism — but also because the alliance, if renewed,
would have strategic implications for the United States, which
would be forced to augment its own fleet to match the combined
force of the British and Japanese navies. The latter two, for their
part, would try to keep up with such increases, thus inviting a naval
race among the three that would be as dangerous to world peace as
the British-German naval rivalry had been prior to 1914. British
and Japanese officials understood this, and although many of them
were loath to give up an association that seemed to have served the
two countries’ respective interests well, they were in no position to
recommend challenging the United States.

The resulting decision to abrogate the Anglo-Japanese alliance
made it easier for the three powers to undertake a program of naval
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disarmament. In Washington their representatives readily agreed on
a formula for multilateral naval disarmament. According to it, the
United States and Britain would scuttle some of the existing war-
ships and refrain from completing the construction of some others,
so that the total capital-ship tonnage of each (“capital ships” referred
to warships displacing more than 10,000 tons of water and equipped
with eight-inch guns) would not exceed 525,000 tons. As the exist-
ing tonnages were far greater, the naval agreement would result in
America’s destroying 30 of its 48 ships (in being or under construc-
tion). Britain would reduce its navy from 45 to 20 warships. Japan,
on its part, would be limited to 315,000 tons and would destroy 17
of its 27 warships. This was the famous 5-5-3 ratio, giving Japan the
equivalent of 60 percent of each of the navies of the United States
and Britain. Some Japanese naval leaders denounced the inferior
naval ratio as a disgrace and warned that with a reduced navy it
would be impossible to defend the empire. Some of them would
never reconcile themselves to the Washington formula, but many
were persuaded to accept it when the three naval powers agreed to
maintain the status quo in fortifications in their possessions in the
Pacific, except for Pearl Harbor and Singapore. (Australia and New
Zealand were not covered by the agreement.) This nonfortification
agreement was as much part of the disarmament package as the
abrogation of the Anglo-Japanese alliance.

If some Japanese were upset by their inferior naval ratio, still
more so were the French and Italians, whose navies were given
175,000 tons each, or one-third the size of the U.S. and British
navies. However, the civilian authorities in Paris and Rome ulti-
mately accepred the new formula for much the same reason as the
British and Japanese: They could not afford a costly arms race. The
result was that within a little over two years after the signing of the
Versailles treaty, one of the unfulfilled promises of Wilsonianism had
become a reality.

Because the Washington naval agreement covered only capital
ships, the powers were free to develop other types of ships, the so-
called auxiliary craft, such as light cruisers, destroyers, and subma-
rines. Moreover, they, not least the United States, were quite inter-
ested in the concept of air power. Airplanes were in their infancy,
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but they appeared much less expensive than warships, and air war
more “humane” than land war in which soldiers confronted one
another to kill, or be killed.? Even some of the staunchest advocates
of disarmament supported the development of air power, and there
was to be no international agreement on this newest type of military
force. In 1927, however, the United States took another initiattve
for naval arms limitation, this time focusing on the auxiliary craft.
The United States, Britain, and Japan sent delegates to a meeting in
Geneva, but France and Italy refused to participate. Moreover, the
United States and Britain had divergent views on the cruiser ques-
tion; the latter needed a larger number of light cruisers to'defend its
far-flung empire than the latter was willing to concede. The United
States, for its part, wished to have many heavier cruisers. The Japa-
nese tried to mediate the two positions, without success. So nothing
came of the Geneva meeting. It would be another three years before
a more successful naval disarmament conference was to be held.

Although there were such failures, the fact remains that until the
1980s, when nuclear disarmament agreements were to be con-
cluded, the 1920s was the only decade in recent history when arms
reductions actually took place. It is true that the German Army
sought to build beyond the Versailles treaty limits through clandes-
tine arrangements with the Soviet Union, but it would still be
correct to say that there was in the world less armament in 1929
than in 1919.5 The nations were spending proportionally less of
their incomes on arms, and munitions factories and shipyards were
increasingly manufacturing nonmilitary, consumer goods.

Were these developments conducive to stabilizing international
relations? Or did they create a false sense of security in the world? In
retrospect, one can argue that arms control, at least the restrictions
on American and British naval power, was a mistake because it led
to the downgrading of military power in international affairs. Some-
how it seemed wrong to build up arms, an attitude that would

4 On the development of American air power, the best history is Michael S. Sherry,
The Rise ofAﬂ)érimn Asr Power (New Haven, 1989).

5 Harold J. Gordon, The Reichsweby and the German Republic (Princeton, 1957),
188-9.

The 19205 The Security Aspect 79

persist into the 1930s when military strengthening actually became
necessary. In such a perspective, the United States should never have
destroyed its superior naval power.¢

On the other hand, it would be wrong to judge the 1920s solely
in the framework of what was to happen in the 1930s, or to attribute
the breakdown of the peace in the 1930s simply to the disarmament
arrangements of the preceding decade. One needs to see these ar-
rangements for what they signified at that time, as a symbol of the
new peace. If nothing else, they are a monument to the Wilsonian
formulation. The very fact that the United States took the lead is
important. The Republican administrations that followed Wilson's
presidency were just as committed to Wilsonian internationalism as
he himself, at Jeast insofar as disarmament was concerned. To reduce
arms, thereby removing restrictions on peacetime economic devel-
opment, and to do so through international cooperation, were sig-
nificant achievements, indicating a widespread determination not to
repeat the mistakes of pre-1914 Europe. There was a clear, shared
perception that the world had changed, that history had entered a
new phase, to be characterized more by peace than by war.

Peace in Europe and Asia — and Elsewhere

The peace of the 1920s was built on more than just disarmament
agreements. It was sustained through various other arrangements,
including the League of Nations, the Locarno Conference treaties in
Europe, and the Washington Conference treaties for Asia, all of
which were expressions of hope and determination that the world
should never have to face another major war.

The League of Nations, it is true, had to do without the participa-
tion of the United States, the one country on whose willingness to
support the peace much depended. Still, Britain, France, Japan, and
Italy — the four permanent members of the council — along with
other members were determined to make use of the new institution
for stabilizing international affairs. The council consisted of repre-

G Sece Robert E. Osgood, Ideals and Self-Interest in American Foreign Relations (Chi-
cago, 1953).
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sentatives from seven nations — the four permanent and three other
members — and its endorsement was required for all decisions taken
by the general assembly. This was the largest organization of its kind
in history — initially consisting of forty-one member states — and
embodied the idea that henceforth interstate disputes should be
brought before the organization rather than be settled locally
through recourse to force. In reality, very few disputes were brought
to the League’s attention, the 1925 territorial quarrel between
Greece and Bulgaria being one such case. Still, the League’s very
existence stood as a symbol of the new age.

Even more important, there were established several international
organizations as part of the League’s activities, for instance the Inter-
national Labor Organization and the World Health Organization.
The titles of these organizations revealed that the League was to be
concerned with much more than territorial or political questions; it
would also deal with economic, social, and medical problems in the
postwar world. There was a clear recognition that these problems
were of global importance, and that only an international effort
would suffice to deal with them. In addition, the League established
a committee on intellectual cooperation, designed to promote schol-
arly and artistic interchanges among individuals of various coun-
tries. Together with the Permanent Court of International Justice, or
the so-called World Court, which was established at The Hague (but
not the same institution as The Hague Permanent Court of Arbitra-
tion, founded in 1901), these international bodies, even more than
the League itself, promoted the idea of cooperation across national
boundaries. The assumption, of course, was that through such coop-
eration the nations of the world would learn to live in peace and
harmony with one another. Internationalism thus implemented
would be the backbone of the postwar peace.

Although the United States was not a member of the League of
Nations, it was represented in the ILO, the WHO, and the commit-
tee on intellectual cooperation. Individual Americans were active on
behalf of the activities of these organizations. Unfortunately, the
United States .chose not to adhere to the World Court’s protocol,
which would have meant that the nation might seek its opinion
concerning some cases, or that an American judge might be called
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upon to pass on some disputes. The Republican administrations
throughout the 1920s were supportive of the idea, but the Senate
was opposed, fearing that the court might provide a back door
through which the nation might find itself a member of the League.
In retrospect, however, it would seem that the role of the court in
promoting internationalism was much less than that of the ILO and
other bodies, so that the United States — or at least individual
Americans — had an ample opportunity to serve the cause of interna-
tional cooperation and peace.

In the meantime, in Europe the postwar peace remained fragile in
the immediate aftermath of the Versailles conference. In 1920 the
League's reparations commission set the figure of $33 billion as
the sum Germany was to pay its former enemies as reparations. But
the Germaans refused, considering the figure exorbitant and resort-
ing to printing money to sabotage reparations payments. In anger,
in 1923 French and Belgian troops occupied the Ruhr Valley, an
industrial center, and started taking payments in kind. This in
turn provoked a German strike. These events coincided with Adolf
Hitler's coup attempt in Munich, which was applauded by those in
Germany who had remained bitterly opposed to the peace settle-
ment. It seemed as if the French-German antagonism mighe deal a
fatal blow to the postwar peace.

Fortunately, the crisis abated once the United States stepped in,
not through formal diplomacy but, as will be described in the next
chapter, through “the diplomacy of the dollar.” The upshot was that
in 1925 the governments of Germany, France, and Belgium signed
treaties at Locarno to freeze and mutually guarantee their respective
frontiers. This paved the way for Germany's admission into the
League, which came in 1926. Within Germany, Hitler was im-
prisoned, and those, principally in the army, who remained adamant
about getting rid of the Versailles restrictions were replaced by men
more willing to accept the new status quo. Although the role of the
United States in this sertlement was financial rather than political,
Washington welcomed the Locarno agreements and hailed German
reintegration into the European order. The Weimar Republic’s poli-
cy of economic recovery and political reconciliation fitted nicely into
American conceptions of postwar international order, as did France’s
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willingness, under Foreign Minister Aristide Briand, to build its
security on a solid understanding with Germany.

In Asia, in the meantime, the Washington Conference of 1921-2
established a framework for cooperation and stability. Besides the
naval disarmament treaty, the United States took the initiative in
bringing about the drafting and signing of various other agreements
designed to stabilize Asian-Pacific affairs. For instance, the four-
power pact among the United States, Britain, France, and Japan
provided for mutual consultation with regard to regional security
issues, and several nine-power agreements (signed by China and
these four plus four other European states) established the principle
of consultation and cooperation in China and stipulated specific
steps to be taken to effect a revision of the “unequal treaties.”

As will be seen, these agreements did not immediately produce a
peaceful environment in Asia; Chinese nationalists sought a more
rapid and radical change in the treaties, and the Soviet Union en-
couraged their assault on the Washingron treaties. Nevertheless,
“the Washington system” worked as well as “the Locarno system” in
giving definition to the postwar regional order. A good indication of
this was that Japanese diplomacy became much more cooperative
during the 1920s than earlier, and that there were few acts of overt
military aggression on the part of the Japanese Army against China.
The Chinese, on their part, in the end accepted the Washington
treaties as the basis for their diplomacy. When the Nationalists came
to power in Nanking in 1928, the United States quickly recognized
the new regime and began negotiations for treaty revision, steps that
were followed by other countries.”

The spirit of cooperation, rather than coercion and unilateralism,
also came to characterize Latin American affairs. During the war, it
will be recalled, American relations with Mexico had worsened, and
United States forces were sent to Haiti and Santo Domingo. Ameri-
can troops also remained in Nicaragua. After the war, however,
much changed. The United States now showed willingness to re-
define Latin American policy in light of its changed world status and
of the impact of Wilsonianism upon official thinking.

7 Iriye, After Imperialism, chap. 3.
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To be sure, the United States still upheld the Monroe Doctrine as
the key to its policy in the region, but its meaning underwent
significant changes. Rather than safeguarding the tenet of the Roo-
sevelt Corollary to the doctrine that had justified military inter-
vention and fiscal tutelage of some Caribbean states, oiﬁcials in
Washington came to view the Monroe Doctrine as an expression of
pan-American solidarity and cooperation. Thus the United States
convened a meeting of Central American states in Washington dur-
ing 1922-3 so0 as to promote general disarmament and arbitration.
Secretary of State Charles Evans Hughes declared that the Monroe
Doctrine did not mean the establishment of protectorates or over-
lordships in American republics. And in 1928, J. Reuben Clark,
under secretary of state, wrote a memorandum arguing that inter-
vention under the cloak of the Monroe Doctrine was wrong. He
asserted that the doctrine must go back to the pre—~Roosevelt Corol-
lary days. That same year, after he won the presidential election,
Herbert Hoover toured Latin America and stressed the concept of
“the good neighbor.” He voiced his opposition to the policy of
intervention itself, and in fact there was to be no military interven-
tion 1n Latin America under his presidency.®

The steady building up of systems of international cooperation
and peace in various regions of the world was given a symbolic
reaffirmation when thirty-three countries, including the United
States and even the Soviet Union, signed the Kellogg-Briand Pact
(the so-called Pact of Paris) in 1928. Secretary of State Frank B.
Kellogg and French Foreign Minister Briand drafted the document
as a statement of hope that war could be outlawed. It declared that
the signatories “condemn recourse to war for the solution of interna-
tional controversies, and renounce it as an instrument of national
policy in their relations with one another.” In addition, they agreed
that “the settlement or solution of all disputes or conflicts . . . shall
never be sought except by pacific means.” These words sounded too
idealistic even for that period, and many American observers noted
that such a paper peace was dangerous as it could lead people to

8 On the development of the inter-American system, see Gordon Connell-Smith,
The Inter-Amertcan System (London, 1966).
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think they no longer needed to be militarily armed. But others,
notably Senator Borah, were quite serious and believed this sort of
internationalism was even more realistic and just than the League-
defined world order. In time the Kellogg-Briand Pact would become
codified in international law in that it would be cited as one of the
key documents with which to condemn the aggressors in World War
II. There is little doubt, in any event, that the Pact of Paris was
another reflection of the earnest efforts made during the 1920s to
solidify the structure of the new peace.

Coping with Revolutionary Nationalism

By signing the Kellogg-Briand Pact, the Soviet Union could be said
to have joined the world community at long last. It had refused to
associate itself with other nations, least of all with the United States.
Only a few years earlier the Soviet leaders would have sneered at
something like the outlawry of war as bourgeois sentimentalism and
asserted that world peace would come only when capitalism had
been replaced by socialism, imperialism by colonial independence.

What had happened? There certainly had been little change in
American policy toward the Bolsheviks. Although some Republican
leaders, notably Senator Borah, favored a change in Wilson's anti-
Bolshevik stand, the successive Republican administrations during
the 1920s adhered to the policy that the Soviet Union would not be
recognized unless certain essential conditions were met: agreement
on repayment of outstanding debts, compensation for nationalized
enterprises, and a pledge not to engage in propaganda activities in
the United States. Such a rigid stance all but ensured that there
would be no establishment of diplomatic relations between Wash-
ington and Moscow. Neither side took the initiative to alter the
situation.

On the other hand, the absence of diplomatic relations did not
prevent other types of interaction between the two countries. Dur-
ing 1921-3 the American Relief Administration provided the Rus-
sians with food totaling more than 900,000 tons and valued at $66
million. It was said that the shipment of such food — and the ARA
supplied 90 percent of all relief goods going to Russia — saved more
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than ten million Russians from starvation.? It would be hard to
document such an assertion, but at least the episode indicates that
Americans saw few serious obstacles in the way of approaching the
Sovier Union, should they decide to do so. Likewise, as will be
noted, trade between the two countries went on, albeit on a much
smaller scale than American trade with other European countries.
The point is that neither Washington nor Moscow believed the
establishment of formal diplomatic ties was urgently needed; they
could deal with one another irrespective of such ties.

Still, Russian foreign policy and Comintern activities during
most of the 1920s were such that the Soviet Union clearly stood
outside the generally accepted postwar peace structure. To be sure,
most countries, including Britain, France, and Japan, one by one
came to recognize the Bolshevik regime, but such a development
did not prevent Moscow from engaging in anticapitalist, antiim-
perialistic activities through the Communist parties of other coun-
tries, and through the nationalistic movements in the colonial areas.

This latter phenomenon was particularly notable in China, where
the Soviet Union successfully established ties to various centers of
power: the government in Peking, various warlords controlling the
provinces, the Kuomintang (Nationalists) in the Canton area, and
the nascent Chinese Communist party. The upshot was the radical-
ization of Chinese nationalism, turning China’s leaders and public
opinion against the Washington Conference treaties that had pro-
vided the framework for international cooperation in China. Chinese
officials, students, merchants, and other groups condemned the
Washington treaties as totally inadequate, and the Nationalists and
Communists combined their forces to launch a massive antiim-
perialistic campaign in the mid-1920s. They attacked American,
European, and Japanese personnel and property in China, forcing a
large-scaie evacuation of foreign merchants and missionaries from
the interior of the country.

Although more limited in scale, equally serious for the United
States was what the State Department termed, in a 1927 report,
“Bolshevik aims and policies in Mexico and Central America.” Be-

9 Frederick L. Schuman, American Policy Toward Russia (New York, 1928), 2037,
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cause the Mexican constitution of 1917 had stipulated that all rights
to the country's subsoil resources belonged to the state, there contin-
ued a bitter dispute between Mexico and the United States over
American property rights and concessions in the country, partic-
ularly the mining and refining of petroleum. Neither Alvaro Ob-
regdn, coming to power in 1920, nor Plutarco Elias Calles, who
succeeded him in 1924, was willing to accept the American conten-
tion that the principle of nationalization should not be applied
retroactively, to rights Americans had held prior to 1917. Such an
adamant stand the State Department was prone to attribute-to Bol-
shevik influence, which certainly did exist, though not to the same
extent as in China. Moreover, the United States suspected that
Communist agents from Russia and North America were behind
Mexico's support of a faction in Nicaragua against the established
regime.

Such exaggerated fears of radical nationalism, however, did not
last long, nor were they so pervasive as to prevent the development
of an alternative approach by Washington. By the late 1920s, Amer-
ican officials had come to recognize that rather than maintaining an
antagonistic relationship with radical forces in China, Mexico, and
elsewhere, a relationship that might conceivably lead to war, it
would be much better if some compromise could be worked out
through close economic ties. It so happened that in these countries
forces looking to some accommodation with the United States and
other capitalist powers steadily gained influence. Known as the
“national development wing” in Mexico, these forces were first and
foremost intent upon economic development and ready to moderate
their nationalism in order to obtain goods, capital, and technology
from the advanced countries, above all the United States. ¥ Repre-
senting this new development, Calles was ready for a reconciliation
with Washington, and the latter eagerly obliged, President Calvin
Coolidge sending a Wall Street banker, Dwight W. Morrow, as a
new ambassador to Mexico in 1927 to work out a compromise
settlement of the petroleum question. He was quite successful, a

10 Robert Freeman Smith, The United States and Revolutionary Nationalism in Mexico
(Chicago, 1972), 245.
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good indication of the shared interests between Mexican nationalists
and American businessmen. Similarly, in China, when the National-
ists unified the country in 1928, their leader, Chiang Kai-shek,
quickly took steps to conciliate the United States in order to entice
American financiers and engineers to invest in the coumry"s modern-
ization. Americans were eager to reciprocate such overtures, and
indeed the United States was the first among the principal capitalist
nations to extend recognition to the new regime in Nanking and
signal its willingness to modify the existing treaties.

Against such a background, the Soviet Union's joining other
countries in signing the Pact of Paris was symbolic of the changing
state of relations between that country and the rest of the world. It
was as if the Soviets were now less intent on revolutionizing the
globe than in consolidating their gains and stabilizing their foreign
relations. That was in essence what Joseph Stalin implied when he
began talking about “socialism in one country.” Rather than trying
to turn all countries in the direction of socialism — a strategy still
being advocated by Leon Trotsky, Stalin's arch rival in the struggle
for power after Lenin's death in 1924 — Russia would be content
with its own survival as the sole socialist state. Stalin’s own survival
became bound up with this, more modest goal. In any event, hence-
forth the Soviet Union, too, would focus on its domestic economic
modernization rather than engaging in global revolutionary mis-
sions. It followed that Moscow now would be willing, indeed eager,
to repair its relations with other countries. The result was that in
this connection, too, stability returned to the international arena.
Coupled with the successful conclusion of disarmament agreements
and various other treaty arrangements for solidifying the new status
quo, the Soviet Union was, by the end of the 1920s, willy-nilly
playing a role in the consolidation of the postwar order.



6. The 1920s: The Economic Aspect

The Diplomacy of the Dollar

Any stable system of international relations must be built on eco-
nomic foundations, and the situation in the 1920s was no exception.
Indeed, given the devastation brought upon the European econ-
omies, no postwar order could be conceived that did not include an
economic agenda. How to restore the European economies and,
through them, reestablish stable international economic relations
was a key tssue of the postwar period, the more so since, as noted
carlier, the Versailles peace treaty had failed to address the issue
squarely.

The Great War had cost Europe dearly; 9 million of its youths had
died in war, another 20 million had been wounded, and more than
$400 billion had been expended on battle. Inevitably, the European
countries, victors and vanquished alike, suffered from a decline in
industrial and agricultural production, which, combined with a
severe inflation, caused social and political instability. Moreover,
foreign exchange mechanisms remained confused. The system of
multilateral trade and investment that had functioned before the war
had been based on the gold standard and the principle of currency
convertibility, both of which had been given up during the war and
could not be automatically restored when the peace came. (Only the
United States lifted the ban on gold shipments right after the war.)

Added to the chaotic picture were the issues of German repara-
tions and the allied war debts to the United States. As seen earlier,
Germany was called upon to pay reparations totaling as much as
$33 billion, which its leaders and people alike considered an outra-
geous sum. The British, the French, and the Italians, for their part,
were adamant on the reparations question because their postwar
economic recovery appeared to hinge on such payments. At the same
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time, these countries had borrowed much from the United States
after 1917. As noted earlier, their indebtedness during 191720
had exceeded $10 billion. These loans had been extended at 5 per-
cent interest. The Americans expected interest payments to contin-
ue, as well as the eventual repayment of all debts. The Europeans,
however, insisted that they could not do so unless the interest rate
were lowered and, more important, until they received reparations
moneys from Germany.

Thus developed one of the most serious disputes in postwar U.S.-
European relations. The United States was opposed to coupling the
reparations and debt issues, asserting that the former had to do with
Germany's war guilt, whereas the latter was a purely commercial
transaction. The Americans, to be sure, would be willing to lower
the interest rates, and as a result of long negotiations throughout the
decade, the United States and its wartime allies did come to some
understanding, lowering the interest rate on British loans to 3.3
percent, French to 1.6 percent, and Italian to 0.4 percent. These
concessions were not sufficient from the Europeans’ point of view,
however, for they still had to come up with the money, which they
expected to obtain, at least in part, from the German reparations.
Given the French-German crisis over the question, the formula of
Britain, France, and Italy receiving funds from Germany and then
using them to pay back the American debts did not work. With
Americans continuing to instst that the wartime allies honor their
obligarions, there developed severe strains in U.S.-European rela-
tions. The French felt particularly hurt as they had suffered most
from the war and believed they had sacrificed themselves for three
years before the Americans bestirred themselves to come to their aid.
The French, they said, had paid with their blood, whereas Ameri-
cans were talking about money. Moreover, some in France calculated
that the country had lent money to the Americans during the latter’s
war for independence that had not been paid back.! The dispute
became very tense, and the Commerce Department in Washington
even sought to forbid American private loans to France while the
crisis lasted.

1 Jean-Baptiste Duroselle, France and the United States (Chicago, 1976), 124-6.
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Things reached a critical stage during 1923~4, with French and
Belgian troops occupying the Ruhr Valley, Germans refusing to
budge, Americans bitter over the European failure to honor wartime
obligations, and no restoration of the system of currency convert-
ibility having been effected. It was at this point that the U.S.
government chose to step in and help alleviate the tensions. It would
not act directly, for it judged that the reparations question did not
concern the government, which had not signed the Versailles treaty,
although the nation did intend to ask for some payment from Ger-
many for war damages. The best approach, Washington officials
believed, was to work through private bankers and businessmen, to
let them take the initiative, with the government staying in the
background, and approach their counterparts in Europe.?

This arrangement, an early example of “corporatism” or a system
of state-business cooperation, worked very well. In 1924 chree bank-
ers — Charles G. Dawes, Henry M. Robinson, and Owen D. Young
— were asked by President Calvin Coolidge to organize themselves as
a commission to investigate German finances. They went to Europe
and proposed a revised schedule of German reparations payments,
which in effect would reduce the total amount Germany would be
expected to pay. To enable the country to start reparations payments,
the former allies would supervise plans for stabilizing German cur-
rency, including an immediate advance of foreign loans, of which
the major portion consisted of a $110 million loan to be raised in the
United States. American bankers had little difficulty making che
loan, and thus the reparations settlement, known as the Dawes Plan,
paved the way for stabilizing European financial as well as diplo-
matic affairs. Together with the settlement of the allied debt ques-
tion, which was completed by 1926, the United States and the
European nations were able to resume normal economic relations for
the first time since the war.

As if to commemorate the occasion, more than twenty nations
decided to reestablish the gold standard. More correctly known as
“the gold exchange standard,” the system lifted the wartime ban on

2 The best study of U.S. policies toward the reparations and debe questions is
Melvin Leffler, The Elusive Quest (Chapel Hill, 1979).
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shipments of gold, thereby restoring convertibility among different
currencies. Their rates of exchange were more or less fixed through
the medium of gold. That is to say, the value of a currency was
determined by the price of gold in that currency, and .its ratio of
exchange with another currency would be the same as the compara-
tive values of the two currencies in terms of gold. For instance, one
ounce of gold was fixed at $20.67. In pounds sterling, one ounce
would cost around 4. 13 pounds. In other words, a pound was worth
$5. This was the same as the prewar rate of exchange; both curren-
cies were relinked to gold at “prewar par,” as it is sometimes writ-
ten. Such a decision did not take into consideration wartime and
postwar inflations. Because dollars or pounds bought less than be-
fore the war, their respective values in terms of goid might also have
declined. To restore the gold standard at prewar par meant, there-
fore, to try to combat inflation by making money dearer, and prices
of commodities lower. This could produce a recessionary trend,
resulting in shortages of capital and also higher unemployment. But
in the mid-1920s such a policy appeared to be a better alternative to
inflation. Exchange stability, it seemed, had to be restored if normal
international economic transactions were to be resumed, and such
stability appeared to depend on maintaining the value of each cur-
rency as much as possible.

For the United States such a policy did not bring about economic
retrenchment since chere was sufficient demand at home and abroad
to keep factories in full operation, even though there was a chronic
agricultural depression. And to the extent that the domestic econ-
omy did not grow fast enough, surplus capital could readily be
invested abroad.

Indeed, American capital was the main sustainer of the interna-
tional economic system during the 1920s, in particular after 1924,
The role of American financial resources has sometimes been referred
to as “the diplomacy of the dollar.”? The term signifies the fact chat
whereas the government in Washington refrained from active partic-
ipation in world political affairs and was particularly sensitive about
domestic opposition to working with the League of Nations, private

3 Herbere Feis, The Diplomacy of the Dollar (Baltimore, 1950).
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bankers, speculators, and others were anxious to make use of the
opportunities presented for expanding their roles in economic trans-
actions abroad. Starting with the 1924 loan of $110 million to
Germany, American loans and investment overseas grew rapidly.

Foreign investments are usually divided into two categories: di-
rect and indirect. The former refers to doing business abroad, for
example by establishing factories and manufacturing commodities
with capital one has brought; the latter alludes to the purchase of
bonds, debentures, and securities, in other words, public loans and
private investment in foreign countries. Both categories of invest-
ment grew in the 1920s so that, for instance, in 1929 alone Ameri-
can direct investment in Europe amounted to $1,352 million, and
indirect investment to $3,030 million. Altogether, American funds
totaling more than $10 billion were being sent abroad — this at a
time when the nation’s national income was about $80 billion.
Given the size of the economy, the Americans could easily afford to
engage in such investment activities.”

Whether, for the recipients of such funds, the continuous inflow
of American capital in large amounts was a desirable development
was seriously debated, but they really had little alternative, given
the shortage of capital in war-devastated Europe and the fact that as
late as 1929 the United States accounted for nearly 50 percent of the
world’s income. Clearly, as the countries of Europe as well as else-
where sought to recover and develop economically, it was much
easier to turn to the one source of capital rather than to generate
funds internally.

In some such fashion, a relationship of financial interdependence
was developing between the United States and Europe — and indeed
the rest of the world as well. Europe was particularly important as
the inflow of American funds enabled Germany to pay reparations to
Britain, France, and Icaly, and the latter, in turn, paid back portions
of their wartime debts to the United States. The mechanism de-
pended on the continued flow of American capital and on the under-
standing among these countries of the essential interdependence. It
was not surprising that in 1929 a new arrangement was worked out

4 Charles P. Kindleberger, The World in Depression (Berkeley, 1973), 56, 71.
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for German reparations. Known as the Young Plan, after the Ameri-
can banker, Owen Young, who helped arrange it, the plan reduced
the reparations to about $9 billion, to be paid in fifty-nine years
with an interest rate of 5.5 percent. Combined with the various debt
settlements the United States and the wartime allies had by then
negotiated, the 1929 arrangement epitomized the spirit of coopera-
tion and the pivotal role played by the dollar in international affairs.

American financial involvement in the Western Hemisphere was
also extensive. In 1929, American direct investment in Canada
amounted to $1,960 million, in Cuba and the West Indies to
$1,054 million, in Mexico to $913 million, and in South America
to $1,548 million. Nearly equal amounts were sent to these coun-
tries as indirect investments and governmental loans. Some of these
were risky investments; in Argentina, for instance, there were so
many business failures that the Commerce Department in Washing-
ton cautioned bankers against investing more money there.® Still,
these countries, too, could not have undertaken economic develop-
ment programs without the massive infusion of American capital.

Although smaller in scale than American investments in Europe
or the Western Hemisphere, there was also an impressive outflow of
capital to Asia and the Middle East. American funds sent to Japan
were instrumental in enabling the country to recover from the dev-
astating earthquake of 1923, which destroyed much of Tokyo and
caused property damage upward of $1 billion. The Ford Motor
Company built factories and manufactured the first automobiles in
Japan, and Americans also invested in Japanese companies in chemi-
cal, electronic, and other enterprises that were fast industrializing
and urbanizing the country. In China, in the meantime, American
investment was particularly notable in providing utilities and tele-
phone systems in the larger cities. The Standard Vacuum Oil Com-
pany engaged in the refinery business in the Dutch East Indies as
well as on the continent of Asta. Altogether, close to $1 billion was
being invested in that part of the world on the eve of the Great
Depression.

The 1920s were also notable because American business interests,

S Joseph Tulchin, Aftermath of War (New York, 1971), 174.
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with the strong backing of the State and the Commerce Depart-
ments, energetically entered the Middle Eastern oil fields. The re-
gion’s rich petroleum resources had been mostly divided up into
British, French, and Dutch concessions, but the Americans, sensing
an urgent need to supplement domestic with imported oil (the
development of the automobile made this a clear requirement), ener-
gertically entered the field. Supported by the government, they suc-
ceeded in getting the Europeans to agree to a redrawing of the oil
concessions map so as to make room for American companies. The
so-called red-line agreement of 1928 defined where these four coun-
tries would have primary rights for the development of oil fields.®

Outside these regions, Liberia and the Soviet Union may be men-
tioned as significant examples of American economic activities dur-
ing the 1920s. In the African republic with close historical ties to
the United States, the main target was rubber plantations. Rubber
was needed for automobile tires, but its production and pricing
tended to be controlled by Britain, which possessed rich rubber
resources within its Astan empire, especially Malaya. The Firestone
Rubber Company kept in close touch with the Commerce Depart-
ment as it developed rubber production facilities in Liberia. In the
meantime, the Soviet Union, despite its antiimperialistic ideology,
did not hesitate to turn to the United States for much needed
capital. Although the absence of a diplomatic relationship meant
binding legal contracts could not be worked out, this did not pre-
vent American entrepreneurs and Soviet officials from concluding
several business agreements. For instance, the Sinclair Oil Company
obtained a concession to develop oil fields on northern Sakhalin;
W. Averell Harriman invested in manganese mines; and, most fa-
mous of all, Henry Ford built tractor factories. Altogether, more
than a hundred proposals for concessions in the Soviet Union were
made by \Americans from 1926 to 1929; in 1928 and 1929, there
were fifty-four proposals, amounting to 26.1 percent of all foreign
proposals during those years.”

6 Danicl Yergis, The Prize (New York, 1991), 204-5.
7 William Appleman Williams, American-Russian Relations (New York, 1952),
208-25.

The 1920s5: The Economic Aspect 95

If America’s foreign investment was a major international activity
of the 1920s, one that undoubtedly contributed to world economic
recovery and development, trade also played a pivotal role. World
trade had suffered an overall decline during the European war, and it
did not recover the prewar level till the second half of the 1920s.
This was due to several factors: the devastations the war brought the
European countries; their loss of millions of productive workers (and
consumers); the chaotic state of foreign exchange tn the absence of a
gold exchange standard prior to 1925; the development of “import
substituting” manufactures in many parts of the world that would
encourage domestic production and discourage foreign imports. In
the overall picture of trade stagnancy, however, the United States
was almost always an exception. Its export trade, which expanded
spectacularly during the war, slowed down somewhat after 1919,
but the nation was still the principal exporter in the world, provid-
ing Europe with much of the necessities of life as well as industrial
equipment and less tangible items like Hollywood movies.

Alchough the United States also imported from Europe, trade
balances were always in the former’s favor. This reversed the situa-
tion that had existed before the turn of the century. What was
remarkable about the postwar years was the declining importance of
Europe as America'’s trading partner. Whereas during 1910-14 the
European countries together had accounted for 62 percent of total
American export trade and 49 percent of import, after the war the
average annual rate fell to 45 percent and 30 percent, respectively.
This last figure, indicating that less than one-third of American
purchases now originated in Europe, had serious implications for the
European nations. If they were to resume and expand their trade, as
they had to in order to reconstruct their economies and pay for
American loans, and if they could no longer count on as close a
commercial relationship with the United States as before the war,
they would have to try exporting aggressively to other parts of the
world, such as the Middle East and Southeast Asia, areas of their
colonial control, parts of which were now governed as League man-
dates. In such regions, too, however, Americans were keen on step-
ping in. The Open Door policy that had earlier been enunciated in
connection with the China market was now energetically applied
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elsewhere, the Commerce Department taking the initiative for
opening up what it considered to be closed doors.

American trade in the formerly European enclaves of the Middle
East, Africa, and Southeast Asia was still limited, but that in East
Asia and the Western Hemisphere grew rapidly. Asia’s share in
American export trade increased from 6 percent before the war to
twice that proportion after the war, and in America’s imports, from
15 percent to 29 percent. Fully one-third of American exports were
going to the countries of the Western Hemisphere at the end of the
1920s. These figures indicate that in trade relations, too, the United
States was fast globalizing itself. World trade, on the whole, in-
creased by only 13 percent between 1913 and 1929, whereas Ameri-
can trade more than doubled, and so one may well speculate as to
whether global commerce would have expanded further if the prewar
patterns of close U.S.-European trade links had been preserved.
What is indisputable is that the penetration of world markets by
American goods as well as capital and technology was providing a
basis, the economic foundation, for the postwar international order.

Business Civilization

These economic activities, moreover, were sustained by an ethos, a
mentality that played a unique role in the postwar world, in particu-
lar in the United States. At a League-sponsored world economic
conference held in Geneva in 1927, for instance, the delegates rec-
ognized that international peace now depended on economic under-
pinnings. They set up a committee of experts to inquire into the
commercial and financial arrangements best suited for achieving
“understanding and harmony” among nations.® Although the U.S.
government did not participate in these activities, Americans cer-
tainly shared such a perspective. They developed what may be
termed an idea of business civilization as the key to national and
international affairs. To a nation weary of both geopolitics and an
ideological crusade, the emphasis on economics was most welcome.
Production, distribution, banking, and related business endeavors
as a model of rational action and an inspiration to the whole nation and

8 Quincy Wright, A Study of War (Chicago, 1965), 417—18.
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indeed the entire world — such was the philosophy of business civiliza-
tion that underlay American foreign relations during the 1920s.

Herbert Hoover, Henry Ford, Walter Lippmann, and Reinhold
Niebuhr, representing divergent backgrounds and engaged in differ-
ent professions, may be taken as examples representing, each in his
own way, this business philosophy. Hoover, secretary of commerce
for eight years before becoming president in 1929, was a strong
believer in private American initiatives — economic and human-
itarian — that would contribute to a stabler and more prosperous
world, What he termed “American individualism” relied not on
governmental authority but on the self-interest and civic spirit of
citizens who collectively would increase national wealth and make
use of it for similar purposes elsewhere.? Henry Ford preached the
gospel of the new age of machinery, which he believed was promot-
ing the cause of world progress. As he wrote, “Rightness in mechan-
ics, rightness in morals are basically the same thing. . . . Justasa
clean factory, clean tools, accurate gauges, and precise methods of
manufacture produce a smooth-working, efficient machine, so clear
thinking, clear living, square dealing make of an individual or
domestic life a successful one, smooth-running and efficient to ev-
eryone concerned.” Like Hoover, Ford believed that the United '
States had much to show other countries. Taylorism — after Freder-
ick Taylor, who had disseminated ideas about efficient systems of
production and of labor-management relations — symbolized the
American way, but this was eminently exportable. As the industrial-
ist noted, “foreign lands are feeling the benefit of American pro-
gress, our American right thinking. Both Russia’s and China’s
problems are fundamentally industrial and will be solved by the
application of the right methods of thinking, practically applied.” It
followed that “political boundaries and political opinions don't real-
ly make much difference. It is the economic condition which really
forces change and compels progress.” !0

Lippmann and Niebuhr, among the most influential commenta-

9 Herbert Hoover, American Individualism (New York, 1922), 71.

10 Henry Ford, My Philosophy of Industry (New York, 1929), 35, 37-9, 45. On
Taylorism, see Frederick W. Taylor, Principles of Scientific Management (New
York, 1911).
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tors on foreign affairs, likewise argued that a country like the United
States, extremely powerful economically but reluctant to employ
military force, was in the best position to define international order.
Lippmann, who had been disillusioned by Woodrow Wilson's failure
to bring his visions of peace to fruition, now accepted the business
orientation of American foreign relations and believed the nation’s
economic ties to other countries might prove to be the glue that held
the world together. Niebuhr, a young theologian with a keen inter-
est in social issues, was more critical of corporate capitalism, but he
too believed that the age of armament expansion and empire build-
ing had been replaced by a new “economic age” in which the “legates
of our empire are not admirals or proconsuls, but bankers.” If, he
wrote, “we do not support our economic power by extraordinary
military force, then [we} shall learn to live in a world community
and make those adjustments to the desires and needs of others which
are prompted by prudence and conscience.”!!

All these comments reflected the widespread perception that eco-
nomics, as opposed to traditional geopolitics, was becoming the
dominant force in national and international affairs, and that the
United States, as the leading economic power, was playing the most
influential role in the postwar world. The idea that economic inter-
actions brought about a more peaceful international order was not
new; both Presidents William Howard Taft and Woodrow Wilson
had espoused the same thing. Now, however, ideal and reality ap-
peared to be coming closer through the diplomacy of the dollar.

Whether the “economic age” would really make the Versailles
peace more durable would depend in part on the continued econom-
ic strength of the United States and in part on the lacter's willing-
ness to heed “the desires and needs of others,” in Niebuhr's words.
Until the onset of the Depression in 1929, the first condition was
clearly present, so the crucial question was the second, whether
American economic policies served the interests of the world com-
munity. Did the United States pursue policies that tended to pro-
mote the further interdependence of the world economy, besides
contributing to'the nation's own enrichment? Did it make use of the

L1l Harper's 149 (Jan. 1932): 90, 92, 95.
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accumulated wealth on behalf of a harmonious, orderly international
community?

Here the picture was mixed, and throughout the decade of the
1920s there was a tension between economic internationalism and
economic nationalism. Historical judgment has not been very gener-
ous and tended to depict America’s economic policy then as having
been self-centered, parochial, and shortsighted. As evidence, com-
mentators have noted the wide gap existing between the nation’s
professed Open Door policy and its protectionist tariff system. One
may also add its restrictionist immigration policy in this connec-
tion. Both these policies made the United States less open to foreign
goods and people than it might have been, given its dominating
position in the world economy.

Protectionism was a Republican article of faith during the 1920s,
as it had been before the war. The Fordney-McCumber Tariff of 1922
revised upward the Wilson administration’s low rates on most im-
ports, both manufactured and agricultural. It would be difficult to
determine if this sort of protectionism caused world trade to grow
rather slowly during the 1920s, but it is possible that America’s
particularly large trade surpluses with regard to Europe were
achieved because of the policy and that the high tariffs made the
nation a net exporter both of capital and of goods.

To take a typical example, in 1928 America’s balance of trade was
$880 million in its favor, and Americans sent some $970 million
abroad as loans and investments, as if to help other countries pay for
their trade deficits toward the United States.'2 This situation was
different from Britain’s before the war. Prior to 1914, London had
been the financial capital of the world, lending and investing its
funds in the United States and elsewhere. The recipient countries of
these funds had been able to make payments on them through
building up trade surpluses vis-a-vis Britain, which pracriced a
liberal commercial policy and tended to develop trade deficits with
the borrowers. This was how Britain functioned as the economic
hegemon and contributed to world stability, at least in the commer-
cial and financial realm. After the war, however, the United States

12 Walter Lippmann, Interpretations, 1931-1932 (New York, 1932), 46.
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became a different sort of hegemon because of its protectionist tar-
iffs. European critics, as well as those Americans who shared their
views, argued that this was an untenable situation, making other
countries, especially those in Europe, so much more dependent on
the United States. The image of America as self-centered and insuffi-
ciently concerned with the larger picture emerged.

Defenders of the system, on their part, pointed out that there was
nothing wrong with the arrangement; so long as Americans contin-
ued to send funds abroad, other countries could balance their books.
Of course, these latter would have to pay interest and dividends on
American loans and investments; in 1928, such payments amounted
to $800 million. Was this not impoverishing America’s debtors?
Americans would counter by noting that they were also spending
money abroad as tourists (this came to $660 million in 1928), and
recent immigrants from Europe were remitting substantial portions
of their savings to the mother countries ($220 million). If these
financial arrangements could have been made to continue, one
might well have argued that this system was as effective an instru-
ment of orderly international business transactions as the prewar
British-centered system:.

American protectionism was also justified by Herbert Hoover and
other leaders in its own terms, as necessary both for the nation and
for the world. They argued that global economic development de-
pended on a strong American economy; and a high-tariff policy
would stimulate domestic production, bring in additional revenue,
reinforce the value of the dollar, and enable the country to function
as the world’s banker. All this should be a welcome development not
just for the nation but for the rest of the world. To such an argu-
ment, critics responded that America’s protectionism gave the im-
pression to the world that, despite the evident lead the United States
was taking in establishing an economically more interdependent
world order, the nation was not yet fully committed to interna-
tionalism, at least not to the extent of paying attention to the
“desires and needs” of other countries. By not adopting a more
liberal tradef»}iolicy, the United States, it was sometimes noted,
failed to set an example to others. For they, too, instituted protec-
tionist tariffs, with rates going much beyond the levels prevailing
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before the war. The result was fierce trade competition that did not
promote the cause of economic internationalism.

Such criticism seems justified at least insofar as American trade
with Europe was concerned. It must, however, be put alengside the
generous debt settlements with Britain, France, and Italy, as well as
the support of German economic reintegration through American
loans and investments. It would be best to say that, as the postwar
economic hegemon, the United States acted to promote European
reconstruction but that there was a limit to its commitment to
commercial internationalism.

The picture becomes even more complex when we consider the
non-European parts of the world. Through its exportation of goods,
capital, and technology, the United States played a key role in
bringing them into the global economy. Countries beginning their
modernization effort, such as Mexico and China, accepted, if they
did not uncritically welcome, the American role. Their powerful
antiimperialist rhetoric turned the nationalistic leaders in these
countries against the infusion of American funds, but by the end of
the decade most of them had come to recognize that they could not
do without them.

It is interesting to observe, in this connection, that even Joseph
Stalin came grudgingly to admire American capitalism. In a pam-
phlet he published in 1924 (Foundations of Leninism), he repeated the
standard Leninist argument that “colonial and dependent countries”
must “wage a struggle for liberation” from “a world system of finan-
cial enslavement and colonial oppression . . . by a handful of ‘ad-
vanced countries.’” At the same rime, Stalin wrote, separate nation-
al economies and national territories had been integrated to create “a
single chain called world economy,” out of which “true interna-
tionalism” might emerge, an internationalism of “national libera-
tion movements.” Before the oppressed peoples of the world
achieved such a goal, however, they should learn to combine “Rus-
sian revolutionary sweep” and “American efficiency.” This latter, he
explained, was “that indomitable force which neither knows nor
recognizes obstacles; which with its businesslike perseverance
brushes aside all obstacles; which continues at a task once started
until it is finished, even if it is a minor task; and without which
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serious constructive work is inconceivable.”!? Such a statement in a
sense accommodated revolutionary nationalism with the American
business ethos and could, if needed, have provided justification to
leaders in non-Western parts of the world for accepting goods, capi-
tal, technology, and management skills from the United States.

If, then, American economic influence was linking different parts
of the world closer together, thereby creating a greater sense of
global interdependence, there was a contrary trend as well: the new
immigration policy of the United States. Both the 1921 and the
1924 immigration laws established a quota system on the basis of
nationality. Henceforth only those from Western and Central Europe
would be welcomed, and even they could not exceed the total com-
bined figure of 150,000 annually. Immigrants from Eastern Europe
would be severely restricted. Asians were excluded entirely. {The
quota system, however, did not apply to Canada or to Latin Ameri-
ca.) Such legislation, enacted by a nation that was the richest in the
world, could not but impress other countries as narrow-minded and
self-centered, an unfortunate impression given America’s active pro-
motion of international economic interchanges on many fronts. For
the countries of Asia, Africa, and the Middle East, in particular, the
near-total exclusion of their people from the United States was in
sharp contrast to their growing commercial ties with the latter, as
good an example as any of the tension between nationalism and
internationalism in American foreign affairs.

13 Josef Stalin, Fowndations of Leninism (New York, 1939), 27, 79, 81, 122:~4.

7. The 1920s: The Cultural Aspect

Peace as an Ideology

Peace as a dominant idea was a distinctive feature of the postwar
decade. This is not to say that there had been no forceful movements
for peace or effective presentations of ideas of peace before then.
Before the Great War, there had developed various strands of pacif-
ism, ranging from traditional Christian conceptions to the more
recent socialist formulations. In the United States, scores of peace
societies had been established to organize the international commu-
nity better to promote a stable, interdependent world order. And
then, during the war, Woodrow Wilson and V. I. Lenin had
emerged as spokesmen for two contrasting ideas about international
affairs and propounded their respective visions of a world with-
out war.

It was after 1919, however, that the idea of peace, of whatever
shade of meaning, came to hold center stage in discussions about
international affairs. We have already seen how potent were the
drives for disarmament, outlawry of war, economic stabilization,
and American capital movements, which together created an envi-
ronment more conducive to peaceful interconnections among na-
tions than to war and military preparedness. But the phenomenon
had deep cultural roots as well and was sustained by intellectual
developments in the 1920s. One might think of the ideology of
peace at that time as a “hegemonic ideology” — the term Antonio
Gramsci, the Italian Marxist, began to use as he penned his
thoughts 1n prison.' According to him, a society was held together
through a set of ideas produced, refined, and manipulated by its
elites in order to maintain some sort of order and cohesiveness.
These ideas were so pervasive that even those opposed to the elites

I Antonio Gramsci, Letters from Prison (New York, 1989).
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employed them consciously or unconsciously. An ideology, there-
fore, was more than a product of a class, an expression of its inter-
ests; at the same time, it was far more precise than people’s collective
ethos vaguely defined. An ideology had specific origins and objec-
tives, expressing power relationships in society; it was also compre-
hensive so that even those without power would embrace it as a way
of ordering social, national, or international events.

Peace was such an ideology in the 1920s. Its origins, to be sure,
were diverse, but to the extent that one can speak of elites in the
more advanced countries of Europe, North America, or Asia, it
would seem that they established the idea of peace as the overarching
framework in terms of which national and international affairs were
to be discussed. Peace, in other words, was elevated to the position
of a privileged concept so that a world existing in peace was consid-
ered to be the normal and normative — of course, these were by no
means identical — state of affairs, and war an aberration.

Peace as a privileged concept had various connotations, straregic
and economic, as has been discussed. It served the needs and inter-
ests of countries eager to devote their energies to reconstruction, as
in Europe, to industrialization and development, as in Japan, or to
enhanced levels of prosperity, as in the United States. These coun-
tries’ leaders equated peace with economic well-being, political sta-
bility, and social cohesiveness. Domestic order, in other words, was
considered to be dependent on a peaceful world order, and vice versa
— hence the cardinal importance of international organizations and
activities that were expected to solidify international community.

All this is quite clear, but how did the masses relate themselves to
such an ideology? How were they incorporated into the hegemonic
ideological system? Of course, some were not; militant nationalists
in France and Germany in the immediate postwar years, or radical
antiimperialists in China, Mexico, and elsewhere, were exceptions.
Even they, however, would in time come under the strong influence
of the peace ideology, at least to the extent that they would feel
themselves to be on the defensive, in need of justifying their opposi-
tion to the idea of peace as a normal state of affairs. By the time the
Locarno treaties were signed in Europe, and certainly by 1928 when
the Soviet Union joined thirty-two capitalist and developing nations
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in signing the Kellogg-Briand Pact, it may be said that peace had
become the most dominant global ideology.

It is not surprising, in such a situation, that studies about peace —
or, more broadly, about international relations — became a major
concern of nations everywhere. For the first time in modern history,
peace became an object of serious intellectual inquiry, and interna-
tional relations a subject taught at academic centers. As James T.
Shotwell, the Columbia University historian and a major figure in
the postwar peace movement, pointed out, the search for peace was
at bottom an intellectual enterprise, requiring a conscious effort to
turn from “the narrower conceptions of the past to a worldwide
view.”? Many shared his view, as evidenced by the initiation of study
groups and research organizations throughout the world devoted to
the examination of international relations. Among the most famous
were the Royal Institute of International Affairs in London and the
Council on Foreign Relations in New York, both established in the
immediate aftermath of the war for the promotion of specialized
research in the field. The League of Nations, on its part, took the
initiative to encourage the teaching of international affairs at schools
and universities in various parts of the world.

Nowhere was the subject more widely and enthusiastically taught
than in the United States — a clear indication that its official absten-
tion from the League of Nations did not mean the nation was not
part of the intellectual climate of the time. On the contrary, through
their scholarly and professional efforts, Americans may be said to
have retained the intellectual leadership of the worldwide peace
movement. A good example of this was the project undertaken by
Quincy Wright and his colleagues at the University of Chicago for a
massive study of war and peace. At that university a graduate pro-
gram in international relations was launched in 1923, said to be the
figst of its kind in the United States (perhaps in the world as well).
Wright directed the program, which brought together specialists in
history, political science, anthropology, economics, sociology, and
other disciplines. In 1926 they launched an ambitious project, to

2 Shotwell memorandum, May 31, 1932, ED25/25, Board of Educartion Archives,
Public Record Office, London.
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examine all past wars, inquire into their immediate causes and
broader circumstances, and list conditions that would ensure peace.
The project was so open-ended that by the time it was completed, in
1942, the realities of world affairs had changed drastically from the
more optimistic days of the mid-1920s. Nevertheless, such an enter-
prise was not an isolated phenomenon but was part of a global trend
toward an intellectual understanding of war and peace.?

The postwar decade also gave the traditional term “international
understanding” a far more intellectual and educational connotation
than in the past. It was believed that chances for world peace would
be enhanced if peoples understood each other better and if they
refrained from chauvinistic excesses in their school curricula. Here
again, the United States was very much part of the global trend.
During the 1920s a steadily increasing number of colleges and
universities began offering courses in the histories and languages of
Russia, China, Japan, and other non-Western countries. Newly cre-
ated foundations for support of scholarly research, such as the Social
Science Research Council and the American Council of Learned Soci-
eties, pooled their resources to encourage the initiation of “area
studies” at selected centers of learning.

Curricular revision, in particular the rewriting of school text-
books so as to minimize distorted statements about other countries,
was more difficult to achieve in America because of the decentralized
nature of its educational administration. But while the League of
Nations called upon such countries as France and Germany to revise
history textbooks to promote mutual understanding, in America
comparable efforts were made to develop a more dispassionate under-
standing of recent history, in particular the origins of the Great War.
Many “revisionist” writings were published, questioning the ac-
cepted views about the causes of the war (with an emphasis on
German militarism and war guilt) and about the reasons for U.S.
entry into the conflict. Writers like Harry Elmer Barnes attacked
those who had, he asserted, uncritically accepted British perspec-
tives and become unwitting agents of pro-British propaganda.® Al-

3 Quincy Wright, A Study of War (Chicago, 1965).
4 Warren I. Cohen, The American Revisionists (Chicago, 1967), chap. 3.
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though few went that far, such revisionism was in line with the
climate of the age when textbook revision in the spirit of interna-
tionalism was seen as an important path to peace.

Peace Through Cultural Exchange

The proposition that peace was an intellectual engagement led to 