This volume surveys the history of United States foreign relations from 19B to
1945, covering the presidencies of Woodrow Wilson, Warren Harding, Calvin
Coolidge, Herbert Hoover, and Franklin D. Roosevelt. Professor Iriye first provides
an overview of the international system as it evolved through the seventeenth,
eighteenth, and nineteenth centuries and came to be dominated by the European
nation-states. This introduces his thematic framework of America's "globalization,"
for the first halfofthe twentieth century saw the United States supplant Europe as
the world's leader, not just in terms of military force but also in economic and
cultural influence.

Iriye discusses America's shift from neutrality to eventual involvement in World
War [. Americans believed that domestic stability and global economic develop-
ment and interdependence were interchangeable propositions, all contributing to
peace at home and abroad. Ironically, it was this certainty that first involved the
United States in the European war. Iriye explains how America's continuing com-
mercial involvement with Europe complicated U.S. neutrality but also sped the
emergence of the United States as the worlds leading economic power. America
became a creditor nation virtually overnight, and this economic heft, as much as the
moral suasion of Wilsonianism, gave the United States a new opportunity to shape
the European political order.

Iriye describes the American response to the Bolshevik Revolution, which pre-
sented an ideological challenge to the new American hegemony. He shows how the
Versailles Treaty fulfilled some of the Wilsonian aims, such as the creation of new
states on the basis of ethnic nationalism, while betraying the spirit of the peace by
imposing punitive reparations and a pronouncement of war guilt on defeated Ger-
many.

The penetration of world markets by American goods as well as capital and
technology provided the economic foundation for the postwar international order.
Iriye tells the story of the economic boom of the new peace and describes the
cultural and intellectual internationalism that the worldwide peace movement
inspired. Interelite exchanges, accompanied by the extensive spread abroad of
American goods and popular culture, helped develop a global cultural order with a
distinctly American character.

Cultural internationalism could not prevent the terrifying collapse of interna-
tional order in the 1930s under the onslaught ofa worldwide economic depression.
This period saw the rise of fascism and national socialism, and the atrocities of the
concentration camps. World War II was far more global in scope than World War I,
but only the United States was involved in all theaters of the war: in the Atlantic as
well as the Pacific, in North Africa as well as Southeast Asia, and in the Middle East
as well as South America. In this sense, World War II is the culminating point in
the story of the steady globalization of the United States. It was to be the nation's
task to help shape a more stable world order that would be at once true to the
American traditional values and responsive to the new challenges of the twentieth
century. Throughout Iriye's survey of global developments, he discusses America's
position and role as an emerging world power.
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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 ofcomple-
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 ofcurrently 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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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.

W alter 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. LaFebers volume covers the last third of the nineteenth
century 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 ofthe interna-
tional system as it evolved and was dominated by Europe through

the seventeenth, eighteenth, and nineteenth centuries. He analyzes
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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 ofart in interna-
tional relations. In the final volume of the series, America in the Age
ofSoviet Power, 1945-1991, 1also rely heavily on what I have learned
from political economists and political scientists.

I begin the book in the closing months of World War Il and end it
with the disappearance of the Soviet Union in 1991. I write of the
vision American leaders had ofa 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 ofthe 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 ofthe
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’ global activity on its domestic order,
fearful that Thomas Jefferson’ vision ofa virtuous republic has been
forgotten, boding ill for Americans and for the world they are

allegedly “bound to lead."

W ARREN I. 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. [ 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 ofthe Great War was European-dominated. As
we trace the history of American foreign relations from 1913 to
1945, it is 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 equal 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.l 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).
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nature of European international relations.2 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.3 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.

W hat saved, and indeed perpetuated, European predominance
were two additional factors, also making their appearance during the
eighteenth century: the Industrial 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, it is well to recall that as late as 1800 China was

producing more manufactured goods than any other country.4 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.
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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. W ith an increasing working population employed at
factories, and with the building ofrailroads 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’ 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 ofperspectives 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 nation 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 ofthe 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.5 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.6 But in the
early 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 ofthe 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 ofthe 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 military, 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, Americas one strength, national
unity or domestic cohesiveness, began to erode to such an extent
that by the middle ofthe 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 Mississippi
and eventually to the Pacific, threatened to become fractured. It was
fortunate 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.7 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 ofother 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 pioneering study is Ronald Robinson and John Gal-
lagher, Africa and the Victorians (New York, 1961).
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nationalistic movements all over Europe - not the nationalism ofthe
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 ofblood 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.8 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

H Reginald Horseman, Race and Manifest Destiny (Cambridge, Mass., 1981); Mi-
chael H. Hunt, Ideology and U.S. Foreign Policy (New Haven, 1987).
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take for granted the continued existence of the nation as a unified
entity.

The timing of this phenomenon could not have been more oppor-
tune, 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 ofthe 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 bound-
aries, mass participation in the political process, unified domestic
markets and systems of production and distribution, extensive 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 ofrapidly advancing technology,
and because the state itself, rather than a monarchy or an aristocratic
order, was the focus of loyalty.

O fcourse, 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 loyalty 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 in 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. Although 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
transactions affected the social developments ofall 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 Britains 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—98, when the island’
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’ resources and made
more effective its strategic position in world affairs. The United
States was slow to join the trend. To the country’ leaders, distant
lands in Africa, the Middle East, or Asia held little 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 European 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 ofan 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 world

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 ofthe 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 its
position in the international 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 ofthe century, its manufacturing output
was second only to Britains, and America’s rapid industrialization
was reflected in the relative rise in importance ofthe 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 ofthe globe,

such as Mexico and China. It is no accident that at first they concen-
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traced 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 health 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 ofthis 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 ofthe 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 attracted 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 ofthe West's relationship with the

non-West. Power often meant control over distant lands. Civiliza-
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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 ofthis ideology. They, ofcourse, 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 social 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-
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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 Wests 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. Its victories over China and Russia (in the wars of 1894-5
and 1904-5, respectively) and its acquisition ofcolonies and spheres
of influence in nearby areas marked Japan’ 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. IfJapan, 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?

O f 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.) W hat is interesting is

that Americans, when they talked ofsuch 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 ofthe 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.9

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 Tafts "dollar diplomacy” and his and others’ es-
pousal of world peace through international law.

Taft’s idea was to make use of the nation’ 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, see
Akira Iriye, 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. O f 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. Ifthey 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.10
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
World Order (Nashville, 1969); C. Roland Marchand, The American Peace Move-
ment and Social Reform (Princeton, 1972). The stress on international law as an
instrument for preserving world order was also part 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.l In none ofthese 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 inJuly 1914, and as they formally began fighting
against one another in August, the United States recoiled in disbe-
lief, incredulous that the civilized nations should thus stumble into
fratricide but, all the same, relieved that at least the American
people were spared the tragedy.

So it was natural that the United States should proclaim its
neutrality as soon as war came. Although some, notably former

President Theodore Roosevelt, warned that the war would alter the

1 On the origins of World War I, the best summary may be found in James Joll,
The Origins ofthe First World War (London, 1984).
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global balance ofpower 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 ofthe 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 that 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 ofall 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 ofa
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.2

In such a situation, it was no simple matter 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 Foran extensive discussion of the wartime disputes concerning neutral rights, see
Arthur S. Link, Wilson: The Strugglefor Neutrality (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 opinion 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.3 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 ofthe 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.4

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 travelers 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.
W ashington immediately fired off a stiff protest, holding Germany
strictly 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 ofthe 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 difficult
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 United 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 to 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’ 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 vital
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
States 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 belligerent 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 ofarmaments and the reestablishment ofa regime of
global economic interdependence.6

Unfortunately, nothing came ofthe 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 think-
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. W hat
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 European governments, however, were not yet ready for the

6 N. Gordon Levin, Woodrow 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’ 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
each 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’
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 Wilsons 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 W ashington 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’, affairs, and that without
some leadership role played by the United States, there could be no
stable international order. Although the precise nature ofthat role or
of the international order the United States would seek to promote

remained vague, the Americans did not have to start from scratch
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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 European 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



The Great War and American Neutrality 31

acquisitions, died in 1912, and the coming of the Taisho era trig-
gered movements against the continuation ofthose programs. Some
called for a cutback in military spending, and others for more demo-
cratic government. But then war came in Europe, and Japan’ expe-
ditions to Shantung and the German islands further expanded the
power of the military, which sought to take advantage ofthe 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 ofJapan
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 either 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 Yiian 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 pressure.
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It was in such a situation 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 that its very greatness had concealed flaws and sick-
nesses that had come out in the open in the bloody war.7

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 ofthe
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 latter 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 ofrailways 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 anything 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 putting 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 ofhow 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 ofa more forthright and righteous policy, especially
because the new Chinese republic desperately needed American sup-
port.8 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, see 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 Japans’
special interests in areas of China that were closest to it, such as
Manchuria.

Such a policy ofsupport 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 the Chinese were not powerless and that they could take
on some of the worlds 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 Chinas 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 ofthe 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).
W hile 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, each 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 W hite House. Unlike China’ Yiian
Shih-k’ai, however, Huerta did not impress President Wilson as
worthy of Americas 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’ 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
Americas emerging global role: the conflict between the American
policy of promoting reformist government in another country, on
one hand, and the latter’ 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 ofthe
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.9 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 Wilson 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’ 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’ in Europe? At least as far as Wilson was concerned, there
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was no contradiction at all between his espousal ofa 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.10 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, Powerand Principle (Kent, Ohio, 1986). See also the same author's Uses
of Force and Wilsonian Foreign 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 W ashing-
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 itselfeconomically 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

social order, but in the United States the transition from peace to

39



40 The Globalizing of America

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 ofthe 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 ofJapan) 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 in Mexico, and the Zimmermann telegram,

which was widely published in the United States, inflamed public
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opinion.l 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 latter’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 ofan
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 turning him loose to create further confusion. The
strategy worked, and soon the Bolsheviks succeeded in seizing pow-

er in Petrograd and a few other cities in November 1917. The
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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 Italians in a major battle 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 that 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 ofthe 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 initial 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 ofthe 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 ofsixteen 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 ofthem 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 ofa neutral nation's leader developed into official enunci-
ations of principles that were to guide the deliberations ofthe 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 little interference as possible. Such activities would be
conducive to generating greater wealth at home and to creating 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 ofJanuary 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’ 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 result 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 ofde-
mocracy, for it implied a people’s freedom to determine its own fate,
including the establishment of its own nation. The idea that each
"nationality” should have its own nation - what may be termed
“ethnic nationalism" - 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 ofa 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 Italian boundaries along
“clearly recognizable lines of nationality." It was much easier 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 ofself-determination, for without
it the idea of a world made safe for democracy would remain an
abstraction.2

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 ofthese countries and provinces contained
complex ethnic relations. Finally, Wilson referred to an equitable
adjustment ofcolonial 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% 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 research 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
Inquiry (New Haven, 1963).
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terms to be imposed on Germany. To be sure, the latter 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.
W hether 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 ofthe 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.)3

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
ofthe 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 briefspeeches 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 conflict with
those carried out by diplomats and consuls.4

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 Offices 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 ironic that when the war ended, people throughoutthe globe
had become well acquainted with Wilson’ 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 that 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’ 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 (Winter 1993).
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judged, correctly, that the Russian people were tired of fighting,
and that 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 ofthe 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’
example in pulling itself out of the war might inspire them to
pressure their own governments to do likewise.5 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 ofthe
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 Lift (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 ofdetaching 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 ofthe 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 ofgrain. 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-
uous 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.6

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 asJohn A. Hobson and
Rudolf Hilferding —who had assaulted the imperialistic activities of
the powers as detrimental to the true interests ofthe citizens ofthose
powers, especially the working class. It was natural that Lenin, the
leading ideologue of the Bolsheviks, should make antiimperialism a
central part ofhis 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 ofthe 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 antiimperialism.
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, see 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.7

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 a 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 1917-18, however, it would be
wrong to suggest that the line was already sharply drawn. For W il-
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. W hiting, 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 ofthe Habs-
burg and Ottoman empires. In such a situation, it would not have
been altogether beyond the realm ofpossibility 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 effort. 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 ofcalling 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 ofthe 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.8

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
eastern 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 ultimately 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, PomMw (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
getting out of hand. Wilson continued to believe that despite the
Siberian expedition, the powers should honor the principle of self-
determination of the Russians. He might even intercede on their
behalfto see ifa 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.9 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

ofthe 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,'1919, 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 ofthe 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 ofthese 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.1

Each participating nation had its own agenda. The United States
had already articulated what it considered to be desirable terms of
peace in Wilson’ 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, Berlins 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 with the

Fourteen Points would mean some loss of territory but would still

1 The best brief history ofthe Paris peace conference is still the eyewitness account
by Harold Nicolson: Peacemakinf> (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.2

The other European governments shared the fear of Bolshevism,
but that did not prevent them from seeking a more revengeful and
punitive settlement. Britain, France, and Italy were intent upon
sharply limiting Germany’ 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’ rights and
concessions in Shantung province in China. The latter naturally
opposed such a transfer, 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.

W ith 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 Wilsons 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).
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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 ofall, 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 ofits 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 Germanics 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 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, although, 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 latter. 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 ofthe Second World War (London,
1961).
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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 settlements 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 Fourteen Points.
The covenant of the League spelled out in detail how the organiza-
tion would be structured and how it would function. First ofall, it
would invite the participation ofall 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.)4

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, Italy, 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
ofthe 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 See John M. Thompson, Russia, Bolshevism, and the Versailles Peace (Princeton,
1967).
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Article 10 ofthe 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 ofanother, the article said, the League would punish the 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 Wilsons 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 touching the
security or other vital interests of the United States. O f 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 seek 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 Wilsons 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 ofthe 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 ofits 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 ofvital importance as they sought
to reconstruct their cities, their countryside, and their overall econ-
omies. Without 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 ofdollars 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 at 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 fac6 of the expected return of European competi-
tors in the world arena, was to strengthen Americas 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.5 This was a way of ensuring continued growth of American

trade, but it also signified Wilson’s and the American leaders’ will-

5 Joan Hoff 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 ofthe 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 ofthe
powers. This was a rather ingenious system, enabling the League to
be true to the principle ofself-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 the
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
integrated 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.6 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 ofeconomic equality among nations.7
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 ofsufficiently 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 Wilsons well-known interest in the
economic foundations of world order, he gave so little 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 Dorothy Jones, Code of Peace (Chicago, 1991), 41-4.
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to be charitable 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. O f course, people could be misled, or they could be tempo-
rarily captured by irrational desires and sentiments. The Bolshevik
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 oftheir 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.8

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

8 On the Jeffersonian origins of Wilsonianism, see John Milton Cooper, The Wkr-
rior 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.
O fcourse, 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 ofsenators 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 Henry Cabot Lodge, a
bitter political foe of Wilsons, 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 treaty.9

The opponents of the treaty did not speak with one voice. The
irreconcilables - such as William Borah ofldaho and Hiram Johnson
of California —were adamantly opposed to the nation’ joining any
organization such as the League of Nations that would, they be-
lieved, compromise Americas 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 Searchfor an American
Foreign 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-W ilsonian 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 ofa free hand.
Some argued that the nation’ sovereign rights over such matters as
the Monroe Doctrine and immigration should never be given up to a
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, something the presi-
dent could not accept in view ofthe 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 dispute 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 yet,
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 initiatives in order
to transcend traditional world affairs in which sovereign nations had
pursued their interests with little 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 at 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 internationalism, castigating it as naively idealistic, just as
Wilson’s opponents in the Senate ridiculed his faith in other coun-

tries’ commitment to the vision.,0 Much empty debate would be

10 The best example of the realist critique is Robert E. Osgood, Ideals and Self-
Interest in American 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 ofthe 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,
little 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 ofa 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’
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.1

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 ofthe 1920s and
the role played by the United States in its evolution and preserva-
tion.

First ofall, despite the confusion of the immediate postwar years,
the major powers showed remarkable 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.2

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 himselfendorsed a new naval construction bill calling for the
addition of sixteen battleships - ifcompleted, 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 ofJapan - as well as of

1 Akira Iriye, After Imperialism (Cambridge, Mass., 1965), 12.
2 See F. L. Carsten, The Reichswehr 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, a Wilsonian ideal, indicates that while rejecting part of
W ilsonianism, he and many others like him had not repudiated it
altogether. Many ofthem came to be known as “peace progressives,”
those who were opposed to the Versailles peace but 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 to 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

O f course, it took more than some senators’ efforts to convene an

arms reduction conference, and a disarmament agreement would not

3 Roger Dingman, Powerin the Pacific(Chicago, 1976), is still the best work on the

W ashington Conference.
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have been achieved unless other nations had shared the same beliefin
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 ofthe 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 ofeach (“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
ofits 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 accepted 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 ofthe 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.4 Even some ofthe 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 initiative
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 oflight 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 ofsecurity 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 of American A ir Power (New Haven, 1989).

5 Harold J. Gordon, The Reichswehr and the German Republic (Princeton, 1957),
188-9.
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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.6

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 ofthe 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 least 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 ofNations, 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-

6 See 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 ofits 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 1LO, the WHO, and the commiit-
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 itselfa member ofthe 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 ofinterna-
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 Germans 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 might 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 ofthe 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 settlement was financial rather than political,
W ashington welcomed the Locarno agreements and hailed German
reintegration into the European order. The Weimar Republic’s poli-
cy ofeconomic recovery and political reconciliation fitted nicely into

American conceptions of postwar international order, as did France’
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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 Washington 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 ofits changed world status and

of the impact of Wilsonianism upon official thinking.

7 lIriye, 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, officials in
W ashington 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 so 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 in Latin America under his presidency.8

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 ofall 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-American 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 itselfwith other nations, least ofall 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.

W hat 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 W ash-
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.9 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
Soviet 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
W ashington 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-scale 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), 203-7.
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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
ofan 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.10 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 country'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, Stalink arch rival in the struggle
for power after Lenins 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 issue of the postwar period, the more so since, as noted
earlier, the Versailles peace treaty had failed to address the issue
squarely.

The Great War had cost Europe dearly; 9 million ofits 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 1917-20
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 ofthe 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 insist that the wartime allies honor their
obligations, 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’
war for independence that had not been paid back.l 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.2

This arrangement, an early example of "corporatism” or a system
of state-business cooperation, worked very well. In 1924 three 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 ofa § 110 million loan to be raised in the
United States. American bankers had little difficulty making the
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 debt 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-

s

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 ofgold 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 ofcapital 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 there was suEcient 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 ofthe dollar."3 The term signifies the fact that
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 Herbert 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’ national income was about $80 billion.
Given the size of the economy, the Americans could easily afford to
engage in such investment activities.4

W hether, 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
worlds 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 Italy, 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.5 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 Asia. 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,

5 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-
gionk 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 ofthe automobile made this a clear requirement), ener-
getically 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 fpur coun-
tries would have primary rights for the development of oil fields.6

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 Asian 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.7

6 Daniel Yergin, The Prize (New York, 1991), 204-5.
7 William Appleman Williams, American-Russian Relations (New York, 1952),
208-25.
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If America’s foreign investment was a major international activity
ofthe 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 in the absence ofa
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.

Although 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. Asias 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 ifthe prewar
patterns of close U.S.-European trade links had been preserved.
W hat 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.8 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

asamodel ofrational 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 ofbusiness 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.9 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. . . . Just as a
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 ofthe right methods ofthinking, 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.” 10

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’ 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 ofarmament 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 ofothers which
are prompted by prudence and conscience.” 11

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.

W hether 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 latter’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 nations own enrichment? Did it make use of the

11 Harper's 149 flan. 1932): 90, 92, 95.
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accumulated wealth on behalfofa 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 Tariffof 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.12 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 practiced 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.
O f 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 trade policy, 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 alongside 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 ofLeninism), 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 time, 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.”13 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-W estern 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, Foundatiom of Leninism (New York, 1939), 27, 79, 81, 122-4.
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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 in prison.1 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

1 Antonio Gramsci, Lettersfrom 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’ 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 ofpeace 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, strategic
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? O f 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 asituation, 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.”2 Many shared his view, as evidenced by the initiation ofstudy
groups and research organizations throughout the world devoted to
the examination of international relations. Among the most famous
were f/ie Royal Inscicuce o fIncernacional 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 ofthe intellectual climate ofthe 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
first 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 Shotwcll memorandum. May 31, 1932, ED25/25, Board of Education 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.3

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 ofscholarly 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 ofrecent history, in particular the origins ofthe 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.4 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 a
major contribution of the postwar period: the idea that cultural and
intellectual cooperation among nations was an effective way of pro-
moting peace. We may term this idea "cultural internationalism" -
the view that cultural communication, understanding, and coopera-
tion were fundamental preconditions of international peace and or-
der. The League of Nations endorsed the idea at its very inception
when its council declared in 1921, "no association of nations can
hope to exist without the spirit of reciprocal intellectual activity
between its members.”5

W hat did the council mean by "reciprocal intellectual activity"?
First and foremost, the term suggested associative and cooperative
activities by intellectuals across national boundaries. Paul Valery, the
French poet, asserted that a league of nations implied “a league of
human intellects.” A British scholar agreed, saying that “men and
women of knowledge and ideas” in many lands had the respon-
sibility to promote "mutual understanding between the peo-
ples . . . independently of national or racial boundaries.”6 To im-
plement what these men were advocating, the League of Nations
established a committee on intellectual cooperation to organize
scholarly, literary, and artistic exchanges among the cultural and
intellectual leaders of various countries.

The idea was unquestionably elitist, but we must remember that
the world had just come through a war in which scholars, artists,
journalists, and other intellectuals - supposedly men and women of
culture - had dedicated themselves to the war efforts of their respec-
tive countries, giving higher priority to patriotism than to interna-

5 League of Nations, "Moral Disarmament," Feb. 24, 1932, ED25/25, Public
Record Office, London.
6 Heath memorandum, May 25, 1929, ED25/25, Public Record Office, London.
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tionalism. Deeply embarrassed about the experience, many writers
in Europe, joined by several in the United States, issued a declara-
tion of intellectual independence, drafted by Romain Rolland, the
French novelist.7 It was a ringing assertion of intellectuals who
recognized, belatedly, that their primary role should have been to
overcome national differences and to strive for peace or, if this was
impossible, at least to mitigate the effects of war by maintaining
international communication at the cultural level even when their
nations were taking up arms against one another. As the declaration
said, “we do not know peoples. We know the People . . . the People
of all men, all equally our brothers"; people did not recognize the
artificial political boundaries into which they had been categorized.
Much more united than divided them, and therefore it would be - it
had been - wrong for their intellectual leaders to bestir them with
patriotic rhetoric so that they would come to hate their counterparts
elsewhere. Now that the tragedy had passed, the intellectuals of all
nations had a responsibility to teach the masses how not to be caught
up in chauvinistic frenzy but instead to become even more aware of
their shared destiny throughout the world.

This stress on the role of intellectuals as shapers of national and
international affairs was a common theme running through the
1920s. The intellectuals enjoyed what Gramsci called “social he-
gemony"; in other words, they mediated between the power of the
state and the masses composing the society. He distinguished be-
tween the state and "civil society," the latter consisting of private
individuals and groups not permeated by the power of the state. As
intermediaries between the two, the intellectuals were in a position
to narrow or widen the distance between them. And in the postwar
world, it is not surprising that many writers believed that the state
had grown too powerful, and that in order to prevent another disas-
trous war, this trend must be reversed. The sovereign authority of
the state must somehow be checked through an assertion of the
rights of individuals, or civil society, through what G. Jellinek, a
distinguished German jurist, called the “common consciousness of

the community."8 Only through curbing state sovereignty could

7 Jean Francois Sinirelli, Intellecluels et passions fran(aises (Paris, 1990), 41-2.
8 Joshua Fogcl, Nakae Ushikichi in China (Cambridge, Mass., 1988), 33-8.
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there be international understanding and peace. The intellectuals
must seize the moment to further the movement.

Such views on intellectual cosmopolitanism, arguing for a new
world order through curbing state power and nationalistic excesses,
did not go unchallenged. In France, where the debate was partic-
ularly intense, nationalists insisted that the world was still divided
into countries, and that the primary responsibility of French intel-
lectuals, at least, was to the French nation.9 In Germany, Carl
Schmitt, among others, continued to argue that national power
remained the key in a world defined by power.100 fcourse, that was
precisely why so many sought to redefine world affairs by curbing
the authority of the state. The debate between traditional national-
ists and postwar internationalists was inconclusive, but at least it
would appear that by 1929, ten years after the conclusion ofthe war,
cosmopolitan ideas had established a firm foothold and had to be
taken seriously in any discussion ofnational and international affairs.
Contrary views continued to be expressed, but the relatively small
number of publications exalting the heroism ofdying for one’s coun-
try - as, for example, Rene Quinton did in his book Maxims on War
(1930), or Alfred Rosenberg in his The Myth ofthe Twentieth Century
(1930) - suggests a tone of defensiveness against the prevailing
intellectual climate of the time.

That climate was exemplified by the League’s committee on intel-
lectual cooperation, which served throughout the interwar period
as the headquarters for promoting cultural interchanges. A typ-
ical example of the committee’s activity was its sponsorship of
open exchanges of views by some of the world’s leading intellectual
and artistic figures. The best-known instance of this was the
open exchange of letters between Albert Einstein and Sigmund
Freud in 1932 on war and peace. Although the exchange took place
after the stability of international order had begun to be threatened
by the Depression, the ideas the two expressed were typical of the
optimism and faith of the 1920s. Both Einstein and Freud agreed
that only through the active cooperation of internationalist-
minded individuals and through the cultural enterprises they pro-

9 Sinirelli, Intellectuels, 43-7.
10 Joseph W. Bendersky, Carl Schmitt (Princeton, 1983), 87-92.
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moted would it be possible for humanity to rid itself of the scourge
of war.

Lesser minds than they were similarly active. In scores of coun-
tries leading scholars, artists, musicians, and others organized their
respective national committees on intellectual cooperation to serve
as liaisons between the League committee and the cultural commu-
nities of nations. And in Paris an international institute for intellec-
tual cooperation was established and held numerous exhibits and
symposia. (Out of these organizations and activities the United
Nations Educational, Scientific, and Cultural Organization was to
be created in 1945.) There existed, moreover, a large number of
international associations, the bulk of which were organized in
the immediate aftermath of the war, that cemented ties among the
world’s cultural figures: the International Office of Museums, the
International Congress on Popular Arts, the International Society
of Contemporary Music, to cite but a few examples. The philos-
ophy behind all such bodies was the idea that “internationalizing"
(a word that had been in the English language since the late nine-
teenth century but acquired its modern meaning in the 1920s)
cultural affairs through collaborative endeavors was the surest
way for achieving international understanding and hence a durable
peace.

Americans were very much part of this cultural internationalism.
Raymond Fosdick of the Rockefeller Foundation represented the
United States on the Leagues committee on intellectual coopera-
tion, and even after the Senate’s rejection of the Treaty of Versailles,
Americans regularly attended the committee’s meetings. They also
established a national committee on intellectual cooperation, of
which James Shotwell long served as chairman. Besides participat-
ing in various international organizations, Americans organized
some 350 associations devoted to furthering scholarly communica-
tion and international dialogue. Typical was the Institute of Pacific
Relations, established initially in Honolulu but then moved to New
York. It was an association of Americans, Canadians, Europeans,
and Asians interested in Pacific issues, designed to facilitate their
dialogue in a nonpartisan setting. The IPR drew the participation of
distinguished scholars, journalists, and businessmen from the
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United States and elsewhere, conducted research on current affairs
affecting the region, and held biannual meetings for the exchange of
opinions. Another important organization established in the 1920s,
the Guggenheim Foundation, which awarded grants to scholars and
artists, actively solicited research proposals from Latin American
intellectuals.

Perhaps the major contribution of the United States to intellec-
tual cooperation at this time was through student exchanges. Before
the war, a number of foreign youths had come to study in American
schools and colleges. Most notable had been Chinese students who
had been brought over as “Boxer indemnity students" (with funds
the United States had remitted China from the Boxer indemnity
payments). But it was in the wake of the Great War that American
foundations and educational institutions became keenly interested in
educating foreign men and women. The Institute of International
Education actively engaged in fund-raising for bringing foreign stu-
dents and placing them in colleges and universities. Although most
ofthe students came from Asia and, increasingly, from Latin Ameri-
ca, there was also a transatlantic traffic of exchange students and
teachers, some of whom were sponsored by the British national
committee for interchange.

Cultural and intellectual cooperation, then, represented an ear-
nest activity by the world's leaders to contribute to internationalism
and peace, and Americans were very much part ofthe movement. Of
course, one may wonder to what extent such endeavors actually
furthered the cause of peace. Certainly, all the efforts by scholars,
writers, and other men and women of education could not prevent
the coming of yet another period of international crises. Cultural
internationalists of the interwar years were undoubtedly naive to
think that if only they could transcend parochial concerns and chau-
vinistic excesses, international tensions could somehow be sur-
mounted. In retrospect, their idealism may be said to have made
them less sensitive than warranted to the continued existence of
traditional loci of loyalty, especially ethnic and national entities.
Nevertheless, many of their ideas were to survive another world war
and to contribute enormously to enriching human communities in

the second half of the twentieth century.
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The Americanization of the World

Had efforts at cultural communication and cooperation been limited
to intellectuals and artists, their impact on world affairs might not
have been substantial. A major characteristic of the 1920s was that
cross-national interchange went much beyond interelite endeavors
and touched the lives of common people throughout the world. This
was fundamentally because of the pervasive impact of American
popular and material culture.

The Americanization ofthe world in terms of material and popu-
lar culture was not a new phenomenon, even in the 1920s. As Emily
Rosenberg, Jacques Fortes, and others have noted, already at the
turn ofthe century foreign observers were remarking how pervasive
the impact of American goods and ways of life had been throughout
the world.1l The American people, who were already then enjoying
the highest standard of living among all nations, were the object of
envy elsewhere; they seemed to represent material prosperity, com-
fort, and a certain life-style free from Old World complications.
Such products of modern technology as electricity, automobiles, and
telephones, which for most countries did not arrive in large quan-
tities till after the Great War, had become commonplace in America
before the war. (There were, in the United States, 18 million light
bulbs in 1902, 902,000 registered automobiles in 1912, and 10
million telephones in 1914.)

W hat was notable after 1919 was that these developments acceler-
ated and that American influence now became undisputed because of
the decline of European prestige. The so-called decline of the West,
made popular through the publication of Oswald Spenglers book of
that title in 1918, really meant the decline of Europe. Because of the
war-related devastations and the partially successful attempts by
non-Europeans to catch up with them in industrialization and trade,
the Europeans felt themselves to be on the defensive, no longer the
unquestioned center of civilization or foundation of wisdom. In-
deed, it seemed that Europe had little to offer the world as it

11 Emily Rosenberg, Spreading the American Dream (New York, 1982); Jacques

Fortes, Un fascination reticente (Nancy, 1990).
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sought to reconstruct itself. The task ofdefining the peace - not just
geopolitically but economically and culturally - would have to be
entrusted to others, above all the United States.

And America, virtually unscathed by the war, was more than ever
before the symbol of the new material and popular culture. In a
pathbreaking study of a “typical" American community (actually
Muncie, Indiana), the sociologists Robert and Helen Lynd noted, in
the mid-1920s, the growing influence of “inventions imported from
without - automobile, motion picture, and radio.”12 Imported
from "without” (i.e., from other parts of the nation), these inven-
tions were linking small towns to the outside world, making local
citizens conscious of their interrelationships with people elsewhere.
Although the Lynds were commenting on the homogenization of
American culture, the same phenomenon could also be observed
globally.

The automobile, the motion picture, and the radio - these three
artifacts that were linking together Americans in different parts of
the country — were also serving the same function in the wider
world. Because all three were overwhelmingly products of American
civilization, and because they spread to all corners ofthe globe in the
years immediately following the war, we may speak of the cultural
Americanization of the world during the 1920s.

Just to cite one example, the motion picture, another American
sociologist, Robert Park, traveled extensively and was deeply im-
pressed with the cinema’s impact on international affairs. The cine-
ma, he wrote, “may be regarded as the symbol ofa new dimension of
our international and racial relations which is neither economic nor
political, but cultural." The spread of the motion picture as well as
the radio was affecting “men’s minds and . . . their intimate per-
sonal experiences," and bringing “the ends of the earth into an
intimacy unimaginable a few years ago.” The result, Park was con-
vinced, was that “all the peoples of the earth” were being brought
“measurably within the limits ofa common culture and a common
historical life.” 13

12 Robert Lynd and Helen Lynd, Middletown (New York, 1929).
13 Robert Park, Race and Culture (Boston, 1940), 149.
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In retrospect, it is clear that such a view vastly exaggerated the
effect of technological innovations in obliterating national differ-
ences. The subsequent decade was to show that even a culturally
Americanized world did not necessarily guarantee international un-
derstanding and peace. Nevertheless, there is little doubt about the
phenomenon of Americanization itself. People in even the remotest
corners of India or Brazil saw the same movies as the Americans and
Europeans. Well-to-do Asians as well as Europeans owned radios and
automobiles and sensed that they were sharing a common experience
with the Americans.

Even those who were appalled at such a phenomenon unwittingly
acknowledged the unmistakable influence of American culture when
they denounced it as detrimental to maintaining the cultural integ-
rity of their own countries. To cite but one example, two French
writers published a book entitled The American Cancer in 1930 and
asserted that France was being colonized by the United States
through the ideas of productivity and efficiency. The “new feudal-
ism,” they argued, of bankers, commerce, and industry with their
emphasis on mechanization was stifling the true spirit of the French
Revolution, embodied in the principles of individuality and human
rights. "The principal means ofthe American conquest whose men-
ace weighs over Europe and the whole world is not so much brute
force as the American spirit, its cult of blind reason and rational
construction." France, the authors concluded, was now under the
tutelage of "Yankee inspiration and direction" where the people were
demoralized and lay at the service of a cosmopolitan plutocracy.4

The very extremeness of such language testified to the extensive
influence of American commercial culture, in a sense corroborating
what Park was writing about. All these observers were noticing the
spread of American cultural influence, which, combined with its
economic power, was redefining national and international affairs.
Ultimately, what was happening was the construction of an interna-
tional order, the postwar peace, that was founded as much on eco-
nomic and cultural factors as it was on military factors. This was a

peace that was being sustained through economic and cultural inter-

14 Robert Aron and A. Dandieu, La cancer amtricaim (Paris, 1931), 14-16.
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changes, one in which nonmilitary means were replacing arms as the
key to world affairs. The United States exemplified this new age.
Just as the postwar world was defined, at one level, through the
peace treaties and naval disarmament, and, at another, by the move-
ment of goods and capital across national boundaries, so it was also
developing a global cultural order. And because America had always
(and particularly under Wilson) sought to give international affairs a
cultural definition, it was not surprising that the age of cultural

internationalism was also the age of Americanization.



8. The Collapse of International Order

The World Economy in Disarray

One would never know ifthe collapse ofthe American economy and,
as a consequence, ofthe world economic order in the years following
1929 was more or less preordained by the very structure ofeconomic
affairs during the 1920s, or whether the prosperity and peace of the
postwar decade could somehow have been maintained if the United
States and other nations had taken more forceful measures to cope
with the economic crisis at its inception. One thing is certain,
however. The world economy of the 1920s had been so intertwined
with American economic resources and performance that whether
the relative stability and prosperity of the postwar decade could have
been perpetuated hinged to a considerable extent on action taken by
American officials, bankers, and others. Their inaction or passivity,
by the same token, would have profound implications for world
affairs of the 1930s.

As of 1929, the United States still accounted for 40 percent of the
world's industrial production, 50 percent ofthe world gold reserve,
and 16 percent of international trade. Should something happen to
the American economy, therefore, it would have a severe impact on
other countries. And, indeed, something drastic did take place; after
the stock market crash of October 1929, production was cut by 50
percent by 1932, export trade fell by 60 percent, and unemploy-
ment rose from 1.5 million to 12 million in the same period.
Industrial and agricultural prices fell, wages for those still employed
declined, personal and business bankruptcies were legion, and the
cult of productivity and efficiency as the prevailing ethos of the first
postwar decade was replaced by severe attacks on capitalism.

Much of this, though not its scale, could have been foreseen. The

speculative boom preceding the crash had been fed by low interest
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rates, which banks adopted to make it easier for individuals and
factories to borrow money; the policy attracted American capital
away from foreign investment markets and fueled the boom. Had
the banks retained higher interest rates, some of this might not have
happened, although if the rates had been noticeably higher than the
returns on investments abroad, this, too, might have brought Amer-
ican capital home and created a speculative atmosphere. Even more
serious was the fact that during the 1920s, despite the overall
growth ofthe American economy, the average purchasing power had
not kept pace, and that in some sectors, especially agricultural,
there had been overproduction, depressing farm income, formers,
factory workers, and shopkeepers had tended to spend more than
they earned, and were thus chronically in debt. The 1920s had
ushered in a period of installment purchases, where consumers bor-
rowed money in order to buy goods. But toward the end of the
decade, many of them also borrowed to speculate in the stock mar-
ket. All these combined not only to create the panic of 1929 but also
to bring about not just a temporary readjustment of the stock mar-
ket but wholesale bankruptcies and disequilibriums at all levels of
the economy.

In the context of American foreign relations, the Depression
could not have come at a worse moment. As noted in Chapter 6, the
United States and the European countries had just concluded an
agreement through their banking representatives (the Young Plan)
for a debt and reparations settlement. The way seemed to have been
opened for further stabilization of European affairs. Now, however,
even such a funding arrangement lost much of its value because
American funds, which were at the core of postwar international
economic relations, suddenly became unavailable. The recall of
American capital had started before the stock market crash, but was
accelerated by the panic that accompanied the crash and did not
swiftly go away. With confidence shaken in their own economy,
Americans might have turned to overseas markets for investment,
but they now had much less capital to play with, foiling stock
market and commodity prices, business bankruptcies, and unem-
ployment meant there was little excess capital available for foreign

investment. This naturally caused a chain reaction in other coun-



118 The Globalizing of America

tries; with a drastic reduction in American funds, not only their
reparations and debt payment but also their productive activities as
well would be jeopardized. These countries, too, would experience
business failures, the closing of factories, and unemployment. With
reductions in output and in personal income, trade would suffer, and
the decline in export trade would further entail reduced production
and more unemployment.

The postwar international system that had been based on multi-
lateral trade, currency convertibility, and the free flow of capital
from one country to another now became unhinged, “(forld trade
shrank from $30.3 billion in 1929 to $20.3 billion in 1931; Ger-
many’s capital imports fell from $967 million in 1928 to only $482
million in 1929, and further to $129 million in 1930. By 1932 the
United States, the major provider of capital not only to Germany
but to most other countries, had virtually stopped investing its
funds overseas. The dwindling trade and capital movement severely
strained the gold exchange standard, the mainstay of postwar multi-
lateralism. Nations were now unwilling or incapable of making
their payments in gold - unwilling because they feared the draining
of gold out of the country would cause further loss of confidence in
the economy, incapable because in some countries (Austria, then
Britain) central banks lost their gold holdings because of panic
“runs" on gold. The result was that by 1932 several nations (includ-
ing Germany and Japan - the latter had readopted the gold standard
only in 1930 - in addition to Austria and Britain) had abandoned
the gold exchange standard; international transactions would no
longer be conducted in terms ofgold-defined fixed rates of exchange
among different currencies, but would be subject to fluctuating rates
of exchange. Governments would be under pressure to inflate their
currencies in order to make their respective commodities compara-
tively cheaper in the world market. "Managed currencies," as the
practice was called, would be one way of augmenting exports and
reducing imports. For the same reason, governments would be
tempted to legislate higher tariff rates so as to maintain a favorable
balance of trade.

Another aspect of the collapse of multilateralism was the emer-
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gence of economic regionalism, or autarky. Autarkies were blocs or
associations of certain countries that would be bound together close-
ly through certain economic arrangements, such as mutual reduc-
tions of tariffs, but that would adopt a more exclusive policy toward
the outsiders. One of the earliest manifestations of this trend was the
abortive establishment of a German-Austrian customs union which
would have tied the two countries economically closer together. It
had to be given up when it met strong opposition from other coun-
tries, but in the very same year representatives from Britain and the
members ofthe Commonwealth met at Ottawa and adopted a prefer-
ential customs agreement through which they would impose lower
tariff rates on each other’s goods than those imposed on imports from
other countries.1

These trends - managed currencies, protectionism, autarkies -
signaled the demise of the multilateral economic system that had
prevailed during the postwar decade. Although, as noted earlier,
that system had not been free from economic nationalism, the basic
rules of multilateralism, symbolized by the gold exchange standard,
had been accepted by all. Now that linchpin was gone, and so the
urgent question was whether the old system should be revived and,
if so, how to accomplish the task. Alternatively, ifit was impossible,
or undesirable, to resuscitate multilateralism, what new arrange-
ments were to take its place? Or was the world about to enter a
period of rampant economic nationalism without any shared rules of
the game, so that each country would see its own interests without
concern for the global picture? What would be the likely conse-
quences of such a development?

It was clear that responses of the United States to these questions
would be of critical importance. The world had become so accus-
tomed to depending on American financial resources that it would
be faced with a threat of total collapse unless the United States now
did something to alleviate the situation. W hat would be Washing-

ton’ position regarding such issues as German reparations, Eu-

1 For a discussion of the world economic crisis, see Charles P. Kindleberger, The
World in Depression (Berkeley, 1973).
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ropean debts, currency devaluations, high tariffs, and trading blocs?
Would the United States take the initiative to restore some stability
in international monetary transactions and trade?

These were the questions that confronted President Herbert
Hoover almost as soon as he entered the W hite House. He, his
secretary of state (Henry L. Stimson), and other officials spent the
entire four-year term trying to cope with the economic crisis. Unfor-
tunately, little that they did worked, and there was much that they
wished to carry out but could not because of domestic and interna-
tional circumstances.

Hoover was, as seen earlier, an economic internationalist, albeit at
the same time a high-tariff advocate. He strongly believed in the
role of the United States in the world economy. And his initial
reaction to the Depression suggested he had not changed his views.
He sought to persuade the American people not to lose confidence in
their economy, asserting that it was fundamentally in good shape.
When unemployment nevertheless continued to grow, he initiated a
modest program of public works. He also supported a high-tariff
policy. Even before the Wall Street crash, Congress had discussed
raising tariffs, and in June 1930 a new schedule of import duties,
the Smoot-Hawley Tariff, was enacted. It raised rates on most com-
modities, especially sugar and textiles. The tariff had Hoover’s sup-
port, as he believed that it should protect domestic production,
curtail imports, and contribute to expanding exports.2

In the meantime, the United States was called upon to do some-
thing about the reparations and debt question and about the grow-
ing chaos in international monetary transactions. Here Hoover’s
response, while sensitive to economic interests at home, was de-
signed to restore the system of postwar international economic rela-
tions, which, he believed, had served the nation and the world so
well. In June 1931, he proposed a one-year moratorium on all
intergovernmental debts and reparations. The moratorium went
into effect in July, by which time German banks had been closed,

followed in September by Britain’s decision to go offthe gold stan-

2 On Hoover’s response to the Depression, see Albert U. Romasco, Poverty of
Abundance (New York, 1965).
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dard. Clearly the Hoover moratorium was not sufficient to moderate
the crisis, but at least it showed America’s willingness to cooperate
with other countries to cope with the situation. Unilateral action
was eschewed, and the governments tried desperately to save the
basic structure of international economic transactions.

The moratorium, in any event, was a temporary palliative, and
the European nations convened a meeting in Lausanne inJune 1932
to discuss the reparations and debt question. They agreed in reduc-
ing Germany’ reparations - ifthe United States likewise consented
to renegotiate the allied debts. Hoover, however, refused to take
precipitous action and agreed only to a six-month extension of the
moratorium. When it expired in December 1932, he insisted that
the former allies resume debt payments, and some did: Britain,
Italy, Finland, and others, but not France. Hoovers adamant posi-
tion was in part based on his view that the debt payments would
help balance the U.S. budget and bring about business recovery, but
it was also part of his comprehensive strategy, to deal with the
reparations and debt questions in a larger framework of international
cooperation in support of multilateralism.3

Much to his disappointment, Hoover lost the presidential elec-
tion of November 1932 (even some of the outspoken international-
ists deserted him), so that henceforth America’s economic policy
would be shaped by his successor, Franklin D. Roosevelt. Hoover,
however, did not lose his confidence in the multinational approach
and sought to persuade the incoming president to prepare seriously
for an international economic conference that was being planned for
mid-1933 in London where trade, foreign exchange, reparations,
debt, and other questions were to be discussed. Above all, he
wanted to make sure that the gold exchange standard would be
restored as the key to economic recovery and restabilization. The
nations of the world, he continued to argue, would have to agree to
give up restrictive trade practices and regional arrangements, and to
readopt some system of fixed rates of exchange. It is to Hoover’
credit that, although none of these recommendations was initially

adopted by Roosevelt, in time many of them would be accepted by

3 Melvin Leffler, The Elusive Quest (Chapel Hill, 1979), 234-45.



122 The Globalizing ofAmerica

the United States as well as other countries, and form a basis of a
new global economic system that would be set up after another

world war.

Japan's Challenge to World Order

President Hoover had another idea about controlling the economic
crisis: to encourage further disarmament. As noted in Chapter 5, the
United States, Britain, and Japan had failed to come to terms on
enlarging the scope oftheir disarmament agreement to cover the so-
called auxiliary craft - light cruisers, destroyers, and submarines.
As soon as he became president, Hoover was determined to try
again, and the third naval disarmament conference in ten years was
convened in London in January 1930. Although initially unrelated
to the Depression, Hoover became convinced of the connection,
believing that disarmament would enable governments to reduce
public spending; balanced budgets were considered desirable if na-
tions were to put an end to economic chaos, restore business confi-
dence, and preserve the value of their currencies. Hoover was also
beginning to make a connection between the settlement of the
reparations and debt question and disarmament; he would be will-
ing to consider reducing, even canceling, those payments only if the
amounts thus saved would not go into armament. Thus, both in the
naval disarmament conference of 1930 and in the general disarma-
ment conference that the League of Nations convened in Geneva in
1932, Hoover showed an unusual interest. They were all part of his
strategy for economic recovery through international cooperation.

In the 1930 naval conference, he could at least take pride, for it
was a successful instance of cooperation - albeit with unforeseen
consequences. The American, British, and Japanese delegations re-
solved their differences over the three navies’ respective sizes in
different categories of ships. The Japanese Navy had insisted on a
10:7 ratio in auxiliary craft, arguing that the 10:6 ratio adopted at
the Washington Conference with regard to capital ships had already
compromised national security. The American and British represen-
tatives believed that to grant Japan’s request would jeopardize their
Pacific possessions’ security. Besides, they had not resolved their



The Collapse of International Order 123

differences over cruiser tonnages, which had brought about the fail-
ure of the 1927 Geneva Conference.

It may well have been the world economic crisis that prodded the
three governments to work extra hard to arrive at a compromise
settlement. All three governments desperately needed to avoid a
costly naval arms race, and they also believed that a failure on the
naval issue, at a time when nations were driven by unilateralist
forces, would deal a fatal blow to the structure of international
relations built upon mutual cooperation and consultation. The Lon-
don compromise was an ingenious arrangement: Japan’ relative na-
val tonnage would be equal to 6.975 as against America's 10. This
average was worked out by applying a 10:6 ratio on large cruisers,
parity on submarines, and a 10:7 ratio on other categories ofauxilia-
ry craft. In addition, it was agreed that the Washington formula of
the 10:6 ratio regarding capital ships would be maintained.4

The London compromise was a triumph of common sense and
evidence that at this time there was enough determination in the
three principal capitalist countries to retain the framework of coop-
eration. Unfortunately, this proved to be the last such occasion.
These three powers would never again act together on naval issues
or, for that matter, on any issue for many years to come.

For this the Japanese Navy was much to blame. Although the
navy representatives on Japan’s delegation in London accepted the
compromise, most of the naval leaders in Tokyo refused to do so,
attacking the new treaty as detrimental to national security and
honor. They seized the opportunity to mount a publicity campaign
to embarrass the civilian government, which they accused ofhaving
violated “the right of supreme command” - the right of the sover-
eign emperor to decide on strategic questions in consultation with
the military. By maneuvering to persuade the emperor to accept the
London treaty despite naval objections, the opponents argued, the
government had in effect violated national sovereignty. Public opin-
ion became incensed, and a right-wing youth physically assaulted

the prime minister, leading to the latter’s death. Japan's civilian

4 On the London naval conference, see James B. Cmou/Xey, Japan's Questfor Autonomy
(Princeton, 1966).
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government, which had been identified with the diplomacy ofinter-
national cooperation, was deeply shaken.

As if this were not enough, an even graver crisis confronted the
Japanese government as well as the international community in
1931. On September 18, the Japanese military force in Manchuria,
the Kwantung Army, blew up a few feet of rail on the South Man-
churia Railway near Mukden (Feng-t’ien) Station, seized the mo-
ment to create confusion in the city, and fought skirmishes with the
Chinese contingents guarding the government offices. (Japanese
forces had been stationed in Mukden since 1905 when, as a result of
Japan's victory over Russia, it took over the rights the latter had
enjoyed in southern Manchuria since the late 1890s.) Thus began
the Mukden incident, which quickly developed into a Manchurian
crisis. The crisis entailed Chinese-Japanese clashes throughout Man-
churia and ended in an almost complete Japanese victory, as the
Chinese forces in the region were too weak to put up resistance
without support from those under the Nanking regime’s control,
but the latter decided early on not to become militarily involved in
the areas north of the Great Wall.5

In the middle of the international economic crisis, there was little
the United States and other nations could do to influence events in
faraway Manchuria. Put another way, the Japanese Army's timing
was well calculated to take advantage of the situation. The naval
opposition to the London treaty had already weakened the civilian
government, and the army had decided to vie with the navy for
greater power and to add another blow to the party politicians,
bureaucrats, businessmen, and intellectuals who had stood for a
liberal political order at home and international cooperation abroad.
It is no accident that, while planning for military action in Man-
churia, some army and navy personnel were involved in a scheme -
which proved abortive - to overthrow the government and to estab-
lish a military dictatorship. From the conspirators’ point of view,
1931 was as good a year as would ever present itself for such action.
International cooperation, though achieved at the London Confer-

5 The best study of the Manchurian incident in English is Sadako Ogata, Defiance
in Manchuria (Berkeley, 1964).



The Collapse of International Order 125

ence in 1930, had not been easy to maintain as the economic crisis
worsened, and the world's capitals were desperately trying to cope
with the banking crises in Germany and Austria. (The Bank of
England, it is to be noted, went offthe gold standard on September
21.) The Japanese activists correctly judged that other powers would
be little inclined to become involved in the Manchurian conflict so
long as they presented their action as a case of self-defense against
Chinese attacks on the treaty rights.

The Chinese, on their part, desperately turned to the League of
Nations and to the United States for help. From their point of view,
here was a blatant violation of the postwar principles of peace and
order, and therefore a test case for collective security. And they, too,
were successful, to a point. The League of Nations, to which China
appealed immediately after the Japanese attack on Mukden, could
not ignore such pleas. In Geneva a council meeting was quickly
convened and urged the two combatants to cease fighting. But
before the League went farther, it turned to the United States for
assistance.6

And so the United States, too, found itself being compelled to
take a stand. Should it support the League and therefore China in
the name of collective security? W hat would such support entail?
Would the American people stand for such a policy? Or, should the
United States remain aloof; if so, how should it explain its position,
which would surely be interpreted as an abandonment of interna-
tional cooperation? W hat should America’s attitude toward Japan
be? W hat would be the consequences ofJapan’ successful conquest
of Manchuria for American security and interests? These were seri-
ous questions, and the United States government did its best to
respond to them. Unfortunately, both because the international
community was in disarray due to the economic crisis, and because
the Japanese Army was intent on holding on to the fruits of con-
quest, no matter at what cost, American action made little immedi-
ate difference.

The initial reaction of Secretary of State Stimson, which was

6 On China's response to Japanese aggression, see Parks Coble, FacingJapan (Cam-
bridge, Mass., 1991).
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shared by most officials in Washington, was that the unilateral acts
by the Kwantung Army would be checked by Tokyo's civilian lead-
ers. They had been quite cooperative during the 1920s, and Stimson
could not believe that they would want to sanction any action that
would undermine the framework of the Washington Conference
treaties. But the Americans overestimated the Japanese govern-
ment’s ability and willingness to rein in the military. For the civilian
leaders in Tokyo had been badly shaken by the London naval treaty
episode. With public opinion expressing deep satisfaction with the
military action to "punish China," and with the opposition parties
attacking the cabinet for its weak-kneed diplomacy, there was little
inclination to heed Stimson’ wishes. Japan even sought to prevent
the League of Nations from meeting to discuss the Mukden inci-
dent, preferring to settle the affair bilaterally with China. W hen the
League nevertheless met and called on the two nations to agree to an
immediate cease-fire, the Kwantung Army responded by extending
the hostilities to the Chinchow area, that is, along the southern
border of Manchuria. Japan, as well as China, did agree to the
establishment of a League commission of inquiry in December, each
believing that its findings would be favorable to its own side.

An American, General Frank R. McCoy, was appointed to serve
on the commission, which was headed by Lord Lytton. This showed
a deep U.S. involvement in the international efforts to contain the
crisis. Stimson had earlier sent an American consul at Geneva, Pren-
tiss B. Gilbert, to participate in League discussions on the Man-
churian crisis, indicating a rare willingness to work closely with the
world organization. And when, in early January 1932, the Japanese
Army completed the conquest of southern Manchuria, Secretary
Stimson issued a statement declaring that the United States would
not recognize any agreement China and Japan might enter into that
violated the principles of China’ territorial and administrative in-
tegrity or of the Open Door. These instances indicate that the Hoo-
ver administration was desperately trying to preserve the structure of
international affairs that had been established after the war. If it took
joining the League’s efforts, America would do so. Implemented at a
time when President Hoover was acting in similar fashion regarding

world financial issues, American policy during the Manchurian cri-
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sis gave strong evidence ofa determination to retain a framework of
international cooperation.7

The same thing could be said of America’s role in a 59-nation
general disarmament conference, convened under League auspices in
Geneva in February 1932. Here again, the United States was ready
to be associated with a League undertaking, and President Hoover at
one point even suggested that all nations might cut one-third of
their respective armaments. Although nothing came of the sugges-
tion, Britain, France, and other countries turned to the United
States for support in any disarmament program; they would agree to
reduce arms provided the United States promised to come to their
assistance if they should be attacked (presumably by a rearmed
Germany). America could not give such a pledge, but at least it
would be willing to be consulted. As seen earlier, American policy-
makers sought to combine the issues of arms reduction and of repa-
rations and debts in an overall framework of restoring world order.

That, however, was as far as the United States would go. When
Japan defied the Lytton Commission’ report blaming it for the
Manchurian crisis and urging the two Asian countries to return to
the status quo of September 1931, the United States did little to
prevent Japan’s withdrawal from the League, even though this was a
serious blow to the world organization. Likewise, the Hoover ad-
ministration was helpless when German voters in 1932 gave massive
support to both the National Socialists and the Communists, two
opponents of the postwar order. Thus by the time Hoover left the
W hite House in March 1933, the international system, despite all
his and his colleagues’ efforts and good intentions, had been seri-
ously undermined. W hether it was still worth preserving would be

the key question bequeathed to the next administration.

Liberalism Under Attack

The economic and diplomatic crises of the Hoover years also wit-
nessed a severe challenge to the ideological foundations of American

foreign policy and of the postwar international order. As seen in the

7 Sec Gary Ostrower, Collective Insecurity (Lewisburg, Pa., 1979).
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preceding chapter, both had been based on a new conception of
peace, more specifically a view of world affairs that gave primacy to
economic and cultural interrelations over arms and military strate-
gies.

Capitalism and democracy at home, and economic interdepen-
dence and cultural exchange abroad, had been visualized as the keys
to international order and stability. Now, however, these assump-
tions came under attack as the seemingly unending economic crisis
gave rise to serious questioning about capitalism and liberalism.
Already by 1932 an increasing number of commentators were talk-
ing of the demise of these systems and their replacement by radical
alternatives from the right and the left. The American way of life,
which only a few years earlier had seemed destined to transform the
whole world, now began to look bankrupt. Far from being able to
influence other countries in their own image, Americans began to
wonder if foreign nations might not have a better solution to cope
with the economic crisis. As they watched the Soviet Union suc-
cessfully completing its first five-year plan (1928-32) or the increas-
ing influence of Nazis and Communists in Germany, Americans
wondered if socialism, collectivism, and even a dictatorship might
not work better than an essentially laissez-faire system of capitalist
activities. Politically, too, American politics appeared incapable of
addressing the crisis, and many saw little difference between the two
major parties. Some began to call for an alternative party, one that
was less geared to business interests.8

It is not surprising that in this growing critique of the liberal
capitalist system, many observers explicitly rejected the kind of
internationalism that had prevailed during the 1920s, seeing it as a
reflection of the capitalism that failed. It was argued that the inter-
national order that matched the domestic order of free enterprise,
speculation, and acquisitive instincts had only enriched the already
rich but had not brought visible benefits to the country as a whole.
Wall Street bankers, speculators, and investors had been notable for
their eagerness to promote economic internationalism. Now that

they were being discredited, economic internationalism, too, be-

8 See Alan Brinkley, Voices of Protest (New York, 1982).
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came suspect. Whereas President Hoover sought desperately to re-
vive it, his critics wanted to have nothing to do with it, instead
pushing for a radical redefinition of American foreign policy, one
that minimized extensive international economic connections in fa-
vor of domestic economic pursuits. This was what Charles Beard
meant by “the open door at home” in a book ofthat title published
in 19349 The idea was to seek to bring about recovery through
focusing attention on the home front, not by bringing back multi-
lateralism. In order to prevent the economic crisis from growing
worse, it seemed imperative to reduce foreign commitments and ties
as much as possible.

W hat about cultural internationalism? Was it also a victim of the
Depression? It most certainly was, in the sense that the reaction
against economic internationalism contained within it the rejection
of the principles and values that had envisaged the emergence of a
world community ofinterdependence and mutual cooperation. In an
atmosphere where domestic, national interests took precedence over
concerns for the larger community, the kind of international con-
sciousness that had been a notable feature of the 1920s was bound to
suffer. Thus the intellectual leadership in America passed from the
Frederick Taylors and Henry Fords, those who spoke the language of
universally valid principles, to the Charles Beards and others empha-
sizing domestic needs, even to men like Charles E. Coughlin, the
Detroit priest who began bitterly attacking financiers, intellectuals,
and other internationally oriented people for having misled the
country. Even Walter Lippmann, who had exemplified one strand of
postwar internationalism, now accused the American political lead-
ers of having promoted "the ideal of acquisitiveness” to the detri-
ment of “those things which make a people self-respecting, serene,
and confident.” 10 In the context of the economic crisis, this was the
language ofnational, not international, salvation. It was no accident
that Lippmann joined many other editorial writers in opposing
American intervention to help China defend itself in Manchuria.

There were more pressing needs at home.

9 Charles A. Beard, The Open Door at Home (New York, 1934).
10 Walter Lippmann, Interpretations, 1931-1932 (New York, 1932), 28-9.
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On the other hand, internationalism did not just disappear. Be-
cause ofthe very resurgence of nationalism and often narrow-minded
chauvinism in many parts of the globe, there were heroic, albeit
ultimately frustrating, efforts by committed cultural international-
ists to keep the fire ablaze. Ifanything, the Paris-based International
Institute of Cultural Cooperation became even more active in the
early 1930s than earlier, and Germany and Japan continued to send
delegates to the League's periodic gatherings to further cultural
interchanges. Perhaps most notably, the League’s committee of sci-
entific advisers succeeded in having "moral disarmament” "included
in the agenda of the Geneva disarmament conference. The idea was
that no technical limitation on the size ofarmed forces would ensure
peace unless it were backed up by a habit of mind that was broad-
minded and cosmopolitan.

In the United States, too, organizations like the Foreign Policy
Association and the Council on Foreign Relations never let up their
activities during the Depression. Although handicapped by the fact
that corporate and individual donations significantly diminished,
these associations continued to recruit new members and sought to
combat the rising tide of antiinternationalism. Some of the most
important meetings of the Institute of Pacific Relations took place
during 1929-32, where Chinese and Japanese intellectuals joined
their colleagues from America and Europe and tried earnestly to
resolve the Manchurian dispute. The fact that all these efforts proved
unavailing does not detract from their historical significance, for the
idea of intellectual communication and cooperation would be kept
alive during the dark years of the 1930s and reemerge as one of the

potent principles for constructing another postwar world order.



9. Totalitarianism and the
Survival of Democracy

Totalitarianism and War

The statement by Walter Lippmann quoted earlier suggests that
even in the United States influential commentators were recognizing
the need for a fundamental reorientation, even restructuring, of
politics and society if the severe economic crisis were to be over-
come. Lippmann was so much concerned with the crisis that at one
point he went so far as to adm it that only a dictatorship might save
the nation.l That even someone as committed to democracy and
liberalism as Lippmann had been should feel this way reveals the
profound despair felt in America about the ability of the existing
institutions to cope with the crisis.

If some Americans responded in such fashion, it is not surprising
that in other countries, less rooted in democracy, forces would devel-
op that would transform their political systems into dictatorships.

The rise of modern totalitarianism should not, it is true, all be
attributed to the Depression. Both the totaliarianism of the right
(fascism) and ofthe left (communism) had existed before 1929. Even
if we confine our discussion to the twentieth century, it is to be
noted that fascism (which may be defined as a dictatorship of the
state) had developed in Italy, Germany, Hungary, and elsewhere in
the wake of the Great War, where movements emerged that would
challenge party politics, parliamentary democracy, and pluralistic
ideologies and substitute for them a centralized system of political,
economic, and social control under the state. Discontent with the
results of the war, postwar inflation and unemployment, dissatisfac-
tion with the mood of internationalism - all these played a role.
Outside of Italy, however, the movement had been unable to seize

power and establish its domination over national politics. After

1 See Ronald Steel, Waller Lippmann and His America (Boston, 1980).
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1929, however, fascism increased its appeal because of the Depres-
sion and the climate of uncertainty in national and international
affairs.

Typically, a fascist movement would gain power both through
parliamentary politics (elections) and through mass demonstrations
and violence, and once in power enter into an alliance with the
armed forces and the business community to stamp out opposition
and centralize decision making. The masses would be incorporated
into the new regime through cultural and educational policies that
attacked liberalism and “bourgeois decadance,” through public
works projects that created new jobs, through youth organizations,
through parades and fireworks - and through intimidation. Dissi-
dents would be silenced, imprisoned, expelled, even assassinated. In
all fascist countries, the key institutional apparatus was the state,
and the dominating ideology was national culture, the devotion to
and exaltation of one’s cultural heritage defined, however, narrowly
in terms of the state or of race. Particularism, in other words, was
placed above universalism in political, economic, and cultural af-
fairs.2

Communism, in the meantime, had emerged in Russia out of the
Bolshevik Revolution of 1917. It had always insisted on a dictator-
ship of the proletariat in which the Communist party would wield
ultimate power as the embodiment of proletarian interests. Eventu-
ally, the state was supposed to "wither away," and when all countries
reached that stage - that is, after they had gone through a prole-
tarian revolution —there would be no separate state entities but only
one world. But in the late 1920s, when Joseph Stalin established
himself as the undisputed leader, he reoriented the revolutionary
agenda so that the preservation and expansion of the interests of the
Soviet Union took primacy over considerations of the worldwide
solidarity of the proletariat. The Communist party remained the key
organization, but the state, whose leaders were all members of the
party, developed its own system of power - above all, police and
intelligence agencies - and established virtually total control over

individual citizens. Although this tendency had emerged before

2 See F. L. Carsten, The Rise of Fascism (Berkeley, 1967).
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1929, and although the Depression did not affect the Soviet econ-
omy as severely as the capitalist ones, it was nevertheless confirmed
in the late 1920s and the early 1930s when the Soviet Union
launched its first five-year plan. Here the stress was on self-
sufficiency and the development of heavy industry. With American
and European capital drying up, it was inevitable that funds and
manpower for industrialization had to be sought at home, a process
that confirmed the policy of collectivization - and the further
growth of state power.

Although fascism and communism differed in origin, they thus
shared many common features: the undisputed power of the state,
rejection of democracy and pluralism, particularistic nationalism.
The differences between the totalitarianism of right and left were
less significant than the fact that they both assaulted democracy and
liberalism, the prevailing orientations of postwar national and inter-
national affairs. And in the early 1930s more and more countries
were abandoning, or at least weakening their commitment to, dem-
ocratic politics, liberal economics, and free cultural expression. In
Europe, Austria, Romania, Finland, and others saw the erosion of
democratic government; in Asia, Japanese political parties became
steadily weaker, powerless to stem the growing power of the mili-
tary to control decisions, while in China the Nationalists turned to
Germany and Italy for inspiration even as they fought against the
Communist insurgents; and in Latin America fascination with total-
itarianism was spreading, typically embodied inJuan Perdn’ fascist
movement in Argentina.

One key question at that time was what implications such a trend
toward totalitarianism would have for international affairs. Would
there be a connection between a domestic dictatorship and a foreign
aggression? Would a world in which democratic politics was under
attack and totalitarianism was on the rise be more prone to war?
W hat should be done to preserve international order and peace?
Could the nations, deeply involved as they were in trying to solve
their economic crises, turn their attention outward and develop an
effective foreign policy?

These were extremely important questions, and to pose them

revealed how different the world environment had become from the
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1920s. In this chapter these questions will be discussed primarily for
the years 1933—7, the first four years of Franklin D. Roosevelt’s
presidency, but it will be useful first of all to examine the concep-
tions of world affairs, of war and peace, held by the dictatorships.

War, Ernst Rohm, commander ofthe SA (storm troopers), assert-
ed, “is an internal necessity for a people which desires to remain on
this earth and to conquer. For the soldier war is the foundation of
youth, hope, and fulfillment.”3 Such an expression, which was re-
peated regularly in the fascist states, was a clear rejection of the
prevailing peace sentiments of the 1920s. Instead of looking upon
peace as a normal and normative state of affairs, now war came to
symbolize what was good and noble in human societies, at least in
fascist communities. In such communities the state was to be the
embodiment of the will to war, of the self-sacrifice and willingness
to die for the collective good. Peace, on the other hand, suggested a
passivity, a mundane existence, doldrums that gave no meaning to
the collectivities. "In all other countries," an American observer
noted in 1934, “future wars are regarded, except by small groups
personally interested in war and war profits, as a possible evil for
which one must be fully prepared. In Nationalist Socialist Germany,
war is the national ideal and the end of all political and social
aspirations. ... It ... 1is the end of statecraft itself.”4 He might
have added Italy and Japan to the list. For those and other countries
that were joining the ranks of fascist states, war was taken as a
perpetual condition of national and international affairs. The Com-
munist leaders in the Soviet Union may not have necessarily shared
such a view of war, but they too perceived the world as an arena for
struggle for power where war was a constant possibility threatening
the domestic regime. As Alan Milward has pointed out, none of
these countries was at this time making plans for a long-drawn-out
war.5 But at least the fascist states of Europe considered the use of
force as a plausible national policy not only for specific ends but for

the effect it had on national discipline and glory.

3 See William Shirer, The Nightman Years (New York, 1984).
4 Harper's, 168 (April 1934): 517.
5 Alan Milward, War, Economy, and Society (Berkeley, 1979).
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This was not just a return to the Hobbesian conception in which
sovereign states were in a constant state of war or war preparedness.
In the 1930s, the totalitarian countries were making a far more
explicit connection between domestic order and foreign affairs than
had ever been made before the Great War. For the fascist nations,
and for the Soviet Union under Stalin’ dictatorship, war was insep-
arable from the very being of the state; memories of wars connected
the present to the past, and the thought of war to come established
the legitimacy of the domestic order. Totalitarianism, then, was a
system of political control that gave priority to internal unity, disci-
pline, and self-sacrifice in the name of national power and glory.
Even when there was no actual war, war as a state of mind always
existed; the political system was built on and further confirmed it.

Specific instances of wars started by totalitarian states will be
mentioned, but it is important to recognize that the rise of fascism
had an immediate, unsettling impact on international affairs. The
question was whether this turn of events totally disrupted the inter-
national system. The answer would hinge increasingly on the re-
sponses of the democracies.

The Democracies and War

How were the democracies going to cope with the growing influence
of totalitarianism throughout the world? In March 1933 Lippmann
was writing that “the peoples that knew democracy in the nine-
teenth century, the peoples that have lived under the heritage of
liberalism, have not fallen into disorder and have not surrendered to
dictators."6 He had in mind the democracies of Scandinavia, Swit-
zerland, France, Britain and the Dominions, and the United States.
These appeared to be the only democracies left, and Lippmann
confidently asserted that they had been “able to fortify democracy”
despite the spread oftotalitarianism because in those countries “pop-
ular government was inherently strong." He would soon become less
confident of this, and would indeed attack the presidency of Frank-
lin D. Roosevelt as taking the country down the path of

6 Walter Lippmann, Interpretations, 1933-1935 (New York, 1935), 297.
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fascism. And in other democracies, too, there were forces (such as
the Union movement in Britain) that were growing impatient with
the slow pace of democratic government in the face of a severe
economic crisis. Voices were everywhere calling for some type of
authoritarian control at least until the crisis passed. They asserted
that traditional democratic politics, characterized by squabbling
among party politicians beholden to interest groups, was not capa-
ble of dealing with the issues of massive unemployment, mortgage
foreclosures, and widespread hunger, nor could ordinary business
mechanisms be trusted to alleviate the crisis. W hat was needed was
a new system where a central regime would act forcefully to create
jobs, redistribute income, and otherwise satisfy the minimum needs
of the people.

During the first half of the 1930s the democracies were thus
confronted with an unprecedented challenge to their legitimacy.
They were being called upon to meet the challenge without trans-
forming themselves into something alien to the democratic tradi-
tion. This was the task Franklin D. Roosevelt, along with the lead-
ers of other democracies, sought to perform as he entered the W hite
House in March 1933. His New Deal programs need not be de-
scribed in detail here, as we are more concerned with U.S. foreign
affairs. But no discussion ofinternational relations in the early 1930s
will be adequate without some mention of the momentous experi-
ment being undertaken in the United States, for many contempo-
rary observers agreed that if democratic government disappeared in
the world’s biggest democracy, it would have grave implications for
the other democracies, and as a consequence international affairs
would significantly alter their character, given the proclivities of
fascist states for war.

The New Deal revealed an experimental agenda that went much
beyond past reform measures but stopped short of the statism char-
acteristic of fascist countries. The key was the initiation of
government-directed, -planned, and -sponsored programs for creat-
ing jobs, increasing prices and wages so as to encourage production
and consumption, redistributing private wealth, insuring bank de-
posits, and otherwise guaranteeing minimum social security for the
American people. All these would necessitate the strengthening and
centralizing of government; and the mushrooming of federal agen-
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cies administering diverse programs set in motion one ofthe princi-
pal features of recent American history, the growth of the bureau-
cracy. But the bureaucrats did not eclipse but worked through party
politicians, more specifically Democratic party leaders who devised
New Deal programs. More important, politicians and bureaucrats
cooperated with the private sector - in particular, business people
(although many bankers and industrialists were bitterly opposed to
Roosevelt, at least initially), lawyers and other professionals, and
labor union leaders who were brought together in various consulta-
tive bodies and contributed to economic and social planning. Those
who refused to cooperate would be penalized, although, unlike some
other countries, there was no severe repression of dissidents.
Because such an arrangement fortified national unity, and because
there was now a greater degree of collaboration between state and
society (as represented by business, labor, and the professions),
American politics during the New Deal fell somewhere between the
traditional liberal state and the fascist state. But the New Deal
struck many contemporary observers as a program carrying the na-
tion farther and farther away from liberalism and moving it toward
fascism. Benito Mussolini, for one, congratulated Franklin D. Roo-
sevelt for emulating Italy’ fascism in transforming American gov-
ernment.7 Walter Lippmann, too, came to characterize the New
Deal as totalitarian. It cannot be denied that the United States was
now becoming more centralized and bureaucratized, and that in that
process traditional conceptions of democracy, liberalism, and free
enterprise were being significantly redefined. Writing in 1934, a
contributor to Harper's magazine noted, “To attempt a defence of
democracy these days is a little like defending paganism in 313 or
the divine right of kings in 1793. It is taken for granted that
democracy is bad and that it is dying. . . . One notices a certain
shame among liberals and democrats of today, as if they dared not
avow their beliefs. They are like pariahs, satisfied to be allowed to
vegetate."8 Nevertheless, the same author asserted, correctly, that so

long as there remained freedom —the freedom ofexpression, assem-

7 John P. Diggins, Mussolini and Fascism: The Viewfrom America (Princeton, 1972),
280-1.

8 Harper's, 169 (Sept. 1931): 418, 426.
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bly, politics - the nation would not go the way of Germany, Italy, or
the Soviet Union. And indeed, in the United States the growth of
federal planning and bureaucracy did not result in the suppression of
freedoms. If anything, it might even be argued that more people
than ever were now given an opportunity to express themselves; they
were being incorporated into the political system, not through total-
itarian manipulation from above or through massive indoctrination
to glorify the state but through economic and social measures that
gave the population a stake in the New Deal and enabled them to be
active participants in the political process.

It may well be that Mussolini was at least partially right in his
assertion that Roosevelt was emulating him in that the United States
was developing a corporatist system - an arrangement for the collab-
oration of state and society, in particular the government, business,
and labor. But, as noted in a previous chapter, such an arrangement
had emerged in the 1920s, if not earlier, and has been known by the
term “corporatism." W hether the New Deal can be characterized as
a corporatist arrangement may, however, be questioned. At its in-
ception, in any event, there was a great deal ofgovernment supervi-
sion of the economy rather than the kind of voluntary cooperation
between government and business that had existed in the 1920s.
Indeed, in sharp contrast to the business civilization of the preced-
ing decade, the early 1930s saw the capitalists and industrialists
being placed on the defensive, blamed for the economic disasters.
The prevailing ethos of the country was strongly antibusiness, and
various protest movements, such as those led by Huey Long of
Louisiana and Francis E. Townsend of California, were seeking to
redistribute America's wealth through political action. Under the
circumstances, the New Deal offered a less radical agenda without,
however, going to the other extreme of creating a fascist-type alli-
ance of the state and business.

On the other hand, it may be noted that American labor gained
power and influence during the New Deal. It actively participated
in New Deal programs and benefited from them. To be sure, some
radical labor leaders and intellectuals thought the New Deal was not
moving fast enough, that it was merely designed to save capitalism

from certain collapse, and that what the country needed was a much
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more far-reaching structural reform.9 They pointed to the Soviet
Union as a model, just as a few extremists on the right turned to
fascism or Nazism for ideological inspiration. By and large, how-
ever, the extremism ofright and left did not succeed in converting
public opinion, the bulk of which opted for the type of reformism
that the New Deal exemplified.

In any event, in the United States, as in the European democra-
cies, there was no resurgence of warlike sentiments as a consequence
of the Depression. People were preoccupied with domestic affairs,
and only a tiny segment of them turned to a radical departure in
foreign policy as the key to the national crisis. There certainly was
no rediscovery of the gloriousness of war, and no abandonment of
pacifism. At a time when in many other countries such a trend was
becoming noticeable, the fact the democracies did not share the
trend had important implications; they would tend to eschew for-
eign entanglement even as the totalitarian regimes were resorting to

the use of force to undermine international order.

The Isolationist Impulse

That was the background against which the phenomenon known as
isolationism became a major force in America in the mid-1930s.
Isolationism ofthe decade in essence meant the nation was not going
to depart from its basic orientation to peace and instead was going to
avoid any involvement in external complications. Because external
complications were inevitable, given the totalitarian regimes’ pro-
clivities toward war and an activist foreign policy, the continued
adherence to pacifism and abhorrence of war suggested that the
United States would become more isolated, and therefore less rele-
vant, in world affairs than it had been during the first decade after
the war.

The isolationist sentiment was abetted by the failure of the Hoo-
ver administration to contribute to restoring some order in interna-
tional affairs after the world had been shaken by the unilateral action

ofJapan and by the independent economic measures undertaken by

9 Malcolm Cowley, The Dream ofthe Golden Mountains (New York, 1980).



140 The Globalizing of America

various European nations. Because the American efforts to support
the League of Nations in stopping Japanese aggression and to pro-
mote worldwide disarmament and economic cooperation had not
succeeded, public opinion, as well as official thinking, after 1933
came to be much less willing to endorse repetition of these attempts.
Both were convinced that the first priorities of the new administra-
tion should be to restore confidence in the domestic economy and to
do something about the Depression to stem the tide; as a result,
foreign complications had to be avoided. The time seemed to have
passed when some international cooperative action would bring
about economic recovery, especially since so few countries now
seemed willing to cooperate. Rather, the time had come, many
argued, when the Americans must stop worrying about world events
and turn their energies inward. A typical example of their isolation-
ist sentiment was the Neutrality Act of 1935, which forbade arms
shipments to all belligerents involved in a war. This completely
reversed the traditional U.S. position on neutral rights, including
the right to sell arms to belligerents. Now it was considered best not
to insist on such rights, as had been done during 1914-17, but to
restrict them so as to minimize risks of becoming involved in foreign
complications.

American foreign affairs during the first Roosevelt administration
reflected such isolationism. The new president did, it seems, appre-
ciate the potential danger the rise of Hitler in Germany posed to the
world and to the United States. Initially, however, he shared the
American people’s distaste for foreign involvement and their sense
that international affairs were of secondary importance to domestic
recovery - and these two appeared less and less connected. Under
the circumstances, Roosevelt felt justified in persisting in a rather
passive stance toward foreign affairs.

Yet because vast changes were taking place in the international
sphere during these years, America’s passivity and isolationism in
effect amounted to abrogating its role as world leader. The United
States would stand by as others sought to redefine world order, even
if such redefinition was not to its own liking. There was little

American resistance to forces abroad that were fast conspiring to
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undermine, if not completely destroy, the system of international
relations that had been built with so much time and effort.

Some specific examples can illustrate the point. Concerning the
chaotic state of international economic transactions, Roosevelt, un-
like Hoover, was little inclined to play an assertive role at the
London economic conference, which had been prepared while Hoo-
ver was still president but was not convened till June 1933. The
conference was an opportunity —as it turned out, the last oppor-
tunity — for the worlds industrial nations to see if they could
coordinate their foreign economic policies on such thorny issues as
debts and reparations, protectionism, and managed currencies. And
the outcome depended to a great extent on the United States; for,
despite the Depression, it was still seen as the linchpin of the
international economic order.

But American performance at London was not such as to inspire
confidence in the future of that order. If some American officials,
notably Secretary of State Cordell Hull, were genuinely desirous of
preserving a framework of economic internationalism, others were
much less committed. The American delegation included, besides
Hull, Senator Key Pittman of Nevada whose main interest was in
remonetizing silver (i.e., in having nations adopt silver as an addi-
tional medium ofexchange), and Raymond Moley, one ofthe “brain
trusters" who advocated drastic measures such as protectionism and
dollar devaluation to expand American export trade. There was no
agreement among them on the key questions discussed at London,
nor did President Roosevelt offer well-defined leadership.

The success of the London economic conference depended on
whether the United States would actively cooperate with Britain,
France, and others in stabilizing foreign exchange rates - through a
restored gold standard - so as to avoid further chaos in international
trade. Exchange stability was becoming a hotly debated issue in all
countries, above all the United States, for it was a principle for
preserving economic internationalism at a time when more and more
nations were abandoning it in favor of economic nationalism. For
Americans, who would have to play a leading role if economic

internationalism was to be sustained, exchange stability implied a
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high value of the dollar vis-a-vis other currencies, which would
mean not only making American goods comparatively more expen-
sive abroad but also having to support the value of other currencies
through the shipment of gold out of the country, which could stifle
domestic recovery. Even if the value of the U.S. currency remained
stable in the world market, its domestic value (i.e., prices of com-
modities) could fluctuate drastically, exacerbating economic insta-
bility at home. Roosevelt was sensitive to these fears and shared the
view that a hasty return to an international gold standard would put
the national economy at the mercy of foreign currencies. It would be
better to have a dollar currency with the same purchasing power
domestically year after year, to prevent prices from falling drastically
at home. Because Roosevelt felt this latter objective was incompat-
ible with exchange stability, he opposed any agreement on the ques-
tion at London, thus causing the economic conference to fail. This
was a good example of the Roosevelt administration’s decision dur-
ing its first years to give priority to domestic over external consider-
ations.

The same general attitude was evident in America’s responses to
other international crises at that time. Perhaps the most obvious -
and unfortunate - example of this was the Silver Purchase Act of
1934, a product of pressures by congressmen representing silver and
farming interests. The act in effect nationalized silver; President
Roosevelt ordered the Treasury Department to purchase all silver in
the United States at fifty cents an ounce, which was considerably
higher than current prices. The intent was to remonetize silver and
increase its circulation, particularly in the western states. But the
policy had the effect of attracting silver in other parts of the world to
the United States. China, a silver-monetized economy, was partic-
ularly hard hit as quantities of silver were drained out ofthe country,
attracted by higher prices in the United States. The Japanese Army
occupying Manchuria and parts of northern China was not above
manipulating the operation to create further confusion in the Chi-
nese economy. The severe impact of American silver purchases on
China was not an intended result of Roosevelts policy, but the

episode was characteristic of American-Asian relations at that time.
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These relations would no longer be put in the framework of
collective security, as they had been under the Hoover-Stimson poli-
cy. Rather, the United States would abandon efforts at a collective
solution ofthe Sino-Japanese conflict and deal with the situation in a
pragmatic fashion as events unfolded. Not that the United States
would recognize the fruits of Japanese aggression. There was no
question of extending recognition to the puppet state of Man-
chukuo, which the Japanese had proclaimed in occupied Manchuria
in 1932, or altering the professed policies of the Open Door or the
territorial integrity of China. When the Japanese Foreign Ministry
announced, in 1934, that the nation would look with disfavor upon
third countries' separate dealings with China, Washington imme-
diately protested against such an infringement upon these princi-
ples. The United States likewise refused to consider Japan’ offer of a
new Pacific condominium, each side defining its own spheres of
influence in the region and both pledging to abide by the new status
quo. The Roosevelt administration would not reward Japanese ex-
pansion, but neither would it undertake any significant step to push
it back. The passing, in 1934, ofthe Tydings-McDuffie Act, prom-
ising independence to the Philippines in twelve years, fitted into the
overall picture. The United States was ready to withdraw from the
western Pacific as a colonial power. But this was more in response to
domestic pressures - various interest groups feared the rising com-
petition of Filipino goods unless the Philippines became severed
from the United States - than a product of strategic rethinking
about that part of the world.

The drift and indecisiveness in America’s Asian policy was also
evident in the failure to renew naval disarmament agreements with
Japan and Britain. The Washington and London naval agreements
were both to expire in 1936 unless renewed, and preliminary discus-
sions were held by representatives of the three navies throughout
1934 and 1935, but they came to nothing asJapan insisted on parity
in all categories of ships, something the United States and Britain
refused to accept. For the Japanese the principle of parity would
recognize the new status quo in the Pacific, whereas for the Ameri-
cans parity would only lead to an arms race; they instead called for a
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20 percent across-the-board reduction in all categories of ships, a
proposal neither Japan nor Britain accepted. There was no agree-
ment, and the Japanese took the lapse of the disarmament agree-
ments seriously, immediately beginning to work on a new naval
strategy aimed ultimately at controlling the southwestern Pacific.
No such reorientation took place in the United States, where naval
construction tended to be viewed more in connection with creating
jobs for the unemployed than in the framework of power rivalry
across the Pacific.

Similarly, in Europe, U.S. policy lacked precise definition other
than that of trying to keep out of trouble spots. When Italian troops
invaded Ethiopia in 1934, the first overt challenge hurled at inter-
national order since the Japanese conquest of Manchuria, Roosevelt
explicitly condemned Italy as the aggressor but mitigated its im-
pact by invoking neutrality. American citizens were prohibited not
only from selling arms to the belligerents but also from traveling
in their vessels. Of course, because Ethiopia would not have the
cash or ships to tempt Americans, the effect of neutrality was to
penalize Italy. Still, this policy was intended more to avoid be-
coming involved in foreign complications, as happened during the
Great War, than to try to change the outcome of the conflict.
When the League of Nations voted to impose economic sanctions on
Italy - significantly, oil was exempted from sanctions - the presi-
dent called on the American people to abide by the resolution. The
result was a moral embargo, without the force of law, and American
shipments of oil and other goods to Italy did not significantly
abate.10

Regarding Hitler's Germany, American policy was, if anything,
even less decisive. To be sure there was moral reprehension in
much of the country against Germany5 race policies, especially the
persecution ofJews. Some Americans spoke out in favor of institut-
ing a boycott of German trade, others publicly denounced Nazi
practices, and still others held rallies against the Nazis. But govern-
ment action did not amount to much. The State Department, for

instance, refused to increase immigration quotas to accommodate

10 Diggins, Mussolini, 290-2.
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German Jews wishing to enter the country, fearing that they would
become public charges as the German authorities would not permit
them to take money with them.ll President Roosevelt did toy
with the idea of a trade embargo against Germany in case the lat-
ter undertook aggressive action, but there were practical difficul-
ties, such as defining "aggression," and little came of it at this
time.

Indeed, compared with those ofJapan and Italy, Germany's im-
mediate goals were modest, to get rid of the restrictions imposed
upon it by the peace treaty of 1919. Rearmament was the major
issue, with Hitler intent on eliminating the restrictions on the size
of Germany’s armed forces and on their stationing in the Rhineland.
Thus in 1933 he denounced the Geneva disarmament conference and
withdrew Germany from the League of Nations; two years later he
entered into a naval agreement with the British in which German
naval power would be limited to 35 percent of Britain’s (still a
considerable increase over what had been granted Germany in
1919); and in 1936 German troops marched into the Rhineland to
reoccupy the hitherto demilitarized area.

A gainst these acts in violation of the Versailles arrangements, the
powers did very little or nothing, and the United States was no
exception. Officials in Washington felt there was very little the
United States could do without seeming to take sides. International
cooperation through the League of Nations appeared to have van-
ished, nor was there much hope that Germany could be persuaded to
rejoin the organization. If the European nations could somehow
work out a way for dealing with remilitarized Germany, that was
fine, but that would be basically their business, and the United
States should not become involved. That was the overall attitude of
the Roosevelt administration, reflecting the sense that the postwar
international system was now beyond repair and that there was very
little the United States could do to help redefine world order. When
German troops reoccupied the Rhineland, Americas response was
tame; the State Department declined intervention because, as Hull

said, the sections ofthe Treaty of Versailles pertaining to the Rhine-

11 A. A. Offner, American Appeasement (Cambridge, Mass., 1969), 105.
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land were not included in the American peace treaty with Germany,
signed separately in 1921.12

So the overall picture of American foreign policy during Roose-
velts first administration echoed the isolationist sentiment of the
public and emphasized avoidance of trouble, a far cry from the
Hoover administration's serious efforts to prevent the total collapse
of international order. The world was becoming unhinged, and
America was not assigning itself the task of resuscitating it.

This does not mean, however, that the United States undertook
no diplomatic initiatives during these years. Two instances of Amer-
ican foreign policy decisions revealed that things were not exactly at
a standstill, and that within the overall framework of passivity,
small steps were being taken that would have much future signifi-
cance.

O f the two, the first, recognition of the Soviet Union, did not
yield immediate results but was pregnant with important implica-
tions for international relations. The decision to recognize the social-
ist nation was not a product of mature deliberation on world affairs
in which the implications of the rising power and unilateralism of
Japan and Germany were fully discussed. Rather, Roosevelt re-
sponded to Soviet overtures for normalizing relations - and as far as
the Russians were concerned, there was little doubt that they were
becoming worried about the developments in Europe and Asia - asa
modest diplomatic achievement and, moreover, something that
would please farmers, industrialists, and traders who were keen on
expanding the Soviet markets. Formal recognition came in Novem-
ber 1933, but that was not followed up by any significant measure
that would bring the U.S.-Soviet connection into the equation of
world politics. William C. Bullitt, whose interest in reaching out to
the Soviets went back to the Paris peace conference days, was named
first ambassador to Moscow, but he soon became disillusioned about
establishing close ties with the Soviet Union.

The lack of interest in making use of the Soviet diplomatic con-
nection in international relations could be seen in America’s indif-

ference, even aversion, to the Comintern congress of August 1935

12 Ibid., 141-2.



Totalitarianism and Democracy 147

which called for the formation of a global popular front against
fascism. If the United States had been even minimally interested in
influencing international relations, it might have taken more inter-
est in the Soviet initiative, but instead it viewed the affair as another
instance of Comintern propaganda. Only a handful of American
radicals seized the opportunity and began what proved to be a long
and often frustrating effort to refocus national attention away from
domestic to external crises.13

Initiated with greater fanfare was the Roosevelt administration’s
Latin American policy, which came to be known as the Good Neigh-
bor policy. As noted earlier, the decision to reverse U.S. interven-
tionism - ofthe type exemplified by Theodore Roosevelts Corollary
and by the occupation of Haiti and Santo Domingo during the
W ilson presidency - had been made by President Hoover. W hat the
Franklin D. Roosevelt administration did was to expand the scope
and to espouse openly the policy of nonintervention. When Secre-
tary of State Hull went to Montevideo, Uruguay, in December 1933
to attend the seventh international conference of American states -
such conferences had been held since before the war - he supported
the declaration to the effect that “no state has the right to intervene
in the internal or external affairs of another.™14 As if to put the
principle into practice, Washington proceeded to abrogate the Platt
Amendment with respect to Cuba (1901) through which the United
States had retained the right of intervention in that country. Now
Cuban sovereignty was fully recognized. United States troops in
Haiti, sent there in 1916, were withdrawn in 1934, making Ameri-
can forces in the Canal Zone the only military presence in the
Western Hemisphere outside U.S. territory.

These steps fitted in with the overall direction of American for-
eign policy, away from activism toward isolationism and passivity.
For the first time since the turn of the century, the United States
would not take upon itselfthe task of ensuring political or economic
stability in the Caribbean. It would not again intervene in the

domestic affairs of another American state. In retrospect, of course,

13 Cowley, Dream ofthe Golden Mountains.
14 Irwin F. Gellman, Good Neighbor Diplomacy (Baltimore, 1979), 23-6.
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it is clear that this aspect of the Good Neighbor policy lasted for
only a short while. Within less than ten years, American military
power would once again involve itselfin Latin America, albeit under
different circumstances. It should be noted, however, that the Good
Neighbor policy also formed part of an emerging approach to the
Western Hemisphere in the framework of regionalism, that is, as
part of the global trend toward regional, as opposed to global,
arrangements. Although not quite the same thing as the British
Commonwealth’s imperial preference system or Japan’s Asian au-
tarky, the Good Neighbor policy sought to bind the American
republics together politically and economically. Thus the Reciprocal
Trade Agreements Act of 1934, authorizing the president to negoti-
ate with foreign governments for raising or lowering tariffs, resulted
in a series of trade agreements with Latin American countries. Al-
though there was no immediate expansion of hemispheric trade,
these negotiations did serve to cement the emerging regional ties,
enabling the American nations to withstand the tensions caused by
developments elsewhere. In a sense, then, the Good Neighbor poli-
cy was designed to isolate the Western Hemisphere from Asia and
Europe. In that way, too, it was an aspect of American isolationism.
It reflected the determination that, in a world being buffeted by
increased armaments and their aggressive use on the part of some
nations, the United States would remain underarmed and eschew
military engagement abroad. Without a decision to increase arms,
and without a willingness to undertake an ideological offensive of
the kind the Comintern was pursuing, isolationism seemed the only

feasible alternative.



10. The Emergence of Geopolitics

Wars in Asia and Europe

Until 1936, totalitarianism in Asia and Europe had not been direct-
ly connected. Japanese militarism had developed its own agenda on
the Asian continent, while Italian fascism and German Nazism had
pursued their respective strategies, the former seeking to conquer
Ethiopia and the latter focusing on asserting the right to rearm and
to repudiate the Versailles restrictions. The three offered piecemeal
challenges to the world order, but their interests and orientations
were sufficiently divergent that their separate actions had not added
up to a combined threat to global peace and security.

The picture began to change in 1936. In July a civil war broke
out in Spain, the Fascists led by General Francisco Franco challeng-
ing the authority of the republican government in Madrid. Almost
immediately, Germany and Italy began assisting the insurgents,
while the Soviet Union took sides with the Republic. Britain and
France desperately sought to prevent the civil war from turning into
an international war and succeeded, at least on paper, in establishing
an international committee of nonintervention. But the civil war
continued, and during 1937—9 Francos forces steadily gained
ground with the help of German arms, particularly aircraft as well as
aviators.

In November 1936 Germany, Italy, and Japan signed an anti-
Comintern pact. Ostensibly an agreement to cooperate in order to
combat Comintern-led subversive activities in the wake of the newly
promulgated popular-front strategy, the pact contained a secret
clause in which the signatories pledged to come to each other’ aid
should one of them become involved in a war against the Soviet
Union. Thus for the first time the three totalitarian states on the

right became pitted against the dictatorship of the left, giving rise
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to the possibility that the worlds antidemocratic forces might turn
upon one another.

In the meantime, there were equally momentous developments in
China. In December, as Nationalist forces commanded by Chiang
Kai-shek surrounded the Communist insurgents in Sian, the ancient
capital in the western interior of the country, troops loyal to Chang
Hsiieh-liang, the erstwhile Manchurian warlord, captured Chiang in
order to force him to stop his anti-Communist campaigns and
instead to lead the nation in a unified resistance against Japanese
aggression. Chang had the support of the Chinese Communists and
many others who had accepted the Comintern’s call for a popular
front. Chiang agreed to the terms for his release, returned to the
capital, Nanking, and announced the formation of a united front.
This amounted to nothing less than a major turning point in mod-
ern Chinese history; the Nationalists, instead ofalmost annihilating
the Communists, now joined forces with them, even amalgamating
the respective armies into one, to fight against the Japanese. Chiang
Kai-shek’s prestige soared, but at the same time the Communists
were saved from a possible defeat and elimination from Chinese
politics.1

The coming together of totalitarian states, and the formation of
the second united front in China, were sure indications that events
in Europe and Asia were impacting on one another. Slowly but
steadily, the entire world was moving along the path ofviolence and
war, forcing nontotalitarian states, as well as the Soviet Union, to
respond with a greater sense of urgency than earlier.

If there was any doubt that the totalitarian states would refrain
from aggressive war, it disappeared in 1937 and 1938, the years in
which Japan and Germany proved willing to use force at the expense
of neighboring countries.

In July 1937 China and Japan began a war that was to last eight
years. Although the origins of the initial clash in Peking on the
night ofJuly 7 are still disputed, there is no question that the mili-

tary conflict was a direct result of the confrontation between the

1 The best study of the Sian incident is in Parks Coble, FacingJapan (Cambridge,
Mass., 1991).
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newly aroused Chinese nationalism and the Japanese Army seeking
to preserve and extend its influence in northern China. The latter
successfully pushed Chinese forces out ofthe area and pursued them
to central China, where the capital fell in December. The fighting in
the Nanking area resulted in huge Chinese civilian casualties, said to
have numbered over 300,000 according to Chinese studies. The
brutal mass slaughter was a harbinger of things to come.

Throughout 1938 the Japanese Army kept pushing south and
west in an attempt to capture and control most of China. But the
Chinese continued their resistance, removing their capital first to
Hankow and then to the remote southwestern city of Chungking.
And so, after two years of fighting, the end was nowhere in sight. In
order to improve the situation, Japan tried to set up a pro-Japanese
government in Nanking, persuading Wang Ching-wei, a prominent
Nationalist, to leave Chungking for Hanoi and then for the capital
under Japanese occupation. In the meantime, in November 1938
the Japanese government issued a declaration for the establishment
ofa “new order” in East Asia, asserting that the old order was forever
gone and that Japan was calling upon other countries in Asia to
cooperate together to define a new regional system. That system
would be characterized by Asian values and principles, rather than
by Western ones that had dominated the region —although no one
could quite understand how the two sets of values and principles
would differ.

As Japan was trying to construct a new order in East Asia, Ger-
many moved to establish its hegemony in "Mitteleuropa" - Central
European lands with substantially German populations, such as
Austria, Sudetenland in Czechoslovakia, and Danzig. This was an
objective that many before Hitler had advocated: to unite all eth-
nically German peoples who had been forcefully dispersed by the
creation of Austria, Czechoslovakia, and Poland. But Hitler was
willing to use force to attain the objective, whereas others had
hesitated.

The annexation of Austria (the so-called Anschluss), which came in
March 1938, was carried out with little bloodshed and without
much protest on the part of other powers, basically because Austria

was ethnically overwhelmingly German and its independent status
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had been suspect all through the postwar years. Czechoslovakia and
Poland were different cases, however. These states had symbolized
Europe’ postwar order, existing between Germany and Russia and
tied to France through security arrangements. Any infringement on
their independence would undermine the Versailles system, so the
other countries could not but be concerned.

Yet that was precisely why Hitler wanted to act against the two
new states, to deal a death blow to the system. W hether in this
period he also had more far-reaching ambitions is not entirely clear.
After destroying Czechoslovak and Polish sovereignty, he may have
intended to continue pushing eastward to obtain the space and
grains of the Ukraine; he may have visualized an ultimate race war
against Slavic peoples, including those in the Soviet Union; he also
may have had in mind controlling all of Europe as well as challeng-
ing the British Empire overseas. He may have entertained all such
visions, but apparently he did not have a systematic war plan against
any major European power prior to 1939. Rather, he would first go
after Czechoslovakia and Poland and then, depending on circum-
stances, plan for the next step.2

The initial step turned out to be a diplomatic one. The British
and the French governments were willing to negotiate with Hitler so
as to avoid a premature war. Their policy was called "appeasement"
and was derived from the idea that while those nations built up
arms, it would be prudent to try negotiation. Some compromise
settlement, even if it might mean a further erosion of the Versailles
arrangements, would be preferable to a destructive war for which the
democracies were not prepared. One prominent example of the ap-
peasement policy was the Munich agreement of September 1938 by
which Sudetenland was annexed to Germany with the blessing of
Britain and France. When this was followed in March 1939 by
Hitler’s annexation of most of the rest of Czechoslovakia, however,
British and French reaction was swift. They immediately declared

that they would no longer acquiesce in acts of German aggression

2 On Hitlers possible war aims, see two conflicting interpretations in A. J. P.
Taylor, The Origins of the Second World War (London, 1961), and Gerhard Wein-
berg, The Foreign Policy of Hitler's Germany, 2 vols. (Chicago, 1970, 1980).
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and that if Hitler should move against Polish independence they
would honor their commitment to the latter, implying that they
would even use force to stop Germany.3

By the spring of 1939, then, the lines dividing Germany from
Britain and France were being drawn more sharply than heretofore,
and the appeasement strategy was being abandoned by London and
Paris. At the same time, the British and French governments ap-
proached the Soviet Union for possible agreement on strategic coop-
eration against Germany. The picture became complicated, how-
ever, when Moscow and Berlin also began negotiations looking
toward some sort ofa deal that would prevent war between the two.
For both nations such a deal made sense; Germany would not have to
worry about a two-front war, and the Soviet Union would also be
able to avoid a premature conflict with Germany at a time when
it was concerned with the Japanese menace in the East. (Soviet
and Japanese troops clashed in Nomonhan, along the Siberian-
Mongolian-M anchurian border, throughout the summer.) The up-
shot was a German-Soviet nonaggression pact on August 23, 1939.
The pact not only undermined the antifascist global popular front
the Comintern had been seeking to erect, it also brought two major
totalitarian states together, at least for the time being.

The Western democracies were put on the defensive. They not
only faced the prospect of war against Germany, but were also
confronted with the spectacle of a worldwide coalition of anti-
democratic powers. To Germany, Italy, and Japan, now the Soviet
Union seemed to have been added. To make matters worse, the
Spanish civil war ended in Franco's victory in 1939, so that the
world fascist camp now had one additional member. It might have
seemed that the democracies were in greater danger than ever before.

America Reenters the International Arena

It was in such a context that the United States resumed an active role

in international affairs. For some time after 1933 it had eschewed

3 On the coming of war within a year after the Munich conference, the best

account is D. C. W att, Hou> War Came (London, 1989).
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assertive diplomacy (except, perhaps, in the Western Hemisphere,
but even there the emphasis had been on reciprocal trade). Steadily
after 1937, however, the Roosevelt administration began showing
signs of a willingness to reenter the international arena. Not that it
worked out a carefully crafted, comprehensive response to the rising
crises in Asia and Europe. Rather, these crises gradually compelled
rethinking and reorientation of U.S. foreign affairs.

There was a significant lag between challenge and response.
Throughout 1936, the isolationist thrust of American foreign policy
did not change, reconfirmed by the Neutrality Act of that year
which extended mandatory neutrality to the extension of loans and
credits to belligerents. When the Spanish civil war broke out, the
State Department instituted a moral embargo, exhorting Americans
not to ship arms to either side. This was in a sense the application of
the Montevideo policy of nonintervention to Spain, but it was
tame even in comparison with the European powers’ nonintervention
committee (not joined by the United States).

Perhaps the only visible indication that something new was hap-
pening was President Roosevelts trip to Buenos Aires, the Argenti-
nean capital, in late November to open an inter-American “confer-
ence for the maintenance of peace.” He had just won the election for
a second term and felt the American people were solidly behind his
domestic programs. He may now have decided to make use of the
trip to reassert America’s role in world affairs. The role, to be sure,
was for now to be focused on developing a sense of hemispheric
solidarity, but even that would have clear implications for world
affairs. As he told the delegates, outside nations that sought to
commit acts of aggression "will find a Hemisphere wholly prepared
to consult together for our mutual safety and our mutual good.” He
was serving notice to any outside state (Germany was obviously
implied) that sought to extend its power across the Atlantic that the
United States and other American republics would be determined
and capable of resisting such a challenge. After Roosevelt left
Buenos Aires, the conferees spent the rest of December discussing
and adopting various agreements, including one for voluntary con-
sultation to cope with threats to the hemisphere. This was a rather

modest achievement, indicating that the hemispheric nations were
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not quite ready to act in unison to defend their collective security,
but for the United States, at least, it signaled a willingness to make
its voice heard, and not just in Latin America but elsewhere as well.

The Buenos Aires Conference also adopted a program for an ex-
change of graduate students and teachers on government fellowships
between the United States and other American nations, the first
such program officially sponsored by Washington.4 This was an
important indication that cultural cooperation was being taken seri-
ously as an official concern of the United States. It is interesting to
note that during the 1930s several governments actively promoted
cultural exchange and propaganda activities. Britain, Germany,
Italy, Japan, and others established governmental or semiofficial
agencies to carry out such work, attesting to the importance they
attached to influencing other countries through exchange and infor-
mational programs with a view to creating pockets of favorable
foreign opinion. In the United States cultural exchange had been
carried out by private foundations and educational institutions, but
now W ashington officially adopted the view that foreign policy
entailed more than the protection ofsecurity and economic interests.
O fcourse, culture had been a major factor in international relations
during the 1920s, but at that time the stress had been on cultural
internationalism, the promotion of a sense of worldwide intercon-
nectedness and human unity. In the 1930s, in contrast, there was a
particularistic tendency, cultural exchange being frankly envisaged
as an instrument of official policy. This was understandable in view
of the emergence of conflicting ideologies and political movements
that were being put to the service of state power. World affairs, now
more than ever before, had a cultural dimension, albeit in a subordi-
nate position to power. It is therefore not surprising that the United
States, too, belatedly began emphasizing cultural diplomacy.

The time was none too soon, for in the wake of the Buenos Aires
conference the American people were confronted with a crisis of
their neutrality and compelled to recognize that in a world so sharp-
ly divided between forces of democracy and totalitarianism, the

policy of neutrality was not something to be innocently indulged in

4 Irwin F. Gellman, Good Neighbor Diplomacy (Baltimore, 1979), 64-5.
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but would have serious implications for the struggle between these
forces. This was as much a cultural as a conventional foreign policy
issue, and the American people had to grapple with the question of
how to avoid involvement in another war while at the same time not
assisting, through their action or inaction, forces of totalitarianism
and aggression.

In January 1937, Congress enacted another neutrality law, ex-
tending an arms embargo to any foreign country engaged in a civil
war, and thus forbidding the shipment of arms to either side in the
Spanish civil war. (There was the fear that the moral embargo might
be defied by some Americans.) At first this appeared to be the right
policy, to avoid American involvement in external complications,
but it soon became clear that American neutrality was actually
helping Franco's forces because they were obtaining arms from Ger-
many, and the latter was not being prevented by neutrality legisla-
tion from purchasing weapons from the United States. This and the
reported instances ofthe insurgents' brutal assault on the republic in
time gave rise to serious soul-searching among American isolation-
ists. The question was whether the nation could long remain unin-
volved when there were wars and civil wars abroad in which there
were clear differences between aggressors and victims. Neutrality
did not make a distinction between them, so it could end up further
victimizing the victims by not coming to their assistance. On the
other hand, to do anything to help resist forces of aggression would
by definition be a nonneutral act and might bring war closer home
when the people and the government neither wanted nor were pre-
pared for war.

The dilemma might still not have produced significant new
thinking about foreign affairs if there had been no further interna-
tional crises. But the outbreak of the Sino-Japanese War in July
1937 ensured that the Americans would not enjoy a respite from
foreign crises. Although the war was called an “incident” and so did
not entail American neutrality, the United States was extremely
careful not to become involved in the cross fire. The State Depart-
ment encouraged Americans to evacuate from the interior of China

and discouraged ships carrying aircraft and other arms for China



The Emergence of Geopolitics 157

from reaching their destination lest they should be intercepted by
the Japanese Navy.

Despite such caution, American leaders were beginning to estab-
lish connections between developments in Europe and Asia and
grope for ways to cope with them as related phenomena, as essen-
tially one global crisis. One early indication of this was President
Roosevelt's proposal, in late July, to Prime Minister Neville Cham-
berlain to visit the United States to discuss cooperation in interna-
tional affairs. Chamberlain turned down the invitation, uttering the
famous words: "It is always best and safest to count on nothing from
the Americans but words.”5 Although the prime minister has been
held up to posterity’s ridicule for such a statement, it is perhaps not
difficult to understand why he felt that way. After all, the United
States under President Roosevelt had eschewed collective action
(save in Latin America and that, too, had been mostly "words"), so
why should Britain now take seriously an offer of transatlantic coop-
eration?

On the other hand, it might also be noted that during Roosevelt’s
first administration he was virtually immobilized in foreign affairs
because of his preoccupation with domestic economic problems,
whereas after winning a second term in the election of 1936, he may
have felt ready to undertake some foreign policy initiatives. The
countrys economic indexes (national income, production, foreign
trade, etc.) had not quite recovered the levels prevailing prior to
1929, but the worst was clearly over; unemployment, farm fore-
closures, and business failures had declined considerably. Although
Roosevelt had several new items on his agenda - such as the "pack-
ing" of the Supreme Court so as to have more justices on the bench
who were supportive of his domestic programs - he evidently be-
lieved he could now be more assertive in foreign affairs. The invita-
tion to Chamberlain was his first attempt — and his first failure.

But the failure did not daunt him, for he returned to the theme of
cooperation again and again. Quite clearly, he was groping for ways
to tie the United States once again to some other countries in defense

5 A. A. OEner, American Appeasement (Cambridge, Mass., 1969), 189.
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of peace and order in the world. That this gesture primarily was a
verbal one does not detract from its significance, for ultimately
American cooperativeness, rather than isolation or unilateralism,
would make a major difference in global developments.

Roosevelt’s next initiative came in October when he made a
speech in Chicago calling for international cooperation to isolate -
or “quarantine” - aggressive states. As he said, when an epidemic
breaks out in a community, “the community approves and joins in a
quarantine of the patients in order to protect the health of the
community against the spread of the disease.” Likewise, in the
international community, those with a disease (the disease ofaggres-
siveness) must be quarantined by the rest.

The “quarantine speech" was barely noticed abroad, and at home
the president kept saying that no new departure in foreign policy
was being contemplated. Nevertheless, in retrospect the speech is
significant for it, combined with other, albeit disparate, initiatives
by the administration, indicated a willingness on the part of the
United States to assert once again a voice in world affairs. For
instance, the speech was immediately followed by a proposal by
Under Secretary of State Sumner Welles for a world conference to
enunciate fundamental principles of international relations. Noth-
ing came of it as Secretary of State Hull thought the time was
inopportune for such an effort. But both Roosevelt and Hull sup-
ported the League of Nations when it called for a conference to
discuss the Sino-Japanese War. The conference, convened in Brus-
sels, was boycotted by Japan and Germany but was attended by the
United States as well as the European signatories of the Nine-Power
Treaty and by the Soviet Union. Although little came of it except for
a condemnation ofJapanese aggression, the gathering was another
milestone in America’ reemergence in the global scene.

Even more drastic developments came at the end of 1937, when
Japanese military aircraft fired at and sank an American gunboat,
the Panay, on the Yangtze as it was evacuating embassy personnel
and others from Nanking toward Shanghai. Two American lives
were lost, and thirty were wounded. This was a shocking event,
suggesting that even when the United States maintained neutrality

in a foreign war the lives of its citizens could be jeopardized. Short of
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completely withdrawing all Americans from areas of conflict, the
nation would have to be prepared for similar incidents in the future.
And should they continue, the country might have to use military
force, however reluctantly, in order to protect its nationals.

In this instance, Japan, not wishing to provoke the United States
further, offered an immediate apology as well as indemnities, so
outwardly things returned to normal. President Roosevelt, however,
became so alarmed that he sent Captain Royal Ingersoll, chief of the
U.S. Navy's intelligence division, to London for secret talks with his
British counterpart for a possible joint strategy against Japan. This
was, of course, a very unusual step, but for that very reason it
suggests Roosevelts growing concern with the Asian crisis and will-
ingness to take action, however secretively. Ingersoll arrived in Lon-
don toward the end of the year and initiated what proved to be the
first of binational discussions on cooperative military action. The
action contemplated even included, at Roosevelt’s behest, a blockade
ofJapan by U.S. and British ships. Although nothing came of this,
it showed how far the president had traveled in a brief span of time
toward defending world order.6

The momentum, once developed, would not be reversed. To be
sure, Roosevelt did not want to go too far ahead of public opinion,
and in official pronouncements he continued to profess his determi-
nation to keep the country out of foreign complications. But there
was much that he thought the nation could and should do short of
direct involvement in overseas conflicts. Thus in January 1938 he
resurrected Welless idea of an international conference, for which he
proposed Washington as the site. Again Chamberlain resisted, not
wishing to identify Britain too closely with the United States at a
time when he was engaged in a delicate diplomacy to detach Italy
from Germany (by recognizing the Italian conquest of Ethiopia).
When Germany went ahead with the Anschluss, the United States
took no action but announced that it would step up its rearmament
program. Roosevelt was particularly eager to strengthen American

naval power and fully endorsed the Vinson Naval Expansion Act of

6 SeeJames R. Leutze, Bargaining for Supremacy (Chapel Hill, 1977), for a discus-
sion of the Ingersoll mission.
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May, providing for a new program of naval rearmament, including
the augmentation ofcapital ships to a strength 0of660,000 tons - for
the first time going beyond the "treaty limits" imposed by the
earlier naval disarmament agreements (nullified since 1936).

At that time, however, it was felt that to increase naval power
even to this modest extent would take ten years. Besides, the naval
bases at Pearl Harbor and Subic Bay in the Philippines badly needed
repair, and a new one had to be built on the island of Guam. In the
meantime, the United States would revise its war plan "orange" (for
a hypothetical war against Japan) to take account ofJapan’s growing
power in the western Pacific. Hitherto, the idea had been to move
the U.S. fleet across the Pacific and engage the Japanese fleet in an
offensive assault near the Japanese homeland, but now a defensive
strategy was adopted; the United States would have to concede the
Philippines to Japan in the initial phase of a war and then subse-
quently try to launch a counterattack. In any event, war with Japan
no longer appeared like a remote possibility.7

In the meantime, in Europe, the president was extremely inter-
ested in playing a role during the Sudetenland crisis. On September
26, three days before the fateful Munich agreement was signed by
the German, British, and French leaders to reincorporate Sudeten-
land into Germany, Roosevelt sent an appeal to the European gov-
ernments to resolve the difficulties peacefully. A similar appeal was
sent to Mussolini on September 27, and to Hitler on September 28.
When the Munich conference seemed to have succeeded in prevent-
ing war, he expressed his satisfaction. His thinking was probably
reflected in Under Secretary Welles’s hopeful assertion that "a new
world order based upon justice and upon law" was emerging.8 This
may have been a self-deceiving exaggeration, but the episode at least
revealed that the American government was now more willing to
express its views on international affairs.

That the United States was prepared to go beyond issuing state-

ments and appealing to the European governments to avoid war

7 An interesting recent study of American strategy toward Japan is William
Honan, Visions of Infamy (New York, 1991).
8 Offner, American Appeasement, 269.
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became clear soon after Munich. First, outraged by the “night of the
broken glass” - attacks on Jewish businesses in Germany in Novem-
ber - President Roosevelt withdrew Hugh Wilson, charge d ’affaires
in Berlin after the resignation ofthe ambassador, William Dodd, in
late 1937 in disgust at Nazi race policies. Hitler responded by
withdrawing the German ambassador from Washington, and thus
the two embassies were to be without their chiefs for the duration of
the prewar period.

Second, in December another conference of American states was
held in Lima. A resolution against Nazi race doctrines was adopted,
and the conferees also agreed to improve the existing consultative
procedures to safeguard against any threat to the "peace, security, or
territorial integrity” of an American state. This reaffirmation of
inter-American solidarity was a major achievement if only because
U.S. relations with Mexico were at a breaking point in 1938. The
accommodation between Mexican nationalism and American eco-
nomic interests, which had been tentatively worked out through the
efforts of Dwight Morrow and others (see Chapter 6), had once again
been undermined after Lazaro Cardenas became president in 1934.
He was more radical than Calles in his economic and social pro-
grams, and in March 1938 his government issued an oil expropria-
tion decree, nationalizing the properties of British and American oil
companies. The United States retaliated by stopping the practice of
purchasing Mexican silver above world prices and boycotting Mexi-
can oil, whereupon Mexico sought to sell it to Germany and Japan.
Even such a serious crisis, however, did not prevent the issuing of
the Lima declaration, and soon, in 1939, Mexico and the United
States were able to come to agreement on fair compensation to the
oil companies.9

Third, at the end of the year President Roosevelt decided on the
sale of military aircraft to Britain and France, to strengthen their
defenses for a possible war against Germany. Treasury Secretary
Henry Morgenthau was instructed to coordinate such sales, and soon
representatives appeared from those countries - including Jean

Monnet of future fame as a founding father of European integration

9 Gellman, Good Neighbor, 50-4.
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—to obtain U.S. planes. Such sales were not a violation of neutrality
legislation, as there was as yet no war in Europe, but the fact that
Roosevelt authorized them indicated his growing pessimism that
war might come after all, and his determination that, should it
happen, the United States must play a role in strengthening the
democratic nations.

In Asia, in the meantime, the United States was, if anything,
becoming even more assertive. In March 1938 a definite decision
was made not to invoke the Neutrality Act in connection with the
Sino-Japanese War. This enabled China to purchase arms in the
United States, and already in that year some $8.9 million worth of
arms was shipped to that country. The money for the transactions
came from the Chinese sale of silver to the United States (about
$115 million that year). Because silver had been "demonetized” in
China in the wake ofthe silver purchase crisis of 1934, it could ship
large quantities of the metal to the United States, and the proceeds
from their sale could be used to obtain credits with which to pur-
chase arms and other commodities.

O f course, Japan, too, could buy arms from the United States,
and it had been doing so throughout the 1930s. (In 1938 the
amount came to $9.1 million.) But there was increasing public
criticism of this in the United States, where the uneasy awareness
grew that the nation was providing Japan with the aircraft, tanks,
and ammunition with which to fight the aggressive war in China.
Public rallies were held, letters were written to newspapers, and
various groups were organized to protest the practice. Of the lat-
ter, the most important was the American Committee for Non-
participation in Japanese Aggression, created mostly through the
initiative of former American missionaries in China. The name of
the organization was typical; virtually everyone agreed that Japan
was engaged in an aggressive war in China, and although there was
no consensus as to whether the United States should become in-
volved by more than moral disapprobation, it seemed to make sense
at least to refrain from assisting Japan by the sale of Ameri-

can arms. 10

10 Warren I. Cohen, The Chinese Connection (New York, 1978), 214-18.
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This growing public protest was reflected in official policy, which
also grew more and more critical of Japan. In July the State De-
partment announced a moral embargo of airplanes to Japan. W hile
not legally binding, it sent a clear signal that Japan would no
longer be able to count on making use of American arms in the
Chinese war. Then, toward the end of the year, as the Japanese
government issued a declaration on the new order in East Asia,
Secretary of State Hull immediately denounced it, denying Japan’s
right to create a new order through its own fiat. The United States
would adamantly oppose Japanese unilateralism and would not ac-
cept any modification in the regional status quo except through
consultation and cooperation. This opposition would character-
ize U.S.-Japanese relations from this time until the outbreak of
their war.

Finally, also in December, the U.S. government announced a loan
of $25 million to China to be used for whatever objectives the
Chungking authorities considered necessary. Although America had
provided China with credits in return for silver, such credits had
been largely intended for stabilizing Chinese finances. Now, how-
ever, the Chinese would be able to use the money for military
purposes, and they first turned to the construction of a road from
Burma to Chungking, to facilitate the shipment of arms and goods
to the wartime Chinese capital. Although a small amount, this, too,
was an important symbolic gesture whose significance was not lost
on the combatants. Increasingly, the Japanese were becoming aware
that the United States was making itselfa strong opponent of their
aggression, whereas the Chinese felt that for the first time in years
they would be able to count on American, in addition to Soviet,
support.

To be sure, there was little expectation either in Tokyo or Chung-
king then that the United States would become militarily involved
in the Asian war. Moreover, America’s readiness to do something to
help China did not yet mean implementing a global strategy of
checking Japan, in the spirit of Roosevelt’s quarantine address. In
retrospect, nevertheless, it is clear that these tentative steps the
United States began to take were laying the groundwork for what

would develop into a determined policy of opposing Japan.
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The Growth of Geopolitical-M indedness

On January 4, 1939, President Roosevelt gave Congress his annual
message. It was notable for its lack of new domestic initiatives.
Instead, the president focused his attention on international devel-
opments, stressing that forces of aggression were growing stronger
and that there must be serious cooperative efforts to resist aggres-
sors. The United States, he said, must use all means "short of war"
to deter aggression.

What did "short of war" mean? The answer became evident the
very next day when Roosevelt submitted his budget plan for the
fiscal year 1940, which included more than $1.3 billion for defense,
out of the total figure of $9 billion. To devote 15 percent of govern-
ment outlays for defense was unprecedented in peacetime, but the
actual defense spending exceeded this amount as the president con-
tinued to ask for, and Congress granted, additional appropriations.
In other words, starting in 1939, the United States began a massive
armament program to cope with the international crisis. As of that
year, the arsenal of American military aircraft, ships, and vehicles
was smaller than that of most other powers. For instance, aircraft
production for the United States in 1939 came to little more than
2,000, in contrast to 10,300 in the Soviet Union, 7,900 in Britain,
8,200 in Germany, and 4,400 in Japan.ll W hat the nation must
now do, and was determined to do, was to catch up and eventually
surpass these other countries’ performances in arms manufacturing.

Not that there was the expectation that these arms might actually
be used by the United States. Rather, they should serve as an indica-
tion of American determination to play a role in international affairs.
They could also be placed in strategic positions as a deterrent to
would-be aggressors against America. Their increasing volume, of
course, would make some of them available to those struggling, or
likely soon to be struggling, against aggressive powers.

This last objective was very important - but risky, as was revealed
when a plane carrying French officials crashed on the West Coast in

January. They were testing American airplanes for possible purchase,

11 Paul Kennedy, The Rise and Fall of the Great Powers (New York, 1987), 324.
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and the accident revealed perhaps more than the president intended
about the nation's commitment to the defense of France. Still, the
event did not daunt him or anyone else in the administration who
was determined that the United States must take an unequivocal
stand against aggression. In July, Lord Riverdale of Sheffield arrived
to make a survey of what types of military supplies Britain might be
able to count upon from the United States. Combined with the aid
to China begun in December 1938, all these steps added up to a
policy of defending the current and future victims of German, Ital-
ian, and Japanese militarism.

In the meantime, the Roosevelt administration sought to have the
existing neutrality legislation repealed. From its point of view, neu-
trality had clearly outlived whatever purposes it had been intended
to serve. There could be no neutrality in a world as transparently
divided as it was in 1939. Nothing immediately came of it, as
substantial segments of Congress were not yet ready for so drastic a
step. Roosevelt was willing to settle for a “cash and carry" principle
for trade in arms. (This provision, first written into the Neutrality
Act of May 1937, specified that belligerents could obtain goods
other than arms from the United States so long as they were paid for
by cash and carried away in non-U.S. vessels.) Even so, it was only
in November, after the outbreak of World War II, that Congress
finally revised neutrality laws and authorized the sale of arms to
belligerents on the “cash and carry” basis. Though hemmed in by
restrictions, the new law was a landmark, indicating the end of
American isolation from world conflicts.

W hile it stepped up arms production and revised neutrality legis-
lation, the administration also took some initiatives to prevent a
further deterioration of international affairs. Here it is interesting to
note contrasting approaches to Europe and to Asia. Toward Europe,
Roosevelt continued his efforts, begun in 1938, to appeal to world
leaders to settle international disputes peacefully and in cooperation.
For instance, during the spring and summer of 1939, as tensions
arose in Europe and there were expectations of war in the near
future, the president sent urgent messages to Hitler and Mussolini
for a peaceful settlement of the Polish question. On one occasion,

Roosevelt invited them as well as leaders of other countries to name
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thirty-one countries they would pledge not to invade. He must have
known that these overtures would not work, given the irreconcilable
positions of Germany, on one hand, and Britain and France, on the
other, on the Polish question. He therefore coupled such efforts with
an attempt (which did not succeed) to persuade the Soviet Union to
cooperate with Britain and France to prevent further German aggres-
sion. Beyond such steps, however, he did not want to take his
country farther in the direction of direct involvement in European
affairs. It seemed enough to be in a state of readiness to provide
Britain and France with arms, should they be needed.

Toward Asia, in contrast, President Roosevelt was willing to be
more forceful. Perhaps no other step taken at this time was more
crucial in defining America's Asian policy than the notification pre-
sented to Tokyo in July that the United States intended to abrogate
the treaty of commerce between the two countries as of January
1940. This was a more drastic measure than anything the president
was doing in Europe; to abrogate a treaty of commerce was tanta-
mount to putting bilateral commercial transactions at the mercy of
the U.S. authorities, because Japanese shippers, merchants, and
bankers engaged in the American trade would no longer be pro-
tected by treaty rights.

Officials in Tokyo were shocked. Although they had noticed the
steady hardening of American policy in Asia, they had not realized
that Washington was taking such a dim view of the situation and
was willing to be so decisive in standing up to Japanese aggression.
Actually, President Roosevelt seems to have been persuaded to take
such action to preempt a congressional resolution to a similar effect;
congressmen, too, had become strongly critical ofJapan, no doubt
influenced by the growing public sentiment against that country.
Moreover, Roosevelt may have sought to prevent a German-Japanese
alliance - he knew, as did everyone else, that Germans and Japanese
were discussing such a possibility - by diminishing Japan’ value as
Germany’s potential ally. Without the treaty of commerce, Japan
would be that much more dependent on American goodwill and
therefore less attractive to Germany as a partner in a global strategy.

(At that time the latter was intent on obtaining a Japanese alliance
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aimed at Britain, whereas Japan wanted to confine the alliance to
joint action against the Soviet Union. In the event, not so much
Roosevelt as Hitler and Stalin aborted a German-Japanese alliance;
the Japanese were shocked by the Nazi-Soviet nonaggression pact
and temporarily lost their appetite for a German alliance.)

It should be noted that all these steps, ranging from military
buildups to the abrogation of the treaty of commerce with Japan,
were taken before Europe plunged into another war in September.
They amounted to a significant transformation of American foreign
policy before the outbreak of the European war. This transformation
was fundamentally geopolitical; it amounted to significant portions
of the American people and their leaders embracing military force,
power politics, and international collective action as necessary to
preserve the peace and to prevent aggression.

Whence came this geopolitical consciousness? W hatever traces of
geopolitics there had been in the period of Theodore Roosevelt
would seem to have disappeared, or at least become submerged, by
the 1930s. The rise of Nazism or the resurgence ofJapanese milita-
rism had not automatically produced power-political thinking; on
the contrary, such overseas phenomena had reinforced domestic paci-
fism, isolationism, and antimilitarism. It was only after 1937 that
some began talking about America’s geopolitical role. One of the
first books to advocate the new thinking was Livingston Hartley’s Is
America Afraid?, published in 1937. The author, a journalist, ar-
gued that the domination of Europe by one country (Germany, or it
could be the Soviet Union) and Asia by another (Japan, or even
China) would be a threat to the United States. Either development
could bring about the fall of Britain and the British Empire, whose
resources could be put at the service of the hegemonic powers. The
United States, Hartley noted, was sandwiched between two land-
mass powers: the European landmass under German or Soviet con-
trol, and the Asian landmass under Japanese or Chinese control. The
danger to American security would increase especially if Germany
and Japan, emerging as the strongest powers in the two spheres,
should combine. They would be not only military powers but auto-

cratic states as well, and thus would menace the democratic nations.
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In such a situation, the author asserted, the United States must be
prepared to ally itself with Britain; the two shared a great deal in
basic policies and interests.12

Few at first noticed the book, but the sort of argument it con-
tained steadily grew in influence. O fits two themes - that democra-
cy was in danger and that the United States must be willing once
again to become involved in world politics - the first may have been
easier to accept, for by 1937 some confidence in democracy had
returned to America. No longer were commentators or politicians
speaking defensively or wistfully about democracy, as they had done
during the first few years of the Roosevelt administration. Having
survived the worst phase of the Depression without having had to
abandon democratic government, the Americans ofall political affil-
iations and persuasions could feel that somehow American democra-
cy had weathered its severest test. But just when they regained
confidence in their own domestic institutions, they awoke to the
danger posed to them from antidemocratic forces overseas. The defi-
nition of this national danger was the important first step in redefin-
ing their attitude toward international affairs.

In coping with this newly realized threat to national security and
institutions, advocates of U.S.-British (or U.S.-Chinese) coopera-
tion steadily grew in number. Although they did not always speak
the language of geopolitics, the direction was clear, because once it
was decided that the United States had to do something to prevent
total German victory in Europe or Japanese victory in Asia, it fol-
lowed that it must use its full resources for the defense of the global
status quo and otherwise involve itself in the affairs of Europe and
Asia.

Such thinking began to be promoted with vigor by a small group
ofscholars, some of whom were recent arrivals from Europe and saw
developments there in a geopolitical framework. For them (men like
Nicholas Spykman and Felix Gilbert), and for those who came under
their influence (some of whom established research centers on strate-
gy at Princeton, Yale, and elsewhere), it was axiomatic that "the

realities of power" were the existential given of world affairs, and

12 Livingston Hartley, Is America Afraid? (New York, 1937).



The Emergence of Geopolitics 169

that whether the United States wanted to be or not, it was involved
in global power politics by virtue of its very existence with its
enormous size, population, resources, and productivity. This being
the case, it had no choice but to assert its role in international affairs
rather than passively responding to developments elsewhere.

The emergence of geopolitical-mindedness was a major phenome-
non of American intellectual and diplomatic history. The conscious-
ness of power and the readiness to consider war as an instrument of
national policy - such a “realist" response to world affairs was to
have a profound impact on the way the American people viewed
external events. The new assertiveness in Roosevelt’s foreign policy
dovetailed with this intellectual development. It was perhaps fortu-
nate for the United States and for the world that this conjunction of
policy and thought had begun to take place by 1939. But, at the
same time, the earlier tradition of Wilsonianism would not be to-
tally submerged under the new realism. Henceforth, American for-
eign policy would have the task of combining geopolitics with
W ilsonian internationalism. How the combination would work was

not yet clear.



11. The Road to Pearl Harbor

The European War and U.S. Neutrality

The several months between September 1939, when Germany in-
vaded Poland, and the spring of 1940, when the target ofthe attack
shifted to Western Europe, have been referred to as the period of a
“phony war.” War had been declared by Britain and France imme-
diately after the German invasion of Poland, but there was actually
little fighting between the two sides. After Warsaw fell on Septem-
ber 27, there was little further military action, and there were even
some attempts at reestablishing a semblance ofstatus quo in Europe
without more bloodshed. Although German and French troops con-
fronted one another along their frontier, they did not exchange fire.
There was an atmosphere of unreality, and many doubted if this was
actually the beginning of another world war.

And yet there was nothing "phony" about the developments in
Eastern Europe. The Soviet Union, taking advantage of the just-
signed nonaggression pact with Germany, sent its troops to Poland
from the east, in effect partitioning Poland into two. Soviet forces
then turned north, invading Finland in mid-October. The severe
fighting continued until March 1940, when the parties signed a
peace accord, which included some territorial cessions to the Soviet
Union. In Asia, the Sino-Japanese War went on. Although the
intensity of ground fighting had abated, Japanese air attacks on
Chinese railroads, military bases, and the wartime capital of Chung-
king were stepped up. In the meantime, just before the German
spring offensive began in the West, a group of Chinese politicians
led by Wang Ching-wei set up a pro-Japanese government in Nan-
king. This action signaled, among other things, Japan’s intention to
stay in China, for withoutJapanese military support no such puppet

regime would survive.
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These events revealed that, although the European war may have
been “phony,"” momentous developments were occurring on the
global scale, with Germany, Japan, and now the Soviet Union clear-
ly intent on revising territorial boundaries by force. Would the three
powers combine as "revisionists” challenging the status quo? Ifthey
did, what response would come from the rest of the world, especially
from the one major nation that had remained outside the conflicts of
the decade, the United States? Although Washington had taken
steps to support actual and potential victims of aggression, it had
confined its assistance to means “short of war.” Would it long be
able to persist in such a stand, especially if the three totalitarian
regimes should unite?

That was not a far-fetched prospect. The Nazi-Soviet pact had
shattered the worldwide coalition of antifascist forces, the popular
front, and, as a result, Communists, radicals, and many others who
had followed the Soviet lead in international issues had become
demoralized and disoriented. In Japan, in the meantime, voices
began to be heard, even within the army, which had traditionally
viewed Russia as the key hypothetical enemy, that in view of the
rapidly changing international events, the nation should completely
overhaul its foreign policy and seek an accommodation with the
Soviet Union so as to form a tripartite arrangement consisting of the
three powerful antidemocratic nations. Although this was still a
minority view, it was significant that the Soviet invasion of Poland
coincided with the signing of a Nomonhan cease-fire agreement,
bringing to an end the series of clashes between Soviet and Japanese
forces along the Siberian-Mongolian-Manchurian border. German
officials, for their part, were becoming interested in the idea of
renewing talks with the Japanese for an alliance - not, however,
aimed at the Soviet Union but at Britain and the United States. In
the meantime, it would be of paramount importance for Germany to
prevent U.S. involvement in the European war, phony or real.

In such a situation, the position of the United States was becom-
ing of critical importance. It had many choices. It could freeze its
position as of September 1939 and do nothing. It could openly
proclaim its support of the democracies and continue to assist them

by all means “short of war.” It could try to detach the Soviet Union
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from Germany by differentiating its responses to the two aggressors.
It could seek to prevent a German-Soviet-Japanese coalition from
developing by negotiating a compromise settlement of its differences
with Japan. Or it could step up its support of China so as to tie Japan
down on the Asian continent and make it less valuable as a potential
ally of either Germany or the Soviet Union.

These were hard choices. Geopolitical thinking, which, as seen in
the preceding chapter, had become evident in America by 1938-9,
might have called for a policy of identifying the main threat, for
example Germany, and isolating it from its would-be partners by
offering some inducements to the latter, in this instance the Soviet
Union and Japan. Or, ifJapan were to be viewed as the major threat
to peace, the United States might find it prudent to concentrate on
the Asian war and seek a new Munich-type settlement in Europe.

The trouble was that by then American official and public opinion
had become antagonized against all three, so that it was extremely
difficult to differentiate among them. The public had supported
neutrality revision, assistance to China, and the termination of the
Japanese commerce treaty. Now it had become enraged by Soviet
behavior in Poland and Finland, and there were pressures on the
Roosevelt administration to enact sanctions against the Soviet Union.
(That nation was expelled from the League of Nations in December.)
Under the circumstances, even if President Roosevelt had wanted to
keep his options open so as to prevent collusion among Germany, the
Soviet Union, and Japan, he would have found it extremely difficult
to obtain public support.

There is evidence that Roosevelt did in fact want to treat the
Soviet Union differently, in the beliefthat sooner or later the Nazi-
Soviet marriage of convenience would disintegrate and that Ger-
many in Europe and Japan in Asia were the major threats to peace,
rather than the Soviet Union. But others, like the popular isolation-
ist Charles Lindbergh, were asserting that the Soviet Union was a
greater menace to civilization than Germany, and so the president

had to be circumspect in anything he did toward that country.l

1 Warren Kimball, The Most Vnsordid Act (Baltimore, 1969), 29. See also H. W.
Brands, Inside the Cold War (New York, 1991), 93-5.
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Toward Germany and Japan, the American public seemed satis-
fied with the “cash and carry" provision in the latest neutrality law
that enabled Britain, France, and China to buy American arms
legally. Beyond this, however, it would appear that the Americans
were much more willing to take stronger measures in Asia than
in Europe. Not that they favored conciliating Germany so as to
concentrate on frustrating Japanese ambitions in China, but at least
for the time being they were opposed to going beyond the "cash and
carry" arrangement —for instance, lending money - with Britain or
France. That would have further involved the United States in the
European situation at a time when Germany was being very”cautious
not to arouse American hostility. Hitler well recognized that, no
matter what he decided to undertake next in Europe, he would have
to reckon with the United States as the major supplier of Britain and
France as well as the key potential obstacle in the way of his ambi-
tions. "The Germans have nothing against the Americans, and the
Americans have nothing against the Germans," he declared shortly
after the outbreak of the war, to assure the United States that he did
not want trouble with the latter and also to prevent its intervention
in European affairs.2 If the United States could somehow be kept
away from the European conflict, then, he thought, Germany might
be able to establish its domination over Central and Eastern Europe
without much further interference from Britain or France.

In this, Hitler was partially successful. In the absence of overt
German attacks on American individuals, goods, or ships, public
opinion in the United States remained opposed to going beyond the
“cash and carry" formula to help the democracies. And in February
1940 President Roosevelt sent Under Secretary Sumner Welles to
Europe to explore possibilities for peace. Had the Germans suc-
ceeded in impressing on Welles their peaceful intentions, U.S. for-
eign policy might have remained unchanged much longer than it
did. In reality, however, Welles returned convinced that the best
way of preventing the phony war from developing into something
more serious was through making clear America’s intention to come

to the aid of Britain and France should Germany decide to plunge

2 Saul Friedlander, Prelude to Downfall (New York, 1967), 41.
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Europe to a war of devastation. The episode indicates that there was
a limit beyond which the United States would not go. It would not
actively seek to mediate between the two sides in the European
conflict lest such an attempt should bring about a relative weaken-
ing of the democracies’ stand against Germany. The two sides were
simply not equal in the eyes of the majority ofthe American people;
rather, one side was the obvious aggressor, and so to mediate as if
both sides had to make concessions would be untenable.

In Asia the situation was even more clear-cut, and here, too, there
was little inclination to conciliate Japan. Tokyo extended several
overtures in late 1939 and early 1940 as its officials, like their
German counterparts, had become fully aware of America’s potential
power to frustrate Japanese ambitions. Japanese policy toward the
United States during this period aimed primarily at persuading the
latter to restore normal trade relations rather than going through
with the announced abrogation ofthe treaty of commerce. Washing-
ton, however, rebuffed such overtures and went ahead with the
abrogation ofthe treaty, which took effect on January 26, 1940. The
two nations now entered "the period ofno treaties,” as the Japanese
called it. The firmness of U.S. policy toward Japan was derived from
the conviction that only such an approach would keep Tokyo’s lead-
ers from a more reckless path.

To the degree that the American policy of firmness toward Ger-
many and Japan was intended to moderate their behavior, it did not
achieve the objective. As noted earlier, the Japanese went ahead with
the establishment of the Nanking puppet regime. More gravely
still, Germany launched a devastating offensive against Scandinavia,
France, and the Low Countries in April, conquering most of West-
ern Europe by June. One after another, these countries fell to Ger-
man forces, and the climax came in June when German troops
occupied Paris. A German-French armistice was signed on June 22.
To compound the gravity of the situation, Soviet forces proceeded
against Lithuania, and on July 21 the three Baltic states of Lithua-
nia, Estonia, and Latvia were incorporated into the Soviet Union.
(The United States promptly froze the assets of these countries.)
Thus the three totalitarian powers were further aggrandizing them-

selves as though nothing stood in their way. If there had been any
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intention in Washington oftrying to prevent such a development, it
had obviously failed.

The sense of failure was devastating, but it also brought about
significant changes in U.S. policy, changes that were destined to
frustrate the ambitions of Germany and Japan, while at the same
time inclining the nation to separate out the Soviet Union from

these two.

The Axis Versus the Democracies

Germany's spring offensive (the Blitzkrieg) was undertaken when
Hitler calculated that the Western democracies were still weak and
chances for U.S. military intervention slim - whereas the longer he
hesitated, the readier all these powers would become to resist. It was
imperative to strike quickly and decisively, first against France and
the nearby countries and then against Britain before the United
States had a chance to intervene. Ifall of Western Europe should fall,
then Germany would be able finally to turn against the Soviet Union
and bring all of Europe under its control.

It is clear that the position of the United States was of critical
importance in such calculations. No matter what America did, or
did not do, it was bound to affect the course of the European
conflict. Quite predictably, therefore. Hitler sought to prevent U.S.
intervention through a number of ways. First, he continued to
assure the Americans that “Germany has never had any territorial or
political designs on the American continent, and has none at pre-
sent.”3 He was postulating a divided world - “Europe for the Eu-
ropeans and America for the Americans," as he said - which he
thought the Americans would accept rather than go to war to pre-
vent such a development. At the same time, Hitler made use of
propaganda, through subtle hints as well as covert activities, to
influence American opinion and promote isolationism. Third, he
also tried to tie the United States down in the Pacific by insinuating
that he might make a pact with Japan. The idea was to alarm the

United States and keep it preoccupied with Japanese aggression

3 Ibid., 95.
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in Asia, which would presumably prevent it from intervening in
Europe.

None of the tactics worked, for after the spring offensive Ameri-
can public opinion turned decisively against Germany and in favor
of assisting Britain - although advocates of outright military inter-
vention were still small in number. The public was now clearly
coming to the realization that American security and interests would
be menaced should Germany defeat Britain. Germany could then
assault the Soviet Union or South America, in either eventuality
bringing its threat closer home to the United States. A victorious
German Navy would disrupt American trade. Most fundamentally,
a totalitarian Europe (and South America) would endanger what was
left of democratic governments and ultimately American democracy
itself. On top of that, ifJapan were formally tied to Germany, the
threat would become even more formidable.

In such a situation, American response was quick and clear-cut.
Even before the German-Japanese alliance was consummated on Sep-
tember 27, the United States took decisive steps to try to prevent
Britain’s defeat. As the government in London, headed by Winston
Churchill since May, sent Roosevelt urgent pleas for assistance, the
United States began shipping large quantities of arms and aircraft
to Britain. In an address at the University of Virginia on June 10,
the day Italy declared war against France and Britain, Roosevelt
asserted, “we will extend to the opponents of force the material
resources of this nation.” Hitherto, such assistance had taken the
form of commercial transactions under the "cash and carry” princi-
ple, but the president now made it clear that he was not talking of
sale but ofaid; it was expected that sooner or later Britain would run
out of cash to pay for American arms, so the United States must be
prepared to consider other ways of helping out. One arrangement
was the "destroyer deal” of September, involving a barter arrange-
ment between fifty U.S. destroyers transferred to Britain in return
for the U.S. lease ofsome British bases in the Western Hemisphere,
such as those in Newfoundland, Bermuda, and Trinidad. This
agreement was preceded by a U.S. military mission to Britain,
which reported that the latter was likely to hold out against the

German assault, and therefore that the arms supplied by the United
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States would not end up in German hands. All the more reason,
then, to ship munitions, ships, and aircraft to Britain.

These measures were supported by the public, some of the most
articulate and prominent of whom established, in May, the Com-
mittee to Defend America by Aiding the Allies. Its spokesmen
reiterated the theme that America’s survival was bound up with
Britain’s, and that these two were now the last hope for the preserva-
tion of civilization itself/ Such rhetoric was rebutted by the isola-
tionists, who organized their openly anti-British America First
Committee, committed to keeping the nation detached from exter-
nal complications and to erecting a “Fortress America,” an impreg-
nable state that would withstand any threat from the outside/
Opinion polls indicated, however, that an increasing number of
Americans were siding with the Committee to Defend America
rather than with the America First Committee. The growing nation-
al consensus was symbolized by President Roosevelts decision to ask
two prominent Republicans, Frank Knox and Henry L. Stimson, to
join the administration, as secretaries of the navy and of war, respec-
tively. The government was now more bipartisan, and, even more
important, the participation of two Republican leaders served to
reestablish a close connection between the administration and the
business community. No longer would the Roosevelt administration
seek to maintain a distance from Wall Street and the world of
corporate executives and lawyers; it would forge a new corporatist
synthesis in the name of national defense.

In the meantime, the defense of the Western Hemisphere became
even more urgent in view of German naval campaigns in the Atlan-
tic and Nazi propaganda activities in Latin America. In late July,
Secretary of State Hull traveled to Havana to attend an inter-
American conference for the fourth time since taking office. The
twenty-one American republics agreed that they should be prepared,
collectively and individually, to take over any European possession

in the hemisphere that was endangered by aggression and to estab-

4 On the Committee to Defend America, see Mark Chadwin, Warhawks (New
York, 1968).

5 On the America First Committee, see Wayne S. Cole, America First (Madison,
1953).
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lish a temporary trusteeship over such territory. The conferees also
adopted a declaration stating that any attempt by a non-American
power to interfere with the sovereignty ofa nation in the hemisphere
would be considered an attack against all American states, which
would devise means for stopping the threat. Like the “destroyer
deal" that followed the Havana conference by a month, these mea-
sures were additional steps taken in order to frustrate German ambi-
tions and opened the way for U.S. military reinvolvement in Latin
America.6

The United States would also help in the defense of the British
Empire in Asia. Japan was evidently intent upon taking advantage
of Britain’s distress to put pressure on the latter's possessions. For
instance, on June 24, two days after the German-French armistice
was signed, the Japanese government demanded that Britain stop
shipments of goods to Chungking through Hong Kong and Burma.
Earlier, the Japanese had warned France against sending trucks and
gasoline through Indochina to the Chinese Nationalists. Britain had
no choice but to give in, as did France.

The situation left the United States as the only power that could
still protect the British Empire in Asia - and the French and the
Dutch empires as well, for, while their metropolitan governments
had succumbed to Germany, the Asian colonies still retained their
autonomous existence. The Japanese were counting on Britain’s de-
feat in Europe so that they could control the European colonies in
Southeast Asia, a region fabulously rich in natural resources, which
in turn should enable them, they believed, to bring the long war
in China to satisfactory conclusion. Tokyo’s propagandists began
mouthing slogans about “Asia for Asians," the idea being to rid the
region of Western influence and return it to its “authentic" past
when its inhabitants had presumably pursued their traditional ways
of life uncontaminated by the West’s corrupting cultural influences
or economic exploitation.

Such an Asia under Japanese domination could be combined with
a German-dominated Europe. This was the horrible prospect the

Americans had to contemplate - unless they acted in Asia as well as

6 Irwin F. Gellman, Good Neighbor Diplomacy (Baltimore, 1979), 100-1.
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in Europe. The Roosevelt administration took a number of decisive
steps in this direction. The bulk ofthe United States fleet was kept
at Pearl Harbor after April, instead of being sent back to the Atlan-
tic after its spring exercises in the Pacific. The fleet would serve as a
deterrent against hasty Japanese action. Equally important were
trade restrictions imposed on the sale of certain goods to Japan.
Hitherto, there had been a moral embargo on shipments of aircraft
to that country, but in June the United States banned the sale of
industrial machinery to Japan. In July the export of aviation fuel to
countries outside of the Western Hemisphere was banned, and on
September 26 the embargo was extended to all grades of scrap iron.

On the very next day, Japan signed a treaty of alliance with
Germany and Italy. It should be noted that America’s firm policy
toward Japan as well as Germany had been well established before
the consummation ofthe Axis alliance. W hat the tripartite pact did
was to confirm the image of Germany and Japan as two aggressors
joining hands to try to rule the world. Such a combination had been
imagined by the Americans for some time, but now it became a
reality. United States policy would henceforth have to become truly
global.

What about the Soviet Union? In the determination to contain
German and Japanese ambitions, did the Roosevelt administration
consider Russia’s potential usefulness, or did it view the latter as
part of the world’s totalitarian, aggressive forces? The moral embar-
go on arms to Russia, imposed in December 1939 in retaliation
against the Soviet invasion of Finland, was still in effect, and the
public’s increasing readiness to come to the aid of Britain did not
translate into a new view of the Soviet Union, as a possible check on
the growth of German power. At the same time, many, in and out of
the government in Washington, expected that sooner or later the
German-Soviet pact would reveal its strains and might even break
down as the two powers collided in areas that both coveted, such as
the Balkans and Bessarabia. Hitler, in fact, had concluded by the
late summer of 1940 that the Soviet Union must be crushed if
Britain were to be defeated. The reasoning was simple; with Russia
under its control, Germany would have that much more power to

bear upon Britain - and upon the United States, which might
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hesitate to intervene to save the latter under such circumstances.
Moreover, should the Soviet Union be weakened, Japanese power in
Asia would be considerably strengthened, thus immobilizing the
United States.7 Thus persuading himself, Hitler decided, in late
December, on a war against the Soviet Union, to be undertaken by
May 1941.

In the United States there was some inkling of such a develop-
ment in German-Soviet relations, but in the absence of definite
information the nation could not proceed on the assumption that a
German-Soviet break was imminent. Thus in the war plans the
military strategists in Washington worked out in the fall and winter
of 1940—1, the Soviet position remained a big question mark. They
had to devise strategies without assuming a definite role for the
Soviet Union. At least one thing was clear, however: the United
States must make plans for a global war against Germany, Italy, and
Japan, and on the side of Britain and others still retaining their
independence. These war plans were quite appropriately called
“rainbow plans,” because the next war would involve not just one
enemy such as Japan (“orange”) or Germany ("black”) but many
nations.

O f the five "rainbow plans” devised, Rainbow 5, or Plan D as it
came to be called, postulated a major concentration of U.S. military
efforts on the Atlantic, leaving the Pacific in a defensive situation. It
was judged that, because the existing military resources of the
United States were inadequate for a two-ocean war, the nation must
focus on one principal enemy at a time. The Atlantic was the obvi-
ous choice, given the imminent danger to Britain’s survival. It was
felt that the United States would probably not have to become
involved in actual fighting in Asia and the Pacific if it maintained a
firm stand against Japan. Such firmness, it was believed, should
restrain and deter the latter.8 It was not entirely clear, however, how
the United States would respond ifJapan were to join forces with the

Soviet Union - or, on the contrary, decided to attack the latter.

7 Friedlander, Prelude, 114.
8 On the Rainbow plans, see Louis Morton, Strategy and Command: The First Two
Years (W ashington, D.C., 1962).
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These were the critical questions, not only for Asia but for Europe,
that would confront the United States in 1941.

Japan Attacks the United States

The Soviet question hung like a cloud over international affairs
during the first half of 1941. Everything else, it appeared, had
become clear: the German-Japanese combination and the threat it
posed to Britain and the United States; the joining of forces by these
latter nations; America's support of China. The early months of the
new year confirmed these trends. One of the most important events
was the passage of the Lend-Lease Act in March, authorizing the
president to sell, transfer, exchange, or lease arms or other materials
to any country whose defense was deemed vital to American security.
This blanket authorization, which would have been denounced only
several months earlier as a presidential usurpation of power, passed
the Senate with a two-thirds majority and the House with an even
more one-sided vote of 317 to 71, a clear indication that the public
was firmly behind such an emergency measure. Britain was the
immediate beneficiary of the new law, but in May China too became
a recipient of lend-lease goods.

In the meantime, American and British officials began conversa-
tions (the so-called American-British conversations, or ABC) to co-
ordinate their military strategy - obviously a nonneutral act on the
part of the United States, but few were any longer quibbling over
such technicalities. The staff talks produced a plan known as
ABC-1, which was based on Rainbow 5 and confirmed the Atlantic
priority, focusing on eliminating the German threat before taking
on the Japanese menace. As part of the strategy, U.S. naval units
began patrolling areas in the western Atlantic (initially the "neu-
trality zone" established at an inter-American conference held in
Panama in October 1939, but now further extended), protecting
British ships, and notifying them of the presence of a German
submarine should one be sighted.9 The U.S. Navy then occupied

Greenland, a Danish possession but included within the U.S. patrol

9 Gellman, Good Neighbor, 90-1.
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area, to build bases and other facilities. In Asia, in the meantime,
American, British, and Dutch officials worked out a joint strategy
against Japan. They were also in close communication with oil
companies in the region to make sure the Japanese would not obtain
larger quantities of petroleum, especially in Sumatra, than were
contracted for. (Japanese trade missions to Batavia, the capital ofthe
Dutch East Indies, invariably were unsuccessful in this regard.) The
so-called ABD powers would continue to coordinate their policies
toward Japan and would in effect establish an ABCD coalition with
the addition of China.

The missing link was still the Soviet Union. By early 1941,
American officials had become convinced that they had enough reli-
able information of Hitlers impending attack on that country and
that the United States should begin to modify its policy toward
Moscow to signal that it was ready to move away from the ostracism
of the Soviet Union in the aftermath of the Hitler-Stalin pact of
1939. Hence President Roosevelt approved the lifting of the moral
embargo against Russia. Before the Americans could measure the
effectiveness of such an approach, however, they were confronted by
another development, the April 13 signing of a Japanese-Soviet
neutrality treaty, in which each party pledged neutrality in case the
other became involved in a war against a third power or a combina-
tion of powers. In a joint declaration accompanying the treaty, Japan
promised to respect the territorial integrity of Outer Mongolia, and
the Soviet Union that of Manchukuo. This latter provision was a
remarkable departure in Soviet foreign policy as it amounted to the
recognition of the Manchurian puppet regime, a real blow to the
Chinese (Nationalists and Communists alike). Hitherto, the Soviet
Union had sent more aid to China than any other country had, but
the United States was fast catching up. Now, although Soviet offi-
cials kept assuring the Chinese that nothing had changed as a result
ofthe Japanese treaty, the latter would have to expect a drastic shift
in Russian policy. The Chinese had been urging the Russians to
intervene in the Japanese war even by using force. Now such a
development could not be contemplated, and they would have to
rely more and more heavily on American help.

The Soviet Union under Joseph Stalin in effect betrayed China
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because it was concerned over the possibility of a German invasion.
Through various intelligence agents - most notably, Richard Sorge
in Tokyo - Stalin knew such an attack was imminent, although he
did not really believe in it until it happened, onJune 22. A Japanese
neutrality pact, in any event, would ensure that Japan would not
join Germany in the act. He had reason to be grateful for the pact,
which kept Japan from intervening in the German-Soviet war.

Not that the Japanese did not contemplate such action. In a way
typical of those days when pacts were made and unmade at the
whims of a dictator, the Japanese Army as well as civilians (most
notably Foreign Minister Matsuoka Yosuke, the architect of the Axis
alliance) now urged that the nation scrap the just-signed neutrality
treaty with the Soviet Union and invade its Siberian provinces in
coordination with German military action in the West. Tokyo’s
supreme headquarters tentatively scheduled such an assault for the
first week of September.

Had the plan been carried out, the subsequent course ofthe war -
indeed, the subsequent history of the world - would have taken a
very different shape. Would the United States have stood by as
Japanese forces attacked Russia’s Pacific provinces, or would it have
intervened? In the absence of a strong American response, would
Germany and Japan have defeated Soviet forces? Would that have
brought down the Stalin government? Would the combined forces of
Germany, Japan, and defeated Russia then have taken on the United
States? Would Britain have succumbed in the meantime? W hat
would have happened to China? Would the Chinese have sought to
take advantage of the Japanese-Russian conflict to regain some lost
ground, or would the prospect of a German-Japanese dominated
world have disheartened them and emboldened pro-Japanese fac-
tions?

Merely to list such questions is to underline the momentous
significance of the German invasion of the Soviet Union and of
Japan’s ultimate decision not to attack the latter. Instead, Japan
ended up attacking the United States, Britain, and the Asian colo-
nies of France and The Netherlands - almost every country in the
region except the Soviet Union. Herein lies one of the keys to the

understanding of the road to Pearl Harbor.
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By coincidence, the signing of the Japanese-Soviet neutrality pact
was followed by the initiation of diplomatic talks in Washington
(the so-called Washington conversations) between American and
Japanese officials. Their origins had little to do with the Soviet
Union. Rather, they reflected an interest, on Americas part, in
postponing, if not avoiding, a showdown with Japan while it was
preoccupied with the European situation and, on Japan’s part, in
reducing American support of China.l0

These were, of course, incompatible objectives, and there was
little chance that the negotiations would get anywhere. But at least
the conversations served to highlight the areas of conflict between
the two countries, without some resolution of which there could be
no return to a normal relationship. Most fundamental remained the
China question. The United States wanted Japan to end the Chinese
war and respect the country’s independence and territorial integrity
- in short, to return to the status quo of 1937, if not of 1931.
Japan, on the other hand, wanted America to exercise its influence
over the Chinese Nationalists so as to bring the latter around to
accepting some sort of a settlement with Japan. Such a settlement
would have to entail the retention ofJapan’ privileged status in
China, but Japanese officials believed the United States would be
willing to see the Asian war wind down while its attention remained
focused on Europe.

In that connection, the second point ofcontention, the Axis pact,
arose between the United States and Japan. The former wanted the
latter to repudiate the pact explicitly as evidence of its good faith
in seeking an accommodation with Washington. So long as Tokyo
remained tied to Berlin, no protestation ofgoodwill would persuade
the Americans that the Japanese sincerely desired a peaceful relation-
ship with them. The Japanese government, however, was convinced
that the German alliance kept America from intervening more force-
fully in Asia, so that to give it up before the United States became
more accommodating on the China question would make little

sense. Thus the first round of Washington conversations got no-

10 The best accountofthe Washington conversations is in Robert Butow, TheJohn
Doe Associates (Stanford, 1974).
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where. At least for the United States, however, they served to pre-
vent a two-front collision.

The next and most crucial stage in U.S.-Japanese relations came
in the wake of the German invasion of the Soviet Union. President
Roosevelt did not have precise knowledge of the Japanese Army’s
plan to attack Siberia, but he realized there was such a possibility,
something he was determined to prevent from becoming a reality.
He marshaled all his efforts to deter Japanese aggression in the
north, ranging from directly warning the Tokyo government against
such action to freezing Japanese assets in America.

This last act, which virtually ended commercial transattions be-
tween the United States and Japan, was taken on July 25. Three
days later Japanese troops occupied the southern part of French
Indochina. This was in continuation of the policy of "southern ad-
vance," first undertaken in September 1940 when Japanese forces
were sent to northern Indochina, designed to bring China under
control by sealing off the border areas. Through intercepted and
decoded Japanese messages, Washington knew of Tokyo’s plans for
occupying southern Indochina, so that the freezing ofJapanese assets
was in part in retaliation against Japan’ “southern advance." Obvi-
ously, if Japan were allowed to occupy Indochina with impunity, it
might go farther south and endanger the British and Dutch colonies
as well, with their rich natural resources. At this time, however,
it seems that President Roosevelt was even more concerned with
Japanese-Soviet relations, and so the freezing order was intended as a
clear signal that Japan risked U.S. retaliation if it should turn north
against the Soviet Union.1l As if to make doubly sure that the
Japanese got the message, Washington instituted a de facto embargo
ofoil shipments to Japan. (There was no formal embargo, but export
licenses for selling petroleum to Japan were denied by an administra-
tive committee set up to administer the freezing order, so in effect
no U.S. oil reached Japan after August 1.)

This proved to be the point of no return. The United States would
stand in the way ofJapan’ turning north. Japan, alarmed, would

cancel its plans to attack Siberia in the fall. Relations between the

11 Waldo Heinrichs, T/>r«M</o/Wfer (New York, 1988).
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United States and Japan consequently would now focus on the oil
question. Denied American oil, the Japanese Navy, hitherto depen-
dent on it, would insist on obtaining petroleum from the Dutch
East Indies, by force if necessary. But both the Japanese Army and
Navy recognized such action would bring about U.S. retaliation,
resulting in certain war between the two countries. Thus Japan
would have to be prepared for war against the United States if it
were to undertake further "southern expansion." To prepare for such
a war, it would be all the more necessary to have the oil of Sumatra.
Such circular reasoning steadily inclined the Japanese military to the
contemplation of an impending war with the United States, and
with the European powers over their Asian possessions.

It must be noted, then, that to the extent that the prevention ofa
Japanese attack on the Soviet Union was a cardinal objective of
Roosevelt’s diplomacy, it was a clear success. But, of course, he was
concerned with more than the fate of Russia. Most fundamental
remained the preservation of Britain. In addition to ensuring Soviet
survival - the lend-lease program was applied to Russia in Novem-
ber - the president took other steps to hold Germany in check. In
early July, U.S. forces landed in Iceland to prevent a possible Ger-
man invasion and use of the country as a base against the Western
Hemisphere. In nearby areas, U.S. warships continued to patrol the
seas, and when, two months later,,one of them, the destroyer Greer,
was attacked by a German submarine, President Roosevelt issued a
“shoot on sight" order to the naval commanders in the Atlantic; they
were to prevent German and Italian ships from entering U.S. “de-
fensive waters," covering most of the region west of 26 degrees of
longitude. When two other American destroyers were attacked by
German submarines in October, Congress approved the arming of
U.S. merchant vessels. Undeclared war had come to the Atlantic.

In the meantime. President Roosevelt and Prime Minister Chur-
chill, who had been frequently communicating with each other since
the spring of 1940, met in person for several days in early August on
American and British warships offthe coast of Newfoundland. They
further exchanged strategic information and coordinated their mili-
tary plans for Europe and Asia. In the latter connection, Roosevelt

agreed to transmit to Japan a strongly worded warning against
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further advances southward. The message was considerably toned
down when the president met the Japanese ambassador after his
return to the capital, as his aides cautioned him against provoking
Japan at that point, but the important thing was that the United
States and Britain were fully cooperating in Asia as well as in the
Atlantic. More than ever, the world was becoming divided between
violators and defenders of order, the latter now being joined by the
Soviet Union.

Soviet participation in the U.S.-British de facto alliance became
evident when the Soviet Union, as well as fourteen other countries
(some represented by governments in exile) endorsed the Atlantic
Charter, a document of fundamental principles enunciated at the
end of the Roosevelt-Churchill meeting. The charter was a ringing
statement of the values for which the democratic leaders asserted
their countries were fighting, including self-determination, the
Open Door, disarmament, and global economic cooperation. The
declaration was World War H’s equivalent of the Fourteen Points,
and for those familiar with the Wilsonian principles, the Atlantic
Charter contained little new. At the same time, in mentioning
"freedom from fear and want," improved labor standards, and social
security, the declaration broadened the scope of its appeal to all
people suffering from poverty, exploitation, and insecurity. The doc-
ument made clear that the principles enumerated would apply to all
countries, whether victors or vanquished, after the war, and thus
enunciated a vision of postwar world order in which even Germans,
Italians, and Japanese could anticipate living well - once their
totalitarian, aggressive policies had been crushed.

Thus the months preceding Japan’s attack on Pearl Harbor re-
vealed the world divided not only militarily but economically and
ideologically as well. On one side were the Axis partners bent on
establishing a new world order through conquest and based on
revisionist principles. They visualized a globe divided into several
regional blocs, each a self-contained economic unit. On the other
side stood a coalition of anti-Axis nations, already numbering some
seventeen, which struggled to prevent the Axis domination of the

world. The former espoused particularism, totalitarianism, and an-
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tidemocratic thought, the latter universalism, internationalism, and
democratic thought.

The crisis in Asia and the Pacific was part of the global develop-
ments, with Japan seeking to establish an Asian regional bloc under
its control, aimed at expelling Western power from the region,
while the United States and its de facto allies stood in its way in
order to keep Asia open to Western interests and to uphold the
rights of China and the colonial empires. There could be no compro-
mise between two such opposing forces unless one were willing to
retreat, and that could only be Japan.

The United States stepped up its pressures on Japan to prod it to
retreat. General Douglas MacArthur was named commander in chief
of U.S. forces in Asia, including Filipino soldiers. Fighter aircraft
were sent to China and the Philippines to deter Japan. And Presi-
dent Roosevelt refused to meet with the Japanese prime minister
when the latter sought such a conference in a last-minute attempt to
avoid war, unless Japan agreed beforehand to restore sovereignty to
China. Most important, when negotiations were resumed in Wash-
ington, Secretary of State Hull presented the Japanese representa-
tives a statement (the "Hull note" of November 26) reiterating the
basic principles for which the United States stood and which Japan

must accept if it wanted peace:

1. The principle of inviolability of territorial integrity and sovereignty of
each and all nations

2. The principle of noninterference in the internal affairs of other coun-
tries

3. The principle ofequality, including equality of commercial opportunity
and treatment

4. The principle ofreliance upon international cooperation and conciliation
for the prevention and pacific settlement of controversies and for im-
provement of international conditions by peaceful methods and pro-
cesses

These principles summed up traditional American objectives.
The Japanese could have accepted them and avoided war, but that
would have called for a bold political leadership, which did not

exist. Instead, they regarded the Hull note as tantamount to an
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ultimatum, and made the fatal decision to go to war. The Pearl
Harbor attack came eleven days later. Simultaneously, Japanese
forces bombed, invaded, and otherwise engaged in military action
throughout Asia. The European war and the Asian war had become
joined, with the United States to become the most deeply involved
in both theaters.



12. The Global Conflict

The Diplomacy of War

World War II (1939-45) was far more global than World War 1.
Few areas ofthe world, if any, were untouched by the conflagration
that had begun in Europe, spread to Russia and the Middle East,
merged with the Asian war, and even involved Latin America. The
entire world became divided into the allies (officially termed the
United Nations) and the Axis, with a few nations (e.g., Spain,
Sweden, and Switzerland) maintaining neutrality.

Only the United States, however, could be said to be involved in
all theaters ofthe war, in the Atlantic as well as the Pacific, in North
Africa as well as Southeast Asia, and in the Middle East as well as
South America. In this sense the war was the culminating point in
the story of the steady globalization of the United States; having
established its leadership position during World War I, it now
exercised its role militarily, economically, and ideologically so force-
fully that the world after World War II could truly be said to have
been a product of American power and influence.

This is not the place to recount in detail the course of the war.
Suffice it to say that in terms of military developments there were
three stages in the history of World War II as far as the United States
was concerned: from December 1941 to January 1943; from January
1943 to August 1944; and from then on to the end ofthe Pacific war
in August 1945. The first three sections in this chapter briefly
describe the course ofthe war in these three stages and point to some
key themes in U.S. strategy and foreign policy as the nation fought
the war and at the same time prepared for the peace.

In the immediate aftermath of Japan’ attack on Pearl Harbor,
which had brought the United States into the war, the most impor-
tant development was the forging of a wartime alliance, especially

191
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the strategy of coalition warfare on the part ofthe United States and
Great Britain. Although the two powers had established a de facto
alliance, only the latter had been actually engaged in war. Now,
however, not only had Japan attacked both (as well as the Dutch East
Indies), but Germany also declared war against the United States.
(This action came on December 11, four days after Pearl Harbor.
During the interval there was much uncertainty in Washington
whether the nation should go to war against Germany as well as
Japan. Had Adolf Hitler decided not to join Japan in the war,
President Franklin D. Roosevelt would have been placed in a predic-
ament, given the American people’s outrage at Japan’s surprise at-
tack and determination to punish the latter. Hitler evidently rea-
soned that with Japan winning spectacular initial victories in the
Pacific, little would be lost in honoring the Axis pact and going to
war against America; the latter would be preoccupied with the
Pacific war and in the meantime the German Navy would legit-
imately harass U.S. ships in the Atlantic. Such a decision, ofcourse,
proved as great a blunder for Hitler as his invasion of the Soviet
Union six months earlier.)

Germany’ entry into the U.S.-Japanese conflict was immediately
followed by a visit of Prime Minister Winston Churchill to Wash-
ington, which resulted in the establishment ofthe Combined Chiefs
of Staff. The CSS, situated in the American capital, was the symbol
of the wartime alliance between the two English-speaking peoples.
Key strategic decisions were coordinated there, although the ulti-
mate authority lay with Roosevelt and Churchill, who met on nu-
merous other occasions during the war and regularly exchanged
cables. An obvious consequence of this was that the United States
deferred to Great Britain on matters of strategy much more than to
other allies such as China or the Soviet Union.

These nations, too, had now become America’s allies, although
the Soviet Union was not technically involved in the Pacific war (due
to the neutrality treaty with Japan which had been signed in April
1941). The United States continued to send lend-lease shipments to
them and exchanged strategic information with their leaders. But
there was nothing like the close coordination with Britain.

One case in point at the earlier stages of the war was the decision
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to put off the establishment of a second front in Europe, an assault
on German forces in Western Europe to relieve pressures on the
eastern (Soviet) front. Most American military leaders, including
General George C. Marshall, chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff,
favored an early execution of the second-front strategy, involving a
massive buildup of expeditionary forces in England and then an
invasion of the northwestern French coast. The British, on the other
hand, believed the allies would not be ready to undertake such a
strategy for some time to come, and in the meantime suggested a
North African campaign, to invade the French colonies of Morocco,
Algeria, and Tunisia which remained under the authority of the
“Vichy French" —those in France and overseas who collaborated with
the Germans. To attack these areas would be to violate their nomi-
nally neutral status (because France had left the war), but Churchill
persuaded Roosevelt that this strategy would serve to bring the
North African coast to allied control, which in turn would enable
the allies to prepare for an assault on Sicily and Italy. Although
Marshall and others protested that such a strategy was a waste of
resources and that, if the cross-Channel invasion were not to take
place, U.S. forces should focus on the Pacific theater of the war, in
the end they went along with the president’s decision. The African
campaign was successfully carried out in the last months of 1942.

This did not mean that the Pacific was neglected. Actually, next
to driving out the Germans from Africa, launching a counterattack
against Japanese forces became a principal U.S. objective in the early
part ofthe war. Indeed, here the United States had virtual autonomy
since neither Britain nor the Soviet Union interfered with American
strategy or operations in the Pacific. Although the bulk of the U.S.
fleet had been destroyed at Pearl Harbor, that did not prevent Amer-
icans from engaging in major battles in the southwestern Pacific.
One objective was to prevent Japanese forces from advancing toward
Australia, and another to weaken as much Japanese naval power as
possible so as to deny the enemy the luxury of establishing an
enlarged Asian-P&cific empire. In the meantime, in the central Pa-
cific, effective use was made of the American aircraft carriers that
had escaped the Pearl Harbor disaster (they had fortuitously been out
of the naval base). In a crucial battle near the island of Midway in
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June 1942, U.S. aircraft and ships inflicted heavy losses on an
advancing Japanese naval force intent on capturing the island on the
way to an invasion of the Hawaiian Islands. This proved to be
a turning point in the Pacific war, barely six months after Pearl
Harbor.

There was less U.S. involvement elsewhere, but it was no less
significant. On the continent of Asia, a China-Burma-India (CBI)
theater was proclaimed, an arena of three-nation cooperation among
Americans, British, and Chinese. This joint venture made the war
there a more complicated proposition than the Pacific campaign, but
President Roosevelt sought to ensure its smooth operation by send-
ing General Joseph Stilwell to Chungking to command America’s
CBI forces and to administer lend-lease disbursement in China, as
well as serving as chiefofstaffto Chiang Kai-shek. This task proved
difficult, as Stilwell had to contend with the different objectives and
priorities of the allies; the Chinese leadership, already convinced that
America’s entry into the war ensured China’s eventual victory over
Japan, became as interested in domestic political affairs (where Na-
tionalists and Communists had never been able to establish a unified
government) as in fighting the war. The British, for their part,
focused on the defense of India but had trouble obtaining the whole-
hearted cooperation of nationalist leaders such as Mohandas Gandhi
who insisted on a promise of independence in return for support of
the war. There was little that the combined CBI forces could do at
this time except passively resisting Japanese offensives in Malaya and
Burma.l

In the Western Hemisphere, Pearl Harbor was followed by anoth-
er inter-American conference, this time held in Rio de Janeiro in
January 1942, where the American republics (with the exception of
Argentina) agreed to break diplomatic ties with the Axis powers.
Mexico and Brazil soon declared war against them and were eventu-
ally to send some of their men to battle scenes (a Mexican air
squadron to the Philippines, Brazilian troops to Italy). In March, an

inter-American defense board was set up in Washington to devise

1 On the Stilwell mission, see Barbara Tuchman, Stilwelland the American Experience
in China (New York, 1971).
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joint strategy. Although no actual fighting took place in the hemi-
sphere, initially there was anxiety over the activities of German
submarines in the western Atlantic. Of greater relevance at this
time, however, was the “bulge" of Brazil, which lay fewer than two
thousand miles from the western edge of North Africa, where an
allied invasion was to take place. In order to defend the bulge and
also to prepare for the African campaign, the U.S. Army undertook
the construction of air bases in the area. During the war, forty such
airfields were to be constructed in various parts of Latin America,
although after 1943 serious danger to the continent was judged to
have diminished so that the need for hemispheric defense would lose
its urgency. (Lend-lease shipments to Latin America continued, but
they would comprise only 1.1 percent oftotal military aid offered by
the United States.)2

United States forces were not directly involved in the fiercest
fighting ofthe war at that time, that in the eastern front, where the
summer (1942) offensive by German forces brought them to Sta-
lingrad. Leningrad had been besieged for several months, and Mos-
cow lay only a hundred miles from the German front line. America’s
role here was to step up the shipment of lend-lease goods. Special
offices were established in Washington and Moscow to expedite the
transaction, and the United States also supported the British and
Soviet military occupation of Iran in view of the latters crucial
importance as a supply route to the Soviet Union. The Middle
Eastern Supply Centre was as important a symbol of American com-
mitment to defeat the Axis as more overt military acts.

Even during this first phase ofthe war, however, military strategy
was only part of the picture. From the beginning, the United States
saw its role as much more than strategic and, increasingly, it found
itself involved in complicated political questions as a result of its
wartime alliance. This could not have been otherwise, given the
already extensive involvement of American power and resources
throughout the world, and given the even greater power the nation
was expected to command as the war progressed.

For one thing, the wartime military occupation of any territory

2 Irwin F. Gellman, Good Neighbor Diplomacy (‘b3JIumoec, 1979), 136-7.
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would create problems of governance: how to deal with the leaders
and populace of the occupied areas, how to coordinate policies with
other occupying powers in case the United States was not the sole
occupier, and how to balance day-to-day administrative affairs with
the question of the future status of the land. Thus the first major
territory that U.S. forces occupied in 1942-3, North Africa, gave a
foretaste of what had to be expected throughout the duration of, and
even beyond, the war. The politics of occupied North Africa was
particularly vexing in view ofthe presence of Vichy and Free French
factions, British forces, and many neutral nationals, not to mention
the indigenous population, some of whom aspired to a measure of
autonomy. President Roosevelt tried to be pragmatic, postponing
larger political issues, but even that entailed working with the
Vichy French authorities, such as Admiral J.-F. Darlan, after the
allied forces landed in Morocco and Algeria. But the British had
recognized a Free French government in exile in London under Gen-
eral Charles de Gaulle, who insisted on being established as the
power in liberated North Africa. In the end, an arrangement was
worked out with the two French factions sharing power, but it was
never a satisfactory solution.3

In the meantime, the wishes of the Moroccans, Algerians, and
Tunisians could not be ignored, for their cooperation would be
crucial for the war effort, especially as German propaganda was
trying to turn them against the allies. This was part of the larger
question: In view ofthe lofty proclamation (the Atlantic Charter) of
August 1941, should the United States and its allies not clarify their
position on the future status of the colonial and dependent areas
of the world? Should the United States push colonial self-
determination as one of its war aims? Under Secretary of State
Sumner Welles, for instance, was echoing a main theme in American
public opinion when he declared in May 1942 that “our victory
must bring in its train the liberation of all peoples.”™

President Roosevelt sought to resist such pressures as long as

possible so as to avoid making hasty commitments or giving rise to

3 See Arthur L. Funk, The Politics of TORCH (Lawrence, Kans., 1974).
4 W. Roger Louis, Imperialism at Bay (New York, 1978), 155.
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extravagant hopes when he had to concentrate on the war effort. But
he could not ignore public discussions of war aims, nor forget that
the Atlantic Charter had clearly spelled out visions of the peace that
would follow the defeat of the enemy. And in fact there is sufficient
evidence to indicate that he was already giving serious thought to
the shape ofthe world after victory. In May 1942, for instance, when
Soviet Foreign Minister Vyacheslav Molotov visited him in Wash-
ington, Roosevelt suggested that after the war four powers - the
United States, the Soviet Union, Britain, and China - might func-
tion as “policemen” in ensuring global security. If the "four big
policemen” could cooperate in policing the world, other, lesser na-
tions would not have to maintain large armed forces to prepare
against the resurgence of German or Japanese power. The president
seems also to have hoped that ifsuch big-power cooperation could be
upheld, neither the Soviet Union nor Britain would have to main-
tain colonies or spheres of influence. In fact, he reasoned that the
four big powers could serve as “trustees" for the colonial and depen-
dent peoples while they prepared themselves for eventual freedom.5

These were rather vague ideas without precise definition, but at
least they indicated that Roosevelts principal concern was with
preserving the wartime alliance so as to make it the linchpin of the
postwar world order. Such a conception was less Wilsonian than it
was couched in the framework of Theodore Roosevelt's power poli-
tics, and it revealed Franklin D. Roosevelt’s conviction that power
was the basic reality in international relations. Still, power had to be
exercised in a responsible manner, and for him it made sense to call
on the worlds four greatest military powers in the aftermath of the
Axis defeat to continue their cooperation on behalf of the whole
world. While he did not want to make any specific commitment, it
is clear that, like Wilson, he took it for granted that the United
States would remain a principal participant in the postwar world
order.

If the president was too preoccupied with military and strategic
problems to give much thought to the specific shape of the world
after victory, others had more time to devote to postwar planning.

5 Akira Iriye, Power and Culture (Caimbm\&%e, Mass., 1981), 53-4.
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Particularly notable were the efforts of the State Department, which
began organizing study groups and advisory committees on future
world issues almost as soon as war came. They brought together not
only department officials but also congressmen, journalists, schol-
ars, military officers, and others for broad-ranging discussions of
postwar issues, including the occupation of enemy countries, terri-
torial readjustments, international security, and the reestablishment
of commercial links. Although in this period these committees’
deliberations did not go much beyond exchanging information and
viewpoints, certain ideas were already emerging, ideas that would
constitute part of official U.S. policy once Washington began formu-
lating specific guidelines toward the end of the war.6

These ideas were clearly Wilsonian. Most members participating
in the study groups agreed that the restoration of the principle of
international cooperation, rather than old-fashioned balance of pow-
er, should be the principal framework for maintenance of order and
security after the Axis had been defeated. The enemy countries’
totalitarianism and militarism must be eradicated to ensure a stable
peace, but their citizens should be treated leniently. The assumption
here was that, despite totalitarian control in Germany and Japan,
there were democratic forces in those countries that had been tempo-
rarily suppressed but could be encouraged to reemerge once the
national leaders had been crushed. These countries should be reinte-
grated into a new international order, which would be quite differ-
ent from the 1930s but not altogether a radical departure from what
had existed before the Depression. For instance, the committees
agreed that all postwar territorial changes should be in accordance
with the wishes of the peoples involved and that there should be no
sphere of influence politically or economically.

One sees here a Wilsonian agenda not only because these princi-
ples had been articulated by the United States during World War 1
but also because it was generally believed that the evils of the 1930s
were an aberration and that the world of the 1920s, which had
reflected some of the Wilsonian principles, had been fundamentally

6 See ibid., chaps. 2 and 3, for a discussion of wartime planning for the treatment
ofJapan.
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sound. State Department meetings, in other words, were visualizing
a return to the pattern of international affairs that had existed before
the rise of totalitarianism and aggressive militarism. O f course, it
was well recognized that something had to be done to prevent a
repetition of the same history, the progression from the hopeful
beginnings of the first post-World War I decade to the horrors of
the second. The answer, many Americans believed, lay in two ele-
ments: America's active participation in international politics, and
the institution of some built-in mechanisms to guard against exces-
sive economic nationalism. Both these had been lacking in the
1920s. If the new peace were to be more successful, therefore, it
would be necessary to promote these additional policies. Both, of
course, assumed continued U.S. involvement in world affairs.
Though more an expression of aspirations than a specific program,
such ideas were to become more and more important as the war

entered its second phase.

The New Internationalism

If there ever was a point during World War II when “the tide
turned," as the cHcbé goes, it was January 1943, when Soviet forces
relieved the siege of Leningrad and forced the Germans to give up
Stalingrad. The Soviet counteroffensive was followed elsewhere by
the allied invasion of Sicily and Italy (July 1943) and attacks on
Japanese-occupied central-Pacific islands, notably the Gilbert Is-
lands (November). The climax in Europe came in June 1944, when
U.S. and British forces entered Rome and also landed on France’s
Normandy coast. That landing opened the long-promised second
front and culminated in the liberation of Paris in August. At about
the same time, U.S. troops invaded the Marianas, turning some of
them (in particular, Saipan and Tinian) into air bases from which to
bomb the Japanese homeland.

With the turning of the tide, this second period saw as much
interallied goodwill and cooperation as there was ever going to be
during the war. Not surprisingly, the attention of the allied powers
began shifting to postwar issues. By coincidence, January 1943 saw
a meeting of Roosevelt and Churchill at Casablanca. The Casablanca
Conference became famous because at its conclusion the two leaders
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announced the “unconditional surrender” formula, that is, the poli-
cy of not discussing peace terms or postwar questions until after the
enemy surrendered. The policy was in reaction against the armistice
making of 1918, when, as mentioned earlier, the Germans ap-
proached President Wilson to obtain a peace on the basis of the
Fourteen Points. This time, Roosevelt was determined never to let
the enemy dictate such conditions.

The matter, however, was never that simple. Actually, although
the allies might insist on continuing the war until the enemy surren-
dered, that did not mean they would not start thinking seriously
about the shape of the peace. This second period of the war was
significant precisely because the United States, Britain, the Soviet
Union, and China conferred with one another on postwar problems.

The very fact that Roosevelt and Churchill traveled all the way to
Casablanca to meet belied their professed lack of interest in consider-
ing postwar issues, for they went there in part to settle the question
of which French faction should be supported in North Africa. The
answer: both the Vichy and the Free French groups, the former
represented by Henri Giraud and the latter by Charles de Gaulle.
The marriage of convenience did not work, and by the time of the
liberation of Paris, de Gaulle would emerge as the undisputed voice
of Free France. Although Roosevelt did not appreciate what he took
to be de Gaulle’s sense of self-importance, the fact that the two met
in Casablanca had political significance and indicated how difficult
it was to avoid making decisions that had implications for the shape
of the postwar world.

Italy was specifically excepted from the "unconditional surrender"
formula, and in the fall of 1943 the allies were willing to deal with a
successor government to Benito Mussolini's rule after the dictator
fled Rome and half of the country had been liberated. But who
should lead the successor government was a troublesome question,
and there was no easy solution at this time. The allies, however,
were willing to provide economic aid to occupied Italy and also to
set up a control commission for setting occupation policies.7

Regarding the treatment of the two principal enemies, too, this

7 On the treatment of Italy after 1943, see Norman Kogan, Iraly and the Allies
(Cambridge, Mass., 1936).
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period saw substantial developments. Starting in the spring of
1943, Washington and London began exchanging ideas about the
occupation of Germany, and soon there emerged agreement on two
points. First, eastern Germany (Prussia) should be separated from
the rest of the country and possibly incorporated into Poland; two,
Germany should be divided into three zones of occupation, to be
administered by the United States, Britain, and the Soviet Union.

These two policies were endorsed by Roosevelt, Churchill, and
Joseph Stalin when they met together for the first time in Teheran at
the end of 1943 and the beginning of 1944. That the "big three"
met to discuss these and other matters - for instance, the removal of
foreign troops from Iran after the war - showed that they were quite
willing to consider postwar issues. As far as they were concerned,
even before the opening of the second front in Europe, the time had
come to start thinking about the shape of the postwar world.

Postwar Europe was in fact already taking shape. The Soviet
Union would retain the Baltic states and the eastern half of Poland,
which it had absorbed during 1939-40. Although nothing specific
was said about these matters at Teheran, the discussions on Germany
implied the setting up of new boundaries between defeated Ger-
many and Poland, and therefore between Poland and the Soviet
Union. As for the Baltic states, neither Roosevelt nor Churchill was
willing to challenge Stalin on the issue when they had been postpon-
ing the opening ofthe second front time and again. These appeared
to be a small price to pay for obtaining continued cooperation of the
Soviet Union in the war and in postwar arrangements. Big-three
cooperation in Europe was to be the basic principle.

President Roosevelt, as noted earlier, had already visualized add-
ing China to the three, in effect creating the framework of big-four
cooperation after the war. In Asia, as in Europe, such cooperation
would be founded upon acceptable territorial adjustments. The So-
viet Union, for one, would regain the Kurile Islands and Southern
Sakhalin, ceded to Japan in 1875 and 1905, respectively. Britain
would regain its empire in Asia, although both Roosevelt and the
State Department pushed for some assurances about future self-
determination. Little was forthcoming at this time, however.

Neither was the United States above contemplating its own terri-
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torial adjustments. The U.S. Navy, for one thing, was keen on
retaining some of the Pacific islands after the war to safeguard
against resurgent Japanese military power. Roosevelt supported the
idea and sent a naval mission to the Pacific in 1943 to investigate
possibilities. At the same time, he preferred some kind of trustee-
ship to outright possession of the islands in question. The form of
the trusteeship would depend on the postwar world organization
through which it would be carried out, but there was no doubt that
the United States would be the sole trustee over the islands.8

But the key to postwar Asia, as distinct from the Pacific Ocean,
was to be the inclusion of China in any scheme. The emergence of
China as a great power was unmistakably signaled when its leader,
Chiang Kai-shek, was invited to meet Roosevelt and Churchill in
Cairo at the end of the year to confer on the Asian war and post-
war settlements. The Cairo gathering took place while Roosevelt,
Churchill, and Stalin were meeting in Teheran, but the two aEairs
were kept separate as Stalin did not want to attend a conference to
discuss the Japanese war toward which the Soviet Union was main-
taining neutrality. (This did not prevent him from promising that
the nation would enter the war against Japan after Germany had
been defeated.) In any event, at Cairo it was agreed that China
should regain all territory Japan had “stolen" from it since the
1890s, in particular Taiwan and Manchuria. Korea, another Japanese
colony, would be given independence "in due course.” The idea was
that until the Koreans were ready for independence, the country
might be placed under a trusteeship arrangement, the trustees likely
being the United States, the Soviet Union, and China. This was
another boost to China’s standing in international affairs.

Earlier in 1943, the United States had acted to remove two
sources of inequities about which the Chinese had complained for
decades, first by terminating extraterritorial privileges in China and
second by ending the exclusion of Chinese immigrants from Ameri-
ca. All these were gratifying developments from the Chinese point
of view. For the United States they were an expression of the policy

to look to China as the main Asian partner afterJapan’s defeat. W ith

8 The best study of the trusteeship arrangement is Louis, Imperialism at Bay.
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American naval power predominant in the Pacific, and with China
the new power on the continent, the future of the region could be
expected to be much stabler than heretofore. (At a foreign ministers'
conference, meeting in Moscow in October, the representatives of
the United States, Britain, and the Soviet Union confirmed that
China would play a role as one of the four principal powers after
the war.)

Japan, as could be seen in such decisions, was to be reduced to the
ranks of a minor power, back where it had been before the 1890s.
Neither at this time nor later, however, was there much thought
given to dividing Japan into zones of occupation. State Department
officials persisted in the idea that the United States would control
the occupation of defeated Japan and, therefore, that it would be
unnecessary to establish separate zones of occupation by other pow-
ers, as was being contemplated for Germany. This was to have far-
reaching consequences, as was the conviction on the part of Ameri-
can officials that it should be possible to obtain the cooperation of
“friendly" Japanese - prewar liberals, businessmen, and others who
had been active in the 1920s and developed close contacts with
Americans - in carrying out occupation policies. W hile there was
clearly an asymmetry between the emerging notion of U.S.-Chinese
partnership and the more or less benevolent U.S. occupation of
Japan after the latters defeat, all these attested to the existence of
serious planning for postwar international affairs.

Most of these were power-political arrangements. The allies were
contemplating a postwar world in which the Axis powers would be
kept weak and the big four would replace them as definers of inter-
national order. The United States would emerge as the major power
in the Pacific and in the Western Hemisphere (where there was
much interest in maintaining hemispheric strategic coordination
into the postwar period). It should also be noted in this connection
that the United States was already, by 1943-4, visualizing itselfas a
nuclear power, equipped with atomic weapons, which were being
developed in great secrecy in Los Alamos, New Mexico. The idea of
using atomic energy (created either by fission or fusion of uranium
atoms) to make an unprecedentedly explosive and destructive bomb

had existed for several years, and both sides in the war were avidly
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trying to manufacture such bombs. Once they were developed, there
was little doubt that they would be used. But there was the equally
important question of their future use, when the enemy had been
defeated, with or without the new weapon. At a meeting they held
in Quebec in August 1943, Roosevelt and Churchill discussed the
question and signed a secret protocol to the effect that the two
nations would continue to share atomic secrets and consult with one
another regarding their use in the future. Neither the Soviet Union
nor any other power would be brought into their confidence. Be-
cause the United States would clearly be the senior of the two atomic
partners, this memorandum - and the ideas there expressed were
reiterated by the two leaders at the second Quebec conference of
August 1944 - suggests that in addition to the various territorial
arrangements being discussed with the allies, there was a presup-
position ofthe United States emerging as the sole superpower out of
the victory, at least insofar as military force was concerned.9

W hat about the other aspects of international relations, economic
and cultural? The Wilsonian impulse evinced by the State Depart-
ment's postwar planning committees never abated, and during
1943—4 they were joined by an increasing number of American
individuals and groups calling for a new internationalism — an
internationalism that would be Wilsonian in inspiration but would
be "new" in the recognition of the need to work closely with other
military powers, such as China and the Soviet Union, as well as
Great Britain. Their hope was that these nations would share the
principles and values embodied in the Atlantic Charter and cooper-
ate together in implementing them after the war. More specifically,
by 1943 there was a clear public consensus in the United States in
support of the nation’s participation in a new world organization.
Even erstwhile isolationists, notably Senator Arthur Vandenberg of
Michigan, came out in favor of such a step, and the Republican party
issued a policy statement endorsing U.S. membership in a postwar
international organization. Such membership, however, would mean
little unless it were supported by economic underpinnings. This was

the task the Bretton Woods Conference undertook. In the mean-

9 See Martin Sherwin, A World Destroyed (New York, 1975).
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time, the United Nations established the Relief and Rehabilitation
Administration (UNRRA) to distribute food and supplies to war-
devastated areas as they were liberated by the allies.

In the cultural realm, it was well recognized that for the duration
ofthe war all belligerents - United Nations and Axis powers alike -
would have to concentrate on propaganda work, aimed both at the
home front and at enemy countries. Cultural internationalism was a
luxury, if it was not irrelevant to the war effort. Nevertheless, it is
worth noting that earlier activities sponsored by the League of Na-
tions in promoting cross-cultural cooperation were never forgotten;
those who had taken part in them, as well as many others who
shared their views, sought to keep alive the legacy, and they were
determined to resurrect it once the war came to an end. This can be
seen, for instance, in the series of meetings of allied ministers of
education that began to take place in London as early as 1942.
Although the initial aim ofthe meetings was to help schoolchildren
suffering from wartime destruction and deprivation, in time the
delegates became equally interested in preparing for a postwar agen-
da. Americans began participating in these meetings in 1943, and
in April 1944 a high-level delegation, including Congressman
J. William Fulbright and Librarian ofCongress Archibald MacLeish,
was sent to London to join colleagues from elsewhere in discussing
the establishment of a successor to the League’ intellectual coopera-
tion committee. There was a basic continuity from these beginnings
to the postwar founding of UNESCO.10

Toward a Postwar World

W hether the hopeful beginnings of the new internationalism could
develop into a solid structure of postwar world affairs depended on
what the allies would do, individually and collectively, with the
areas they were fast recovering and occupying from the summer of
1944 onward. W ith the liberation of France and the Low Countries

in the west, and the Soviet counteroffensive and occupation of Po-

10 My account of the founding of UNESCO is based on documents in the FO 394
series, Foreign Office Archives, Public Record Office, London.
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land, Bulgaria, Rumania, Yugoslavia, and then eventually eastern
Germany, the wartime alliance was clearly reaching its climactic
successes. In the Pacific, too, the same months witnessed the begin-
ning of the bombing ofJapan proper as well as the invasion of the
Philippines, leading to their reconquest by U.S. forces. The big
question now was the impact of such successes, which would surely
bring the war to an end in the near future, upon the alliance. Would
victory perpetuate the alliance, or would the allies go their separate
ways once the war ended? How could they perpetuate their wartime
cooperation and form a solid framework for postwar international
order?

These questions had been raised before, but now they gained
great urgency as it appeared that Germany would soon capitulate, to
be followed by Japan’s defeat a year or so later. The Soviet Union
appeared cager to establish its control over much of the occupied
territory in the Balkans and Eastern Europe, and Prime Minister
Churchill became so alarmed over these developments that he offered
to recognize Soviet spheres of influence in some ofthese countries in
return for Stalin’s agreement to let the British keep their spheres.
Roosevelt would not accept such explicit arrangements, but he was
not averse to agreeing to de facto spheres of influence so long as this
could be made a basis for continued big-power cooperation.

The idea of big-power cooperation, however, underwent subtle
changes after mid-1944 because two of the big four, Britain and
China, became weaker relative to the other two. Officials in and out
of Britain readily admitted that the nation was bankrupt, and that
its economic difficulties and financial stringencies would make prob-
lematic whether it could continue to play the role ofa world power-
unless the United States helped out. The latter did not want Britain
weakened, and Roosevelt, as noted, made sure that the American-
British monopoly ofatomic weapons technology would be retained.
The idea was that Britain could still be important as a balancer of
Soviet power. Nevertheless, at this time there was no commitment
to offer postwar economic assistance to Britain.

China, too, began to shed some of its power and prestige in the
fall of 1944. This was in part a reflection of the Pacific strategy of

the United States, whose successful “island-hopping" campaign was
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making the CBI theater of the war less crucial for the defeat of
Japan. President Roosevelt did want to use Chinese and U.S. forces
on the Asian continent to tie Japanese troops down, to prevent their
return to Japan to defend the home islands. But he got into trouble
with Chiang Kai-shek for suggesting that General Stilwell be placed
in command of all forces in China, including Communist troops.
The request infuriated Chiang, who was determined to prevent a
Communist takeover of power after the war. W ith Japan’s defeat a
matter of time, factions in China were positioning themselves for
the postwar struggle, and Chiang believed that accepting Roose-
velt’s suggestion was tantamount to committing suicide. So Chiang
remained adamant, Stilwell was recalled, and U.S.-Chinese relations
visibly cooled.

Such a situation left the United States and the Soviet Union as
possibly the only great military powers after the war, although the
former would undoubtedly be the stronger of the two, not least
because it was expected to possess (and monopolize for the foresee-
able future) atomic weapons. The shape of the postwar world, in any
event, would hinge on whether the two would be able to continue to
work together after the Axis defeat. The question was more than
military in nature, for by then American officials were getting ready
to endorse specific plans for the postwar international community
that would be defined as much economically and culturally as
geopolitically - and as much through international cooperation as
through America’ unilateral initiatives.

This became clear at two important international conferences of
1944, at Bretton Woods (July) and Dumbarton Oaks (October). The
former was an occasion for reestablishing international economic
order after it had been destroyed by the Depression and by the
autarkic policies of the powers. The conferees, including John May-
nard Keynes, the famous British economist, agreed that the kind of
chaotic economic nationalism that had been the rule since the 1930s
must be replaced by some arrangement for international coopera-
tion. But they also knew that merely to return to the situation
existing before 1929 would not be enough; international economic
transactions of the 1920s, as seen earlier, had been based on a gold

exchange system, which worked well so long as trade and invest-
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ments across national boundaries flowed without interruption, and
so long as governments were willing to control spending in order to
bolster the values of their currencies. The Depression had indicated
how fragile the whole structure was. W hat was now needed, it was
thought, was an institutional mechanism with which stable rates of
exchange among different currencies could be preserved, without,
however, each country's having to adopt a fiscally conservative policy
to maintain the value of its own currency. (It was widely accepted
that such a policy had kept consumption down and unemployment
high.) This task, the forty-four countries represented at Bretton
Woods agreed, could be accomplished by establishing an interna-
tional monetary fund (IMF) that would provide temporary relief to
countries experiencing trade and exchange difficulties so that they
would not have to resort to protectionism or devaluation —or to
domestic retrenchment policies that would give rise to unemploy-
ment. The IMF, with its initial capital of $8,800 million, would be
a new experiment; nothing like that had ever existed in world
economic affairs, and it marked a new era of international coopera-
tion that would go much beyond such traditional areas as security
and arms control.

The Bretton Woods Conference also proposed the establishment
of an international bank for reconstruction and development, or the
World Bank as it would come to be known. This, too, was some-
thing novel; the idea was to pool the richer countries’ resources -
$ 10 billion was initially envisaged - so as to help less developed and
dependent countries undertake economic transformation. Although
neither the IMF nor the World Bank was yet a reality, it was clear
that once they were established, the United States would be called
upon to provide the bulk of the initial capital for both. Here clearly
was a lesson of the Depression well learned. The nation would not
again revert to economic nationalism but would on the contrary take
the lead in the spirit of economic internationalism.

In the meantime, at Dumbarton Oaks, delegates from the United
States, the Soviet Union, Britain, and China established a basis for a
postwar international organization. The idea itself was not new, but
now they were ready to start drafting the specifics of such an organi-

zation, which was to be called the United Nations, an indication
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that they were determined to continue their wartime cooperation
into the postwar period. The delegates also knew that the United
Nations would have to be more effective than the League of Nations.
Reflecting Roosevelts long-standing conception of big-power coop-
eration, with which the other three governments were in agreement,
the conference proposed the setting up of a security council, with
the big four as the permanent members. They would cooperate with
one another and in effect seek to police the world. The Soviet Union,
however, insisted on complete unanimity among the four before the
security council took any action. The United States was opposed to
giving blanket veto power to any permanent member, and the
conferees were unable to resolve the difference at this time. Still,
Dumbarton Oaks marked the point when a postwar world organiza-
tion took definite shape.

The fact that the Soviet Union participated in both these impor-
tant conferences showed its interest in remaining part of a coopera-
tive international arrangement after the war, even as it was fast
claiming its unilateral control over the areas its troops occupied.
W hether these two aspects of Soviet policy - adherence to some
framework of cooperative action and the establishment of its own
spheres of influence - were compatible was not clear; many felt that
they were not and that, so long as the Soviet Union insisted on
unilateral action, it would have to be viewed as a serious obstacle in
the way of establishing postwar order. Some believed power-level
arrangements were the only framework in which the big powers
could still work together. Others, including President Roosevelt,
however, continued to hope that in security, economic, and other
areas it would be possible to maintain big-pov/er cooperation. (After
all, Soviet delegates were still regularly attending the London meect-
ings of education ministers to establish an international cultural
organization.)

Such optimism appeared at least partially vindicated at the Yalta
Conference of February 1945, the second and the last meeting of
Roosevelt, Churchill, and Stalin together. With Germany’ surren-
der expected momentarily, the leaders’ attention focused on defeat-
ing Japan as expeditiously as possible. Stalin renewed his pledge that

the Soviet Union would enter the war against Japan about three
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months after the German surrender. He also agreed to continue to
deal with the Nationalists in China as the legitimate government,
even though their authority was now openly being challenged by the
Communists. In return Roosevelt and Churchill supported Russia’s
special interests in Manchuria, in particular its railways and south-
ern (ice-free) ports.

The three leaders also agreed on other matters. For instance,
Stalin gave up his insistence on blanket veto power at the United
Nations security council and agreed that the veto power would not
be used over “procedural" issues. He also agreed to have France join
in the occupation of Germany. Roosevelt and Churchill, on their
turn, formally endorsed the new Soviet-Polish boundary. There was,
however, disagreement over the nature of new governments being
set up in liberated areas, most notably Poland. Stalin insisted on
their control by Communist politicians, most of whom had spent
the war in the Soviet Union, whereas Roosevelt and Churchill
wanted to broaden the bases of government. In the end a compro-
mise was struck, and the big three agreed to support the principle of
democratic government for these countries, although initially
Soviet-oriented Communists were to constitute its core.

The Yalta compromise seemed to augur well for continued inter-
allied cooperation. It was, to be sure, a largely power-level arrange-
ment in which the big three accepted, tacitly or explicitly, the new
realities of power as the basis for postwar spheres of influence, and
these spheres as the key to world order. But so long as the United
States and the Soviet Union could continue to cooperate in some
fashion, there was hope that eventually their cooperation might
come to cover other areas and bring Soviet policy into closer confor-
mity to the principles of the Atlantic Charter, the ideological foun-
dations of the coalition during the war.

In this sense, the end of the German war, on May 8, 1945, may
be said to have come too soon. Roosevelt had died on April 12, and
the new president, Harry S. Truman, had not had time to develop
his own approach to postwar problems before the European war was
completed. Having crushed Germany, the allies were now tempted
to go their separate ways. The Japanese war still necessitated their

cooperation, but to a much lesser extent, and some in the United
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States even began to argue that Soviet participation in the Pacific
war might not be necessary —it might not even be desirable, as it
would further extend Soviet power in Asia. Some officials wanted a
political end to the Japanese war; believing, perhaps correctly, that
the Japanese could be induced to stop fighting once they were
assured that the allies did not intend to destroy their emperor insti-
tution, they advocated approaching Japan for a possible cease-fire on
this basis. President Truman, however, did not agree, convinced
that public opinion would not accept any promise to save the emper-
or and that Soviet participation was strategically imperative to mini-
mize the costs of the American invasion of the Japanese homeland,
which was visualized for 1946.11

In the meantime, State Department officials, now joined by War
and Navy Department personnel, finalized their plans for the occu-
pation ofJapan. Now, more than ever before, they were determined
not to divide the country into zones of occupation. Rather, the
United States would control Japan’s destiny. China was still viewed
as America’s principal postwar partner in postwar Asia, but with the
Nationalist-Communist conflict flaring up again, it was becoming
more and more difficult to envisage that country as a unified and
strong power in the immediate future.

The result was that, during the months following Germany’
defeat, the wartime coalition, already strained after the autumn of
1944, was put to a severe test. With the disappearance of the
common enemy, the task was not easy. The alliance would now have
to be redefined for peace, but the shape of the peace itself depended
on their cooperation, or lack thereof. In such a fluid situation, only a
determined effort at preserving the coalition would have worked. It
is to the credit of Truman, Stalin, and Churchill (as well as Clement
Attlee who replaced him after the Conservative party’s defeat at the
elections in July) that they did continue their efforts in this direc-
tion. For instance, much was accomplished at a conference of fifty
nations, meeting in San Francisco from the end of April through the

end ofJuly, to complete the drafting of the charter of the United

11 On the emperor question toward the end of the Pacific war, see Iriye, Powerand
Culture, 251-7.
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Nations. The charter was a ringing declaration of the nations’ deter-
mination to work together to preserve the peace, and to cooperate in
punishing future aggressors through collective action. The preamble
also enumerated the fundamental principles (self-determination, hu-

non

man rights, "equal rights of men and women," "social progress,"
“better standards of life") for which the postwar world was to strive.

These were as satisfactory an achievement as could have been
obtained at that time. Together with the more frankly power-level
arrangements worked out at Yalta, the San Francisco conference
could be said to have defined the framework of the postwar world
order.

In such a context, Japan’ surrender, which came on August 15,
could have been seen as a footnote, one final act before the new
drama, the history ofthe postwar world, was to begin. The way the
surrender was brought about, however, served in many ways to
make it the beginning not merely of the postwar peace but of the
Cold War. First, the Soviet entry into the Japanese war (on August
8) confirmed the emergence of the Soviet Union as a formidable
Asian, as well as European, power, one whose influence in China
could be expected to be considerable. Second, the decision of the
United States to drop atom bombs on Japan ushered in the age of
nuclear weapons. Neither of these developments had been unantici-
pated, but their actual occurrence immediately created novel real-
ities and made postwar international relations that much more diffi-
cult to conceptualize.

The atomic decision had been preceded by a big-three conference
at Potsdam, outside of Berlin, where Truman, Stalin, and Churchill
(as well as Attlee) conferred on the treatment of Germany and on the
war against Japan. Regarding the former, it was decided to set up a
conference of foreign ministers of these three powers plus France to
prepare peace treaties with Germany and its former allies. Toward
Japan, the conferees issued a declaration, warning ofits catastrophic
destruction (atom bombs were implied, though not mentioned) un-
less the nation surrendered immediately. By then Tokyo% civilian
leaders, including the emperor, had come to the conclusion that the
war had been lost and that an honorable way must be sought to
bring it to conclusion. But they did not respond forthrightly to the
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Potsdam declaration because they first had to persuade the military,
particularly the army, to accept ending the war, and also because
they hoped to obtain Soviet intercession in the war. As the Soviet
Union still remained technically neutral, it was hoped that it might
serve as an intermediary between Japan and the United States and its
allies.

Such hesitation not only cost Japan more destruction, but it also
brought the world into the atomic age. President Truman, who was
told about the successful detonation of an atom bomb while attend-
ing the Potsdam Conference, decided that the new weapon must be
used to bring a speedy end to the conflict. Two atom bombs were
dropped, on Hiroshima (August 6) and Nagasaki (August 9), caus-
ing instant or indirect (through radiation) death to hundreds of
thousands ofcivilians. The bombings, coupled with the Soviet entry
into the war, finally forced the Japanese emperor and his top advisers
to accept the Potsdam declaration. The formal announcement came
on August 14 (August 15 in Asia), when the emperor conveyed the
decision to his people in an unprecedented radio broadcast. The long
war, which had killed and maimed more than 40 million people,
more than 2 percent of the worlds population, and otherwise af-
fected an even larger number through forced migration, property
destruction, disease, and hunger, was at last at an end.

But the way the war came to an end - through Soviet entry into
the Pacific war and the U.S. use ofatom bombs - suggested that the
postwar world would be enormously complicated. It would not be
easy to develop effective big-power cooperation, one key foundation
on which all believed the future of world peace rested, when any
such cooperation would have to reckon with the vastly expanded
territorial control exercised by the Soviet Union and with the awe-
some new weapon the United States had developed but other coun-
tries could also be expected to acquire soon.

At the same time, however, there were tv/o other pillars of the
postwar international order that had been developed through the
American initiative but with the cooperation of other nations. One
was economic, and it remained to be seen to what extent the IMF,
the World Bank, and other mechanisms would serve to integrate all
countries, including the Soviet Union and ultimately the former
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Axis powers, into an interdependent and open world economic or-
der. The second was cultural and ideological, as expressed in the
United Nations charter. It envisioned a world free of tyranny, op-
pression, and insecurity. All nations and peoples would be united in
their search for, and commitment to, freedom, justice, and compas-
sion. This, too, was a product of the American tradition and imag-
ination.

In other words, the world at the end of World War II was one in
which America’s military power, economic resources, and cultural
influence were more pronounced than ever before. Presumably, they
would shape the peace; if they failed to do so, that would be because
American power and influence would be challenged by others, not
just by the Soviet Union and other would-be military superpowers
but also by countries and peoples that would want to take better
advantage of the new economic opportunities and to embrace more
fully the visions of freedom that were appearing on the horizon. For
the world was becoming Americanized just as America had become
globalized.

Conclusion

The history of the world transformation of 1913-45 is also a story
of the transformation of America's role in the world. Europe, the
center of international relations into which other parts of the globe,
including the United States, had been fitted, lost its primacy after
World War I. The years after 1917 marked the emergence of the
United States as the world’s leader. Even when it did not actually
lead through military force (such as the 1920s), it provided econom-
ic and cultural resources to define and sustain global order. The
mid-1930s were an exception in that the nation eschewed interna-
tional leadership or cooperation at all levels and retreated to nation-
alism and unilateralism, but even then it was clear that sooner or
later it was "bound to lead,” to use Joseph Nye’s phrase.12 It could
not have done otherwise, unless its leaders and people - and millions

of others elsewhere —had been content to live in a world divided

12 Joseph Nye, Bound to Lead (Boston, 1990).
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into separate spheres, many ofthem under totalitarian control. And
the moment for leadership came sooner than expected, with the
German invasion of Poland in 1939 and the Japanese attack on Pearl
Harbor two years later. Now the United States became involved,
militarily, economically, and politically, in all parts of the world: the
Western Hemisphere, the Atlantic, Europe, Africa, the Middle
East, Asia, the Pacific. The globalization of America was virtually
complete.

The emergence of the United States as world leader also brought
about the transformation ofother countries politically, economically,
and culturally. That was why so many observers during World War
II spoke of the world in revolution - revolution in the sense of
unprecedented changes. The changes were particularly notable in
colonial and dependent areas of the globe, where the big-power
conflict had brought about the dislocation of entrenched authority,
massive destruction as well as mass mobilization, and emerging
political movements for autonomy. The story of the awakening of
the non-West was to become a major theme in postwar history, but
in fact it had begun in parallel to the emergence ofthe United States
as the worlds leader. And the two phenomena were interrelated, as
the non-Western peoples looked to America for support and inspira-
tion.

Americanization of the globe would be destabilizing, even as the
globalization ofthe United States was an attempt to redefine world
order in the wake of Europe's relative decline. It remained to be seen
how these twin phenomena would develop, and whether there would
emerge a new international order in which the United States and the
world would become even more interdependent without having to

pay the cost of millions of lives as they had during 1913-45.
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