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5. The United States will not submit to arbitration or 10 inquiry by the assem-
bly or by the council of the league of nations . . . any questions which in the judg-
ment of the United States depend upon or relate to . . . the Monroe doctrine; said
doctrine is to be interpreted by the United States alone and is . . . wholly outside
the jurisdiction of said league of nations. . . .

6. The United States withholds its assent to articles 156, 157, and 158 [Shan-
tung clauses]. . ..

7. The Congress of the United States will provide by law for the appointment
of the representatives of the United States in the assembly and the council of the
league of nations, and may in its discretion provide for the participation of the
United States in any commission. . . . No person shall represent the United States
under either said league of nations or the treaty of peace . . . except with the ap-
proval of the Senate of the United States. . . .

9, The United States shall not be obligated to contribute to any expenses of the
league of nations . . . unless and until an appropriation of funds . . . shall have been
made by the Congress of the United States.

10. If the United States shall at any time adopt any plan for the limitation of ar-
maments proposed by the council of the league . . . it reserves the right to increase
such armaments without the consent of the council whenever the United States is
threatened with invasion or engaged in war.

14. The United States assumes no obhgauon to be bound by any electmn. de-
cision, report, or finding of the council or assembly in which any member of the
league and its self-governing dominions, colonies, or parts of empire, in the aggre-
gate have cast more than one vote.

ESSAYS

In the first essay, Wilson's major biographer, Arthur 8. Link of Princeton University,
praises the president for a “higher realism” and defends him against critics who have ar-
gued that excessive idealism blinded Wilson. Link raises questions about the meaning of
realism, and he exonerates Wilson from responsibility for the tumult of international rela-
tions that followed Wilson's presidency. In the second essay, the Dutch scholar Jan Wil-
helm Schulte-Nordholt disputes Link’s flattering portrayal. While admiring Woodrow
Wilson’s commitment to peace, Schulte-Nordholt depicts a strong-willed dreamer who lost
touch with reality, What drove Wilson was the belief that only he and the United States
could provide an appropriate model for world peace. Unlike Link, Schulte-Nordholt con-
cludes that Wilson failed to understand the complexities of world politics and spoke in ab-
stract language about goals that had little chance of success because they “skipped over
historical problems.” At Paris, Wilson’s imagination collided with reality, and the Ver-
sailles negotiators manipulated the president, who conceded much in order to save the
League. The flawed peace, Schulte-Nerdholt observes, helped to sow the seeds of the Sec-
ond World War. The 1ast essay, by Thomas J. Knock of Southern Methodist University,
places Wilson in his intellectual-political milieu in the early twentieth century—-a left-of-
center progressive internationalism. Treating this body of ideas with respect, Knock probes
the sources of Wilson's commitment to a league for peace. Knock argues that Wilson ulti-
mately lost the support of both conservative and pregressive intemationalists {for different
reasons). Wilson failed to achieve a Wilsonian league not because of poor health or an un-

Woodrow Wilson, the First World War, and the League Fight 47

compromising personality but because the support of the progressive internationalists that
he needed for victory eroded in the face of strong forces of reaction at home and abroad
during the era of the First World War.

Wilson’s Higher Realism
ARTHUR §, LINK

Europeans on the whole still view Wilson very much as many of them viewed him
forty years ago at the end of the Paris Peace Conference and the great struggle in
the United States over ratification of the Treaty of Versailles. This Baropean image
is, I think it is fair to say, one of a well-intentioned idealist, a man good by or-
dinary Christian standards, but essentially a destructive force in modern history
because he was a visionary, unrealistic, provincial, and ignorant of European
problems, and zealous and messianic in conceit but devoid of either practical
knowledge or the humility to follow others better informed than he. I do not think
that this is an essentially unfair statement of the European point of view. It was, of
course, the image held by John Maynard Keynes, Georges Clemenceau, and most
of the thoughtful European public at the end of the Peace Conference. It is the view
still largely held by English, French, and German scholars alike, if for different
reasons,

I have felt impelled to my subject not only by . ., forceful reminders of the
strong survival of the old European image of President Wilson, but also . . . inour
own country . . . [by a] school of historical critics, and by their work in construct-
ing an image of President Wilson that is remarkably like the older European one.
Calling themselves realists, and drawing their inspiration from the distinguished
diplomat-historian, George Kennan, and the Austrian-trained authority in interna-
tional relations, Hans J. Morgenthay, . . . these new American critics have found
Wilson wanting because he did not think in terms of strategy, bases, and armed
power, but dwelt too much in ethereal realms.

Are the old European and new American critics right, I have asked myself
over and over during the past few years: is this the image that I also see, the Wilson
that I know? Were the Austrians right in thinking that his irresponsible preaching
of a slogan, “self-determination,” was primarily responsible for the destruction of
the Hapsburg Empire? Were the Germans right in holding him responsible for
what they regarded as the monstrous betrayal of Versailles? Were the French right
in thinking that he prevented the imposition of the only kind of peace settlement
upon Germany that could endure? Were the English and new American critics near
the truth when they portrayed him as a tragic figure irrelevant in the modern
world?

I must confess that [ have sometimes been tempted to agree. No one who has
ever given any serious attention to President Wilson's life could fail to agree that
he was primarily a Christian idealist. By this ] mean a man who almost always
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tended to judge policies on a basis of whether they were right by Christian stan-
dards, not whether they brought immediate material or strategic advantage. I mean
also a man whose foreign policies were motivated by the assumption that a nation
as much as an individual should live according to the law of Christian love, and by
a positive repudiation of the assumptions of the classical “realists™ about interna-
tional behavior.

No one who has given serious study to Wilson's career, moreover, could fail
to agree that there is at least an appearance of reality about the old European and
new American image. Wilson was not merely an idealist, but a crusading idealist.
An arator of enormous eloquence and power, he was alse a phrasemaker who more
than once fell victim to the magic of his own words. In international relations, he
did not give undue weight to material forces or base his policies upon the assump-
tion that nations must always act selfishly. At times, he did seem to give the ap-
pearance of believing that he was a kind of messiah divinely appointed to deliver
Europe from the cruel tyranny of history.

I have myself made all these criticisms and others more elaborately in my own
writings. But they have never really satisfied me and do not satisfy me now. I do
not think that they add up to a historical image that is accurate. Indeed, I cannot es-
cape the conclusion that they altogether miss the main point and meaning of Presi-
dent Wilson's career.

The point, in my opinion, and the theme of this paper, is that among all the
major statesmen and thoughtful critics of his age, President Wilson was in fact the
supreme realist, and that because this is true, what he stood for and fought to ac-
complish has large meaning for our own generation.

This is, to be sure, a very broad, perhaps even an audacious, statement, one
that does not mean very much unless we are careful to define our terms. A realist, [
take it, is one who faces life and its situations without illusions, in short, one who
can see realities or truth through the fog of delusion that normally shrouds the
earth-bound individual. If the European and American critics of President Wilson
who thought mainly in strategic and material terms, who measured national power
by army divisions and naval bases, and the like, if they were realists, then President
Wilson was a realist of a different sort. Sheerly for purposes of convenience, let us
call his view of the national and international situations with which he had to cope
a “higher realism,” higher because more perceptive, more in accord with ultimate
reality, more likely to win the long-run moral approval of societies professing alle-
giance to the common western, humane, Christian traditions. . . .

[ am sure that in talking about Wilson’s “higher realism” in meeting domestic
challenges, I have simply been saying things and making judgments with which
virtually every historian of the United States would readily agree. It is precisely
this “higher realism” that has entitled Wilson to rank, by the agreement of Ameri-
can historians, among the four or five most successful Presidents in our history. In
talking about Wilson’s policies and contributions in the realm of foreign affairs, 1
am, [ know, on more controversial ground. Wilson was magnificently prepared for
leadership in internal affairs by long study of American history and institutions. He
had little if any preparation for leadership in the world at large; indeed, at the out-
set of his tenure in the White House he had no serious interest in foreign affairs. At
the outset and later he made mistakes that still seriously impair his record. Even so,
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I cannot but conclude that President Wilson on the whole showed the same kind of
wisdom and long-range vision and understanding—in short, “higher realism”—in
his third career as international statesman as he had already revealed in his first
two careers at home.

This, I know, is a big statement, and I would like to preface it with a few gen-
eralizations about Wilson’s thought and character as a diplomat in order to lay
foundations for some later observations,

The first is the most obvious and the one with which most historians would
agree, namely, that President Wiison was, as I have already said, above all an ide-
alist in the conduct of foreign affairs, one who subordinated immediate goals and
material interests to what he considered to be superior ethical standards and moral
purposes. His idealism was perhaps best revealed in his thinking about the pur-
poses that the United States should serve in the world. The mission of America, he
said over and over and sincerely believed, was not a mission of aggrandizement
of material power but one of service to mankind. It was a mission of peace, of sac-
rifice, of leading the nations into a new international community organized to
achieve right ends.

Second, all of Wilson’s thinking about international relations was condi-
tioned, in general, by a loathing for war and, in particular, by a conviction that
physical force should never be used to achieve selfish and material aims.

Third, Wilson was actually in many ways “realistic,” even by conventional
standards, in his thinking about and methods in the conduct of foreign relations.
For example, he used armed force in the classic way to achieve certain diplomatic
objectives in Mexico and the Caribbean. He understood the meaning of the term
“balance of power.” He was keenly aware of the relevance of material interests and
had few illusions about the fundamental bases of international behavior, It is, one
must say, the sheerest nonsense to talk about him as an impractical idealist and vi-
sionary.

Fourth, while admitting that there were times when a nation had no recourse
but to use armed force in international disputes, and while using force himself on
behalf of the American government on certain occasions, President Wilson never
permitted war’s neuroses and fascinations either to derange his reason or to ob-
scure the political objectives for which force was being used. Hence he was never
the victim of that greatest twentieth-century delusion, that it is necessary to win
wars even at the risk of losing everything for which wars are fought.

This is a very imperfect characterization of the thought and character of Wil-
son the diplomatist, but it may help us to understand his policies during the great-
est tragedy of the modern epoch and the event that raised the gravest challenges to
his leadership—the First World War. It was for Wilson a period with three distinct
stages: the period of American neutrality, from August 1914 to April 1917, the pe-

riod of American belligerency, from April 1917 to Noverber 1918; and the period
of peacemaking, from November 1918 to June 1919. The challenges of each pe-
riod were different, but he met them all, on the whole, with the same “higher real-
ism” that had characterized his leadership at home.

His policies during the first pericd can best be briefly described by saying that
from the outbreak of the war in Europe to the beginning of the German unlimited
submarine campaign in early 1917, President Wilson tried as hard as any man
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could have done to be neutral, to make the necessary accommodations to the exer-
cise of belligerent power, and to engage in stern defense of American rights only
when they could not, because fundamental human principles were involved, be
compromised,

Some of the recent American “realists” have joined the older English and
French critics in charging Wilson with impractical idealism precisely because he
did follow such a course—because he did not rally the American people to prepa-
ration for what they have said was an inevitable participation; because he con-
ducted long and patient negotiations to avoid a break with Germany; because he
did not undertake large and early measures of assistance to the Allies and thus help
to shorten the duration of Europe’s agony; because he refused throughout the pe-
tiod of American neutrality even to align the American people and their govern-
ment morally on the Allied side.

Looking back upon the final outcome, as we are entitled to do, we well might
wonder who the true realists were during this period: so-called realists, or Presi-
dent Wilson, who in an almost uncanny way kept himself immune from the emo-
tional hysterias and passions that seized other men; who believed that the causes of
the war were so complex and remote that it was impossible to assess the blame;
who, overborne by the tragedy of the event, fought desperately to preserve Ameri-
can neutrality so that he could perform the healing task of reconciliation once the
nations of Europe had come to some sense; who believed that an enduring peace
could come only through 2 “peace without victory,” a “peace between equals™?
Who were the deluded men who had lost sight of reality? The European leaders
who thought that they could win decisive victories on the battlefields and on or un-
der the seas, and who thought that they could impose their nations’ wills upon
other great peoples? Or Wilson, who thought that they were momentarily mad?

The climactic confrontation, the supreme reckoning between so-called realists
and the alleged impractical idealist, came, once the United States had been forced
into the conflict and Germany was defeated. It did not occur earlier, because the
British and French leaders had refused to permit it to occur before the Armistice
was safely signed. But it could not then be long postponed, for the Allied leaders
had matured their plans, and President Wilson had meanwhile formed a peace pro-
gram of his own and announced it to the world in the Fourteen Points address and
other speeches.

There is no need to review the turbulent events of the Paris Peace Conference
here. They are familiar enough, to begin with; but a detailed account of them now
would obscure my larger purpose—to look back upon the Paris settlement and,
while looking back, to attempt to see who the true realists were.

The supreme task of the victors at Paris in 1919 was, obviously, to work out a
peace settlement and reconstruct an international order that could endure. It had to
be a peace that could survive the ebbing of passions and hatreds that consumed Eu-
rope in 1919. It had to be a peace that could survive because it could command the
approval of the German people. Above all, it had to be the kind of settlement that
would endure because it could retain the long-run support of the American and
English peoples, even of the French people. The necessity of constructing this kind
of settlement was, as we can now see clearly, the supreme reality of peacemaking
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in 1919. We must, therefore, judge men and measures at the Paris Conference ac-
cording to whether they met this test or not.

By this criterion I do not see how any fair historian can but conclude that
the so-called realists at Paris—the dedicated if cynical [Georges] Clemenceau,
concerned only about the destruction of the ancient foe and the future sscurity
of France; the well-intentioned [David] Lloyd George, who had given so many
hostages to war passions at home and to the Commonwealths that he was no longer
a free man; and the Italians, [Sidney] Sonnino and [Vittorio] Orlando, eager only
for spoils—how could they be called anything other than sublime irrationalists and
dreamers? Theirs was a dream, a nightmare, of unreality. Given the task of recon-
structing Europe and preventing a future war, they would have responded by at-
tempting to perpetuate the division of Europe and by making a new war almost
inevitable. :

On the other side and standing usually in solitary if splendid isolation was the
alleged impractical idealist fighting for the only kind of setthemens that had any
chance of survival—for a peace of reconciliation, for dissemement by. victors as
well as vanquished, against annexations and indemnities, and for a new interna-
tional organization that would include former enemy states as active members
from the beginning. Over and over he warned that this was the only kind of peace
that would prove acceptable to the American people in the short run and to the
moral opinion of the world in the long run, in short, the only kind of setttement that
could endure. It should require little reference to events that followed the Paris
Conference to demonstrate the “higher realism” of President Wilson’s views. .

If proof is needed on specific points, one could cite, for example, Wilson’s
point of view on the problem of reparations. Over and over he insisted, and with a
steadfast consistency, that reparations should be compensation for specific willful
damage only, not indemnity; that the Germans should not be saddled with a debt
that was heavier than they could carry; and that there should be a time limit to the
obligation that the German nation should be forced to assume. What the Allied
leaders demanded and finally obtained is well known. . . . What the realistic solu-
tion of this problem was is now too obvious for comment. Or, as a second example,
one might cite Wilson's attitude toward the Russian Revolution—how he saw the
deeply rooted causes of that cataclysm and the futility of any western effort to sup-
press it by military force; and how the realism of his attitude contrasted with the
egregious folly of so-called realists who thought that it lay within their power to
change the course of Russian history.

The result of the clash between European so-called realism and Wilsonian so-
called idealism was of course the Treaty of Versailles, that compromise that vio-
lated the terms of the agreement by which the Germans had stopped fighting and
made a mockery of some of the principal planks in the American President’s peace
program. Why, it is fair to ask, did President Wilson permit such a peace to be
made and sign the treaty embodying it? The answer, I submit, is that it was “higher
realism” that drove him to this difficult decision. Having won, at least partially,
many of the things for which he had been fighting, he had to give as well as to
take, for he could not impose his will entirely upon his colleagues. He signed the
Versailles Treaty in the conviction that the passage of time and the Treaty’s new
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creation, the League of Nations, would almost certainly operate to rectify what he
knew were the grievous mistakes of the Peace Conference. He signed the Ver-
sailles Treaty, in short, because he believed that it was the best settlement possible
in the circumstances of 1919,

. What President Wilson hoped would occur did of course in large part take
place during the 1920s and early 1930s, even though alleged realists in the United
States combined with authentic visionaries to repudiate Wilson’s work and prevent
their government from playing the role of mediating leadership within the League
of Nations of which Wilson had dreamed. The great tragedy of the postwar period
was not that the Versailles Treaty was imperfect. It was that the forces of reconcil-
iation could not operate rapidly enough without American leadership in the
League, that France and Great Britain had neither the will nor the strength to de-
fend the Treaty alone during the 1930s and, above all, that the German people sub-
mitted to demonic forces that promised a speedy rectification of all the injustices
of Versailles. But this is precisely what President Wilson, in another flash of
“higher realism,” predicted would occur if the so-called realists, both in the United
States and in Europe, continued to have their way.

That is the age-old question, whether the so-called realists or the higher real-
ists shall have their way in determination of national and international policies.
President Wilson survives as a more powerful force in history than when he lived
because he gave us the supreme demonstration in the twentieth century of higher
realism in statesmanship.

This, obviously, was no accident. Woodrow Wilson’s “higher realism” was
the product of insight and wisdom informed by active Christian faith. He was not,
fundamentally, a moralist, as he so often seemed to be, but a man who lived in
faith, trying to be guided by the Holy Spirit in meeting the complex problems of a
changing nation and world. Using one of his own metaphors, we can say that the
light of Heaven gleamed upon his sword. His precepts and ideals will be relevant
so long as democracy endures, so long as men seek after a new international com-
munity organized for peace and the advancement of mankind.

The Peace Advocate Out of Touch with Reality
JAN WILHELM SCHULTE-NORDHOLT

We are in many respects Woodrow Wilson's heirs. That is why it is of great impor-
tance to us to make out what kind of man he was, how he came to his exalted and
advanced ideas, and why in the end he failed. That is my purpose. . . . [ want to ex-
amine more closely the life of a man who sought a solution to problems that are
still ours, and who was therefore the first great advocate of world peace. He was, as
it were, a whole peace movement all by himself.

From Woodrow Wilson: A Life For Peace by Jan W. Schulte-Nordholt, trans./ed. by Rowen, Herbert.
Copyright © 1991 Jan Wilhelm Schulte-Nordholt and Meutenhoff Informatief, Amsterdam, The
Netherlands. Reprinted by permission of University of California Press, 1991.
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I ailmost wrote “apostle of peace,” but this phrase is too strong. It makes it
seem that I had at least to some extent a work of hagiography in mind. Far from it!
History is about people, their dreams and their failures. It would be all too easy to
paint Woodrow Wilson as the great prophet who was always wiser than his fellow
men. The purpose of a biography ought not to be to turn a human being into a fig-
ure of puppetry; to change the metaphor, to press him into flat uniformity. Was
Wilson a prophet, an idealist, a dissembler, a practical man, a revolutionary re-
former? He was to some small extent all of these. Like most great men, indeed like
most people, Wilson was a bundle of contradictions. That is what makes him so
fascinating. He was many things: a scholar driven by deep feelings; a poet who
found his vocation in politics; a Christian consumed by his need for recognition; a
lonely man who thought he understood mankind; a practical man who became fos-
silized in all too lofty dreams; a reasonable man full of turbulent passions. It is this
paradoxical personality that I have tried to respect, ... the irritating, moving
grandeur of a self-willed man who played an immense role in history and whose
importance has become extraordinarily great in our own times, even though he
failed so wretchedly. That is why his life story is a dramatic tale, almost a Greek
tragedy, with a catharsis at the end that still drains and raises our emotions. . . .

The outbreak of the war [in 1914} affected the president deepty. It shocked his
sensitive nature. We read for example in a ietter to {his assistant Edward] House in
August: “1 feel the burden of the thing almost intolerably from day to day.” Two
months later he wrote in the same vein but at greater length to Walter Page, the am-
bassador in London: :

The whole thing is vivid in my mind, painfully vivid, and has been almost ever since
the struggle began. I think my thought and imagination contain the picture and perceive
its significance from every point of view, I have to force myself not to dwell upon it to
avoid the sort of numbness that comes from deep apprehension and dwelling upon ele-
ments too vast to be yet comprehended or in any way controlled by counsel.

Here we see once again in Wilson the tension between feeling and detachment.

This only emphasizes the importance of the question of how neutral he really
was or wanted to be. His first personal reactions were emotionally favorable to the
Allies. He was, after all, imbued with English values and ideais. The French am-
bassador to Washington, Jutes Jusserand, wondered what “the great doctrinaire” in
the White House was thinking, but the president soon gave his answer, as it were,
to the English ambassador, Sir Cecil Spring-Rice. Spring-Rice informed Sir Ed-
ward Grey, the English foreign secretary, that Wilson had admitted to him that
everything he held dear was now at stake. The president, he added, spoke with
deep emotion. The ambassador, who knew the man he was dealing with, quoted a
few lines from Wordsworth’s sonnets about English freedom written during the
Napoleonic wars. He knew them by heart, Wilson said with tears in his eves.
(Spring-Rice, as it happened, was also playing vp to Grey, who, like Wilson, was
passionately fond of Wordsworth.)

In his personal feelings Wilson was not in the slightest neutral. House heard
him inveigh against everything German—government and people and what he
called abstract German philosophy, which lacked spiritvality! But he was quite
able to separate his personal opinions and his official duties. In the first place, he
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understood that neutrality was necessary, that the American people were totally set
against intervention. But he was also moved by the great goal that he had glimpsed
gince the beginning of the war, a possibility that fitted his character like a glove. It
makes its appearance in his call for neutrality, for he did not merely issue a scrupu-
lously formal official declaration, as any other president would have done. He did
more, accompanying this declaration with a personal call to the people to remain
truly neutral in thought and words. America, he reminded them, was composed of
many peoples and too great sympathy for one or the other side could bring division
among them.

_ Unity was even more necessary for another reason as well. This was the grand
ideal that he now made public officially for the first time and which henceforth
would inspire him and more and more involve him in international complications.
America, he announced, was chosen to mediate, as only America could, just be-
cause it was neutral. He spoke in an exalted, religious tone, as he liked to do on so
many other occasions. It was as if the war at last made possible things that all his
life he had dreamed of—his country as the model and the very leader of the whole
world, and himself called and chosen as the leader of his country and the maker of
the future. . ..

One thing led to another. The arms shipments {to the Allies] led to loans.
[William Jennings] Bryan, the pacifist-minded secretary of state, doubted that this
flow of funds, which went almost entirely to the Entente, was really neutral. In
good biblical fashion, he saw money as the root of all evil. Was it not written in
Scripture that where one’s treasure was, one’s heart was too? He was able to con-
vince Wilson that steps had to be taken against these loans, and American bankers
were therefore warned on August 15, 1914, that such credits were “inconsistent
with the true spirit of neutrality.” But such a splendid position could not be main-
tained in the long run. Arms deliveries continued to grow, and the American
economy could not do without them. In the spring of 1915 Bryan’s idealistic ap-
proach was abandoned and one loan after another was floated in the United States.
When America entered the war in 1917, the loans to the Allies had risen to more
than two billion dollars, while those to the Central Powers amounted to no more
than $27,000,000.

Although it is not correct to say that America went to war to protect its inter-
ests, it must be added that it was not fully neutral either. The majority of the people
were favorable to the Allies, and so was their government. Wilson himself tried to
be neutral, but his closest collaborators very soon were of the opinion that it was to
America’s interest that the Allies win the war. Furthermore, the majority of the Re-
publican opposition in Congress was very pro-English, especially the old, influen-
tial, and experienced elite from New England. . .. .

War brings all international agreements into question, for war is unpredictable
and full of surprises, always different from what anyone could have imagined. This
was never so painfully evident as in the question of submarine warfare, since sub-
marines were a weapon without equal, but operated effectively only by surprise. A
multitude of notes discussed and debated the question of their surptise attacks.
What was the status of the fine agreements about merchant ships in wartime? The
answer was clear: 2 warship might halt, search, seize, and even sink a merchant-
man, but only after prior warning and giving civilian travelers the opportunity to
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leave safely. But a submarine that adhered to such rules would of course become
defenseless and useless.

When the war broke out, German ships were swept off the seas, Germany was
blockaded, and the Germans desperately turned to the submarine as a means of
breaking the Allied stranglehold. The initial successes of the U-boats in the au-
tumn of 1914 brought a sudden resurgence of hope, and the German military com-
mand slowly realized what a powerful weapon it had in its hands. On February 4,
1515, the German government published an official declaration putting a blockade
around the British islands: in a zone around Great Britain, all enemy ships, includ-
ing merchant vessels, would be attacked without warning. Neutral ships were ad-
vised to avoid these regions, since the Allied ships could always be disguised with
neutral flags.

It was a risky weapon, the most blatant violation of international standards of
conduct. The Germans were aware of that difficulty, but war seldom leaves intact
much of standards and morality. The German fleet commander, Admiral Friedrich
von Ingenohl, had his argument ready. Since England disregarded international
law by its hunger blockade, Germany had the right to act without regard to the
treaty agreements. More important than the moral questi'on, however, was whether
the weapon was as effective as the Kaiser’s admirals wanted to believe. From the
beginning the question had to be faced of how America would react to such drastic
measures of naval warfare. . . .

The submarine weapon made it much more difficult for the United States, like
all nonbelligerents, to remain neutral. Neutrality became a dilemma as never be-
fore. Was it neutral to waive fundamental rights of free navigation? Wasn’t this it-
self a serious breach of international law, a grave derogation of morality in a world
where morality seemed more and more on the wane?

Wilson, a man of principle, protested, but in so doing he reduced his chances
for mediation. A sharp note was sent to Berlin, declaring that the policy set forth in
the German note was “so unprecedented in naval warfare that this Government is
reluctant to believe that the Imperial Government of Germany in this case contem-
plates it as possible.” The American government would hold the German govern-
ment fully responsible for the consequences. This seemed like plain talk, but what
would happen if American rights were really challenged could not be foreseen. It
was nonetheless probable that once such a stand on principle was taken, a conflict
would result. . ..

Wherever the inspiration for the phrase (“peace without victory™] came from,
the address that the president made to the Senate on January 22 [1917] was gen-
nine Wilson from beginning to end. It was a plea, splendid, grandiose, and vague,
for America’s involvement in a future world order. That order—an organization of
the peoples with its own force-—had 10 come, he said. The question was, what kind
of force? This was and remained the point of difficulty. For Wilson, the moralist
who knew that without human inspiration and dedication the finest promises are
empty, had in mind a “force” that was greater than the force of any country or al-
liance, which was “the organized major force of mankind.” The nations must come
to an agreement and then the old system of the “balance of power” would give way
t0 a “community of power.” And that could happen only if there was true reconcil-
iation, upon the basis of a “peace without victory,” a peace among equals.
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That did not bring pleasure to everyone’s ears, he realized. But he had to say
it, for his intention was “only to face realities and to face them without soft con-
cealments.” Dreamers want so much to be taken for realists!

“Peace without victory.” At stake were the peoples. Nothing could be brought
to pass in the world if the peoples did not believe in it. It was not the governments
but the peoples who had to be brought together. Behind this lay a great American
principle: “the consent of the governed.” It was this principle that made America
the model for the world. America was what the other nations still had to become, a
land that, in Wordsworth’s words, was made “great and free” by its soul. In the
name of the United States he spoke to the whole world. He was defending, he said,
American principles, and so he sought to disarm the criticism from the far right,
His solution for world peace was not denial of the Monroe Doctrine but its applica-
tion to the whole world. It was the best means to aveid for all time the “entangling
alliances” against which George Washington had warned: “There is no entangling
alliance in a concert of power.” What he proposed, “consent of the governed,”
freedom of the seas, arms limitation, were the true American principles. He con-
cluded:

These are American principles, Ametican policies. We could stand for no others. And
they are also the principles and policies of forward looking men and women every-
where, of every modern nation, of every enlightened community. They are the princi-
ples of mankind and must prevail,

That was the purest essence of Woodrow Wilson. He spoke in the name of the
United States of America, the unique and superior country, as he himself liked to
call it, forward-looking and in the lead in the service of mankind. All liberal-think-
ing people everywhere, in Europe and in America, rejoiced at his words. But con-
servatives (must we call them the realists?) on both sides of the ocean shook their
heads over such empty phrases. Among the first of these, as we know, were per-
sons in Wilson's own backyard, his closest advisers. [Secretary of State Robert]
Lansing had warned against the term “peace without victory.” What did it really
mean? And, most of all, how would these words be taken in the Allied countries?
But, Lansing tells us, Wilson did not want to listen, “I did not argue the matter, es-
pecially as I knew his fondness for phrasemaking and was sure that it would be
useless to attempt to dissuade him.” . . .

As was to be expected, Lodge surpassed all the others in his hostility to Wil-
son. In an angry speech to the Senate he wielded the full resources of his logic to
tear apart the arguments of his enemy. What did it mean to say that America had no
interest in the peace terms but only in the peace? How can men be required to wage
war not to win, so that all their sacrifices were in vain, “a criminal and hideous fu-
tility”? How could the Monroe Doctrine be given worldwide application when it
had nothing to do with the rights of small or great nations as such but applied only
to the Western Hemisphere? How could the “organized major force of mankind”
be applied? Voluntarily, or automatically, or compulsorily? When the idea of a
league was broached two years earlier, he had been greatly attracted to it, but the
more he thought about it, the more problems he saw. It could not be made effective
by “high-sounding phrases, which fall so agreeably upon the ear, when there is no
thought behind it.” Does it mean that the small nations can, by majority vote, in-
volve the large nations in war? “Are we prepared to commit ourselves to a purely
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general proposition without knowing where we are going or what is to be de-
manded of us, except that we shall be compelled to furnish our quota of military
and naval forces to the service of a league in which we shall have but one voice?”
A league for peace meant readiness to wage war against any country that did not
obey its decisions. What if it decided that Japan and China should have the right of
migration anywhere, and Canada, Australia, and New Zealand declined to accept
the decision? Or California, for that matter?

The points made by Lodge were fundamental, which is why 1 present them at
such length. Already at this time, in January 1917, the lines of division were drawn
which would define the great debate and the great tragedy of 1919. On one side
stood the idealist, on the other the realist, and on both sides more than personal an-
imosity was involved. Furthermore, a political alliance was beginning to take
shape that slackened during the war years but operated with full force in 1919; it
brought together the Republican isolationists from the West, who were also ideal-
ists, for the most part from the Progressive camp, and the Republican internation-
alist realists, [Senator William} Borah on the one side and Lodge on the other. It
was an alliance that would bring disaster to Wilson, but in 1917 he could not fore-
see that. . .. '

Wilson shrank from taking the final step [after the German decision in late
January 1917 to launch unrestricted submarine warfare], not out of fear, not out of
unsullied pacifism, but because his whole conception of mediating between the
belligerents (and thereby saving white civilization) would be shattered. This was
the principal reason for his hesitation. And so he talked during these weeks in al-
most pacifist terms about war and imperialism, spoke out in anger against the sup-
port for war from right-wing circles, which he described as “Junkerthum trying to
creep in under the cover of the patriotic feeling of the moment.” . . .

[The journalist] Walter Lippmann, who looked at him with cool rationality
and was among those bitterly disappointed with him after 1919, draws for us
nonetheless a portrait of Wilson in his book Men of Destiny, showing the orator of
light learning about darkness. He gazed in March 1917, says Lippmann, “in the
bottomless pit.” He was “an anguished prophet,” full of compassion and doubt, a
man who experienced the tragedy of his time and therefore was able, with over-
wrought absoluteness, to see the league of nations as the only justification of his
action.

With this as his justification he went into the war, not out of economic interest,
not because of the violation of the neutral rights of the United States, although
these played a part, but in order to bring about genuine peace. Only if America
took part could it have a voice in the peace. Mediation through participation would
be more effective than neutrality, he now believed. To a delegation of pacifists led
by Jane Addams, he said on February 28 that “as head of a nation participating in
the war, the President of the United States would have a seat at the Peace Table,
but that if he remained the representative of a neutral country he could at best only
‘call through a crack in the door.” ” Personal ambition and general interest con-
curred in what we may call a mission. The man and his times seemed to fit each
other like the two halves of a piece of fruat. . . .

Of all the impressive sermons that Wilson preached to his people and to the
world, none became so famous as his “Fourteen Points” speech of January 8, 1918.
It attained a breadth and depth, in space and in time, greater than that of all the
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others. Not that it is his finest address; there are others, such as the “peace without
victory” speech of a year earlier and the declaration of war of April 1917, which
are more splendid in rhetoric and wider in vision. But this time Wilson was more
practical, adding as it were deed to words; he developed a practical program that
was of importance for the whole world. . . .

All in all, the Fourteen Points seemed practical and responsible. How lightly
they skipped over historical problems would only become evident in Paris. But
there was also a fourteenth point, a panacea for all the shortcomings now and later,
a League of Nations: “A special association of nations must be formed under
specific covenants for the purpose of affording mutual guarantees of political
independence and territorial integrity to great and small states alike.” This short
sentence carried a heavy burden, too heavy as it turned out. In these few words the
future world peace was seitled, totally and permanently. For Wilson everything re-
volved around it; he did not see the difficulties and be did not want to see them,
and this would in the end bring his downfall. . . .

In general Wilson’s principles more and more broke loose from reality and
lived their own lives, Self-determination was one such principle. During the war it
became one of the major foundations of Wilson’s new world order. We shall never
subject another people, he had said back in 1915, “because we believe, we passion-
ately believe, in the right of every people to choose their own allegiance and be
free of masters altogether.”

Only very slowly, as the reality of Europe began to come closer, did he dis-
cover the dangerous consequences of the principle. In the discussion with Spring-
Rice on January 3 ..., he wondered whether it was in fact possible to apply it
consistently. The example of the threatening dismemberment of Austria-Hungary
was probably in his thoughts when he said: “Pushed to its extreme, the principle
would mean the disruption of existing governments to an undefinable extent.
Logic was a good and powerful thing but apart from the consideration of existing
circumstances might well lead to very dangerous results.” The Englishman must
have heard this with satisfaction, for the British Empire was not about to grant self-
determination to all its peoples.

Later, in Paris, many began to realize the difficulties and dangers in this splen-
did principle. Lansing hit the nail on the head in a confidential memorandum, in
which he wondered what self-determination would mean for the Irish, Indians,
Egyptians, and South African Boers. What would happen with the Muslims in
Syria and Palestine, and how did that fit in with the idea of Zionism, to which Wil-
son was very sympathetic. “The phrase is simply loaded with dynamite. It will
raise hopes which can never be realized.” It was the dream of an idealist, he said,
and it is clear whom Lansing really had in mind.

As Wilson himself came to see, he had to be very cautious in Paris when try-
ing to put his great principles into practice. He acknowledged that when he had
first spoken of self-determination he had not realized that there were so many peo-
ples who would claim it as their right. . ..

Wilson did not underestimate the devastation in Europe, but he retained his
nineteenth-century American optimism. His whole existence was tied up with it;
he could not live without hope. He clung to the idea of a grand radical cure, to a
mystical faith in the mankind of the future, who were purified by events and re-
pented. He had to represent that mankind; he had to make a new peace.
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That is why he had to go to Paris [after the German surrender in late 1918]. . . .
He was overwhelmed by his mission. His Czech colleague Thomas Masaryk, who
understood him well {“now, we were both professors”) wamed him about the
European statesmen: “But he wouldn’t listen, for he was too filled with his plan for
a League of Nations to take obstacles into account.” . . .

Wilson’s triumphal tour of Europe took him from Paris to London and then to
Rome. Everywhere he was greeted as a savior, as the “Redeemer of Humanity”
(Redentore dell’ Humanitd) and “God of Peace” (Dio di Pace), in the words of the
Italian banners. He spent weeks indulging in this pomp and circumstance, im-
mersed in a sea of flags and songs, carried along by beautiful words that promised
so much for the future. Justice! Peace! When we hear Wilson speak in these first
weeks, everything is radiant. Sometimes a harsh sound breaks through, as when he
replies to [Raymond] Poincaré, the president of France, who wants no reconcilia-
tion with the foe, that there exist “eternal principles of right and justice” which
bring with them “the certainty of just punishment.” But for the most part his out-
look is peaceful. He speaks of the peoples who form “the organized moral force of
men throughout the world,” of the tide of good will: “There is a great tide running
in the hearts of men. The hearts of men have never beaten so singularly in unison
before. Men have never been so conscious of this brotherhood.”

In these speeches Wilson rose high, very high, above the bustle of daily life. In
Manchester:

For, after all, though we boast of the material sides of our civilization, they are merely
meant o support the spiritual side. We are not men because we have skill of hand, but
we are men because we have elevation of spirit. It is in the spirit that we live and not in
the task of the day.

And, that same evening:

There is a great voice of humanity abroad in the world just now to which he who cannot

hear is deaf. We are not obeying the mandates of parties or of politics. We are obeying
the mandates of humanity.

What words these are! House, who remained behind in Paris, was moved by them,
but [Stephen] Bonsal, his secretary, heard them more skeptically. There were mil-

 lions of people, he thought, who would not listen to the promises of the great cru-

sader from over the sea, although they had welcomed him with such rejoicing a
few weeks earlier.

Bonsal may have felt that the tide was beginning to turn and that enthusiasm
was collapsing. Alas, there was in fact no moral tide that carried all with it. There
was rather a divided Europe in which the peoples were driven at least as much by
muddled feelings of rage and revenge as by lofty thoughts of right and reason. Wil-
son himself had experienced the impact of such vindictiveness during the off-year
elections in the United States, and it was at least as prevalent in Evrope. [French
premier Georges] Clemenceau told the Chamber of Deputies at the end of Decem-
ber that he disagreed with Wilson, although he had, he said, the greatest admiration
for the American president’s “nobie candor” (which was changed in the parliamen-
tary journal to “noble grandeur™); he thereupon won a vote of confidence by a ma-
jority of 380 to 134. [British prime minister] Lloyd George triumphed equally
convincingly in electiens for the House of Commons just before Christmas. His
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coalition of Liberals and Tories, in which the latter were dominant, ran on an elec-
toral program of hate and revenge against Germany with slogans like “Hang the
Kaiser” and “Make Germany Pay,” received no less than 526 of the 707 seats. It
was not Lloyd George himself but the navy minister Sir Eric Geddes who uttered
the notorious words, “We shall squeeze the German lemons until the pips squeak.”

Wilson's moral majority therefore existed only in his poetic imagination, He
was totally out of touch with reality. The Europeans did not know what to make of
his fine words. They asked themselves whether he actually meant what he said. 1
am one of the few people who think him honest,” said Lloyd George to his friends.
But he too was exasperated when the president blew his own horn loudly and gave
no sign that he understood the sacrifices England had made: “Not a word of gener-
ous appreciation issued from his lips.” Wilson, the American, could not establish
an accepted character and place in Europe. The Europeans thought he was Ameri-
can, with his smooth, streamlined face, showing no emotion behind his shining
glasses. . ..

In a word, the European leaders did not like Woodrow Wilson. From the start
there was tension between them. Clemenceau, an old hand in politics, was not the
man to come under the influence of Wilson’s lofty words. He knew the United
States; he had lived there just after the Civil War, spoke English well, and had mar-
ried an American woman. He had no high opinion of American idealism, as was
evident in the witticisms he made at Wilson’s expense. God had needed only ten
commandments, but Wilson fourteen, he jibed. That was a superficial play on
numbers, but there was real bite in his jest that Wilson talked like Jesus Christ but
acted like Lloyd George. Years before, in May 1916, he had been sharply critical
of Wilson's speech before the League to Enforce Peace: “If the Creator needed
seven days to organize a couple of creatures of which the first born instinctively
tore each other apart, Mr. Wilson, in one sovereign word, is going to create men
such as never have been seen, whose first need will be love and universal har-
mony.” And, in reaction to the “peace without victory™ speech, he wrote: “Never
before has any political assembly heard so fine a sermon on what human beings
might be capable of accomplishing if only they weren’t human.” In brief, this was
classic realism confronting classic idealism. No wonder that Theodore Roosevelt
admired Clemencean, even writing to him, “Oh Lord, how 1 wish you were Presi-
dent of the United States.” Clemenceau believed in France and in nothing else.
France must be protected against German aggression, once and for all, and that
could be done only by power, not by a superparliament such as Wilson, who did
not know what Europe wanted. . . .

Wilson believed in his League of Nations as a remedy for all troubles, a mirac-
nlous cure that would work precisely because it was so entwined with the peace
treaty itself. The treaty might not be perfect, he said in April, but with the League
of Nations as an integral part of the treaty, there was a mechanism to improve its
operation.

But actually it worked the other way round, a fact that Wilson completely
missed. The delegates of the Allied countries exploited his League of Nations
proposal to extract concessions from him; the peace tumed out very badly because
he repeatedly made compromises in order to save his beloved plan, carrying it
through the bustling debates to safe harbor. ... “The fact is,” wrote the deeply
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disappointed (diplomat Henry] White in May, “that the League of Nations, in
which he had been more deeply interested than anything else from the beginning,
believing it to be the best if not the only means of avoiding war in the future, has
been played to the limit by France and Japan in extracting concessions from him;
to a certain extent by the British too, and the Treaty as it stands is the result.” . . .

The history of the Versailles peace has called forth a welter of difficult ques-
tions. Was it too harsh, a Dikratfrieden that antomatically elicited a reaction of re-
vanche? Or was it, on the contrary, too mild a settlement, enabling the old forces in
Germany to continue? In any case, is there a direct causal link between 1919 and
19337 Does the guilt for the disastrous consequences lie with the men who, in
Paris, laid down the rules for the future? These are all questions that in their nature
cannot be given a conclusive or logically satisfactory answer. But they are also
questions that cannot be evaded. If this peace were not accepted, Wilson said many
times on his swing through the West in the fail, there would be another war in
twenty years. . ..

How horribly right he proved to be! What he predicted came about just as he
said. But was he himself guiltless? Hadn’t he written the whole scenario for that
future? The defeat [of Germany] was a humiliation, not intended as such by him in
his noble naiveté, but nonetheless felt as such by the vanguished. Humiliation led
to dreams of revenge; the seeds of a new war were put into the soil. Of course, they
would only grow when the climate was favorable, when events, primarily the
Great Depression that began in 1929, permitted. But beyond question the seeds

: were planted by the peace of Versailles. Obviously, too, we must add at once that
 the world of 1919 was far too frightful in its confusion to be straightened out by
§ talks between four heads of state. The problems were overwhelming and the fail-
¢ ure of the Big Four was almost inevitable. . . .

Historians, in their quest for consistency, have to fit Wilson into some pattern,

k if need be, one that takes time into account. This provides a way out: in the jJong
. run, in the future (but with what a frightful intermezzo!), Wilson would be right.
" This is the way Arthur Link, Wilson’s outstanding biographer, approaches the
I question. For him, Wilson’s vision might seem foolish at first sight, because it
| clashed with reality, but there is in fact a “higher realism.” This adds a wider di-
i mension to the problem of Wilson; his deeds then must be judged within the per-
- 8pective of the future. In it his deeds accord with his words; if they were failures in
b the short run, all is reconciled in the perspective of a better future. It is a quite
- Wilsonian idea, paralleling the way Wilson himself saw the League of Nations as

the panacea for all temporary compromises.
But is it possible to separate today and tomorrow from each other in this way?
Is this how the relationship between realism and idealism actually works? What is

| the value of a prophet in politics? These are the questions we constantly encounter.
] There is a deep tragedy within them. Let me repeat: Wilson himself saw and

warned that if there was not a just peace, there would be war again in twenty years.
Does it follow from this that he personally shared in the responsibility for the hor-
rors that would break out two decades later? Link’s reply is that he did not, At Ver-
sailles there was the familiar tension between the ideal and reality, but it is inher-
ent in all human striving. One can only ask why Wilson failed. There are more
than enough reasons. After the armistice he had no means to compel France and
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England; he had been weakened in his own country by the elections; he had formi-
dable opponents in Clemenceau, Lloyd George, (Italian prime minister] Orlando,
and [Italian foreign minister Sidney] Sonnino; his ideal of “open covenants™ was
frustrated. And yet, Link maintains, he gained a reasonable peace that worked and
created a new international order. He snaps at the critics:

It is time to stop perpetuating the myth that the Paris settlement made incvitable the
rise to power of Mussolini, the Japanese militarists, and Hitler, and hence the Second
World War. That war was primarily the result of the Great Depression.

All the same, questions persist. If the war that came in twenty years was not
the consequence of a bad peace, or if it wasn’t such a bad peace after all, was Wil-
son’s forecast just a stab in the dark? But then why reproach the others who op-
posed him?

Wilson’s Battle for the League: Progressive
Internationalists Confront the Forces of Reaction

THOMAS J. KNOCK

As the historian Frederick Jackson Turner once remarked, the age of reform in the
United States was “also the age of socialistic inquiry.” Indeed, by 1912, the Social-
ist Party of America and its quadrennial standard-bearer, Eugene Debs, had at-
tained respectability and legitimacy. The party’s membership exceeded 115,000,
and some 1,200 socialists held public office in 340 municipalities and twenty-four
states. As many as three million Americans read socialist newspapers on a regular
basis. Julius Wayland’s Appeal fo Reason, with 760,000 weekly subscribers,
ranked among the most widely read publications in the world.

The general cast of the four-way presidential campaign of 1912 also lent cre-
dence to Turner’s observation. Notwithstanding the conservatism of the incum-
bent, William Howard Taft, the impact of progressivism on the two main parties,
in tandem with the success of the Socialist party, caused a certain blurring of tradi-
tional political lines. To millions of citizens, a vote for either Woodrow Wilson,
the progressive Democrat, Theodore Roosevelt, the insurgent “Bull Moose™ who
bolted the Republicans to form the Progressive party, or Debs, the Socialist,
amounted to a protest against the status quo of industrial America. And that pro-
test, from top to bottom, sanctioned an unfolding communion between liberals and
socialists practically unique in American history.

In this new age of progressive reform and socialistic inquiry, it would be
Woodrow Wilson’s opportunity and challenge to reconcile and shape domestic and
foreign concerns in ways that no previous chief executive had ever contemplated.
From the start of his tenure, Wilson regularly sought the counsel and support not
only of progressives within and outside the Democratic party, but also of individu-
als of relatively pronounced leftist tendencies. Although its development and
consequences have rarely been scrutinized, Wilson’s communion with the Ameri-

This is an original essay written for this volume based on To End All Wars: Woodrow Wilson and the
Quest for a New Werld Order (New York: Oxford University Press, 1992).

Woodrow Wilson, the First World War, and the League Fight 63

can left, as well as with the liberal-left, exerted a profound impact on his diplo-
macy and, especially, the League of Nations movement. Organizations such as the
Woman’s Peace party, the American Union Against Militarism, and various ele-
ments of the Sccialist party, moreover, made up the most intellectually vital part of
the historically crucial, left-of-center coalition that elected Wilson to a second
term in 1916. These groups were at once the advance guard of the so-called New
Diplomacy in the United States and the impassioned proponents of an American-
ized version of social democracy. From this heady welter emanated most of the
salient components of Wilson’s blueprint for a new world order as well as a pro-
gram for social and economic justice at home,

In August 1914, no one living on the planet could imagine a spectacle as vio-
lent and complicated as the one into which humanity was about to be plunged. In
Septemnber, during the first Battle of the Mame, the Allies and the Central Powers
together suffered more than a million casualties. By the end of 1914, France, alone,

b counted 900,000 dead, wounded, or missing. In all, some ten million people—

mainly Europeans but also hundreds of thousands of Asians and Americans—

- would go to their deaths as a result of the Great War. To the vast majority of
. Americans during the otherwise quiet summer of 1914, the outbreak of such a ti-
. tanic struggle came “as lightning out of a clear sky,” as one editorialist wrote. With
'~ the country’s nearly unanimous approval, President Wilson established a policy of
| neutrality toward all of the belligerents.

In the immediate circumstances of the war, Wilson found himself beset by in-

. numerable complex problems—not the least being Great Britain's naval blockade
| of northern Europe and Germany’s submarine warfare against enemy vessels—for
¥ which there existed few guiding precedents in American history. Fully grasping
. the magnitude of Europe’s grief, the president soon sketched out, in private, a pro-
j gram for avoiding such catastrophes in the future, This document included pro-
. posals to eliminate the production of munitions by private enterprise, to settle
| international disputes through arbitration, and to provide mutual gnarantees (or,
i collective security) for the protection of the contracting parties.

In all of this, it would be misleading to portray a solitary Wilson contemplat-

b ing possible solutions to the world crisis. The League of Nations had many authors
} end the concept was in a constant state of metamorphosis. Wilson’s essential con-
| tribution was grand synthesis and propagation. At a fairly early stage in the war,
| & new internationalist movement came into being in the United States. Two di-
b vergent aggregations of activists—"‘progressive internationalists” and “conserva-

tive internationalists”—composed this movement, Wilson’s relationship with both

i groups was of fundamental importance.

Feminists, liberals, pacifists, socialists, and reformers of varying kinds filled

the ranks of the progressive internationalists. Their leaders included many of the
[ era’s authentic heroes and heroines: Jane Addams of Hull House, the poet-journal-
' ist John Reed, Max Eastman of the Masses, the civil-rights crusader Oswald Garri-

son Villard, and Lillian Wald of New York's Henry Street Settlement, to name a
few. For them the search for a peaceful world order provided a logical common
ground. Peace was indispensable to change itself—to the survival of the labor
movement, to their campaigns on behalf of women’s rights and the abolition of

i child labor, and to social justice legislation in general. If the war in Europe were





