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Mr. President, while I am most emphatically and sincerely opposed to taking any step that will
force our country into the useless and senseless war now being waged in Europe, yet if this
resolution passes I shall not permit my feeling of opposition to its passage to interfere in any way
with my duty either as a Senator or as a citizen in bringing success and victory to American
arms. I am bitterly opposed to my country entering the war, but if, notwithstanding my
opposition, we do enter it, all of my energy and all of my power will be behind our flag in
carrying it on to victory.
The resolution now before the Senate is a declaration of war. Before taking this momentous step,
and while standing on the brink of this terrible vortex, we ought to pause and calmly and
judiciously consider the terrible consequences of the step we are about to take. We ought to
consider likewise the route we have recently traveled and ascertain whether we have reached our
present position in a way that is compatible with the neutral position which we claimed to
occupy at beginning and through the various stages of this unholy and unrighteous war.
No close student of recent history will deny that both Great Britain and Germany have, on
numerous occasions since the beginning of the war, flagrantly violated in the most serious
manner the rights of neutral vessels and neutral nations under existing international law as
recognized up to the beginning of this war by the civilized world.
The reason given by the President in asking Congress to declare war against Germany is that the
German government has declared certain war zones, within which, by the use of submarines, she
sinks, without notice, American ships and destroys American lives. . . . The first war zone was
declared by Great Britain. She gave us and the world notice of it on, the 4th day of November,
1914. The zone became effective Nov. 5, 1914. . . . This zone so declared by Great Britain
covered the whole of the North Sea. . . . The first German war zone was declared on the 4th day
of February, 1915, just three months after the British war zone was declared. Germany gave
fifteen days' notice of the establishment of her zone, which became effective on the 18th day of
February, 1915. The German war zone covered the English Channel and the high seawaters
around the British Isles. . . .
It is unnecessary to cite authority to show that both of these orders declaring military zones were
illegal and contrary to international law. It is sufficient to say that our government has officially
declared both of them to be illegal and has officially protested against both of them. The only
difference is that in the case of Germany we have persisted in our protest, while in the case of
England we have submitted.

What was our duty as a government and what were our rights when we were confronted with
these extraordinary orders declaring these military zones? First, we could have defied both of
them and could have gone to war against both of these nations for this violation of international
law and interference with our neutral rights. Second, we had the technical right to defy one and
to acquiesce in the other. Third, we could, while denouncing them both as illegal, have
acquiesced in them both and thus remained neutral with both sides, although not agreeing with
either as to the righteousness of their respective orders. We could have said to American
shipowners that, while these orders are both contrary to international law and are both unjust, we
do not believe that the provocation is sufficient to cause us to go to war for the defense of our
rights as a neutral nation, and, therefore, American ships and American citizens will go into these
zones at their own peril and risk.
Fourth, we might have declared an embargo against the shipping from American ports of any
merchandise to either one of these governments that persisted in maintaining its military zone.
We might have refused to permit the sailing of any ship from any American port to either of
these military zones. In my judgment, if we had pursued this course, the zones would have been
of short duration. England would have been compelled to take her mines out of the North Sea in
order to get any supplies from our country. When her mines were taken out of the North Sea then
the German ports upon the North Sea would have been accessible to American shipping and
Germany would have been compelled to cease her submarine warfare in order to get any supplies
from our nation into German North Sea ports.
There are a great many American citizens who feel that we owe it as a duty to humanity to take
part in the war. Many instances of cruelty and inhumanity can be found on both sides. Men are
often biased in their judgment on account of their sympathy and their interests To my mind, what
we ought to have maintained from the beginning was the strictest neutrality. If we had done this,
I do not believe we would have been on the verge of war at the present time. We had a right as a
nation, if we desired, to cease at any time to be neutral. We had a technical right to respect the
English war zone and to disregard the German war zone, but we could not do that and be neutral.
I have no quarrel to find with the man who does not desire our country to remain neutral. While
many such people are moved by selfish motives and hopes of gain, I have no doubt that in a great
many instances, through what I believe to be a misunderstanding of the real condition, there are
many honest, patriotic citizens who think we ought to engage in this war and who are behind the
President in his demand that we should declare war against Germany. I think such people err in
judgment and to a great extent have been misled as to the real history and the true facts by the
almost unanimous demand of the great combination of wealth that has a direct financial interest
in our participation in the war.... It is now demanded that the American citizens shall be used as
insurance policies to guarantee the safe delivery of munitions of war to belligerent nations. The
enormous profits of munition manufacturers, stockbrokers, and bond dealers must be still further
increased by our entrance into the war. This has brought us to the present moment, when
Congress urged by the President and backed by the artificial sentiment, is about to declare war
and engulf our country in the greatest holocaust that the world has ever known....
We have loaned many hundreds of millions of dollars to the Allies in this controversy. While
such action was legal and countenanced by international law, there is no doubt in my mind but
the enormous amount of money loaned to the Allies in this country has been instrumental in

bringing about a public sentiment in favor of our country taking a course that would make every
bond worth a hundred cents on the dollar and making the payment of every debt certain and sure.
Through this instrumentality and also through the instrumentality of others who have not only
made millions out of the war in the manufacture of munitions, etc., and who would expect to
make millions more if our country can be drawn into the catastrophe, a large number of the great
newspapers and news agencies of the country have been controlled and enlisted in the greatest
propaganda that the world has ever known to manufacture sentiment in favor of war.
It is now demanded that the American citizens shall be used as insurance policies to guarantee
the safe delivery of munitions of war to belligerent nations. The enormous profits of munition
manufacturers, stockbrokers, and bond dealers must be still further increased by our entrance
into the war. This has brought us to the present moment, when Congress, urged by the President
and backed by the artificial sentiment, is about to declare war and engulf our country in the
greatest holocaust that the world has ever known.
In showing the position of the bondholder and the stockbroker, I desire to read an extract from a
letter written by a member of the New York Stock Exchange to his customers. This writer says:
Regarding the war as inevitable, Wall Street believes that it would be preferable to this
uncertainty about the actual date of its commencement. Canada and Japan are at war and are
more prosperous than ever before. The popular view is that stocks would have a quick, clear,
sharp reaction immediately upon outbreak of hostilities, and that then they would enjoy an oldfashioned bull market such as followed the outbreak of war with Spain in 1898. The advent of
peace would force a readjustment of commodity prices and would probably mean a
postponement of new enterprises. As peace negotiations would be long drawn out, the period of
waiting and uncertainty for business would be long. If the United States does not go to war, it is
nevertheless good opinion that the preparedness program will compensate in good measure for
the loss of the stimulus of actual war.
Here we have the Wall Street view. Here we have the man representing the class of people who
will be made prosperous should we become entangled in the present war, who have already made
millions of dollars, and who will make many hundreds of millions more if we get into the war.
Here we have the cold-blooded proposition that war brings prosperity to that class of people who
are within the viewpoint of this writer.
He expresses the view, undoubtedly, of Wall Street, and of thousands of men elsewhere who see
only dollars coming to them through the handling of stocks and bonds that will be necessary in
case of war. "Canada and Japan,," he says, "are at war, and are more prosperous than ever
before."
To whom does war bring prosperity? Not to the soldier who for the munificent compensation of
$16 per month shoulders his musket and goes into the trench, there to shed his blood and to die if
necessary; not to the broken-hearted widow who waits for the return of the mangled body of her
husband; not to the mother who weeps at the death of her brave boy; not to the little children
who shiver with cold; not to the babe who suffers from hunger; nor to the millions of mothers
and daughters who carry broken hearts to their graves. War brings no prosperity to the great

mass of common and patriotic citizens. It increases the cost of living of those who toil and those
who already must strain every effort to keep soul and body together. War brings prosperity to the
stock gambler on Wall Street-to those who are already in possession of more wealth than can be
realized or enjoyed. . . .
We are taking a step to-day that is fraught with untold danger. We are going into war upon the
command of gold. We are going to run the risk of sacrificing millions of our countrymen's lives
in order that other countrymen may coin their lifeblood into money. And even if we do not cross
the Atlantic and go into the trenches, we are going to pile up a debt that the toiling masses that
shall come many generations after us will have to pay. Unborn millions will bend their backs in
toil in order to pay for the terrible step we are now about to take. We are about to do the bidding
of wealth's terrible mandate. By our act we will make millions of our countrymen suffer, and the
consequences of it may well be that millions of our brethren must shed their lifeblood, millions
of brokenhearted women must weep, millions of children must suffer with cold, and millions of
babes must die from hunger, and all because we want to preserve the commercial right of
American citizens to deliver munitions of war to belligerent nations.
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We have more tiian ouv rights a t stake in this w a r — l a r
more. The deinoeracy, the civilization, the Christianization of
t h e world a r e at s t a k e ; and I believe t h a t America should be
proud of the opportunity to engage in a world-wide fight of
democracy against autocracy a s a token of appreciation of t h e
valued rights whicli she wrested in 1776 from monarchical rule
and which she has enjoyed ever since.
This country h a s been specially favored by Providence; it
has been made a beacon light, a guiding s t a r to those who look
i'or\^-ara to the time when the rule of the people shall be worldwide. It has had the privilege of setting the S t a t u e of Liberty
Enlightening the World in New York Harbor, bespeaking to all
the world democracy, liberty, enlightenment in self-rule. If
we do not respond to this clmllonge to the democracy, not only
of our own country but to the democracy of all the w o r l d ; if
we a r e not ready to dofetfid our own liberty, then we would
better take down the Statue of Liberty Enlightening the World,
which we have erected in New York Harbor, for it would be a
snare and delusion.
Now, siuce Russia has taken her stand with t h e nations of the
earth t h a t believe in se'f-rule and stand for self-government,
this terrible w a r is purely a battle between democracy and
autocracy, and there should be no question of t h e a t t i t u d e of
this Government, or where, when challenged to enter, it should
align itself. I t is the democracy of t h e world against German
Prussianism, A u s t r i a n absolutism, and the luispeakable T u r k ,
who is a stench in the nostrils of t h e Christian nations of t h e
•world and ought long ago to have been driven not only out of
Europe but out of the Holy Land, which he h a s despoiled.
To my mind, this Government h a s an opportunity to do great
service \o t h e world in behalf of all for which it h a s stood for
now nearly 150 years. I t has a chance to secure to the rest of
t h e struggling, panting world some of the right.s which we have
been enjoying for so long to the exclusion of m a n y otlier nations, and when it takes a hand in doing so we will not only
be protecting our own rights but a t the same time upholding
t h e democracy of t h e world in waging a fight on t h e greatest
remaining bulwark of special privilege in t h e world, t h e Prussian dynasty of Germany. We talk much of t h e b u l w a r k s of
special privilege. T h e greatest b u l w a r k of special privilege in
the ^vorld to-day is t h e P r u s s i a n dynasty of Germany. I t is
defiant, confident. I t challenges us, assaults us, u n d e r t a k e s to
drive us from t h e great highway of nations. Shall we respond
or submit? There can be only one answer. Americans never
submit to tyranny,.,.,That day pffBBed-forever in 1776. T h e
spirit of 1776 is here. I t h a s only been dormant. I t is aroused
and will be heard in tones t h a t will reverberate around the
world,
Mr. COLT. Mr. President, I agree with the r e m a r k of t h e
Senator from Virginia [Mr. SWANSON] t h a t t h e time for discussion h a s passed and the time for action has come. I also think
t h a t the most eloquent and effective speech which can be made
a t this time is to cast a vote in t h e affirmative for t h e resolution before tlie Senate in favor of w a r and in support of t h e
President of the United States. At the same time I feel t h a t
I ought, a t least, to say a simple word or two.
To my mind, there a r e t h r e e courses open in this crisis—submission, armed neutrality, or w a r .
Submission can not be
thought of for a moment v^'!len we reflect upon t h e honor and
dignity of the United States. Armed neutrality has been tried
and has proved a failure. Armed neutriility, or defensive warfare, is not adapted to the submarine. Wc can not have a condition of armed neutrality and defend ourselves against t h i s
monster of the sea which lies in ambush. There is, therefore,
no alternative left but war.
I am not going to discuss whether we a r e in a state of w a r or
not. T h e facts have been reviewed and a r c familiar to all. I
regard t h a t we a r e as much in a s t a t e of w a r as if Germany
h a d sent a battleship and bombarded New York City and killed
innocent men, women, and children—innocent n o n c o m b a t a n t s ^
for a merchant ship bearing the United States flag and sailing
peacefully upon the ocean is a portion of the territory of t h e
United States, and when, under t h e authority of a foreign Government, t h a t shi]) is sunk without w a r n i n g and t h e lives on
board a r c sacrificed, t h a t is an act of war.
T h e Senator from Montana [Mr. MYEKS] h a s said tiiat the
battle to be fought is between autocracy and democracy. I
would change t h a t phraseology. To my mind, t h e battle to be
fought is between democracy and P r u s s i a n militarism. I t is t h e
domination of the military power of P r u s s i a which is a menace
t o the world, to civilization, and to democracy. Germany is
Prussianized. The P r u s s i a n military system is a system of blood
a n d iron. I t substitutes force for law, and t h e battle to-day is
simply—the issue is sharply defined in my own mind—tlie battle
to-day is simply for the overthrow of P r u s s i a n militarism, and

nothing else. I t is P r u s s i a n militarism wiiicb t h r e a t e n s to destroy liberty, civilization, Christianity, a n d a l l - t h a t we hold
dear as an enlightened people.
P r u s s i a n militarism is t h e system of the Slidille Ages. T h e
U-boat controversy is a mere incident in it. I t is a system of
cruelty, of outrage, of the nonrecognition of international law
a n d of all h u m a n rights. I t is a system of the use of force at
any cost; a system which says t h a t self-preservation justifies t h e
employment of any means, however cruel and savage. I t is a
system which h a s now a r r a y e d the civilized world against
Germany.
If we a r e going to w a r upon t h a t issue we know w h a t oui'
t a s k is. T h a t t a s k Is the destruction of tlie military system of
P r u s s i a which h a s poisoned Germany, has extended its poison
to Austria-Hungary, and will poison the civilization of the world
if it is allowed to conquer.
I feel, Mr. President, tliat t h a t is the issue—a momentous
one—and I feel in my h e a r t where our people, our Kepulilic,
should stand In the presence of t h a t world-wide, mouientoiis
issue. We w a n t to stand where the President of the United
States has placed us in his message. W a r means the overpowering of the enemy—the utter defeat of tlie enemy. We
w a n t to avail ourselves of every means a t hand ; we w a n t to
join t h e allies; we w a n t to join the neutrals if they will come
with u s ; and, presenting a solid, united body of nations and
countries devoted to civilization and liberty, let us join with all
and fight t h e good fight until victory crowns our banners.
Mr. LA POLLPjTTE. Mr. President, Congressman HEI.GE.SKN,
of North Dalvota, having undergone a severe surgical operation,
is lying in his bed of pain in a hospital in tliis city. H e has requested me to read on t h e floor of the Senate a letter whicli he
has received from one of his constituents. Through his secro
tary, he has advised me t h a t tlie thousands of letters and tele
grams t h a t come to him on the question that is pending before
tills body to-day bear to him one message of uniform protest
against war.
Tlie letter whicli I am requested to read this afternoon is from
Mrs. H. A. Woods, who signed herself ''A North Dakota F a r m
Woman " :
FLASHER, N. DAK., March 29, IV'lt.
Hon. IlEN'EY T. IlKrCESEX,
Washinrilon,
D. C.
DEAR S I R ; The United States, ancordiiis to tlie news^paper report.^,
is on the brlnlc o£ entering the European w a r " (or the salce of humanity," a g a i n s t which act I emphatically protest. Did the mother of t h e
poorer, thrifty classes, who spent many wakeful n i g h t s during the infancy of her hoy, who went faint and weak, who got along w i t h o u t necessities in the way of clothing, who patched and stinted, in order to feed
and clothe her boy, go through those sacrifices to send her boy to a
slaughterhouse to be butchered ? And w h a t h a s t h a t boy done to be
sacrificed, to be made t o suffer until he goes insane, to lose his eyesight,
to lose an a r m or a leg or both V Where does the h u m a n i t y and the justice come in ?
I am not a German or a German sympathizer, but I sympathi;^e with
t h e mothers and the proposed victims who a r e to be sacrificed on the
.altar of greed to enable money-making concerns who have made piles and
piles of money to make still more money.
Let the United States Government confiscate the German vessels now
in the harbors of t h e United States and hold them as hostages for prope r t y destroyed by submarines. The maudlin s y m p a t h y with women who
lose their lives on t h e high seas these days is ridiculous. Let t h e women
stay a t home, where they belong.
I protest against compulsory military service, except, should it ever be
needed, for home defense,
I protest, in t h e name of humanity, against the taking a w a y of husbands, fathers, sons, and brothers to be butchered, a s proposed by t h e
proallies' paid press, from t h e American women a n d children, leaving
the l a t t e r to meet financial ruin, misery, and, in some cases, death from
broken h e a r t s .
Tlie lower middle clas.ses, a percent.age of them in t h e large cities,
live under economic conditions which enable them to raise but one or
two children t o a family. I s t h e sinking of a few merchant vessels
w o r t h even one life brought up a t the expense of so many sacrifices?
By laying the above protests before the United States Congress, you
would greatly oblige,
A NORTH D A K O H FARM W O M . W .

•

—-Mr. LA FOI>LETTE. Mr. President, I h a d supposed until
recently t h a t it was the duty of Senators and Representatives
in Congress to vote a n d act according to their convictions on all
public m a t t e r s t h a t came' before them for consideration and
decision.
I.
SIAN'DIXG B.iCK OF THE PRESIDENT.

Quite another doctrine h a s recently been promulgated b.v
certain newspapers, which unfortunately seems to have found
considerable support elsewhere, and t h a t is the doctrine of
" standing back of t h e President," witliout inquiring whether
t h e President is right or wrong. For myself I have never subscribed to t h a t doctrine and never shall. I shall support tlie
President in the measures he proposes when I believe them to bo
right. I shall oppose measures proposed by the President when
I believe them to be wrong. T h e fact t h a t the m a t t e r which
the President submits for consideration is of tiie greatest iiu-
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l)ortance is only an additional reason w h y we should be sure
iliat we !ire right and not to be .swerved from t h a t conviction
01' intimidated in its expression Iiy any influence of power whatsoever. If it is impoi'tant for u s t o .speak a n d vote our convictions in m a t t e r s of internal policy, though w e m a y unfortunately be in disagreement witli t h e President, it is infinitely
more important for u s to speak and vote our convictions when
the question is one of peace or war, certain to involve t h e lives
and fortunes of inany of onr people and, it mtiy be, t h e destiny
of all of them and of t h e civilized wiJrld a s well. If, unhappily, on such momentous questions t h e jnost patient research
and conscientious consideration we could give t o t h e m leave
us ill (lisagi'eoinent with t h e President, I know of no course to
tiili(> excejit to oi>pose, regretfully b u t not the less firmly, the
flciiiiiiids of tlie Executive.
IL

Al'EIL 4,

44 States i n , t h e Union. They have been assoi'ted according to
whetiier they ,speak in criticism or connnondationof my course
in opposing w a r .
Assorting t h e 15,000 letters and telegrams by States in t h a t
way, 9 out of 10 a r e a n unqualified indorsement of my course in
opposing w a r with Germany on t h e issue presented. I offer only
a few selected hastily j u s t before I came upon t h e floor which
especially r e l a t e to public sentiment on t h e question of w a r .
Mr. President, let me say t h a t t h e city of Monroe, Wis., is tlie
county seat of Green County, which borders on tlie State of
Illinois. I a m not able t o s t a t e exactly t h e percentage of thi!
nationalities of t h e people, b u t I know t h a t t h e foundation
stocjv of t h a t little city w a s of New England origin. I n the last
10 or 15 or 20 years a great many Swiss have come into t h e
county.
But, Mr. President, it is a good town, typical of any town of
ARMKD XEUTRALITV.
like size i n any State in tlie Union. They held a n election there
On t h e 2(1 of tins month t h e President addressed a com- e n tlie 2d day of April, a n d t h e following vote w a s polled upon
immication to t h e Senate and House in which he advised t h a t the question of declaring w a r against Germany. T h e telegram
he Congress declare w a r against Germany and t h a t this <3ov- reporting t h e vote is a s follows;
ei-iinient " assert all its powers ami employ all its resources to
Monroe election votes on referendum on war question. For peace,
bring t h e Government of t h e German Empire to t e r m s and end S54 ; icr war, 95,
riie w a r . "
I am informed t h a t in a Massachusetts referendum by postal
On Fel>ruary 26, 3917, Hie President addressed t h e Senate card 20,000 postal cards were sent out, and t h e r e t u r n s t h u s
;IIH! t h e House upon the conditions existing -between this Gov- far show 66 per cent against w a r ; 63 per cent against conscrip(•riiment and tlie German Empire, and at t h a t time said, " I am tion. T h e following form wsis submitted in taking t h e vote in
not; now proposing or contemplating w a r or any steps tliat need M a s s a c h u s e t t s :
lend to It." * * * " I request t h a t you will autliorize me to
President Wilson said : " I would rather know what the people are
supiily our merchant ships w i t h defensive arms, should t h a t thinking out there around their quiet firesides than to know what is
going
on in the cloakrooms of the Capitol."
l»e<'ome necessary, and with t h e means of using them " against
What do you think of the two questions on the other side?
wiiat he cliaracterized a s t h e unlawful a t t a c k s of German subMark your cross. We will see that your Congressman hears. Do it
marines.
now and mail Immediately.
A bill w a s introduced, and it w a s attempted to r u s h i t
EMERCEXCY PEACH COMMITTEE OP MASSACHFSBTTS,
jiiO Bolstvn Street, Room SrIS.
tlirongh the closing hours of the last session of Congress, t o
Telephone
Beach
GS99,
give t h e I'resident t h e powers requested, namely, t o a r m our
MARCH
2T,
1017.
nu'r(-]iniit ships, and to place upon tliem guns and gunners from
our Navy, to be used against German submarines, and to employ
REFERENDUM KOR MASSACHUSETTS COXGRESSMEX.
such other instrumentalities and methods a s might in his
Tes.
No.
.itidgment and discretion seem necessary a n d adequate to pro1. Do you be)iev« that the Interest of humanity
tect such vessels. T h a t measure did not pass.
would best be served b,y the United States keeping
I t is common liuo^'sledge t h a t the President, acting witliout out of the European war ?
2. Do you oppose the adoption of conscription as
ii.ulhoi'ity from Congress, did a r m our merchant ships with guns
and gunners from our Navy, and s(;nt them into t h e prohibited dangerous to American democracy?
" w a r zone." At t h e time t h e President addressed u s on t h e Name
..
2d of April there w a s absolutely no change in tlie conditions Street
tietween this (Government a n d Germany. T h e effect of a r m i n g Town or city
,
;
merchant ships h a d not been tested as a defensive measure.
I received this telegram April 2 from Flint, Mich.;
Vote taken this afternoon in thjrd precinct, first ward ; question. Shall
I^ilte press reports indicate, however, t h a t tJie Aztec, a United
war IJSO.
States armed merchantman, h a s been sunk in t h e prohibited we enter war on European soil? Kesults—for war 20, against
L. E. LAKSOX.
zone, -A-hetlier with mines or a torpedo, I believe, h a s not been
T do not know Mi*. Lar.son. X know little or nothing :i!)out
established, so tlie responsibility for this sinking can not, so Flint, Mich. 1 do not know whether it h a s a German population
far as I know at this time, bo placed.
or a mixed population. T h e .senior Senator from tiiat Si.-ite
0
When t h e request w a s m a d e by t h e President on F e b r u a r y 26 [Mr. S M I T H ] says t h a t it is a mixed population.
f(u- audiority to a r m merchant ships, t h e granting of such auI have this from Slieboygan, W'is. Sheboygan is a ratlier
thority w a s opposed by certain Members of t h e House a n d by
y certain Senators, of whicli I w a s one. I made a t t h a t time a strong German county in tlie S t a t e of Wisconsin. I expected to
[ careful investigation of t h e subject, and became convinced t h a t have h a d here noted on t h e telegram t h e exact percentage of t h e
\ arming our merchant ships w a s wholly futile and its only German vote. I glanced a t it myself in my office, b u t I dirt
vpurpose and effect would be to l u r e our mercliantmen t o dan- not have a t h a n d t h e last census. T h e Wisconsin Bluebook,
ger, a n d probably result in t h e destruction of t h e vessels and •which gives t h e figures for 1905, shows t h e r e were then over
in t h e loss of t h e lives of those on board. T h e representatives 50,000 population a n d 10,000 of German birtli. This telegram is
of t h e President on this floor then liaving t h a t bill in charge dated April 3. I might say t h a t our .spring election is held in
saw fit, by methods I do not care to characterize, to prevent my Wisconsin on t h e 2d day of April, when all t h e municipal officers
.speaking upon t h e m e a s u r e and giving to t h e Senate a n d to in t h e townships a n d in t h e villages a n d cities a r e elected. I t
brings out a fairly representative v o t e :
the country such information as I had upon t h e subject.
SHEBOYGAN, WIS,, April S, 1917.
• Under t h e circumstances, I did t h e only thing t h a t seemed Hon. ROBERT M . LA FOLLETTE,
))r;ictical to me, and t h a t w a s to give sucii publicity a s I w a s
Washington, D. C:
able through the press to t h e fact t h a t the proposition to a r m
By referendum vote taken the last two days of the qualified electors
merchant ships would be wholl.y futile, and could only result of the city of Sheboygan on the question. Shall our country enter into
in loss of t h e lives and property of our own people, without the European war? 4,082 voted no and 17 voted yes. Certified to as
accomplisliing t h e results intended. O l regret to say t h a t tlie correct.
F. VOLRATII,
President, according to statements in t h e public press purO. A . liAS.SUENEK,
porting to emanate from him, and ^vhich have never been de.4DA3I T R E S T E R ,
nied, saw fit to characterize a s " w i l l f u l " t h e conduct of the
Canvassers.
Senators who, in obedience to their consciences and their oaths
I received also t h e following. A vote w a s t a k e n not only in
of office, opposed t h e arined-ship bill, and to charge t h a t in so the city of Sheboygan, b u t in t h e county of Sheboygan, repredoing they were not representing t h e people by whose .suffrages senting t h e country or farmer v o t e :
they a r e here. I Jiuow of no graver charge t h a t could be made
SIIEROTGAX, WIS,, April !,, 1917,
against t h e official conduct of a n j IMeniber of tliis body t h a n Hon. ROBERT M. LA FOLLETTE,
Senate,
Wasliiuffion,
D.
C.
t h a t his official action w a s t h e result of a " w i l l f u l " — t h a t is, ' DEAR SIR : Since sending the last telegram,
in the referendum vote
an unreasoned a n d perverse—purpose.
wt/ taken by the qualifled electors of Sheboygan County outside the city of
Sheboygan 2,0.^il voted against our country entei-ing into the European
Mr. President, many of my colleagues on both sides of this floor war. No votes were cast in favor of war. Ccrtilied to as correct by
have from day to day offered for jmblieation in t h e llEooim mes- the canva.ssers, •
OTTO A. BASSUEXER.
sages and letters r<jceived from their con.stitnents. I have reV. VOLLRATII.
ceived some 15,0lX) lettei's and telegrams. Tliey have come from
ADAM TRESTER.
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The next telegram is not a report upon any election. I presume very few of them were held. It is a telegram from Melrose, Mass., sent to me by Mr. Henry W. Pinkham. I do not
know him. I read it as handed to me by one of my secretaries:
M E L R O S E , MASS.., April

3, 1917.

S e n a t o r ROBERT M . L A F O L L E T T E ,

Washington,
D . G.:
The President's message explicitly a n d completely vindicates you in
opposing armed n e u t r a l i t y . Stand firm against w a r a n d tiie future
will honor you. Collective homicide can n o t establish h u m a n r i g h t s .
F o r our country to enter t h e Europ.ean w a r would be treason to
'humanity.
HENRY W . P I N K H A M .

And the following:
W A L L A C E , IDAHO, April

S, 1917.

Senator L A FOLLETTE,

Washington,
T). C:
Mailed you to-day 400 si.gnatures of indorsement from t h i s district to
you a n d colleagues on your stand of March 4.
L . SCHULLBR.
R A C I N E , W I S , , April

i, 1017.

S e n a t o r ROBERT M . L A F O L L E T T E ,

Washington.
D. C:
Four thou.sand people assembled a t t h e Auditorium last n i g h t ; lots
American s e n t i m e n t ; no enthusiasm for w a r ; recruits were asked for ;
cnlv seven men olfered themselves for enlistment. This shows there is
no w a r sentiment in Racine. Resolutions were spoken of, b u t no a t t e m p t w a s made t o p a s s them. Audience w a s n o t for w a r . I approve
your stand.
„
ARTHUR EHRLICK.

SE.1TTLE, W A S H . , April i, 1917.
ROBERT M . L A F O L L E T T E ,

Senate Chamher, Washington,
D. 0.:
Good work. People with you. S t r a w referendum signed to-da? a t
public market, city streets, shows 31 for w a r declaration, 374 against.
Press brazenly reporting w a r demand of meetings where vote is against
w a r . I t presidential election were to-morrow, you would have best
chance.
A N N A L O U I S E STRONG,

Member Seattle

School

Board.

B E R K E L E Y , C A L , , April

.}, 1917.

S e n a t o r R. M. LA F O L L E T T E ,

Washington.
D. C:
Having sounded t h e opinions of j u n i o r s a n d seniors taking electrical
engineering a t t h e University of California to-day, I have foundation on
which to base my s t a t e m e n t t h a t practically none of u s enthuse a t all
over w a r . We believe t h e country can do most good by avoiding i t .
We p u t t r u s t in you.
„ ,,
GLENN K . MORRISON.

]\Ir. LA FOLLETTE. In addition to the foregoing telegrams,
I submit the following, which has just been placed In my hands:
A wire fi-om Chicago received this afternoon from Grace Abbott, of Hull House, says tliat in city council election held yesterday John Kennedy received the largest plurality of any of
the city councilmen elected. His plurality Avas 6,157 votes in
his ward. On account of his stand against war, every nev,-spapcr
in Chicago opposed him bitterly througliout the campaign.
Titr. Kennedy made his campaign on the war issue, and in every
spe(>cli he took occasion to declare himself as against war.
There was received in Washington to-day a petition against
war with over 6,120 bona fide signers, which were secured in
the city of Minneapolis in one day, and a wire late this afternoon states that 11,000 more names have been secured to that
petition.
In New Ulm, Minn., at an election, according to a telegram
received this afternoon, 485 votes were cast against war to 19
for Avar.
A telegram received from Philadelphia this afternoon expresses
tersely the sentiment of the people. It reads:
President Wilson said German people were not consulted about entering the war. Were Ave?
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He says in the same address:
I t [arming merchant ships] is practically certain t o draw ns into t h e
w a r w i t h o u t either t h e rights or t h e effectiveness of belligerents.

I take satisfaction in noting that this is exactly Avhat I stated
in an editorial In my magazine, which was published a short
time after the armed-ship bill discussion.
I Avill read jitet a paragraph or two from that editorial:

The armed ship bill w a s n o t only unconsititutional, it w a s , in my
Judgment, foolish a n d inadequate. I t pleased t h e supporters of t h i s
bill t o assume t h a t i t w a s only necessary t o place guns on merchant
ships in order t o defend them successfully a g a i n s t submarine a t t a c k .
There Avas no evidence before Congress t h a t would Avarrant t h e conclusion t h a t a r m i n g these ships would atlford protection.
1. T h e available evidence points t o t h e futility of such a r m a m e n t .
The Laeonia Avas armed, b u t she w a s torpedoed twice a n d sunk w i t h o u t
a chance to fire a shot. Merchant ships of t h e allies a r e armed. Their
great loss of tonnage is conclusiA'O evidence t h a t guns planted on merc h a n t ships a r e ineffectual in Avarding off submarine a t t a c k . I t is
criminal t o lure from our harbors our merchant ships with passengers,
crew, a n d freight t o embarlc on a A'oyage fraught Avith such imminent
peril in t h e belief t h a t they may resist a t t a c k .

I venture to read two or three more paragraphs:
2. T h e first question Ave should ask ourselves, before Ave enter on t h i s
w a r w i t h our armed merchantmen or our Navy for t h e express purpose
of m a i n t a i n i n g our r i g h t t o t h e seas, is : W h a t Avill happen t o our ships?
If i t is so easy t o clear t h e t r a n s - A t l a n t i c lanes of submarines, Avhy
is n o t t h e British Admiralty keeping them open a n d free for our commerce—since our carrying t r a d e across t h e Atlantic now consists of
supplies for t h e allies—food and ammunition? From all we can learn
it a p p e a r s t h a t t h e British Navy is not a t t e m p t i n g this perilous task,
but is keeping inside carefully guarded harbors.
W h a t assurance have Ave t h a t we can clear t h e German Avar Kone
with armed merchantmen or with battleships as conA'oys or with a n y
of t h e so-called " submarine chasers " ?
Manifestly it is a n u n d e r t a k i n g which t h e British Admiralty declines
for good a n d sufficient reason.
The American public is being woefully deceiA'cd. We a r e derided
for hiding behind t h e British Navy. Moving pictures p o r t r a y our lieet
firing on sutmiarines t h a t i n s t a n t l y go to t h e bottom. T h e daily papers
a r e filled Avitli stuff t h a t would lead u s t o believe t h a t we need only
declare- Avar, order out our fleet to scour t h e seas, a n d t h e v.'ar is ended
and won.
I t is admitted t h a t t h e submarine discharges Its torpedo with deadly
accuracy a t a range of 2 t o 4 miles.
I t i s a d m i t t e d t h a t t h e submarine, w i t h i t s hull submerged scA'cral
feet below t h e surface a n d exposin.g nothing b u t i t s periscope, can discharge i t s torpedo Avith equal chance to achieve i t s purpose.
The periscope furnishes a t a r g e t no larger t h a n a sailor's cap for
m e r c h a n t a n d naval gunners t o fire a t .
I have t h e best a u t h o r i t y for t h e s t a t e m e n t t h a t t h e chances of h i t t i n g
a t a r g e t of t h a t size a t t h e distance of 2 miles, or of damaging a sul)m a r i n e so submerged, Avould in a hundred shots be practically zero.
WAR-MAD P R E S S BREEDS INTOLERANCE.

It is unfortunately true that a portion of the irresponsible
and Avar-crazed press, feeling secure in the authority of the
President's condemnation of tlie Senators Avho opposed the
armed-ship bill, have published the most infamous and scurrilous libels on the honor-of the Senators AAdio ©imposed that
bill. I t Avas particularly unfortunate tliat such malicious falsehoods should fill the public press of the country at a time Avhen
every consideration for our country required tliat a spirit of
fairness should be observed in the discussions of the momentous questions under consideration.
A member of the British Parliament is visiting in this country. He has had some opportunity to observe this new spirit of
intolerance that has been bred In the press and throu.gh the
press in the United States witliin tlie last few months that challenges the right of any man to utter his independent judgment
on a question vital, sir, to the people of this Nation; vital to the
interests of this Government. It lias led him to institute some
comparisons between tlie conditions that prevail in Great Britain, a part of that Avar-torn territory of Europe, and the conditions that prevail here, where Ave still have peace. I have this
comment of his upon It. I am not permitted to use his name,
though he may be within the sound of my voice.
(Signed)
COMMON P E O P L E .
He said:
And Congressman LTJKDEEN, representing the Minneapolis district, informs me that In response to letters addressed by i)oll
In England we feel t h a t t h e theory of democracy requires t h e fullest
frankest discussion of every measure. Vfe feel t h a t t h e minority
lists to every voter in his district lias up to this liour brought in and
h a s a r i g h t to a respectful hearing. This is t h e only Avay you can
returns from nearly 8,000 voters against declaring war on Ger- carry on a democracy, a n d keep i t a democracy.
'
'many to less than 800 Avlio favor such a declaration.
Another strange tiling I find is t h a t in America you seem to expect
Avhen t h e minority is beaten i t Avill a t once capitulate, declare i t
> Do not these messages indicate on the part of the people a thhaas t been
a n d Join t h e majority. This is n o t democracy
deep-seated conviction that the United States should not enter either. I ninEtnhgel awrong,
n d d u r i n g t h e Boer W a r a n d t h i s w a r , b u t especially
the European Avar? The armed-ship bill meant war. Senators in t h e Boer W a r , t h e r e Avas a n organized minority in P a r l i a m e n t —
h a s been in time of Avar. I n t h e Boer W a r t h i s minority
who opposed Its being forced through Congress iiythe closing there always
by no less a person t h a n David Lloyd-George.
^ Jiours of the session Avere rebuked by the President^ It is highly wasIf led
you make i t an American policy t h a t Avhen tlie majority h a s once
important, therefore, to note at this time that th#PresIdent in spoken, t h e r i g h t a n d duty of t h e minority to express itself a n d fight
for w h a t i t believes in ends, yon have lost your democracy. There is
his address on the 2d of tliis month takes the same view of no
safety or wisdom i n t r y i n g to suppress t h o u g h t or t o force m e n t o
arming merchant ships that Avas entertained by at least some silence,
of the Senators, including myself, Avhen the armed-ship bill Avas
CONSTITUTION GIA'ES RIGHTS TO MINORITY.
before us for consideration. In his address of April 2 the PresiMr. President, let me make anotlier suggestion. I t is this:
dent said:
That a minority in one Congress—mayhap a small minority I
I t is impossible to defend ships against their (submarine) a t t a c k s a s In one ConrfeBt-^_-i .testing, exercising the rights Avhich tlie I
t h e laAV of n a t i o n s h a s assumed t h a t merchantmen Avould defend them- Constituf
• ^'
-n a minority, may really be representing •.
selves again<!t privateers or cruisers, visible craft giving chase on t h e
the W'
e country, and if, exercising tlie right
open sea.
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that the Constitution gives them, they succeed in defeating for
the time being tlie AA'ill of the majority, they are but carrying out
what was in the mind of the framors of the Constitution;
that you may have from time to time in a legislative body
a majority in numbers that really docs not represent the principle of democracy; and that if the question could be deferred
and carried to the people it Avould be found tha^a minority was
the real representative of the public opinion.l So, Mr. President, it was that they Avrote into the Constitution that a President—that one man—may put his judgment against the will of
a majority not only in one brancli of the Congress but in both
branches of the Congress; that lie may defeat the measure that
they have agreed upon and may set his one single judgment
above the majority judgment of the Congress. That seems,
Avhen yon look at it nai^edly, to be in violation of the principle
that the majority sliall rule; and so it is. Wliy Is that power
given? It is one of those checks provided by the wisdom of tlie
fathers to prcA'ent the majority from abusing the power that
they chance to liave, when they do not reflect the real judgment,
tlie opinion, the AVill of the majority of tlie people that constitute the sovereign power of the democracy.
We have had three immigration bills passed by Congress
much in tlie same form, varying in some particulars, Avhich
have been vetoed by President Taft and tAvice vetoed by President Wilson. At recurring elections the people send back the
Jlembers who have passetl that bill by an overAvhelming majority ; and still the President, exercising that poAver—that oneman power—vetoes the legislation ratified by the people at the
polls through the election of Members of Congress—through the
election and reelection of Members of Congress Avith tliat legislation one of the iiaramount issues. Mr. President, that might
have been cliaracterized as the exercise of a willful disposition,
but It was not.
So, too, Mr. President, we find that the framers of that groat
instrument wrote inio it that one-fifth of the Members of either
one of the two bodies of Congress might liold in check the autocratic use of poAver by the majority on any question whatsoever.
They armed a minority of one-fifth of tlie body with the power
to filibuster; the poAver to demand a roll call—not a roll call,
as some of the State constitutions provide, only upon matters
which carry appropriations, but a roll call on every sin.gle question upon Avhich it pleases one-fifth of the body to demand a roll
call.
SUPREME POWER I S IN THE PEOPLE.

What was the purpose of It? Not to make a record, for parliamentary legislative history shows that they had that right
prior to that time, and always had it and could exercise it.
No, no; it Avas the foresight of the makers of the Constitution
of this great Government of ours desiring to perpetuate not the
semblance of democracy but real democracy, and they said,
" There may be times Avhen a majority, swept either by passion
or misinformation, may do a wrongful thing to tliis Republic,
and we Avill arm the minority in such emergencies against the
undue exercise of majority poAver by placing in the hands of
one-fifth the right to demand a roll call on every question."
Exercised in the late hours of the session of a Congress it
would easily be possible for them to demand rolL calls in such
a Avay as to make an extra session necessary. JBut, oh, Mr.
President. Ave have always and ever in this Republic of ours
back of Congresses and statutes and back of Presidents the supreme power, the sovereign poAver of the people, and they can
correct our errors and mistakes and our Avrongdoing. They
can take us out of otir places, and if Ave abuse any i)OAver Avliich
the Constitution puts in tlie hands of a minority, it lies Avitli
them to call us to account; and the more Important, the more
profoundly and intensely important the question upon Avhich
such a poAver is abused by a minority, tlie more SAVift and sweeping will be the punishment by the people for the Avrongful exercise of it.l
We ne«l not disturb ourselves because of Avhat a minority
may do. There is always lodged, and alAvays Avill be, thank the
God above us, poAver in the people supreme. Sometimes it
sleeps, sometimes it seems the sleep of death; but, sir,fltlie sovereign power of the people never dies. It ma.y be suppressed
for a time, it may be misled, be fooled, silenced. I think, Mr.
President, that it is being denied expression noAV. I think there
will come a day when it Avill have expression.
The poor, sir, Avho are the ones called upon to rot in the
trenches, have no organized poAver, liave no press to A'oice theirAvill upon this question of peace or war; but, oh, Mr. President,"
at some time they Avill be heard. I hope and I believe they AVIII
he heard in an orderly and a peaceful way. I think they may
be heard from before long. I think, sir, _tf_Ave take tliis step,
Avheu the people to-day Avho are stagger,'" >i- the burden of
supporting families at the present pric^
'"*of life
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find those prices multiplied, Avhen they are raised a hundred per
cent, or 200 per cent, as they Aviil be quickly, aye, sir, Avhcn beyond that tliose who pay taxes come to have their taxes doubled
and again doubled to pay the interest on the nontaxable bonds
held by Morgan and his combinatiotis, Avhicli have been issued
to meet this war, tliero Avill come an awakening; tliey Avill liave
their day and they Avill be heard. It will be as certain and as
inevitable as the return of the tides, and as resistless, too.
I promise my colleagues that I Avill not be temiited again to
turn aside from tlie thread of my discussion as I liave outlined
it here, and I Avill hasten Avifh all possible speed.
MAY NOT THE PRESIDENT BE WRONG AGAIN?

NoAV that the President has In his message to us of April 2
admitted the A-ery charge against tlie armed-ship bill Avhich Ave
made I trust that ho is fully convinced that the conduct of the
Senators on the occasion in question Avas not unreasoned and
obstinate, but that it was inspired by quite as liigh purposes
and motives as can Inspire the action of any public official.
I Avould not, however, have made this personal reference did
not the question it suggests go to the very heart of the matter
noAV under consideration. If the President VA'as Avrong Avhen he
proposed armln.g the ships; if tliat policy was, as he noAV says,
" certain to draAV us into the war without either the rights or the
Wectiveness of belligerents," is it so certain lie is riglit noAV
Avhen lie demands an unqualified declaration of war against
Germany? If those Members of Congress Avho Avere supporting
the President then Avere Avrong, as it appears from the President's
statement now they were, should not that fact xiromiit them to
inquire carefully Avhether they are right in supporting the proposed declaration of Avar? If the armed-sliip bill involved a
course of action that Avas hasty and ill advised, may it not AVell
be that this proposed declaration of war, Avhlch Is being so hotly
pressed, is also ill advised? Witli that thought in mind let us,
Avith the earnestness and the singleness of purpose Avhich the
momentous nature of the question Involves, be calm enough and
brave enough to examine further tlie President's address of
April 2.
III.
*• PROMISE " OF THE GERMAN GOVERNMENT.

In his address of April 2 the President says;
Since April of last year t h e Imperial Government had somewhat
restrained the commands of its undersea craft in conformity with its
promise then given to us t h a t passenger boats should not be sunk, a n d
t h a t due Avarning would be given to all other vessels Avhich its submarines might seek to destroy Avhen no resistance Avas offered or escape
attempted, and care taken t h a t their crews were given a t least a fair
chance to save their lives in their open boats.

Beside that statement I Avish to place exactly Avhat the German Governnient did say :
The German Government, moreoA'er, is prepared to do its utmost to
confine the operations ol Avar for t h e r e s t of its duration to the fighting
forces ol the belligerents, thereby also i n s u r i n g t h e freedom of the seas,
a principle upon which the CTerma.n Government believes, noAV as before,
t o be in agreement with t h e Government of t h e United S t a t e s . •
The German Government, guided by t h i s idea, notifies t h e Government of the United States t h a t the German naval forces have received
the following orders ; In accordance Avith the general principles of visit
and search and destruction of m e r c h a n t A'csseis recognized by international law, such vessels, both Avithin and w i t h o u t t h e a r e a declared a s
naval w a r zone, shall not be sunk w i t h o u t w a r n i n g and w i t h o u t saving
human lives, unless these ships a t t e m p t to escape or offer resistance.
But n e u t r a l s can not expect t h a t Germany, forced to fight for her existence, shall, for t h e sake of n e u t r a l interest, restrict t h e use of a n
effective weapon if her enemy is permitted to continue to apply a t will
methods of w a r f a r e violating the rules of i n t e r n a t i o n a l laAv. Such a
demand would be infcompatible with the character of n e u t r a l i t y , and
t h e German Government is convinced t h a t t h e Government of the United
States does not think of making such a demand, knowing t h a t the Government of the United States h a s repeatedly declared t h a t it is determined to restore the principle of t h e freedom ol the seas, from w h a t e v e r
q u a r t e r it is violated.
'Accordingly t h e German Government is confident t h a t , in consequence of the new orders issued to its na\'al forces, t h e Government of
t h e United States will now also consider all Impediments removed which
may have been in the way of a m u t u a l cooperation t o w a r d the restoration of the freedom of the seas during the war, as suggested in t h e
note of J u l y 23. 1915, and it does not doubt t h a t the Government of
the United States will noAV demand and insist t h a t the British Govern-ment shall f o r t h w i t h observe the rules of InternationaUlaAv universally
recognized before t h e w a r as they a r e laid down in the notes presented
by t h e Government ol the United S t a t e s to t h e British Government on
December 28, 1914, and Ndvember 5, 1915. Should t h e steps taken
by the Government of t h e United States not a t t a i n the object it desires,
to have t h e laws ol h u m a n i t y followed by all belligerent nations, the
German Government would then be facing a new situation, in Avhich it
m u s t reserve itself complete liberty of decision. (May 4, 1916.)

It must be perfectly apparent therefore that the promise, so
called, of the German Government Avas conditioned upon England's being brought to obedience of international law in her
naval warfare. Since no one contends that England Avas brouglit
to conduct her naval operations in accordance Avith International laAV, and even the poor protests our Government has
lodged against her shoAV that she has not done so, Avas it quite
fair to lay before the country a statement Avhich Implies tliat
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Germany had made an unconditional promise Avhicli she has
dishonorably violated?
This is a time of all times Avhen the public mind should be
calm, not inflamed; Avhen accuracy of statement is vitally essential to presenting the issues to the Congress and to the people
of the country.
IV.
GERMANY'S HUMAXE PRACTICES.

In his message of April 2 the President says:

I was tor a little while unable to belicA-e t h a t such things [referring
to German submarine methods ol warfare] Avould in fact be done by
any (Jovernment t h a t had heretofore subscribed to the humane practices
of dv-ilized nations. I n t e r n a t i o n a l law had its origin in the a t t e m p t to
set up some law which would be respected and observed upon the sea,
where no nation had right of dominion and where lay t h e free highways
of the world. By jiainful stage after stage h a s t h a t law been built up
with meager enough results indeed, after all was accomplished t h a t
could be accomplished, but always with a clear view at least of w h a t
the heart and conscience of mankind demanded.

The recognition by the President that Germany had always
heretofore subscribed to the humane practices of civilized nations is a most important statement. Does it not suggest a question as to Avhy it is that Germany has departed from those
practices in the present war? AVhat the President had so admirably stated about International laAV and the painful stage
by Avhich it has been builded up is absolutely true. But in this
connection Avould It not be well to say also that it was England,
not Germany, Avho refused to obey the declaration of London,
.whicli reijresented the most luimane ideas and was the best
statement of the rules of international laAV as applied to naval
AVarfare? Keep that in mind. WTould It not have been fair to
say, and to keep in mind, that Germany offered to abide by
those principles and En.gland refused ; that in response to our
request Germany offered to cease absolutely from the use of
submarines In Avliat we characterized an unUiAA'ful manner If
England Avould cease from equally palpable and cruel violations
of international laAV in her conduct of naval warfare?
V.
GERMANY'S V.'--VRFARE IS AGAINST MANKIND.

The President in his message of April 2 says:
The present German warfare against commerce is a warfare against
mankind. I t is a w a r against all nations.

Again referring to Germany's warfare he says:
' There has been no discrimination.

Tlie challenge is to all mankind.*
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reasons for her attitude. Is it any AA'onder that she should algo
turn tlie cold shoulder when she sees us unite Avith Great Britain,
an empire founded upon her conquests and subjugation of
Aveaker nations. There is no doubt that the sympathy of NorAvay,
SAveden, and other countries close to the scene of Avar is already
Avith Germany. It is apparent that they viOAV AA'ith alarm the
entrance into the European struggle of the stranger from across
the sea. It is suggested by some that our entrance into the Avar
will shorten it/ It Is my firm belief, based upon such Information as I have, that our entrance into the Avar Avill not only prolong it, but that it will vastly extend its area by draAvlng in
other nations.

vx.
NO QUARREL W I T H THE GERMAN PEOPLE.

In his message of April 2, the President said ;
We have no quarrel Avith the German people—it Avas not upon their
impulse t h a t their GoAcrnment acted in entering t h i s Avar ; it was not
with their previous knoAvledge or approval.

Again he says:
We are, let me say again, sincere friends of the German people and
shall desire nothing so much as the early reestablishment of i n t i m a t e
relations of m u t u a l a d v a n t a g e between us.

At least, the German people, then, are not outlaAVS. What is
the thing the President asks us to do to these German people
of whom he speaks so highly and Avhose sincere friend he declares us to be?
Here is Avliat he declares Ave shall do in this Avar. We shall
underttike, he says—
The u t m o s t practicable cooperation in council and action Avitli t h e
GoA'ernments now a t war with Germany, and a s an incident to t h a t ,
t h e extension to those Governments of the most liberal financial credits
in order t h a t our resonrces may, so far as possible, be added to theirs.

" Practicable cooperation! " Practicable cooperation wlth''^
England and her allies in starving to death the old men and
Avomen, the children, the side and the maimed of Germany.
The thing Ave are asked to do is tlie thing I have stated. It is
idle to talk of a Avar upon a government only. We are leagued
in this Avar, or it is the President's proposition that we shall be '
so leagued, Avitli the hereditary enemies of Germany. Any
Avar Avitli Germany, or any other country for that matter, Avonld
be bad enough, but there are not Avords strong enou.gh to voice
my protest against tlie proposed combination Avitli the entente
jillies. When Ave cooperate with those Governments Ave indorse
their methods, AA'C indoi'se the violations of International hiAV
by Great Britain, Ave indorse the shameful methods of Avarfare against Avhich Ave have again anol again protested in this
Avar; Ave indorse her purpose to wreak upon tlie German people
the animosities Avhich for years her people have been taught to
cherish against Germany; jinally Avhen the end comes, Avhatevei'
It may be, Ave find ourselA-os in cooperation Avith our ally. Great
Britain, and If we can not resist noAv the pressure she is exerting to carry us into tlie Avar, hoAV can Ave hope to resist, then,
the thousandfold greater pressure she AVIU exert to bend us to
her purposes and compel compliance Avitli her demands?
^^'e do not knoAV Avluit they a r e . ' We do not l^now Avhat is in
the minds of those who have made the cortnpact, but Ave are to
subscribe to It. We are irrevocably, by our votes here, to '
marry ourselves to a nondlvorceable proposition veiled from us
noAV. Once enlisted, once In the copartnership, Ave Avill be carried through with the purposes, AvhateA'er they may be, of Avhich
AA-e noAV IvnoAV nothing.
Sir, if we are to enter upon this Avar in the manner the President demands, let us throAV pretense to the winds, let us be
honest, let us admit that this is a ruthless war against not only
Germany's army and her naA'y but again.st her civilian population as well, and frankly state that the pm-pose of Germany's
hereditary European enemies has become our purpose.
VII.

Is it not a little pecuttarj;hat if Germany's warfare is against
all nations the United Stff^s Is the only nation that regards
it necessary to declare war on that account? If it is true, as the
President says, that " there has been no discrimination," that
Germany has treated every neutral as she has treated us, is it
not peculiar that no other of the great nations of the earth seem
to regard Germany's conduct In this war as a cause for entering
into it? Are Ave the only nation jealous of our rights? Are we
Hie only natioii_ insisting upon the protection of our citizens?
Does not tlie strict neutrality maintained on the part of all the
other nations of the earth suggest that possibly there is a reason
for their action, and that that reason is that Germany's conduct
under the circumstances does not merit from any nation Avhich
is determined to preserA^e its neutrality a declaration of Avar?
NorAvaj', Sweden, the Netherlands, SAvItzerland, Denmark,
Spain, and all the great Rei)ublics of South America are quite
as interested in this subject as Ave arc, and yet they haA'e refused
to join Avith us in a combination against Germany. I venture
to suggest also that the nations named, and probabl.y others,
have a someAvIiat better right to be heard than Ave, for by refusing to sell war material and munitions to any of the belligerents
they have placed themselves in a position Avhere the suspicion
-which attaches to us of a desire for Avar profits can not attach
to them.
- On August 4, 1914, the Republic of Brazil declared the exporMUST SPEND OUR AVIIOLE FORCE TO WIN.
tation of Avar materiel from Brazilian ports to any of these
powers at Avar to be strictly forbidden, AVhether such exports
Again, the President says " Ave are about to accept the gage
be under the Brazilian flag or that of any other country.
of battle AvIth this natural foe of liberty and shall, If necessary,
In that connection I note the foUoAving dispatch from Buenos spend the Avhole force of the Nation to check and nullify its
Aires, appearing in the Washington papers of yesterday;
pretensions and its poAver." That much, at least, is clear; that
President Wilson's w a r address was received here Avlth interest, but program is definite, The Avhole force and iiOAA'cr of this Nation,
no p a r t i c u l a r enthusiasm. * * * GoA'ernment officials and poli- if necessary, is to be used to bring victory to the entente allies,
ticians haA-e adopted a cold shoulder tOAVard the United States polic.y—
an .'ittitude apparently based on apprehension lest South American and to us as their ally in this Avar. Remember, thnt not yet
i n t e r e s t s suffer.
has the " Avhole force " of one of the warring nations been used.
The ncAvspaper Razon's vicAv Avas IllustratiA'e of this. "Does Countless millions are suffering from Avant and privation;
not the United States consider this an opportune time to consoli- countless other millions are dead and rotting on foreign battle
date the imperialistic policy twerywhere north of Panama?" it fields; countless other millions are crippled and maimed,
blinded, and dismembered; upon all and upon their children's
said.
This is the question that neutral nations the Avorld over are children for generations to come has been laid a burden of debt
asking. Are we seizing upon this Avar to consolidate and extend whicli must be Avorked out in poverty and suffering, but the
nn imperialistic policy? We complain also because Blexico has " AA'hole force " of no one of the AA-arring nations has yet been
turned the cold shoulder to us, and are Avont to look for sinister t!xpended ; but our " Avhole force " shall be expended, so says the
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Presideiit. We a r e pledged by the President, so far as he can
pledge us, to m a k e this fair, free, and happy land of ours the
same shambles and bottomless pit of horror t h a t Ave see in
Europe to-day.
VIIL

brought us to t h e very brink of Avar Avith the German Empire.
I enter upon this task the more freely because every fact to
which I refer is undisputed, and t h e events I shall relate a r e
so fresh in t h e minds of every Senator t h a t if I should err in
any p a r t i c u l a r I AVIU no doubt be quickly corrected.

T H I S IS A WAR OF DEM0CR.1CY.

1. AVITH THE CAUSES OP THE PRESENT WAR IN ECROPB WE HAVE NOTHING
TO DO.

,11

,Tust a Avord of comment more upon one of the points In t h e
President's address. H e says t h a t this is a w a r " for the things
Avhicli Ave have always carried nearest to our hearts—for democracy, for the right of those who submit to autliority to have
a A'oice in tlieir OAvn government." I n many places througho'at
the address is this exalted sentiment given expression.
It is a sentiment peculiarly calculated to appeal to American
h e a r t s and, AAilien accompanied by acts consistent Avith it, is certain to receive our s u p p o r t ; but In this same connection, and
strangely enough, t h e President says tliat Ave have become convinced t h a t the German Government as it noAV exists—" P r u s sian autocracy " he calls it—can never again m a i n t a i n friendly
relations Avitli us. His expression is t h a t " P r u s s i a n autocracy
Avas not and could never be our friend," and repeatedly throughout the address the suggestion is made t h a t If t h e German iieople
Avould overturn their Government It would probably be t h e
Avay to peace. So t r u e is this t h a t the dispatches from London
all hailed the message of t h e President as sounding the death
knell of Germany's Government.
But t h e President proposes alliance Avith Great Britain,
Avhich, hOAA'CA'er liberty-loving its people, is a hereditary monarchy, Avith a hereditary ruler, Avith a liereditary House of
Lords, Avith a hereditary landed system, w i t h a limited and restricted suffrage for one class and a multiplied suffrage poAver
for another, and Avith grinding industrial conditions for all t h e
AvagcAA'orkers. The President has not suggested t h a t Ave make
our support of Great Britain conditional to her granting home
rule to Ireland, or Egypt, or India. We rejoice in the establishment of a democracy in Russia, b u t It will hardly be contended
t h a t if Russia w a s still an autocratic Government, we AVOUUI not
be asked to enter this alliance with her j u s t the same. I t a l y
and the lesser pOAvers of Europe, J a p a n in t h e O r i e n t ; in fact,
all of t h e countries AvIth Avhom wo a r e to enter Into alliance,
except F r a n c e and neAvly revolutionized Russia, a r e still of the
old order—and it Avill be generally conceded t h a t no one of them
h a s done as much for Its people in t h e solution of munit'ipal
problems and in securing social and industrial reforms as Germany.
I s it not a remarkable democracy Avliich leagues itself Avith
allies already far overmatching in strengtli the German nation
and holds out to such beleaguered nation t h e hope of peace only
a t t h e price of giving up their Government? I am not talking
noAV of the merits or demerits of any government, but I am
speaking of a profession of democracy t h a t is linked in action
Avitli t h e most brutal and domineering use of autocratic poAver.
Are t h e people of this country being so well represented in t h i s
Avar movement t h a t Ave need to go abroad to give other people
control of their governments? Will the President and the supporters of this Avar bill submit it to a vote of t h e people before
the declaration of Avar goes into effect? Until we a r e Avilling to
do that, it illy becomes us to offer as an excuse for our entry
into the Avar tlie unsupported claim tliat this Avar Avas forced
upon the German people by tlieir Government " Avithout their
previous knoAvledge or approval."
Who has registered t h e knoAvledge or approval of the American people of the course this Congress is called upon to t a k e
in declaring Avar upon Germany? Submit the question to the
people, you who support it. You AVIIO support it dare not do it,
for you knoAV t h a t by a vote of more t h a n t e n to one t h e American
people as a body Avould register their declaration against it.
I n the sense t h a t this w a r Is being forced upon bur people
Avitliout their knowing AVhy and without their approval, and
t h a t Avars a r e usually forced upon all peoples In the same Avay,
there is some t r u t h in t h e s t a t e m e n t ; b u t I venture to say t h a t
the response Avhich t h e German people have made to t h e demands of this Avar SIIOAVS t h a t it has a degree of popular support Avhich t h e Avar upon Avhich Ave aue entering h a s not and
never Avill have among our people. T h e espionage bills, t h e
conscription bills, and other forcible military measures Avhicli
Ave understand a r e being ground out of the Avar machine In this
country Is the complete proof t h a t those responsible for this
Avar fear t h a t it has no popular support and t h a t armies sufficient to satisfy the demand of the entente allies can not be recruited by voluntary enlistments.

When in tlie middle of t h e summer of 1914 the g r e a t wsv
broke out in E u r o p e our relations Avith every one of the unfortunate countries involved Avere in every Avay friendly. It Is
t r u e t h a t many years before Ave had h a d some differences Avith
France, but they had long since been adjusted, and AA'O felt
toAvard the F r e n c h people and toAvard t h e Government of Prance,
like ours Republican in form, nothing b u t sincere and disinterested friendslilp. W i t h England t h e situation w a s a little different. We had fought two bloody w a r s Avith England—one to
obtain our independence as a people, and later t h e W a r of 1812,
Avith t h e causes a n d consequences of Avhlcli Ave a r e all familiar.
But the ties of race and lan,gua.ge and long commercial association liad tau.ght us to forget much in British conduct and
diplomacy Avlilch Ave have felt Avas AA-rong and unfair in her
dealings Avlth us and Avlth other countries.
W i t h Germany likewise our relations Avere friendly. Many
hundreds of thousands of the subjects of Germany had emigrated to this country, and they and their descendants had
shoAvn themselves to be in every Avay most AA^orthy and desirable
citizens. T h e .great Civil W a r Avhlch saved t h e Union Avas successful largely through t h e services rendered by Germans, both
as officers tmd as men serving in the r a n k s . B. A. Gould, in
a work dealing Avith some of tlie phases of the Civil W a r ,
and prepared soon after its close, among other things, presented a table of t h e relative number of foreign-born soldiers
In the Union Army. I quote from t h a t table as folloAvs:
English
Canadian
Irish
German
All other foreign born

;

45,
53,
141.
187,
48,

508
532
221
858
410

L a t e r and more careful iuA-estlgatlon of t h e statistics shoAv
t h a t t h e r e were In reality 216,000 native Germans in the Union
Army, and, besides this, more t h a n 300,000 Union soldiers AVIIO
Avere born of German parents.
More t h a n one-half a million of the men Avho carried the
muslvet to keep this Government of ours undivided upon tlie
map of the Avorld were men who a r e UOAV having their patriotism and loyalty to this country questioned, Avith secret-service
men dogging their footsteps.
Wlio does not remember, among the most gallant and distinguished officers In tlie Union Army, Schurz, Sigel, Rosecrans,
and scores of others? I t is Avell to recall also t h a t Avhen President Lincoln Issued his call for volunteers they volunteered
much more largely from t h e German-settled States of the Middle
West tlian from t h e Avar-mad S t a t e s of t h e East. I s history
to repeat itself?
T h e German people, either in this country or in the fatherland, need no t r i b u t e from me or from anyone else. I n Avhatever land they have lived they h a v e left a record of coura.ge,
loyalty, honesty, and higli ideals second to no people Avhicli
have ever inhabited this e a r t h since the daAvn of history. If
t h e German people a r e less likely to be SAvept off their feet in
the present crisis t h a n some other nationalities. It Is due to
tAvo facts. I n the first place, they have a livelier appreciation
of Avhat Avar means t h a n h a s the average American, and, in the
second ijlace, German speaking and reading people have liad
an opportunity to get both sides of tlie present controversy.
Avliich no one could possibly have, Avho h a s depended for his
Information solely on papers printed in En,glish and English
publications.
-,^
/ i have said t h a t Avith t h e causes of t h e present Avar Ave have •
nothing to do. T h a t is true. W e certaiul.v a r e not responsible
for it. I t originated from causes beyond the sphere of our
Influence and outside t h e realm of our responsibility. I t is
not inadmissible, hOAvever, to say t h a t no responsible n a r r a t o r
of t h e events Avhlch h a v e led u p to t h i s greatest of all Avars h a s
failed to hold t h a t t h e Government of each country engaged in
it is a t fault for it. For my OAvn part, I believe t h a t this Avar,
like nearly all others, originated in t h e selfish ambition and
cruel greed of a comparatively foAv men in each Government
Avho saAV in Avar an opportunity for profit and poAver for them- i
selves, and Avho Avere Avholly indifferent to the aAvful suffering J
they kncAV t h a t Avar Avould bring to the masses. T h e G e r m a t r
THE EVENTS REVIEWED WHICH H.AVE LED UP TO THE PRESENT SITC.ATION. people had been t a u g h t to believe t h a t sooner or later Avar Avas
I desire a t tliis point to revieAV as briefly as possible, b u t Avith inevitable Avith England and P r a n c e and probably Russia allied
absolute accuracy .•ind fairness, the events occurring since t h e a.gainst her. I t is unfortunately t r u e t h a t there Avas linich in
connnenceuient of the present European war, which have tlie secret dijilomacy of the years immediately ijreceding t h e
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breal^lng out of tlie war in 1914 to afford foundation for such ments with whom Great B r i t a i n Is or may be at war also agree to such
application. Mr. B r y a n further i n s t r u c t s Mr. P a g e to s t a t e that; t h e
belief. The secret treaty betAveen France and England for the Government
of the United States believes tliat an acceptance of these
partition of Morocco, Avhile making a public treaty AvIth Ger- laws by the belligerents would prevent grave misunderstandings which
many, the terms of Avhich were diametrically opposite to those may arise as to the relations between n e u t r a l powers and t h e belligMr. B r y a n adds t h a t it is earnestly hoped t h a t this inquiry may
of the secret treaty, did mucli to arouse the suspicion and erents.
receive favorable consideration.
hostility of the German people toAvard botli Prance and England.
Germany and Austria promptly replied that they Avould be
I doubt if tlie diplomatic history of any of tlie nations of the
earth in civilized times can shoAV so reprehensible, so dis- bound by the declaration of London. I quote the reply of each:
A M E R I C A N E.MBASSY,
honest, so perjured a record as the Moroccan affair brings
Vienna, August 13, 191i—8 p. m.
home to the doors of those Avho were responsible for that
Your August 0th. Austro-Hungarian Government have instructed
Moroccan treaty, the diplomatic agents of the French and the their forces to observe stipulations of declaration of London as applied
to naval as well as land Avarfare during present conflict, conditional on
Engllsli GoA'ernments.
Think of it, Mr. President! German citizens had acquired like observance on p a r t of t h e enemy.
PENFIELD.
property as individual purchasers In the rich mineral fields of
Morocco. A treaty Avas entered into betAveen England, Prance,
AMERICAN EMBASSY,
and Germany Avhich protected all the Interests of all those Avho
Berlin, August 22, lOU—12 midnight.
Mr, Gerard refers to d e p a r t m e n t ' s August 19, 4 p, m,, and says his
signed the treaty. Tlien Prance and England executed a treaty,
August
20,
1
a.
m.,
by
way
of
Copenhagen, s t a t e s t h a t t h e German
certain provisions of which were not published Avhen the treaty GoA-ernment Avill apply the declaration
of London, provided its prOA'isions
was published. By the'terms of these secret provisions German a r e not disregarded ijy other belligerents.
enterprise Avas to be driven out of Morocco. Mark you. It Avas
Russia and France Avaited to hear from England. Amba.ssador
not the people of Prance and England—it Avas not even the Gov- Page
finally transmitted England's reply on August 27, 1914.
ernments of the respective countries—Avhlch Avere guilty of the That
reply, omitting the immaterial parts, Avas as folloAvs:
great wrong committed against both Morocco and Germany, but
I have the honor to inform your excellency t h a t His Majesty's GoA'less than a half dozen ambitious, intriguing diplomats, Avho ernment,
who a t t a c h great importance to the AdCAVs expressed in your
made the secret plan to divide Morocco between France and excellency's note a r e animated by a keen desire to consult so far a s
Spain. Germany Avas to be throAvn out. England backed up possible the interests of n e u t r a l countries, have given t h i s m a t t e r their
careful consideration, and have pleasure in s t a t i n g t h a t they
Prance and Spain in the disreputable deal and received for her most
haA'e decided to adopt generally the rules of the declaration in question,
part of the swag the relinquishment of France to all rights subject to certain modifications and additions which they judge indisAvhich she had theretofore claimed in Egypt. It was not until pensable to the efficient conduct of their naA-al operation's. A detailed
explanation of these additions and modifications is contained in the
those facts came out that real hostile feeling betAveen Germany inclosed
memorandum.
and England began to develop. Herein history AVUI find the
The necessary steps to carry t h e above decision Into effect have now
real cause for this Avar. England Avould tolerate no commercial been taken by the issue of an order in council, of which I have t h e honor
to inclose copies herein for your excellency's information and for t r a n s rivalry. Germany Avould not submit to isolation,
v Of this incident Mr. W. T. Stead, in the RevleAv of RevleAVS mission to your Government.
The modifications and additions quoted which Great Britain"
for December, J911, had this to say:
made to the declaration of London Avere so completely subWe were nearly iuA'olved in the stupendous catastrophe of a gi- versive of the essential principles provided by that declaration I
gantic w a r w i t h the greatest of all t h e world poAvers in order to enable
France to t e a r up the t r e a t y of Algeciras by taking possession of the tliat nothing Avas left to do except to treat the British ansAver I
Empire of Morocco, whose independence and integrity we were pledged as a refusal to be bound in any material respect by the declara- J
to defend. I t is not to our i n t e r e s t to make over to F r a n c e a A-ast tlon of London/and accordingly on October 22, I'oil, our Gov- V
domain in n o r t h e r n Africa. * * * The fac't remains t h a t in order
to put F r a n c e in possession of Morocco we all but went to Avar Avith ernment replied as folloAvs:
Germany. We have escaped Avar, but Ave have not escaped t h e n a t u r a l
and abiding enmity ol t h e German people. I s i t possible to frame a
heavier indictment of the foreign policy of a n y British m i n i s t r y ? The
secret, the open secret of t h e almost incredible crime against t r e a t y
faith, B r i t i s h interests, and t h e peace ol the world is the u n f o r t u n a t e
fact t h a t Sir E d w a r d Grey h a s been dominated by men a t the foreign
office who believe all considerations m u s t be subordinated to t h e
supreme d u t y of t h w a r t i n g Germany a t every t u r n , even if in so
doing British Interests, t r e a t y faith, and the peace of t h e Avorld a r e
trampled underfoot. I speak t h a t of which I know.

This is but one of the many Instances that Illustrate the character of the diplomacy Avhicli has been conducted in Europe
during the last fcAV years, and It Is In this kind of diplomacy
that Ave must become a partner also if we become a party to the
Avar.
Mr. KNOX. Mr. President
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from Wisconsin yield to the Senator from Pennsylvania?
Mr. LA FOLLETTE. If it does not divert me from the
course of my remarks.
Mr. KNOX. ' It Is merely to ask a question. Prom Avhom Avas
the Senator reading? I did not catch the name if the Senator
stated it.
Mr. LA FOLLETTE. It Avas from William T. Stead.
A celebrated Englishman, Sir John Fisher, as a delegate
to one of the early Hague conferences, is credited Avith having
said:
In case of w a r I should have only one aim, even if I had to violate
every one of the rules laid down by the peace conference—to win. Tlie
diplomats can negotiate afterwards.
(See " T h e Inevitable War," by
Francis Delaisi.)

Such Avere the ideals the people of Europe Jmd been taught
to hold in preparation for the great Avar.
2. ENGLAND'S REPUDIATION OF THE DECLARATION OP LONDON.

On August C, 1914, and within a foAV days after the beginning
Of the Avar, Secretary Bryan through Ambassador Page inquired
AVhether England AVOUUI agree that the naval Avarfare should be
conducted according to the declaration of London.
At the same time the same inquiry Avas addressed to the
respective Governments of the warring countries through our
ambassadors at St. Petersburg, Paris, Berlin, and Vienna. The
Inquiry addressed to Great Britain Avas as folloAvs:
DEPART.MENT OF STATE,

Washington, August 6, lOU—1 p. m.
Mr. Bryan instructs Mr. Page to inquire whether the British Government is willing to agree t h a t the laws of naval warfare as laid down
by the declaration of London of 1900 shall be applicable to n a v a l Avarfare during the present conflict in Europe, provided t h a t the Govern-

Inasmuch as the B r i t i s h GoA-ernment consider t h a t the conditions of
t h e p r e s e n t European conflict make it impossible for them to accept
AVithout modification the declaration of London, you are requested to
inform His Majesty's Government t h a t in the circumstances t h e Government of the United States feels obliged to Avithdraw i t s suggestion
t h a t the declaration ol London be adopted as a temporary code of
n a v a l Avarfare to he observed bv belligerents and n e u t r a l s d u r i n g t h e
present w a r ; t h a t therefore t h i s Government Avill insist t h a t t h e rights
and duties ol t h e United S t a t e s and its citizens in the present Avar be
defined by t h e existing rules of i n t e r n a t i o n a l laAV and t h e treaties of
t h e United States irrespectlA'e ol t h e provisions of t h e decl.aration of
London ; and t h a t t h i s Government reserves to itself t h e r i g h t to enter
a protest or demand in each case in which these rights and duties so
defined a r e violated or their free exercise interfered witli by t h e authorities of His B r i t a n n i c Majesty's Government.
^^

LANSING.

/ T h u s was the first step taken in that ruthless naval Avarfare'
Avhich has since horrified the civilized Avorld. Thus did Great
Britain initiate her naval warfare, and Induce her allies to do
the same, by repudiating the rules of naval Avarfare and the
ri.ghts of neutrals upon the sea, which had been declared and
agreed to by the representatives of all the great poAvers of the
Avorld, including our OAVII^' Of course, it Is Avell understood
that the governments had not ratified It, but their representatives had agreed to It.
Mr. KNOX. Mr. President
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from Wiscousin yield to the Senator from Peuitsylvania?
Mr. L.\ FOLLETTE. I certainly do.
Jlr. KNOX. In the Interest only of accuracy, may I ask. do
I understand the Senator to state that all of the poAvers had
agreed to the declaration of London? Is that correct?
Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I stated that the repre-sentatives of
all of the poAvers had signed and agreed to it.
Mr. KNOX. But It had not been ratified by the governments.
Mr. LA FOLLETTE. It had not been. I had already so
stated before the Senator from Pennsylvania rose.
Mr. KNOX. Did the Senator state .specifically that Great
Britain had never ratified the declaration of London?
Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I did not; but I noAv state that fact.
Mr. KNOX. The Senator so understands it?
Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I so understand it; but I say that the
representatives, the enlightened men Avho Avere sent there by
their respective governments, in tlie calmness of the deliberations of that assembly wrote the dechiration of London as the
expression—the enlightened, humane expression—of the rules of
warfare based upon international laAA', as they understood it,
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and that final and formal ratification by the governments -had
not been consummated does not change that fact.
This case of ours in going into this Avar Avill not be tried by
history upon technicalities, but upon great fundamental, underlying principles, and the declaration of London was the expression—the codification of the Avell-settled and accepted principles
of International law on the subjects covered relating to naA'al
warfare by the most advanced governments of the Avorld. And
the Government of Germany tliat is arraigned here every hour
as the most bloodthirsty Government on earth, responding to
the inquiry of our Government, agreed that she would suspend
or Avipe out her right to the use of the submarine in conformity
with our suggestions provided that the rules laid doAvn in the
London declaration were adhered to by all of those who had participated in it and AVIIO were then parties to the Avar.
Mr. STONE. Mr. President
•
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from Wisconsin yield to the Senator from Missouri?
Mr. LA FOLLETTE., I yield for a question.
Mr. STONE. The question is suggested by what the Senator
from Pennsylvania [Mr. KNOX] asked the Senator from Wisconsin, whether the Government of Great Britain had ever
ratified the declaration of London. Did the Government of
Great Britain, or any other of the governments participating in
the conference, reject that declaration?
Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I belieA'e they never did. I think I am
entirely safe in saying that they had ncA'cr rejected or disaffirmed
the act of their representatives in the London conference.
For reasons Avhlcli become clearer as •we advance it suited
England's policy to disregard the rules of civilized naval Avarfare as the same AA'ere codifi.ed and clearly set forth In the
declaration of London and revert to that indefinite and conflicting body of precedents called international laAV, in AAdiich
can be found authority for doing anything you have the poAver
to do.
The declaration of London, promulgated in 1909, as I have
stated, Avas the Avo,rk of the accredited representatives of the
leading nations of the Avorld, Avho met in London at England's
request. Among the nations represented were Germany, the
United States, Austria, Rnssia, Prance, Great Britain, Italy,
Japan, Holland, and other leading nations. The way had been
prepare<l for sucli a great conference by the various Hague
conventions and the discussions therein. The sentiment of
the civilized Avorld demanded such a conference, and the nations
of the Avorld accepted the declaration of London as being the
best and most humane statement of the rules of naval warfare
AA'hlch could be prepared. The very first paragraph of the
declaration is:
The signatory powers are agreed in declaring t h a t tlie rules contained in tlie following chapters correspond in substance wit'u t h e generally recognized principles of international laAV.

Article 65 provided, " the provisions of the present declaration
form an indivisable whole.
G R E A T BRITAIN'S ACTION MADE RESULT INEVITABLE.

APETL 4,

from England up the Rio Grande to be landed on the Mexican
side, but really thereafter to be transported across to BroAvnsville, Tex., for the benefit of the Southern Confederacy. An
opinion Avas AATltten by the Supreme Court that AVUI thrill Avith
pride every American heart. At that time, Mr. President, the
court must have been under every temptation which can be
made to appeal to the human heart to shave and shade its VIOAVS
to meet the exigencies of our GoA-ernment, but against the Intere.sts of this GoA'crnment and in vindication of the principle
of law necessary to the maintenance of a body of international
rules to protect the rights of neutral commerce and maintain
peace betAveen neutral nations and belligerents tliey denied tlie
interests of this Government in that perilous hour and sustained the right of the OAvners of the vessel. This is the holding in the Peterhoff case (5 Wall., 28).
Another important service rendered by the declaration of
London to a civilized Avorld was the clear statement it furnished
of articles Avhlch were contraband, conditional contraband, and
those Avhlch under no circumstances could be declared contraband. (See arts. 22 to 27.)
Talli: about making AA'ar, about hurling this Government into
the bottomless pit of the European conflict to sustain the principles of international law under Avhich we have suffered the
loss of some ships and some human llA'es, Avhen England, by
her course in rejecting the declaration of London and in the
manner of conducting her naval AA'arfare, has Aviped out the
established rules of international laAV Avhich had groAvn up
through the centuries and opened the patliAvay and set us upon
the road Vv-e have foUoAved straight to the proceedings Avhich
engage the attention of the Senate this afternoon.
ENGLAND OVERTURNED LAW OF CONTRABAND.

The distinction betAveen articles tliat are contraband and
tliose that are conditional contraband and free is well understood. I Avill not trespass upon tlie time of the Senate to discuss it. Articles Avhlch are contraband are always liable to
capture by one belligerent If shOAvn to be destined to territory
belonging to or occupied by tlie enemy, or if It was destined to
the armed forces of the enemy, no matter to AA-hat particular
port the contraband might be billed. Of this class, according
to the declaration of Loixloii, were all kinds of arms, ammunition, projectiles poAvder, clothing and equipment of purely a
military cliaracter, and other articles used exclusively for Avar.
Conditional contraband was not liable to ciipture If bound for
a neutral port, and In any case the government asserting the
right to capture it, even Avhen It was moving direct to the
enemy country, was obliged to prove that it Avas destined for
the use of the enemy armed forces and not to the civilian popu-„..
latlon. Conditional contrab.and, according to the declaration of
London, included food of all kinds, clothing, vehicles, tools,
and a vast multitude of other things enumerated Avhlch, Avhllo
they might be used by the armed forces, Avere also susceptible
of use by the civilian populatioiijrf Goods on the free list could
move unhimlered to the enemy country in either direct or indirect tradeV Among the articles on the free list, according to th;
declaraticm of London, Avas raAV cotton, AVOOI, substantially all
other raw materials, and a great variety of other articles necessary for a civilian population. Goods from tlie enemy country
could not be stopped, except by an effective blockade.
There is no escape from these propositions. They are to bo
found in every Avork upon international laAV, approved by every
court that has over passed upon the questions relating to contraband, as shown by an unbroken line of decisions.
As late ns the Boer War, Lord Salisbury—UOAV get this Into
your minds If your attention has not been directed to it before—•
wlien asked the position of the British Government regarding foodstuffs, which were antl alAvays had been conditional contraband.
Lord Salisbury said:

When, tlierefore. Great Britain made waste paper of tiiis
declaration, as she did early in the Avar, it ought not to have
been difficult to have foreseen the Inevitable result. There are
a few simple propositions of International laAV embodied in the
declaration of London to which In this connection it is important to call attention. One is that " a blockade must be limited
to the ports and coasts belonging to or occupied by the enemy."
(See art. 1.)
That has been International laAV ever since we have had a body
of international rules called - international laAv^ and that was
expressed In the London declaration, which Avas joined in by
tlie representatives of Great Britain. If that had been adhered
to, no declaration taking this country into the war AVonld be
Foodstuffs w i t h a hostile destination can be considered contraband of
before us this afternoon.
war only if they a r e supplied for the enemy's forces. I t is not sufflcicut
I repeat It. One of the declarations reads as folloAVS:
t h a t they a r e capable of being so- used ; i t m u s t be sliOAVn t h a t this Avas
A blockade m u s t be limited to the ports and coasts belonging to or
occupied by the enemy. (See a r t . 1.)

in. fact their destination a t the time oi t h e seizure.
Rights a t Sea, p . 11.)

(Hales' American

Another is that a blockade in order to be binding upon anyone must be " maintained by a force sufficiently large to prevent access to the enemy coast." (See art. 2.) Not by SOAA'ing the open sea Avith deadly contact iiBines, but by a force
which shall maintain the blockade of the ports. (See art. 2.)
Another is that a blockade must under no circumstances bar
access to the ports or to the coasts of neutral countries.
The press of this country has attempted, from the very beginning, to shoAV that the Government of the United States
during the Civil War set up and established precedents that
violated the proposition enunciated in the statement which I
have just read. A decision of the Supreme Court of this country—and ii Is to tlie honor of America that It can be recited—
denied to this Government, Avlien it Avas fighting for its existence in tlie Civil War, the right to stop the shipment of goods

In the very first days of the Avar with Germany, Great Britain
set aside and reversed this Avell-establlshed rule announced by
Lord Salisbury as to foodstuffs. Had she obeyed that rule of
laAV Germany would haA'e received food for lier civilian population through neutral merchantmen and our neutral comnjeMe*
Avould not have been attacked by German submarluest" NOAV,
th.at Is the Avay history is going to record it. Senators. That is
the undisputed fact and there is nothing else to be said about it.
It has pleased those Avho. have beeil conducting this campaign
through the press to make a jumble of the Issues, until the public sees nothing, thinks of nothing but the Avrongs committed by
the German submarine, and hears notliing, knoAVS nothing of
wrongdoing of England that forced Germany to take the course
she has taken or submit to the unlaAA'ful starving of her vi'vilian
population.

1917.
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OUR NEUTRAL BIGHTS SET ASIDE.

. NOAV, I Avant to r e p e a t : I t Avas our absolute r i g h t a s a n e u t r a l
to ship food to t h e people of Germany. T h a t Is a position t h a t
we h a v e fought for t h r o u g h all of our history. T h e correspondence of every Secretary of S t a t e in t h e history of our Government
Avho h a s been called upon to deal AvIth t h e r i g h t s of our n e u t r a l
commerce as to foodstuffs is t h e position s t a t e d by Lord Sailsb u r y , j u s t quoted. H e Avas In line Avlth all of t h e p r e c e d e n t s t h a t
Ave iiad originated and established for t h e m a i n t e n a n c e of n e u t r a l
r i g h t s upon t h i s subject.
I n tlie first d a y s of t h e Avar w i t h Germany, G r e a t B r i t a i n set
aside, so f a r as Iter OAvn conduct Avas concerned, all these rules
of civilized n a v a l Avarfare.
According to t h e declaration of London, as Avell a s t h e rules
of i n t e r n a t i o n a l Unv, t h e r e could h a v e been no interference in
t r a d e betAveen tlie United S t a t e s and H o l l a n d or Scandinavia
and other countries, except in t h e case of ships Avhich could
be jn-oven to c a r r y absolute contraband, like a r m s a n d a m m u n i tion, Avlth u l t i m a t e German destination.
T h e r e could h a v e
been no interference Avith the Importation into G e r m a n y of any
goods on the free list, such a s cotton, rubber, a n d hides. T h e r e
could h a v e properly been no interference Avlth our export to
G e r m a n y of a n y t h i n g on t h e conditional c o n t r a b a n d list, like
flour, grain, a n d jirovisions, unless It could be proven by En,gl a n d t h a t such shipments Avere Intended for t h e use of t h e
German Army.
T h e r e could be no laAvful interference Avith
foodstuffs intended for tlie civilian population of Germany, a n d
if those foodstuifs Avere shipped to o t h e r countries to be reshipped to Germany, no question could be raised t h a t they Avere
not Intended t o r t h e use of t h e civilian population.
I t Is well to recall a t t h i s point our riglits as declared by
the declaration of London a n d as declared w i t h o u t t h e declaration of London by settled principles of i n t e r n a t i o n a l laAv, for
Ave have d u r i n g t h e p r e s e n t Avar become so.used to h a v i n g G r e a t
B r i t a i n u t t e r l y d i s r e g a r d our r i g h t s on t h e high seas t h a t we
h a v e really forgotten t h a t we haA'e any, as f a r a s G r e a t B r i t a i n
and h e r allies a r e concerned.
G r e a t B r i t a i n , by Avhat she called her modifications of t h e
declaration of London, shifted goods from t h e free list to t h e
conditional c o n t r a b a n d a n d c o n t r a b a n d lists, reversed t h e presumption of d e s t i n a t i o n for civilian i^opulatlon, and abolished
t h e principle t h a t a blockade to exist a t all m u s t be effective.
EdAvln J. Clapp, professor of economics of t h e NOAV York
University, in his book. Economic Aspects of t h e W a r , describes t h e situation aptly. I t is supported by all t h e a u t h o r i ties, but I quote from h i m :
The modifications [of t h e declaration of Londonl were subversi\-e
of t h e principles of t h e declaration t o which they were a t t a c h e d . These
modifications, supplemented by an unexampled extension of tlie British
contraband list and finally by w h a t our Government calls a n illegal
blockade, have been E n g l a n d ' s method of exercising economic pressure
upon Germany a n d , necessarily, upon all n e u t r a l nations t h a t t r a d e
with h e r .
A,gain the s a m e a u t h o r s a y s :
This action stopped our direct t r a d e with Germany. I t might appear
t h a t goods on the tree list could still move. Some of them did move,
from free to contraband. People feared t o ship t h e others lest they
should be so listed while ships were on t h e ocean, a n d t h e goods made
subject to seizure. Practically n o t h i n g h a s been shipped to Germany
from t h i s country b u t cotton, a n d i t w a s not shipped until December.
In belated response to t h e insistence of southern Senators a n d of
American business i n t e r e s t s which h a d found themselves gravely embarrassed by t h e cessation of cotton shipments. Great B r i t a i n finally made
a clear statement t h a t this p a r t i c u l a r commodity Avould n o t be considered contraband.
So much for direct t r a d e with Germany. There w a s still a method
by Avhicli Ave should liave been able to export our goods a n d discharge
our n e u t r a l obligations to t r a d e with Germany as with England. We
might have carried on t h i s t r a d e via neutral ports like Kotterdam or
Copenhagen, from which t h e goods might have been shipped t o Germany.
The declaration of London allows a belligerent to interfere with a
shipment betAveen tAvo n e u t r a l p o r t s onl,y when i t consists of absolute
contraband for euemy territory.
Conditional contraband so moving
may n o t even be suspected. 'The order in council changed this. I t
extended t h e ueAV intention of caiituring conditional contraband to .goods
moving to Germany even through a n e u t r a l port. And, a s explained,
conditional contraband Avas seizable if destined to anyone in Germany ;
it w a s n o t conditional b u t absolute.
The British action, besides stopping our t r a d e v/ith Germany, b a r r i n g
only a certain a m o u n t of indirect t r a d e carried on Avith much difflculty
an'i danger, subjected to grave peril our commerce with other n e u t r a l s .
The British contraband lists AA'ere extended so rapidly t h a t soon almost
no important article of commerce Avith n e u t r a l s w a s free from seizure
i)y England, Avho suspected everything on these lists a s being of possible
German destination. B.v these methods England proposed to s t a r v e t h e
civilian population of Germany and destroy n e u t r a l trade,
2. ENGLAND AGAIN DECLINES OUR REQUEST TO CONDUCT HER N.AVAL WARFAKE AVITH SOME RESPECT FOR NEUTKAL RIGHTS AND IN ACCORDANCE
WITH MORE HUMANE PRINCIPLES,. WlIILE GERMANY AGAIN ACCEPTS OUR
SUGGESTION.

NOAV, listen to t h e s t a t e m e n t of facts u n d e r t h a t p r o p o s i t i o n :
On F e b r u a r y 20, J915, our Government, t h r o u g h Secretary
B r y a n , addressed t h e follOAving communication to tlie Governm e n t of Great B r i t a i n :

D E P A R T M E N T O F STATE,

Washington,
February SO, 1517,
Tou will please deliver to Sir E d w a r d Grey t h e following identic notei
which Ave a r e sending E n g l a n d a n d Germany :
I n view of t h e correspondence which h a s passed between t h i s Governm e n t a n d Great B r i t a i n a n d Germany, respectively, relatiA-e to t h e
declaration of a w a r zone by t h e German A d m i r a l t y a n d t h e n s e of
n e u t r a l flags by British m e r c h a n t vessels, t h i s Government v e n t u r e s
to express t h e hope t h a t t h e two belligerent Governments may, t h r o u g h
reciprocal concessions, find a basis for agreement Avhich Avill relieve
n e u t r a l ships engaged in peaceful commerce from t h e g r e a t dangers
Avhich they will incur in t h e high seas adjacent t o t h e coasts of t h e
belligerents.
The Government of t h e United S t a t e s respectfully suggests t h a t a n
agreement in terms like t h e following might be entered into.
This
suggestion is n o t to be regarded a s in a n y sense a proposal made by
t h i s Government, for i t of course fully recognizes t h a t It is n o t i t s
privilege t o propose t e r m s of agreement betAveen Great B r i t a i n a n d
Germany, even though t h e m a t t e r be one in Avhich i t a n d t h e
people of t h e United S t a t e s a r e directly a n d deeply interested. I t is
merely v e n t u r i n g t o take t h e liberty Avhich i t hopes may be accorded a
sincere friend desirous of e m b a r r a s s i n g neither n a t i o n involved a n d
of serving, if i t m a y , t h e common i n t e r e s t s of h u m a n i t y . T h e course
outlined is offered in t h e hope t h a t i t may draAV forth t h e views a n d
elicit t h e suggestions of t h e B r i t i s h and German Governments on a
m a t t e r o l capital i n t e r e s t t o t h e Avhole Avorld.
Now, after all t h a t p r e f a t o r y matter—Avhich I might have
omitted, I suppose, to save time—we come to t h e p r o p o s i t i o n :
Germany a n d Great B r i t a i n to a g r e e :
1. T h a t neither will sow a n y floating mines, whether upon t h e hi.gh
seas or in t e r r i t o r i a l w a t e r s ; t h a t neither will p l a n t on t h e high seas
anchored mines, except within cannon range of harliors for deienslA'C
purpose only ; a n d t h a t ail mines shall bear t h e s t a m p of t h e Government p l a n t i n g them a n d be so constructed a s to become harmless if sepa r a t e d from their moorings.
2. T h a t neither will use submarines to a t t a c k m e r c h a n t vessels of
any n a t i o n a l i t y except t o enforce t h e r i g h t of visit a n d search.
3. T h a t each will require their respective m e r c h a n t vessels -'^t to
u,se n e u t r a l flags lor t h e purpose of disguise or ruse de guerre. Germany t o agree :
T h a t all i m p o r t a t i o n s of food or foodstuffs from t h e United S t a t e s
(and from such other n e u t r a l countries a s may a s k i t ) into German.v
shall be consigned to agencies t o be designated by t h e United S t a t e s
G o v e r n m e n t ; t h a t these American agencies shall have e n t i r e charge
a n d control Avithout interference on the p a r t of t h e German Government
of t h e receipt a n d distribution of such importations, a n d shall distribute them solely to retail dealers bearing licenses from t h e German
GoA'ernment entitling them t o receive a n d furnish such food a n d foodstuffs to n o n c o m b a t a n t s only ; t h a t a n y violation ol^ t h e terms of t h e
r e t a i l e r s ' licenses shall work a forfeiture of t h e i r r i g h t s to receive such
food a n d foodstuffs for this purpose ; a n d t h a t such food a n d foodstuffs
will n o t be requisitioned by t h e German Government for a n y purpose
whatsocA'cr or be diverted to t h e use of t h e armed forces of Germany.
Great B r i t a i n to agree :
T h a t food a n d foodstuffs will n o t be placed upon t h e absolute cont r a b a n d list, a n d tliat shipments of such commodities will n o t be interfered with or detained by British a u t h o r i t i e s if consigned to agencies
designated by t h e United S t a t e s Government in Germany for t h e receipt
a n d distribution of such cargoes t o licensed German retailers for distribution solely to t h e n o n c o m b a t a n t population.
In submitting this proposed basis of agreement this Government does
n o t Avish to be understood a s a d m i t t i n g or denying a n y belligerent or
n e u t r a l r i g h t established by t h e principles of i n t e r n a t i o n a l law, b u t
would consider the agreement, if- acceptable t o t h e interested poAvers,
a modus vivendi based upon expediency r a t h e r t h a n legal r i g h t a n d a s
n o t binding upon t h e United States, either in i t s present form or in a
modified form, until accepted by t h i s Government.
BRYAN.

W i t h o u t quoting a t length the replies of t h e Governments of
G e r m a n y a n d G r e a t B r i t a i n , it is sufficient t o say t h a t u n d e r
d a t e of March 1, 1915, tlie G e r m a n Government replied subs t a n t i a l l y acceding to t h e proposition m a d e by t h e Government
of t h e United States, iind on M a r c h 15 t h e Britisli Government
replied s u b s t a n t i a l l y refusing to accede to our request.
It
will be noted t h a t a t tliis time t h e deadly s u b m a r i n e s of Germ a n y a n d t h e equally deadly mines of G r e a t B r i t a i n h a d
rendered t h e high seas d a n g e r o u s to t h e lives of all n e u t r a l s ,
b u t t h e English s t e a m s h i p LusHania,
loaded Avith 6,000,000
r o u n d s of a m m u n i t i o n destined for t h e English Army, h a d not
been s u n k AAIUI t h e consequent loss of American lives, a n d t h e
d a m a g e to n e u t r a l s h a d not been heavy compared AA'ith t h a t
Avhich they h a v e since suffered. H e r e again tlie sole responsibility for continuing t h e unlaAvful n a v a l Avarfare m u s t r e s t
upon Gre.it B r i t a i n and her allies. Germany, IviiOAving a s t h e
Avorld did not then knoAV t h e possibility of d e s t r u c t i o n contained
in t h e s u b m a r i n e b r a n c h of lier navy, a n d a t t h e risk of being
t h o u g h t Aveak a n d a n x i o u s for peace, offered to agree if G r e a t
B r i t a i n a n d her allies Avould do t h e same, to those suggestions
of o u r s Avhich Avould h a v e avoided till t h e acts of Avhich we
complain to-day.
ENGLAND HAS NOT YIELDED TO OUR PROTESTS.

I t is not my purpose to ,go Into detail Into the violations 'Af
our n e u t r a l i t y by any of t h e belligerents. While G e r m a n y has"
a g a i n a n d again yielded to our protests, I do not recall a single
Instance in Avhich a p r o t e s t AAe
' haA'c m a d e to G r e a t B r i t a i n
h a s Avon for us t h e slightest consideration, except for a s h o r t
t i m e in t h e case of cotton. I Avill not stop to dwell upon t h e
m u l t i t u d e of minor violations of our n e u t r a l rights, such as
seizing our mails, violations of t h e n e u t r a l flag, seizing a n d
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appropriating our goods Avithout.the least Avarrant or authority
in laAV, and impressing, seizing, and taking possession of our
vessels and putting them into her OAvn service. I have constituents, American citizens, Avho organized a company and Invested large sums of money In the purchase of ships to enga.ge
in foreign carrying. Several of their A'essels plying between t h e
United States and South America Avore captured almost In our
OAvn territorial Avaters, taken possession of by t h e British Government, practically confiscated, and p u t into her service or t h e
service of her admiralty. They arc t h e r e to-day, and t h a t company is helpless. W h e n they appealed to our D e p a r t m e n t of
State they Avere advised t h a t they might " file " their papers.
And Avere given t h e further suggestion t h a t they could hire an
attorney and prosecute their case in t h e English prize court.
T h e company did hire an attorney and sent him to England,
and he is there noAV, and h a s been t h e r e for almost a year,
t r y i n g to get some redress, some relief, some adjustment of
those rights.
B u t those a r e individual cases. T h e r e a r e many others. All
these violations have come from G r e a t B r i t a i n and her allies,
and a r e In perfect harmony Avith Briton's traditional policy as
absolute master of t h e seas.
I come noAV, hoAvever, to one other eA-ent In the naval policy
of Great B r i t a i n during this Avar, Avhich to my mind is absolutely controllln.g upon t h e action Ave should take upon the question under consideration.

A P E I L 4,

UNITED ST.ATES ACQUIESCES IN ENGLAND'S ILLEGAL ACT.

NOAV Ave come to t h e most u n f o r t u n a t e p a r t of our record. Tlie
present administration agreed to this laAvless act of G r e a t
Britain. I make this statement deliberately and fully appreciating Its consequences. If Ave had entered into a contract Avitli
Great B r i t a i n , signed and sealed u n d e r the great seals of t h e
respective countries, agreeing t h a t she should commit t h e act
of piracy involA'ed in mining t h e North Sea, Ave Avould not more
completely have been bound by such contract t h a n we a r e bound
by t h e conduct of t h e present administration. I t AVIU be recalled
t h a t AA'hen Secretary B r y a n m a d e his request of Great Britain to
adhere to t h e declaration of London, and she refused, and he
notified her t h a t t h e request Avas AvlthdraAvn, he declared in substance t h a t he Avould nevertheless hold her responsible for any
violations of international laAV, so far as they affected our right
as a n e u t r a l Nation. And from t h a t time protest after protest
Avas made by u s ; many against Germany and some against Great
B r i t a i n and her allies, Avhenever Ave claimed t h a t International
laAV had been violated.
T h e fact remains, hoAvever, t h a t from November 2, Avhen England declared her settled purpose to mine large areas of the
public sea contrary to every principle of international laAV, t h e
Government through t h e present administration h a s never
u t t e r e d a Avord of protest.
If you think you can escape t h e responsibility of t h a t act and
hold other belligerents to the strict requirements of International
ENGLAND'S MINING OF THE NORTH SEA.
laAV by play upon a p h r a s e you a r e mistaken. You may make
f On the 2d of November, 1914, only t h r e e months after t h e this country declare Avar in your attempt to do it, b u t your w a r
(beginning of t h e AA'ar, England issued a proclamation, t h e most AviU not have t h e support of t h e people. Until t h e omission of
r ' a t ^ e s s a n d SAA'cepIng in its violation of • n e u t r a l rights tliat this administration to uphold our r i g h t s against Great B r i t a i n
up to t h a t time h a d ever emanated from a civilized government is corrected we can never hope for popular support for a w a r
engaged in prosecuting a war, announcing t h a t on t h r e e days' Avaged to enforce the same r i g h t against the country a t Avar w i t h
notice all of the North Sea, free under international laAV to t h e Great Britain.
t r a d e of t h e Avorld, would be entered by our merchant ships a t
AN ABSURD CONTENTION.
their peril. She based her action upon an assertion t h a t t h e
I do not need to cite authorities to shoAV t h a t the mining of the
German Government h a d been scattering mines in Avaters open Nortli Sea by Great B r i t a i n Avas illegal. I n declaring her inten\ t o the world's commerce.
tion to mine tlie North Sea, G r e a t B r i t a i n did not pretend t h a t
The m a t e r i a l portions of it a r e as fOHOAVS :
her act Avas legal, and attempted to justify it only on t h e ground
During the last Aveek the Germans have scattered mines indis- of necessity. Nor am I aAvare t h a t any responsible person has
criminately in the open sea on the main trade route from America to ever attempted to defend tlie legality of t h e act. You have but
Liverpool via the north of Ireland.
Peaceful merchant ships have already been blown up, with loss ol to remember t h a t If England had a right to mine the North Sea
and a large portion of tlie Atlantic Ocean during an indefinite
life, by this agency. « « »
In these circumstances, having regard to the .great Interests en- period and thereby exclude all commercial shipping, then any
trusted to the British Navy, to the safety of peaceful commerce on two w a r r i n g nations can mine any or all portions of the high
the high seas, and to the maintenance AAlthin the limits ol international law of trade between neutral countries, the Admiralty feels seas as they choose and t h u s destroy t h e n e u t r a l commerce of
It necessary to adopt exceptional measures appropriate to the novel t h e world so long as t h e w a r shall last. Such a claim Is too
conditions under Avhich this AA-ar is being Avaged.
It therefore gives notice that the whole of the North Sea must be absurd to merit consideration.
I will not dAvell noAv upon t h e physical consequences of this
considered a military area. Within this area merchant shipping of
all kinds, traders of all countries, fishing craft and all other vessels act by Great Britain, for I am concerned a t this time simply
will be exposed to the gravest dangers from mines it has been neces- Avith the question of IIOAV this act by our Government h a s
sary to lay and from warships searching vigilantly by night and day
affected our legal relations to Germany.
for suspicious craft. * * *
Every effort will be made to convey this warning to neutral counYou can not afford to declare w a r and rest the right to do so
tries and to A'essels on the sea; but from November 5 ouAvard the Admiralty announces that all ships passing a line drawn from the north- in history upon a violation of i n t e r n a t i o n a l laAV when we a r e to
ern point of the Hebrides through the Parne Islands to Iceland do any extent responsible for such violation.
sp at their own peril,
Mr. RBIED. Mr. President——
T h e P R E S I D E N T pro tempore. Does t h e Senator from Wis,/
i h e North Sea, a great stretch of the Atlantic Ocean, ex/ tending from Scotland to Iceland, Avas barred to t h e commerce consin yield to the Senator from Missouri?
Mr. LA F O L L E T T E . I yield for a question.
i of the Avorld, the neutral commerce, t h a t had the same right
Mr. R E E D . Does t h e Senator have any other evidence t h a t
\ t h e r e t h a t you have to w a l k down Pennsylvania Avenue.
"- Before considering t h e piratical character of this document we signed and sealed and delivered a contract Avith Great Britain
by Avliich we permitted her to violate international laAV t h a n
as a Avhole it AVIII be noted t h a t while it proposes to use every
effort to Avarn n e u t r a l shipping it alloAVS j u s t three days for t h a t Avhlcli he h a s j u s t given, namely, t h e assertion t h a t Ave did
not protest?
t h e warning.
Mr. LA F O L L E T T E . I have not stated t h a t Ave had a signed
f Do you observe t h a t the country Avith Avhom Ave are about to
/ yoke ourselves issued this proclamation, u n h e a r d of before in and sealed compact.
Mr. Reed. N o ; you stated
the history of the world, mining a great a r e a of t h e Atlantic
Mr. LA FOLLE'TTE. I w a s r e a d i n g from my manuscript,
I Ocean Avitli deadly contact mines, and gave to the neutral nations
1 only three days' notice? I t Issued its declaration on the 2d of nnd I knoAV j u s t vvhat I said. T h e Senator misunderstood me.
Mr. R E E D . You stated t h a t w e h a d done It as effectu'ely
V November, and It Avent Into effect on t h e 5th of November.
Mr. LA F O L L E T T E . J u s t as effectively as though it Avere a
Of the preliminary allegations in the note concerning the scattering of mines by Germany in the open sea around tlie British contract. I think it Avas j u s t as effective by a failure to protest
Isles, no proof of it has ever been furnished, so far as I am a w a r e ; as though it had been a contract.
I now proceed to make t h a t good by my ar.gument, If the
and, eA-en If It Avere true. It certainly would not have remedied
t h e condition to mine a much larger portion of the sea upon Senator Avill piermit me.
Avhich neutral ships must travel. I say this because of the highBIr. R E E D . And you Avill not permit any f u r t h e r interrupsoundin,g but obA'lously false and hypocritical assertion contained tion? Very well, if t h a t Is the premise.
In the proclamation tliat B r i t a i n is taking this action In order
Mr. LA F O L L E T T E . T h a t is my argument, a n d ^ I am proto maintain t r a d e betAveen n e u t r a l countries Avlthln the limits of ceeding to m a k e it.
international laAV. She Avas, in fact, by her action absolutely
In iDassing, hoAvever, I desire to call attention to t h e fact t h a t
destroying t r a d e betAveen n e u t r a l countries, and the penalties for the laAvless action of Great B r i t a i n resulted in the loss of a t
disobeying her orders, and AA'hich operate automatically and in- least tAvo of our ships—the Carib and t h e Evelyn—because
they
exorably, Avas the destruction by mines of all ships and passen- ventured into t h e zone G r e a t B r i t a i n had prohibited them from
gers venturing Into the proliibited portion of the sea.
I entering—Avere sudk by mines, Avith t h e loss of several Ameri-
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can lives. (Minority report, House Committee on Foreign Affairs, H. R.-21052, 64th Cong.)
WE SUB.AIIT TO ENGLAND'S AA'AR ZONE.

/ The only reason AAhy we have not suffered the sacrifice of
n i s t as many ships and j u s t as many HA'CS from tlie violation
«>f our rights by t h e w a r zone and t h e submarine mines of
tereat Britain, as Ave have through the unlawful acts of Germany
iiu making lier AA'.ar zone in violation of our n e u t r a l rights, is
,.' simply because AA'C have submitted to Great B r i t a i n ' s dictation.
If our ships had been sent into lier forbidden high-sea Avar
.zone, as they have into the proscribed a r e a Germany marked
out on the high seas as a Avar zone, Ave Avould have had t h e
.same loss of life and property in the one case as in tlie o t h e r ;
but because Ave avoided doing t h a t in tlie case of England, and
acqtiiesced i n her violation of laAV, AA'e have not only a legal
but a moral responsibility for the ]iosltlon In AA'hich Germany
: h a s been placed by our collusion and cooperation Avlth G r e a t
B r i t a i n . ' By snspendiiig the rule Avith respect to neutral rights
in Gr(>at B r i t a i n ' s case, Ave have been actively aiding her in
starving the civil population of Germany. We have helped to
drive Germany into a corner, h e r back to the Avail, to fight
Avitli Avhat Aveapons she can lay her h a n d s on to prevent tlie
starving of her Avomen and children, her old men and babes/
The llimsy claim AA'hich has sometimes been p u t forth t h a t
possibly t h e havoc in t h e N o r t h Sea Avas caused by German
mines is too absurd for consideration.
T refer to the three vessels sunk in the British Avar zone.
A^'hy should Germany mine t h e North Sea, t h e gateAvay from t h e
Atlantic to her oAvn ports and those of NorAvay, SAveden, and
Holland, Avith Avliom she most desired to t r a d e and w i t h Avliom
her relations Avere and a r e most friendly? She doubtless placed
some mines a t the entrance of hei' harbors for purijoses of protection, as she had a r i g h t to do, but it is ridiculous to sujipose
t h a t she would have mined the North Sea.
Besides this the records shoAv t h a t up to March 10, 19J5, of the
floating mines t h a t had been taken up and rendered harmless
aloii.g the Dutch coast 214 Avere of British origin, 33 French, and
only 22 German. (P. 142, Economic Aspects of t h e W a r , by
Clapp.)
T h e same author a t iiage 8 t h u s speaJcs of t h e result of t h e
mining of the North Sea by Great B r i t a i n :
Because of these floating mines in the North Sea literally scores ol
vessels Avere lost, mostly belonging to the Scandinavian countries or
Holland. Three American vessels were included—^the Greenhriar, Carib,
and livclgn. Because of the danger of mines ocean freight and warrisk insurance rates became a A'cry heavy burden on shipi^ers and
buyers, and in the case of some commodities became prohibitive of
commerce; a policy of uncertaintj' and fear was throAvn OA'er tlie
commercial Avorld.

WE

233

HOLD GKRJIANY TO STRICT ACOOU-VTABIHTY.

I find all the correspondence about the submarines of Ger- \
m a n y ; I find them a r r a y e d ; I find the note Avarning Germany
t h a t she AA'ould be held to a " s t r i c t accountability " for violation of our n e u t r a l r l g i i t s ; b u t you will search in vain thase /
volumes for a copy of t h e Britisli order in council mining t h e /
North Sea.
/
I am talking noAV .about principles. You can not distinguish
betAveen the principles Avhich alloAA'ed England to mine a large
a r e a of t h e Atlantic Ocean and the N o r t h Sea in order to shut
in Germany, and t h e in-incijile on AA'hich Germany by her submarines seeks to destroy all shipping Avliich enters the Avar zone
Avliich she has laid out around the British Isles.
\
T h e English mines a r e Intended to destroy Avltliotit AAarning •
every ship t h a t enters t h e w a r zone .she h a s proscribed, killing
or droAvning every passenger t h a t can not find some means of
escape. It is neither more nor Jess tliaii t h a t Avhieh Germany
t r i e s to do Avitli her submarines in her Avar zone. \Ye acquiesced in England's action Avithout protest. I t is proiwsed /
t h a t AA'e noAv go to Avar Avith Germany for identically t h e same-'
action upon her iiart.
ADMINISTRATION'S FATAL MISTAKE.

At this iioint, sir, I say, with a l l deference but Avlth the. abso'^
lute certainty of conviction, t h a t t h e piresent administrationl
made a fatal mistake, and if Avar comes to this country Avith
Germany for t h e present causes it Avill be due AvlioUy to t h a t I
mistake. The present administration h a s assumed and a c t e d /
upon t h e policy t h a t it could enforce to the very letter of t h e !
laAV the principles of international laAV against one belligerent|
ami relax them as to t h e otlier. T h a t thing no nation can doj
Avithout losing its c h a r a c t e r as a n e u t r a l nation and Avlthouti
losing t h e rights t h a t go Avith strict and absolute neutrality.
"^
In an address delivered by t h e President a t a joint session
of t h e tAVO Houses of Congress on F e b r u a r y 8, 1917, and referring to the reply AA'hich our Government had made to Germany's protest t h a t her enemies Avere permitted to apply uulaAA'ful methods of naval Avarfaro Avhlle she Avas held by us
to t h e strict rules of naval VA'arfaro, t h e President said t h a t
Germany had been advised as follOAVs. NOAV, listen to this
Mr. L E W I S . Mr. President, will the Senator from Wisconsin aUoAV me, before lie proceeds Avlth t h a t extract, to ask his
view as to Avhat he means by the assertion Avhicli he h a s j u s t
made? In other Avords, may I i n t e r r u p t him Avitli an Inquiry?
T h e P R E S I D I N G ' O F F I C E R (Mr. WOLCOTT In the c l i a i r ) .
Does the Senator from Wisconsin yield to t h e Senator from
Illinois?
Blr. LA F O L L E T T E . I yield for a question if it does not
divert me from my argument.,
Mr. L E W I S . I should like to ask the able Senator as to
Days, Aveoks, and months Avent b.A', and .still no protest came AA'hether or not I am correct in u n d e r s t a n d i n g his tirgument to
f]-om the American (Jovernment against this unlaAAful act on the mean that, if AVO fall to declare Avar against Great Britain bep a r t of Groat Britain.
cause of wrongs committed against us by Britain sufficient to
have had Avar declared, thereby Ave a r e prohibited from deciurGER.MANV AV.AITED FQE US TO PROTEST.
ing Avar against another Government t h a t might do acts Aviiich
She did this unlaAvful thing on the 5th day of November. Ger- a r e tliemselA'es a justification for t h e declaration of Avar?
many Avaited and AA^aited, Avcek after Aveek, for this Government
Mr. LA i ' O L L E T T E . The Senator from Illinois "-iji be best
to iissert its neutral rights and demand the opening of the North
Sea to n e u t r a l commerce. She Availed In vain for t h r e e long ansAvered as I proceed Avith my argument, Avliich deals exacti^'
"-•'
months for this Government to take some action, and not until Avith t h a t question.
Mr. L E W I S . I Avill not divert the Senator further, then, it
t h e 4th day of F e b r u a r y — t h a t Is my recollection of t h e d a t e ; I
do not knoAV t h a t I liaA'o It liei'e—did she in retaliiiiion serve he Intends to cover t h a t m a t t e r .
Mr. LA F O L L E T T E . I t Avill not divert me. T h e Senator
notice upon this Government of the establishment of lier Avar
Avill be ansAvered presently as well a s I am able to ansAver him.
Kone.

(liormany then did as a m a t t e r of retaliation and defense
Avhat Great B r i t a i n had done months previously purely as an
offensive measure—established a w a r zone or Avar area. She
included in it portions of tlie sea about the British islands, and
gave notice t h a t ships coming Avithln It Avould be destroyed by
mines or submarines, eA'en as English mines in t h e North Sea
destroyed the ships Avhich euterecl there.
It is Germany's insistence upon her r i g h t to blindly destroy
Avilh mines 4&d submarines in the area .she lias declared a Avar
zone all .sliips t h a t enter there, t h a t causes t h e AA'hole trouble
exist Injjr'between us and Germany to-day. I t Is for this, and
this only, t h a t AA'O a r e urged to make AA-ar. Yet In asserting this
right or in sinking t h e ships in the proscribed a r e a without
warning, Germany is doing only tliat Avliich En.gland is dicing in
her proscribed area, Avith our consent. H e r e Is the jiartlng of
the Avays. When England, havin.g previously violated all neutral
rights on Ihe high seas, mined the North Sea and as.serted the
ri.ght to blindly destroy, .and niinc-s can only destroy blindly, all
.ships tliat traversed it, one er two courses Avas open to us.
We chose to acquiesce, but a .singular thing transpli-ed. I mOi^
iwse all Senators have secured t h e published co'pies of the dipT(>
matic eorrespondenee Avhlch has been, issued by the State Department.

MISSTATEMENT OF THE LAW.

I quote nOAV from the President's address of F e b r u a r y 3, 1917,
before t h e tAvo Houses of C o n g r e s s :
In order, iiowever, to avoid any possible misunderstanding, the
GoA'ernment of the United States notifies the Imperial Government t h a t '
it can not for a moment entertain, much less discuss, a suggestion that
respect by German naval authorities for the rights of citizens ol the
United States upon the high seas should in any Avay or in the slightest
degree be made contingent upon the conduct of any other Government
aflecting the rights of neutrals and noncombatants. Responsibility in
such matters Is single, not joint; absolute, not relative.
T h a t p h r a s e the President h a s used repeatedly in his addresses ; he has used it a t least three times, I think, and he
has referred to it a s being a complete and suificient ansAver to
this proposition. I t misstates t h e laAv; it asserts a principle
t h a t can not be maintained for one moment with a decent
regard for equal rights betAveen nations Avlth Avhora Ave a r e dealin.g upon a basis of n e u t r a l i t y .
The offenses of Great B r i t a i n and Germany against us car ^
not be treated as they might be t r e a t e d if those nations were
not a t Avar AA'ith each other. TJndotibtedly, if those nations
Avere not at Avar Avith each other Ave could suffer one to violate
international hiAV to our injury ond make no protest and tcke
no action agtiinst t h e nation so offending and hold t h e othei t<;
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strict :iccountablIity and compel her to respect to the limit our and statesmen of this country—Thomas .Tefferson. Mr. Jefrigiits under international hiAA', and if she refused we Avould be ferson, then Secretary of State, In Avrltlng to T h o m a s Plnckn^-,
justified in going to Avar sibout it. B u t Avhen Ave a r e dealing United States minister to G r e a t B r i t a i n regardiiig England's
Avith Germany and Great Britain, Avarring against each other. stoppage of our food .shipments to F r a n c e , Avith Avhom England
so evenly balanced in strength t h a t a little help to one or a w a s then a t Av.-ir, dealt Avith precisely the same situation t h a t
little hindrance to the other t u r n s t h e scale and spells A'ictory confronts President Wilson in the AViir betAA'een Germany and
for one a n d defeat for t h e other, in t h a t situation I say t h e England, b u t Secretary Jefferson dealt Avlth the situation in
principle of international laAv steps in Avliich declares t h a t any precisely the opposite manner from t h a t adojited -by President
failure on our p a r t to enforce our rights equally against both Wilson. In this letter, under date of September 7, 1793, Secis a gross act of unneutrality.
r e t a r y Jefferson s a i d :
T h a t Is precisely Avhat Ave have done, as I h a v e shOAvn. I n
The first article of it [the British order] permits aU vessels laden
the early days of t h e conflict In this m a t t e r of t h e Avar zones wholly or In part with corn, flour, or meal, bound to any port in
France,
to be stopped and sent into any British port, to be purchased
of each belligerent, in submitting to G r e a t B r i t a i n ' s dictaby that Government or to be released only on the condition of security
tion concerning AA'hat might be t r e a t e d as contraband, resulting given
by the master that he will proceed to dispose of his cargo in
finally in a practical cessation of shipping to German ports, we the ports of some country in amity Avith his majesty.
This article is so manifestly contrary to the laAV of nations that nothhave done Germany as much h a r m as though Ave had landed an
a r m y in F r a n c e to fight beside t h e entente allies. HOAV AVUI ing more would seem necessary than to obserA'e that it is so.
history regard this conduct of ours? HOAV AVIU our own people
HOAV much less Avas it obnoxious to the laAV of nations than
regai'd it Avhen they come to understand it? W e can never mining the great a r e a of the N o r t h Sea.
j u s t i j j ' it.
Reason and usage iiuA'c estiiblished that when two nations go to ivav
WE IL\.A'E NOT BEi^X NEUTRAL.
tliose who choose to live in peace, retain tlieir neutral right to pursue
their
.agriculture, manufactures, and other ordinary vocations; to
'.Jefferson asserted tliat Ave could not permit one Avarring carry the
produce of their industry, lor exchange, to all nations, belliatiou to curtail onr n e u t r a l riglits if Ave Avere not ready to gerent or neutnd, as usual; to go and come freely without injury or
llOAv her enemy the same privileges, and t h a t any other molestation, and, in short, that the Avar among others shall be,' for
them, as if it did not exist. One restriction on those mutual rights lias
'course entailed t h e sacrifice of our neutrality.
been sulimitred to )>y nations at peace; that is to sa.y, that of not fur,' T h a t is t h e sensible, t h a t is the logical position. No neutrality nishing to cither parly implementfs merely of lA'ar, lor the annoyonce of
.couli.l ever have commanded re.spect if it Avas not based on t h a t the other, nor anything AVhateA'er to a place blockaded by its
* * *
/equitable and j u s t proposition; and AA'O from early in the Avar enem.v.
This act, too, tends directly to draw us from that state of peace
thrcAV oi'.r neutrality to t h e Avinds by p e r m i t t i n g England to in which we are wishing to remain. It is an essential charader of neum a k e a mockery of it to her advantage against her chief enemy. trality to furnish no aids (not stipulated by treaty) to one party which
are not coually ready to furnish to the other. It we permit corn to
Then Ave expect to say to t h a t enemy, " You have got to respect Ave
be sent to Gieat Britain and her friends, we are equally bound to permit
my rights as a n e u t r a l . " W h a t is the ansAA'er? I say Germany it to France. To restrain it Avould be a partiality wliich might lead to
h a s been patient Avltli us. Standing strictly on her rights, her AA'ar with Prance, and, belAA'cen restraining it ourselves and permitting
ansAA'er Avould be, " Maintain your n e u t r a l i t y ; t r e a t these other her enemies to restrain it unrightfully is no difference. She Avould consider this as a mere pretext, of which she would not be the dupe ; and on
Governments Avarring against me as you t r e a t me if yoti Avant Avhat
lionorable ground could Ave otherAvise explain it? Thus Ave should
u r n e u t r a l rights respected."
see ourselA'es plunged b,y this unauthorized act of Great Britain into a
war,
Avith
Ave meddle not and Avhich Ave wish to aA'oid, if justice to V
I say again t h a t AVhen tAvo nations a r e a t Avar any n e u t r a l na- all parties,which
and from all parties, Avill enable us to avoid it.
tion, in order to preserve its character as a neutral nation, must
I n the same letter Jefferson s a y s :
exact the same conduct from both Avarring. n a t i o n s ; both nnist
The loss of our produce destined for foreign markets or that loss AVhich
equally obey t h e principles of International laAV. If a n e u t r a l would
result from an arbitrary restraint of our markets is a tax too
nation fails in that, then its rights upon the high seas—to serious for us to acquiesce in. It is not enough for a nation to say, " We
adopt the President's phrase—are relative and not absolute. and our friends AAIII buy your produce." We liave a right to answer
it suits us better to sell to their enemies as Avell as their friends.
There can be no greater violation of our neutrality t h a n t h e that
+ * «
Irequirement thiit one of tAvo belli.gerents shall adhere to t h e
We have .a right to judge for ourselves what market best suits ns.
\settled principles of laAV and t h a t the other shall have t h e ad- and they hjxve none to forbid to us the enjoyment of the necessaries and
W u t a g e of not doing so. Tlie respect t h a t German naval au- comforts which AA'e may obtain from any other independent country.
thorities AA'ere required to pay to t h e rights of our people upon
F u r t h e r , he says :
t h e high seas Avould depend upon the question Avliether VA'C had
Were we to withhold from her [France] supplies of provisions, we
should
iu like manner be bound to Avithhold them from her enemies
exacted the same rights from Germany's enemies. If Ave had
also
and thus shut to ourselves all the ports of l^urope Av'here corn is
not done so we lost our character as a n e u t r a l nation, and our in demand
or make ourselves parties in the Avar. This is a dilemma
peoi)le unfortunately had lost t h e protection t h a t belongs to neu- which Great Britain has no right to lorce upon us, and for AVhich no
pretext
can
be found in any part of our conduct. She may, indeed,
trals. Our responsibility AA'as joint in the sense t h a t Ave m u s t
the desire of starving an enemy nation, but .she can have no right
exact tlie same conduct from both belligerents. No principle of feel
of doing it at our loss nor of making us the instruments of it.
international laAV is better settled t h a n t h a t Avhich is stated
And Avitli a firmness AAlilch it Avould have been Avell had the
l)y Oppenheim, the great English authority on international laAV,
present administration emulated. It is s a i d :
in volume 2, second edition, page 365. H e says ;
It is with concern, hoAvever, I am obliged to observe that so marked
Neutrality as f.n attitude ol impartiality involA'CS the duty of ab- has been the inattention of the British court to every application which
''^ining from assisti'Jg either belligereut either nctiA'ely or passively.
has been made to them on any suliject by this Government (not a single
I believe, liaA'iiig ever been given to one ol them, except iu the
The same a u t h o r points out, on p a g i s 441 to 444, t h a t a neu- answer,
act of exchanging a minister) that it may become unavoidable in certral can not permit one belligerent to do Avhat another is not tain cases, where an answer ol some sort is necessary, to consider their
silence as an ansAver.
lienuitted to do.
IF WE AVERE NEUTRAL AVE WOULD NOT NOAV FACE WAR.
In the case of the Bermuda (S AVallace, p. 514) the Supreme
Court of the LTnlted States points out t h a t neutrality involves
H a d tlie plain principle of international hiAv announced b y \
absolute equality of treatment. T h e court s a y s :
Jefferson been folloAved by us, Ave Avould not be called on to-day j
Neutral trade is entitled to protection in all courts. Neutrals in to declare Avar upon any of the belligerents. Tlie failure to t r e a t I
tlulr own country may sell to belligerents whatever belligerents choose
to buy. The principal exceptions to this rule are that neutrals must the belligerent nations of E u r o p e alike, the failure to reject the \
unlaAA'ful " Avar zones " of both Germany and Gi'eat Britain, Is
not sell to one belligerent what they refuse to sell to the other.
Avholly accountable for our present dilemma. We should not
And SO forth.
seek to hide our blunder behind the smoke of battle, to Inflame
OCR COURT AND JEFFERSON ESTABLISHED THE TRUE PRINCIPLES OP
the mind of onr people l>y half trutlis into the frenzy of Avar,
NEUTRALITY.
in order t h a t they may never appreciate t h e real cause of it
I n the case of Resolution
(Federal court of appeals, 1781; until It Is too late. I do not believe t h a t our national honor is
2 Dalles, 19) it is said t h a t t h e Idea of a n e u t r a l nation " im- served by such a course. T h e right Avay is t h e honorable Avay.
plies tAvo nations a t Avar and a t h i r d in friendslilp Avlth both."
One a l t e r n a t i v e is to a d m i t our initial blunder to enforce omJ. Qulncy Adams, Secretary of State, on May 19, 1818, s a i d :
By the usual principles of international law the state of neutriility rights against Great Britain as Ave have enforced our rights
recognizes the cause of both parties to the contest as iust—that is, it against Germany ; demand t h a t both those nations shall respect
avoids all consideration ol t'ne merits ol the contest, (See Moore's our n e u t r a l rights upon t h e high seas to the l e t t e r ; and glA'C
International Law Digest, vol. 7, p. 800.)
notice t h a t Ave Avill enforce those rights from t h a t time forth i
y
Oppenheim on I n t e r n a t i o n a l LaAv, volume 11, second edition, against both belligerents and then live up t-i t h a t notice.
T h e other alternative is to AvithdraAV our commerce from botli.
p a r a g r a p h 294, page 362, s a y s :
Since neutrality is an attitude of impartiality, it e.xeludes such T h e mere suggestion t h a t food supplies Avould be Avithheld from
assistance and succor to one of the belligerents as is detrimental to both sides Impartially would coinj)^, belligerents to observe t h e
the other, and, further, such injuries to the one as benefit the other.
principle of freedom of t h e se,i«'f»fii<'i,iral commerce.
The best and clearest exposition of the exact question, how- * * ! t t r . W I L L I A M S . Mr. PraS'ident, if iKimortality could be atever, Avas I'lade long ago by one of the greatest of Democrats tained by verbal eternity, ttee Senator iroin Wisconsin Avould
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baAc approximated immortality. We have waited and have
heard a speech from him which AA'ould have better become Herr
Bcthmann-Holhveg, of the Germttn Parliament, than an American Senator. In fact, he has gone much further than Herr
Bethmann-HollAveg ever dared to go. Herr Bethmann-Hollweg
said that the use of submarines. In the manner in which they
arc being tised noAV, could be justified only by "military necessity." The Senator from Wisconsin has put their use upon the
same footing as the use by Great Britain of ships to enforce a
blockade. I fully expected before he took his seat to hear hliu
defend the invasion of Belgium—the most absolutely barbarous
.act that ever took place in the history of any nation anyAVbere.
I heard from him a speech which Avas pro-German, pretty nearly
in-o-Goth, and pro-Vandal, AvhIch Avas anti-American President
and anti-American Congress, and anti-American people. I heard
his eulogy of the German Government. I heard his justification of its barbarous metliods In Avar. I heard his surly, contemptuous criticism of the entente powers. The American
people Avill read a part of it. I fancy that it is the speech that
the Senator from Wisconsin prepared to deliver upon the neutrality bill in the last Congress. We are better prepared to
receive it HOAV than Ave Avere then, because Ave have groAvn a
little bit older and a little bit more patient and perhaps a little
bit more submisslA'e to Avrong.
The Senator from Wisconsin, Aviiile he Avas pronouncing a
eulogy upon the German people, might have pronounced a
eulogy upon a people very much greater, A'ery much more Intelligent, and very much more moral—the American people. His
speech Avas absolutely Avorthy of Bethmann-HollAveg in the
Reichstag, if Bethmann-HollAveg had had the audacity to make
it there; but Bethmann-HollAveg did not have the audacity,
tmd he had too much knoAvledge and common sense to have
attempted to make that particular speech, CA'en in the Reichstag..
The Senator has spent him.self in eulo,gy of the German people
Avhile he has forgotten to notice you and me. I miglit have
begun this .speech by paraphrasing the utterances of old Patrick Heni'y: " Gentlemen speak of peace, but there Is no
peace." And, altliough I could not say AA'ith him that " the
chains are already clanking upon Boston Common," I could say
that the groans of American men and AVomen and cliiltlren, as
the,y sank after a murderous and uiiAA'arned attack, tmknelled
and unshrlA-en, to tlieir graA'es, to face God at judgment, are
all here IIOAA', bein.g heard by us if we have ears to hear. I
hear them In the air and you hear them, but the Senator from
Wisconsin has not heard one of them. He lias heard nothing—
nolhlng except Avhat he has obtained from German authority
and Information; and he tells us in a part of his speech that
the Germans have had " a better opportunity to get information
than anybody else."
Is not that a very remarkable statement, Avhen AVO all knoAV
tnai' tlie very news'.;\f Jbe President's UAfsydge, except iiJs peace
message, has not been allOAved' tir go to the German peoplcv and
wlien we knoAV tliat the Junkerthum and the Hohenzoll ern
family control the press in Germany, as Bismarck did, and Bismarck .spoke of It in a manner AA'hich indicated the contempt of
an autocrat belonging to the Junkerthum for anything like free
speech, free assembly, or free exiiression?
I have loved the Senator from Wisconsin, in a Avay, until recently, but I have no sort of patience with any American who
stancls up in the American Senate and spends three or four
hours in plaudits of the common enemy, Avho happens right noAV
to be not only our enemy but tlie enemy of the human race, while
he has not one Avord to say in praise of an American President
or an American Congress or the American people, Avho are
doing nothing except resenting Insult and injury—and a gentleman resents insult more quickly than he does injury.
Here Ave stand—in Avar, not in peace. The Kaiser, not we, has
settled that question. Oh, Mr. President, a little common sense
goes a long Avay in a Avide, wide, desolate Avorld.
" Gentlemen speak of peace Avhen tliere is no peace." There
is no peace except that analogous to a man Avliom another man
kicks and AVIIO fails to notice the kick because the part kicked
is lAaralyzed. If the American peo]3le can not be aroused to
righteous indignation IIOAV and to a degree of patriotic fervor
and passion, they are degenerate sons of noble tires who
fought the War of the Revolution and Avho fought the Civil War
on both sides.
Tell me tliat the American Congress is ".about to involve the
American pcojlie in war " ! The man Avho says that is a knave or
a fool. He is a knavexlf he knoAvs bettor and says it anyhoAV,
and he is a fool if he dres not knoAV better. We are iuA'olved in
A\ar, not by Ihe AmerL '*n Congress, lint by the orders of the'
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German Kaiser and by the German ICaiser's military and naval
advisers.
Tell me that I have got to be kicked tAvice, and then kicked
the third time, and then notified that I am going to be Icicked
the fourth time in order to constitute a state of hostility betAA'een me and the man Avho is proposing the fourth kicking!
A little common sense goes a long way, m.y friends. Tlie
common sense of this situation is .(hat a man Avho is talking
about " Congress bringing on Avar " has not ordinary intelligence. The Avar is here, and Congress has not brought it on,
and tlie President has not brought it on, and tlie American
people have not brought it on. The Junkerthum and the
Kaiserthum of Germany have brought it on in contempt for
3'ou and me. Why, they have exactl.v the siinie contempt for us
tliat Najioleon had for the English—"a nation of shopkeepers."
He never kncAV any better until Ivlba and Waterloo and St.
Helena caine.
" Whom the gods Avould destroy they first make mad," and this
is not the first HohenzoUern Avho Avas mad. Old Frederick
Wilhelm I, the father of Frederick the Great, was a lunatic,
substantially, and to this felloAV on this throne noAV I say:
"Thou art in the same fix." Yes; as Lord Bacon said to Essex,
" I thou thee." I call him a felloAv and a very common felloAv,
too—a half-insane felloAV Avith a notion aAA'ay doAvn in the bottom
of his brain that he and God are partners. Well, of course, God
is a partner Avith all of us. He is in partnership Avith all of His
children; but the Kaiser .seems to think lliat ho and God are
special partners, and the balance of us are subordinates by
divine ordinance to him and God. The man—the felloAV—
absolutely believes, in the tAA'entieth century, in the medieval
doctrine of divine right of kings.
There are tAvo things about this situation that I face. One
is the necessity of it. I face the necessity because I must.
The other is the opportunity of it, and I face that because I
will. I am ,glad that I and the American citiz<jnry shall have
the opportunity of fi.ghting on the side of liberty and denSoeracy and free speech and free institutions against I'russian
militarism and autocracy.
I join the President in having no hostility to the German ]ieople. I spent tAvo and a half years of my life Avith them, and I
love them, a whole lot of them. The man Avho inhabits the
borders of the Rhine, the man AVIIO inhabits Bavaria and
Wiirttemberg, easily moA'ed to tears and easily moved to laughter and easily moved to rage, is a man Avhom I have learned to
love; and I have alAvays believed that this Avar In Europe,
brought on by the obstinate refusal of the Kaiser to leave eitlier
to a tribunal of arbitration or to a concert of Europe the question at issue between Austria and Serbia, inspiring Austria
to refusal, is not the fault of the German people, but is a jiroof
of AA'hat I said a moment ago, " Whom the gods Avonid destroy,
they first make mad."
There is nothing in the world like sea pOAver. It starA'ed the
South. I heard the Senator from Wisconsin talking a moment
ago, and if I could have been amused b,y the recollection of
the tragedy of my OAvn people I vA'onld have been amused. He
i.*^alks of the English fleet starving the German people. You
not oiTiV dici not fe-J" cp^ I'lifra*. .food, but you AA'ould not even lot
us have quinine; you AA'ould not even jlftf .i^.s have medicine.
You Avould not OA'en let medicine ,go through the rai.^ks to be
administered by your OAVII surgeons to your oAvn soldiers. Ami
why? Because the Avar bad to be concluded and peace had to
be established, and you felt that Avas the quickest Avay to do it.
We pled no baby act.
NoAA', a little bit more common sense, Mr. President. I'he
Senator from Wisconsin spent a AvhoIe lot of time tall<;ing about
the violations of the rights of neutrality by Great Britain, and
he labored in extenso in trying to establish an identity of purpose and an Identity of act betAveen the violations by Great
Britain and the violations by Germany of our neutral rights.
He proved thereby—to cite a paragraph in a funny paper not
long ago—that he did not knoAV the difference betAveen a prize
court and a torpedo.
Great Britain has murdered none of our citizens. Great
Britain has droAvned none of our Avomen and children. Great
Britain has seized our merchandise and carried It into port
and had Its court sit upon It, to adjudicate Avhether or not It
Avas subject to confiscation. She has gone further than any
nation ever AA'Cut before, because Avlien she seized our cotton and
our Avheat to keep tliem from .going to the enemy and pronounced them contraband, she has paid lor them at the market
price.
1 am a little tired, Mr. President—I do not knoAV Avhctlier
yoa are or not—of utterance*! like that of the Senator from AVisconsin in denouncing the entente poAvers. Wlio are the entente
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poAvers?
Prance, La Belle France, sunny France, SAveet
Prance—the most companionable people on the surface of t h e
e a r t h ; the country of I^afayette and Itochambeau and De
Grasse; the country of Victor Hugo and Moliere and R a c i n e ;
the country of t h e men Avho imitated the American example
Avhen they flung to the breeze banners with " E q u a l i t y , fraternlt.A-, and liberty " inscribed upon them, although they carried
the banner to a bloody end»that Avas not justified.
Does the Senator hope to make me hate P r a n c e or Frenchmen
because I love some Germans—most of them—nearly all of them
I have exer seen?
Then the gentleman u n d e r t a k e s to " tAvist the British lion's
tail." We have had a Avhole lot of demagogues who habitually
do t h a t . It absolutely started soon after t h e Revolution, but
not Avitli those of us Avhose forefathers fought under George
Washington in the Continental line to establish American Independence. The W a r of Independence Avas really carried on
against t h e Avill of t h e English people, against t h e German king
AA'ho happened to be then the King of Great Britain, Avith hired
Hessians, Avho Avere also Germans, against the leadership of t h a t
greatest Englishman t h a t America ever produced—George Washington.
Can the gentleman tell me t h a t so many thousand Germans
helped to overcome the South in the Avar betAveen the States?
Of course they did, but t h e Senator did not hope to get my
sympathy upon t h a t proposition. They Avere hirelings, as t h e
Hessians Avere during the Revolution, as they came in in every
imuiigt-ant ship, enlisting to fight the South, a section of which
they had no IcnoAvledge Avhatever of AA'hat Avas going on or Avhat
tlie question Avas. They could not read the American Constitution in English and never read It In German. The Senator does
not arouse my admiration in t h a t quiirter. beginning Avith t h e
Hessians in tlie W a r of the Revolution and every Avar Ave have
ever had. Witli the exception of a fcAV German-American citizens, natives of Missouri and other States, Avho served Avltli
patriotism and Avith a high spirit of liberty, Avlth the idea t h a t
slaves ought to be emancipated—Avith the exception of a feAV
of thein, the great majority of Germans Avlio fought the South
Avere mere hirelings Avho landed at Castle Garden and served a t
$13 a month plus t h e bounty.
Mr. President, the man AVIIO does not knoAV tlie difference
between a prize court and a torpedo submarine's shot Avltliout
Avarnlng against a merchant ship ought not to be a Member of
the United States Senate, and a man AAho Avill indulge in a
labored argument to prove t h a t they are identical ought not to
be a Member of the United States Senate.
T h e gentioman tells us t h a t Thomas .Jefferson said t h a t AVlien
you grsint to one poAver a given right you must g r a n t the same
right to the otlier or else you violate neutrality. Of course,
Thomas Jefferson AA'as nearly ahvays exactly right, and nobody
can torture out of Avliat he said anything t h a t Avas Avrong. But
the major premise being establislied t h e minor premise is t h a t
Germany and Great Britain have done the same thing to us.
Tliey have not. T h e minor premise happens to be absolutely
false. I t just happens t h a t Avay historically. They have not done
the same thing. The statement tliat they have is a. lie.
Then the .Seniitor go(\s or. •Jiiia lells us tliat " if Ave sell to orie
poAver and do, 'hui sell to the other, or refuse to sell to the other,
Tho'Kfas Jefferson said AA'O violate neutrality." Of course; but
haA-e Ave ever sold one thing to France, England, or Russia t h a t
Ave have refused to sell to Germany, or Avere not AvlUiiig to sell
to Germany, a t any time If Germany Avas ready to receive
t h e goods and ready to take the responsibility of their receipt?
The Senator from Wisconsin knoAvs t h a t any Insinuation to t h a t
effect is false. It is hi.storically untrue.
Is it our fault t h a t Avhlle Germany Avas commanding the land
witli almost supreme poAver England commanded the sea?
Oiu; more Avord of common sense, Mr. President. Which would
you rather do—fight Germany noAv, Avlth P r a n c e and England
and Ru.ssia to help you, or fight her later, Avhen she is ready, by
o u r s e h e s ? You liave got to do one or the other.
A AAliole lot of people tell me t h a t t h e entente a r e bound to
AA'in the AA'ar In Europe. I tell yon they are not. I tell you t h a t
Avlth t h a t line almost lilce a right-angle triangle, with a salient
here, Avith Robert E. Lee behind t h a t line Avith a capacity to
reinforce one psirt of it to the other Avhilc t h e enemy had to
go all around, he Avould Avin t h a t AA^'ar.
I tell you, furthermore, t h a t t h e I t a l i a n barrier can not be
protected if there are enough German people put in, and Avhen
once broken F r a n c e Avlll be attacked upon the south—unfortified and undefended—on the I t a l i a n side.
I tell you, moreover, t h a t if Germany does Avin t h a t fight
upon the (Continent of Europe, Avlth Belgium already a vassal
State, Holland to become one, F r a n c e by defeat one, Avith
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all their forts and naval stations and shipyards open as well
as her OAvn, she will begin to get ready to Avhip us unless England's fleet prevents it.
NOAV, Great B r i t a i n can, by sea power, defend herself almost
indefinitely, defend herself long enough for us to get ready
to help lier to defend us. You cati put it In your pipe and
smoke It, the fact t h a t you must choose AAhethcr yon a r e going
to fight Germany noAV with assistance or AVhether you are' going
to fight her l a t e r ; you liave .got to fight her.
BIr. President. I know of but one way to fight anybody. You
can not ahvays whip hiin, but there Is but one Avay Avith a
hope of success, ond t h a t Is to hit him just as soon as t h e
provocation comes, and as quickly as you can and as strongly
as you can. T h a t is w h a t Ave have got to do.
Mr. President, there is a lot m o r e ; and it Is very difilcult
to m a k e a reply to the speech of the Senator from Wisconsin,
because he scatters so you have got to scatter in reply. You
can hardly keep track of your OAAU intellect Avhen you a r e trying
to folloAV his supposed intellect. We hail from him a long,
labored eulogy of German policy and of her metliods; a long,
labored defense of her use of subniiirlnes in a Avay unknoAvn
to civilization. H e made a long, labored criticism oil the President of tlie United States, Avho Is j u s t as much your President
right noAV ns he Is mine, although I helped to elect him and
you did not.
But Avhat Avas t r u e when McKinley sent his message to us in
t h e Congress of the United States? I happened at t h a t time to
have something to do Avith t h a t In t h e Foreign Affairs Committee. I made a speech Avlilch Avas one m k . u t e long in faA'or of
Avhat Mclvinley Avanted.. C H A M P CLAEK said it Avas the only
one-minute speecli he ever heard, and t h a t one-minute speech
Avas t h i s : " I have talked too much about the tyranny and t h e
oppression by Spain In Cuba and about the disorganized condition there to oppose HOAV any measure proposed in favor «jf putting an eiitl to it, and Avhen I speak for myself I think l"speak
for t h e Democratic I'arty." T h a t is not a literal quotation but
it is substantially correct.
I liad a q u a r t e r of a minute left. We Democrats gave him the
.$50,000,000 he AA-anted and asked no questions.
NOAV, Avhat a r e you going to do? I Avill tell you Avhat you a r e
going to do. You a r e going to imitate our example as Avell as you
knoAV hoAV, because you love this country as Avell as I do. Lots
of you north of the line haA'e more cause to love it tlian I have,
but I have cause sufficient. Tlie Senator from Wisconsin says
t h a t Avltli t h e European Avar carried on over there " we h a v e
nothing to lose." HaA'e we not? H a v e we no honor t h a t Ave
might lose? H a v e Ave no regard for the sovereignty of t h e
American Nation t h a t Ave might be coin]jelled to dlsiiense Avlth'i
H a v e AA'e no regard for the fiag floating from the flagstaff of our
ships t h a t Avere sunk Avitliout Avarning upon t h e high seas? Is
sentiment rot? Is patriotism rot? I s there nothing t h a t a man
has Avliicb. *;.t. either possesses or possesses hlih tliat. i.s preciou.s_
to hirej except money anirnnif^.e-r\"^^'!.'Jrr.iniage'>
T'ne Senator in another p a r t of his speech said the poor man
AA^'ould have to bear all this expense of Avar. I need not refer to
that, because Ave all knoAV t h a t under the scheme of Democratic
Federal taxation It is the rich man Avho is going to pay the t a x e s
ujion inheritance and upon income, both graduated to suit his
fortune. According to the private opinion of a great many
people—I am not one of them—it is graduated too much.
H e AA'ants to persuade us t h a t it Is the rich man's Avar and
the poor man's fight. I heard all t h a t gammon and dema.gogy
In the South after the Civil War. I t Avas a lie Mien, as it is HOAV.
By t h e Avay, now I am getting tired of another thing. This
does not come from t h e Senator from Wisconsin; It comes from
some otlier Senator Avho spoke. I am getting verj' tired of somebody saving tins is a " Wall Street Avar." It is a lie.
Mr. OA'ERMAN. A Wall Street lie.
Mr. AVILLIAMS. Probably a Wall Street lie, as the Senator
from North Carolina has said, ^^'all Street and tlie money
poAver of the capitalists did not sink t h e Lusifania and send to
the judgment of God those men, Avomen. and children unsbriven.
Wall Street did not sink the Arabic.
Wall Street did not sink
the Sussex.
Wall Street did not sink the Algonquin Avlth the
American flag on her main staff, nor did Wall Street sink the
last three American ships Avith flags flying t h a t Avere sunk In t h e
same Avay. I am tired of lies like that.
I think it is the duty of American Senators and RepresentatiA'es and the American people to brand tliem lies, as tliey are.
One Senator said something about " p u t t i n g t h e dollar m a r k
upon the flag." Tliat struck me as pectiliar. I am t h e son of
a father Av)io.se mother said to him, " K i t , you a r e a W h i g ; you
a r e opposed to secession; let t h e Yankees and the secessionists
fighfthis Avar.'' And his reply Avas, " Mother, the time h a s passed.
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Tlie Senate had under consideration the Joint resolution (S, J. Ees.
1) introduced by Jlr. MAIITIN April 2, 1917, declaring Avar against
Uermany, and maliing provision to prosecute tiio same.

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Mr. President, I had supposed until
recently that it veas the duty of Senators and Representatives
in Congress to vote and act according to their convictions on all
public matters that came before them for consideration and
decision.
I.
STA^'DI^"0 DACK OF THE PHESinKXT.

Quite another doctrine has recently been promulgated by
certain noAvspapers, which unfortunately seems to have found
considerable support elseAvhere, and that is the doctrine of
"standing back of the President," AVithout inquiring whether
the President is right or Avrong. For myself I have never subscribed to that doctrine and never shall. I shall support the
President in the measures he proposes Avhen I believe them to be
right. I shall oppose measures proposed by the President when
I believe them to be Avrong. The fact that the matter Avhicli
the President submits for consideration is of the greatest importance is only an additional reason why Ave should be sure
that Ave are right and not to be sAverved from that conviction
or intimidated in its expression by any influence of poAA'er Avhatsoever. If It is important for us to speak ond vote our convictions in matters of internal policy, though Ave may unfortunately be in disagreement Avlth the President, It is infinitely
more important for us to speak and vote our convictions Avhen
the question ig one of peace or Avar, certain to inA'olve the liAes
and fortunes of many of our people and, it may be, the destiny
of all of them and of the civilized Avorld as well. If, unhappily, on such momentous questions the most patient research
and conscientious consideration AVO could give to them leave
us in disagreement with the President, I know of no course to
take except to oppose, regretfully but not the less firmly, the
demands of the ExecutlA'e.
II.
AHMED XEUTRALITT.

On the 2d of this month the President addressed a communlcation to the Senate and House in Avhich he advised that
the Congress declare Avar against Germany and that this Government " assert all its poAvers and employ all its resources to
bring the Government of the German Empire to terms and end
the war."
On February 26, 1917, the President addressed the Senate
and the House upon, the conditions existing between this Government and the German Empire, and at that time said, " I am
not now proposing or contemplating v?av or any steps that need
lead to it. •* * * I request that you Avill authorize me to
supply our merchant ships with defensive arms, should that
become necessary, and with the means of using them" against
90635—17198
3

what he chtiracterlzed as the unlaAvful attacks of German submarines.
A bill Avas introduced, and It Avas attempted to rush it
through the closing hours of the last session of Congress, to
give the President the poAvers requested, namely, to sirm our
merchant ships, and to place upon them guns and gunners from
our Navy, to be used against German submarines, and to employ
such other instrumentalities and methods as might in his
judgment and discretion seem necasisary and adequate to protect such vessels. That measure did not pass.
It is common knoAvledge that the President, acting without
authority from Congress, did arm our merchant ships Avlth guns
and gunners from our Navy, and sent them into the prohibited
" war zone." At the time the President addressed us on the
2d of April there was absolutely no change in the conditions
betAveen this Government and Germany. The effect of arming
merchant ships had not been tested as a defensive measure.
Late press reports Indicate, hoAvever, that the Aztec, a United
States armed merchantman, lias been sunk In the prohibited
zone, whether Avith mines or a torpedo, I believe, has not been
established, so the responsibility for this sinking can not, so
far as I knoAV at this time, be placed.
When the request Avas made by the President on February 26
for authority to arm merchant ships, the granting of such authority was opposed by certain Members of the House and by
certain Senators, of which I was one. I made at that time a
careful Investigation of the subject, and became convinced that
arming our merchant ships was wholly futile and its only
purpose and effect would be to lure our merchantmen to danger, and probably result In the destruction of the vessels and
In the loss of the lives of those on boards The representatives
of the President on this floor then having that bill in charge
saw fit, by methods I do not care to characterize, to prevent my
speaking upon the measure and giving to the Senate and to
the country such Information as I had upon the subject.
Under the circumstances, I did the only thing that seemed
practical to me, and that was to give such publicity as I was
able through the press to the fact that the proposition to arm
merchant ships would be wholly futile, and could only result
in loss of the lives and property of our own people, without
accomplishing the results intended. I regret to say tliat the
President, according to statements In the public press purporting to emanate from him, and which have never been denied, saw fit to characterize as "willful" the conduct of the
Senators Avho, in obedience to their consciences and their oaths
of office, opposed the armed-ship bill, and to charge that in so
doing they Avere not representing the people by whose suffrages
they are here. I knoAv of no graver charge that could be made
against the official conduct of any Member of this body than
that his official action Avas the result of a " willful"—that is,
an unreasoned and perverse—purpose.
Mr. President, many of my colleagues on both sides of this floor
have from day to day offered for publication in the RECOED messages and letters received from their constituents. I have received some 15,000 letters and telegrams. They have come from
44 States in the Union. They have been assorted according to
whether tliey speak in criticism or commendation of my course
in opposing war.
Assorting the 15,000 letters and telegrams by States in that
way, 9 out of 10 are an unqualified indorsement of my course in
opposing Avar Avlth Germany on the issue presented. I offer only
a few selected hastily just before I came upon the floor Avhich
especially relate to public sentiment on the question of war.
80635—-17198

iMr. President, let me say t h a t t h e city of Monroe, Wis., is t h e
county seat of Green C o u n t j , AA'hich borders on tlie State oC
Illinois. I a m not able to state exactly t h e percentiige of (he
nationalities of t h e people, b u t I knoAv t h a t t h e fouaihaiou
stock of thnt little city \vns of XCAV England origin. I n t h e hist
10 or 15 or 20 years a great many SAVISS haA'e come into t h e
county.
But, Mr, President, It is a good toAvn, typical of any town of
like size In any State in t h e Union. They held an election tliere
on t h e 2d day of April, ancl t h e folIOAving vote Avas polled upon
t h e question of declarin,? Avar against Germany, Tlie telegram
reporting the A'ote is as folloAvs:
Monroe election votes on rofcrcnflum on AA-nr question. For peace,
934 ; for Avnr, 95.
I a m informed thnt in a Massachusetts referendum by postal
card 20,000 postal cards Avere sent out, a n d t h e r e t u r n s t h u s
far shoAV 66 p e r cent against Avar; 63 p e r cent against conscription. T h e foUoAvlng form w a s submitted in taking t h e vote in
Massachusetts:
President Wilson said: " I ATOUld rattier know what the people are
tliinliing out there around their quiet firesides than to know Avhat is
going on in the cloakrooms of the Capitol."
What do you think of the two questions on the other side?
Mark your cross. Wc will see that your Congressman hears. Do it
now and mall immediately.
EiiEROEXci" PEACE COMMITTEE OP MASSACHCSETTS,

Telephone Beach 0809.

mo Bolstan Street, Room i,!,;.

MAKCH 27, 1917.
EEPEHEXEUM FOR MASSACHNSETT.'3 CONGIIESSMEN.

Yes.
No.
1, Do you believe that the interest of humanity
would best be served by the United States keeping
out of the European war?
2. Do you oppose the adoption of conscription as
dangerous to American democracy?
Name .
Street
Town
or city this telegram April 2 from Flint, Mich.:
I received
Vote taken this afternoon in third precinct, first Avard ; question, Shall
we enter war on European soil? Kesults-^for Avar 26, against war I'M.
L. E. I.AU.SON.
I do not knoAV Mr. Larson. I knoAV little or nothing abuut
Flint, Bllch. I do not know Avhether it lias a German population
or a mixed population. T h e senior Senator from t h a t S t a t e
[Mr. S M I T H ] says,, tliat It is a rai.^ed population.
I have this from Sheboygan, W i s . Slieboygan is a r a t h e r
strong German county in t h e S t a t e of Wisconsin. I expected to
have had here noted on t h e telegram t h e exact percentage of t h e
German vote. I glanced a t it myself iu my office, but I did
not have a t hand t h e last census; T h e Wisconsin Bluebook,
which gives t h e figures for 1905, shows there Avero then over
50,000 population and 10,000 of German birth. This telegram is
dated April 3. I might say tliat o u r spring election is held in
Wisconsin on t h e 2d day of April, Avhen all the municipal officers
in t h e tOAvnships a n d In t h e villages a n d cities a r e elected. I t
brings out a fairly representative v o t e :
SnEBOYaAN, WIS., April S, 1017.
Hon. ROBEHT M. LA FOLLETTE,

Washington, D. C:
By referendum vote taken the last two days of the qualified electors
of the city of Shebojgan on the question. Shall our country enter Into
the European war? 4,082 voted no and 17 voted yes. Certified fo .is
correct.
F. VOLRATH,
O. A. BA.ssuENi;n,
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I received also the following. A vote Avas taken not only in
the city of Sheboygan, but in the county of Sheboygan, representing the country or farmer vote;
SnEBOYQAN, Wis., April i, 1317.
Hon. ROBEKT M. L A POLLETTB,
Senate, Washington,
D. C.
DEAR S I B : Since sending t h e last telegram, in t h e referendum TOt«
taken by t h e ciualified electors of Sheboygan County outside t h e city of
Sheboygan 2,0>51 voted against our country entering into t h e European
war. No votes were cast In favor of war. Certified to a s correct by
the canvasfers.
OTTO A. BASSnENEB.
F . VOLLKATH.
ADAM T R E S T E B .

The nest telegram is not a report upon any election. I presume very feAv of them Avere held. It is a telegram" from Melrose, Mass., sent to me by Mr. Henry W. Pinkham. I do not
know him. I read it as handed to me by one of my secretaries:
M E L R O S E , M A S S . , April

3, 1917.

S e n a t o r KOBEIIT M . L A F O L L E T T E ,

Washington,
D. 0.:
The President's message explicitly a n d completely vindicates you In
opposing armed neutrality. Stand firm against w a r and t h e future
will honor you. Collective homicide can n o t establish h u m a n r i g h t s .
For our country t o enter t h e European w a r would be treason t o
humanity,
HENRY W . P I N K H A M .

And tlie foUoAving:
W A L L A C E , IDAHO, Apeil 3, 1017.

Senator L A FOLLETTE,
Washington,
D. 0.;
Mailed you to-day 400 signatures of Indorsement from t h i s district t o
you a n d colleagues on your stand of March 4.
L. S C H D L L E R .

RACINK, W I S . , April i, 1017.
S e n a t o r ROBEKT M . L A F O L L E T T E ,

Washington,
D. 0.;
Four thousand people assembled a t t h e Auditorium last n i g h t ; lots
American s e n t i m e n t ; no enthusiasm for w a r ; recruits were asked f o r ;
only seven men offered themselves for enlistment. This shows there Is
no w a r sentiment In Kaclne. Besolutions were spoken of, b u t no a t tempt was made to pass them. Audience w a s n o t for war. I approve
your stand.
AETHDB EHBLICK.
SEATTLE,, W A S H , , April

4, 1017.

EGBERT M . L A F O L L E T T E ,

Senate Chamber, Washington,, D. O.:
Good work. People with you. S t r a w referendum signed to-day a t
public market, city streets, shows 3 1 for w a r declaration, 374 a g a i n s t .
Press brazenly reporting Avar demand of meetings where vote Is a g a i n s t
w a r . If presidential election were to-morrow, you would have best
chance.
A N X A L O U I S B STBONQ,

Member Seattle

School

Board.

BBHKELBYJ CAL., April i, 1917. <

Senator E. M. L A FOLLETTB,
Washington,
D. C:
Having sounded t h e opinions of juniors a n d seniors taking electrical
engineering a t t h e University of California to-day, I have foundation on
which t o base my s t a t e m e n t t h a t practically none of u s enthuse a t a l l
over w a r . We believe t h e country can do most good by avoiding i t .
We p u t t r u s t In you.
G L E N N K . MOHBISON.

In addition to the foregoing telegrams, I submit the following,
which has just been placed in my hands:
A Avire from Chicago received this afternoon from Grace Abbott, of Hull House, says that in city council election held yesterday John Kennedy received the largest plurality of any of
the city councilmen elected. His plurality was 6,157 votes in
his Avard. On account of his stand against war, every newspaper
In Chicago opposed him bitterly throughout the campaign,
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Mr. Kennedy made his campaign on tlie war issue, and in every
speecli he took occasion to declare himself as against Avar.
There was receiA'ed in Washington to-day a petition against
war with over 6,120 bona fide signers, Avhich Avcre secured in
the city of Minneapolis in one day, and a Avire late this afternoon states that 11,000 more names have been secured to that
petition.
In New Ulm, Minn., at an election, according to a telegram
received this afternoon, 485 votes Avere cast against Avar to 19
for war.
A telegram received from Pliiladelphia this afternoon expresses
tersely the sentiment of the people. It reads:
President Wilson said German people were not consulted about entering the war. Were Ave';
(Signed)

COMMON' PEOPLE.

And Congressman LUNDEEN, representing the Minneapolis dis-

trict, informs me that in response to letters addressed by poll
lists to every voter in his district has up to this hour brought in
returns from nearly 8,000 voters against declaring Avar on Germany to less than 300 Avho favor such a declaration.
Do not tliese messages indicate on the part of the people a
deep-seated conviction that the United States should not enter
the European war? The armed-ship bill meant Avar. Senators
who opposed its being forced through Congress in the closing
hours of the session were rebuked by the President. It is highly
important, therefore, to note at this time that the President in
his address on tlic 2d of this month takes the same vieAv of
arming merchant ships that Avas entertained by at least some
of the Senators, including myself, Avhen the armod-ship bill Avas
before us for consideration. In his address of April 2 the President said:
It is Impossible to defend ships a,i?ainst their (subinariuc) attiu.'ks as
the law of nations has assumed that merchantmen would defciid themselves against privateers or cruisers, visible craft giving chase on the
open sea.

He says in the same address:

It [arming merchant ships] is practically certain to draAv us into the
war without either the rights or the eittctiveness of lielllgereuts.

I take siitisfaction in noting tliat this is exactly Avhat I stated
in an editorial in my magazine, Avhich was published a short
time after the armed-ship bill discussion.
I will read just a paragraph or two from that editorial:

The armed ship bill was not only unconstitutional, it was, in my
judgment, foolish and inadequate. It pleased the supporters of this
bill to assume that it was only necessary to place guns on merchant
ships In order to defend them sncceBsfully against submarine attack.
There was no evidence before Congress that would warrant the conclusion that arming these ships would afford protection.
1. The available evidence points to the futility of such armament.
The Laeonia was armed, but she was torpedoed twice and sunk without
a chance to Are a shot. Merchant ships of the allies are armed. Their
great loss of tonnage is conclusive evidence that guns planted on merchant ships are ineffectual In warding off submarine attack. It Is
criminal to lure from our harbors our merchant ships with passengers,
crew, and freight to embark on a Voyage fraught with such imminent
peril in the belief that they may resist attack.
I venture to read IAVO or t h r e e more p a r a g r a p h s :
2. The first question we should ask ourselves, before we enter on this
war with our armed merchantmen or our Navy for the express purpose
of maintaining our right to the seas. Is : What will happen to our ships 7
If it is so easy to clear the trans-Atlantic lanes of submarines, why
is not the British Admiralty keeping them open and free for our commerce—since our carrying trade across the Atlantic now consists of
supplies for the allies—food and ammunition? From all we can learn
It appears that the British Navy is not attempting this perilous tast,
but is keeping inside carefully guarded harbors.
What assurance have we that we can clear the German war zone
with armed merchantmen or Viith battleships as convoys or with any
of the so-called " submarine chasers " ?
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Manifestly it is an undertaking which the British Admiralty declines
for good and .sufflcient reason.
The .\merican public Is being woefully deceived. We are derided
for hiding behind the British Navy. Moving pictures portray our fleet
tiring on submarines that Instantly go to the bottom, 'fhe dally papers
are filled Avlth stuff that would lead us to believe that we need only
Ui'clafe Avar, order out our fleet to scour the sca,s, and the war Is ended
and won.
It is admitted that the submarine discharges its torpedo with deadly
accur.icy at a range of 2 to 4 miles.
It is admitted that the submarine, with its hull submerged several
feet below the surface and exposing nothing but its periscope, can discharge its torpedo with equal chance to achieve its purpose.
The periscope furnishes a target no larger than a sailor's cap for
merchant and naval gunners to Are at.
I have the best authority for the statement that the chances of hitting
a target of that size at the distance of 2 miles, or of damaging a. submarine so submerged, would in a hundred shots be practically zero.
WAK-AIAD P R E S S BREEDS INTOLER.ANCE.

It is unfortunately true that a portion of the irresponsible
and Avar-crazed press, feeling secure in the authority of the.
President's condemnation of the Senators AVIIO opposed the

armed-ship bill, have published the most infamous and scurrilous libels on the honor of the Senators Avho opposed that
bill. It Avas particularly unfortunate that such malicious falsehoods should fill the public press of the country at a time when
every consideration for our country required that a spirit o(
fairness should be observed in the discussions of the momentous questions under consideration.
A member of the British Parliament is visiting in this country. He has had some opportunity to observe this new spirit of
int<5lerance that has been bred in the press and through the
press in the United States within the last fcAV months that challenges the right of any man to utter his independent judgment
on a question vital, sir, to the people of this Nation; vital to the
Interests of this Government. It has led him to institute some
comparisons betAveen the conditions that prevail in Great Britain, a part of that war-torn territory of Europe, and the conditions that prevail here, Avhere we still have peace. I have this
comment of his upon it. I am not permitted to use his name,
though he may be AVIthin the sound of my voice.
He said:
In England Ave feel that the theory of democracy requires the fullest
and frankest discussion of every measure. We feel that the minority
has a right to a respectful hearing. This is the only way you can
carry on a democracy, and keep it a democracy.
Another strange thing I find is that In America you seem to expect
that when the minority is beaten it will at once capitulate, declare It
has been in the wrong, and join the majority. This is not democracy
either. In England during the Boer War and this war, hut especially
in the Boer War. there was an organized minority in P a r l i a m e n t there always has been in time of war. In the Boer War this minority
was led by no less a person than David Lloyd-George.
It you make it an American policy that when the majority has onca
spoken, the right and duty of the minority to express itself and fight
for what it believes in ends, you have lost your democracy. There Is
no safety or wisdom in trying to suppress thought or to force men to
silence.
CONSTITDTION

GIVES

RIGHTS

TO

MINORITY.

Mr. President, let me make another suggestion. It Is this:
That a minority in one Congress—mayhap a small minority
in one Congress—protesting, exercising the rights which the
Constitution confers upon a minority, may really be representing
the majority opinion of the country, and if, exercising the right
that the Constitution gives them, they succeed in defeating for
the time being the will of the majority, they are but carrying out
what Avas in the mind of the framers of the Constitution;
that you may have from time to time in a legislatiTe body
a majority in numbers that really does not represent the principle of democracy; and that if the question could be deferred
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and carried to the people it would be found that a minority was
the real representative of the public opinion. So, Mr. President, it was that they Avrote into the Constitution that a President—that one man—may put his judgment against the will of
a majority not only in one branch of the Con.gress but in both
branches of tlie Congress; that he may defeat the measure that
they have agreed upon and may set his one single judgment
above the majority judgment of the Congress. That seems,
when you look at it naketUy, to be in violation of the principle
that tile majority shall rule; and so it is. Why is that poAA-er
given? It is one of those checks provided by the wisdom of the
fathers to prevent the majority from abusing the poAvor that
they chance to have, Avhen they do not reflect the real judgment,
the opinion, the will of the majority of the people that constitute the sovereign power of the democracy.
We have had three immigration bills passed by Congress
much in the same form, varying in some particulars, which
have been vetoed by President Taft and tAvice vetoed by President Wilson. At recurring elections the people send back the
Members Avho have passed that bill by nn overAVhelming majority ; and still the President, exercising that poAver—that oneman poAver—vetoes the legislation ratified by the people at the
polls through the election of Members of Congress—through the
election and reelection of Members of Congress Avitli that legislation one of the paramount issues. Mr. President, that might
have been characterized as the exercise of a Avillful disposition,
but it Avas not.
So, too. Mr. President, Ave find that the framers of that great
instrument Avrote into it that one-fifth of the Members of either
one of the IAVO bodies of Congress might hold in check the autocratic use of poAver by the majority on any question Avliatsoevor.
They armed a minority of one-fifth of the body Avlth the poAver
to filibuster; the poAver to demand a roll call—not a roll call,
as .some of the State constitutions provide, only upon matters
which carry appropriations, but a roll call on every single question upon which it pleases one-fifth of the body to demand a roll
call.
SUPREME POWER IS IN THE PEOPLE.

What was the purpose of it? Not to make a record, for parliamentary legislative history shows that they had that right
prior to that time, and always had it and could exercise it.
No, no; it Avas the foresight of the makers of the Constitution
of this great Government of ours desiring to perpetuate not the
semblance of democracy but real democracy, and they said,
" There may be times Avhen a majority, sAvept either by passion
or misinformation, may do a wrongful thing to this Republic,
and we AVIU arm the minority in such emergencies against the
undue exercise of majority poAver by placing in the hands of
one-fifth the right to demand a roll call on every question."
Exercised in the late hours of the session of a Congress it
would easily be possible for them to 'demand roll calls in such
a Avay as to make an extra session necessary. But, oh, Mr.
President, Ave haA'e alAvays and ever in this Republic of ours
back of Congresses and statutes and back of Presidents the supreme power, the sovereign poAver of the people, and they can
correct our errors and mistakes and our wrongdoing. They
can take us out of our places, and if we abuse any poAver Avhich
the Constitution puts in the hands of a minority, it lies Avlth
them to call us to account; and the more important, the more
profoundly and intensely important the question upon Avhlch
such a power is abused by a minority, the more SAvift and SAveeping will be the punishment by the people for the Avrongful exercise of it.
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We need not disturb ourseU'es because of Avhat a minority
may do. There is ahvays lodged, and ahvays Avill be, thank the
God above us, poAver in the people supreme. Sometimes It
sleeps, sometimes it seems the sleep of death; but, sir, the sovereign poAver of the people never dies. It may be suppressed
for a time, it may be misled, befooled, silenced. I thinij, Mr.
President, that it is being denied expression noAV. I think there
Avill come a day Avhen it Avill have expression.
The poor, sir, Avho are the ones called upon to rot* in the
trenches, have no organized poAver, have no press to voice their
will upon this question of peace or war; but, oh, Mr. President,
at some time they AVHI be heard. I hope and I believe they Avill
be heard in an orderly and a peaceful way. I think they may
be heard from before long. I think, sir, if Ave take this step,
Avhen the people to-day AVIIO are staggering under the burden of
supporting families at the present prices of the necessaries of life
find those prices multiplied, Avhen they are raised a hundred per
cent, or 200 per cent, as thoy will be quickly, aye, sir, when beyond that those Avho pay taxes come to haA'e their taxes doubled
and again doubled to pay the Interest on the nontaxable bonds
held by Morgan and his combinations, Avhich have been issued
to meet this Avar, there Avill come an aAvakening; they will have
their day and they AVIU be heard. It will be as certain and as
Inevitable as the return of the tides, and as resistless, too.
I promise my colleagues that I will not be tempted again to
turn aside from the thread of my discussion as I have outlined
it here, and I Avili ha.sten with all possible speed.
MAY .NOT THE PRESIDENT EE WRONG AGAIN!

NoAV that the President has in his message to us of April 2
admitted tlie very cJiarge against the armed-ship bill which we
made I trust that he is fully convinced that the conduct of the
Senators on the occasion In question was not unreasoned and
obstinate, but that it Avas inspired by quite as high purposes
and motives as can inspire the action of any public official.
I AA'ould not, hoAvever, have made this personal reference did
not the question it suggests go to the very heart of the matter
noAV under consideration. If the President Avas Avrong when he
proposed arming the ships; if that policy was, as he noAv says,
" certain to draAV us into the Avar without either the rights or the
effectiveness of belligerents," is it so certain he is right now
when he demands an unqualified declaration of Avar against
Germany? If those Members of Congress Avho were .supporting
the President then Avere Avrong, as it appears from the President's
statement UOAV they were, should not that fact prompt them to
inquire carefully whether they are right in supporting the proposed declaration of war? If the armed-ship hill Involved a
course of action that was hasty and ill advised, may It not well
be that this proposed declaration of war, which is being so hotly
pressed, is also ill advised? With that thought in mind let us,
with the earnestness and the singleness of purpose Avhich the
momentous nature of the question involves, be calm enough and
brave enough to examine further the President's address of
April 2.
III.
" PROMISE " OF THE GERMAN GOVERNIIENT.

In his address of April 2 the President says:
Since April of last year the Imperial Government had somewhat
restrained the commands of its undersea craft in conformity with Its
promise then given to us that passenger boats should not be sunk, and
that due warning would be given to all other vessels which its submarines might seek to destroy when no resistance was offered or escape
attempted, and care taken that their crews were given at least a fair
chance to save their lives in their open boats.
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Beside that statement I Avisli to place exactly Avhat the German Government did say:
The German Government, moreover. Is prepared to do its utmost to
confine the operations of war for the re-st of its duration fo the fighting
forces of the belligerents, thereby also insuring the freedom of the seas,
a principle upon which the German Governmeiit believes. nO^w as before,
to be in agreement with the Government of the United States.
The German Government, guided by this idea, notifies the Government of the United States that the German naval forces have received
the following orders: In accordance with the general principles of vLsit
and search and destruction of merchant vessels recognized by international law, such A'essels, both within and without the area declared as
naval war zone, shall not be sunk without warning and without saving
human live."), unless these .ships attempt to escape or offer resistance.
But neutrals can not expect that Germany, forced to fight for her existence, shall, for the sake of neutral interest, restrict the use of an
effective weapon if her enemy is permitted to continue to apply at will
methods of warfare violating the rules of International law. Such a
demand would be incompatible with the character of neutrality, and
the German Government is convinced that the Government of the United
States does not think of making such a demand, knowing that the Government of the United States has repeatedly declared that it is determined to restore the principle of the freedom of the seas, from whatever
quarter it is violated.
Accordingly the German Government is confident that, in consequence of the new orders issued to Its naval forces, the Government of
the United States will now also consider all impediments removed which
may have been in the way of a mutual cooperation toward the restoration of the freedom of the seas during the war, as suggested in the
note of July 23, 1915, and it does not doubt that the Government of
the United States will now demand and Insist that the British Government shall forthwith observe the rules of international law universally
recognized before the Avar as they are laid doAvn in the note.'! presented
by the Government of the United States to the British GoA-ernment on
December 28, 1914, and Novemlier 5, 1915. Should the steps taken
by the Government of the United States not attain the object it desires,
to have the laAvs of humanity followed by all tielligei'ent rations, the
German Government Avould then be facing a new situation, in which it
must reserve itself complete liberty of decision. (May 4, 1910.)
It must be perfectly apparent therefore that the promise, so
called, of the German Government was conditioned upon England's being brought to obedience of international laAv in !ior
naA'al Avarfare. Since no one contends that England Avas bi'ov.ght
to conduct her naval operations in accordance AVitb iiitei'national law, and even the poor protests our Government has
lodged against lier show that she has not done so, Avas it quite
fair to lay before the country a statement Avhicli Implies that
Germany had made an unconditional promise which she lias
dishonorably violated?
This is a time of all times when the public mind should be
calm, not inflamed ; Avhen accuracy of statement is vitally essential to presenting the issues to the Congress and to the people
of the country.
IV.
G E I i l l A S r ' S HDMAKE PRACTICES.

In his message of April 2 the President says:
1 was for a little while unable to believe that .such things [referring
to German submarine methods of warfare] would in fact be done by
any Government that had heretofore subscribed to the humane practices
of civilized nations. International law had its origin in the attempt to
set up some law which would be respected and observed upon the sea,
where no nation had right of dominion and where lay the free highways
of the world. By painful stage after stage has that law been built up
with meager enough results indeed, after all was accomplished that
conld be accomplished, but always with a clear view at least of what
the heart and conscience of mankind demanded.
The recognition by the President tliat Germany had alAvays
heretofore subscribed to the humane practices of civilized nations is a most important statement. Does it not suggest a question as to why it is that Germany has departed from those
practices In the present war? What the President had so admirably stated about idternatlonal law and the painful stage
by which it has been builded up is absolutely true. But in this
connection Avould it not be Avell to say also that it Avas England,
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not Germany, who refused to obey t h e declaration of London,
Avliich represented t h e most humane ideas and w a s the best
statement of the rules of International laAV as applied to naval
Avarfare? Keep t h a t in mind. Would it not have been fair to
say, and to keep in mind, t h a t Germany offered to abide by
those principles and England refused; tiiat in response to our
request Germany offered to cease absolutely from the use of
submarines in Avhat Ave characterized an unlaAvful manner if
England Avould cease from equally palpable and cruel violations
of international laAV in her conduct of naval warfare?
V.
GERMANY'S WiVHFAEE IS AGAINST MANKIND.

T h e President in his message of April 2 s a y s :
The present German warfare against commerce is a warfare against
mankind. It is a war against all nations.
Again referring to Germany's Avarfare he s a y s :
There has been no dlsci-imination. The challenge is to all mankind.
Is it not a little peculiar t h a t if Germany's Avarfare is against
all nations the United States is the only nation t h a t r e g a r d s
it necessary to declare w a r on t h a t account? If it is true, as t h e
President says, t h a t " there has been no discrimination," t h a t
Germany lias treated every neutral as she h a s treated us, is It
not peculiar t h a t no other of the great nations of the e a r t h seem
to regard Germany's conduct in this w a r as a cause for entering
into it? Are Ave the only nation jealous of our rights? Are Ave
t h e only nation insisting upon the protection of our citizens?
Does not t h e sti'ict neutrality maintained on t h e p a r t of all t h e
other nations of the earth suggest t h a t possibly there is a reason
for their action, and t h a t reason is t h a t Germany's conduct
under the circumstances does not merit from any nation Avhich
is determined to preserve its neutrality a declaration of Avar?
Norway, Sweden, the Netherlands, SAVitzerland, Denmark,
Spain, and all the great Republics of Soutli .\inerica a r e quite
as interested in this subject as Ave arc, and yet they have refused
to join Avith us in a combination against Germany. I venture
to suggest also t h a t the nations named, and probably others,
have a someAVhat better right to be heard t h a n Ave, for by refusing to sell Avar materials and munitions to any of the belligerents
they have placed themselves in a position Avhere t h e suspicion
whicli attaches to us of a desire for Avar profits can not a t t a c h
to them.
On August 4, 1914, the Republic of Brazil declared the exportation of -,var material from Brazilian ports to any of these
powers a t Avar to be strictly forbidden, Avhether such exports
be under the Brazilian flag or t h a t of any otlier country.
In t h a t connection I note tlie following dispatch from Buenos
Aires, appearing in the Washington papers of yesterday:','
President Wilson's war address was received here Avith interest, but
no particular enthusiasm. * • » Government ofllcials and politicians have adopted a cold shoulder toward the United States policy—
an attitude apparently based on apprehension lest South American
Interests suffer.
The newspaper Razon's vieAv Avas illustrative of this. " Does
not the United States consider this an opportune time to consolidate the imperialistic policy everywliere north of P a n a m a ? " It
said.
This is t h e question t h a t n e u t r a l nations t h e world over a r e
asking. Are we seizing upon this Avar to consolidate and extend
an imperialistic policy? We complain also because Mexico h a s
t u r n e d t h e cold shoulder to us, and a r e Avont to look for sinister
reasons for her attitude. I s it any Avonder t h a t she should also
t u r n the cold shoulder Avhen she sees us unite Avith Great Britain,
a n empire founded upon her conquests and subjugation of
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weaker nations ? There is no doubt t h a t tlie sympathy of NorAvay,
SAveden, and other countries close to t h e scene of w a r is already
with Germany. It is apparent t h a t they vicAV Avith a l a r m tlie
entrance into t h e European .struggle of tlie stranger from across
t h e sea. It is suggested by some t h a t our entrance into the AA-ar
will shorten it. I t is my firm belief, based upon such information as I have, t h a t our entrance Into the w a r will not ouly prolong it, but t h a t it will vastly extend its a r e a by draAving in
other nations.
VI.
NO QUARREL WITH THE GERMAN PEOPLE.

I n his message of April 2, t h e President s a i d :
We h.ive no quarrel with the German people—it was not upon their
impulse that their GoA'ernment acted in entering this war ; it vras not
with their previous knowledge or approval.
Again he s a y s :
We are, let me say again, sincere friends of the German people and
shall de.^ire nothing so much as the early reestablishment of intimate
relations of mutual advantage between us.
At least, the German people, then, are not outlaws. W h a t is
t h e thing the President asks us to do to these German people
of whom he speaks so highly and Avhose sincere friend he declares us to be?
Here is Avhat lie declares Ave shall do in this Avar. Wo shall
undertake, lie says—
The utmost practicable cooperation in council and action with the
Governments now at war with Germany, and as an incident to that,
the extension to those Governments of the most liberal financial credits
in order that our resources may, so far as possible, be added to theirs,
" Practicable c o o p e r a t i o n ! " Practicable cooperation Avith
England and her allies in starving to death the old men and
Avomen, the children, the sick and the maimed of Germany.
T h e thing we are asked to do is the thing I have stated. It is
idle to talk of a Avar upon a government only. We a r e leagued
in this Avar, or it is the President's proposition t h a t Ave shall be
so leagued, witli the hereditary enemies of Germany.
Any
Avar Avith Germany, or any other country for t h a t matter, Avould
be bad enough, but there a r e not words strong enough to voice
my protest against the proposed combination Avith t h e entente
allies. When we cooperate with those Governments Ave indorse
their methods, Ave indorse t h e violations of international laAV
by Great Britain, we indorse the shameful methods of Avarfare against Avhlch we h a v e again and again protested in this
w a r ; Ave indorse her purpose to w r e a k upon the German people
t h e animosities Avhlch for years her people have been t a u g h t to
cherish against G e r m a n y ; finally when the end comes, Avhatover
it may be, we find ourselves in cooperation Avlth our ally. Great
Britain, and if we can not resist now the pressure she is exerting to carry us into the war, hOAv can Ave hope to resist, then,
the thousandfold greater pressure she Avill exert to bend us to
her purposes and compel compliance witli her demands?
We do not know Avhat tliey are. We do not knoAv Avhat is in
t h e minds of those who have made the compact, but we a r e to
subscribe to it. We a r e irrevocably, by our votes here, to
m a r r y ourselves to a nondlvorceable proposition veiled from us
now. Once enlisted, once in the copartnership, AA'C AVUI be carried through with the purposes, Avhatever they may be, of Aviiich
we noAV know nothing.
Sir, if we a r e to enter upon this w a r in the manner t h e President demands, let us t h r o w pretense to t h e winds, let us be
honest, let us admit t h a t this is a ruthless w a r against not only
Germany's army and her navy but against her civilian population as well, and frankly s t a t e t h a t t h e purpose of Germany's
hereditary European enemies h a s become our purpose.
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VII.
MUST SPEND o n n WHOLE FORCE TO WIN.

Again, the President says " Ave are about to accept the gage
of battle Avith this natural foe of liberty and shall, if necessary,
spend the whole force of the Nation to check and nullify its
pretensions and its pOAver." That much, at least, is clear; that
program is definite. The Avliole force and poAver of this Nation,
if necessary, is to be used to bring victory to the entente allies,
and to us as their ,il)y in this AV;U'. Remember, that not yet
has the " Avhole force "of one of the Avarring nations been used.
Countless millions are sufl'ering from want and privation;
countless other millions are dead and rotting on foreign battle
fields; countless other millions are crippled and maimed,
blinded, and dismembered; upon all and upon their children's
children for generations to come has been laid a burden of debt
which must be Avoi-ked out in poverty and suffeting, but the
"whole force" of no one of the Avarring nations has yet been
expended; but our " Avhole force " shall he expended, so says the
President. We are pledged by the President, so far as he can
pledge us, to make this fair, free, and happy land of ours tlie
same sliambles and bottomless pit of horror that Ave see in
Europe to-day.
VIII.
THIS IS A WAR 01' DEMOCRACr.

Just a Avord of comment more upon one of the points in the
President's address. He says that this Is a Avar " for the things
which we have ahvays carried nearest to our hearts—for democracy, for the right of those Avho submit to authority to have
a voice in their oAvn ,governinent." In many places throughout
the address is this exalted sentiment given expression.
It is a sentiment peculiarly calculated to appeal to American
hearts and, when accompanied by acts consistent Avith it, is certain to receive our support; but in this same connection, and
strangely enough, the President says that Ave have become convinced that the German Government as it now exists—" Prussian autocracy " he calls It—can never again maintain friendly
relations with us. His expression is that " Prussian autocracy
was not and could never be our friend," and repeatedly throughout the address the suggestion is made that if the German people
would overturn their Government it would probably be the
way to peace. So true is this that the dispatches from London
all hailed the message of the President as sounding the death
knell of Germany's Government.
But the President proposes alliance Avith Great Britain,
wliich, hoAvever liberty-loving its people, is a here<lltary monarchy, Avith a hereditary ruler, with a hereditary House of
Lords, Avith a hereditary landed system, with a limited and restricted suffrage for one class and a multiplied suffrage power
for another, and AVith grinding industrial conditions for all the
wagOAvorkers. The President has not suggested that we make
our support of Groat Britain conditional to her granting liome
rule to Ireland, or Egypt, or India. We rejoice in the establishment of a democracy in Russia, but it will hardly be contended
that if Russia Avas still an autocratic Government, we would not
be asked to enter this alliance with her just the same. Italy
and the lesser iioAvers of Europe, Japan in the Orient; in fact,
all of the countries with Avhom we are to enter into alliance,
except France and newly revolutionized Russia, are still of the
old order—and it will be generally conceded that no one of them
has done as much for its people In the solution of municipal
problems and in securing social and industrial reforms as Ger*
many.
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Is it not a remarkable democracy Avhleh leagues itself Avith
allies already far overmatching in strength the German nation
and holds out to such beleaguered nation the hope of iieace only
at the price of givin.g up its Government? I am not talking
noAV of the merits or demerits of any government, but I am
speaking of a profession of democracy that is linked in action
with the most brutal and domineering use of autocratic pOAver.
Are the people of this country being so Avell represented in this
Avar moA'ement that we need to go abroad to give another people
control of their government? Will the President and the supporters of this war bill submit it to a vote of the people before
the declaration of war goes into effect? Until we are Avilling to
do that, it Illy becomes us to offer as an excuse for our entry
into the Avar the unsupported claim that this Avar Avas forced
upon tlie German people by their Government " without their
previous knoAVledge or approval."
Who has registered the knowledge or approval of the American people of the course this Congress is called upon to take
in declaring Avar upon Germany? Submit the question to the
people, you Avho support it. You who support it dare not do it,
for you knoAv that by a vote of more than ten to one the American
people as a body Avould register their declaration against it.
In the sense that this war Is being forced upon our people
Avithout their knowing why and without their approval, and
that Avars are usually forced upon all peoples in the same Avay,
there is some truth in the statement; but I venture to say that
the response Avhich the German people have made to the demands of this Avar shoAvs that it has a degree of popular support AVhich the AA'ar upon which we are entering has not and
never will have among our people. The espionage bills, the
conscription bills, and other forcible military measures which
Ave understand are being ground out of the Avar machine In tills
country Is the complete proof that those responsible for this
Avar fear that it has no popular support and that armies sufticient to satisfy the demand of the entente allies can not be recruited by voluntary enlistments,
THE EVENTS RKA'IEWED WHICH HAVE LED UP TO THE PRESE^'T SITUATION.

I desire at this point to revieAv as briefly as possible, but Avith
absolute accuracy and fairness, the events occurring since tlie
commencement of the present European Avar, Avhich have
brougtit us to the very brink of Avar Avitli the German Empire.
I enter upon this task the more freely because every fact to
which I refer is undisputed, and the events I shall relate are
so fresh in the minds of every Senator that if I should err in
any particular I AVIII no doubt be quickly corrected,
1. WITH THE CAUSES OF THE PRESENT WAR IN EUROPE WE HAVE XOTHI.VO
TO DO.

When in the middle of the summer of 1914 the great Avar
broke out in Europe our relations Avith every one of the unfortunate countries involved Avere in every Avay friendly. It is
true that many years before Ave had had some differences Avith
France, but they had long since been adjusted, and Ave felt
toward the French people and toAA'ard the Government of France,
like ours republican in form, nothing but sincere and disinterested friendship. With England the situation Avas a little different. We had fought IAVO bloody Avars Avitli England—one to
obtain our independence as a people, and later the War of 1812,
With the causes and consequences of Avhich we are all familiar.
But the ties of race and language and long commercial association had tauglit us to forget much in British conduct and
diplomacy Avhich wo have felt was Vfrong and unfair in her
dealings with us and with other countries.
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With Germany likeAvise our relations Avero friendly. Many
iiundreds of thousands of the subjects of Germany had emigrated to tills country, and they and their descendants had
sliOAvn themselves to be In every Avay most Avorthy and desirable
citizens. The great Civil War Avhlch saved the Union was successful largely through the services rentlered by Germans, both
as ofiieers and as men serving in the ranks. B. A. Gould, in
a Avork dealing Avith some of the phases of the Civil War,
and prepared soon after its close, among other things, presented a table of the relative number of foreign-born soldiers
in the Union Army. I quote from that table as follows;
English
45, G08

Canadian
Irish
Germ.m
All other foreign born

:

,

53,532
144, 221
187, 858
48,410

Later and more careful investigation of the statistics show
that tliere Avere in reality 216,000 native Germans in the Union
Army, and, besides this, more than 30*),OCO Union soldiers who
were born of German parents.
More than one-half a million of the men Avho carried the
musket to keep this Government of ours undivided upon the
map of the Avorld Avere men Avho are noAV having their patriotIsm and loyalty to this country questioned, Avltli secret-service
men dogging their footsteps,
Who does not remember, among the most gallant and distinguished officers in the Union Army, Schurz, Sigel, Rosecrans,
and scores of others? It Is well to recall also that when President Lincoln issued his call for volunteers they volunteered
much more largely from the German-settled States of the Middle
West than from the Avar-mad States of the East. Is history
to repeat itself?
The German people, either in this country or in the fatherland, need no tribute from me or from anyone else. In whatever land they have lived they have left a record of courage,
loyalty, honesty, and high ideals second to no people which
have ever Inhabited this earth since the daAvn of history. If
the German people are less likely to be sAA'ept off their feet in
the present crisis than some other nationalities, it is due to
tAvo facts. In the first place, they have a livelier appreciation
of Avhat war means than has the average American, and, in the
second place, German speaking and reading people have had
an opportunity to get both sides of the present controversy,
which no one could possibly have, Avho has depended for his
Information solely on papers printed in English and English
publications.
I have said that with the causes of the present Avar we have
nothing to do. That is true. We certainly are not responsible
for it. It originated from causes beyond the sphere of our
influence and outside the realm of our responsibility. It 13
not inadmissible, iiowever, to say that no responsible narrator
of the events Avhich have led up to this greatest of all wars has
failed to hold that the Government of each country engaged In
It is at fault for it. For my own part, I believe that this war,
like nearly all others, originated in the selfish ambition and
cruel greed of a comparatively few men in each Government
who saw in Avar an opportunity for profit and power for themselves, and who were Avholly indifEerent to the awful suffering
they knew that war would bring to the masses. The German
people had been taught to believe that sooner or later war waa
Inevitable Avith England and France and probably Russia allied
against her. It is unfortunately true that there was much In
the secret diplomacy of the years immediately preceding the
breaking out of the war in 1914 to afford foundation for such
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belief. The secret treaty betAveen France and England for the
partition of Morocco, while making a public treaty with Germany, the terms of which Avere diametrically opposite to those
of the secret treaty, did much to arouse the suspicion and
hostility of the German people toAvard both France and England.
I doubt If the diplomatic history of any of the nations of the
earth in civilised times can show so reprehensible, so dishonest, so perjured a record as the Moroccan affair brings
home to the doors of those who Avere responsible for that
Moroccan treaty, the diplomatic agents of the French and the
English Governments.
Think of it, Mr. President! German citizens had acquired
property as individual purchasers in the rich mineral fields of
Morocco. A treaty Avas entered into betAveen England, France,
and Germany which protected all the interests of all those wlio
signed the treaty. Then France and England executed a treaty,
certain provisions of Avhich Avere not published when the treaty
Avas published. By the terms of these secret provisions German
enterprise Avas to be driven out of Morocco. Mark you, it was
not the people of France and England—it was not even the Governments of the respective countries—Avhich were guilty of tlie
great wrong committed against both Morocco and Germany, but
less than a half dozen ambitious, intriguing diplomats, Avho
made the secret plan to divide Morocco between France and
Spain. Germany Avas to be thrown out. England backed up
France and Spain in the disreputable deal and received for her
part of the SAvag the relinquishment by France of all rights
AvhIch she had theretofore claimed in Egypt. It was not until
those facts came out that real hostile feeling between Germany
and England began to develop. Herein history will find the
real cause for this war. England would tolerate no commercial
rivalry. Germany would not submit to isolation.
Of this Incident Mr. W. T. Stead, in the Review of RevieAVS
for December, 1911, had this to say:
We were nearly involved In the stupendous catastrophe of a gigantic war with the greatest of all the world powers in order to enabla
France to tear up the treaty of Algeciras by taking possession of tho
Empire of Morocco, whose independence and integrity Ave were pledged
to defend. It is not to our interest to make over to France a vast
domain In northern Africa. • * • Tho fact remains that in order
to put France in possession of Morocco we all but went to war with
Germany. We have escaped war, but we have not escaped the natural
and abiding enmity of tho German people. Is 11 possible to frame a
heavier indictment of the foreign policy of any British ministry? The
secret, the open secret of the almost incredible crime against treaty
faith, British interests, and the peace of the world Is the unfortunato
fact that Sir EdAvard Grey has been dominated by men at the foreign
office who believe all considerations must be subordinated to the
supreme duty of thwarting Germany at every turn, even If in so
doing British interests, treaty faith, and the peace of the world are
trampled underfoot. I spea'is that of which I know.

This is but one of the many instances that illustrate the character of the diplomacy which has been conducted In Europe
during the last few years, and it is in this kind of diplomacy
that we must become a partner also if Ave become a party to the
war.
Mr. KNOX. Mr. President
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from Wisconsin yield to the Senator from Pennsylvania?
Mr. LA FOLLETTE. If it does not divert me from the
course of my remarks.
Mr. K^OX. It is merely to ask a question. From whom waa
the Senator reading? I did not catch the name If the Senator
stated it.
Mr. LA FOLLETTE. It was from William T. Stead.
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A celebrated Englishman, Sir John Fisher, as a delegate
to one of the early Hague conferences, is credited Avith having
said:
In ca.se of 'VA'ar I should have only one aim, even if I had to violate
every one of the rules laid down by the peace conference—to win. The
diplomats can negoliate afterwards. (See ".The Inevitable War," by
Francis Delaisi.)
Such were t h e ideals t h e people of E u r o p e h a d been t a u g h t
to bold In preparation for t h e great Avar.
a. ENGLAND'.S IIEPLDI.ATIO.X OP THE DECLARATION OF LONDON.

On .August 6, 1914, and Avithin a feAV days after t h e beginning
of the Avar, Secretary Bryan throu,gh Ambassador P a g e inquired
whether England Avould agree t h a t the naval Avarfare should be
conducted according to the declaration of London.
At t h e same time t h e same Inquiry Avas addressed to t h e
respective Governnieuts of the Avarrlng countries through our
ambassadors a t St. Petersburg, Paris, Berlin, a n d Vienna. T h e
inquiry addressed to Great Britain Avas as folloAvs:
DEPART-AIENT OF STATE,

Washington, August 6, ISVi—1 p. m.
Mr. Bryan instructs Mr, Page to inquire Avhether the British Government is willing to agree that the laws of naval warfare as laid down
by the declaration of London of 1900 shall be applicable to naval warfare during the present conflict in Europe, provided that the Governments with whom Great Britain is or may be at Avar also agree to such
application. Mr. Bryan further instructs Mr. Page to state that the
Government of the United St.Ttes believes that an acceptance of these
laws by the belligerents would prevent >fr;ive misunderstandings which
may arise as to the relations between neutral poAvers and the belligerents. Mr. Bryan adds that it is earnestly hoped that this inquiry may
receive favorable consideration.
Germany and Austria promptly replied that they AVOUUI be

bound by the declaration of London. I quote tlie reply of each:
AAIF.UICAX

EAIBASHT,

Yieima, August 13, lOLi—8 p. m.
Your August 0th. Austro-Hungarian Governiuent have instructed
th<Mr forces to observe stipulations of declariitlon of London as applied
to naval as well as land warfare during present conflict, conditional on
liiie observance on part of the enemy,
P E > : FIELD,
AtlBRICAX E.AIRASSY,

Berlin, August 22, lOlh—1'^ midnight.
Mr. Gerard refers to department's August 10, 4 p. m., and .says his
August 20, 1 a. ra., by Avny of Copenhagen, states that the German
Government will apply the declaration of London, provided its provisions
are not disregarded by other belligerents.

Russia and France Avaited to hear from England. Ambassador
Page finally transmitted England's reply on August 27, 1914.
That reply, omitting the immaterial parts, Avas as f olloAvs:

I have the honor to Inform your excellency that His Majesty's Government, who attach great importance to the views expressed in your
excellency's note are animated by a keen desire to consult so far as
possible the interests of neutral countries, have given tJiis matter their
most careful consideration, and have pleasure in stating that they
have decided to adopt generally the rules of the declaration in question,
subject to certain modifications and additions which they Judge indispensable to the efficient conduct of their naval operations. A detailed
explanation of these additions and modifications is contained In the
inclosed memorandum.
The necessary steps to carry the above decision into effect have now
been taken by the issue of an order in council, of which I have the honor
to inclose copies herein for your excellency's' information and for transmission to your Government.

The modifications and additions quoted which Great Britain
made to the declaration of London were so completely subversive of the essential principles provided by that declaration
that nothing was left to do except to treat the British answer
as a refusal to be bound in any material respect by the declara90005—17198
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tion of London, and accordingly on October 22, 1914. our Government replied as follows;
I n a s m u c h a s t h e British Government consider t h a t t h e conditions of
the present lOuropean conflict make it impossible for them to accept
A9lthout modification the declaration of London, you are requested to
inform His Majc,''tA''s GoA'ernment t h a t in the circumstances the Governni(;nt of the United States feels obliged to w i t h d r a w i t s suggestion
t h a t the declaration of London be adopted as a temporary code of
naval Avarfare to he observed by belligerents and n e u t r a l s during t h e
present war ; t h a t therefore this Government will insist t h a t the r i g h t s
and duties of tho United States and its citizens In the present w a r be
defined by the existing rules of international I.iw and the treaties of
the United States irrespective of the provisions of the declaration of
London ; and t h a t this Government reserves to itself the r i g h t to e n t e r
a protest or demand In each case in Avhich those rights and duties so
defined are ^iolated or their free exercise interfered with by the authorities of His Britannic Majesty's Government.
LANSING.

Thus Avas the first step taken in that ruthless naval Avarfare
which has since liorrified the (!iviIizod Avorld. Thus did Great
Britain initiate her naval Avarfare, and iutluce her allies to do
the same, by repudiating the rides of naval AA'arfare and the
rights of neutrals upon the sea. Avhich had been declared and
agreed to by the representatives of all the great poAvers of the
world, including our OAVU. Of course, it is AA'CII understood
that the governments had not ratified it, but their representatives had agreed to it.
Mr. KNOX. Jlr. President
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from Wisconsin yield to the Senator from Penn.sylvania?
Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I certainly do.
Mr. KNOX. In the interest only of accuracy, may I ask, do
I understand the Senator to state that all of the poAvers had
agreed to the <leclaration of London? Is that correct?
Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I stated that the representatives of
all of the poAvers had signed and agreed to it.
Mr. KNOX. But it had not been ratified by the governments,
Mr. LA FOLLETTE. It had not been. I had already so
stated before the Senator from Pennsylvania ro.se.
Mr. KNOX. Did the Senator state specifically that Great
Britain had never ratified the declaration of London?
Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I did not; but I now state that fact.
Mr. KNOX. The Senator so under.stands it?
Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I so understand it; but I say that the
representatives, the enlightened men who Avere sent there by
their respective governments, in the calmness of the deliberations of that assembly Avrote the declaration of London as the
expression—the enlightened, humane expression-—of the rules of
warfare based upon International law, as they understood it,
and that final and formal ratification by the governments had
not been consummated does not change that fact.
This case of ours in going into this Avar will not be tried by
history upon technicalities, but upon great fundamental, underlying principles, and the declaration of London was the expression—the codification of the well-settled and accepted principles
of international law on the subjects covered relating to naval
warfare by the most advanced governments of the Avorld. And
the Government of Germany that is arraigned here every hour
as the most bloodthirsty Government on earth, responding to
the inquiry of our Government, agreed that she would suspend
or wipe out her right to the use of the submarine in conformity
with our suggestions provided that the rules laid down in the
London declaration were adhered to by all of those who had pai>
ticipated in it and who were then parties to the war.
Mr. STONE. Mr. President
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The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from Wisconsin yield to the Senator from Missouri?
Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I yield for a question.
Mr. STONE. The question is suggested by what the Senator
from Pennsylvania [Mr. KKOX] asked the Senator from Wisconsin, AVhether the Government of Great Britain had ever
ratified the declaration of London. Did the Government of
Great Britain, or any other of the governments participating in
the conference, reject that declaration?
Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I believe they never did. I think I am
entirely safe in saying that they had never rejected or disafiirmed
the act of their representatives in the London conference.
For reasons Avliich become clearer as we advance it suited
England's policy to disregard tho rules of civilized naval Avarfare as the same were codified and clearly set forth in the
declaration of London and revert to that indefinite and conflicting body of precedents called international law. In Avhlch
can be found authority for doing anything you haA'e the pOAver
to do.
The declaration of London, promulgated in 1909, as I have
stated, was the Avork of the accredited representatives of the
leading nations of the world, Avho met in London at England's
request. Among the nations represented were Germany, the
United States, Austria, Russia, Prance, Great Britain, Italy,
Japan, Holland, and other leading nations. The way had boon
prepared for such a great conference by the various Hague
couA-entions and the discussions therein. The sentiment of
the civilized world demanded such a conference, and the nations
of the world accepted the declaration of London as being the
best and most humane statement of the rules of naval Avarfare
which could be prepared. The very first paragraph of the
declaration Is:
The signatory powers are a.ijreed In declaring tli.at the rules contained iu the followin,£; chapters correspond in substance with the generally recognized principles of international law.
Article 65 provided, " the provisions of tlie present declaration
form an indivisible Avhole."
GREAT BRITAIN'S ACTION MADE RESULT INEVITABLE.

When, therefore. Great Britain made waste paper of this
declaration, as she did early In the war, it ought not to have
been diflicult to have foreseen the inevitable result. There are
a feAV simple propositions of international law embodied In the
declaration of London to which in this connection It is important te call attention. One is that " a blockade must be limited
to the ports and coasts belonging to or occupied by the enemy."
(See art. 1.)
That has ijeen international law ever since we have had a body
of international rules called international law, and that was
expressed in the London declaration, which was joined in by
the representatives of Great Britain. If that had been adhered
to, no declaration taking this country into the war would be
before us this afternoon.
I repeat it. One of the declarations reads as follows:
A blockade must be limited to the ports and coasts belonging to or
occupied by the enemy. (See art. 1.)

Another is that a blockade in order to be binding upon anyone must be "maintained by a force suiBciently large to prevent access to the enemy coast." (See art. 2.) Not by sowing the open sea with deadly contact mines, but by a force
which shall maintain the blockade of the ports. (See art. 2.)
Another Is that a blockade must under no circumstances bar
access to the ports or to the coasts of neutral countries.
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The press of tliis country has attempted, from the very beginning, to shoAv that the Government of the United States
during the Civil War set up and established precedents that
violated the proposition enunciated in the statement Avhicli I
have just read. A decision of the Supreme Court of this country—and it is to the lionor of America that it can be recited—
denied to this Government, Avhen it Avas fighting for its existence in the Civil War, the right to stop the shipment of goods
from England up the Rio Grande to be landed on the Mexican
side, but really thereafter to be transported across to BroAvnsvllle, Tex., for the benefit of the Southern Confederacy. An
opinion was Avritten by the Supreme Court that Avill thrill Avith
pride every American heart. At that time, Mr. President, the
court must have been under every temptation Avhleh can be
made to appeal to the human heart to shave and shade its vieAVS
to meet the exigencies of our Government, but against the interests of this Government and in vindication of the principle
of laAV necessary to the maintenance of a body of International
rules to protect the rights of neutral commerce and maintain
peace betAveen neutral nations and belligerents they denied tlie
interests of this Government in that perilous hour and sustained tlie right of the oAvners of the vessel. This is the holding In the Peterholf case (5 Walk, 28).
Another important service rendered by the declaration of
London to a civilized world was the clear statement it furnished
of articles which were contraband, conditional contraband, and
those which under no circumstances could be declared contraband. (See arts. 22 to 27.)
Talk about making war, about hurling this Government into
the bottomless pit of the European conflict to sustain the principles of international law under Avhich we have suffered the
loss of some ships and some human lives, Avhen England, by
her course in rejecting the declaration of London and in the
manner of conducting lier naval warfare, has Aviped out the
established rules of international law AVhich had grown up
through the centuries and opened the pathAvay and set us upon
the road Ave have folloAved straight to the proceedings Avhich
engage the attention of the Senate this afternoon.
ENGLAND OVERTURNED LAW OF CONTRABAND.

The distinction betAveen articles that are contraband and
those that are conditional contraband and free is Avell understood. I Aviil not trespass upon the time of the Senate to discuss It. Articles AVhlcli are contraband are always liable to
capture by one belligerent if shoAvn to be destined to territory
belonging to or occupied by the enemy, or if it Avas destined to
the armed forces of the enemy, no matter to Avhat particular
port the contraband might be billed. Of this class, according
to the declaration of London, Avere all kinds of arms, ammunition, projectiles, poAvder, clothing and equipment of purely a
military cliaracter, and other articles used exclusively for war.
Conditional contraband Avas not liable to capture if bound for
a neutral port, and In any case the government asserting the
right to capture it, even when it was moving direct to the
enemy country, was obliged to prove that it was destined for
the use of the enemy armed forces and not to the civilian population. Conditional contraband, according to the declaration of
London, included food of all kinds, clothing, vehicles, tools,
and a vast multitude of other things enumerated Avhich, while
they might be used by the armed forces, were also susceptible
of use by the civilian population. Goods on the free list could
move unhindered to the enemy country in either direct or Indirect trade. Among the articles on tlie free list, according to the
declaration of London, AvasraAV cotton, wool, substantially all
other raw materials, and a great variety of otlier articles neces60635—17198
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sary for a civilian population. Goods from the enemy country
could not be stopped, except by an effective blockade.
There Is no escape from these propositions. They are to be
found in every Avork upon International law, approved by every
court that has ever passed upon the questions relating to contrahand, as slioAvn by an unbroken line of decisions.
As late as the Boer War, Lord Sallslniry—now get this into
your minds if your attention has not been directed to it before—
when asked the position of the British Government regarding foodstuffs, Avhlch Avere and ahvays had been conditional contraband,
Lonl Sall.sbury said:
Foodstuffs with a ho.stIIe destination can be considered contraband of
war only if they are supplied for the enemy's forces. It is not suiBcient
that they are capable of being so used; It must be shown that this was
in fact their destination at the time of the seizure. (Hales' American
Eights at Sea, p. 11.)

In the very first days of the Avar with Germany, Great Britain
set aside and reversed this Avell-established rule announced by
Lord Salisbury as to foodstuffs. Had she obeyed that rule of
laAV Germany would have received food for her civilian population through neutral merchantmen and our neutral commerce
would not have been attacked by German submarines. NOAV,
that Is the Avay history is going to record it. Senators. That Is
the undisputed fact and there is nothing else to be said about It.
It has pleased those who have been conducting this campaign
through the press to make a jumble of the issues, until the public sees nothing, thinks of nothing but the wrongs committed by
the German submarine, and hears nothing, knoAvs nothing of
wrongdoing of England that forced Germany to take the course
she has taken or submit to the unlaAvful starving of her civilian
population.
OUR KEOTRAL RIGHTS SET ASIDE.

NOAV, I want to repeat: It Avas our absolute right as a neutral
to ship food to the people of Germany. That is a position that
we have fought for through all of our history. The correspondence of every Secretary of State In the history of our Government
who haS^esn called upon to deal with the rights of 6ur neutral
commerce as to foodstuffs is the position stated by Lord Salisbury, just quoted. He was in line Avith all of the precedents that
we iiad originated and established for the maintenance of neutral
rights upon this subject.
In the first days of the war Avlth Germany, Great Britain set
aside, so far as her own conduct was concerned, all these rules
of civilized naval warfare.
According to the declaration of London, as Avell as the rules
of international law, there could have been no Interference in
trade between the United States and Holland or Scandinavia
and other countries, except in the case of ships which could
be proven to carry absolute contraband, like arms and ammunition, with ultimate German destination. There could have"
been no Interference with the importation into Germany of any
goods on the free list, such as cotton, rubber, and hides. There
could have properly been no interference Avith our export to
Germany of anything on the conditional contraband list, like
flour, grain, and provisions, unless It could be proven by England that such shipments were intended for the use of the
German Army. There could be no lawful interference with
foodstuffs intended for the civilian population of Germany, and
if those foodstuffs were shipped to other countries to be reehlpped to Germany, no question could be raised that they were
riot intended for the use of the civilian population.
It is wen to recall at tJiis point our rights as declared by
the ddclaration of London and as declared without the declaration of London by settled lirinciples of international law, for
we liave during the present Avar become so used to having Great
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Britain utterly disregard our rights on the high seas that we
have really forgotten that Ave have any, as far as Great Britain
and her allies are concerned.
Great Britain, by what she called her modifications of the
declaration of London, shifted goods from the free list to the
conditional contraband and contraband lists, reversed the presumption of destination for civilian population, and abolislied
the principle that a blockade to exist at all must be effective.
EdAvin J. Clapp, professor of economics of the New York
University, in his book. Economic Aspects of the War, describes the situation aptly. It is supported by all the authorities, but I quote from him:
The modifications [of the declaration of London] were subversive
of the principles of the declaration to Avhlch they were attached. These
modifications, supplemented by an unexampled extension of the British
contraband list and finally by what our Government calls an illegal
blockade, have been England's method of exercising economic pressure
upon Germany and, necessarily, upon all neutral nations that trade
with her.

Again the same author says;
This action stopped our direct trade with Germany. It might appear
that goods on the free list could still move. Some of them did move,
from free to contraband. People feared to ship the others lest they
should be so listed while ships were on the ocean, and the goods made
subject to seizure. Practically nothing has been shipped to Germany
from this country but cotton, and it Avas not shipped until December.
In belated response to the insistence of southern Senators and of
American husinEss Interests which had found themselves gravely embarrassed by the cessation of cotton shipments. Great Britain finally made
a clear statement that this particular commodity would not be considered contraband.
So much for direct trade with Germ.any. There AV.IS still a method
by which we should have been able to export our goods and discharge
our neutral obligations to trade with Germany as with England. We
might have carried on this trade via neutral ports like Kotterdam or
Copenhagen, from which the goods might have been shipped to Germany,
The declaration of London allows a belligerent to interfere with a
shipment betAveen two neutral ports only Avhen it consists of absolute
contraband for enemy tcrritor.y. Conditional contraband so moving
may not even be suspected. 'The order in council changed this. It
extended the new intention of capturing conditional contraband to goods
moving to Germany even through a neutral port. And, as explained,
conditional contraband was seizable If destined to anyone in Germany ;
It was not conditional but absolute.
The British action, besides stopping our trade with Germany, barring
only a certain amount of indirect trade carried on with much difficulty
and danger, subjected to grave peril our commerce with other neutrals.
The British contraband lists were extended so rapidly that soon almost
no important article of commerce Avith neutrals was free from seizure
by England, who suspected everything on these lists as being of possible
German destination. By these methods England proposed to starve the
civilian population of Germany and destroy neutral trade.
8. ENGLAND AGAIN DECLINES OUR REQUEST TO COXDDCT HER NAA'AL WAUFARE AVITH .SOME RESPECT FOR .NEUTRAL RIGHTS AND IN ACCORDANCE
WITH MORE HUMANE 1>RINCIPLES, WHILE OEHSIANY AGAIN ACCEPTS OUIt
SUGGESTION.

NOAV, listen to t h e statement of facts u n d e r t h a t proposition:
On F e b r u a r y 20, 1915, our Government, through Secretary
Bryan, addressed t h e folloAving communication to t h e Government of Great B r i t a i n :
DEPAilTJlENT OF STATE,

Washington, February 20, 1915.
Tou win please deliver to Sir Edward Grey the following Identic note
which we are sending ]3ngland and Germany :
In view of the correspondence which has passed between this Government and Great Britain and Germany, respectively, relative to the
declaration of a war zone by the German Admiralty and the use of
neutral flags by British merchant vessels, this Government ventures
to express the hope that the two belligerent Governments may, through
reciprocal concessions. And a basis for agreement which will relievo
neutral ships engaged In peaceful commerce from the great dangers
which they will incur in the high seas adjacent to the coasts of tho
belligerents.
The Government of the United States respectfully suggests that an
agreement in terms like the following might be entered into. This
suggestion Is not to be regarded as In any sense a proposal made by
this Government, for it of course fully recognizes that It is not its;
privilege to propose terms of agreement between Great Britain and
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Gerlhany, eycn though t h e m a t t e r be one in Avhlch It a n d t h e
people oiE the United S t a t e s a r e directly and deeply interested. I t is
merely v e n t u r i n g to t a k e t h e liberty which i t hopes may be accorded a
sincere friend desirous of embarrassing neither nation Involved and
of serving, if it may, t h e common interests of h u m a n i t y . The course
Outlined is offered in t h e hope t h a t i t may d r a w forth t h e views and
elicit t h e suggestions of t h e B r i t i s h and German Governments on a
m a t t e r of cajStal i n t e r e s t t o t h e whole world.

Now, aftei' all that prefatory matter—which I might have
omitted, I suppose, to save time—we come to the proposition:
Germany and Great Britain to agree ;
1. T h a t neither wHl sow a n y floating mines, whether upon the high
seas or in territorial w a t e r s : t h a t neither will p l a n t on t h e high seas
anchored mines, except within cannon range of harbors for defensive
purpose o n l y ; and t h a t all mines shall bear t h e s t a m p of t h e Government p l a n t i n g them and be so constructed as to become harmless If separated from their moorings.
2. T h a t neither Avill use submarines to a t t a c k merchant vessels of
any nationality except to enforce tho r i g h t of visit and search.
3. T h a t each will require their respective merchant vessels not to
use neutral flags for t h e purpose of disguise or ruse de guerre.
Germany to a g r e e :
T h a t all importations of food or foodstuffs from the United States
(and from such other n e u t r a l countries a s may ask i t ) into Germany
shall be consigned to agencies to be designated by t h e United States
Government; t h a t these American agencies shall have entire charge
and control w i t h o u t interference on the p a r t of the Gorman Government
of the receipt and distribution of such importations, and shall distribute them solely to retail dealers bearing licenses from the German
Government entitling t h e m to receive and furnish such food and foodstuffs to noncombatants o n l y ; t h a t any violation of the terms of the
retailers' licenses shall vrork a forfeiture of their rights to receive such
food and foodstuffs for this purpose ; and t h a t such food and foodstuffs
AvUl not be requisitioned by the German Government for any purpose
whatsoever or be diA'erted to t h e use of t h e armed forces of Germany.
Great Britain to a g r e e :
T h a t food and foodstuffs will not be placed upon the absolute cont r a b a n d list, and t h a t shipments of such commodities will not be interfered with or detained by British authorities if consigned to .igencies
designated by t h e United States Government in G,ermany for the receipt
and distribution of such cargoes to licensed German retailers for distribution solely to the noncombatant population.
In submitting t h i s proposed bttsis ot agreement t h i s Government does
not wish to be understood .as a d m i t t i n g or denying any belligerent or
neutral r i g h t established by the principles of international law, but
would consider the agreement, if acceptable to the interested powers,
a modus vivendi based upon e.^:pediency r a t h e r t h a n legal r i g h t and as
not binding upon the United States, either in its present form or in a
modified form, u n t i l accepted by this GoA'ernment.
BRYAN.

Without quoting at length the replies of the Governments of
Germany and Great Britain, it is sufficient to say that under
date of March 1, 1915, the German Government replied substantially acceding to the proposition made by the Government
of the United States, and on .March 15 the British Government
replied substantially refusing to accede to our request. It
win be noted that at this time the deadly submarines of Germany and tlie equally deadly mines of Great Britain had
rendered the high seas dangerous to the lives of all neutrals,
but the English sfeam.ship Lnsitania, loaded Avlth 6,000,000
founds of ammunition destined for the English Army, had not
Been sunk Avith the consequent loss of American lives, and the
damage to neutrals had not been heavy compared Avith that
which they have since suffered. Here again the sole responsibility for continuing the unlaAvful naval Avarfare must rest
upon Great Britain and her allies. Germany, knowing as the
world did not then knoAv the possibility of destruction contained
in the submarine branch of her navy, and at the risk of being
thought Aveak and anxious for peace, offered to agree if Great
Britain and her allies Avould do the same, to those suggestions
of ours which Avouid have avoided all the acts of which we
complain to-day.
ENGLAND HAS NOT YIELDED TO OCR PROTESTS.

It is not my purpose to go into detail into the violations of
our neutrality by any of the belligerents. While Germany has
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again and again yielded to our protests, I do not recall a single
instance in Avhich a protest Ave have made to Great Britain
has won for us the slightest consideration, except for a short
time In the case of cotton. I will not stop to dAvell upon the
multitude of minor violations of our neutral rights, sucli as
seizing our mails, violations of the neutral flag, seizing and
appropriating our goods without the least warrant or authority
in law, and impressing, seizing, and taking possession of our
vessels and putting them into her oAvn service. I have constituents, American citizens, Avho organized a company and invested large .sums of money in the purchase of ships to engage
in foreign carrying. Several of their vessels plying between the
United States and South America were captured almost in our
own territorial waters, taken possession of by the British Government, practically confiscated, and put into her service or the
service of her admiralty. They are there to-day, and that company is helpless. When they appealed to our Department of
State they were advised that they might " file" their papers.
And were given the further suggestion that they could hire an
attorney and prosecute their case in the English prize court.
The company did hire an attorney and sent him to England,
and he is there now, and has been there for almost a year,
trying to get some redress, some relief, some adjustment of
those rights.
But those are individual cases. There are many others. All
these violations have come from Great Britain and her allies,
and are in perfect harmony with Briton's traditional policy as
absolute master of the seas.
I come noAV, however, to one other event in the naval policy
of Great Britain during this war, which to my mind Is absolutely controlling upon the action we should take upon the question under consideration.
ENGLAND'S MINING OF THE NORTH SEA.

On the 2d of November, 1914, only three months after the
beginning of the war, England issued a proclamation, the most
ruthless and sweeping in its violation of neutral rights that
up to that time had ever emanated from a civilized government
engaged in prosecuting a war, announcing that on three days*
notice all of the North Sea, free under international law to the
trade of the world, would be entered by our merchant ships at
their peril. She based her action upon an assertion that the
German Government had been scattering mines in waters open
to the world's commerce.
The material portions of it are as follows:
During the last Aveek the Germans have scattered mines indiscriminately in the open sea on the main trade route from America to
Liverpool via the north of Ireland.
Peaceful merchant ships have already been blown up, with loss of
life, by this agency. • • •
In these circumstances, having regard to the great interests entrusted to the British Navy, to the safety of peaceful commerce on
the high seas, and to the maintenance within the limits of international law of trade between neutral countries, the Admiralty feels
It necessary to adopt exceptional measures appropriate to the novel
conditions under which this war Is being waged.
It therefore gives notice that the whole of the North Sea must be
considered a military area. Within this area merchant shipping ol
all kinds, traders of all countries, fishing craft and ail other vessels
win be exposed to the gravest dangers from mines It has been necessary to lay and from warships searching vigilantly by night and day
lor suspicious craft. » • »
Every effort will be made to convey this warning to neutral countries and to vessels on the sea; but from November 5 onward the Admiralty announces that all ships passing a line drawn from the northern point of ths Hebrides through the Fame Islands to Iceland do
so a t their own peril,

The North Sea, a great stretch of the Atlantic Ocean, extending from Scotland to Iceland, was barred to the commerce
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of the Avorld, the neutral commerce, that had the same right
there that you have to walk down Pennsylvania Avenue.
Before considering the piratical character of this document
as a Avhole it will be noted that while it proposes to use every
effort to Avarn neutral shipping it allOAvs just three days for
the Avarning.
Do you observe that the country AVith Avhom Ave are about to
yoke ourselves Issued this proclamation, unheard of before in
the history of tho Avorld, mining a great area of the Atlantic
Ocean Avith deadly contact mines, and gave to the neutral nations
only three days' notice? It issued Its declaration on the 2d of
November, and it Avent Into effect on the 5th of November.
Of the preliminary allegations In the note concerning the scattering of mines by Germany in the open sea around the British
Isles, no proof of It has ever been furnished, so far as I am aware;
and, even if it Avere true. It certainly Avould not have remedied
the condition to mine a much larger portion of the sea upon
AVhich neutral ships must travel. I say this because of the highsounding but obviously false and hypocritical assertion contained
in the proclamation that Britain is taking this action in order
to maintain trade between neutral countries within the limits of
international law. She was, in fact, by her action absolutely
destroying trade betAveen neutral countries, and the penalties for
disobeying her orders, and which operate automatically and inexorably, was the destruction by mines of all ships and passengers venturing into the prohibited portion of the sea.
nNITED STATES ACQUIESCES IN ENGLAND',S ILLEGAL ACT.

Now we come to the most unfortunate part of our record. The
present administration agreed to this lawless act of Great
Britain. I make this statement deliberately and fully appreciating its consequences. If Ave liad entered into a contract with
Great Britain, signed and sealed under the great seals of the
respective countries, agreeing that she should commit the act
of piracy Involved In mining the North Sea, we would not more
completely have been bound by such contract than Ave are bound
by the conduct of the present administration. It will be recalled
that when Secretary Bryan made his request of Great Britain to
adliere to the declaration of London, and she refused, and he
notified her that the request Avas AvithdraAvn, he declared in substance that he Avould nevertheless hold her responsible for any
violations of international laAV, so far as they affected our right
as a neutral Nation. And from that time n -otest after protest
was made by us; many against Germany and some against Great
Britain and her allies, Avhenever we claimed that International
laAV had been violated.
The fact remains, hoAvever, that from November 2, AVhen England declared her settled purpose to mine large areas of the
public sea contrary to CA'ery principle of international law, the
Government through the present administration has never
uttered a word of protest.
If you think you can escape the responsibility of that act and
hold other belligerents to the strict requirements of international
law by play upon a phrase you are mistaken. You may make
this country declare Avar in your attempt to do it, but your war
will not have the support of the people. Until the omission of
this administration to uphold our rights against Great Britain
is corrected vve can never hope for popular support for a war
waged to enforce the same right against the country at war with
Great Britain,
AN ARSURD CONTENTION.

I do not need to cite authorities to shoAv that the mining of the
North Sea by Great Britain was illegal. In declaring her inten00630—17108
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tlon to mine the North Sea, Great Britain did not pretend that
her act was legal, and attempted to justify it only on the ground
of necessity. Nor am I aware that any responsible person has
ever attempted to defend the legality of the act. Tou have but
to remember that if England had a right to mine the North Sea
and a large portion of the Atlantic Ocean during an Indeflnita
period and thereby exclude all commercial shipping, then any
two warring nations can mine any or all portions of the high
seas as they choose and thus destroy the neutral commerce of
the Avorld so long as the war .shall last. Such a claim is too
absurd to merit consideration.
I AVill not dAvell noAV upon the physical consequences of this
act by Great Britain, for I am concerned at this time simply
with the question of how this act by our Government has
affected our legal relations to Germany.
You can not afford to declare Avar and rest the right to do so
In history upon a violation of international law Avhen we are to
any extent responsible for such violation.
Mr. REED. Mr. President
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from Wisconsin yield to the Senator from Missouri?
Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I yield for a question.
Mr. REED. Does the Senator have any other evidence that
we signed and sealed and delivered a contract with Great Britain by Avhich Ave permitted her to violate international law than
that which lie has just given, namely, the assertion that Ave did
not protest?
Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I have not stated that we had a signed
und sealed compact.
Mr. Reed. No; you stated
Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I Avns reading from my manuscript,
mid I knoAV just Avhat I said. The Senator misunderstood me.
Mr. REED. You stated that we had done it as effectively
Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Just as efCectively as though it were a
contract. I think it was just as effective by a failure to protest
as though it had been a contract.
I now "proceed to make that good by my argument, if the
Senator will permit me.
Mr. REED. And you Avill not permit any further interruption? Very Avell, if that is the premise.
Mr. LA FOLLETTE. That is my argument, and I am proceeding to make It.
In passing, hoAvever, it may be noted that the lawless action of
Great Britain resulted In the loss of at least two of our ships—
the Carib and the Evelyn—because they ventured into the zone
Great Britain had prohibited them from entering—Avere sunk by
mines, with the loss of seA'eral American lives. (Minority report. House Committee on Porei.gn Affairs, H. R. 21052, 64th
Cong.)
ABJECT SURRENDER OP NEUTRAL EIGHTS • TO ENGLAND ALL THAT SAVED
ASIEHIC-iN LIVES.

The only reason why Ave have not suffered the sacrifice of
just as many ships and just as many lives from the violation
of our rights by the Avar zone and the submarine mines of
Great Britain, as we have through the unlawful acts of Germany
in making her Avar zone in violation of our neutral rights, la
simply because we have submitted to Great Britain's dictation.
If our ships had been sent into her forbidden high-sea war
zone, as they have into the proscribed area Germany marked
out on the high seas as a Avar zone, Ave Avould have had the
same loss of life and property in the one case as in the other;
but because we avoided doing that in the case of England, and
acquiesced in her violation of law, we have not only a legal
but a moral responsibility for the position in which Germany
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li.'is been placed by our collusion and cooperation with Great
Britain. By su.spending the rule Avith respect to neutral rights
in Great Britain's case, Ave have been actively aiding her In
starving tlie civil population of Germany. We have helped to
drive Germany Into a corner, her back to the Avail, to fight
Avith Avhat Aveapons she can lay her hands on to prevent the
starving of her Avomen and children, her old men and babes.
The flimsy claim Avhich has sometimes been put forth that
possibly the havoc in the North Sea Avas caused by German
mini^ is too absurd for consideration.
I refer to the three vessels sunk In the British Avar zone.
Why should Germany mine the North Sea, tho gateway from the
Atlantic to her oAvn ports and those of NorAvay, Sweden, and
Holland, witli Avhom she most desired to trade and with whom
her relations Avere and are most friendly? She doubtless placed
some mines at the entrance of her harbors for purposes of protection, as she had a right to do, but it is ridiculous to suppose
that she Avould have mined the North Sea.
Besides this the records show that up to March 10,1915, of the
floating mines that had been taken up nnd rendered harmless
along the Dutch coast 214 were of British origin, 33 French, and
only 22 German. (P. 142, Economic Aspects of the War, by
Clapp.)
The same author at page 8 thus speaks of the result of the
mining of the North Sea by Great Britain:
Because ot these floating mines In the North Sea literally scores of
vessels were lost, mostly belonging to the Scandinavian countries or
Holland. Three American vessels were included—the Greenbriar, Carib,
and Evelyn. Because of the danger ot mines ocean freight and warrisk insurance rates became a very heavy burden on shippers and
buyers, and In the case of some commodities became prohftitive ot
commerce; a policy of uncertainty and fear was thrown over the
commercial world.
Days, weeks, and months went by, and still no protest came
from the American Government against this unlawful act on the
part of Great Britain.
GSKIIANY WAITED FOR US TO PROTEST.

She did this unlawful thing on the 5th day of November. Germany waited and waited, Aveek after week, for this Government
to assert its neutral rights and demand the opening of the North
Sea to neutral commerce. She waited in vain for three long
months for this Government to take some action, and not until
the 4th day of February—that is my recollection of the date; I
do not know that I have it here—did she in retaliation serve
notice upon this Government of the establishment of her Avar
zone.
Germany then did as a matter of retaliation and defense
what Great Britain had done months previously purely as an
offensive measure^established a war zone or war area. She
Included in it portions of the sea about the British islands, and
gave notice that ships coming within it would be destroyed by
mines or submarines, even as English mines in the North Sea
destroyed the ships which entered there.
It is Germany's insistence upon her right to blindly destroy
with mines and submarines in the area she has declared a war
zone all ships that enter there, that causes the whole trouble
existing between us and Germany to-day. It is for this, and
this only, that we are urged to make Avar. Yet in asserting this
right or in sinking the ships in the proscribed area without
warning, Germany is doing only that which England is doing in
her proscribed area, with our consent. Here Is the parting of
the ways. When England, having previously violated all neutral
rights on the high seas, mined the North Sea and asserted the
right to blindly destroy, and mines can only destroy blindly, all
ships that traversed it, one or two courses was open to ns.
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We chose to acquiesce, but a singular thing transpired. I suppose ail Senators have secured the published copies of the diplomatic correspondence which has been issued by the State Department.
WB HOLD GERMANY TO STRICT ACCOUNTABILITT.

I find all the correspondence about the submarines of Germany; I find them arrayed; I find the note warning Germany
that she would be held to a " strict accountability " for violation of our neutral rights; but you Avill search in vain these
volumes for a copy of the British order in council mining the
North Sea.
I am talking now about principles. You can not distinguish
betAveen the principles Avhich allowed England to mine a large
area of the Atlantic Ocean and the North Sea in order to shut
in Germany, and the principle on Avhich Germany by her submarines seeks to destroy all shipping Avhich enters the Avar zone
which she has laid out around the British Isles.
The English mines are intended to destroy without warning
every ship that enters the war zone she has proscribed, killing
or drowning every passenger that can not find some means of
escape. It is neither more nor less than that which Germany
tries to do Avith her submarines in her Avar zone. We acquiesced in England's action Avithout protest. It is proposed
that we noAv go to Avar Avitli Germany for identically the same
action upon her part.
ADMINISTRATION'S FATAL MISTAKE.

At this point, sir, I .say, Avith all deference but Avith tlie absolute certainty of conviction, that the present administration
made a fatal mistake, and if war comes to this country with
Germany for the present causes it will be due Avliolly to that
mistake. The present administration has assumed and acted
upon the policy that it could enforce to the very letter of the
law the principles of international law against one belligerent
and relax them as to the other. That thing no nation can do
without losing Its cliaracter as a neutral nation and without
losing the rights that go Avith strict and absolute neutrality.
In an address delivered by the President at a joint session
of the tAVO Houses of Congress on February 3, 1917, and referring to the reply Avhich our Government had made to Germany's protest th.at Iier enemies were permitted to apply unlawful methods of naval warfare while she was held by us
to the strict rules of naval warfare, the President said that
Germany had been advised as follows. Now, listen to this
Mr. LEWIS. Mr. President, Avill the Senator from WisconBin allow me, before he proceeds Avlth tliat extract, to ask liia
view as to Ayhat he means by the assertion which he has just
made? In otlier Avords, may I Interrupt him Avith an inquiry?
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. WotcoTT in the chair).
Does the Senator from Wisconsin yield to the Senator from
minois?
Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I yield for a question if it does not
divert me from my argument.
Mr. LEWIS. I should like to ask the able Senator as to
whether or not I am correct in understanding his argument to
mean that. If we fail to declare war against Great Britain because of Avrongs committed against us by Britain sufficient to
have had Avar declared, thereby we are prohibited from declaring Avar against another Government that might do acts which
are themselves a justification for the declaration of war?
Mr. LA FOLLETTE. The Senator from Illinois will be best
answered as I proceed with my argument, which deals exactly
with that question.
Mr. LEWIS. I will not divert the Senator further, then, if
he Intends to cover that matter.
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Mr. LA FOLLETTE. It Avill not divert me. The Senator
will be answered presently as well as I am able to answer him.
MIS.STATESIENT OF THE LAW.

I quote nOAV from the President's address of February 3, 1917,
before the two Houses of Congress:
In order, however, to avoid any possible misunderstanding, the
Government ol the United States notlfles the Imperial Government that
it can not lor a moment entertain, much less discuss, a suggestion that
respect by German naval authorities lor the rights ol citizens of the
United States upon the high seas should in any way or In the slightest
degree he made contingent upon the conduct of any other Government
affecting the rights of neutrals and noncombatants. Responsibility in
such matters is single, not joint; absolute, not relative.

That phrase the President has used repeatedly in his addresses; he has used it at least three times, I think, and he
has referred to it as being a complete and sufficient answer to
this proposition. It misstates the law; It asserts a principle
that can not be maintained for one moment with a decent
regard for equal rights betAveen nations AVith AVhom we are dealing upon a basis of neutrality.
The offenses of Great Britain and Germany against us can
not be treated as they might be treated if those nations Avere
not at Avar with each other. Undoubtedly, If those nations
Avere not at war with each other we could suffer one to violate
international law to our injury and make no protest and take
no action against the nation so offending and hold the other to
strict accountability and compel her to respect to the limit our
rights under International laAv, and if she refused Ave would be
justified in going to Avar about it. But Avhen we are dealing
with Germany and Great Britain, Avarring against each other,
so evenly balanced in strength that a little help to one or a
little hindrance to the oth^r turns the scale and spells victory
for one and defeat for the other, in that situation I say the
principle of international laAv steps in AvhIch declares that any
failure on our part to enforce our rights equally against both
is a gross act of unneutrality.
That is precisely AVliat Ave have done, as I have shOAvn. In
the early days of the conflict in this matter of the war zones
6t each belligerent, in submitting to Great Britain's dictation concerning what might be treated as contraband, resulting
finally in a practical cessation of shipping to German ports, we
have done Germany as much liarm ns thougli we liad landed an
army in France to fight beside the entente allies. HOAV AVIU
history regard this conduct of ours? How will our OAvn people
regard It Avhen they come to understand it? We can never
justify it,
WE l U V E NOT BEEN NEUTRAL.

Jefferson asserted that we could not permit one Avarring
nation to curtail our neutral rights if we Avere not ready to
allOAV lier enemy the same privileges, and that any otlier
course entailed the sacrifice of our neutrality.
That is the sensible, tliat is the logical position. No neutrality
could ever have commanded respect if it was not based on that
equitable and just proposition; and we from early in the war
threAv our neutrality to the AvInds by permitting England to
make a mockery of it to her advantage against her chief enemy.
{Then Ave expect to say to that enemy, " You have got to respect
my rights as a neutral." What is the answer? I say Germany
has been patient with us. Standing strictly on her rights, her
answer would be, " Maintain your neutrality; treat these other
Governments Avarrlng against me as you treat me if you want
your neutral rights respected."
I say again that when two nations are at war any neutral nation, iu order to preserve its character as a neutral nation, must
exact the same conduct from both warring nations; both must
90635—17108
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equally obey t h e principles of international laAV. If a neutr.al
nation fails in t h a t , then its rights upon t h e high seas—to
adopt the President's phrase—are relative and not .absolute.
T h e r e can be no greater violation of our n e u t r a l i t y t h a n t h e
requirement t h a t one of tAvo belligerents shall a d h e r e to t h e
settled principles of laAv and t h a t the other shall h a v e t h e advantage of not doing so. T h e respect t h a t G e r m a n n a v a l authorities Averc required to pay to t h e rights of our people upon
t h e high seas Avould depend upon the question Avhether we h a d
exacted tho same rights from Germany's enemies. If we liad
not done so Ave lost our character as a n e u t r a l nation, and our
people unfortunately liad lost the protection t h a t belongs to neut r a l s . Our responsibility Avas joint in the sense t h a t we m u s t
exact t h e same conduct from both belligerents. No principle of
international law is better seltled t h a n t h a t AVhich is stated
by Oppenheim, t h e great English authority on international hnv,
in A'olume 2, second edition, page 365. H e s a y s :
Neutrality as an attitude of impartialitv involves the duty of abstaining from assisting either belligerent either actively or passively.
The same author points out, on iiages 441 to 444, t h a t a neut r a l can not permit one belligerent to do w h a t a n o t h e r is not
permitted to do.
I n the case of the Bermuda (3 Wallace, p. 514) t h e Supreme
Court of the United States points out t h a t neutrality invoh'es
absolute equality of treatment. T h e court s a y s :
Neutral trade is entitled to protection in all courts. Neutrals In
their OAvn country may sell to belligerent.s whatever belligerents choose
to buy. The principal exceptions to this rule are that neutrals must
not sell to one belligerent v/hat tliey refuse to sell to the other.
And so forth.
OUR COURT AND JEFFERSON ESTABLISHED THE TRUE PRINCIPLES
NEUTRALITY.

01

I n t h e case of Resolution
(Federal court of appeals, 1 7 8 1 ;
2 Dalles, 19) it is said that the idea of a n e u t r a l nation " implies two nations a t Avar and a third In friendship with both." ,
J. Qulncy Adams, Secretary of State, on May 19, 1S18, s a i d :
By the usual principles of international law tho state of neutrality
recognizes the cfluse of both parties to the contest as )ust—that is, it
avoids all consideration ot the merits of the contest, (See Moore's
International Law Pigest, vol. 7, p. 860.)
Oppenheim on International LaAV, volume 11, second e<lition,
p a r a g r a p h 294, page SC^, s a y s :
Since neutrality Is an attitude of impartiality. It excludes such
assistance and succor to one of the belligerents as is detrimental to
the other, and, further, such Injuries to the one as benefit the other.
Tiie best and clearest exposition of the exact question, h(AVever, was made long ago by one of t h e greatest of D e m o c r a t s
a n d statesmen of this country—Thomas Jefferson. Mr. Jefferson, then Secretary of State, in Avriting to Tliomas Pinckney,
United States minister to Great B r i t a i n , regarding E n g l a n d ' s
stoppage of our food shipments to France, AVith Avhom E n g l a n d
w a s then a t Avar, dealt Avith preci.sely the same situation t h a t
confronts President Wilson in the Avar betAveen Germany and
England, b u t Secretary Jefferson dealt Avlth the situation In
precisely the opposite manner from t h a t adopted by P r e s i d e n t
Wilson. I n this letter, under date of September 7, 1793, Secr e t a r y Jefferson s a i d :
The first article of it [the British order] permits all vessels laden
wholly or in part with corn, flour, or meal, bound to any port In
France, to be stopped and sent into any British port, to be purchased
by that Go?ernment or to be released only on tlie condition of security
given by the master that he will proceed to dispose of his cargo In
the ports of some country in amity wtth bis majesty.
This article is so manifestly contrary to the law ol nations that nothing more would seem necessary than to observe that it is so.
How much less Avas It obnoxious to t h e l a w of nations t h a n
mining the great a r e a of the North Sea.
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By WILLIAM T. EVJUE
N APRIL, 1917, more than 20 years ago, when the United States
IRobert
was on the verge of entering the World war, the late Sen.
M. La Follette, Sr., was the leader of a small group of
senators and representatives who dared to defy the hysteria and
war-madness of that day and oppose the plunging of this country into the bloody European conflict.
For taking the courageous position they did, Sen. La Follette
and those who supported him were bitterly denounced by the
patrioteers of that day, assailed as
"traitors" and even threatened with impeachment. The press of the nation was
a snarling pack at their heels and no
invective was too extreme to be used
against them by their assailants.
Today the position taken by Sen. La
Follette and his associates has been vindicated. Today a disillusioned America
realizes how right were these men who
fought for peace a score of years ago.
Today we remember cynically the old
phrases about "making the world safe for
democracy" and that we were fighting
"a war to end war."
Our own country and the other nations of the world are today
more heavily armed than ever during peace-time. The threat of
a world-wide conflict hangs ominously over all peoples. Undeclared wars are waged in Spain and China with an appalling loss
of human life.
At such a time it is fitting to recall the words spoken by "Old
Bob" La Follette more than 20 years ago in his effort to keep this
nation out of the World war. In this booklet is printed the late
Senator's historic address delivered in the U, S. Senate on
April 4, 1917.

1Wi 5*4-G
SEN. LA FOLLETTE'S SPEECH AGAINST WAR
SEN. LA FOLLETTE:
• | 1 / | R . PRESIDENT, I had sup.LTJI posed until recently t h a t it
was the duty of senators
and representatives in congress to
vote and act according to their
convictions on all public matters
that came before them for consideration and decision.
Quite another doctrine has r e cently been promulgated by certain newspapers, which unfortunately seems to have found considerable support elsewhere, and
t h a t is the doctrine of "standing
back of the president," without
inquiring whether the president is
right Or wrong.
For myself I have never subscribed to t h a t doctrine and never
shall. I shall support the president in the measures he proposes
when I believe them to be right.
I shall oppose measures proposed
by the president when I believe
them to be wrong. The fact t h a t
the matter which the president
submits for consideration is of
the greatest importance is only
an additional reason why we
should be sure t h a t we are right
and not to be swerved from t h a t
conviction or intimidated in its
expression by any influence of
power whatsoever.
If it is important for us to speak
and vote our convictions in m a t ters of internal policy, though we
may unfortunately be in disagreement with the president, it
is infinitely more important for
us to speak and vote our convictions when the question is one of
peace or war, certain to involve
the lives and fortunes of many of
our people and, it may be, the
destiny of all of them a n d of t h e
civilized world as well.
If, unhappily, on such momentous questions the most patient
research and conscientious consideration we could give to them
leave us in disagreement with the
president, I know of no course to
take except to oppose, regretfully
but not the less firmly, the demands of the executive.
On the 2d of this month the
president addressed a communication to the senate and the
house in which he advised t h a t

the congress declare war against
Germany and t h a t this government "assert all its powers and
employ all its resources to bring
the government of the German
empire to terms and end the
war."
On Feb. 26, 1917, the president
addressed the senate and the
house upon the conditions existing between this government and
the German empire, and a t t h a t
time said, "I am not now proposing or contemplating war or any
steps t h a t need lea^ to it." * * *
"I request that you will authorize
me to supply our merchant ships
with defensive arms, should t h a t
become necessary, and with the
means of using them" against
what he characterized as the u n lawful attacks of German submarines.
A bill was introduced, and it
was attempted to rush it through
the closing hours of the last session of congress, to give the president the powers requested, namely, to arm our merchant ships,
and to place upon them guns and
gunners from such other instrumentalities and methods as might
in his judgment and discretion
seem necessary and adequate to
protect such vessels. T h a t measure did not pass.
It is common knowledge t h a t
the president, acting without authority from congress, did arm
our merchant ships with guns and
gunners from our navy, and sent
them into the prohibited "war
zone." At the time the president addressed us on the 2d of
April there was absolutely no
change in the conditions between
this government and Germany.
The effect of arming merchant
ships had not been tested as a
defensive measure.
Late press reports indicate,
however, that the Azetc, a United States armed merchantman,
has been sunk in the prohibited
zone, whether with mines or a
torpedo, I believe, has not been
established, so the responsibility
for this sinking cannot, so far as
I know a t this time, be placed.
When the request was made by
t h e president on Feb. 26 for au-
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thority to arm merchant ships, the
granting of such authority was
opposed by certain members of
the house and by certain senators, of which I was one.
I made at that time a careful
investigation of the subject, and
became convinced that arming our
merchant ships was wholly futile
and its only purpose and effect
would be to lure our merchantmen
to danger, and probably result in
the destruction of the vessels and
in the loss of the lives of those
on board.
The representatives of the president on this floor then having
t h a t bill in charge saw fit, by
methods I do not care to characterize, to prevent my speaking u p on the measure and giving to the
senate and to the country such
information as I had upon the
subject.
Under the circumstances, I did
the only thing that seemed practical to me, and t h a t was to give
such publicity as I was able
through the press to the fact
that the proposition to arm merchant ships would be wholly futile, and could only result in loss
of the lives and property of our
own people, without accomplishing the results intended.
I regret to say t h a t the president, according to statements in
t h e public press purporting to
emanate from him, and which
have never been denied, saw fit
to characterize as "willful" the
conduct of the senators who, in
obedience to their consciences
and their oaths of oifice, opposed
the armed-ship bill, and to
charge t h a t in so doing they were
not representing the people by
whose suffrages they are here.
I know of no graver charge t h a t
could be made against the official conduct of any member of
this body t h a n t h a t his official
action was the result of a "willful"—that is, an unreasoned and
perverse—purpose.
Mr. President, many of my
colleagues on both sides of this
floor have from day to day offered for publication in the Record messages and letters received
from their constituents. I have

received some 15,000 letters and
telegrams. They have come from
44 states in the union. They have
been assorted according to whether they speak in criticism or commendation of my course in opposing war.
Assorting the 15,000 letters and
telegrams by states in t h a t way,
nine out of 10 are an unqualified
endorsement of my course in opposing war with Germany on the
issue presented. I offer only a
few selected hastily just before I
came upon the floor which especially relate to public sentiment on
the question of war.
Mr. President, let me say t h a t
the city of Monroe, Wis., is the
county seat of Green county,
which borders on the state of
Illinois. I am not able to state
exactly the percentage of the n a tionalities of the people, but I
know that the foundation stock
of t h a t little city was of New
England origin. In the last 10
or 15 or 20 years a great many
Swiss have come into the county.
But, Mr. President, it is a good
town, typical of any town of like
size in any state in the union.
They held an election there on
the 2nd of April, and the following vote was polled upon the
question of declaring war against
Germany. The telegram reporting the vote is as follows:
"Monroe election votes on referendum on war questionj. For
peace, 954; for war, 95."
I am informed t h a t in a Mascard 20,000 postal cards were
sent out, and the returns thus far
show 66 per cent against war; 63
per cent against conscription. The
following form was submitted in
taking the vote in M-^ssachusetts:
"President Wilson said: 'I would
rather know what the people are
thinking out there around their
quiet firesrdes t h a n to know what
is going on in the cloakrooms of
the capitoL' What do you think
of the two questions on the other
side? Mark your cross. We will
see t h a t your congressman hears.
Do it now and mail immediately.
" 1 . Do you believe t h a t the interest of humanity would best be
served by the United States keep-
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ing out of the European war?
"2. Do you oppose the adoption
of conscription as dangerous to
American democracy?"
I received this telegram April 2
from Flint, Mich.:
"Vote taken this afternoon in
third precinct, first ward; question. Shall we enter war on European soil? Results—for war 26,
against war 130. L. E. Larson."
I do not know Mr. Larson. I
know little or nothing about Flint,
Mich. I do not know whether it
has a German population or a
mixed population.
The senior
senator from t h a t state (Mr.
Smith) says that it is a mixed
population.
I have this from Sheboygan,
Wis. Sheboygan is a rather strong
German county in the state of
Wisconsin. I expected to have
had here noted on the telegram
the exact percentage of the German vote. I glanced at it myself in my office, but I did not
have at hand the last census.
The Wisconsin Bluebook, which
gives the figures for 1905, shows
there were then over 50,000 population and 10,000 of German birth.
This telegram is dated April 3.
I might say that our spring election is held in Wisconsin on the
second day of April, when all the
municipal officers in the townships and in the villages and
cities are elected. It brings out
a fairly representative vote:
"By referendum vote taken the
last two days of the qualified
electors of the city of Sheboygan
on the question. Shall our country enter into the European war?
4,082 voted no and 17 voted yes.
Certified to as correct. F. Volrath, O. A. Bassuener, Adam
Trester, Canvassers."
I received also the following. A
vote was taken not only in the
city of Sheboygan, but in the
county of Sheboygan, representing the country or farmer vote:
"Since sending the last telegram, in the referendum vote
taken by the qualified electors of
Sheboygan County outside the
city of Sheboygan 2,051 voted
against our country entering into
the European war. No votes were

cast in favor of war. Certified to
as correct by the canvassers. Otto
A. Bassuener, F. Volrath, Adam
Trester."
The next telegram is not a r e port upon any election. I presume very few of them were held.
It is a telegram from Melrose,
Mass., sent to me by Mr. Henry
W. Pinkham. I do not know him.
I read it as handed to me by one
of my secretaries:
"The president's message explicitly and completely vindicates
you in opposing armed neutrality. Stand firm against war and
the future will honor you. Collective homicide can not establish
h u m a n rights. For our country
to enter the European war would
be treason to humanity.—Henry
W. Pinkham."
And the following:
"Mailed you today 400 signatures of indorsement from this
district to you and colleagues on
your stand of Mar. 4.—L. Schuller, Wallace, Idaho."
Racine, Wis., April 4, 1917.
"Four thousand people assembled at the Auditorium last night;
lots American sentiment; no enthusiasm for war; recruits were
asked for; only seven men offered themselves for enlistment. This
shows there is no war sentiment
in Racine. Resolutions were spoken of, but no attempt was made
to pass them. Audience was not
for war. I approve your stand.—
Arthur Ehrlich, Racine, Wis."
.J.

A

.J.

.J.

WIRE from Chicago from
Grace Abbott of Hun House
says that in city
council
election held yesterday John Kennedy received the largest plurality of any of the city councilmen elected. His plurality was
6,157 votes in his ward. On account of his stand against war,
every newspaper in Chicago opposed him bitterly throughout
the campaign.
Mr. Kennedy made his c a m paign on the war issue, and in
every speech he took occasion to
declare himself as against war.
There was received in Washington today a petition against
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war with over 6,120 bona fide
signers, which were secured in the
city of Minneapolis in one day,
and a wire late this afternoon
states t h a t 11,000 more names
have been secured to that position.
In New Ulm, Minn., at an election, according to a telegram received this afternoon, 485 votes
were cast against war to 19 for
war.
To Robert M. La Follette,
Senate Chamber,
Washington, D. C :
Good work. People with you.
Straw referendum signed today
at public market, city streets,
shows 31 for war declaration, 374
against. Press brazenly reporting
war demand of meetings where
vote is against war. If presidential election were tomorrow, you
would have best chance.— Anna
Louise Strong, Member Seattle
School Board.
Sen. R. M. La Follette,
Washington, D. C :
Having sounded the opinions of
juniors and seniors taking electrical engineering at the University of California today, I have
foundation on which to base my
statement that practically none of
us enthuse at all over war. We
believe the country can do most
good by avoiding it. We put trust
in you.—Glenn K. Morrison.
A telegram received from Philadelphia this afternoon expresses terse y the sentiment of the
people. It reads:
"PRESIDENT WILSON SAID
GERMAN PEOPLE WERE NOT
CONSULTED ABOUT ENTERING THE WAR. WERE WE?—
(Signed) COMMON PEOPLE.
And
Congressman
Limdeen
representing the Minneapolis district informs me that in response
to letters addressed by poll lists
to every voter in his district has
up to this hour brought in returns from nearly 8,000 voters
against declaring war on Germany to less than 800 who favor
such a declaration.
Do not these messages indicate on the part of the people a

deep-seated conviction that the
United States should not enter
the Eluropean war? The armedship bill meant war. Senators
who opposed its being forced
through congress in the closing
hours of the session were rebuked by the president.
It is highly important, therefore, to note at this time t h a t the
president in his address on the
2nd of this month takes the same
view of arming merchant ships
that was entertained by at least
some of the senators, including
mysef, when the armed-ship bill
was before us for consideration.
In his address of AprU 2 the
president said:
"It is impossible to defend
against their (submarine)
attacks as the law of nations has
assumed t h a t
merchantmen
would defend themselves against
privateers or cruisers, visible craft
giving chase on the open sea."
He says in the same address:
"It (arming merchant ships)
is practically certain to draw us
into the war without either the
rights or the effectiveness of
belligerents."
I take satisfaction in noting
that this is exactly what I stated
in an editorial in my magazine,
which was published a short time
after the armed-ship bill discussion.
I will read just a paragraph
or two from that editorial:
"The armed ship bill was not
only unconstitutional, it was, in
my judgment, foolish and inadequate. It pleased the supporters
of this bill to assume that it was
only necessary to place guns on
merchant ships in order to defend them successfully against
submarine attack. There was no
evidence before congress that
would warrant the conclusion
that arming these ships would
afford protection.
"1. The available evidence
points to the futility of such
armament. The Laeonia was armed, but she was torpedoed twice
and sunk without a chance to
fire a shot. Merchant ships of
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the allies are armed. Their great
loss of tonnage is conclusive evidence that guns planted on merchant ships are ineffectual in
warding off submarine attack. It
is criminal to lure from our harbors our merchant ships with
passengers, crew, and freight to
embark on a voyage fraught with
such imminent peril in the belief that they may resist attack."
I venture to read two or three
more paragraphs:
"2. The first question we
should ask ourselves, before we
enter on this war with our armed
merchantmen or our Navy for
the express purpose of maintaining our right to the seas, is:
What will happen to our ships?
If it is so easy to clear the transAtlantic lanes of submarines, why
is not the ]>ritish Admiralty
keeping them open and free for
our commerce—since our carrying trade across the Atlantic now
consists of supplies for the allies
—food and ammunition? From
all we can learn it appears that
the British Navy is not attempting this perilous task, but is keeping inside carefully guarded harbors,
"What assurance have we that
we can clear the German war
zone with armed merchantmen
or with battleships as convoys, or
with any of the so-called "submarine chasers"?
"Manifestly it is an undertaking which the British Admiralty
declines for good and sufficient
reason.
"The American public is being
woefully deceived. We are derided
for hiding behind the British
Navy. Moving pictures portray
our fleet firing on submarines
that instantly go to the bottom.
The daily papers are filled with
stuff that would lead us to believe that we need only declare
war, order out our fleet to scour
the seas, and the war is ended
and won.
"It is admitted that the submarine discharges its torpedo
with deadly accuracy at a range
of two to four miles.

"It is admitted that the submarine, with its hull submerged
several feet below the surface and
eKposing nothing but its periscope, can discharge its torpedo
with equal chance to achieve its
purpose.
"The periscope furnishes a
target no larger than a sailor's
cap for merchant and naval
gunners to fire at
"I have the best authority for
the statement that the chances
of hitting a target of that size
at the distance of two miles, or
of damaging a submarine so submerged, would in a hundred
shots be practically zero."
It is unfortunately true t h a t a
portion of the irresponsible and
war-crazed press, feeling secure
in the authority of the president's condemnation of t h e senators who opposed the armedship bill, have published the most
infamous and scurrilous libe s on
the honor of the senators who
opposed that bill.
It was particularly unfortunate t h a t such malicious falsehoods should fill the public press
of the country at a time when
every consideration for our country required t h a t a spirit of fairness should be observed in the
discussions of the momentous
questions under consideration.
A Britisher's View
A member of the British
parliament is visiting in this
country. He has had some opportunity to observe this new spirit
of intolerance t h a t has been
bred in the press and through
the right of any man to utter his
independent judgment on a question vital, sir, to the peope of
this nation; vital to the interests of this government.
It has led him to institute some
comparisons between the conditions t h a t prevail in Great Britain, a part of t h a t war-torn
territory of Europe, and the
conditions
t h a t prevail here,
where we still have peace. I have
this comment of his upon it. I
am not permitted to use his
name, though he may be within
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the sound of my voice.
He said:
"In England we feel t h a t the
theory of democracy requires
the fullest and frankest discussion of e v e r y measure. We
feel that the minority has a right
to a respectful hearing. This is
the only way you can carry on a
democracy, and keep it a democracy.
"Another strange thing I find
is t h a t in America you seem to
expect t h a t when the minority
is beaten it will at once capitulate, declare it has been in the
wrong, and join the majority.
This is not democracy either. In
England during the Boer war and
this war, but especially in the
Etoer war, there was a n organized
minority in Parliament — there
always has been in time of war.
In the Boer war this minority was
led by no less a person t h a n David Lloyd-George.
"If you make it an American
policy t h a t when the majority has
once spoken, the right and duty
of the minority to express itself
and fight for what it believes in
ends, you have lost your democracy. There is no safety or wisdom in trying to suppress thought
or force men to silence."
Mr. President, let me make a n other suggestion. It is this: T h a t
a minority in one congress—^mayhap a small minority in one congress—protesting, exercising the
rights which t h e constitution confers upon a minority, may really
be representing the majority opinion of the country, and if, exercising the right that the constitution gives them, they succeed in
defeating for the time being the
will of the majority, they are but
carrying out what was in the
mind of the framers of the constitution; t h a t you may have from
time to time in a legislative body
a majority in numbers t h a t really
does not repreesnt the principle
of democracy; and that if the
question could be deferred and
carried to the people it would be
found t h a t a minority was the
real representative of the public
opinion.

So, Mr. President, it was t h a t
they wrote into the constitution,
t h a t a president—that one man—
may put his judgment against the
will of a majority not only in one
branch of congress but in both
branches of congress; t h a t he
may defeat the measure that they
have agreed upon and may set his
one single judgment above the
majority judgment of the congress.
That seems, when you look at it
nakedly, to be in violation of the
principle that the majority shall
rule; and so it is. Why is t h a t
power given? It is one of those
checks provided by the wisdom
of the fathers to prevent the m a jority from abusing the power
that they chance to have, when
they do not reflect the real judgment, the opinion, the will of the
majority of the people that constitute the sovereign power of the
democracy.
We have had three immigration bills passed by congress much
in the same form, varying in
some particulars, which have been
vetoed by President Taft and
twice vetoed by President Wilson. At recurring elections the
people send back the members
who have passed that bill by an
overwhelming majority; and still
the president, exercising that
power — that one-man power—
vetoes the legislation ratified by
the people at the polls through
the election of members of congress—through the election and
re-election of members of congress with the legislation one of
the paramount issues. Mr, President, t h a t might have been characterized as the exercise of a
willful disposition, but it was not.
So, too, Mr. President, we find
that the framers of t h a t great
instrument wrote into it t h a t onefifth of the members of either one
of the two bodies of congress
might hold in check the autocratic use of power by the m a jority on any question whatsoever.
They armed a minority of onefifth of the body with the power
to filibuster; the power to demand
a roll call—not a roll call, as
some of the state constitutions
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provide, only upon matters which
carry appropriations, but a roll
call on every single question u p on which it pleases one-fifth of
the body to demand a roll call.
What was the purpose of it?
Not to make a record, for parliamentary legislative history shows
t h a t they had t h a t right prior to
that time, and always had it and
could exercise it. No, no; it was
^the foresight of the makers of the
constitution of this great government of ours desiring to perpetuate not the semblance of democracy but real democracy, and they
said:
"There may be times when a
majority, swept either by passion
or misinformation, may do a
wrongful thing to this Republic,
and we will arm the minority in
such emergencies against the undue exercise of majority power by
placing in the hands of one-fifth
the right to demand a roll call
on every question."
Exercised in the late hours ol
L' session of a congress it would
easily be possible for them to demand roll calls in such a way as
to make an extr- session necessary. But, Mr. President,
have
always and ever in this republic
of ours back of congresses and
statutes and back of presidents
the supreme power, the sovereign
power of the people, and they can
correct our errors and mistakes
and our wrongdoing.
They can take us out of our
places, and if we abuse any power
which the constitution puts in
the hands of a minority, it lies
with them to call us to accoimt;
and the more important, the more
profoundly and intensely important the question upon which such
a power is abused by a minority,
the more swift - id sweeping will
be the punishment by the people
for the wrongful exercise of it.
We need not disturb ourselves
because of what a minority may
do. There is always lodged, and
always will be, thank the God
above us, power in the people supreme. Sometimes it sleeps, sometimes it seems the sleep of death;
but, sir, the sovereign power of
the people never- dies. It may be

suppressed for a time, it may be
misled, be fooled, silenced.
I think, Mr, President, that it
is being denied expression now. I
think there will come a day when
it will have expression.
The poor, sir, who are the ones
called upon to rot in the trenches, have no organized power, have
no press to voice their will upon
this question of peace or war;
but, oh, Mr, President, at some
time they will be heard,
I hope and I believe they will
be heard in an orderly and a
peaceful way. I think they may
be heard from before long. I
think sir, if we take this step,
when the people today who are
staggering under the burden of
supporting families at the present
prices of the necessaries of life
find those prices multiplied, when
they are raised a hundred percent, or 200 per cent, as they will
be quickly, aye, sir, when beyond t h a t those who pay taxes
come to have their taxes doubled
and again doubled to pay the interest on the nontaxable bonds
held by Morgan and his combinations, which have been issued to
meet this war, there will come an
awakening; they will have their
day and they will be heard.
It will be as certain and as inevitable as the return of the tides,
and as resistless, too.
I promise my colleagues t h a t
I will not be tempted again to
turn aside from the t h r e a i of my
discussion as I have outlined it
here, and I will hasten with all
possible speed.
OW that the president has in
his message to us of April
2 admitted the very charge
against the armed-ship bill which
we made, I trust t h a t he is fully
convinced that the conduct of the
senators on the occasion in question was not unreasoned and obstinate, but t h a t it was inspired
by quite as high purposes and
motives as can inspire the action
of any public official.
I would not, however, have
made this personal reference did
not the question it suggests go to
the very heart of the matter now
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under consideration. If the president was wrong when he proposed arming the ships; if t h a t
policy was, as he now says, "certain to draw us into the war without either the rights or the effectiveness of belligerents," is it
so certain he is right now when
he demands an unqualified declaration of war against Germany?
If those members of congress
who were supporting the president
then were wrong, as is appears
from the president's statement
now they were, should not that
fact prompt them to Inquire carefully whether they are right in
supporting the proposed declaration of war?
If the armed-ship bill involved
a course of action that was hasty
and ill advised, may it not well
be t h a t this proposed declaration
of war, which is being so hotly
pressed, is also ill advised? With
that thought in mind let us,
with the earnestness and the singleness of purpose which the momentous nature of the question
involves, be calm enough and
brave enough to examine further
the president's address of April 2.
In his address of April 2 the
president says:
"Since April of last year the
Imperial government had somewhat restrained the commands
of its undersea craft in conformity with its promises then given
to us that passenger boats should
not be sunk, and that due warning would be given to all other
vessels which its submaries might
seek to destroy when no resistance
was offered or escape attempted,
and care taken that their crews
were given at least a fair chance
to save their lives in their open
boats."
Besides t h a t statement I wish
place exactly what the German
government did say:
"T h e German
government,
moreover, is prepared to do its
utmost to confine the operations
of war for the rest of its duration to the fighting forces of the
belligerents, thereby also insuring
the freedom of the seas, a principle upon which the German government believes, now as before,

to be in agreement with the government of the United States,
"T h e German
government,
guided by this idea, notifies the
government of the United States
that the German naval forces
have received the following orders: In accordance with the general principles of visit and search
and destruction of merchant vessels recognized by international
law, such vessels, both within
and without the area declared as
naval war zone, shall not be sunk
without warning and without saving human lives, unless these ships
attempt to escape or offer resistance,
"But neutrals cannot expect that
Germany, forced to fight for her
existence, shall, for the sake of
neutral interest, restrict the use
of an effective weapon if her
enemy is permitted to continue to
apply at will methods of warfare
violating the rules of international law. Such a demand would be
incompatible with the character
of neutrality, and the German
government is convinced that the
government of the United States
does not think of making such a
demand, knowing that the government of the United States has
repeatedly declared that it is determined to restore the principles
of the freedom of the seas, from
whatever quarter it is violated,
"Accordingly the German government is confident that, in consequence of the new orders issued
to its naval forces, the government of the United States will not
also consider all impediments removed which may have been in
the way of a mutual cooperation
toward the restoration of the freedom of the seas during the war,
as suggested in the note of July
23, 1915, and it does not doubt
that the government of the
United States will now demand
and insist that the British government shall forthwith observe
the rules of international law universally recognized before the
war as they are laid down in the
notes presented by the government of the United States to the
British government on Dec, 28,
1914, and Nov, 5, 1915. Should the
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steps taken by the government of
the United States not attain the
object it desires, to have the laws
of humanity followed by all belligerent nations, the German government would then be facing a
new situation, in which it must
reserve itself complete liberty of
decision. (May 4, 1916.)"
It must be perfectly apparent
therefore that the promise, so
called, of the German government
was conditioned upon England's
being brought to obedience of international law in her naval warfare.
Since no one contends t h a t
England was brought to conduct
her naval operations in accordance with international law, and
even the poor protests our government has lodged against her
show t h a t she has not done so,
was it quite fair to lay before
the country a statement which
implies that Germany had made
an unconditional promise which
she has dishonorably violated?
This is a time of all times when
the public mind should be calm,
not inflamed; when accuracy of
statement is vitally essential to
presenting the issues to the congress and to the people of the
country.
In his message of April 2 the
president says:
"I was for a little while unable
to believe that such things (referring to German submarine
methods of warfare) would in
fact be done by any government
that had heretofore subscribed
to the humane practices of civilized nations. International law
had its origin in the attempt to
set up some law which would be
respected and observed upon the
sea, where no nation had right
of dominion and where lay the
free highways of the world. By
painful stage after stage has that
law been built up with meager
enough results indeed, after all
was accomplished t h a t could be
accomplished, but always with a
clear view at least of what the
heart and conscience of mankind
demanded."
The recognition of the president
t h a t Germany had always here-

tofore subscribed to the humane
practices of civilized nations is a
most important statement. Does
it not suggest a question as to
why it is t h a t Germany has departed from those practices in
the present war?
What the president had so admirably stated about international
law and the painful stage by
which it has been builded up is
absolutely true. But In this connection would it not be well to
say also t h a t it was England,
not Germany, who refused to obey
the declaration of London, which
represented the most humane
ideas and was the best statement
of the rules of international law
as applied to naval warfare? Keep
that in mind.
Would it not have been fair
to say, and to keep in mind, t h a t
Germany offered to cease absolutely from the use of submarines
in what we characterized an unlawful manner if England would
cease from equally palpable and
cruel violations of international
law in her conduct of naval warfare?
The president in his message of
April 2 says:
"The present German warfare
against commerce is a warfare
against mankind. It is a war
against all nations,"
Again referring to Germany's
warfare he .says:
"There has been no discrimination. The challenge is to all m a n kind."
Is it not a little peculiar t h a t
if Germany's warfare is against
all nations the United States is
the only nation that regards it
necessary to declare war on t h a t
account?
If it is true, as the president
says, t h a t "there has been no discrimination," t h a t Germany has
treated every neutral as she has
treated us, is it not peculiar t h a t
no other of the great nations of
the earth seem to regard Germany's conduct in this war as a
cause for entering into it?
Are we the only nation jealous
of our rights? Are we the only
nation insisting upon the protection of our citizens? Does not the
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strict neutrality maintained on
the part of all the other nations
of the earth suggest t h a t possibly
there is a reason for their action,
and that that reason is that Germany's conduct under the circumstances does not merit from
any nation which is determined
to preserve its neutrality a declaration of war?
Norway, Sweden, the Netherlands, Switzerland, D e n m a r k ,
Spain, and all the great Republics of South America are quite
as interested in this subject as
we are, and yet they have refused
to join with us in a combination
against Germany. I venture to
suggest also that the nations
named, and probably others, have
a somewhat better right to be
heard than we, for by refusing to
sell war material and munitions
to any of the belligerents they
have placed themselves in a position where the suspicion which
attaches to us of a desire for war
profits can not attach to them.
On Aug. 4, 1914, the Republic
of Brazil declared the exportation
of war material from Brazilian
ports to any of these powers at
war to be strictly forbidden,
whether such exports be under
the Brazilian flag or that of any
other country.
In that connection I note the
following dispatch from Buenos
Aires appearing in the Washington papers of yesterday:
"President Wilson's war address was received here with interest, but no particular enthusiasm, * * * Government officials
and politicians have adopted a
cold shoulder toward the United
States policy—an attitude apparently based on apprehension lest
South American interests suffer.
The newspaper Razon's view
was illustrative of this. "Does not
the United States consider this
an opportune time to consolidate
the imperialistic policy everywhere
north of Panama?" it said.
This is the question that neutral
nations the world over are asking.
Are we seizing upon this war to
consolidate and extend our imperialistic policy?
We complain also because Mex-

ico has turned the cold shoulder
to us, and are wont to look for
sinister reasons for her attitude.
Is it any wonder t h a t she should
also turn the cold shoulder when
she sees us unite with Great Britain, an empire founded upon her
conquests and subjugation of
weaker nations?
There is no doubt t h a t the sympathy of Norway, Sweden, and
other countries close to the scene
of war is already with Germany.
It is apparent that they view with
alarm the entrance into the European struggle of the stranger
from across the sea.
It is suggested by some t h a t our
entrance into the war will shorten it. It is my firm belief, based
upon such information as I have,
that our entrance into the war
will not only prolong it, but t h a t
it will vastly extend areas by
drawing in other nations.
In his message of April 2, the
president said:
"We have no quarrel with the
German people—it was not upon
their impulse t h a t their government acted in entering this war;
it was not with their previous
knowledge or approval."
Again he says:
"We are, let me say again, sincere friends of the German people and shall desire nothing so
much as the early reestablishment
of intimate relations of mutual
advantage between us."
At least, the German people,
then, are not outlaws. What is
the thing the president asks us
to do to these German people of
whom he speaks so highly and
whose sincere friend he declares
us to be?
Here is what he declares we
shall do in this war. We shall
undertake, he says—
"The utmost practicable cooperation in council and action
with the governments now at war
with Germany, and as a n incident
to that, the extension to those
governments of the most liberal
financial credits in order t h a t our
resources may, so far as possible,
be added to theirs."
"Practical cooperation!" Practicable cooperation with England
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and her allies in starving to death
the old men and women, the children, the sick and maimed of
Germany. The thing we are asked
to do is the thing I have stated.
It is idle to talk of a war upon
a government only. We are
leagued in this war, or it is the
president's proposition t h a t we
shall be so leagued, with the
hereditary enemies of Germany.
Any war with Germany, or any
other country for t h a t matter,
would be bad enough, but there
are not words strong enough to
voice my protest against the proposed combination with the entente allies.
When we cooperate with those
governments we indorse their
methods, we endorse the violations of international law by
Great Britain, we endorse the
shameful methods of warfare
against which we have again and
again protested in this war; we
endorse her purpose to wreak upon the German people the animosities which for years her people have been taught to cherish
against Germany; finally when
the end comes, whatever it may
be, we find ourselves in cooperation with our ally. Great Britain,
and if we cannot resist now the
pressure she is exerting to carry
us into the war, how can we hope
to resist, then, the thousandfold
greater pressure she will exert to
bend us to her purposes and compel compliance with her demands?
We do not know what they are.
We do not know what is in the
minds of those who have made
the compact, but we are to subscribe to it. We are irrevocably,
by our votes here, to marry ourselves to a non divorcable proposition veiled from us now. Once
enlisted, once in the co-partnership, we will be carried through
with the purposes, whatever they
may be, of which we know nothing.
Sir, if we are to enter upon this
war in the manner the president
demands, let us throw pretense
to the winds, let us be honest, let
us admit that this is a ruthless
war against not only Germany's
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army and her navy but against
her civilian population as well,
and frankly state t h a t the purpose of Germany's hereditary European enemies has become our
purpose.
Again, the president says, "we
are about to accept the gauge of
battle with this natural foe of
liberty and shall, if necessary,
spend the whole force of the n a tion to check and nullify its pretensions and its power."
T h a t much, at least, is clear;
that program is definite. The
whole force and power of this
nation if necessary, is to be used
to bring victory to the entente allies, and to us as their ally in
this war.
Remember, that not yet has
the "whole force" of one of the
warring nations been used. Countless millions are suffering from
want and privation; countless
other millions are dead and rotting on foreign battlefields; countless other millions are crippled
and maimed, blinded, and dismembered; upon all and upon
their childien's children for generations to come has been laid a
burden of debt which must be
worked out in poverty and suffering, but the 'whole force" of no
one of the warring nations has
yet been expended; but our
"whole force" shall be expended,
so says the president, so far as
he can pledge us, to make this
fair, free, and happy land of
ours the same shambles and bottomless pit of horror that we can
see in Europe today.
Just a word of comment more
upon one of the points in the
president's address. He says t h a t
this is a war "for the things we
have always carried nearest to
our hearts—for democracy, for
the right of those who submit to
authority to have a voice in their
own government." In many places
throughout the address is this
exalted sentiment given expression.
It is a sentiment peculiarly calculated to appeal to American
hearts and, when accompanied by
acts consistent with it, is i,ertain to receive our support; but
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in this same connection, and
strangely enough, the president
says t h a t we have become convinced that the German government as it now exists—"Prussian
autocracy" he calls it—can never
again maintain friendly relations
with us.
His expression is t h a t "Prussian
autocracy was not and could
never be our friend," and repeatedly throughout the address the
suggestion is made that if the
German people would overturn
their government it would probably be the way to peace. So true
is this t h a t the dispatches from
London all hailed the message
of the president as sounding the
death knell of Germany's government.
But the president proposes alliance with Great Britain, which,
however liberty-loving its people,
is a hereditary monarchy, with a
hereditary landed system, with a
limited and restricted suffrage for
one class and a multiplied suffrage power for another, and
with grinding industrial conditions for all the wage workers.
The president has not suggested t h a t we make our support of
Great Britain's conditional to her
granting home rule to Ireland, or
Egypt, or India.
We rejoice in the establishment of a democracy in Russia,
but it will hardly be contended
that if Russia was still an autocratic government, we would not
be asked to enter this alliance
with her just the same.
Italy and the lesser powers of
Europe, Japan in the Orient; in
fact, all of the countries with
whom we are to enter into alliance, except France and newly
revolutionized Russia, are still of
the old order—and will be generally conceded that no one of
them has done as much for its
people in the solution of municipal problems and in securing social and industrial reforms as
Germany.
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S I T not a remarkable democracy which leagues itself
with allies already far overmatching in strength the Ger-

man nation and holds out to
such beleaguered nation the hope
of peace only at the price of giving up their government? I am
not talking now of the merits or
demerits of any government, but
I am speaking of a profession of
democracy that is linked in action with the most brutal and
domineering use of autocratic
power.
Are the people of this country
being so well represented in this
war movement that we need to go
abroad to give other people control of their governments? Will
the president and the supporters
of the war bill submit it to a vote
of the people before the declaration of war goes into effect?
Until we are willing to do that,
it ill becomes us to offer as an excuse for our entry into the war
the unsupported claim t h a t this
war was forced upon the German
people by their government "without their previous knowledge or
approval."
Who has registered the knowledge or approval of the American people of the course this
congress is called upon to take
in declaring war upon Germany?
Submit the question to the people,
you who support it. You who
support it dare not do it, for you
know t h a t by a vote of more t h a n
10 to one the American people as
a body would register their declaration against it.
In the sense that this war is
being forced upon our people
without their knowing why and
without their approval, and t h a t
wars are usually forced upon all
peoples in the same way, there is
some truth in the statement; but
I venture to say that the response
which the German people have
made to the demands of this war
shows that it has a degree of popular support which the war upon
which we are entering has not
and never will have among our
people.
The espionage bills, the conscription bills, and other forcible
military measures which we understand are being ground out of
the war machine in this country
is the complete proof t h a t those
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responsible for this war fear that
it has no popular support and
that armies sufficient to satisfy
the demand of the entente allies
cannot be recruited by voluntary
enlistments.
I desire at this point to review
briefly as possible, but with absolute accuracy and fairness, the
events occurring since the commencement of the present European war, which have brought us
to the very brink of war with the
German empire. I enter upon this
task the more freely because every
fact to which I refer is undisputed, and the events I shall relate are so fresh in the minds of
every senator that if I should err
in any particular I will no doubt
be quickly corrected.
When in the middle of the
summer of 1914 the great war
broke out in Europe our relations
with every one of the unfortunate countries involved were in
every way friendly. It is true that
many years before we had had
some differences with France, but
they had long since been adjusted, and we felt toward the
French people and toward the
Government of Prance, like ours
republican in form, nothing but
sincere and disinterested friendship.
With England the situation was
a little different. We had fought
two bloody wars with England—
one to obtain our independence
as a people, and later the War of
1812, with theaccuses and consequences of which we are all familiar. But the ties of race and
language and long commercial
association had laught us to forget
much in British conduct and
diplomacy which we have felt was
wrong and unfair in her dealings
with us and with other countries.
With Germany likewise our relations were friendly. Many hundred of thousands of the subjects
of Germany had emigrated
to
this country, and they and their
descendants had shown themselves
to be in every way most worthy
and desirable citizens. The great
Civil war which saved the Union
was successful largely through the
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services rendered by Germans,
both as officers and as men
serving m the ranks.
B. A. Gould, in a work dealing
with some of the phases of the
Civil war, and prepared soon after
its close, amono; other things,
presented a table of the relative
number of foreign-born soldiers
in the Union army. I quote from
that table as follows:
English
45,508
Canadian
53,532
Irish
144,221
German
187,858
All other foreign born . . 48,410
Later and more careful investig' ion of the statistics show
that there were in reality 216,000
native Germans in the Union
army, and besides this, more than
300,000 Union soldiers who were
born of German parents.
More than one-half a million
of the men who carried the musket to keep this government of
ours undivided upon the map of
the world were men who are now
having their patriotism and loyalty to this country questioned,
with secret-service men dogging
their footsteps.
Who does not remember, among
the most gallant and distinguished
officers in the
Union army,
Schurz, Sigel, Rosencrans, and
scores of others? It is well to recall also that when President
Lincoln issued his call for volunteers they volunteered much more
largely frr
' ^ Ge^-man-settled
states of the Middle West than
from the war-mad States of the
East. Is hirtory to repeat itself?
The German people, either in
this count^ -n he fatherland,
need no tribute from me or from
anyone else. In whatever land
they have lived, they have left a
record of courage, loyalty, honesty, and high ideals second to no
people which ever inhabited this
rth since th' dawn of history.
If the German people are less
likely to be swept off their feet in
t-he present crisis t h a n some other
nationalities, it is due to two facts.
In the first place, they have a
livelier appreciation of what war
means than has the average
American, and, in the second
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place, German speaking and reading people have had an opportunity to get both sides of the
present controversy, which no one
could possibly have who has depended for his information solely
on papers printed in English and
English publications.
I have said that with the causes
of the present war we have
nothing to do. That is true. We
certainly are not responsible for
it. It originated from causes beyond the sphere of our influence
and outside the realm of our responsibility. It is not inadmissible, however, to say t h a t no responsible narrator of the events
which have led up to this greatest of all wars has failed to hold
that the government
of each
country engaged in it is at fault
for it.
For my own part, I believe that
this war, like nearly all others,
originated in the selfish ambition
and cruel greed of a comparatively
few men in each government who
saw in war an opportunity for
profit and power for themselves,
'>n<i who were wholly indifferent
to the awful suffering they knew
t h a t war would bring to the
masses.
The German people had been
taught to believe t h a t sooner or
later war was inevitable
with
Englrnd and France and probably
Russia allied against her. I t is
unfortunately true t h a t there was
much in the secret diplomacy of
the years immediately preceding
the war in 1914 to afford foundation for such belief.
The
'^pcr^t treaty
between
France and England for the partition of Morocco, while making a
public treaty with '"ermany, the
terms of which were diametrically
opposite to those of the secret
treaty, did —nch to arouse the
suspicion and hostility of the German people toward I th France
and England.
I doubt if the diplomatic history of any of '-" ""ations of the
earth in civilized tim-s can show
so reprehensible, so dishonest, so
perjur"
-ecord as the Moroccan
affair brings home to the doors of
those who were responsible for

that Moroccan treaty, the diploma
' i t s of the French and
English governments.
Think of it, Mr, President! Germ a n citizens had acquired property as Individ - ' purchasers in
the rich —-^eral fields of Morocco.
trp-'^v was entered in*^*^ between
England, France, and Germany
which protected all the interests
of all those who sigr.ed
the
treaty.
Then Prance and England executed a treaty, certain provisions
of which were not published when
the treaty was published. By the
terms of these secret provisions
GerTian ente"-"-'"-^ was to be
driven out of Morocco. Mark you,
it 7/as not the people of France
and England—it was not even the
governments of the respective
countries—which were guilty of
the
great
wrong
committed
against bot^ Morocco and Germany, but less t h i n a half dozen
ambitious, intriguing diplomats,
who made the secret plan to divide "-^"occo between Prance and
Spain.
Germany was to be thrown out.
Engl' d backed up PYance and
Spain in the disreputable deal and
received for her part of the swag
the relinquishment of Prance to
all rights where she y">6 theretofore claimed in Egypt.
It was not until those facts
came out that "^he real hostile
feeling between
Germany and
England began to develop. Herein history will find the real cause
for •^hi'' war. England would tolerate .0 commercial rivalry. Germany would -^ot submit to isolation.
Of this bicident Mr. W. T.
Stead, in the Review of Reviews for December, 1911, had
this to say:
"We are nearly involved in the
stupendous catastrophe of a gigantic war with the greatest of
all world powers in order to enable France to tear up the treaty
of Algeciras by taking possession
~f the Empire of Morocco, whose
independence and
integrity we
were pledged to defend. It is not
to our interest to make over to
France a vast domain in north-
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ern Africa. * * * The fact remains that in order to put F i - -ce
in possession of Morocco we all
but went to war with Germany.
We have escaped war, but we have
not escaped the natural and abiding enmity of the German people.
Is it -possible to frame a heavier
indictment of the foreign policy of
any British ministry? The secret,
the open secret of the almost incredible crime against treaty faith,
British interests, and the peace
of the world is the unfortunate
fact that Sir
-vard Grey has
been dominated by men at the
foreign ofTise who believe all considerations must be subordinated
to the supreme duty " thwarting
Germany at every turn, even if in
so doing British Interests, treaty
faith, and the peace of the world
\re trampled underfoot. I speak
that of which I know."
This is but one of the many
instances that illustrate the character of the diplomacy which has
been conducted in Europe during
the last few years, and it is in
this kind of diplomacy t h a t we
must become a partner also if we
become a party to the war.
A celebr-t'-'i Englishman, Sir
John Fisher, as a delegate to one
of the early Hague conferences,
is credited with having said:
"In case of war I should have
only one aim, even if I had to
violate every one of the rules
laid down by the peace conference—to win. The diplomats can
negotiate afterwards." (See "The
Inevitable War," by Francis Delaisi.)
Such were the ideals the people
of Europe had been <^aught to
hold in preparation for the great
war.

O
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N August 6, 1914, and within
a few days after the beginning of the war Secretary Bryan through Ambassador
Page inquired whether England
would agree t h a t the naval warfare should be conducted according to the declaration of London.
At the same time the same inquiry was addressed to the respective governments of the war-
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ring countries through our ambassadors at S t . P e t e r s b u r g ,
Paris, Berlin, and Vienna.
The
inquiry addressed to Great Britain was as follows:
Department of State
Washington, Aug, 6, 1914
—1 p.m.
"Mr. Bryan instructs Mr, Page
to inquire whether the British
government is willing to agree
t h a t the laws of naval warfare
as laid down by the declaration
of London of 1900 shall be applicable to naval warfare during the
present conflict in Europe, provided t h a t the governments with
whom Great Britain is or may be
at war aSso agree to such application.
Mr, Bryan further instructs Mr, Page to state that the
government of the United States
believes t h a t an acceptance of
these laws by the belligerents
would prevent grave misunderstandings which may arise as to
the relations between neutral
powers and the belligerents, Mr.
Bryan adds that it is earnestly
hoped t h a t this inquiry may r e ceive favorable consideration."
Germany and Austria promptly
replied that they would be bound
by the declaration of London. I
quote the reply of each:
American Embassy,
Berlin, Aug. 22, 1914
12 midnight.
"Mr. Gerard refers to department's Aug. 19, 4 p.m., and says
his Aug. 20, 1 a.m., by way of
Copenhagen, states that the German govermnent will apply the
declaration of London, provided
its provisions are not disregarded
by other belligerents."
Russia and France waited to
hear from England. Ambassador
Page finally transmitted England's reply on August 27, 1914.
That reply, omitting the immaterial parts, was as follows:
"I have the honor to inform
your excellency t h a t His Majesty's government who attach great
importance to the views expressed in your excellency's note are
animated by a keen desire to
consult so far as possible the interests of neutral countries have
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given this matter their most careful CO n s i d e r <i t i o n, and have
pleasure in stating that they
have decided to adopt generally
the rules of the declaration in
question, subject to certain modifications and additions which
they judge indispensable to the
efficient conduct of their naval
operations. A detailed explanation of these additions and modifications is contained in the inclosed memorandum."
"The necessary steps to carry
the above decision into effect
have now been taken by the issue of an order in council, of
which I have the honor to inclose copies herein for your excellency's information and for
transmission to your government."
The modifications and additions quoted which Great Britain
made to the declaration of London were so completely subversive
of the essential principles provided by that declaration that
nothing was left to do except to
treat the British answer as a refusal to be bound in any material
respect by the declaration of
London, and accordingly on Oct.
22, 1914, our government replied
as follows:
"Inasmuch as the British government consider that the conditions of the present European
conflict make it impossible for
them to accept without modification the declaration of London,
you are requested to inform His
Majesty's government that in the
circumstances the government of
the United States feels obUged to
withdraw its suggestion that the
declaration of Londoi. be adopted
as a temporary code of naval
warfare to be observed by belligerents and neutrals during the
present war; that therefore this
government will insist that the
rights and duties of the United
States and its citizens in the
present war be defined by the existing rules of international law
and the treaties of the United
States irrespective of the provisions of the declaration of London; and that this Government
reserves the right to enter a pro-

test or demand in each case in
which these rights and duties so
defined are violated or their free
exercise interfered with by the
authorities of His Brittanic Majesty's Government," Lansing.
Thus was the first step taken
in t h a t ruthless naval warfare
which has since horrified the
civilized world. Thus did Great
Britain initiate her naval warfare, and induce her allies to do
the same, by repudiating the
rules of naval warfare and the
rights of neutrals upon the sea,
which had been declared and
agreed to by the representatives of
all the great powers of the world,
including our own.
Of course, it is well understood
that the governments had not
ratified it, but their representatives had agreed to it.
Mr. KNOX: Mr. President
The PRESIDENT pro tempore:
Does the Senator from Wisconsin
yield to the Senator from Pennsylvania?
Mr. LA FOLLETTE: I certainly do.
Mr. KNOX:
In the interest
only of accuracy, may I ask, do
I understand the Senator to state
that all of the powers had agreed
to the declaration of London It
that correct?
Mr. LA FOLLETTE: I stated
t h a t the representatives of all
of the powers had signed and
agreed to it.
Mr. KNOX:
But it had not
been ratified by the governments.
Mr. LA FOLLETTE: It had not
been.
I hai already so stated
before the Stnator from E>ennsylvania rose.
Mr. KNOX: Did the Senator
state specifically
that
Great
Britain had never ratified the
declaration of London
Mr. LA FOLLETTE: I did not;
but I now state that fact.
Mr. KNOX:
The senator so
understands it?
Mr. LA FOLLETTE: I so understand it; bu; I say that the
representatives, the enlightened
men who weri sent there by
their respective governments, in
the calmness of the deliberations
of that assembly wrote the de-
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claration of London as the expression—the enlightened, h u mane expression—of the rules of
warfare based upon international law, as they understood it, and
t h a t final and formal ratification by the governments had not
been
consummated
does not
change that fact.
This case of ours in going into
this war will not be tried by history upon technicalities, but upon
great fimdamental,
underlying
principles, and the declaration of
London was the expression—the
codification of the well-settled
and accepted principles of international law on the subjects covered relating to naval warfare by
the most advanced governments
of the world.
And the government of Germany t h a t is arraigned here every
hour as the most bloodthirsty
government on earth, responding
to the inquiry of our government,
agreed that she would suspend
or wipe out her right to the use
of the submarine in conformity
with our suggestions provided
that the rules laid down in the
London declaration were adhered
to by all of those who had participated in it and who were then
parties to the war.
Mr. STONE: Mr. President
The PRESIDENT pro tempore:
Does the Senator from Wisconsin yield to the Senator from
Missouri?
Mr. LA FOLLETTE: I yield for
a question.
Mr. STONE: The question is
suggested by what the Senator
from Pennsylvania (Mr. Knox)
asked the Senator from Wisconsin, whether the government of
Great Britain had ever ratified
the declaration of London. Did
the government of Great Britain, or any other of the governments participating in the conference, reject that declaration?
Mr. LA FOLLETTE: I believe
they never did. I think I am entirely safe in saying that they
had never rejected or disaffirmed
the act of their representatives
in the London conference.
For reasons which become
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clearer as we advance it suited
England's policy to disregard the
rules of civilized naval f arf are as
the same were codified and clearly set forth in the decL.ration of
London and revert to t h a t indefinite and conflicting body of
precedents called international
law, in which can be found authority for doing anything you
have the power to do.
The declaration of London, promulgated in 1909, as I have stated, was the work of the accredited representatives of the leading
nations of the world, who met in
London at England's request.
Among the nations represented
were Germany, the United States,
Austria, Russia, France, Great
Britain, Italy, Japan, Holland,
and other leading nations.
The
v/ay had been prepared for such
a great conference by the various
Hague conventions and the discussions therein.
The sentiment of the civilized
world demanded such a conference, and the nations of the
world accepted the declaration of
London as being the best and
most humane, statements of the
rules of naval warfare which
could be prepared.
The very first E>aragraph of the
declaration is:
"The signatory powers are
agreed in declaring t h a t the rules
contained in the following chapters correspond in substance with
the generally recognized principles of international law."
Article 65 provided, "the provisions of the present declaration
form an indivisable whole."
When, therefore, Great Britain
made waste paper of this declaration, as she did early in the war,
it ought not to have been difficult to have foreseen the inevitable result. There are a few simple propositions of international
law embodied in the declaration
of London to which in this connection it is important to call attention. One is that, "a blockade
must be limited to the ports and
coasts belonging to or occupied by
the enemy." (See art. 1.)
There has been international
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law since we have had a body of
international rules called international law, and t h a t was expressed in the London declaration, which was joined in by the
representatives of Great Britain.
If that had been adhered to, no
declaration taking this country
into the war would be before use
this afternoon.
I repeat it.
One of the declarations reads as follows:
"A blockade must be limited to
the ports and coasts belonging to
or occupied by the enemy." (See
art. 1.)
Another is that a blockade in
order to be binding upon anyone
must be "maintained by a force
sufficiently large to prevent access to the enemy coast." (See
art. 2.) Not by sowing the open
sea with deadly contact mines,
but by a large force which shall
maintain the blockade of the
ports. (See art. 2.)
Another is that a blockade
must imder no circumstances bar
access to the ports or to the
coasts of neutral countries.
The press of this country has
attempted, from the very beginning, to show t h a t the government of the United States during
the Civil war set up and established precedents that violated
the proposition enunciated in the
statement which I have just read.
A decision of the supreme
court of this country—and it is
to the honor of America that it
can be recited—denied to this
government, when it was fighting
for its existence in the Civil war,
the right to stop the shipment of
goods from EIngland up the Rio
Grande to be landed on
the
Mexican side, but really thereafter to be transported across to
Brownsville, Tex., for the benefit of the Southern Confederacy.
An opinion was written by the
supreme court that will thrill
with pride every American heart.
At t h a t time, Mr. President, the
court must have been under every
temptation which can be made to
appeal to the human heart to
shave and shade its views to meet
the exigencies of our government.

but against the interests of this
government and in vindication of
the principle of law necessary to
the maintenance of a body of international rules to protect the
rights of neutral commerce and
maintain peace between neutral
nations and belligerents they denied the interests of this government in t h a t perilous hour and
sustained the right of the owners of the vessel.
This is the
holding in the Peterhoff case (5
Wall., 28).
Another important s e r v i c e
rendered by the declaration of
London to a civilized world was
the clear statement is furnished
of articles which were contraband, conditional contraband, and
those which under no circumstances could be declared contraband, (see arts. 22 to 27.)
•f 4- •
ALK about making war, about
hurling this government into
the bottomless pit of the European conflict to sustain the principles of international law under
which we have suffered the loss
of some ships and some h u m a n
lives, when England, by her course
in rejecting the declaration of
London and in the manner of
conducting her naval warfare, has
wiped out the established rules of
international law which had grown
up through the centuries and
opened the pathway and set us
upon the road we have followed
straight to the proceedings which
engage the attention of the Senate
this afternoon.
The distinction between articles
that are contraband and those t h a t
are conditional contraband and
free is well understood. I will not
trespass upon the time of the senate to discuss it. Articles which
are contraband are always liable
to capture by one belligerent if
shown to be destined to territory
belonging to or occupied by t h e
enemy, no matter to what particular port the contraband might be
billed.
Of this class, according to the
declaration of London, were all
kinds of arms, ammunition, projectiles, powder, clothing a n d
equipment of purely a military
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character, and other articles used
exclusively for war. Conditional
contraband was not liable to capture if bound for a neutral port,
and in any case the government
asserting the right to capture it,
even when it was moving direct to
the enemy country, was obliged
to prove t h a t it was destined for
the use of the enemy armed forces
and not to the civilian population.
Conditional contraband, according to the declaration of London,
included food of all kinds, clothing, vehicles, tools, and a vast
multitude of other things enumerated which, while they might
be used by the armed forces,
were also susceptible to use by
the civilian population. Goods on
the free list, according to the
declaration of London, was raw
cotton, wool, substantially all
other raw materials, and a great
variety of other articles necessary
for a civilian population. Goods
from the enemy country could not
be stopped, except by an effective
blockade.
'
There is no escape from these
propositions. They are to be
found in every work upon international law, approved by every
court t h a t has ever passed upon
the questions relating to contraband, as shown by an unbroken
line of decisions.
As late as the Boer War, Lord
Salisbury — now get this into your
minds if your tttention has not
been directed to it before— when
asked the position of the British government regarding foodstuffs, which were and always had
been conditional contraband. Lord
Salisbury said.
"Foodstuffs with a hostile destination can be considered contraband of war only if they are
supplied for :he enemy's forces.
It is not sufficient that they are
capable of being so used; it must
be shown that this was in fact
their destination at the time of
the seizure." Hales' Americ a n
Rights at Sea, p. 11.)
In the very first days of the
war with Germany, Great Britain
set aside and reversed this wellestablished rule announced by
Lord Salisbury as to foodstuffs.
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Had she obeyed that rule of law
Germany would have received
food for her civilian population
through
neutral
merchantmen
and our neutral commerce would
not have
been
attacked
by
German submarines.
Now, that is the way history
is going to record it. Senators.
That is the undisputed fact and
there is nothing else to be said
about it. It has pleased those
who have been conducting this
campaign through the press to
make a jumble of the issues, until the public sees nothing, thinks
of nothing but the wrongs committed by the German submarine,
and hears nothing, knows nothing
of the wrongdoing of England
t h a t forced Germany to take the
course she has taken or submit to
the unlawful starving of her civilian population.
Now, I want to repeat:
It
was our absolute right as a neutral to ship food to the people of
Germany. That is a position
that we have fought for through
all of our history. The correspondence of every Secretary of
State in the history of our government who has been called upon to deal with the rights of our
neutral commerce as to foodstuffs
is the position stated by Lord
Salisbury, just quoted. He was
in line with all of the precedents
t h a t we had originated and established for the maintenance of neutral rights upon this subject.
In the first days of the war
with Germany, Great Britain set
aside, so far as her own conduct
was concerned, all these rules of
civilized naval warfare.
According to the declaration
of London, as well as the rules
of international law, there could
have been no interference in
trade between United States and
H o l l a n d or Scandinavia and
other countries, except in the
case of ships which could be
proven to carry absolute contraband, like arms and ammunition,
with ultimate German destination.
There could have been no interference with the importation
into Germany of any goods on
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the free list, such as cotton, rubber, and hides. There could have
properly been no interference
with our export to Germany of
anything
on the
conditional
contraband list, like flour, grain,
and provisions, unless it could be
proven by England that such
shipments were intended for the
use of the German Army.
There could be no lawful interference with foodstuffs intended
for the civilian population of
Germany, and if those foodstuffs
were shipped to other countries
to be reshipped to Germany, no
question could be raised t h a t they
were not intended for the use of
the civilian population.
It is well to recall at this
point our rights as declared by
the declaration of London and
as declared without the declaration of London and as declared
tion of London by settled principles of international law, for we
have during the present war become so used to having Great
Britain disregard our right on
the high seas t h a t we have really
forgotten that we have any, as
far as Great Britain and her allies are concerned.
Great Britain, by what she
called her modifications of the
declaration of London, shifted
goods from the free list to the
conditional contraband and contraband lists, reversed the presumption
of
destination
for
civilian population, and abolished the principle that a blockade
to exist at all must be effective.
Edwin J. Clapp, professor of
economics of New York University in his book, Economic Aspects of the War, describes the
situation aptly. It is supported
by all the authorities, but I quote
from him:
"The modifications
(of
the
declaration of London) were subversive of the principles of the
declaration to which they were
attached. These
modifications,
supplemented by an unexampled
extension of the British contraband list and finally by what our
government calls an illegal blockade, have been England's method
of exercising economic pressure

upon Germany and, necessarily
upon all neutral nations
that
trade with her,"
Again the same author says:
"This action stopped our direct trade with Germany. It might
appear t h a t goods on the free list
could still move. Some of them
did move, from free to contraband. People feared to ship the
others lest they should be so
listed while ships were on the
ocean, and the goods made subject to seizure. Practically nothing
has been shipped to Germany
from this country but cotton, and
it was not shipped until December. In belated response to the
insistence of southern senators
and of American business interests which had found themselves
gravely embarrassed by the cessation of cotton shipments. Great
Britain finally made a clear statement that this particular commodity would not be considered
contraband.
"So much for direct trade with
Germany. There was still a
method by which we should have
been able to export our goods and
discharge our neutral obligations
to trade with Germany as with
England. We might have carried
on this trade via neutral ports
like Rotterdam or Copenhagen,
from which the goods might have
been shipped to Germany. The
declaration of London allows a
belligerent to interfere with
a
shipment between two neutral
ports only when it consists of absolute contraband for enemy territory. Conditional contraband so
moving may not even be suspected. The order in councilchanged this. It extended the new
intention of capturing conditional
contraband to goods moving to
Germany even through a neutral
port. And, as explained, conditional contraband was seizable if
destined to anyone in Germany;
it was not conditional but absolute."
"The British action, besides
stopping our trade with Germany,
barring only a certain amount
of indirect trade carried on with
much difficulty and danger, subjected to grave peril our com-
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merce with other neutrals. The
British contraband lists were extended so rapidly that soon almost no important article of
commerce with neutrals was free
from seizure by England,
who
suspected everything on these lists
as being of possible German destination. By these methods England proposed to starve the civilian population of Germany and
destroy neutral trade."
Now, listen to the statement of
facts under the proposition:
On February 20, 1915, our government, through Sec r e t a r y
Bryan, addressed the following
communication to the government
of Great Britain:
Department of State,
Washington, February 20, 1915.
"You will please deliver to Sir
Edward Grey the following identic
note which we are sending England and Germany:"
"In view of the correspondence
which has passed between this
government and Great Britain
and Germany, respectively, relative to the declaration of a war
zone by the German Admiralty
and the use of neutral flags by
British merchant vessels,
this
government ventures to express
the hope that Ihe two belligerent
governments may, through reciprocal concessions, find a basis for
agreements which will relieve neutral ships engaged in peaceful
commerce from the great dangers
which they will incur in the high
seas adjacent to the coasts of the
belligerents."
"The government of the United
States respectfully suggests that
an agreement in terms like the
following might be entered into.
This suggestion is not to be regarded as in any sense a proposal
made by this government, for it
of course fully recognizes that
it is not its privilege to propose
terms of
agreement
between
Great Britain and Germany, even
though the matter be one in which
it and the people of the United
States are directly and deeply
interested. It is merely venturing to take the liberty which it
hopes may be accorded a sincere
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friend desirous of embarrassing
neither nation involved and of
serving, if it may, the common
interests of humanity. The course
outlined is offered in the hope
that it may draw forth the views
and elicit the suggestions of the
British and German governments
on a matter of capital interest to
the whole world."
Now, after all t h a t prefatory
matter—which I might have omitted, I suppose, to save time—we
come to the proposition:
"Germany and Great Britain
to agree:"
" 1 . That neither will sow any
floating mines, whether upon the
high seas or in territorial waters;
that neither will plant on the high
seas anchored mines, except within cannon range of harbors for
defensive purpose only; and t h a t
all mines shall bear the stamp of
the government planting
them
and be so constructed as to become harmless if separated from
their moorings.
"2. That neither will use submarines to attack merchant vessels of any nationality except to
enforce the right of visit and
search."
"3. That each will require
their respective merchant vessels
not to use neutral flags for the
purpose of disguise or ruse de
guerre."
Germany to agree:
"That all importations of food
or foodstuffs from the
United
States (and from such other neutral countries as may ask it) into
Germany shall be consigned to
agencies to be designated by the
United States government; t h a t
these American agencies shall
have entire charge and control
without interference
on
the
part of the German government
of the receipt and distribution of
such importations, and shall distribute them solely to retail dealers bearing licenses from
the
German
government
entitling
them to receive and furnish such
food and foodstuffs to noncombatants only; t h a t any violation
of the terms of the retailers' licenses shall work a forfeiture of

22

SEN. LA FOLLETTE'S SPEECH AGAINST WAR

their rights to receive such food
and foodstuffs for this purpose;
and that such food and foodstuffs
will not be requisitioned by the
German government for any purpose whatsoever or be diverted to
the use of the armed forces of
Germany."
Great Britain to agree:
"That food and foodstuffs will
not be placed upon the absolute
contraband hst, and that shipments of such commodities will
not be interfered with or detained
by British authorities if consigned to agencies designated by
the United States government in
Germany for the receipt and distribution of such cargoes to licensed German retailers for distribution solely to the noncombatant population.
"In submitting this proposed basis of agreement this government
does not wish to be imderstood
as admitting or denying any belligerent or neutral right established under the principles of international law, but would consider
the agreement, if acceptable to
the interested powers, a modus vivendi based upon expediency
rather than legal right and as
not binding upon the United
States, either in its present form
or ia a modified form, until accepted by this government.
BRYAN."
• •!• •
• i - y r I T H O U T quoting at length
\y
the replies of the governments
of
Germany
and Great Britain, it is sufficient
to say t h a t under date of March
1, 1915, the German government
replied substantially acceding to
the proposition made by the government of the United States,
and on March 15 the British government replied substantially refusing to accede to our request.
It will be noted that at this
time the deadly submarines of
Germany and the equally deadly
mines of Great Britain had rendered the high seas aangerous to
the lives of a l neutrals, but the
English
steamship
Lusitania,
loaded with 6,000,000 rounds of
ammunition
destined for the

English army, had not been sunk
with the consequent loss of American lives, and the damage to
neutrals had not been heavy
compared with that which they
have since suffered.
Here again the sole responsibility for continuing the unlawful naval warfare must rest upon
Great Britain and her allies.
Germany, knowing as the world
did not then know the possibility
of destruction contained in the
submarine branch of her navy,
and at the risk of being thought
weak and anxious for peace, offered to agree if Great Britain
and her allies would do the same,
to those suggestions of ours
which wou'd have avoided all the
acts of which we complain today.
It is not my purpose to go into
detail into the violations of our
neutrality by any of the belligerents. While Germany has again
and again yielded to our protests,
I do not recall a single instance
in which a protest we have made
to Great Britain has won for us
the slightest consideration, except for a short time in the case
of cotton.
I will not stop to dwell upon
the multitude of minor violations
of our neutral rights, such as
seizing our mai's, violations of
the neutral flag, seizing and appropriating our goods without
the least warrant or authority in
law, and impressing, seizing, and
taking possession of our vessels
and putting them into her own
service.
I have constituents, American
citizens, who organized a company and invested large sums of
money in the purchase of ships
to engage in foreign carrying.
Several of their vessels plying
between the United States and
South America were captured almost in our own territorial waters, taken possession of by the
British government, practically
confiscated, and put into her
service or the service of her admiralty. They are there today, and
that company is helpless. When
they appealed to our Depart-
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ment of State they were advised
t h a t they might "file" their
papers.
And they were given the further suggestion that they could hire
an attorney and prosecute their
case in the Eng ish prize court.
The ccmpany did hire an attorney and sent him to England,
and he is there now, and has
been there for almost a year,
trying to get some redress, some
relief, some adjustment of those
rights.
But those are mdividual cases.
Tliere are many others. All these
violations have come from Great
Britain and her allies, and are
in perfect harmony with Britain's
traditicnal policy as absolute
master of the seas.
I come now, however, to one
other event in the naval policy of
Great Britain during this war,
which to my mind is absolutely
controlling upon the action we
shou d take upon the question
under consideration.
On the 2d of November, 1914,
only thres months after the beginning of the war, England issued a proclamation, the most
ruthless and sweeping in its violation of neutral rights that up
to that time had ever emanated
from a civilized government engaged in prosecuting a war, announcing that on three day's notice all cf the North Sea, free under international law to the
trade of the world, would be entered by our merchant ships at
their peril. She based her action
upon the assertion that the German government had been scattering mines in waters open to
the world"s commerce.
The material portions of it are
as follows:
"During the last week the Germans have scattered mines indiscriminately in the open sea on
the
main trade route from
America to Liverpool via the
north of I'eland.
"Peaceful merchant ships have
already beeTi blown up, with loss
of life, by this agency. * * *
"In these circumstances, hav-
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ing regard to the great interests
entrusted to the British navy,
to the safety to peaceful commerce on the high seas, and to
the maintenance within the limits of international law of trade
between neut-al countries, the
Admiralty feels it necessary to
adopt exceptional measures a p propriate to the navel conditions
under which this war is being
waged.
"It therefore gives notice t h a t
the whole of the North Sea must
be considered a military area.
Within this area merchant shipping of all kinds, traders of all
countries, fishing craft and all
other vessels will be exposed to
the gravest dange"s from mines
it has been necessary to lay and
from warships searching vigilantly by night and day for suspicious craft. * * *
"Every effort will be made to
convey this warning to neutral
countries and to vessels on t h e
sea; but from Nov, 5 onward the
Admiralty arno'unces that all
ships passing a line d^-awn from
the northern point of the Hebrides through the F a m e Islands
to Iceland do so at their ow^
peril,"
The Ncrth Sea, a great stretch
of the Atlantic Ocean, extending
from Scotland to Iceland, was
barred to the commerce of the
world, the neutral commerce,
that had the same right there
t h a t you have to walk down
Pennsylvania Ave.
Before considering the piratical character of this document
as a whole it will be noted t h a t
while it proposes to use every effort to warn neutral shipping it
alows just three days for the
warning.
D you observe that the country
with whom we are about to yoke
ourselves issued this proclamation, unheard of before in the
history of the world, mining a
great area of the Atlantic ocean
with deadly contact mires, and
gave to the neutral nations only
three days' notice? It issued its
declaration on the 2iid of No-

/
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vember, and it went into effecton
the 5th of November.
Of the preliminary allegations
in the note concerning the scattering of mines by Germany in
the open sea around the British
Isles, no proof of it has ever been
furnished, so far as I am aware;
and, even if it were true, it certainly would not have remedied
the condition to mine a much
larger portion of the sea upon
which neutral ships must travel.
I say this because of the highsounding but obviously false and
hypocritical assertion contained
in the proclamation that Britain
is taking this action in order to
maintain trade between neutral
countries within the limits of
international law. She was, in
fact, by her action absolutely destroying trade between neutral
countries, and the penalties for
disobeying her orders, and which
operate automatically and inexorably, was the destruction by
mines of all ships and passengers
venturing into the prohibited
portion of the sea.
Now we come to the most unfortunate part of our record. The
present administration agreed to
this lawless act of Great Britain
I make this statement deliberately and fuly appreciating its consequences. If we had entered into
a contract with Great Britain,
signed and sealed under the
great seals of the respective countries, agreeing that she should
commit the act of piracy involved
in mining the North Sea, we
would not more completely have
been bound by such contract
than we are bound by the conduct of the present administration.
It will be recalled that when
Secretary Bryan made his request of Great Britain to adhere
to the declaration of London, and
she refused, and he notified her
that the request was withdrawn,
he declared in substance t h a t he
would nevertheless hold her reSE>orsible for any vio'ations of
international law, so far as they
affected our right as a neutral

nation. And from t h a t time protest after protest was made by
us; many against Germany and
some against Great Britain and
her allies, whenever we claimed
that international law had been
violated.
The fact remains, however, t h a t
from Nov. 2, when England declared her settled purpose to mine
large areas of the public sea contrary to every principle of international law. the government
through the present administration has never uttered a word of
protest.
If you think you can escape
the responsibility of t h a t act and
hold other belligerents to the
strict requirements of international law by play upon a phrase
you are mistaken. You may make
this country declare war in your
attempt to do it, but your war
will not have the support of the
people.
Until the omission of this administration to uphold our rights
against Great Britain is corrected we can never hope for popular support for a war waged to
enforce the same right against
the country at war with Great
Britain.
I do not need to cite authorities to show that the mining of
the North Sea by Great Britain
was illegal. In declaring her intention to mine the North Sea
Great Britain did not pretend
t h a t her act was legal, and attempted to justify it only on the
ground of necessity. Nor am I
aware t h a t any responsible person has ever attempted to defend
the legality of the act.
You have but to remember that
if England had a right to mine
the North Sea and a large portion of the Atlantic ocean during
an indefinite period and thereby
exclude all commercial shipping,
then any two warring nations can
mine any or all portions of the
high seas as they choose and
thus destroy the neutral commerce of the world so long as the
war shall last. Such a claim is too
absurd to merit consideration.
I will not dwell now upon the
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physical consequences of this act
by Great Britain, for I am concerned at this time simply with
the question of how this act by
our government has affected our
legal relations to Germany.
You can not afford to declare
war and rest the right to do so
in history upon a violation of international law when we are to
any extent responsible for such
violation.
Mr. REED. Mr. President—
The PRESIDENT pro tempore.
Does the senator from Wisconsin
yield to the senator from Missouri?
Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I yield for
a question.
Mr. REIED. Does the senator
have any other evidence that we
signed and sealed and delivered
a contract with Great Britain by
which We permited her to violate international law than t h a t
which he has just given, namely,
the assertion that we did not protest?
Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I have not
stated that we had a signed and
sealed compact.
Mr. REED. No; you stated—
Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I was
reading from my manuscript and
I know just what I said. The
senator misunderstood me.
Mr. REED. You stated t h a t we
had done it as effectively—
Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Just as
effectively as though it were a
contract. I think it was just as
effective by a failure to protest
as though it had been a contract.
I now proceed to make that
good by my argument, if the Senator will permit me.
Mr. REED. And you will not
permit any further interruption?
Very well, if t h a t is the premise.
Mr. LA FOLLETTE. That is
my argument, and I am proceeding to make it. In passing, however, I desire to call attention to
the fact that the lawless action
of Great Britain resulted in the
loss of at least two of our ships—
the Carib and the Evelyn—because they ventured into the zone
Great Britain had prohibited
them from entering—were simk
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by mines, with the loss of several
House Committee on Foreign AfAmerican lives. (Minority report,
fairs, H. R. 21052, 64th Cong.)
The only reason we h a v e
not suffered the sacrifice of
just as m a n y s h i p s
and
just as many lives from the
violation of our rights by t h e
war zone and the submarine
mines of Great Britain, as we
have through the unlawful acts
of Germany in making her war
zone in violation of our neutral
rights, is simply because we have
submitted to Great Britain's dictation.
If our ships had been sent into
her forbidden high-sea war zone,
as they have into the prescribed
Germany marked out on the high
seas as a war zone, we would
have had the same loss of life
and property in the one case as
in the other. But because we
avoided doing that in the case
of England, and acquiesced in
her violation of law, we have
not only a legal but a mora! responsibility for the position in
which Germany has been placed
by our collusion and co-operation
with Great Britain.
By suspending the rule with
respect to neutral rights in Great
Britain's case, we have been actively aiding her in starving the
civil population of Germany. We
have helped to drive Germany
into a corner, her back to the
wall, to fight with what weapons
she can lay her hands on to prevent the starving of her women
and children, her old men and
babes.
The fimsy claim which has
sometimes been put forth that
possibly the havoc in the North
sea was caused by German mines
is too absurd for consideration.
I refer to the three vessels
sunk in the British war zone
Why should Germany mine the
North sea, the gateway from the
Atlantic to her own ports and
those of Norway, Sweden, and
Holland, with whom she most desired to trade and with whom her
relations were and are most
friendly? She doubtless placed
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some mines at the entrance of her
harbors for purposes of protection, as she had a right to do, but
it is ridiculous to suppose t h a t
she would have mined the North
sea.
Besides this the records show
t h a t up to Mar. 10, 1915, of the
floating m nes that had been taken
and rendered harmless a ong the
Dutch coast 214 were of British
origin, 33 French, and only 22
German. (P. 142, Economic Aspects of the War, by Clapp.)
The same author at page 8
thus speaks of the result of the
mining of the North Sea by Great
Britain:
"Because of t h e s e floating
mines in the North Sea literally
scores of vessels were lost, mostly
belonging to the Scandinavian
countries or Holland. Three American vessels were included — the
Greenbriar, Carib, and Evelyn.
Because of the danger of mines
ocean freight and war-risk insurance rates became a very
heavy burden on shippers and
buyers, and in the case of some
commodities became prohibitive
of commerce; a policy of uncertainty and fear thrown over the
commercial world,"
Days, weeks, and months went
by, and still no protest came from
the American government against
this unlawful act on the part of
Great Britain.
She did this unlawful thing on
the 5th day of November. Germany waited and waited, week after week, for th's government to
assert its neutral rights and demand the opening of the North
sea to neutral commerce. She
waited in vain for three long
months for this government to
take some action, and not until
the 4th day of February—that
is my recollection of the date; I
do not know that I have it here—
did she in retaliation serve notice
upon this government of the establishment of her war zone.
Germany then did as a m a t ter of retaliation and defense
what Great Britain had done
months previously purely as an
offensive measure—established a

war zone or war area. She in0 uded in it portions of the sea
about the British islands, and gave
notice t h a t ships coming within
it would be destroyed by mines or
submarines, even as English mines
in the North Sea destroyed the
ships which entered there.
.J.

I

.J.

,|,

T IS Germany's insistence upon
her right to blindly destroy
with mines and submarines in
the area she has declared as war
zone all ships t h a t enter there,
that causes the whole trouble
existing between us and Germany
today. It is for this, and this
only, that we are urged to make
war.
Yet in asserting this right or
in sinking the ships in the proscribed area without
warning,
Germany is doing only t h a t
which England is doing in her
proscribed area, without consent.
Here is the parting of the ways.
When England, having previously violated all neutral rights on
the high seas, mined the North
sea and asserted the right to
destroy blindly, and mines can
can only destroy blindly, all ships
that traversed it, one or two
courses was open to us.
We chose to acquiesce, but a
singular thing transpired. I suppose all senators have secured
the published copies of the diplomatic correspondence which has
been issued by the State department.
I find all the correspondence
about the submarines of Germany; I find them arrayed; I
find the note warning Germany
that she would be held to a
"strict accountability" for violation of our neutral rights; but
you will search in vain these
volumes for a copy of the British
order in council mining the
North sea.
I am talking now about principles. You can not distinguish
between the principles which
allowed England to mine a large
area of the Atlantic ocean and
the North sea in order to shut in
Germany, and the principle on
which Germany by her submarines seeks to destroy all ship-
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ping which enters the war zone
which she has laid out around
the British Isles.
The English mines are intended
to destroy without warning every
ship t h a t enters the war zone she
has proscribed, killing or drowning every passenger that cannot
find some means of escape. I t l is
neither more nor less than t h a t
which Germany tries to do with
her submarines in her war zone.
We acquiesced in England's a c tion without protest. I t is proposed that we now go to war with
Germany for identically the same
action upon her part.
At this point, sir, I say with all
deference but with the absolute
certainty of conviction, t h a t the
present admiinstration made a
fatal mistake, and if war comes to
this country with Germany for
the present causes it will be due
wholly to that mistake. The pressent administration has assumed
and acted upon the policy t h a t it
could enforce to the very letter of
the law the principles of international law against one belligerent
and relax them as to the other.
That thing no nation can do
without losing its character as a
neutral nation and without losing
the rights t h a t go with strict and
absolute neutrality.
In an address delivered by the
president at a joint session of the
two houses of congress on February 3, 1917, and referring to the
reply which our government had
made to Germany's protest t h a t
her enemies were perimtted to a p ply unlawful methods of naval
warfare, the president said that
Germany had been advised as
follows. Now listen to this—
MR. LEWIS. Mr. President,
will the senator from Wisconsin
allow me, before he proceeds with
t h a t extract, to ask his view as to
what he means by the assertion
which he has just made? I n
other words, may I interrupt him
with an inquiry?
The PRESIDING
OFFICER
(Mr. Wolcott in the chair). Does
the Senator from Wisconsin yield
to the senator from Illinois?
Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I yield for
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a question if it does not divert
me from my argument.
Mr. LEWIS. I should like to
ask the able senator as to whether
or not I am correct in understanding his argument to mean
that, if we fail to declare war
against Great Britain because of
wrongs committed against us by
Britain sufficient to have had
war declared, thereby we are prohibited from declaring war against
another government that might
do acts which are themselves a
justification for the declaration of
war?
Mr. LA FOLLETTE. The senator from Illinois will be best
answered as I proceed with my
argument, which deals exactly
with the question.
Mr. LEWIS. I will not divert
the senator further, then if he
intends to cover t h a t matter.
Mr. LA FOLLETTE.
It will
not divert me. The senator will
be answered presently as well as
I am able to answer him.
I quote now from the president's address of February 3,
1917, before the two houses of
congress:
"In order, however, to avoid
any possible misunderstanding,
the government of the United
States notified the Imperial government that it can not for a
moment entertain, much less discuss, a suggestion that respect
by German naval authorities for
the rights of citizens of the
United States upon the high seas
should in any way or in the
slightest degree be made contingent upon the conduct of any
other government affecting the
rights of neutrals and noncombatants. Responsibility in such
matters is single, not joint; absolute, not relative."
That phrase the president has
used repeatedly in his addresses;
he hase used it at least three
times, I thins, and he has referred to it as being a complete
and sufficient
answer to this
proposition. It misstates the law;
it asserts a principle t h a t can not
be maintained for one moment
with a decent regard for equal
rights between nations with whom
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We are dealing upon a basis of
neutrality.
The offenses of Great Britain
and Germany against
us can
not be treated as they might be
treated if those nations were not
at war with each other.
Undoubtedly, if those nations were
not at war with each other we
could suffer one to violate international law to our injury and
make no protest and take no action against the nations so offending and hold the other to
strict accountability and compel
her to respect to the limit our
rights under international law,
and if she refused we would be
justified in going to war about it.
But when we are dealing with
Germany and Great Britain, warring against each other, s o
evenly balanced in strength t h a t
a little help to one or a little
hindrance to the other turns the
scale and spells victory for one
and defeat for the other, in t h a t
situation I say the principle of
international law steps in which
declares that any failure on our
part to enforce our rights equally
against both is a gross act of unneutrality.
That is precisely what we have
done, as I have shown. I n the
early days of the conflict in this
matter of war zones of each belligerent, in submitting to Great
Britain's dictation concern i n g
what might be treated as contraband, resulting finally in a
practical cessation of shipping to
German ports, we have done Germany as much harm as though
we had landed an army in
France to fight beside the entente allies.
How will history regard this
conduct of ours? How will our
own people regard it when they
come to understand it? We can
never justify it,
Jefferson asserted t h a t we could
not permit one warring nation to
curtail our neutral rights if we
were not ready to allow her enemy
the same privileges, and t h a t any
other course entailed the sacrifice
our our neutrality.
That is the sensible, t h a t is the
logical position. No neutrality

could ever have commanded respect if it was not based on t h a t
equitable and just proposition;
and we from early in the war
threw our neutrality to the winds
by permitting England to make a
mockery of it to her advantage
against her chief enemy.
Then We expect to say to the
enemy, "You have got to respect
my rights as a neutral." What
is the answer? I say Germany
has been patient with us. Standing strictly on her rights, her
answer would be, "Maintain your
neutrality; treat these other governments warring against me as
you treat me if you want your
neutral rights respected."
I say again t h a t when two n a tions are at war any neutral n a tion, in order to preserve its character as a neutral nation, must
exact the same conduct from both
warring nations; both
must
equally obey the principles of international law If a neutral n a tion fails in that, then its rights
upon the high seas—to adopt the
president's phrase—are
relative
and not absolute.
There can be no greater violation of our neutrality t h a n the
requirement t h a t one of two belligerents shall adhere to the settled principles of law and t h a t
the other shall have the advantage of not doing so. The respect
t h a t German naval authorities
were required to pay to the rights
of our people upon the high seas
would depend upon the question
whether we had exacted the same
rights from Germany's enemies.
If we had not done so we lost
our character as a neutral nation, and our people unfortunately
had lost the protection that belongs to neutrals. Our responsibility was joint in the sense t h a t
we must exact the same conduct
from both belligerents.
No principle of international
law is better settled t h a n t h a t
which is stated by Oppenheim,
the great English authority on international law, in volume 2, page
365. He says:
"Neutrality as an attitude of
impartiality involves the duty of
abstaining either belligerent either
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actively or passively."
The same author points out, on
pages 441 to 444, that a neutral
can not permit one belligerent
to do what another is not permitted to do.
In the case of the Bermuda
(3 Wallace, p. 514) the supreme
court of the United States points
out t h a t neutrality involves absolute equality of treatment. The
court says:
"Neutral trade is entitled
to
protection in all courts. Neutrals
in their own country may sell to
belligerents whatever belligerents
choose to buy. The principal exceptions to this rule are t h a t
neutrals must not sell to one belligerent what they refuse to sell
to the other,"
And so forth.
In the case of Resolution (Federal court of appeals, 1781; 2
Dalles, 19) it is said t h a t the idea
of a neutral nation "implies two
nations at war and a third in
friendship with both."
J. Qulncy Adams, Secretary of
State, on May 19, 1818, said:
"By the usual principle of international law the state of neutrality recognizes the cause of
both parties to the contest as just
—that is, it avoids all consideration of the merits of the contest," See Moore's International
Law Digest, vol. 7, P. 860.)
Oppenheim on International
Law, volume 11, second edition,
paragraph 294, page 362, says:
"Since neutrality is an attitude
of impartiality, it excludes such
assistance and succor to one of
the belligerents as is detrimental
to the other, and further, such
injuries to the one as benefit the
other."
The best and clearest exposition of the exact question, however, was made long ago by one
of the greatest of Democrats and
statesmen of this country —
Thomas Jefferson. Mr. Jefferson,
then Secretary of State, in writing to Thomas Pinckney, United
States minister to Great Britain,
regarding England's stoppage of
our food shipments to France,
with whom England was then a t
war, dealt with precisely the
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same situation t h a t
confronts
President Wilson in the war between Germany and England, but
Secretary Jefferson dealt
with
the situation in precisely the opposite manner from t h a t adopted
by President Wilson.
In this letter, under date of
September 7, 1793, Secretary Jefferson said:
"The first article of it
(the
British order) permits all vessels laden wholly or in part with
corn, or meal, bound to any port
in France, to be stopped and sent
into any British port, to be purchased by t h a t government or to
be released only on the condition
of security given by the master
that he will proceed to dispose
of his cargo in the ports of some
country in amity with his m a j esty."
"This article is so manifestly
contrary to the law of nations
t h a t nothing more would seem
necessary th
to tjserve t h a t it
is so,"
How much less was it obnoxious
to the law of nations
than
mining the great area of the
North Sea.
"Reason a n usage have established t h a t when two nations
go to war those who choose to
live in peace, retain this neutral
right to pursue their agriculture,
manufactures, and other ordinary
vocations; to carry the produce of
their industry, for exchange to all
nations, belligerent or neutral,
as usual; to go and come freely
without injury or molestation,
and, in short, t h a t the war
among others shall be, for them,
as if it did not exist. One restriction on those mutual rights
has been submitted to by nations
at peace; t h a t is to say, t h a t
of not furnishing to either party
implements merely of war, for
the annoyance of the other, nor
anything whatever to place blockaded by its enemy.
"This act, too, tends directly to
draw us from t h a t state of peace
in which we are wishing to remain. It Is an essential character of neutrality to furnish no
aids (not stipulated by treaty) to
one party which we are not
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equally ready to furnish to the
other. If we permit corn to be
sent to Great Britain and her
friends, we are equally bound to
permit it to France. To restrain
it would be a partiality which
might lead to war with France,
and, between restraining it ourselves and permitting her enemies
to restrain it unrightfully is no
difference.
She would consider
this as a mere pretext, of which
she would not be the dupe; and
one what honorable ground could
we otherwise explain it? Thus
we should see ourselves plunged
by this unauthorized act of Great
Britain into a war, with which
we meddle not and which we
wish to avoid, if justice to all
parties, and from all parties, will
enable us to avoid it,"
In the same letter
Jefferson
says:
"The loss of our produce destined for foreign markets
or
that loss which would result from
an arbitrary restraint of our markets is a tax too serious to a c quiesce in. It is not enough for a
nation to say, "We and our
friends will buy your produce."
We have a right to answer t h a t
it suits us better to sell to their
enemies as well as their friends. *
* * Further, he says:
"Were we to withhold
from
her (France) supplies of provisions, we should in like manner
be proud to withhold them from
her enemies also and thus shut
to ourselves all the ports of Europe where corn is in demand or
make ourselves parties in the
war. This is a dilemma which
Great Britain has no right to
force upon us, and for which no
pretext can be foimd in any part
of our conduct. She may, indeed, feel the desire of starving
an enemy nation, but she can
have no right of doing it at our
loss nor of making us the instruments of it."
And with a firmness which it
would have been well had the
present administration emulated,
it is said:

"It is with concern, however, I
am obliged to observe t h a t so
marked has been the inattention
of the British court to every a p plication which has been made
to them on any subject by this
government (not a single answer,
I believe, having ever been given
to one of them, except in the act
of exchanging a minister) t h a t it
may become unavoidable in certain cases, where an answer of
some sort is necessary, to consider their silence as a n answer."
Had the plain principle of international law annoimced by
Jefferson beeii followed by us, we
would not be called on today to
declare war upon any of the belligerents.
The failure to treat
the belligerent nations of Europe
alike, the failure to reject the
unlawful "war zones" of both
Grermany and Great Britain, is
wholly accountable for our present dilemma.
We should not seek to hide our
blunder behind the smoke of battle, to inflame the mind of our
people by half truths into the
frenzy of war, in order that they
may never appreciate the real
cause of it until it is too late. I
do not believe t h a t our national
honor is served by such a course.
The right way is the honorable
way.
One alternative is to admit our
initial blunder to enforce our
rights against Great Britain as
we have enforced our rights
against Germany; demand that
both those nations shall respect
our neutral rights upon the high
seas to the letters and give notice
that we will enforce those rights
from that time forth against both
belligerents and then live up to
that notice.
The other alternative is to
withdraw our commerce from
both. The mere suggestion t h a t
food supplies would be withheld
from
both
sides
impartially
would compel belligerents to observe t h e principle of freedom of
the seas for neutral commerce.
(The End)
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