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AMERICANS, BE ON GUARD!

T HE country has been carefully groomed to applaud
Mr. Bryan’s note to Germany as a masterpiece. As
a matter of fact it is not a masterpiece but the most
serious blunder of shirt-sleeve diplomacy. On top it
is all velvet, but it is cast iron underneath, and we are
afraid that the cast iron is poisoned. Mr. Bryan has
not only spoiled the American case by overstating it,
but he has brought the country face to face with civic
discord and foreign war. We hear that this is the time
when we must all “get behind” the President. It is on
the contrary the time when all patriotic Americans
must voice emphatically their disapproval of his policy,
if they think that his policy is wrong. If, by our silence
now, we permit the country to drift into war it will
be too late to protest.

We pride ourselves upon being a democracy, yet we
permit the President to seclude himself for several
days and then, without consulting with the people, take
a step which brings us at once before the greatest
danger—both external and internal—that the Republic
has ever confronted. If we enter the war, we shall
break forever with our ancient policy of avoiding en-
tangling alliances. We shall be drawn into the whirl-
pool of European politics against the wishes of the
vast majority of Americans. If the country were in
imminent danger of a foreign attack criticism of the
act of the Administration would not be desirable. But
there is no danger of the German Army leaving its
trenches and marching across the ocean to invade the
United States. It is equally unlikely that the Ameri-
can Navy will succeed where the British Navy has
failed. We have the right to insist upon discussion
before an irreparable breach has been made.

Many Americans have not condemned Mr. Bryan’s
note because they read it with the impression of the
President’s fine Philadelphia speech fresh in their
minds. A careful analysis will reveal the wide discrep-
ancy betwéen the President’s speech and Mr. Bryan’s
note. The sober second thought of the people will con-
firm the opinion that in our protest to Germany we
have far exceeded our rights. Mr. Bryan has not merely
stated our claims based on the loss of the Gulflight and
the Lusitania but he has taken upon himself to deny
to Germany the only weapon that she can wield on the
sea. If we have no right to deprive England of the
advantage she derives from her dominion over the sea,
we have no right to impair Germany’s superiority

under the sea. England’s oversea fleet blockades at a
long distance the harbors of Germany. Germany’s
undersea fleet blockades, also at a long distance, the
harbors of England. Every ship that attempts to run
the oversea or the undersea blockade with contraband
of war must bear the risk attaching from time imme-
morial to such an enterprise.

The official announcement of the German Admiralty
makes it clear that it was not foreseen that the Lusi-
tania would sink so quickly. In fact, the Lusitania
would not have gone down so quickly but for the ex-
plosion of the munitions of war in her hold. If we
permit American passengers to embark on floating ar-
senals in spite of the German warning we have no right
to blame Germany for our criminal negligence.

Our appeal to humanity must read like a travesty to
those Germans whose brothers and sons have been slain
or maimed by American bullets. Recently the Ameri-
can Machinist printed an advertisement of a new ma-
chine for the production of shrapnel. In the advertise-
ment it was stated that the shrapnel in question bursts
into smaller particles than any other kind of shrapnel,
and that the fragments are poisonous. The advertis-
ers boasted that there was no antidote in existence,
and that the soldiers wounded by even the smallest
splinter would die in great agony within a few hours.
Did the Lusitania carry such shrapnel? We do not
know. But can we blame Germany if she sinks every
boat carrying to her enemies such hellish devices?
Would the United States permit such traffic to go on
against herself if it could possibly help it? What right
have we to prate of humanity while we gain sordid
profit from instruments of torture and murder?

Mr. Bryan claims that he was not officially apprised
of Germany’s warning. Mr. Bryan’s memory must be
very short, if he has already forgotten the formal note
of the German Government delivered in February in
which Germany’s intentions with regard to the war
zone were clearly set forth.

There is no question that Germany is willing to meet
us halfway. She will undoubtedly promise safe con-
duct to any American passenger ship bearing a certifi-
cate from the United States Government or from the
German Consul-General that she carries no munitions
of war. Germany cannot desist from her submarine
warfare so long as England keeps up her illegal block-
ade and her attempt to starve Germany's women and
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children. Germany’s infraction of what was once in-
ternational law is merely a retaliatory measure.

We have not taken any action against England’s law-
lessness. We cannot therefore rightfully protest
against Germany’s measure of defense. If we do, and
if we refuse to accept a reasonable compromise, we are
irresistibly led to the conclusion that the Administra-
tion is a tacit ally of Great Britain. If Mr. Bryan had
simultaneously dispatched a note to Great Britain pro-
testing against her violations of International Law we
would still think that he had exceeded the limits of
moderation in his note to Germany, but we should have
no reason to doubt his sincerity.

All patriotic Americans, irrespective of descent, owe

unflinching loyalty to their country, but they do not
thereby forfeit the right of free speech. We shall not
permit Mr. Bryan’s blunders and the hurrahs of danger-
ous demagogues of the Roosevelt type to drag our
country into war against our will and our better judg-
ment.

War would lead perhaps not to a revolution but it
would create a rift in the heart of our citizenship. It
would take centuries to bury the memories of such a
conflict. We feel sure that Germany will make every
possible concession to avoid a conflict. If a conflict
should arise nevertheless, the blame will rest on Wash-
ington, not on Berlin.

GEORGE SYLVESTER VIERECK.
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“The policy followed by the Royal Government during the war
has been one of strictly impartial neutrality. The Royal Goverrn-

ment has done everything in its power faithfully to fulfill all the®

duties which this policy imposes upon it, and at the same time it
has rendered effective as far as possible the rights derived there-
from.

“With a view to obtaining a practical' result in upholding the
principles of international law, the Royal Government has several
times addressed itself to neutral powers in order to effect coopera-
tion, with the aforesaid object in view. Above all, the Royal Gov-
ernment has not failed to submit to the Government of the United
States a proposal to this effect.

“The Royal Government has observed with great regret that the
interests of the United States have not permitted it to accept these
proposals. The steps thus taken by the Royal Government have
led to the taking of common measures among Sweden, Denmark,
and Norway with regard to the ‘two belligerent groups.

“In the policy followed by the Royal Government in order to
maintain its neutrality and to safeguard the legitimate rights of
the country, the Royal Government, alive to the indescribable
sufferings which from day to day more cruelly oppress all human..
ity, is ready to seize every opportunity which offers itself to con-
tribute to the realization of a near and durable peace. Conse-
quently it hastened to associate itself with the noble initiative
taken by the President, with a view to examining the possibility
of instituting negotiations between the belligerents,

“The proposal, which forms the subject of the present corre-
spondence has as its aim the shortening of the evils of the war,
but the Government of the United States has chosen as a means
of arriving at this end a method absolutely contrary to the prin-
ciples which have guided the policy of the Roygl Government up
to the present hour.

“The Royal Government, supported by public opinion, confirmed
by the unanimous solicitations of the country’s representatives, in-
tends to follow in the future, as in the past, a policy of neutrality
and impartiality towards both belligerent groups.”

When Sweden and other neutral governments ap-
pealed to the United States for joint action against
the violations of neutral rights by both groups of bel-
ligerents, the Government of the United  States
coldly  refused its cooperation.  How, then, can
we expect Sweden or any honest neutral to join a neu-
tral league formed exclusively against Germany? The
American Government, through a series of deplorable
blunders, permitted itself to be maneuvered into a
position where a severance of diplomatic relations with
Germany was almost inevitable, It would be madness
for others, who have not shared in onr blunders, to fol-
low us to the edge of the precipice. \We have failed
to champion their rights.’ Why should they carry the
burden of our error?

The neutrals have decided against war with the
Central Powers. Their judgment coincides with the
verdict of the American people. The President has
branded the British long-distance blockade as “illegal,
ineffective and indefensible.”’ He should have been
satisfied to designate in similar manner the German
blockade of Great Britain, The pro-Ally argument that
Great Britain  violates four property rights whereas
Germany jeopardizes the lives of our citizens is
dishonest. British mine fields are as much of a menace
to American lives as German torpedoes. In fact they
are a greater menace because the torpedo can sece,

whereas the mine is blind.
’

If American ships had invaded the prohibited mine-
fields of Great Britain, American lives would have been
forfeited. No American lives were lost because we
obeyed the British orders in council. If we observe the
German regulations as faithfully as wé observe the
regulations imposed upon us by Great Britain, the Ger-
man submarine campaign will not entail the loss-of a
single American life. It is now proposed to arm or
convoy American merchantmen. This measure is di-
rected solely against the Germans. If we insist upon
our right to pass through the restricted British area,
past English squadrons, into neutral harbors, if we use
our guns “for defensive purposes only”—against British
warships, our vessels will be blown to pieces and
American lives will be lost. We prefer to obey Brit-
ish orders with servile docility. How then, in the name
of neutrality or justice, can we arm our ships against
the Germans?

If we had taken energetic measures against Great
Britain in the first instance, the British Blockade would
have been broken. There would have been no need
of retaliation. If our ships are now doubly barred and
if we must submit to a double invasion of our rights
or participate in a disastrous war we have no one. to
blame but ourselves. If the Government had con-
voyed our ships carrying non - contraband cargoes
and mails through the British blockade, we would be
justified in convoying our ships through the encircling
line of Germhany’s submarines, We deny to Germany
a weapon that we grant to Great Britain. It is now
proposed to use against Germany a weapon that we re-
fuse to employ against England. Unfairness could go
no further.

If we can reconcile it with our honor to permit our
ships to be searched in Halifax or Falmouth, we can
hardly debase ourselves by marking eur ships in such
manner as Germany prescribes in order to insure their
safe passage through the restricted area. This is the
situation in a nutshell, This is how the matter ap-
pears to Congress. This is how it is viewed by the
American people.

The Central Powers and the American Government
can still arrive at a satisfactory agreement. The Presi-
dent cannot have forgotten his magnificent vision of
peace. We cannot believe that he is ready to sacrifice
this vision. The neutral nations have shown the way.
Words, Mr. President, are the only barrier between our

present predicament and a peaceful solution. Heed the

voice of justice, not the sinister rumbling of Wall
Street. Dismiss your lawyers, and consult the com-
mon sense of the people. Distrust the British-owned
newspapers; if you doubt the overwhelming demand
for peace, let the country decide by a referendum the
issue of peace or WAL, Ll
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America First and America Only
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