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Tre purpose of this paper is to attempt 4o make 3z judgement cone
~erning the effcotivenszs of the seleszted political actions of cartain
Tvilgious veave groups during the inter-war years, Information was
cbtairad from the Poriliand State University Tibrary, tne Multnomah
Tcunty Ilprary, the Methodist Spi co'oal Churcit of Cregon offics, the
national officea of the imerican Friends Service Jommittee, the ¥aticnal
fDounicil of Zhurches, and the Fullowship of Reconeiliation, Ceouversaticns
With p2ople wioo hel béen involved witi: the peacs movement inciuded Foland
Bzinten, Jarome Davis, G. Pernhard Fedde, Zarlin Kapper~Johnscn, and
Mark Chazberlin, Pericdicsls thet proevided mach of the information zbout

:vents and opinfon during the twenties and thirtiecy were: the New York

Times, The MNew Bwmnubiie, Tne Nation, Yarpers Magazire, and The World

Tomorree, & numser of books concerning the peace movamant were especially
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useful: those beoks were: Boeckel!s Turn Toward Peace, Bowman's The Churca

of the Brethren and “ar, 1708-1941, Curti's Peace or Var, Plckett's For

More Than Pread, and Viningis ¥Friend of Life,
P [

Taformation firom those socurces showed tnat the rcliglous paciflistis
were able to influence the course of events relating to the Mexican
Crisis of 1927, the Washington Dizarmament Conference, the Peace Pact to
Outlaw var, the Russian famine relief effort, snd the status of con-
srientious objectors., In some way the final ocutcome of each of thess
iasues was affectad by the actions of religious pacifizts: & possibie
irar with Mexico was avoided, disarmament was attempied, war was outlawed,
many lives were saved in Russia, and conscientious objectors were given
& legal status that was better than what they had had during the First

World War,
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FIAPTER I
INTRWUCTIN

The purpose of this vaper is to attempt'to judge the effectiveness
of political actions carried cn by selected religicus peace groupes during
the inter-war y2ars, Many issues were inwpl med, but only selected issues
whose final outcome was attempted to be affected by the relipious groups
can be studied, Selection from among such issues was determined by the
availability of rescurces in the Portland area, although valuable informa-
tion was obtained from national offices of the American Friends Service
Committee, the Church of the Hrathren, the Naticnal Zouncil of Churches,
and the Fellowship of Reconciliation, The issues to ba considered are:
the settling of the Mexican oil lands crisis of 1921-1927, the calling of
the disarmament conferences of 1721, 1927, and 1930, the signing of the
Kellogg=-Briand Peace Pact in 1929, *he alleviation of hunger in Russia dure
ing the early 1920's, and providing a Just legal status for cconecientious
objectors before America entered the Seccnd World War., Tre common tie bes
tween these five apparently unrelated issues is that the religicus pacifists,
acting in concert with other pacifists, thought they saw vositive results
for their efforts in the 'inal outcome of these issues, These atiempiz by
pacifists to influence the course of events, in order to be understood,
need to be placed in perspective before studying them in detail,

Perepective is prouvided by 3z study of fonr selected areas. These

areas are; rostewar writing, attiiudes of vericus Awericun churches
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toward the First World ¥ar ard the rise of the pesace movement, resctions
of the gereral public toward pacifists ’and veace issucs, and statements
by militariste regarding pacifizts. Cther areas may also heve provided
a perspective for the issues of this paper, but these four zreas were
selected because they do show clearlv the conditions under whish pacifists
existaed; also, the information was avallable from sources in the Poriland
erea, The first of these four areas to be censidered is the postewar

I. PO3ST-WAE WRITING
After the war many writers tried {o show what the war had ba2en like.

Remarquet!s All Quiet on the Western Front is well knovn, as is John Dos

Passos' Thrse Soldiers, which showed how the whesls of the syaism ground

on, evenr after the armistice was signed, Less well known, but equally

vivid is Under Fire by a French author, Henri Barbusse. Two short guotaticns

give a fair sample of his descriptions,

The air is now gintted and viewless, it is crecssed and re-
crossed by heavy blasts, and the murder of the earth contirues
all around, deeply and more deerly, to the limit of complation,l

The bullets that flayed the soll in straight strezks znd raised
slender stems of cloud were perforating and rioping the otodies
so rigidly close tc the ground, breaking the stigfened limbs,
e«sobursting and btespattering the liquefied eyes,

An English poet, Siegfrisd Sassoon, also told of the war, and he
brought it uncomfortanly home to those who had not besn there, Sasscon's
poems could cut, as thess bitter verses from "Dosg it Matter? show:

lHenrt Barbusse, Under Fire, trans, TFitzwater Wrsy (Hew York:

E. P. D‘It‘ton & CO., 191[}, g\-BO
27p34,, 226,
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Does it matter?-«lozxing ycur legs?,..
For peovie will always be kirnd,

And you need not show that you mind
When the othera come in after hunting
Tc gobble their suffins and eggs,

Doss it matter?—losing your sighi?,...
There's such splendid work for the blind;
And people will always be kind,

As you sit on the terrace remembering
And turning your face to the light,

Another of 3assoon's pcems, "Suicide in the Trenches," even more titteriy

orought the war homs:

I knew a simple boy

Who grinned at life in empty joy,

Slept soundly through the lonesome dark,
And whistled early with the lark.

In winter trsnches, cowed and glum,

With crumpe and lice and lack of runm,

He put a bullet through his brain,

No one sproke of him again,

You smug-faced crowds with kindling eye,

Who cheer when soldisr lads march bty,

Sneak home and pray you'll never know,

The hell where youth and laughter go.h

Remarque, Barbusse, and 3assoon, along with other feoreign and

American authors and poets were read in Armerica after the war, Their
writings stirred readers and increased their determination to resist
war ir the future, This determination was augmented by the writings
of a member of the British Parliament, s British journalist, and a
University of Chicago professor, whose works were puplished in the
United States, Arthur Ponscnby, Thillip Gitbs, and Harold D, Lasswell

showed their readers how the public hsd perhaps been duped into believing

351egfried Sassoon, Tcllacted Fosmz {New York:%?he Viking Press,
19L9), 76. |

UTbid., 78.
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falsehoods about the war because of clever and sven crude propaganda tech-
niques. For instance, according to the Member of Farliament, Fonsonby,
films showing atrocities being commitfédrby hideous German villains, and
pacifists succumbing to patriotic Seelings vere shown to American audienw
cea.5 He also wrote that a number of so~called Mactual war picture®
films, ﬂhich waré really prepared by Hdilywood, we=re shown to Americans
ané that the sinking of the Lusitsnis was distortsd in propaganda films
"to the utmost limi% "6 A

‘ A propagsndaAplay, "Duty to Clvilization® bty Frances Nielson was
besed upon an apparently false story spread by an American scoldier, He
told about a French girl's crucifirxion by German scldiers.,! He said he
saw her body on a barn, but the villagers of the area, the Cerman gener-
als, and American General March all denied knowledge of the event., Thse
story was so good, however, and the drams so ccnvincing that it even
gained the blessing of President Wilaon, according to Fons«:n'xb:,'»8

The exposing by Fonsouby in 1928 of these falsehoods was distur-
bing, a8 were the revelstions concerning war-time blunders described by
the journalist, Phillip Gibbs, in his book Ten Years After, published in
1925,

5Arthur Ponzonby, Falsehood in Wartime {New York: E,P. Dutton &
ﬁO., 1928)’ 1820

b1pid.

TIbid., 185.
81vid.
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Gitbs reminded the ;‘:ublic cf how horrible it was to have both legs blown
off, or entrails tommn out in a good ceuse, but aven more herribls was
the fact that "over and over ags=in btattalicns were wiped out (by thei*;
fellow soldiers) because some one had blundered.® "It wss the same on
the German front, thes French front, every front."” The resl nature of
the wer they had supported began to co?ne home to many readers, Gibbs
asked his readers if it were possible fgz- Thumanity to get that same
impulse for the cause of peace* as ‘ther:e had been for war.iC Resders
who wondered why they had ever supported the war were given aome answers
by Harold D. lLasswell, a Universify of Chicago professor. He expcsed
the propaganda techniques by which each nation tried to gairn support
for its czuse, M"Everybody tried to tar the other feilow with the same
stick., Rumours of propeganda and bribery fell thick snd fast,®il
Support for the war came about in part as a result of successful pro-
pagands, éccording to Lasswell., He pointed cut that there were three
fronts in the war, "the military front, the eccnomic front, and the pro-
paganda front."12 Each front had its leaders; and ne said that "if the
great generalissimo on the military front was Foch, the great general-
issimo on the propaganda frent was Wilson. His monumental rhetoric...
was scattered...over Germany" as an instigaticn to revolt, he and Lenin
"were ths champion revolutionisis of the age."l3 ™inile he (Wilson)

9Fhillip Gitbs, Ten Years After: A Reminder (New York: George H,
Doran Tompany, 1925), L7-LE,

101bid., 2b3.

llyareld D. Lasswell, Propszganda Technique ia the World War (Hew
Yori: Alfred A, Knoph, 1927); 131,

121p4d,, 21k,
131bid., 216.



fomented discord abread, Wilsen fesisred unity at home., A nation of one
hundred million people, sprung from many alien and antagonistic stocks,

wn3 welded into a fighting whole, 'to make the world safe for demccracy.'wll
Lasswell argued that 1t was the prqpéganda frert, led by Wilsoa, that
provided the wide-spread support of the war in ths United States, This

was an unsettling idea for many of hi=m feadera, whe felt that they had
been tricked inte supporting the war, Also disturbing was the estimate
that the war cost 338 billion.dollaré and almost thirteen million lives.l>
But facts like those, the revelations of falschoods and propaganda, and

the war literature did not alfect everyone in the same manner, and not
everyons was aware of them. Diverting interests such as the stockmarked,

- sports, radio, the autcmobile, gangsters, §rohibition, the movies, scandalsz
in Washington, the Florida land boom, a2nd more mundane pressures, dampensd
the effect of the post-war vriting; hovever, ths peace groups grew despits
the diversions, Acrording to journalist James Wechsler,.those people who
were attracted to the cauze of peace in the 1920's were "women whe were
seeking a cause, educators whc were anxious to make some frail contributicn
to adult society" and Y“clergymen who wanted to distinguish themselves from
Babbitt without causing too much of a row,"16 Vechsier's evaluaticn of
the peace groups' membership is perhaps too general, becauvse it has been

estimated that twelve million people belonged to the various peace groups

Uni4., 217.

153rnest L. Bogart, Direct and Indirect Costs of the Great War
(New York: Oxford University Press, 1910), £95, 217

‘ 185ames Wechsler, "Jar in the Peace Movement," The Nation, 1k6:12
(March 19, 1938), 323.
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and it is doubtful that Wechsler'!s cynlcal commants couid
apply to all of them, It i3 important ¢ ncte, however, that that estimate
included most of the nation's religious denominations, learned societies,

and public service organizations, and as Devere Allen (ed, of Tne wWorld To-

m) pointed out, some of the groups had an antl-war passion that "may
fairly be described as conspicuously anaemic® judging by their tzlacrity
to support the !a?oi'ld War,"1€ The post=war writings and litersture can e
given credit for much of the growth in the peacz ranks, but there werse

also those who joined on their own accord becauss it was the popular thing
to do, just as supporting the war had been previcusly, This wes partice
ularly true in most of the churches, 4 study of the reversal in the church
cr religious public attitude toward participation in war provides a sacond

arez for perspective,
II, CHURCH ATTITUDES

Among the groups who generally supported the First World War were
the churches of America , with ths exception of the historic peace churches,
Once President Wilson decided to make the world safe for democracy, chur-
ches went along with the idea, The churches! attituds was "war is une
mristiaﬁ, bute.s.” ,19 mzaning that they felt that the Kaiser was more une-

17Marcus Tuffield, *Our Quarreling Pacifistz," Harpers Magazins,
166 (May, 1933), 88,

mz)evere Allen, "The Peace Movement Moves Loft," Annals of the
American Acadery of Poiitical and Soclal Ssience, 175 (September, 193h), 152.

19500 N, Sayre s "War i3 Un-Christian, Bui..." The World Tomorrcw,
7:2 {February, 192L}, 51,
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Christian than war, and being the greater of two evile he had to ba taken
care of, According %o a bishop of t‘e Methodist Toiscopal Chureh, Franeis
J. McConnell, the "vagt majority of rministers in the land in 1917 had

never given ten minutes' earnest thinkihé tc the moral guestions involved

in ﬂar....“zo He aiso asserted that "the overwhelming mass of public sentie
ment, including that of the churches, looked upon the war as holy and
righteous altogether.”gl Between th@ end of tre war and the 19230's a

change occurred within the churches that refiected the general tremd.
Writing in 1934, McCTonnell is able to say that the anti-war spirit Ychar-
acterizes the churchez today as never bpfore in 211 their history,“ZQ A

survey conducted' in 1923 by Xirby Page for The World Tomorrow, a Christe

ian-pacifist publication of the Fellowship of Reconcillation, indicated the
strength of pa cifist feelings among ministera, Page seni a2 war opinion
survey to fifty-three thousand ministers, which was about half of ths total
Protestant clergy in 1931, Ovcr ninetsen thousand replied, and ten thousaaod
four hundred and twenty seven asbsolutely rejected war az a means of diplomeacy
for gcvefnments and would refuse combat if called,23

Besides the survey there were ciber indications that the climate
within the churches had changed since the pro-war stwosphere of 1?17.
In May of 193l Msthodist students protesting against compulsory military

2Oprancis J. McConnell, "The Churches and the VWar Problem, " }nnala, )
175 (Septerber, 193L), 1L3.

2lmpyq,

221bid,, 1S,

|

23K*roy Page “Wineteen Thousard Clergymer. on War and Peace," The
World Tomorrow, 1li:5 (May, 1931), 138,
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training at Chio State niversity got their church to support therm in
obtaining exemptions similar tec these gré.nted to members of the pzcifist
churches, such as the Quakers,2Y The Genersl Assembly of the Prosbyterian
Church in the United States tock a” stard againat war and vowed never to be
used as an instruwent in the pramotianAof war.?> The Protestant Interna-
tional Missionary Council made & four-pﬁin‘b statement in 1928 repudiating
imperialism, advocating sending missionaries to Europe and Americs, cppos-
irg war, and declaring that missions 9h§qld rake no claim or their govern~
ments for armed defenze of w'seionafies.zé The Catholin thurch and the
- Mormen Church both had study and educatinnal organizations to pronote
peace.27 The Central Conference o"f American Rabbis, meeting in June, 1931,
issued & report stating that "it is in accord with the high interpretations
of Judiasn (sic) to object to eny personzl participstion® in war, and we
*therefore are oppoged to any legislation which would penaiize the adherénts
of any reiiginn who conscientiously object to engaging personslly in any
military operation because of their weligious convictions."23 A1l of these
official church statements show the change that had come over many churches
since the pro-war dsys of the First World “ar,

These statements, however, did not always refiect the attitudes of
the majority of some congregations. The ministers, conferences, and beards

were, at times, expressing more literal views than those held by their con-

2byeconne1l s "Churches," 1L5,

Brorence 3. Beeckel, The Turn Toward Peace, rev, ed, {New York:
Friendship Press, 1931), 145.

61044, 149,
2T1p44d., 165.

2Bnpgbbis’ Stand i1s Anti-War," New York Times, June 21, 1931, II, 6:7.
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1C
gregations, Also, there wss a wide range in the type of support offered
by the official statements, Some of them simply offered support to con~
scientious objectors, a;s did the L‘u'theraz‘: statement, and others such as
the Methodist Episcopal Caurch, ad,vo‘catad active programs to promote
peace, similar to those that had beefx garried on for years by 'the Quakers,
Mennonites, and Brethren, Other qtmrches made no statements of support at
all. There wére at least two possible ;ieascr.s for the wesk anti-war pogie-
tion on the parﬁ of some churches,.. f Ond was that they were toc much a part
of the political and economic estabiisﬁ{ment. Or, as peace advocate, Jerome
Davis, put it: *The churches are getting a large part of their ncrey from
businessmen who have an interest in war. The churches are therefcre afraid
. to anger them,"29 A seccnd reason, 1es§ sinister, but I think more dam-
ing was that some ministers, particularly amcrng the more evangelical (non-
medernist, non-liberzl) denominations, %Celt that the peace issue was oute-
side the .realvn of religicn and was only‘ a mstter of politics, and therefore
not germane to their idea of the gospel of salvation., So, while there was
a marked increase in church peace sug:po%'t, not 211 churches openly advoca=-
ted veace programs, Local issues swallowed up most of the poonle's time
and money, and even among the Quakers the peace effort was given over to a
-committee which had to persistently preﬁent the iszsues to the people.

The mixed reacticn to peace that was common in the churches was also
common amoug the general oublic and thosé who did not claim church aegis
for their acticns., The attituds of the general public presents 2 third
aree for increased perspective,

29 jerome Davis, statement made &t an informal lecture, August 20,
1957, hore of Rev, Mark Chemberlin, Gresham, Oregon,

[y
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III. FUBLIZ ATTITUDES

The anti-war feeling aroused ty post-war writing and the war itself
was not pervasive, Scre peorle witﬁdrg? into their private worlds, while
others got involved in the variocus erganizaticns. Generally the Americans
became more pesace-orisnted during'the Bepression, whereas during the
Roaring Twenties it had still been danpgerous to be 2 pacifist. For in-
stance, in 192L it was not unusual for pacifists in the Mid2le West to te
in danger of assault, and in Concord, Massachusetts, pacifists hsd diffi-
culty in finding a meeting hall free'ffom such hazards as rott§n eges and
stink bombs; however, these events were not reported as common in 1935.30
Curti thinks this was an indication that public opinion had changed since
the Twenties, and there were other indica‘iocas that it had chznged great-
1y since the Firet World War, when most of the public had supported ths

war,

In November, 1935 the New York Herald-Tribune publishad the results

of their Institate of Public Opinion survey on war and peace issues,
Seventy~five percent of those polled favored a referendum chesck on the

war powers of Tongress. Forty-sever perc?nt desired embargoss on all
belligerents, thirty-seven vercent desired embargoes of war materials

only, and seventy-one percent felt that we should nct jein with other
countries in enforcing peace.31 The au?vgy indicated an isolationist
impulse rather than a dezire for peace itself, However, the isolationists!

désire for an isolated peace coincided with the aims of some psace groups,

Overle furti, Pease cr Yar (New York: Norten, 1936), 299.

3nid., 300,
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For instance, the vigorcus suppert of ihe Naticnal Couneil of the Pre-
vention of “ar, the Women's Internsiional League for Peace ard Freedom,
and the Fellowship of Reconciiiatian piayeﬁ a major role in the "victory
which isolationists achieved over ths‘administration oin the neutrality
1ssue....“32‘ This cooperation wi;h th§ isclationists did not mean that
these peace organizeations werg 3130 13&1ationists. Inztead, 1t was
their wish to prevent war that proQoﬁed:;heir cecperation, The pacifisis
who saw American support of any particulér nation ac 3 form of intervention
which could only sxacerbate existing teﬁsions formed an Emérggncy‘Peace
Campaign in 1935 to promote negtrality. ALeading members of the EPC were
the Friends, the Nationsl Council ror the Preventicn of War, the Wemen's
International league for Peace and fraedang and the Pllowship of Pecen-
ailiation.;“Their gooreraticn with the isclaticonists in Congrees helpsd
produce the 1936 extension of ﬁhe 1935 Neutrality Act., It continced the
earlier arms embargo to belligerents, the travel restrictions, and added
a prohibiticn on lcans, and controlléd the president's authority to re-
strict raw materials,33 However, in 1939 the arms sembargo was lifted
when 1% becams apparent that the aggressors had the upper hand, A poll
conducted by The Nation in 1932 indicated that public reaction to isola=-
ticnist programs was negative,  Of a total nine thousand two hundred and
sixty-three signed tallots, orly cne thousand four hundred and ninety-

32Dcrothy Boreg, The United States and the Far Pastern Crisis of
1933-1938 (Cambridge, Massachusetts: Harvard University rress, 196L), 34l.

33Samue1 I. Roserman {comp.), Public Papers of Franklin D, Roc=
sevelt, 1936 vol., 91,



http:C.ambrid.ge
http:exd.st:'.ng
http:pror.l.o�i:.ed

three "subscribed to the gensaral isolationist program" which some of
The Nation's wﬁshingtcn risnds had 3ec1§red to be the sentiment of most
of the country.3h Of course the rﬁadLrs;cf The Netion, with its leftist
viewpoint, were "particularly erphatic in cpposirg isclation, only 13
percent voting for this policy."3% This was what could be expected, but

"surprisingly ercugh, 82 psreent of'thé’6,816 ron-resders of The Nation

who voted concurred in this choice,F36’“Tha Nation's poll wess corductad

three years after the New York Herald~-Tribune poll which indicated favor

for isclationism. Perhaps th§ shift was dus to the fact that war seemed
more inevitable, or more peopla coﬁlﬁ s§é 2 difference between the ag-
gressorz and the victims, Or perh#ps it was a difference in audience,

. The Nation tried to send questinumd;es to persons cf varying backegrounds
in order to avoid bias. Among the lists frcm which names were drawn
were those from at least ons large organization which was presumabtly iso-
1}Lticnis£ in its outlook.37 Only one list was obtained from an organ-
ization whese members favored collective security, and less than 150
votes came from that scurce. Almost all the states fell within the 80
to 98 percent range favoring collective security, snd the National
Lawvers's Guild poll, using entirely differant questions yielded almost
-identical results, showing = six %o one majority in favor of distinguish-

i

ing betwaen aggressor and victim.38 Most of the sample questionnaires

, .

| Jhmy Foreign Policy for America,” The Nation, 1Ui5:19 (May 7, 1938),
se2.
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submitted by other groups tried to szhow thet lsclaticn was a peace policy
and collective security was a war policy, whareas The Nation viewed
collective security as an attempt tovsegﬁre peace on a world wide scale
and saw isolation 4s only a selfisﬁ*dési}e to keep America out of foreign
wars, The Nation concluded from its po}l,that there was 2 "surprising
unity in 1libersl opinion throughcﬁtithe_¢ountry on the necessity for scme
form of concerted action to checx ﬁh; dfift towerd war."3?

Conservative opinion, on ihe ;ihefihand, was iscletionist, and bee
fore the pacifists and isolationists ccmbined forces in the mid-thirtias,
conservative opinion held that the peace groups were dislcyal and a part
of the interrational Communist conspirzcy. For instance, a New Jorsey
agent of the Daughters of the American Revelution was qubteﬂ as saying
thet "the pagifist movement is zn integral pait of the  Comminist movement
which leads £o the destructicn of homé, conntry and God."%0 Similarl ,

in 1927, an article in the Fort Wayne Hews-Sentirel claimed that the

leaders of the Fellowship of Reconciliation were prominent members of the

Communist Party.hl

After the Fellowship and cthers joined with isolation=-

ists to keep America out of war, these kinds of statements were harder to
|

make, since the conservatives found themselves in league with some of

thelr so-called comminist/pacifists. Conzidering these statementis and

also the results of ths rublic opinicn polla, it is apparent that the mood

3%7nid.

, UOyer York Herald-Tribure, April 5, 152%; quoted in Don ¥. Chase,
“Wha§ Sort of Peorle are Facifists," The World Tomorrow, 7:2 (February,
1929}, 83.

hlFort “ayne News-Sentinel, Junc 29, 1927, quoted in Chase, FWhat
Sort...", 83.
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of thes general public was as varied and changing as that of the churches,

One group of Americans, however, wasg not plagued with any lack of unity,
IV, MILITARY ATTITUDES

The public utterings of milit;ris;s esncerning pacifists had common
vibrations, and they provide additﬁoﬁal background information for the
study cf pacifists! efforts duriné“therinter-war years. Cenerally, milie
tary msﬁ showed a misunderstanding“&f pacifism. For ipstance, in 1931
Ceneral Douglas MacArthur commented on Kirby Page’s sﬁrvay‘of ministvers,

which was conducted through The World Tomerrow., MacArthur said that the

stand of the majority of the minisiers brandad them 53 the leading ex-

L2 He went on to say

ponents of "law violation at individuzl pleasure,®
that our freedoms depended uvpnn our government and our laws and thet de-
fensive war was justified when all other methods faiied, He felt that
becausé of the *deepseated disease of individual deprevity"™ and the men-
ace of personal greed it was necessary to use force, which the minisiers
disavowed in the Page survey.h3 What MacArthur fuiled to see was that
the pacifists viewed killing as wrong, evern if killing was used to control
greed and hatred, that it was better to be killed than to kill., Some
other reactiocns to pacifism were lesgs reasoned than was MacArthur's,
Speaking at & memorial service, Edward E, 3pafford, past Naticnal
Commander of the American Legion, described pacifism simply as "akin to

U2nmyacArthor Assails Ministers on War," New York Times, June 3,
1931, 14:2,

U31piq,
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dislcyaluy.”hh Another military man, Gsneral Amos A, Frics, was quoted

by The New Republic &3 saying "'the insidious pacifist! is 'mors %o be

feared than the man with torch, sun, cr sword, '"45  The work of the
Federal Council of Churches against officer training in the colleges
earned the wrath of Lieutenant Colonel Orvel Johnson., He was quctad by
the New York Times as saying that éhé "igreatest menace' te the Zeserve
Officer's Training Corps 'is the Federal Council of Churches of Christ
in America, ™5 Johnson further stated:
"Ta the extent that the Federsl Counsil of Churches succeeds

in inducing our young men to refuse to properiy prepare for and

g8id to perform the full obligation of citizenship, they have

helped them on the road to Communism, the first of which is

athelsm,”" he added., "How 4o protect tha Protestant churches

from the pacifist preachers is one of the greatest croblems in

America at this time, L7
These statements by MacArthur, 3pafford, Fries, and Johnson show that
the militarists were united ir their view that the pacifist were a re=al
threat to the safety of Americs, However, as has been shoun, the attitude
¢f the rest of the American people toward pacifiste was varied and change
ing during the Twenties and Thirties, and pacifists did find support as
they worked for peace in a varieiy of ways, five of which have been gsal-
ected for analysis in this paper., The selectsd issues, a= listed in the

opening paragraph will te deslt with now, beginning with the Mexican

Crisis of 1921-1927,

ingparford Scorss Pacifists," New York Times, May 25, 1931, h:2.

hs”Discrediting the Arry,? The New Rerublic, 34:437 {April 19,
1923), 20hL.

hs"Church Council Attacked," New York Tires, mbruary k, 1932, 1k:3,
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CHAPTER IT
THE MEXTCAN CRISIS

Tension between the United States and Mexico during the 1920°s
over oil and mineral land rights almost led to war, which was averted
when a diplomatic settiement was rezched., Merle Turti, in his bock

Peace or War, claims that the Federal Council of Churches had.z hand

in facilitating the regctlations of that settlement 18 He states that
the Federal Council of Churches sent Rev, Hubert ©, Herring to Mexico
Tity to see what the situation was and what could be done, since our
governemnt, the oil companiss, and the Callas governmant in Msxico
sppearsd tc be &t an impasse.hg Accerding to the New York Times, how-
ever, Herring headed a group of concerned citizens, sent by no partic-
ular organization.so Herring himself was the Executive Secretary of the
Social Relations Department of the Congregaticnal Church., Cthers on

the fact finding mission included Herbert Croly of The Hew Rapubliec, B,

Y. Landis of the Department of Research and Education of the Federal

Council of Churches, Paul Hutchinson ot The Christian Century, and

L8myirt1, 230,
b91p14,

SOmamericans to Make Survey in Mexico," New York Times, December
18, 1926, S,
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editors of other periodicals.gl Zach member of the party was to pay his
own expenses and went as an individual rgthar than as 2 representative
of any organization.52 Their %azk, a3 feported in the New York Times,
was to find out "by personal inquify and interviews with the hezds of
the Mexican government, clergy, financiers, educstors, and labor lzad-
ers" what pasis in fact existed for the "anxiety atiributed to State
Department officials that *Mexican Bolshgvism is reaching down through
Kicarsgua and threatens the American defénses of the Fanama Canal,'"53
From this account in the Mew York Times it seens that the Federal Council
of Churches had a representative zlong on the trip but it does not indi-
cate that Herring was sent by the Ccunéil, as Onrti claims. But more
importantly, it is clear that the mission was needed, OCn the day the
party was to leave, Descember 30, 1926, the New York Times reported that
President Calles of Mexico had refused itc exterd the time for American
oil companies to apply for new concessions cn their properties,sh The
Mexican view was that if any American companies felt that their righte
had been vioclated they could have redress to the Mexican courts.gg The
New Ibrk Times also reported that this situation had been termed “crit-

ical® Ly the State Department in its correspondence.56 The New York

S1Ibid,
527bid,
53Tbid.

Sh"beico Refuses Time Exitersion to 0il Opsrators,™ New York Times,
December 30, 1925, 12,

351bid.

56Tbid.
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Times felt that Calles' action had brought an end to all of the Jiscuss-
ions that had developed about ths 2il lss up to that timc.57 By Januanf
9, 1927, the American study group,. led_fy Yerring, had arrived in Mexico
and had talked with Calles, Tt wés:apﬁéfen‘ from his statements to the
group that he also viewed the sitgafion as critical, Fe told Herring
that Mexico would be willing to su§mit #o the Hague Arbitration Tricunal
the dispute betiween America and ?Eiico over the new Mexican oil laws, "if
it were necessary to make such a sacrifice to avert more serious difficul-
ties."58 He stated that Mexico had the right to pass the new oil lands
legislation and that the "oil intsrests were not deprived of any right®
since any subseil rights acquired befofeil?l? could be exterded for fifty
years, and then another thirty years after applying for the new concessions
required by the new law.59

Calles said that he balieved "small groups of interesiz,..were try-
ing to create trouble through influencing the fmerizan State Departmcnt."éo
He told the American study group that he fesgred the withdrawal of American
recognition of hies government wonld result in a revolution in Mexico, which
was another reason why he was willing to submit the cil dispute to arbitra-
tion, 51

CToolidge, instead of accepting Calles's willingress to submit to

arbitration, made a speech accusing Mexico of helping foment revolution in

57 tvi4.

58”6&1135 for Hague Appeal," New York Times, January 9, 1927, 1,

591bid., 2.
60rp44., 1.

6l rpid,
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Nicaragua, thus addine znother issue to the troubled situation, Ooclidge
wae reported by the New Yerk ziﬁﬁi,t° héve said "'I have the mcst conclg-
sive evidence that arms and muniﬁi&ns in large quantities have bzen on

several occasions since August, 1528, snipped to the revoluticnists in

Nicaragua'" from ports in Mexico,™ Coqiidge's accusation was viewed by
Fepresentative Huddleston, Democrat, Alabama, as a prepaéation for war
with Mexicn, whereas Representaiive ond; RFepublican, indiana, "cdefended
the Coolidge poliéy, denying that there'ﬁis any danzer of war with Mexico."és
Despite this denisl, it appeared that Coolidge wss ready for war rather
than for negotiations since it was his view that there was "nothing to
arbitrate;”éh He had sent the Marines to Nicaragua to protect Americans
and their property and it was possible for him to do the same in Mexico.
Mexican off@cials feared that the Marines would be sent follewing any
seizure of land cymed by Areriean ¢il interests.6S

A resoluticn was proposed by Sernator {tobinson of Arkansas to srbie
trate the oil lands issue., Secretary of State Kellogg issued a state-
ment agreéing that arbitration would be gocd, and ne said that he had

86

always been open to arbitration, Coolidge did roi agree with Kellogg

62"Coolidge Openly Accuses Mexico," New York Times, January 11,
1927, 1, o

63“New House Attacks on fCoolidge Policy," Yew York Tiras,

Januari&??, 1927, 1.

"Coolidge Opooses Arbitration,® New York Times, January 22,
927, 1. '

65”031135 for Hague Appesl,* New York Times, danvary 9, 1927, 1.

66"Kbllogg for Arbitration,® Wew York Times, January 19, 1527, 1.
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snd he felt that the Emericen veopls would support him when they saw, as
he did, that the only rezl issuﬂewxés: wb..ct:her property legally owned by
American citizens in Mexico ~culd Ee ccn}iscated,67

- The aay before Cooiidge issued hié statement, the Mexican Tepart-
rment of Industry reported that mut56f 17 companies opevating in Mexico,
all but twenty-two nzd accepted théan&w §i1 1aw. 58  T% was alse report.-
ed that several oil companies had asked that the govenment be restrain=-
ed from applying the new Petroleum iaw in such 3 wey as to "injure their
oroperty rights.“59 A judge in the Fourth District Tourt, in Mexico,
granted only’provisional writs of suszpension to six comparies and‘a Judge
in the First District refused suspension orders o two other companies, 9
Despite Coolidge's statements, Mexice was proceeding with the enfercement
of the new,}aw, although 1t waz evident that the Mexican covermment was
#till prepared to compromise., With this in mind severzl groups in America
éppealed to the President to arbitrate. According to the New York Times
the Federal Councii of Churches issued a staterment which "endorsed arbi-
traticn with Mexieo and called upon the Government 'tc formulate a clear
policy for our future relations wiﬁh the neecples and governments of lLatin

Arerica.'"7l The Ccuncil also "canvassed 75,000 ministers, urging

6q"Coolidge Opposes Arbitration," 1.

68usix 011 Companies Get Mexican Injunctions,™ New York Times,
January 27, 1927, 2.

- 691nid.,
701vid.

Tlethurch and Labor Appesl," New York Times, Janeary 2k, 1927, 1,
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themte arcuse their congregations in behalf of arbitration.”?z Other
groups who presented pleas at this time included the American Federation
of Laborg the Werld Peace Fbundati;n, and a group of one~hundred and one
prcf%sscrs.?B Still Coolidgs did not yield, Mexico then refused drilling
permits to American and other foreigm coﬁpanies for lands acquired before
the 1917 constitution went inte effgct.i.This refusal applied to thcse
cempenies who had not complied with theknéw land law and filed for new
concessions, This refusal was regarded gs confiscation by the oil com-
panies because it prevented them from drilling on what they called their

ana, T B

Republican support for Coolidga*a,pblicy had waned and the Senate

passed, with a unanimous vote, the Robiﬁson resclutiocn recommending are
bitration.w That the unanimous vote was a result of peace gboup activities
cannot be proven, but it is a probability, For instarce, upon the retumm
of the Herring study group a2 conference of thirty diffsrent peace organ-
isatiéns dacided to pressure Vashington with letters, meetings, and per-
sonal confrontations to renew negotiations on the oil issue.75 The peace
groups were joined by the liberal press, labor unicns, and some protes-
tant churches in what historian Samel E, Morizon calls "a remarkable up=-

rise of public sentiment™ that "aven converted the United States Sen.

Moupts, 291,
?B”Church and Labor Appeal,® 1,

7l"‘M’.‘*,xico Sees Crises Brewing Over 01l," New York Times, January
26, 1927, 2.

TSourti, 291,
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ate 76 The Senate's conversion, or unanimeus arcroval of the Robinson
resolution, came in late January'l927, but it was not until October of
that year that Coolidge conceded tﬁvfurther negotiations., He then sent
2 personal friend, Dwight Morrow, to Mekics City as United States Ambas-
sador. F |

Morrow achieved a2 comprcmise'settiement. It allowed Mexico to re~
tain itas constifutional and legisl#tiverindependence, such as the right
to pass oil legislation, while it 2ls0 g}anted to the ﬁnited States most
of the guarantees of previous cil lands agreements, This final comprom=
ise was the result of a long chain of events, beginning with the find-
ings of the Herring study group, which went to Mexicc at a time when both
American and Mexican officials were concerned about the possibility cf
war between the two countries., It is possivlie that 2 less amicable so-
lution would have resulted had the study group not gone to Mexico, znd
had the peace organizations not conducted a campaign to let Congress
know that they wanted a pesaceful settlement of ths Mexican crisis. The
evide?ce of public support for negotiaticns offered by their letters,
teleg?ams, meetings and confrontations was in contrast te the adamant
poaition of Coolidge against negotiations., Public and Congressional
suppo&t for regctiations prebably helped Coclidege decide to send ¥er-
row tg\ﬂexicc. This was not the first time that public support had

been a&cused by the many peacz groupa,

7653mne1 Eliot Morison, Tne Oxford History of the Armerican Peovnle
(New York: Oxford Uriverzity Press, 176-), 92C.
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CHAPTER TIT
DISATMAMENT CONFERENCES

Support for the Washingien Céqferen@e in 1921 came in the form of
over tnirteen millicn messages Trom peadé group mambers and supporters
across the country,!! These messages gé?e Secretary of State Hughes and
our delegates at the conference an indication of public support for lim-
itation of arms, Other expressions of support came ir parades, news re-~
lesses, study groups, literature diétribution, speakers,?and conferences,
These activities were sponsored by groups such as the Le#gne'vf Women
Voters, the Women's Internatioral league for Peace and Freedom, and the

Federal founcil of Churches.78

The support of these orgarizations may
have p#id off, because out cf %he many proposzls mede at the conference,
there resulﬁed agreements very clese to those that Secretary Hughes had
originaliy provosed, and which had been supported by the peace groups,
For instance, freat Britain and the United States agresed to a maxisum
capital ship tonnage of 500,000; Japan agreed to 300,000, and France
end ITtaly 175,000 each., This Five Power Treaty alsc provided for a ten
year holiday in capiial ship constructicn, and the destruction of spe-
cified tons of existing capital shirs, This agreement was the first
time that any of the great powers had agreed {o any major form of dis=
armament, and this was viewed by the members of the New York Council

7?'thhington Conference, Report of the ¥ew York Council for Lim-
itation of Armament," The Hew Sepublie, 30:381 (March 22, 1922), 110,

"81p14.,
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for Limitation of Armament as 3 victory for peace.79 However, & later
view of the treaty, neld by Samuel E, Morison, is that it helped bring
about Worid War IT in the Pacific, since it gave Japan the more powerful
force, because American ships had {o te ?pread between both the Atlantic
and the Pacific, while Japan had bn}y 6ng ocean tc cover, According to

| . -
Morison, the treaty, instead of disarming, actually increased the relative

strength of Japan's arms.go

Thisltiew;néglects the fact that both Ameri-
can and- Eritish ships patrolled tﬁe'Pﬁcific; America was not alone, Brie-
tain had nine naval tases in the facific Far East,‘including Hong Kong,
S8idney, Rangoor, and Singapore., The Uﬂited States had four: Samoa, Pearl
Harbor, Guam, and the Philippines.k Japﬁn had four bazes outside of Japan
itself, All of these bases were defendéd drydock and fuel stations.81
Perhaps the odds were not quite a2 lopsided as Morison contends, even
though America's fleet was smaller than allowed for in the naval treaty
of thé Washington conference, One reason for the small size of the Amer-
ican navy wﬁs the activities of what Jjournalist Henry Cabot Lodge (grand-
son of the late Senator) called the "pacifist lobby.*82 1In 1928 ha de-
nounced it for using the Xsllogg Treaty negotiations as a pretext "to

prevent congressicnal action on the cruiser bil1."83 Senator Hale of

Maine, said oflthe pacifist lobby: *They condemn any attempt on the part

191bid.

8OMoriaon, 921,
81y.,5., Senate, 70th Congress, 1929, 1054-1055,

82kenry Cabot Lodse, "The Meaning of the Kellogg Treaty," Harpers
Megazine, 158 (December, 1928), LO,
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of friends of the cruiser bill to secure 1ts passage 2t this session of
Tongress on the ground that its passage ﬁill demcnstrate to the rest of
the world that we are hypceriticel in asking the other nations to join
the multilateral treaty."ah The navy had planned to build seventy-one
cruisers, but the final bill prov{ded for only sixteen, perhaps because
of the pacifist ilobby, zs Curti claimﬁ,ss ¢r perhaps because seventy-
one cruisers were more than Ccngreés wes willing to finance. At any
rat?; America kept within the limitations’of the freaty made at the
Washington conference, and tne good will thst was generated by the cone
ference mey have made up for & possible,sacrifice of capital ship tcne-
nage on our part, The New York Council for Limitation of Armement, which
included the Federal Cocuncil of Churches, viewed thes whole conference
with a sense of gratification because it estabtlished z "precedent for
confbxsnceslon international a2ffairs in place of acticns thrcough dip-
lomatic agencies,™ which tended to te more secret.86

The cdnference alsc provided the opportunity to educate the public
on foreign affairs, and turn putlic opinion to the svoport of the goals
of the peace groups., Howsver, theze goals were met only partially in
that %he New York foungil for Limitation of Armament report stated that
they wanted the submarine to be eliminated as a weapon of war; instaad
it was only restricted.87 They wanted complete withdrawal of any foreign

presence in China; instead the reaffirmation of the Open Doer

8ly,s,, Senate, 70th Congress, 1929, 1061,
85urti, 292-293,

86”thhington Confersnce,” The New Republic, 109.
87

Ibid., 11C,
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meant the continued exploitation of China.ea Firally, they wanted the
use of poison gas to be completely eliminated, but it was not.89

Despite these failures, or ﬁatters cf unfirished tusiness, the
peace groups felt that their effofts ha& been successiul, since they had
been able to get public opinion on their side to provide the needed publie
support for our representatives st the épnférence.

In the years following the washinéton conference, other confarences
were held., In 1927 a conference held inAGeneva was a failure, One rea-
son for its failure was disclosed by Sénate investigations during 1929

and 1930, According to The New Republic, the investigations showed that

in 1926 ¢ former civilian empzloyee of the Navy Department, William B.

- Shearer, set out 25 an expert on naval affairs for Geneva "armed with
nav&l\intelligenCe information, which he disperseé effectively at the 1927
conferencg 10 rewspaper correspcndents® attackirg the British views of
what limitatioris should be imposed upon armaments.go Fbilowing the bresak
up of the conference he returned to the United States to lobty for cruiser
building. In these exploits "he was secretly an employee of...three ship-
tuilding firma.”91 These firms were Pethlehem Shipbuilding Corporation,
Newport News Shipbuilding and Drydock Company, and the American Srowne

‘Boveri Flectric Gorporation.92 For his work he received $°50,000, but he

88114,
8114,

9°“Kbeping the Profit in ‘ar," The New Republic, 60 (September 18,
1929), 113.

91Ibid.

92“Shipbuilders and Shearer®, Nation, 129:316 (September 25, 1929),
316,
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claimed that the companies, wnich had dropped him by then, still owed him
. $250,000 more,?3 He zlso said that "after the shipbuilding companies
drooped him, William Randolph Yearst gave him £2,000 2 menth to propagan-
. dize against the leaguz cf Naticns and the World Ccurt."9h His precence
at the conference could have teen harmless had he not posed as a naval
expert and had he admitted to being a pfopagandist for builders cof crui-
gers, ard tms naturally oprosed to any’arms limitations, Put instead
he lied, According to The Nation "when taxed with representing armament
interests by L.V. Gorden of the Church Peace Union, Mr. Shearer wrote in
reply: 'I do not represent any compeny of any kind."’95 The shipbuilders
themselves, while not denying that Shearer had been hired by their Compan=-
fes, all denied knowing that he hed been hired and for what reasons, This
made it acrear that they did nct know what was going on in their own com-

anies, and a3 The MNew Republic observed, during the Senate investigation
} ] = =

they "glowingly painted themselves as the prize booos of the business
96

world," in order tc avoid appearing as sinister plotters. Shearsr's
employment by the companies was established by the Senate investigatiocn,

His efforts to keep Britain and the United States from agreeing on issues

at the conference were successful, in that the news correspcndents published
the infcrmaticn he releazsed about the nead for large cruiaers and thus under-

mined Britain's position in seekingz smaller cruisers, Another reason for the

failure of the conference may have been that Italy and France refused tc attend,

93nKeeping", 113.
knyr, Shearer's Tale," Nation, 129:318 (October 16, 1929}, LOi,
9>"Shipbuilders and Shearer,® Nation, 315.

95thhington Notes, The ¥ew Republie, 4G (Octeber 9, 192%), 203,
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limiting the scope of the confierence, 4 third rezson was given by Senator
Hale, of Maine: "The failure of the Gehéva conference, I firmly believe,
is directly due to that policy on our part of letbing our Navy drop b=
hind.“97 3ince we were behind, Hale reasoned, we could not deal from a
position of strength as we had at the %&shington conference, and our pro=-
posals lacked the support that being thé gtrengest can give.98 Finally,

# fourth cause of the failure at Géneva may have been that under thes pro-
visions of the "ashington conference, za éonference was to be called in
1930,and the Geneva delegates, knowing this, may rot have felt that their
task was very urgent, At any rate, whether it was Shearert's efforts,
which were questiocned by the Thurch Peace Union, eor any of the other pos-
sible reasons, the Genesva conference failed, and the cause of disarmament
was delay?d until 1930,

President Hoover and Prime Minister MacDonald agreed to begin an-
other conference in London in Jaruary, 1930, France and Italy were able
to attend, ﬁut it was only America, Britain and Japan who could come to
any agreements to iimit navsl construction and to scrap some existing bate
tleships, They agreed on a 10:10:6 ratio for heavy cruisers, a 10:10:7
ratio for light cruisers and destroyers, end esquality for submarines, Un-
‘restricted submarine warfare against merchant shinning was outlewed in the
agreement by all powers, including France and Italy, Herbert Hoover said
of this treaty: 5Billions of dollars to waste in ccmpetitive building

were saved and much internaticnal ill will was avoided!®? This appeared

97y.5., Senate, 70th Congress, 1925, 1061,

987b14,

99Hérbert Hoover and Hugh Gitson, The Protlems of Lasting Peace

(Gerden City: Doubleday, Doran ard Co., Inc,, 1942), 163
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to be another victory for peace through @onferences, which, as has been
pointed out, was a gosi of ihe various groupa working for peace, includ-

ing the Federal Council of “hurches, But there was a dissident voice.

An editorial in The Christian fentury sé,avted that the cause of peace had
been "tragically betreyed™ at the ‘ébnfeiénce because they had not really
agreed to disarm, Instead the main caestions had been "How big a navy do
we need in order to be atle 4¢ cope wi'chz the contingency of?aar?"loo n-
stead of preparing for peace, the powers had prepared for w?r, they had
ignored the peace pact which outlawed war.ml The fact that the confer-
ence vas keld, ard that some good will was generated was out-weighed by
the thought that it was the goodwill of glants agreeing to select better
. clubs for future conflicts, according torThe Christisn Centlry.

j

. i"’onm Betrayal," The Christian Century, L7:1L (April 2, 1930),
h23"’ 2l '

101754,




GIAPTER IV
THE PEATE PACT TO OUTLAW WAR

The possiblities of future confliéfcs occurring were hopefully dimin-

ished by the peace pact tc outlaw w m, which The Thristian Century felt had

been ignored at the London Conference. Many groups had campaigned to get the

peace pact signed, Henry Cabolt Lodge, Jr., in a Harpers Magazine article

wrote that the pacifist organizations, together with many clergymen, made an
intense campaign to gain support for the peace pact.102 The campaign began
in 1927 when Dr. Nicolas Murray ButlerlO3 noticed a proposal to the United
States frbm French Foreign Minister Briand on an inner page of the New York
&_m;_g_.lah Briand had propesed that nis country and ours sign a pact to out-
law war.105 Butler began drawing attention to the proposal with his own
letters.106 Soon peace groups were promoting it and journalists were writ-
ing about it. Proponents of the idea got an additional booat wher Charles
A. Lindberg landed in Paris creating vibrations of friendship and coopera-

tion between America and France. The wary isolationists in America

1°2Lodge, 33,

1°3Butler was President of Cclumbia University and was associated
with the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace,

lohJams T, Shotwell, "Reflecitions on War ard Peace," Perspectives
on Peace 1910-1960, Camegie Endowment for Ime*nat:.onal Peace (New
York: Praezer, 1960), 26, See note 103 below.

105nBriand Sends Message," New York Tires, April 6, 1927, 5,
1085 5twell, 26,
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wore partially satisfied when ihey wers assured that the pact would not be
a bilateral one between America and Frar;ce, but would be 2 pultilateral
treaty with more than fifty nationsfinvbived, and each signatory naticn
would be free to defend itself in event of an attack.

The peace groups that campaigned for support of the peace pact by
sending letters, telegrams, and petitiohs to the Secretary of State,
Tongress, and the President were: the Carnegie Endowment, the American
Tommittee for the Outlawry of War, the Committee on the Cause and Cure
of War, the Yorld Peace Foundation, the Commisesion cn Internaticnal
sustice ,and Goodwill, the Federal Zouncil of Cl'n;lrc‘r.xeslo7 and other
church groups including the American Friends Service Tommittee, which
stated in its annual report thzt it had "been active in marshsling sent-
iment ir favor of the ratification of the General Treaty for the Renune
ciation of “ar (the Kellogg Pact),n108

The treaty was declared in effect by President Hoover in 1929,
Most of the peace groups greated the rews with jubilation, However, an

editoriai in the Christian-pacifist magazine, The World Tomorrow point-

ed out the wealmesses of the treaty: ",..the interpretations set forth

in various governmental notes permit five kinds of war: in self-defense,
in defense of allies, on btehalf of the League of ations, in support of
I@ Locarno agreement, in 'certain regions' mentioned by Great Britain,"

so-celled backward countries,i®9 The editorial also pointed out that

107Rebert H, Ferrell, Peace in Their Time (New Haven: Yale Univer-
sity Press, 1952), 232,

109« conceding Ton Mach,” The World Tomorrecw, 12:2 (February, 1929), 53.

108)nnyal Report, Society of F‘riends‘, June 1, 1928-May 31, 1929, np.
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%each nation alone has the right tc decide when it is acting in self=-
defense."lm With 21l of these exceptions it was uncertain that war
had been i'enounced. The unc?rtaiﬁ: character of the treaty was predic-
ted by Norman Thomas in 192h, He s;id,b concerning the outlawing of war,
"It is highly improbable that nations engaged in the present insanity of
strife for profits, reparations and; control of raw materials, would agree
to the cutlawing of war," and if they did "their observance would be pro-
blematical."nl Considering the provisions for apprcved wars that the
treaty contained, Thomas was correct, It was becsuse of these provisions

that The World Tomorrow did not share in the joy of many when the treaty

was signed., Admittedly, the peace groups had worked hard, For example,
Kellogg estimated that a total of at least fifty thouéand people sought
to expre‘ss themselves through letters and resolutions directed to him
peraonally;:‘on some dsys he received up to 300 letters.nz The vicstory
that these letters helped bring for the pacifist lobby may have' been hol-
low, but this was not due to any lack of effort on the part of ths peace
groups, More correctly, it was due to the fact that diplomatic promisesz
to disarm and eschew war were igrored in the face of aggressors,v either
real or simply anticipated. Hedged agreements, such ass the Kellogg-
Briand Peace Pact, could easily be seen as empty, but the cause of peace

was helped by the attention which was drawn to the mcvement by the signe

110

“Toid,

lnﬂoman Thomas, "The Cutlawry of “ar," The ¥World Tomorrow, 7:1
(January, 1524), 9.

nszbrrell, 238,
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ing of the treaty. Peace pacts and the attempts at disarmament were not
the only, or even the test ways to promote peace, they were only steps
in the right direction, |

Other steps in the direction of peace were taken by the pecifist
as they worked to bring about the cqnditions of peace, These conditions
included "world community, world disarﬁément, a measure of Justice, rea-
sonable freedom from hunger, poverty, disease, ignorance, over-popula~
tion, dominztion and aggression."ll3 Friends and Kenronite PAX-men work-
ed in a péace corps-like organization all over the world, The Fellowship
of Reconciliation, the Federal Council of Churches and the Friends sert
relief to coal miners cn strike in America, and all of the major groups
participated in sending food and clothing %o aid children during the Span-
igh - Pivil “er., These relief efforts sometimes involved pelitical mzn-
euvars ard hsd results affecting the political world., This can be seen
in t%e stﬁry of how ths American Friends Service “ommittee helped famine-
stri&ken people in Pussia in the early 1920's, as recorded in Elizabeth
Ge. Vining's biography of Rufus M, Jtmes.lu4
113"Friends Peace Committee," Religious Society of Friends, Phil-
adelphia Yearly Meetirg, 1964, pamphlet, rp.

. ‘ 11&E11zabeth Gray Vining, Friend of Life, the Biography of Rufus M,
Jones (Philadelphia: J.B. Lippencott Co., 1958,




CHAPTER V
RUSSIAN FAMINE RELIEF

The story begins during the civil war between the Whites and the
Reds in Russia, which followed the 1917 Revolution. Among other things,
the war resulted in dislocated familles, harvest failures, forced land
requistions, and miles of unused farm land. All this, along with the
damage done by the Germans In the'world Yar, helped tring on a famine

shat took an estimated five million lives, i>

Twe Quakers, working with
dislocated peasants in FRussia, saw the femire coming and tried to do
something about it, Arthur Watis ,v English, and Anna J, Haines, an Ameri-
can, had begén looking for ways to increase American Friends Service Com-
mittee aid to Russia, The commitiee, in turn, was szearching for resources.
On January 2L, 1921, Rufus Jones, for the Friends, took the protlem %o
Herbert Hoover, whc, &2s head of the American Relief Associeticn, was able
te 1éase ore~hundred thousand dollars of ARA funds for the Friends te¢
sperj on food and medical supplies to be distributed in Moscw.116

| This aid was insufficient to hold back the spreasding famine. By
July, 1921 the \Tolga River valley wss the scene of much starvation, Maxim
Gox'lq}i contacted Hoover,n7 who was by then Secretary of Commerce in the

Harding administration, Gorky's plea was for more aid for the starvirg

1s Georg wvon Rauch, A Historjr of Soviet Russia, New York: Frederick

A. Pneger, 1957), 130-

1N6y1ining, 175.
117

Rauch, 130,
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Russian people, Hoover agreed %5 set up the necessary organization.and funds,
provided certain conditions were met, The Cocomunist Minister of Foreign
Affairs, Litvinov, agreed te the conditions, which stipulated freedom of
moverent fér the American staff and control bty them of food and supply
transportation from the ports to the people, Hoover also called for the
freeing of eleven Americans held in Russian prisons. The Pussisns fread
the eleven plus about one~hundred mere that Hoover had not known about.lls

Following Gorky's plea Hoover raised‘twenty-seven nillion dollars from
various government agencies and eighteen millicn was given by the Russians
themselves from their supply of former Czarist gold.119 This money bought
food and supplies and over two-hund;ed Americans from many different grecups
went to Russia tn help in the distribution, Besides the Friends there were
groups such as the Americen Red«Cross,»the Federal Council of Churches, the
YvMCA, and the Knights of Cclumbus represented in the relilef effort, Bzfore
the Heoover relief could arrive it was reported that the Friends wers supplying
"an average of cne-hundred and twenty=-eight thousand tins of milk a2 month" to
the childrents institutions of Moscow.120 The Friends had their own organi-
zation for distribution and they were disturbed when Hoover attempted to vnits

total relief effort under American Relief Association aegis,}?l They fslt

118vining, 176.
11%vining, 176.

12056 rome Davis, "Friends Among the Children in Russia," The New
Republic, 28:354 (November 23, 1921), 375.

121Vining, 176,
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. - 122
that if they Joined forces it would give 2 political fiavor to their work,
This difference between the Friends and Hoover was picked up by The New
Republic, and in an editcrisl they charged Hcover with an "implacable

hostility to Bolshevism,®!22 Tne New feputlic felt that Hoover's attempts

to control the Friends showed 2 mistrust of the Soviets, and perhaps the
Friends, Hoover wrote a letter to Fufus Jones of the ¥Friends to show his

support for their work in Russia, T%¢ was reprinted in The New Republic,

The letter %‘empered the hostility of The New Pepublic's editorials toward

Heover, In the letter Hoover said that the Friend's efforts had his "fule
lest support."lgh He also said that "the effort being made by all American
organizations to mitigate this territle situatice is free of purpose in
political, religious or racial contention, It iz not ‘the sentiment of
charity to ask who or why,"125 This sentiment was contradicted, however,
in a later paragraph, where Hocver, in reference %c American Relief As-
soclation chtrols, stated that the "sole purpose of these arrangements is
to assure protection and efficiency in administration that every cent shall
do its uimost in saving life--~that the whole effort shall be American in

w126

name and ideals, In other words, Hoover wanted those receiving charity

1221p34,

123nmp, Hoover's Inplacable Hestility to Zolshevism," The New Republic,
28:352 (August 31, 1921), 2,

lghﬂbrbert Hoover, Letter to Rufus Jones in The New Republic, 281356
(Septemver 28, 1921), 115,

1251p4d,
126114,
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to know who and why. The dispute between Hoover arnd the Friends did not
helt the efforts of either the Friends or the ARA, and many lives were
saved, leaving a lasting 1mpression'upqn the pecpls who were aided, Howe
ever, according to Seorg von Rauch, head of the Rusaian Institute at the
University of Kiel, Cermany "Sevietihigforiography denied the humsnitarian
motives of the Hoover effort and allegeﬁiintentions of a subversive chare
acter,"127 Americen relief work tapered off as the famine ran its course
and the Russian economy ‘ool a turn for'the better.

‘Russian agricultural and indusirial production improved and the New
Economic Policy, using credit and moneyfin a form of state capitalism,
proved to be effective, For instance, "according to official estimates, by
1925, agricultural recovery in the Northern Casucasus ﬁeacﬁed 77.5 per cent
of the year 1916; in Kazakhstan the figure was 71,9 per cent; in Siberia 92,
2 per cent; and in the Ukraine 96,1 per cont."128 ®Industrial production,
which had stood at about 18 per cent of the prewar level in 1920-21, rose
to per cént in 1921-1522, and to 35 pér cent in 1922-1923, By 1925-1925,
the coal'industry registered ths largest advance, and almost reached prewar
cutput. Iron and manganese trailed somewhat, btut were not too far behind
coal.“129 These figures indicate the condition of the Soviet economy during
and following the famine relief efforts of the Friends and the American Re-

lief Association, But this story does not end here with the recovery of the

127 Rauch 9 ;Jsll .

128p,411 Dmytryshym, USSR: A Concise History {New York: Charles
Scribner's Sons, 1965), 120,

1297p44.,, 122,
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Soviat economy. According to G, Barnha%d fadde this Ltmerican effort cre-
eted an impression upon the Russians whicn was to pay off later., 3peci-
fically, the Berlin blockade following the second World "ar was lifted
partly due to the influence of an'unnan$d Russian orficial who was helped
by the 1921 fanine relier.'?® Fedde majntairs that thers are othsr inoi-
dants of behind the zcenes resulis of %he Friend's work which cannot be
printed because of the need to protect tﬁe individuals involved.

The relief work of the peace‘groups was mere successful than were
the efforts to obtain disarmament and actually prevent war. Lives were
saved by the famine relief, whereas the‘disﬁrmament conferences and the
pact to outlsw war nnly served to propagandize for peace and did not re~
- sult in any real disarmament or prevention $f war, Another area in which

|

the peace groups were eventually successful 'in achieving their goal was

in providing a juat legal status for consci%ntious objeztors,

130This information about the blcdkadé was related to me in a dis-
cussion I had with Dr, Fedde ccncerning the scope of this paper., He was
then a member of my thesis committee,

PO



CHAPTER VI
THE CONSCIENTIOUS OBJECTOR

The American government was'obly slowly ollowing Americans to follow

>ir own consciences on whether to participate in war or not. This issue
was not really pressed until too 1$te inAWbrld War I. There were times
when the struggle was serious and times when it became almost ridieculous,
as when the Supreme Court denied a woman, Madame Schwimmer, United States
citizenship because of her pacifist beliefs. By the time America entered
World War II the peace groups had obtained provisions in theidraft law that
let the conscientious objectors play a more positive role in American life
than the prison terms of World War 1 had permitted.

Historically, exemption from military service was not an unusual re-
quest, In 1789, James Madison proposed in his Bill of Rights that along with
the right £o béar arms there should also be the right not to bear arms in mii-
itary service. This protection for conscienticus objectors was not sdopted -
with the rest of the Bill of Rights. During the Civil ¥ar an Act of 1883
allowed a draftee to get g substitute or pay three-hundred doilars to avoid
service., Altermate service in hospitals or in the care of freed slaves was
provided by an Act of 1651 for conseientious cbjecters to war.

By 1917 a Selective Service Act protzcted the right of conscientious
ocbjectors only if they were members of one of the well known peace churches

(Friends,varethren, and Mennonites), cr if they were ministers of the gospel.
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But even they met with diffisulties, "Scores of Mennonites and larger
groups of Hutterites left the United States for Canada because American
public opinion and the courts and "r.j‘ails were hard on conscientious ob-
Jectors;" some even died in jail and octhers were tortured, 131

During the _Pirst World “ar religioﬁs objectors, though exempt from
gsoldier duty, were required to peff_orm alternate service of some sort,
such as working in hospitals or on farm;,. Non=religious objectors had
their claims for exemption refused. Abﬁut four? thousend who claimed ob-
Jector status were turned down.132  Tnose who reisisted induction or ale
ternate service were sentenced io prison terms 33 long as "25 years or
even life,"133 Dthers, an estimated 120,000, avoided induction by flse-
ing to Mexico "or by obtaining false medical :ex{tificates or by taking
safs, exempt johs,nlB’-t Not all cf those whe left the country were con-
scignticus objectors.

thgrﬁate service was not operative until about 1918, and during
that first iear confusion and crmelty faced almost all cbjectora, The
peace chﬁrches and the Fellewship of Reconciliation united to ask Pres-
ident Wilson to take immediste steps to end the !:Lnjustices being done |

to the objectors, After the war they pressed Wﬁson again to gain cle=
[

rrank . Epp, "America's War Refugees in Canada," The Mennonite ,
83:47 (December 24, 1588}, 205,

|
132pon o, Chase, "What Sort of People are Pac:.fists"" The World
Tomorrow, 12:2 (February, 1929), 83,

133yorman Thomas, "Pacifism in America," Piaybov, December, 1968, 280,

|

13h1bid,., 279.
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mency for the objectors, but the final Werld Yar I objector was not ree
leased until 1933.13°

Some individual paastors spoké out against the shabby treatment ac-
corded to conscientious objectors;‘but most of the churchiren were acquies=

cent, Norman Thomas, in a letter to The New Republic in 1922 said that it

was harder to deal with an informal committee of the Federal Council of
Churches then with the officiale of the War Department when it came to dis-

cussing conscientious objectors .136

Conscientious objectcrs and volitical
prisoners found army and prison chaplains more "intolerant and arrogant in
spirit than ordinary officials,n137 Chuxfches and churchmen in general were
slow to rally to the aid of the objectc;ré while World War I was being fought.
After the war the Federal Council of Churches was in zdvance of the churches
28 a3 whole when it passed a resolution in favor cof emnesty for objecticrs

in prison;138 Then, slowly, cther churches re-evaluated their earlier war
time positions on conscientious objectors and began makirg pronouncements
that scunded more like the historic veace churches. Thsse statements were
presented to the public and government officials and may have helped pave
the way for the improved draft provisions of World War II. For instance,

in 1930, thirty-seven churches represented in the Maticnal Study Conferen=-

ce of Churches called upon the government to respect the rights of consci-

135Tbid., 280.

136Norman Thomas, "The Thurches and Civil Libterty,” The New Republiec,
30:38L (April 12, 1922), 200,

1371044,
1381p1gq,
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entious objectors; they decided th#ﬁ it was the duty of the churches to
support such individuals,13? 1In 1932 thé Ceneral Conference of the Methe
odist Episcopal Church toox a stirong sténd zgainst war, and called for the
abolition of compulsory military tréinihg in state supported schoola.lho
These statements showed up yearly, asnd were echoed in local conferences,
For instance, in 1935 the Oregon Annuaiﬂéonference ¢f the Methcdist Epis-
copal Thurch favored the elimination of ?ompulsory military training at
Oregon State and at the University of Cregen; they alsc agreed to support
any of “our young people who have conscientious objectins to" military
training.lhl The Presbyterian Synod of New Ycrk State offered rescluticna
similar to those of the Methedist Eoplscopal "hurch, supporting conscien~
tious objéctors, opposing military training in schoola‘aﬁd colleges, ard
warning thg congregations of prssitle economic hardships as a consequence
of remaininé neutral in the European and Far Zastern conflicts, 2 By
the beginning of the Second ¥World “iar statements in supvort of conscien-
tious objectors were available from almost evexy major church bedy, in-
cluding the Jews, This kind of support had been lacking during the First

World War and reflects the change that had come over the American churches,

This church suppcrtk‘combined with that of the peace groups, was first ape

139 ceckel, 1@3.

1h°McConnell, s,
’1§1Jourba1 of the Oregon Anrual Conference of the Methodist

Episcopal “hurch, Highty-taird tession, June 25-30, 193%, Saiem, Oregon
Tginciﬁnati: TIne Methodist Book Concern Press, 1935}, 191.

lhzoewald Garrison Villard, "The Peace Cause Moves On," The Nation,
139:3618 (November 7, 193kL), 525,




preciated by objectors still in priscn from the First World War, =nd then
by immigrants seeking Uinited States citizenship., Isolationist America

was not supportive of conscientious objeciors, and even with the combined
efforts of the churches and the péace groups it took more than ten years
to get World War I objectors freed. A similar lengthy challenge was faced
by immigrants who happened to be conscientious objectors. When they ap-
plied for citizenship they found lit‘b'ie ‘gympathy in the courts to which
they!had to appeal their cases,

Rev;.v"l'. F. King from Canada, a pastor at the Lake Arthur, Louisiana
Methodist ?Episcopal Thurch applie& for citizenship on November L, 1929,
His applic#tion was denied following a session with the jﬁdge which inclu.
ded ar.swering questions concerning hypothetical situations dealing with
wars and peztt,r:‘u;ﬁomm.."l‘3 The session wenit like this:

| Judge: "But supposing, to take a concrete case, California .
wanted more territory, and decided to seize some in Mexico,
and everyman was drafted for some form of service, would

you object or be loyal?"

Answer: "I do not believe the United States would engage in
such a war,"

Judge: "I do not want any conditions., Tnder such circume
stances, a war of aggression, would ycu object?"

Answer: "In all probabil ity I would, 1 would first have to
consider ry duty to God and humanity."

Jndge: "In other words vou cannot subscribe under any and
every cordition to the doctrine, !y country right or wrong,
my country?™

.
Answer: "No,"
|

1h3,, 4tizenship and "ar," The Christian Ceniury, L7:15 (2pril 9,
1930), LS5 S?. ;



Judge: "Then you cannot he admitted.llb

Impossible and unrealistic situations were used by judges in their
questioning, The fact that most qgestions used did not relate to the
real world did not seem to bother the judze, since the object of the pro-
ceas wﬁa to ensrare, net clerify. -In this case the judge had posed a
situation whnich was in oprpositicn to the’KellcggoBriand Feace Fact, signe-
ed only the year before. |

Not &ll judees opposed irmigrant pacifists, and sometimes the courts
reversed each other, TFor instance; in Mey of 1929 the Supreme Court den=-
ied citizenshir to an immigrant, Madame Rosika Schwimmer because of her
beliefs as a Quaker pacifist and an internationalist.lhs Mme, Schwimmer
had lived in the United States since 1921, and had applied for citizen-
ship in 1926, Justices Holmes and Brandeis dissented from the Mainrity
opinion, séating that "Juakers have done their share to make the country
what it is, that many citizens agree with the applicants belief and that
I had not supposed hither to that we regretted our inability to expel
them because they believe more than some of us do in the teachings of
the Sermon on the Mbunt."lhé This decision, to which Holmes and Brardeis
dissented, reversed the decree of the Circuit Court of Apneals and upheld

the decree of the District Zourt., A similar reversal occurped in the case

n‘thid-, "-‘SS"S.
lhsborothy Dunbar Bronley, "The Pacifist Bogey," Harpers Magazins,
161 (October, 1530), 553,

lhévnited States v, Schwimmer, 279 U.S, 6iL (1929),
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cf United States v, Marcintosh in 1931.15? Douglas C, Macintcsh was an

immigrant from Canada, a Baptist minister, and a Yale University Divine
ity School Professor when he apnlied for American citizenship in 1925,
He had served as a chaplain in the Canadian Army during World War I, He
was not a pacifist, and would supvort the government in its actions if
1t wers not "against the best interests of humarity" to do 20,268 Thnis
reservation, for the sake of humanity, induced a five to four decision
against his citizenship appeal to the Supreme Court, Justices Hughes,
Prandeis, and Stone dissented. |

Many other individuale with a religicus base for their beliefs,
ineluding Quakers, were denied citizenship by the courts.lh? Perause
of the Schwimmer, lacintosh, and other cases, Congressman Autheny J.
Griffin of ¥ew York introduced a bill in 1930 to =zmend the Naturaliza-
tion Aot to keep anti-war feelings from being grounds for denial of
cltizenship, It was hoped that the bill weuld also keep the courts
from having to reverse themselves as in the Schwimmer and Macintosh
cases, Criffin's »ill had the support of numerous religious groupse,
thg American Civil Liberties Union, the National Council for the Pre-
ve#tion of War, the Women's Internatiocnal League for Peace and Freedom,
the Hearst newspapers, the Scrippseteward chain, Jane Addams, John

Dewey, and Jeames T, Shotwell.lso Even with all of this support the

n‘?tynned States v. ‘Macintosh, 283 U, S, 605 {1931),

UBrpiq,

1h9Eromley, "Bogey," 553.

101144., 565,
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bill failed to pass Tongress. This wag ircnic, gince just a year before
America had signed the Paris Pease Pact to outlaw war,

War was outlawed and immigrants who were conscientious okjectors
were denied citizenship., This is not as incongruous e2s it may appear,
since the treaty to cutlaw war still permitted so-called defensive wars,
America could still go {o war, and conscientiaus objectors would still
be subject to the same laws as non»cbjeétors. Because of this, work got
under way to get legislation permitting war objectors to be exempt from
nilitary service.

A delegation consieting of Rufus D, Bowman of the Church of the
Brethren, and the representatives of ths othsr peace churches met dire
ectly with PreSident Roosevelt for about thirty minutes on January 10,

1940, 151

?uring that time they presented two statements, one was of a
generzl nature, about the peace convicliions cf the churches; tne zeccnd
was a "procedure to be used in dealing with conseientious objectors."lSQ
This second statement suggested specific alternatives for cunscientious
objecters, such as relief of war sufferers, refugee relief, reccnstruc-
tion, forestry, medical-health work, and farm service,153 Roosevslt's
reaction to the presentation was positive, He caid "'I am glad you have
done it., Thatt!s getting down toc a practical basis, It shows us what

151Rufus D, Bowman, The Church of the Brethren and War, 1708~19L1
(Elgin, Illincie: Brethren Publishing House, 1SLL), 275.

15211:1:1 .
1531bid,., 278.
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work the conscienticus ebjectors can do without fighting, ZExcellent!
Excallentxmlsh Roosevelt appreciated this compromise between none
cooperation and joining, But like many compromises it can b eritisized.
By cooperating with the government at this point, the peace churches were
giving approval to the power of thé ) gove:ment over individuals, even in
the matter of religious beliefs, On thé» other hand, this attempt at com-
prqmise could be seen as a step toi#ard Séme future tire when more freedom
of conscience would te possible,‘ which seems to be the view of the peace
churches at that time, |

Following the injtial meeting with Roosevelt, the representatives
met with Attorney General Murphy and Robert H, Jackson, and presented spe-
cific recommendations on January 12, 19!40.155 The recommendations were
incorporated i;n a bill vhich passed Congress on September 1k, 1540,
Efforts to get% this btill throuzh Congress were aided bty the Fellowship of
Reconciliation, the War Hesiaters league, the peace churches, Mathodists,
and othars.156 At last conscientiocus objectors could perform alternate
service instead of serving as ron-ccmbatants, or going to jail., To assist
them in finding an alternate service the National Service Committee, the
Mennonite Central Committee, the American Friends Service Committee, the

Fellowship of Reconciliation, and the Methodist Commission c¢n World Pearns,

15"‘II:"J.d‘.., 279 (from Bowman's notes after the interview).

155c1arence E. Pickett, For More Than Bread (Boston: Little Erown
and Company, 1553), 311,

156Bmman, 290,
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all had representatives on the Doavrd. Tﬁis board mot with Selective Serw
viee Director, Clarence &, Dykstra, and latw Oenerzl lewis B. Hershey,

to coordinate government and civilian e:farts. The Selective Servics Act
provided that those who had religiéﬁé o;jéctions to participation in war
in any form could be "assigned to ?Qrk of national importance under civil-
ian direcfion.“lS? This was what the réligious pacifists had asked for in
the initial meeting with President Rocse?slt, dad that meeting never
occurred there probabiy would not have beén a workable alternate servise
program. The problems faced by objectors during znd since World War II

is not within the scope of thig paper, but it sesms certain that were it
not for the provisions obtained by the peace churches and other religicus
pacifists, a situation mich like that vhich exisied during World War I
would have developad in all of its harshﬁess and crueliy,

157Lillian Schlissel, ed., Conscisnce in America (Wew York: E.P,
Dutton, 1968), 21k,
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The efforts to improve the poéitiég of conscientious objectors,
and the relief of famire in Russia; sre the best examples of how the
religious pacifists were successfully involved in political activities
during the interwar years, In each of these two examples their efforts
brought some positive, demonstrable resﬁlts. In the nther three exame
plas the work of the religicus pacifists was not distinct from the other
peace groups, Farthermcre, it is only speculation that the pacifists
had real influence on the outcome of the Mexican Crisis, the disarmament
confbrenceé} and the psac2 pact to outlaw war; although evidence has been
presented to cshow a good possibility of pacifist influence on those issues
during the interwar years, Foland Bairnton wrote about the role of paci-
fists between the wars: "Conscientirus objectors have never bean numerous
enough to stop & war, GCetween the two wars the hope appeared not unrealis-
¢ic that they might attain sufficient strength to apply an effective brake,
They failed and there appears to be evan less iikelihood of success in our
own day."158 I attended a lecture of Bainton's at Concordia College in
1967. Following the lecture T asked a question inspired by the above state-
ment from his book. I asked if any of the religious pacifists had been

158z01and H, Eainton, Christian Attitudes Toward War and Peace {Nash-
ville: Abingdon, 196C), 2i.8,
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able to bring pressure vpon the government and if there had been any
results, He replied "They put pressure on, I am sure, but I can't be
specific svout resulta.ni%7 T also ssked him if he thought that the
political role of religious peace grnupé had been effective. He answer-
ed "That is a hard question +¢ ansvér. I've been a member of thesé
peace groups right along ard have had é'feeling of .futility. They
have failei in their major gosls, But they have made us more sensitive
to the issue of peasz. They have éreated 2n atmosphere which may not

have existed without them.nt&0

Baintcngé feeling of fultility is under-
standable hecause war was not rrevented and complete disarmament was

not attained, Concerning the efférts éaward disarmament, ore writer

- said "The most that the pacifist movement...can do is to cause the arm=
ament program,..to lag a few months or years behind the general stan-
dar&.”%él This seems to have been one result of the disarmemert cone
ferences that were supported by the pacifists, although that was hardly
what they had intended.

There iz at least one reason why the pacifists failed to achieve
their major goals, even as they scored the five minor victories des-
cribed in this paper. Not all members of the pacifist groups and peace
‘churches went along with the pronouncements of the naticnal leadership

' lsyIntervieé with Roland Bainton, Concordia College, Portland,
Oregon, Avgust 25, 1967,
160_1_2_12.

181pryce Bliven, "Pacifisn: Its Rise and Fall," The New Republic,
89:1146 (Noverker 18, 1536), 57.
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of' the peace groups. 7or instance, goals set at the Courch of the Breth-
ren Anmual Conference were not always carried out by local churches,

partlydue to lack of field supervision from the main offics.léz

In 1933,
instructions by the Prethren Annual Conference to pay federal taxes

only under protest, because tax n;oi;gy éra;s being used to arm for war,
"were probably not carrisd out by':‘very“r‘!ﬁny of the mnxbersixix:."153 in

The New Republic, editor Herbert Croly called the resolutions of church

todies "pious and impotent expmssions of cpinion" because they had
nlittle or no effect after they were uttered on the behavior of Chrigte
ian }:aecpll.es.“:l'&g He a2lso wrote that "Certain results which governments
and classes have to accomplish they cannot accomplish without war., The
psychology and morals of the greét majority of Christians are the reflec-
tion of these necessitles rather than of the life and teaching of Jesus,"105
According to Croly, the failure of religious paciifism to uproot war was
due to the "want of integrity in Christian sthics as practiced and inter-
preted by the vast majority of Christians,"l66 These views help explain
why the political actions carried on by religious pacifists during the
inter-war years were effective in achieving limited goals, as illustrated
by the five examples, but war itself was not prevented, and perhaps that
is all that we may expect in the future,

lézBama, 257,
1631b4d,, 238-9.

16lye rbert Croly, "Behaviorism in Feligion,* The New Republie, 2L:

1651pi4,
1861144,
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