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SPEECH / 

HON. ROBERT Ii LA POLLETTE. 

The Senate had umler consideration the joint resolution (S. J. Res. 
1) introduced by Mr. MARTIN April 2, 1917, Cieclaring war against 
Germany. and making provision to prosecute the same. 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Mr. President, I had supposed until 
recently that it was the duty of Senators and Representatives 
in Congress to vote and act according to their convictions on all 
public matters that came before them for consideration and 
decision. 

I. 
STANDIS BACK OF THD PRESIDEST. 

Quite another doctrine has recently been promulgated by 
certain newspapers, which unfortunately seems to have found 
considerable support elsewhere, and that is the doctrine of 
*‘standing back of the President,” without inquiring whether 
me President is right or wrong. For myself I have never sub- 
scribed to that doctrine and never shall. I shall support the 
President in the measures he proposes when I believe them to be 
right. I shall oppose measures proposed by the President when 
I believe them to be wrong. The fact that the matter which 
the President submits for consideration is of the greatest im- 
portance is only an additional reason why we should be sure 
that we are right and not to be swerved from that conviction 
or intimidated in its expression by any influence of power tvhat- 
soever. I f  it is important for us to speak and vote our con- 
victions in matters of internal policy, though we may unfor- 
tunately be in disagreement with the President, it is infinitely 
more important for us to speak and vote our convictions when 
the question is one of peace or war, certain to involve the lives 
and fortunes of many of our people and, it may be, the destiny 
of all of them and of the civilized world as well. If, un- 
happily, on surh momentous questions the most patient research 
and conscientious consideration we coul{l give to them leave 
us in disagreement with the President, I know of no course to 
take except to oppose, regretfully but not the less firmly, the 
demands of the Executive. 

II. 
*RUED SEUTRALITY. 

On the 2d of this month t-he President addressed a com- 
munication to the Senate and House in which he advised that 
the Congress declare war against Germany and that this Gov- 
ernment “assert all its powers and employ all its resources to 
bring the Government of the German Empire to terms and end 
the mar.” 

On February 26, 1917, the President addressed the Senate 
and the House upon the conditions existing between this Gov- 
ernment and the German Empire. ant1 at that time said, “I am 
not now proposing or contemplating mar or any steps that need 
lead to it. * * * I request that 3ou will authorize me to 
supply our merchant ships with defensive arms, should that 
become necessary, and wivith the means of using them ” against 
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tvhet he characterized as the unlawful attacks of German sub 
marines. 

A bill was introduced, and it was attempted to rush it 
through the closing hours of the last session of Congress, td 
give the President the powers requested, namely, to arm our 
merchant ships, and to place upon them guns and gunners from 
our Savy, to be uxetl against German submarines, and to employ 
such other instrumentalities and methods as might in his 
jutlgn!ent and discretion seem uecessary and adequate to pro- 
tect such vessels. That measure did not pass. 

It is common knowledge that the President, acting without 
authority from Congress, did arm our merchant ships &it11 guns 
and gunners from our Navy, ahd sent them into the prohibited 
“war zone.” At the time the President addressed us on the 
2tl of April there was absolutely no change in the conditions 
between this Government and Germany. The effect of arming 
mrrchaut ships had not been tested as a defensive measure. 
Late press reports intlicate, however, that the Aztec, a Unite? 
States armed merchantman. has been sunk in the orohibited 
zone, whether with mines o; a torpedo. I believe. has’ not been 
established, so the responsibility for this sinking can not, so 
far as I know at this time, be plaa-ed. 

When the request was made by the President on February 213 
for authority tb arm merchant ships, the granting of such-au- 
thoritv was onnosed bv certain Members of the House ant1 bv 
certai; Rena&s. of wilic*h I was one. I made at that time-i 
careful investigation of the subject, and became convinced that 
arming our merchant ships was wholly futile and its only 
purpose and effect tioulrl be to lure our merchantmen to dnn- 
ger, and probably result in the destruc*tion of the vessels and 
in the loss of the lives of those on board. The representatives 
of the President on this tloor then having that bill in charge 
saw fit. by methods I do not rare to characterize, to prevent my 
speaking upon the measure and giving to the Senate and to 
the country such information as I had upon the subject. 

Under the circumstances, I did the only thing that seemed 
nmc*tical to me. ~anli that was to give such nublicitv as I was 
c- -~ 

able through the press to the fact that the proposition to arm 
m&chant ships would be wholly futile. and could only result 
in loss of the lives and property of our O*n people. without 
accomplishing the results intended. I regret to say that the 
Ptiesitlent, accorcling to statements in the public press pur- 
porting to emanate from him, and which have never been de- 
nied, saw fit to characterize as “willful” the contlurt of the 
Senators who, in obedience to their consciences and their oaths 
of office, opposed the armed-ship bill, and to charge that in so 
doing they were not representing the people by whose suffrages 
they are here. I know of no graver charge that could be made 
against the official conduct of any Member of this body than 
that his official action was the result of a “willful “-that is, 
an nnrensnnrcl and nerverse-mu-nose. 

Mr. President, many of my c&le&ues on both sides of thi$ floor 
have from day to clay offered for publication in the RECORD me$- 
sages and letters received from their constituents. I have re- 
ceived some 15,000 letters and telegrams. They have come from 
44 States in the Union. They have been assorted according to 
whether they speak in sriticism or commendation of my course 
in opposing war. 
* Assorting the 15,000 letters and telegrams, by States in that 
way, 9 nut of 10 are an unqualified indorsement of my course in 
opposing war with Germany on the issue presented. I offer only 
a few selected hastily just before I came upon the floor which 
especially relate. to public sentiment on the question of war. 
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.&II.. President. let lnc say that the city of Monroe, Wis., is the 
county seat of Green County, which borders on the State of 
Illinois. I am not able to state exactly the percentage of the 
nationalities of the people, *but 1 know that the foundation 
stock of that little c’ity was of New England origin. In the last 
10 or 15 or 20 years a great many Swiss have come into the 
county. 

But. Mr. President, it is a good town, typical of any town of 
like size in any State in the Union. They held an election there 
on the 2d day of April, and the following vote was polled upon 
the question of declaring war against Germany. The telegram 
renorting the vote is as follows : 

honro~ election votes on referendum on war question. For pence, 
954 ; for war, 95. 

I am informed that in a Massachusetts referendum by postal 
card 20,000 postal cards were sent out, and the returns thus 
far show 66 per cent against war ; 63 per cent against conscrip- 
tion. The following form was submitted in taking the vote in 
Massachusetts : 

President Wilson said : “I would rather know what the people are 
thinking out there around their quiet firesides than to know what is 
going on In :ne c.oakiooms of the Capitol.” 

What dc you think of the two questions on the other side? 
Mark your cross. We will see that your Congressman hears. Do It 

now and mall ~mmedialely. 
Eb~ettc~scn PEACE COX&IITTE~ .OF MASSACIIUSETTS. 

Telephone Beach GS99. 
120 Bolston Btrect, Room 533. 

Ma*& 27, 1917. 
--___--__________________I______________----------------------- 

llEBmRESDtJ&t FOR I.~SSACIIt7S&TTB COsGRESSMEN. 
Yes. No. 

1. Do you believe that the interest of humanity 
would best be served by the United States keeping 
out of the European war? 

2. Do you oppose the adoption of conscription a8 
dangerous to Amencan democracy 1 1 

-- 

Nsme----l-----------------------,-,----------------------------- 
Street-----.--------------------------------------------------, 
Town or city____-________-__----------------------------------- 

I received this telegram April 2 from Flint, Mieh. : 
Vote taken this afternoon In third precinct, Brat ward ; question, Shall 

we enter war on European soil? Results-for war 26, against war 130. 
L. E. LABSO.\. 

I do not know Mr. Larson. I know little or nothing about 
Flint, Mich. I do not know whether it has a German population 
or a mixed population. The senior Senator from that St;lte 
[Mr. S~rrnl says that it is a mixed population. 

I have this from Sheboygnn, Wis. Sheboygan is a rather 
strong Germau county in the State of Wisconsin. I expecte‘tl to 
have had here noted on the telegram the exact percentage of lhe 
German rote.. I glanced at it myself in mv office, but I tlitl 
not have at hand the last census. ‘The W&onsin Blueboc~k. 
which gives the figures for 1905. shows there were then over 
50,000 population and 10,006 of German birth. This telegram is 
dated April 3. I might say that our spring election is held in 
Wisconsin on the 2d day of April, when all the municipal officers 
in the townships and in the villages XUNI cities are elected. It 
brings out a fairly representative vote: 

Hon. ROBERT M. LA FO~CETTE, 
SnI2BOYGaN, WI%, April S. 1917. 

Nashingtoa, D. 0.: 
B referendum vote taken the last two days of the qualified clectori 

of tie city of Rhebojgac OD the question, Shall our country enter into 
the European war? 4,082 voted Bo and 17 voted yes. Certified to as 
correct. 
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I received also the following. A vote was taken not only in 
the city of Sheboygnn, but in the county of Sheboygan, repre 
senting the country or farmer vote: 

SIIEBOPQAN, Wm., Apt-41 #, l9l7. 
HOU. ROBERT M. LA FOLLETTB, 

Senate. Washington, D. C. 
DEAR Sin: Since sehding the :ast telegram, in the referendum vote 

taken by the qualified electors of Sheboggan County outside the city Of 
Sheboygan 2,051 voted against our country entering into the European 
war. No votes were cast in favor of war. Certified to as correct by 
the canVaSserS. 

OTTO A. BMSUENER. 
I?. VOLLRATH. 
ADAM TBESTER. 

The next telegram is not a report npon tiny election. I pre- 
sume very few of them mere held. It is a telegram from Mel- 
rose. Mass., sent to me by Mr. Henry W. Pinkham. I do not 
know him. I read it as handed to me by one of my secretaries: 

Senator ROBERT M. LA FOLLBTTBI, 
Mmnosr, Mass., April 3, 1917. 

Waxhinoton. D. 0.: 
The President’s message explicitly and completely vindicates you in 

opposing armed neutrality. 
Will honor you. 

Stand firm against war and the future 
Collective homicide ran not establish human rights. 

For our country to enter the European war would be treason to 
humanity. 

HENRY W. PINIXAY. 

And the following: 

SenstOr LA POLLETTE, 
WaslLington. D. c.: 

WALLACE, IDAIIO, April 3. 1917. 

Mailed you to-day 400 signatures of imioraement from this district to 
you and colleagues on your stand of March 4. 

L. SClrULLER. - 
Senator ROBERT M. LA FOLL~TT& 

RACINE, WIT., Apr41 4, 1917. 

Washing& D. C.: 
Four thousand people assembled at the Auditorium last night: lots 

American sentiment : no enthusiasm for war : recruits were asked for ; 
only sever men offered themselves for enlistment. This shows there 1s 
Rio war sentiment in Racine. Resolutions were spoken of, but no at- 
tcmm was made to Dass them. Audience was not for war. I approve 
your stand. 

ARTHUR EHRLICK. - 
SEATTLB, WASH., April 4, 1917. 

RORERT M. LA FOLLBTTE, 
fieflate Chamber. Washington., D. C.: 

Good work. People with you. Straw referendum signed to-day at 
ublic market, city streets, shows 31 for war declaration, 374 against. 

.t . ress brazenly reporting war demand of meetings where vote is against 
War. If presidential election were to-morrow, you would have best 
chance. 

ANWA Lourss STRONG., 
Member Seattle Sohod Board. - 
BERKELEY, CAL., Aptil 4, 1917. 

Senator R. M. LA FOLLETTE, 
Washinoton. D. (7.: 

Having sounded the ophiiods of juniors and seniors taking electrical 
engineering at the University of California to-day, I have foundation on 
which to base my statement that practically none of us enthuse at all 
over war. We believe the country can do most good by avoiding it. 
We put trust in you. 

GLENN K. Monnxsos. 

In addition to the foregoing telegrams, I submit the following, 
which has just been placed in my hands: 

A wire from Chicago received this afternoon from Grace Ab- 
bott. of Hull House, says that in city council election held yes- 
terday John Kennedy received the largest plurality of any of 
the city councilmen elected. His plurality was 6,157 votes in 
his ward. On account of his stand against war, every newspaper 
in Chicago opposed him bitterly throughout the campaign. 
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Mr. Kennedy made-liisxampaigu on the war issue, and in every 
speech he took occasion lo declare himself as against war. 

There was received in Washington to-day a petition :1g:\imt 
war with over 6,120 bona fide siguers, which were securetl in 
the city of Minnral~olis in one day, and a wire late this after- 
noon states that 11,000 more names have been secured to tbat 
petition. 

In New Ulm, IHinn., at an election, according to a telrgram 
received this afternoon 485 votes were cast against war to 19 
for mar. 

A telegram received from Philadell~hia this afternoon expresses 
tersels the sentiment of the neonlc. It reads : 

President Wilson said German people wcrc not consulted about cntcr- 
ing the war. were we? 

(Signed) COlI~ION PEOl’LE. 
And Congressman LUIWEEN, representin g the Minileapolis dis- 

trict, informs me that in response to letters addressed by poll 
lists to every voter in his district has up to this hour brouglit in 
returns from nearly 8,000 voters against declaring war 011 Cer- 
many to less than 300 who favor such a declaration. 

Do not these messages indicate on the part of the people a 
deep-seated conviction that the United States should not enter 
the European war? The armed-ship bill meant war. Senators 
who opposed its being forced through Congress in the c1osin.g 
hours of the session were rebuked by the President. It is highly 
Important. therefore, to note at this time that the President in 
his address on the 2d of this month takes the same view of 
arming merchant ships that was entertained by at least some 
of the Senators, including myself, when the armed-ship bill was 
before us for consideration. In his address of Anril 2 the L’resi- 
dent said: 

It is impossible to defend ships against their (submarine) attacks as 
the law of nations has assumed that merchantmen would defend them- 
selves against privateers or cruisers, visible craft giving chase 011 the 
open sea. 

He says in the same address: 
It [arming merchant ships] is practically certain to draw us into the 

war without either the rights or the effectiveness of belligcrcnts. 
I take satisfaction in noting that this is exactly what I stated 

in an editorial in my magazine, wliich was ln~blished a short 
time after the armed-ship bill discussion. 

I will read just a paragraph or two from that editorial: , 
The armed ship bill was not only unconstitutional, it was, in my 

judgment, foolish and inadequate. It pleased the supporters of this 
bill to assume that it was only necessary to place guns on merchant 
ships in order to defend them successfully against submarine attack. 
There was no evidence before Congress that would warrant the conclu- 
sion that arming these ships would afford protrction. 

1 The available evidence points to the futility of such armament. 
The Laconia was armed, but she was torpedoed twice and sunk without 
a chance to fire a shot. Merchant ships of the allies are armed. Their 
grpat loss of tonnage is conclusive evidence that guns planted 
chant ships are ineffectual in warding off submarine attack. 

onI~e;& 

criminal to lure from our harbors our merchant ships with passengers, 
crew, and freight to embark on a voyage fraught with such imminent 
peril in the belief that they may resist attack. 

I venture to read two or three more paragraphs: 
2 The first question wc should ask oursclvcs, before we enter on this 

war with our armed merchantmen OF our Navy for the express purpose 
of maintaining our right to the seas, is : What will happen to our ships? 
If It 1s so easy to clear the trans-Atlantic lanes of submarines, why 
is not the British Admiralty keeping them open and free for our com- 
mcrce-siccc OUP carrying trade across the Atlantic now consists of 
supplies for the allies-food and ammunition? From all we can learn 
it a 

P 
pears that the British Navy its not attempting this perilous task, 

but s keeping inside carefully guarded harbors. 
What assurance have we that me can clear the German war zone 

with armed merchantmen or with battleships as convoys or with any 
of the so-called “ submarine chasers ” 2 
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-UY.LLYtly it is an undertrlkfnng which the British Admiralty de&es 
or good and sufficient reason. 

The American public is being woefully deceived. We are derided 
for hiding behind the British Navy. Moving pictures portray our fleet 
firing on submarines that instantly go to the bottom. The daily papers 
are filled with stuff that would lead us to believe that we need only 
declare war, order out our fleet to scour the seas, and the war is ended 
snrl ..7nn 
YYY I , “ . . .  

It is admitted that the submarine discharges its torpedo with deadly 
accuracy at a range of 2 to 4 miles. 

It is admitted that the submarine, with its hull submerged several 
feet below the surface and exposing nothing but its periscope, can dis- 
charge its torpedo with equal chance to achieve its purpose. 

The periscope furnishes a target no larger than a sailor’s cap for’ 
merchant and naval a-unners to fire at. 

I have the best authority for the statement that the chances of hitting 
a target of that size at the distance of 2 miles, or of damaging a sub- 
marine so submerged, would in a hundred shots be uractically eero. 

WAR-MAD PRESS BREEDS INTOLERANCE. 

It is unfortunately true that a portion of the irresponsible 
and war-crazed press, feeling secure in the authority of the 
President’s cdndemnation of the Senators who opposed the 
armed-ship bill, have published the most infamoug and scur- 
rilous libels on the honor of the Senators who opposed that 
bill. It was particularly unfortunate that such malicious false- 
hoods should fill the public press of the country at a time when 
every consideration -for our country required that a spirit of 
fairness shduld be obsixved in the discussions of the momexi- 
tous questions under consideration. 

A member of the British Parliament is visiting in this coun- 
try. He has had some opportunity to observe this new spirit of 
intolerance that has been bred in the press and through the 
press in the United States within the last few months that chall 
lenges the right of any man to utter his independent judgment 
on a question vital, sir, to the people of this Nation: vital to the 
interests of this Government. It has led him to institute s6me 
comparisons between the condjtions that prevail in Great Brit- 
ain. a part of that war-torn territory of Europe, and the condl- 
tions that prevail here, where we still have peace. I have this 
comment of his upon it. I am not permitted to use his nainc, 
though he may be within the sound of my voice. 

He said: 
In England we feel that the theory of democracy requires the fullest 

and frankest discussion of every measure. We feel that the minority 
ha? a right to a respectful hearing. This is the only way you cau 
carry on a democracy, and keep it a democracy. 

Another strange thing I find is that in America you seem to expect 
that when the minority is bfafeu it will at once capitulate, declare it 
z~behebpen in the wrong, and JO~I the majority. This IS not democracy, 

In England during the Boer War and this war, but especially 
in the Roer War. there was an organized minority in Parliament- 
there always has been in time of war. In the Boer War this mlnotity 
was led by no less a person than David Lloyd-George. 

If you make it ao American Policy that when the majori 
7 

has once 
spoken. the right and duty of the minority to express itsel and Rght 
for what it believes in ends. you have lost your democracy. There is 
no safety or wisdom in trying to suppress thought or to force men to 
silence. 

rONSTITlJTION GIYES RlGHT.3 TO JIISORITY. 
Mr. President, let me make another suggestion. It is this: 

That a minority in one Congress-mayhap a small mlnority 
in one Congress-protesting, exercising the rights which the 
Constitution confers upon a minority, may really be representing 
the majority opinion of the country, and if, exercising the right 
that the Constitution gives them, they succeed in defeating for 
the time being the will of the majority. they are but carrying out 
what was in the mind of the framers of the Constitution; 
that you may have from time to time in a legislative body 
a majority in numbers that really does not represent the prip- 
ciple of democracy ; and that if the question could be deferred 
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and carried to the people it would be found that a minority was 
the real representative of the public opinion. So, Mr. Presi- 
dent. It was that tbev wrote into tbe Constitution that a Presi- 
dent-that one man-may put his judgment against the will of 
a majority not only in one branch of the Congress but in bo*J 
branches of the Congress; that be may defeat the measnre that 
they have agreed upon and may set his one single judgment 
above the majority judgment of the Congress. That seems, 
when you look at it nakedly, to be in violation of the principle 
that the majority shall rule; and so it is. Why is that power 
given? It is one of those checks provided by the wisdom of the 
fathers to prevent the majority from abusing the power that 
they chance to halve, when tbey do not reflect the real judgment, 
the opinion, the will of the. majority of the people that consti- 
tute the sovereign power of the democracy. 

We have had three immigration bills passed by Congress 
much in the same form, varying in some particulars, which 
have been vetoed by President Taft and twice vetoed bv Presi- 
dent Wilson. -4t recurring elections the people send back the 
Members who have passed that bill by an overwhelming ma- 
jority ; and still the President, exercising that power-that one- 
man power-vetoes the legislation ratified by the people at the 
polls through the election of Members of Congress-through the 
election and reelection of kiembers of Congress with that legis- 
lation one of the paramount issues. Nr. President, that might 
have been characterized as the exercise of a willful disposition, 
but it was not. 

So, too. Mr. President, we find that tbe framers of that great 
instrument wrote into it that one-fifth of the Members of either 
one of the two bodies of Congress might bold in check the anto- 
cratic use of power by the majority on any question whatsoever. 
They armed a minority of one-fifth of the body with the power 
to filibuster; the power to demand a roll call--not a roll call, 
as some of the State constitutions provide, only upon ‘matters 
which carry appropriations, but a roll call on every single ques- 
tion upon which it pleases one-fifth of the body to demand a roll 
call. 

SLWRIXE POWER IS IN TUB PEOPLIL 

What was the purpose of it? Not to make a record, for par- 
liamentary legislative history shows that they had that right 
prior to that time, and always had it and Gould exercise-it. 
No, no; it was the foresight of the makers of the Constitution 
of this great Government of ours desiring to perpetuate not the 
semblance of democracy but real democracy. and they said, 
‘I There may be times when a majority, swept either by passion 
or misinformation, may do a wrongful thing to this Republic, 
and we will arm the minority in such emergencies against the 
undue exercise of majority power by placing in the hands of 
one-fifth the right to demand a roll call on every question.” 
Exercised in the late hours of the session of a Congress it 
would easily be possible for them to demand roll calls in such 
a way as to make an extra session necessary. But, oh, Mr. 
President. we have always and ever in this Republic of ours 
back of Congresses and statutes and back of Presidents the su- 
preme power, the sovereign power of the people, and they can 
correct our errors and mistakes and our wrongdoing. They 
can take us out of our places, and if we abuse any power which 
the Constitution puts in the hands of a minority, it lies with 
them to call us to account; and the more important, the more 
profoundly and intensely important the question upon which 
such a power is abused by a minority, the more swift and sweep. 
ing will be the punishment by the people for the wrongful exer- 
cise of it. 

90635-12 198 



10 

We need not disturb ouraaIvua because of what a minority 
may do. There is always lodged. and always will be, thank the 
God above us, power in the people supreme. Sometime23 it 
sleeps, sometimes it saama the sleep of death: but, sir, the aov- 
ereign power of the people never diaa. It may be suppressed 
for a time, it may be misled, befooled, silenced. I think, Mr. 
President, that it is being deuied expression now. I think there 
will come a day when it will have expression. 

The poor, sir, who are the ones called upon to rot in the 
trenches, have no organized power, have no press to voice their 
will upon this question of peace or war; but, oh, Mr. President, 
at some time they will be heard. I hope and I believe they will 
be heard in an orderly and a peaceful way. I think they may 
be heard from before long. I think, sir, if we take this step, 
when the people to-day who are staggering under the burden of 
supporting families at the present prices of the necessaries of life 
find those prices multiplied, when they are raised a hundred per 
cent, or 200 per cent, as they will be quickly, aye, sir. when be- 
yond that those who pay taxes come to have their taxes doubled 
end again doubled to pay the interest on the nontaxable bonds 
held by Morgan and his combinations, which have been issued 
to meet this war, there will come an awakening; they will have 
their day and they will be heard. It will be as cercnin and as 
inevitable as the return of the tides, and as resistless, too. 

I promise my colleagues that I will not be tempted again to 
turn aside from the thread of my discussion as I have outlined 
it here, and I will hasten with all possible speed. 

MAT NOT l!EfE PBESIDENT B1 wnoi-ia *C*fN* 
Now that the President has in his message to us of April 2 

admitted the very charge against the armed-ship bill which we 
made I trust that he is fully convinced that the conduct of the 
Senators on the occasion in question was not unreasoned and 
obstinate. but that it was inspired by quite as high purposes 
and motives as can inspire the action of any public official. 

I would not, however, have made this personal reference did 
not the question it suggests go to the very heart of the matter 
now under consideration. If  the President was wrong when he 
proposed arming the ships; if that policy was, as he now says, 
“ certain to draw us into the war without either the rights or the 
effectiveness of belligerents,” is it so certain he is right now 
when he demands an unqualified declaration of war against 
Germany? If those Members of Congress who were supporting 
the President then were wrong. as it appears from the President’s 
statement now they were, should not that fact prompt them to 
inquire iarefully whether they are right in supporting the pro- 
posed declaration of war? If the armed-ship bill involved a 
course of action thst was hasty and ill advised, may it not well 
be that this proposed declaration of war, which is being so hotly 
pressed, is also ill advised? With that thought in mind let us, 
with the earnestness and the singleness of purpose which the 
momentous nature of the question involves, be calm enough and 
brave enough to examine further the President’s address of 
April 2. 

III. 
“ PBOXfSlP ” OB Tffrn GIFlM*N GOrERx~fEivr. 

In his address of April 2 the President says : 
Since April of last year the Imperial Government had somewhat 

restrained the commands of its undersea craft in conformity with its 
cromise then given to us that passenger boats should not be sunk, and 
that due warning would be given to all other vessels wblch its subma- 
rines might seek to destroy when no resistance was offered or escape 
attempted. and care taken that their crews were given at least a fair 
chance to save their llves in their open boats. 

90635-17198 



11 

Beside that statement I wish to place exactly what the Ger- 
man Government did say : 

he operatfons of wi f its duration to the fighting 
forces of the belligerents th‘ereby also insuring the freedom of the seas, 
a princip1.e upon which the German Govcrriment believes, now as before, 
to be in agreement with the Government of the United States. 

The German Governmetit. moreover. is pregared to do its utnlost to 
confine the operatfons of whir for the rest of its duration to the fighting 
forces of the belligerents th‘ereby also insuring the freedom of the seas, 
a princip1.e upon which the German Govcrriment believes, now as before, 
to be in agreement with the Government of the United States. 

The German Government, guided by this idea, notides the Govern- 
ment of the United States that the German naval forces have received 
the following orders : In accordance with the general principles of visit 
and search and destruction of merchant vessels recognized by lnterna- 
tional law, such vessels, both within and without the area declared as 
naval war zone, shall not be sunk without warning and without saving 
human lives, unless these ships attempt to escape or offer resistance. 

The German Government, guided by this idea, notides the Govern- 
ment of the United States that the German naval forces have received 
the following orders : In accordance with the general principles of visit 
and search and destruction of merchant vessels recognized by lnterna- 
tional law, such vessels, both within and without the area declared as 
naval war zone, shall not be sunk without warning and without saving 
human lives, unless these ships attempt to escape or offer resistance. 

But neutrals can not Cxpcct that Germany, forced to fight for her enist- 
ence, shall, for the sake of neutral interest, restrict the use of an 
effective weapon if her enemy is permitted to continue to apply at will 
methods of warfare violating the rules of international law. Such a 
demand would be incom atible with the character of neutrality, and 
the German Government s convinced that the Government of the United P 
States does not think of making such a demand, knowing that the Gov- 
ernment of the United States has repeatedly declared that it is deter- 
mined to restore the principle of the freedom of the seas, from whatever 
Quarter it is violated. 

Accordingly the German Government is confident that, in conse- 
quence of the new orders of 
the United States will 

issued to its naval forces, the Government 
now also consider all which 

may have been in the way of a mutual 
impediments removed 

cooperation toward the restora- 
tion of the freedom of the seas the 
note of Jul 23. 

during the war, as su gested in 
1915, and it does not doubt that the 8 overnment of 

the United tates will now demand and insist that the British Govern- 

But neutrals can not Cxpcct that Germany, forced to fight for her enist- 
ence, shall, for the sake of neutral interest, restrict the use of an 
effective weapon if her enemy is permitted to continue to apply at will 
methods of warfare violating the rules of international law. Such a 
demand would be incom atible with the character of neutrality, and 
the German Government s convinced that the Government of the United P 
States does not think of making such a demand, knowing that the Gov- 
ernment of the United States has repeatedly declared that it is deter- 
mined to restore the urinciule of the freedom of the seas. from whatever 

ment shall forthwith observe the rules of international law universally 
recognized before the war as they are laid down in the notes presented 
by the Government of the United States to the British Government on 
December 28. 1914, and November 5, 1915. Should the steps taken 
by the Government of the United States not attain the object it desires, 
to have the laws of humanity followed by all bellige:ent nations, the 
German Government would then be facing a new situation. in which it 
must reserve itself complete liberty of decision. (May 4, 1916.) 

It must be perfectly apparent therefore that the promise, so 
called, of the German Government was conditioned upon Kng- 
land’s being brcught to obedience of international law in her 
naval warfare. Since no one contends that England was brought 
to conduct her naval operations in accordance with interna- 
tional law, and even the poor protests our Government has 
lodged against her shorn that she has not done so, was it quite 
fair to lay before the country a statement which implies that 
Germany had made an unconditional promise which she has 
dishonorably violated? 

This is a time of all times when the public mind should be 
calm, not inflamed ; when accuracy of statement is vitally essen- 
tial to presenting the issues to the Congress and to the people 
of the country. 

IV. 
CERtd.4SY’S IILTMAKB PRACTICES. 

In bis message of April 2 the President says: 
I was for a little while unable to believe that such things [referring 

to German submarine methods of warfare] would in fact be done by 
any Government that had berctoforc subscribed to the humane practices 
of civilized nations. International law had its origin in the attempt to 
set up some law wh’ch would be respected and observed upon the sea, 
where no nation had right of dominion and where lay the free highways 
of the world. By painful stage after stage has that law been built up 
with meager encugb results indeed, after all was accomplished that 
could be accomplished, but always with a clear vtew at least of what 
the heart and conscience of mankind demandeg. 

The recognition by the President that Germany had always 
heretofore subscribed to the humane practices of civilized na- 
tions is a most important statement. Does it not suggest a ques- 
tion as to why it is that Germany has departed from those 
practices in the present war? What the President had so ad- 
mirably stated about international law and the painful stage 
by whith it has been builded up is absolutely true. But in this 
connection woul~l it not be well to say also that it was England, 

90635-15198 



18 
not Germany, who refused to obey the declaration of London; 
which represented the most humane ideas and was the ‘beSt 
statement of the rules of international law as applied to naval 
warfare? Keep that in mind. WouLd it not have been fair to 
say, and to keep in mind, that Germany offered to abide by 
those principles and England refused; that in response to our 
request Germany offered to cease absolutely from the use of 
submarines in what we characterized an unlawful manner if 
England would cease from equally palpable and cruel violations 
of international law in her conduct of naval warfare? 

V. 
GEUYANY’S WABFAXl$ IS AGAlNST MANKIND. 

The President in his message of April 2 says: 
The present German warfare against commerce is a warfare against 

mankind. It is a war against all nations. 
Again referring to Germany’s warfare he says: 
There has been no discrimination. The challenge is to all mankino. 
Is it not a little peculiar that if Germany’s warfare is against ’ 

all nations the United Stutes is the only nation that regards 
it necessary to declare war on that account? If it is true, as the 
President savs. that “ there has been no discrimination.” that 
Germany hai treated every neutral as she has treated u&;, is it 
not peculiar that no other of the great nations of the earth seem 
to regard Germany’s conduct in this war as a cause for entering 
into it? Sre we the only nation jealous of our rights? Are we 
the only nation insisting upon the protection of our citizens? 
Does not the strict neutrality maintained on the part of all the 
other nations of the earth suggest that possibly there is a reason 
for their action, and that reason is that Germany’s conduct 
under the circumstances does not merit from any nation which 
is determined to preserve its neutrality a declaration of war? 

Norwav. Sweden. the Netherlands. Switzerland. Denmark. 
Spain. and all the great Republics of’Sout America are quite 
as interested in this subject as we are, and yet they have refused 
to join with us in a combination against Germany. I venture 
to suggest also that the nations named, and probably others, 
hsve a somewhat better right to be heard than we. for bv refus- 
ing to sell war materials and munitions to any of the belligerents 
th(iy have placed themselves in a position where the suspicion 
which attaches to us of a desire for war profits can not attach 
to them. 

(in August 4, 1914, the Republic of Brazil declared the expor- 
tation of -sar material from Brazilian ports to auy of these 
po\vers at war to be strictly forbidtlen, whether such exports 
be untler the Brazilian flag or that of any other country. 

In that connection I note the following dispatch from Buenos 
Aires. annearing in the Washington papers of vesterdar: 

l’resicim; wilson’s war ad$ress wfs rerfir& here l&th infer&, but: 
no particular enthusiasa. GOW’mmenf OfflCialS and poli- 
firiana have adopted a cold shoulder ton-ard the United States polity- 
an attitude apparently based on apprehensiqn lest South American 
intwests sutfer. 

The newspaper Razon’s view was illustrative of this. C‘ Does. 
not the United States consider this an opportune time to consoll- 
date the imperialistic policy everywhere north of Panama?” it 
saitl. 

This is the question that neutral nations the world over are 
asking. Are we seizing upon this war to consolidate and extend 
an imperialistic policy? We complain also because Mexico has 
turned the cold shoulder to us. and are wont to look for sinister 
reasons for her attitude. Is it anv wonder that she should also 
turn the cold shoulder when she sees us unite with Great Britain, 
an empire founded upon her conquests and subjugation of 
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weaker nations? There is no doubt that the sympathy of Norway, 
Sweden, and other countries close to the scene of war is already 
with Germany. It is apparent that they view with alarm the 
entrance into the European struggle of the stranger from across 
the sea. It is suggested by some that our entrance into the war 
will shorten it. It is my firm belief, based upon such informa- 
tion as I have, that our entrance into the war will not only Pro- 
long it, but that it will vastly extend its area by drawing in 
other nations. 

VI. 
NO QunnnEL WITH THE GlnMn~ PEOPLE. 

In his message of Am-l1 2. the President said : 
We have 110 q&e1 with tde German people-it was not upon their 

impulse that their Government acted in entering this mar; it was not 
with their previous knowledge or approval. 

Again he says : 
We are, let me say again, sincere friends of the German people and 

shall desire nothing SG much as the early reestablishment of intimate 
relations of mutual advantage between us. 

At least., the German people, then, are not outlaws. What is 
the thing the President asks us to do to these German people 
of whom he speaks so highly and whose sincere friend he de- 
clares us to be? 

Here is what he declares we shall do in this war. We shall 
undertake. he says- 

The utmost practicable cooperation in council and action with the 
Governments now at war with Germany, and as an incident to that, 
the extension to those Governments of the most liberal Enancfal credits 
In order that our resources mas. 80 far as oossible. be added to theirs. 

“ Practicable cooperatiod i ” Practicable cooperation with 
England and her allies in starving to death the old men and 
women, the children, the sick and the maimed .of Germany. 
The thing we are asked to do is the thing I have stated. It is 
idle to talk of a war upon a government only. We are leagued 
in this war, or it is the President’s proposition that we shall be 
so leagued, with the hereditary enemies of Germany. Any 
war with Germany, or any other country for that matter, would 
be bad enough. but there are not words strong enough to voice 
my protest against the proposed combination with the entente 
allies. When we cooperate with those Governments we indorse 
their methods, we indorse the violations of international law 
by Great Britain, we indorse the shameful methods of war- 
fare against which we have again and. again protested in this 
war; we lndorse her purpose to wreak upon the German people 
the animosities which for years her people liave been taught to 
cherish against Germany: finally when the end comes, whatever 
it may be, we find ourselves in cooperation with our ally, Great 
Britain, and if we can not resist now the pressure she is ex- 
erting to carry us into the war, how can we hope to resist, then, 
the thousandfold greater pressure she will exert to bend us to 
her purposes and compel rompliance with her demands? 

We do not know what they are. We do not know what is in 
the minds of those who have made the compact, but ive are to 
subscribe to it. We are irrevocably, by our votes here, to 
marry ourselves to a nondivorceable proposition veiled from us - 
now. Once enlisted, once in the copartnership, we will be car- 
ried through with the purposes, whatever they may be, of which 
we now know nothing. 

Sir, iP we are to enter upon this war in the manner the Pres- 
iaent demands, let us throw pretense to the winds, let us be 
bbnest, Iet us admit that this is a ruthless war against not only 
Germany’s army and her navy but against her civilian popula- 
tion as well, and frankly state that the purpose of Germany’s 
Bereditary European en&es has become our purpose. 
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VII. 
YUST SPBWD OUB WKOLlc ROBCE TO WIN. 

Again, the President says “we are about to accept the gage 
of battle with this natural foe of liberty and shall, if necessary. 
spend the whole force of the Nation to check and nullify its 
pretensions and ita power.” That much, at least, is clear; that 
program is definite. The whole force and power of this Nation, 
if necessary, is to be used to bring victory to the entente allies, 
and to us as their ally in this war. Remember, -that not yet 
has the “ whole force ” of one of the warring nations been used. 
Couutless millions are suffering from want and privation; 
countless other millions are dead and rotting on foreign battle 
fields : countless other millions are criunled and maimed: 
blind&l, and dismembered; upon all and t&on their children% 
children for generations to come has been laid a burden of debt 
which must be worked out in coverty and suffering, but the 
“ whole force ” of no one of the warring nations has yet beeu 
expended ; but our “ whole force ” shall be expended, so says the 
President. We are pledged by the President, so far as he can 
pledge us, to make this fair, free, and happy land of ours the 
same shambles and bottomless pit of horror that we see in 
Europe to-day. 

VIII. 
THIS IS A WAR OF DEMOCBACY. 

Just a word of comment more upon one of the points in the 
President’s address. He says that this is a war “ for the things 
which we have always carried nearest to our hearts-for de. 
mocracy, fo1 the right of those who submit to authority to have 
a voice in their own government.” In many places throughout 
the address is this exalted sentiment given expression. 

It is a sentiment peculiarly calculated to appeal to American 
heatts and, when accompanied by acts consistent with it, is cer- 
tain to receive our support; but in this same connection, and 
strangely enciugh, the President says that we have become con- 
vinced that the German Government as it now exists-“ Prus- 
sian autocracy” he calls it-can never again maintain friendly 
relations with us. His exnression is that “Prussian autocracy 
way not and could never be our friend,” and repeatedly througli- 
out the address the suggestion is made that if the German people 
would overturn their Government it wotild probably be the 
way to peace. So true is this that the dispatches from London 
all hailed the message of the President as sounding the death 
knell of Germany’s Government. 

&it the President proposes alliance with Great Britain, 
which, however liberty-loving its people, is a hereditary mon- 
archy, with a hereditary ruler, with a hereditary House of 
Lords, with a hereditary landed system, with a limited and re- 
stricted suffrage for one class and a multiplied suffrage power 
for another, and with grinding industrial cotzditions for all the 
wagemorkers. The President has not suggested that we make 
our support of Great Britain conditional to her granting home 
rule to Ireland, or Egypt, or India. We rejoice in the establish- 
ment of a’ democracy in Russia, but it will hardly be contended 
that if Russia was still an autocratic Government, we would not 
be asked to enter this alliance with her just the same. Italy 
and the lesser Ilowers of Europe, Japan in the Orient; in fact, 
all of the countries with whom we are to enter into alliance, 
except France and newly revolutionized Russia, are still of the 
old order-and it will be generally conceded that no one of them 
has done as much for its people in the solution of municipal 
problems and in securing social and industrial reforms as GeB 

.many. 
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Is it not a remarkable democracy which leagues itself with 
allies &ready far overmatching in strength the German nation 
and holds out to such beleaguered nation the hope of peace only 
at the price of giving up its Government? I am not talking 
now of the merits or demerits of any government, but I am 
speaking of a profession of democracy that is linked in action 
with the most brutal and domlneel’ing use of autocratic power. 
Are the people of this country being so well represented in this 
war movement that we need to go abroad to give another people 
control of their government -? Will the President and the sup- 
porters of this war bill submit it to a vote of the people before 
the declaration of war goes into effect? Until we are willing to 
do that, it illy becomes us to offer as an excuse for our entry 
into the war the unsupported claim that this war was forced 
upon the German people by their Guvernment “without their 
previous knowledge or approval.” 

Who has registered the knowledge or approval of the Ameri- 
pan neonle of the course this Conaess is called unon to take --- y--.--- 
in declaring war upon Germany? -Submit the question to the 
people, you who support it. You who support it dare not do it, 
for iou know that by a vote of more than ten to one the American 
people as a body would register their declaration against it. 

In the sense that this war is being forced upon our people 
without their knowing why and without their approval, and 
that wars are usually forced upon all peoples in the same way, 
there is some truth in the statement; but I venture to say that 
the response which the German people have made to the de- 
mands of this war shows that it has a degree of popular sup-, 
port which the war upon which we are entering has not and 
never will have among our people. The espionage bills, the 
conscription bills, and other forcible military measures which 
we understand are being ground out of the war machine in this 
country is the complete proof that those responsible for this 
war fear that it has no popular support and that armies suffi- 
cient to satisfy the demand of the entente allies can not be re- 
cruited by voluntary enlistments. 
THE EYENTS RBVllrnlD mn*ca HAVE LID UP TO THB PRESlRT BlT”*TlOS. 

I desire at this point to review as briefly as possible, but with 
absolute accuracy and fairness, the events occurring since the 
commencement of the present European war, which have 
brought us to the very brink of war with the German Empire. 
I enter upon this task the more freely because every fact to 
which I refer is undisputed, and the events I shall relate are 
so fresh in the minds bf every Senator that if I should err in 
any particular I will no doubt be quickly corrected. 

TO DO. 

When in the middle of the summer of 1014 the great war 
broke out in Europe our relations with every one of the un- 
fortunate countries involved were in every way friendly. It is 
true that many years before we had had some differences with 
France, but they had long since been adjusted, and we felt 
toward the French people and toward the Government of France, 
fike ours republican in form, nothing but sincere and disinter- 
ested friendship. With England the situation was a little clif- 
ferent. We had fought two bloody wars with England+one to 
obtain our independetlce as a people, and later the War of 1812, 
with the causes and consequences of which we are all familiar. 
But the ties of race and language and long commercial nssoci- 
ation had taught us to forget much in British conduct and 
diplomacy which we have felt was wrong and unfair in her 
dealings with us and with other countries. 
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With Germany likewise our relations were friendly. Many 
hundreds of thousands of the subjects of Germany had eml- 
grated to this country, and they and their descendants had 
shown themselves to be in every way most worthy and desirable 
citizens. The great Civil War which saved the Union was suc- 
cessful largely through the services rendered by Germans, both 
as officers and as men serving in the ranks. B. A. Gould, in 
a work dealing with some of the phases of the Civil War, 
and prepared soon after its close, among other things, pre- 
sented a table of the relative number of foreign-born soldiers 
in the Union Army. I quote from that table as follows: 
English -_-_____________________________________-------- 45,508 
Canadian-----------------------__----__--------------- 53,532 
Illsh---------------_---------------------------------- 144,221 
Germnn--_----___-------------------------------------- 187,858 
All other’toreign born---------- ________ -v-j----_-__---_-- 48,410 

Later and more careful investigation of the statistics show 
that there were in reality 216.000 native Germans in the Union 
Army, and, besides this, more than 300,ON Union soldiers who 
were born of German parents. 

More than one-half a million of the men who carried the 
musket to keep this Government of ours undivided upon the 
map of the world were men who are now having their patriot- 
ism and loyalty to this country questioned, with secret-service 
men dogging their footsteps. 

Who does not remember, among the most gallant and distin- 
guished officers in the Union Army, Schurz, Sigel, Rosecrans, 
and scores of others? It is well to recall also that when Presi- 
dent Lincoln issued his call for volunteers they volunteered 
much more largely from the German-settled States of the Middle 
West than from the war-mad States of the East. Is history 
to repeat itself? 

The German people, either in this country or in the father- 
land, need no tribute from me or from anyone else. In what- 
ever land they have lived they have left a record of courage, 
loyalty, honesty, and high ideals second to no people which 
have ever inhabited this earth since the dawn of history. I f  
the German people are less likely to be swept off their feet in 
the present crisis than some other nationalities, it is due to 
two facts. In the first place, they have a livelier appreciation 
of what war means than has the average American, and, in the 
second place, German speaking and reading people have had 
au opportunity to get hoth sides of the present controversy, 
which no one could possibly have, who has depended for his 
information solely on papers printed in Euglish and English 
publications. 

I have said that with the causes of the present war we have 
nothing to do. That is true. We certainly are not responsible 
for it. It originated from causes beyond the sphere of our 
influence and outside the realm of our responsibility. It is 
not inadmissible, however, to say that no responsible narrator 
of the events which have led up to this greatest of all wars has 
failed to hold that the Government of each country engaged in 
it is at fault for it. For my own part. I believe that this war, 
like nearly all others, originated in the selfish ambition and 
cruel greed of a comparatively few men in each Government 
who saw in war an opportunity for profit and power for them- 
selves, and who were wholly indifferent to the awful suffering 
they knew that war would bring to the masses. The German 
people had been taught to believe that sooner or later war wag 
inevitable with England and France and probably Russia allied 
against her. It is unfortunately true that there was much in 
the secret diplomacy of the years immediately preceding the 
breaking out of the war in 1914 to afford foundation for such 
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belief. The secret treaty between France and England for the 
partition of Norocco, while making a public treaty with Ger- 
many, the terms of which were diametrically opposite to those 
of the secret treaty, did much to arouse the suspicion and 
hostility of the German people toward both France and England. 

I doubt if the diplomatic history of any of the nations of the 
earth in civilized times can show so reprehensible, so dis- 
honest, so perjured a record as the Moroccan affair brings t 
home to the doors of those who were responsible for that 
Moroccan treaty, the diplomatic agents of the French and the 
English Governments. 

Think of it, Mr. President! German citizens had acquired 
property as individual purchasers in the rich mineral fields of 
Norocco. A treaty was entered into between England, France, 
and Germany which protected all the interests of all those who 
signed the treaty. Then France and England executed a treaty, 
certain provisions of which were not published when the treaty 
was published. *By the terms of these secret provisions German 
enterprise was to be driven out of Norocco. Mark you, it was 
not the people of France and England-it was not even the Gov- 
ernments of the respective countries-which were guilty of the 
great wrong committed against both Morocco and Germany, but 
less than a half dozen ambitious, intriguing diplomats, who 
made the secret plan to divide Morocco between France and 
Spain. Germany was to be thrown out. England backed up 
France and Spain in the disreputable deal and received for her 
ptirt of the swag the relinquishment by France of all rights 
which she had theretofore claimed in Egypt. It was not until 
those facts came out that real hostile feeling between Germany 
and England began to develop. Herein history will find the 
real cause for this war. England would tolerate no commercial 
rivalry. Germany would not submit to isolation. 

Of this in&lent Mr. W. T. Stead, in the Review of Reviews 
for December, 1911, had this to say: 

\Ve were oearly involved in the stupendous catastrophe of a gl- 
gantic war with the greatest of all the world powers in order to enahla 
France to tear up the treaty of Algeciras by taking possession of the 
Empire of Morocco, whose independence and integrity we were pledged 
to defend. It is not to our*int~rc$ to make over to France a vast 
domain in northern Africa. The fact remains that in order 
to put France io possession of Morocco me all but went to war with 
Germany. We have escaped mar, but we have not escaped the natural 
and abiding enm:ty of the German people. Is ii possible to frame a 
heavier indictment of the foreign policy of any British ministry? The 
secret. the open secret of the almost fncredible crime against treaty 
faith, British interests, and the peace of the mwld is the unfortunate 
fact that Sir Edward Grey has been dominated by men at the forelgn 
office who believe all considerations must be subordinated to the 
supreme duty of thwarting Germany at every turn, even if in so 
doing BritiPh interests. treaty faith, and the peace of the world are 
tranrplec? underfoot. I speak that of which I know. 

This is but one of the many instances that illustrate the char- 
acter of the diplomacy which has been conducted in Europe 
during the last few years, and it is in this kind of diplomacy 
that we must become a partner also if we become a party to the 
WRl‘. 

Nr. KNOX. Nr. President- 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from Wls- 

consin yield to the Senator from Pennsylvania? 
Mr. LA FOLLETTE. If it does not divert me from the 

course of my remarks. 
Mr. KNOX. It is merely to ask a question. From whom ma8 

the Senator reading? I did not catch the name if the Senator 
stated it. 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. It was from William T. Stead. 
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A celebrated Englislnnan, Sir John Fisher, as a delegate- 
to one of the early Hague conferences, is credited With having 
said : 

In ensc of war I should have only one aim, even if I had to ~vioiaat; 
every one of the rules laid down by the peace conference-to win. 
diplomats can negotiate afterword% (See “ The Inevitable War,” by 
lQ?mcis Delnisi.) 

Such were tbe ideals the people of Europe had been taught 
to bold in preparation for the great War. 

2. ESCIASD’S REPUDI*TIoN OB THE DECLAR*TION OF LONDOk. 

On August 6, 1914, and Within a few days after the begimling 
of the war, Secretary Bryan through ,4mbassndor Page inquired 
whether England Would agree that the naval Warfare should be 
conducted according to the declaration of London. 

At the same time the same inquiry Was addressed to the 
respective Governments of the marring countries through our 
ambassadors at St. Petersburg, Paris, Berlin, and Vienna. The 
inquiry addressed to Great Britain was as follows : 

DEPALuhIEx!c OB STATE, 
n’asllirlgtokk, August 6, l91*1 p. li,. 

Nr. Bryan instructs Mr. Page to inquire whether the British Govern- 
ment is willing to agree that the laws of naval warfare as laid down 
by the declaration of London of 1900 shall be applicable to naval War- 
fare during the present contlict in Europe, provided that the Govcrn- 
mcnts with whom Great Britain is or may be at war also agree to such 
application. Mr. Bryan further instructs Mr. Page to state tlrat the 
Government of the United States believes that an acceptance of these 
laws by the belligerents would prevent grave misunderstandings which 
may arise as to the relations between neutral powers and the bell@- 
erents. Nr. Bryan adds that it is earnestly hoped that this inqutry may 
receive favorable consideration. 

Germany and Austria promptly replied that they would be 
bound by the declaration of London. I quote the reply of each : 

Asr~rtrca~ BBCBASSY, 
vieana, lzrgztst 19, 191&--8 p. ?I%. 

Pour August Gth. Austro-IIungarian Government have instructed 
their forces to observe stipulations of declaration of London as applied 
to naval as well as land warfare during present contlict, conditional on 
like observance on part of the enemy. 

P~NFIELD. 
- 

Nr. Gerard refers to department’s August 19, 4 p. III., and says his 
August 20, 1 a. m., by way of Copenhagen, states that the German 
Government will apply the declaration of London, provided its prortsions 
are not disregarded by other belligerents. 

Russia and France Waited to hear from England. Ambassador 
Page finally transmitted England’s reply on August 2’i, 1914. 
That reply, omitting the immaterial parts, was as follows : 

I bare the honor to inform your excellency that His Majesty’s Gov- 
ernment, who attach great importance to the views expressed in your 
~arrllcnrv’s note arc animated by a keen desire to consult so far as _....~~.~~” 
possible the interests of neutral countries. bare given this matter their 
most careful consideration. and have pleasure in stating that they 
hare decided to adopt generally the rules of the declaration in question, 
subject to certain modifications and additions which they judge n~du- 
pensable to the efficient conduct of their naval operations. A detarled 
exolanation of these additions and modifications is contained in the 
ini.losed memorandum. 

The necessar 
3; 

steps to carry the above decision into effect have now 
been taken by t e issue of an order in council, of whicl? I have the honor 
to inclose copies herein for your excellency’s information and for trans- 
mission to your Government. 

Tbe modifications and additions quoted Which Great Britain 
made to the declaration of London Were so completely sub- 
versive of the essential principles provided by that aeclaration 
that nothing was left to do except to treat the British answer 
86 a refusal to be bound in any material respect by the declnra- 
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tin of London, and accordingly on October 22, 1914. our GOY- 
ernment replied as follows : 

Inasmuch as the British Government consider that the conditions et 
the present Euro ran 
without modillca s 

condlct make it impossible for them to accept 
on the declaration of London, you are requested to 

inform His Majesty’s Government that m the circumstances the oov- 
tiimment of the UnIted States feels obliged to withdraw its suggestion 
that the declaration of London be adopted as a temporary code of 
naval warfare lo ho obsrrred by belligerents and neutrals durin 
present war ; that therefore this Government will insist that the r ghts ‘i 

the 

and duties of the United States and its citizens in the present war be 
defined by the existing rulrs of lnterontlonal law and the lreaties of 
the United States irrespective of the provisions of the declaration ot 
London; and that this Gorernment reserves to itself the right to enter 
a protest or demand in each case in which those rights and duties so 
defined arc violated or their free exercise interfered with by the au- 
thorities of His Britannic Majesty’s Government. 

I.ANSIiiG. 

Thus was the’first step taken in that ruthless naval warfare 
which has since horrified the civilized xvorld. Thus did Great 
Britain initiate her naval warfare, and induce her allies to do 
the same. by repntlinting the rules of naval warfare and the 
rights of neutrals upon the sea, which had been declared and 
agreed to by the representatives of all the great powers of the 
world, including our own. Of course, it is well understood 
that the governments had not ratified it, but their representa- 
tives had agreed to it. 

Mr. KNOX. Mr. President- 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from Wis- 

consin yield to the Senator from Pennsylvania? 
Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I certainly do. 
Mr. KNOX. In the interest only of accuracy, may I ask, do 

I understand the Senator to state that all of the powers bad 
agreed to the declaration of London? Is that correct? 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I stated that the representatives of 
all of the powers had signed and agreed to it. 

Mr. KNOX. But it had not been ratified by the govern- 
ments. 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. It had not been. I had already so 
stated before the Senator from Pennsylvania rose. 

Mr. KNOX. Did the Senator state specifically that Great 
Britain had never ratified the declaration of London? 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I did not; but I now state that fact. 
Mr. KNOX. The Senator so understands it? 
Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I so understand it; but I say that the 

representatives, the enlightened men who were sent there by 
their respective governments, in the calmness of the delihera- 
tions of that assembly wrote the declaration of London as the 
expression- the enlightened, humane expression-of the rules of 
warfare based upon international law, as they understood it, 
and that final and formal ratification by the governments had 
not been consummated does not change that fact. 

This case of ours in going into this war will not be tried by 
history upon technicalities, but upon great fundamental, under- 
lying principles, and the declaration of London was the expres- 
sion-the codification of the well-settled and accepted principles 
of international law on the subjects covered relating to naval 
warfare by the most advanced governments of the world. And 
the Government of Germany that is arraigned here every hour 
as the most bloodthirsty Government on earth, responding to 
the inquiry of our Government, agreed that she would suspend 
or wipe out her right to the use of the submarine in conformity 
with our suggestions provided that the rules laid down in the 
London declaration were adhered to~by all of those who had pap 
ticipated in it and who were then parties to the war. 

Mr. STONE. Mr. President- 
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The PRFISIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from Wis- 
consin yield to the Senator from Missouri? 

Nr. LA FOLLETTE. I yield for a question. 
Mr. STONE. The question is suggested by what the Senator 

from Pennsylvania [Mr. KNOX] asked the Senator from Wis- 
consin, whether the Government of Great Britain had ever 
ratified the declaration of London. Did the Government of 
Great Britain, or any other of the governments participating in 
the conference, reject that declaration? 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I believe they never did. I think I am 
entirely safe in saying that they had never rejected or disaffirmed 
the act of their representatives in the London conference. 

For reasons which become clearer as we advance it suited 
England’s policy to disregard the rules of civilized naval war- 
fare as the same were codified and clearly set forth in the 
declaration of London and revert to that indefinite and con- 
flicting body of precedents called international law, in which 
can be found authority for doing anything you have the power 
to do. 

The declaration of London, promulgated in 1969, as I have 
stated, was the ‘work of the accredited representatives of the 
leading nations of the world, who met in London at England’s 
request. Among the nations represented were Germany, the 
United States, Austria, Russia, France, Great Britain, Italy, 
Japan, Holland, and other leading nations. The way had been 
prepared for such a great conference by the various Hague 
conventions and the discussions therein. The sentiment of 
the civilized world demanded such a conference, and the nations 
of the world accepted the declaration of London as being the 
best and most humane statement of the rules of naval warfare 
which eould be prepared. The very first paragraph of the 
declaration is : 

The signatory powers are agreed in declaring that the rules con- 
tained in the following chapters correspond in substance with the gen- 
erally recognized principles of international law. 

Article 65 provided, ” the provisions of the present declaration 
form an indivisible whole.” 

GBEAT BaITAII’S ACX’ION MADE UESULT INEVXTABLE. 

When, therefore, Great Britain made waste paper of this 
declaration, as she did early in the war, it ought not to have 
been difficult to have foreseen the inevitable result. There are 
a few simple propositions of international law embodied in the 
declaration of London to which in this connection it is impor- 
tant tecall attention. One is that “ a blockade must be limited 
to the ports and coasts belonging to or occupied by the enemy.” 
(See art. 1.) 

That has been international law ever since we have had a body 
of international rules called international law, and that was 
expressed in the London declaration, which was joined in by 
the representatives of Great Britain. I f  that had been adhered 
to, no declaration taking this country into the war would be 
before us this afternoon. 

I repeat it. One of the declarations reads as follows: 
A blockade must be limited to the ports anC coasts belbnglng to or 

accuoled br the enemy. (See art. 1.1 

Another is that a blockade in order tc be binding upon any- 
ane must be “maintained by a force sufficiently large to pre- 
vent access to the enemy coast.” (See art. 2.) Not by sow- 
ing the open sea with deadly contact mines. but by a force’ 
which shall maintain the bIockade of the ports. (See art. 2.) 

Another Is that a blockade must under no circumstances bar 
access to the ports or to the coasts of neutral countries. 
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The press of this country has attempted, from the very be- 
ginning, to show that the Government of the United States 
during the Civil War set up and established precedents that 
violated the proposition enunciated in the statement which I 
have just read. A decision of the Supreme Court of this coun- 
try-and it is to the honor of America that it can be recited- 
denied to this Government, when it was fighting for its ex- 
istence-in the civil War, the right to stop the shipment of goods 
from England up the Rio Grande to be landed on the Mexican 
side, but really thereafter to be transported across to Browns- 
ville, Tex., for the benefit of the Southern Confederacy. An 
opinion was written by the Supreme Court that will thrill with 
pride every -4merican heart. At that time, Mr. President, the 
court must have been under every temptation which caa be 
made to anneal to the human heart to shave and shade its views 
to meet the exigencies of our Government, but against the in- 
terests of this Government and in vindication of the principle 
of law necessary to the maintenance of a body of international 
rules to protect the rights of neutral commerce and maintain 
peace between neutral nations and belligerents they denied the 
interests of this Government in that perilous hour and SUS- 
tained the right of the’owners of the vessel. Thk is the hold- 
ing in the Peterhoff case (5 Wall., 28). 

Another important service rendered by the declaration of 
London to a civilized world was the clear statement it furnished 
of articles which were contraband, conditional contraband, and 
those which under no circumstances could be declared contra- 
band. (See arts. 22 to 27.) 

Talk about making war, about hurling this Government into 
the bottomless pit of the European conflict to sustain the prin; 
ciples of international law under which we have suffer-d the 
loss of some ships and some human lives, when England, by 
her course in rejecting the declaration of London and in the 
manner of conducting her naval warfare, has wiped out tbe 
established rules of international law which had grown up 
through the centuries and opened the pathway and set us upon 
the road we have followed straight to the proceedings which 
engage the attention of the Senate this afternoon. 

ENGIAND OVEEmJRMm IAW OF CONTR.4B‘wD. 
The distinction between articles that are contraband and 

those that are conditional contraband and free is well under- 
stood. I will not trespass upon the time of the Senate to dis- 
cuss it. Articles which are contraband are always liable to 
capture by one belligerent if shown to be destined to territory 
belonging to or occupied by the enemy, or if it was destined to 
the armed forces of the enemy, no matter to what particular 
port the contraband might be billed. Of this class, according 
to the declaration of London, were all kinds of arms, ammuni- 
tion, projectiles, powder, clothing and equipment of purely a 
military character, and other articles used exclusively for war. 
Conditional contraband was not liable to capture if bound for 
a neutral port, and in any case the government asserting the 
right to capture it, even when it was moving direct to the 
enemy country, was obliged to prove that it was destined for 
the use of the enemy armed forces and not to the civilian popu- 
lation. Conditional contraband, according to the declaration of 
London, included food of all kinds, clothing, vehibes, tools, 
and a vast multitude of other thines enumerated which. while 
they might be used by the armed forces, were also susceptible 
of use by the civilian population. Goods on the free list could 
move unhindered to the enemy country in either direct or lndl. 
rect trade. Among the articles on the free list, accordlog to the 
declaration of London. wns raw cotton. wool. substantiallv all 
other raw materials, and a great varietg of other nrticles neces. 
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snry for a civilian population. Goods from the enemy country 
could not be stopped, except by an effective blockade: 

There is no escape from these propositions. They are to be 
found in every work upon international law, approved by every 
court that has ever passed upon the questions relating to contra- 
band, as shown by an unbroken line of decisions. 

As late as the Boer War, Lord Salisbury-now get this into 
your minds if your attention has not been directed to it before- 
when asked the position of the British Government regarding food- 
stuffs, which were and always had been conditional contraband, 
Lord Salisburv said : 

Poodstuffs with a hostile riestiuation can be considered contraband of 
war only if they are supplied for the enemy’s forces. It is not sufficient 
that they are capable of being so used ; it must be shown that this was 
in fact their destination at the time of the seizure. (Hales’ American 
Eights at Sea, p. 11.) 

In the very first days of the war with Germany, Great Britain 
set aside and reversed this well-established rule announced by 
Lord Salisbury as to foodstuffs. Had she obeyed that rule of 
law Germanv would have received food for her civilian DODUh- 
tion through neutral merchantmen and our neutral commerce 
would not have been attacked by German submarines. Now, 
that is the way history is going to record it, Senators. That is 
the undisputed fact and there is nothing else to be said about it. 
It has pleased those who have been conducting this campaign 
through the press to make a jumble of the issues, until the pub- 
lic sees nothing, thinks of nothing but the wrongs committed by 
the German submarine, and hears nothing, knows nothing of 
wrongdoing of England that forced Germany to take the course 
she has taken or submit to the unlawful starving of her civilian 
population. 

OUR NEUTRAL RIQHTS SET ASIDE. 
Now, I want to repeat : It was our absolute right as a neutral 

to ship food to the people of Germany. That is a position that 
we have fought for through all of our history. The correspond- 
ence of every Secretary of State in the history of our Government 
who has been called upon to deal with the rights of our neutral 
commerce as to foodstuffs is the position stated by Lord Salis- 
bury, just quoted. He was in line with all of the precedents that 
we had originated and established for the maintenance of neutral 
rights upon this subject. 

In the first days of the war with Germany, Great Britain set 
aside, so far as her own conduct was concerned, all these rules 
of civilized naval warfare. 

According to the declaration of London, as well as the rules 
of international law, there could have been no interference in 
trade between the United States and Holland or Scandinavia 
and other countries. extent ‘in the case of shins which could 
be proven to carry absoluie contraband, like arms and ammuni- 
tion, with ultimate German destination. There could have 
been no interference with the importation into Germany of any 
goods on the free list, such as cotton, rubber, and hides. There 
could have properly been no interference with our export to 
Germanv of anvthine on the conditional contraband list. like 
flour, gain, and pro%sions, unless it could be proven by ‘Eng- 
Iand that such shipments were intended for the use of the 
German Army. There could be no lawful interference with 
foodstuffs-intended for the civilian population of Germany, and 
if those foodstuffs were shipped to other countries to be re- 
shipped to Germany, no question could be raised that they were 
not intended for the use of the civilian population. 

It is well to recall at this point our rights as declared by 
the declaration of London and as declared without the declara- 
tion of London by settled principles of international law, for 
we have during the present war become so used to having Great 
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Britain utterly d&regard our rights on the high seas that-we 
have really forgotten that we have any, as far aa Great Britain 
and her allies are concerned. 

Great Britain, by what she called her modifications of the 
declaration of London, shifted goods from the free list to the 
conditional contraband and contraband lists, reversed the pm 
sumption of destination for civilian population, and abolished 
the principle that a blockade to exist at all must be effective. 

Edwin J. Clapp, professor of economics of the New York 
University, in his book, Economic Aspects of the War, de- 
scribes the situation aptly. It is supported by all the authori- 
ties, but I quote from him: 

The modifications [of. the declaration of London] were subversive 
of the principles of the declaration to which they were attached. These 
modMcation8, supplemented by au unexampled extension of the British 
contraband list and finally by what our Government calls au illegal 
blockade, have been England’s method of exercising economic pressure 
upon Germany and. necessarily, upon all neutral natlons that trade 
with her. 

Again the same author says: 
This action stopped our direct trade with Germany. 

that goods 0x1 the free list could still move. 
It might appear 

from free to contraband. 
Some of them did move, 

People feared to ship the others lest they 
should be so listed while ships were ou the ocean, and the goods made 
subject to seizure. Practically nothing has been shipped to Germany 
from this country but cotton, and it ma8 not shipped until December. 
In belated response to the insisteuce of southern Sepators aud of 
American business interests which had found themselves gravely embar- 
rassed by the cessation of cotton shipments, Great Britain tinally made 
a clear statement that this particular commodity would not be consid- 
ered contraband. 

So much for direct trade with Germany. There was still a method 
by which we should have been able to export our goods and dischar e 
our neutral obligations to trade with Germany as with E~&wN~. # i e 
might have carfied 0x1 thts trade via neutral-ports like Rdilerdam or 
Copenhagen, from which the goods might have been shipped to Germany. 
The declaration of London allows a belligerent to interfere with a 
shipment between two neutral ports only when it consists of absolute 
contraband for enemy territory. 
may not even be suspected. 

CondItional contraband so moving 
The order‘ in council changed this. It 

extended the new intention of capturing conditional contraband to goods 
moviug to Germany even through a neutral port. And. as explained, 
conditional contraband was seizable if destined to anyone in Germany; 
it was not conditional but artsolute. 

The British action, besides stopping our trade with Germany. barring 
only a certain amount of indirect trade-carried on with much difficulty 
and danger, subjected to grave peril our commerce with other neutrals. 
The British rontmband lists were extended so rapidly that soon almost 
no important article of commerce with neutrals was free from seizure 
by England, who susperted everything on these lists as being of possible 
German destination. Bv rhese methtids England proposed to starve tee 
civilian population of Germany and destroy neutral trade. 

Now. listen to the statement of facts under that proposition: 
On February 20, 1915; -onr Governlnent, through Secretary 

Bryan, addressed the following commnnication to the Gorern- 
mpnt of Great Britain : __--_ ~~ 

DEPARTMENT OB STATE, 
TVashingto~r, Fe71ruary 20, 191.x 

you ml11 please deliver to Sir Edward Grey the following identic note 
which we are sending England and Germany : 

In view of the correspondence which has passed between this Govern- 
ment and Greet Britam and Geru;auy, respectively. relative to the 
declaration of a war zone by the German Admiralty and the use of 
neutral Uags by British merchant vessels, this Government ventures 
to express the hope that tie two belligerent Governments may, through 
reciprocal concessions, find a basis for agreement which will relieve 
neutral ships engaged in peaceful commerce from the great dangers 
which they will incur in the high seas adjacent to the coasts of the 
belligerents. 

The Government of the United States respectfully suggests that au 
agreement .ln ‘terms like the following might be entered into. This 
saggestion is not to be regarded as in any sense a reposal made by 
this Government...for It of course fully recognizes hat it is not its P 
privilege to propose terms of agreement between Great Britain and 
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Germanv. even thouah the matter be one in which it and the 
people Gf the United ‘states are directly and deeply Interested. It is 
merely venturing to take the liberty which it hopes may be accorded a 
sincere friend desirous of embarrassing neither nation involved and 
of serving, if it may, the common interests of humanity. The course 
outlined is offered in the hope that it may draw forth the views and 
elicit the sueeestions of the British and German Governments on 8 
matter-of casTa interest to the whole world. 

Now, after all that prefatory matter-which I might have 
omitted. I sunaose. to save time-we come to the oroaosition : 

Germany &dAGr&t Britain to sgree : 
- - 

1. That neither will sow Rny tloatlng mines, whether upon the high 
seas or in territorial waters’ that neither will plant on the high seas 
anchored mines, except within cannon range of harbors for defensive 
purpose only; and that all mines shall bear the stamp of the Govern- 
ment Planting (hem and be 80 cunstructcd as to become harmless if 8ep- 
arateci from fheir moorings. 

2. That neither will use submarine8 to attack merchant vessels of 
any nationality except to enforce the right of visit and search. 

3. That each will require their respective merchant vessels not to 
use neutral flags for the purpose of disguise or ruse de guerre. 

Germany to agree : 
That all importations of food or foodstuffs from the United States 

(and from 8Uch other neutral countries a8 may ask it) into Germany 
shall be COn8igned to agencies to be designated by the United States 
Government; that these American agencies shall have entire charge 
and control without interference on the part of the German Govixnment 
of the receipt and distribution of such importations. and shall dis- 
tribute them solely to retail dealers bearing licenses from the German 
Government entitling them to receive and furnish such food and food- 
Stuff8 t0 noncombatants Only; that any violation of the terms of the 
retailers’ licenses shall P.ork a forfeiture of their rights to receive such 
food and foodstuff8 for this purpose: and that 8uCh food and foodstuffs 
will not be requisitioned by the German Government for any purpose 
whatsoover or be diverted to the use of the armed forces of Germanv. 

Great Britain to agree: 
“. 

That food and foodstuffs will not be placed npon the absolute con- 
traband list, and that shipment8 of finch commodltles will not be inter- 
fered with or detained by British authorities if consigned to agencies 
designated by the United States Government In Germany for the receipt 
and distribution of such cargoes to licensed German retailers for dis- 
trio&ion solely to the noncombatant population. 

In submitting this proposed basis of agreement this Government does 
not wish to be understood as admitting or denying any belligerent or 
neutral right established by the principles of international law. but 
would consider the agreement, if acceptable to the interested powers, 
a mOdU8 vivendi based upon expediency rather than legal right and as 
not binding “non the United States. elthsr in its nroaent form or in R 
modified fo?m: until accepted by this Government. 

BRYAN. 
Without quoting at lengtli -the replies of the Governments of 

Germany and Great Britain, it is sufficient to say that under 
date of March 1, 1915, the German Government replied sub- 
stantially acceding to the proposition made by the Government 
of the United States, and on March 15 the British Government 
replied substantially refusing to accede to our request. It 
will be noted that at this time the deadly submarines of Ger- 
many and the equally deadly mines of Great Britain had 
rendered the high seas dangerous to the lives of all neutrals, 
but the English steamship; Lusitaaia, loaded with 6,ooO.~ 
rounds of ammunition destined for the English Army. had not 
been sunk with the consequent loss of American lives, and the 
damage to neutrals had not been heavy compared with that 
which they have since suffered. Here again the sole responsi- 
bility for continuing the unlawful naval warfare must rest 
upon Great Britain and her allies. Germany, knowing as the 
world did not then know the possibility of .destruction contained 
in the submarine branch of her navy, and at the risk of being 
thought weak and anxious for pence, offered to agree if Great 
Britain and her allies would do the same, to those suggestions 
of ours which would have avoided all the acts of which we 
complain to-day. 

EXQLAND IIAS NOT TIELDED TO OUR PROTESTS. 
It is not my purpose to go into detail into the violations of 

our neutrality by any of the belligerents. While Germany has 
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again and again ‘yielded to our protests, I do not recall a single again and again ‘yielded to our protests, I do not recall a single 
instance in which a protest we have made to Great Britain instance in which a protest we have made to Great Britain 
has won for us the slightest consideration, except for a short has won for us the slightest consideration, except for a short 
tie in the case of cotton. I will not stop to dwell upon the tie in the case of cotton. I will not stop to dwell upon the 
multitude of minor violations of our neutral rights, such as 
seizing our mails, violations of the neutral flag, seizing and 
appropriating our goods without the least warrant or authority 
in law, and impressing, seizing, and taking possession of our 
vessels and putting them into her own service. I have con- 
stituents, American eitizens, who organized a company and in& 
vested large sums of money in the purchase of ships to engage 
in foreign carrying. Several of their vessels plying between the 
United States and South America were captured almost in our 
own territorial waters, taken possession of by the British Gov- 
ernment, practically confiscated, and put into her service or the 
service of her admiralty. They are there to-day, and that corn+ 
pany is helpless. When they appealed to our Department of 
State they were advised that they might “file ” their papers. 
And were given the further suggestion that they could hire an 
attorney‘ and prosecute their case in the English prize court 
The company did hire an attorney and sent him to England, 
and he is there now, and has been there for almost a year. 
trying to get some redress, some relief, some adjustment of 
those rights. 

But those are individual cases. There are many others. Ali 
these violations have come from Great Britain and her allies, 
and are in perfect harmony with Briton’s traditional policy as 
absolute master of the seas. 

I come now, however, to one other event in the naval policy 
of Great Britain during this war, which to my mind is abso- 
lutely controlling upon the action we should take upon the ques- 
tion under consideration. 

B-JNGLANB’S MINING OP THB NOBTE SSA. 
On the 2d of November, 1914, only three months after the 

beginning of the war, England issued a proclamation, the most 
ruthless and sweeping in its violation of neutral rights that 
up to that time had ever emanated from a civilized government 
engaged in prosecuting a war, announcing that on three days’ 
notice all of the North Sea, free under international law to the 
trade of the world, would be entered by our merchant ships at 
their peril. She based her action upon an assertion that the 
German Government had been scattering mines in waters open 
to the world’s commerce. 

The material portions of it are as follows : 
During the last week the Germans have scattered mines indis- 

criminately in the open sea on the main trade route from America to 
Liverpool-via the north of Ireland. 

Peaceful merchant spps have already been blown up, with loss of 
life, by this agency. 

In these circumstances* h:ving regard to the great interests en- 
trusted to the British Navy, to the safety of peaceful commerce on 
the high seas, and to the maintenance within the limits of intcr- 
national law of trade between neutral countries, the Admiralty feels 
it necessary to adopt exceptional measures appropriate to the novel 
conditions under which this war is being waged. 

It therefore gires notice that the whole of the North Sea must be 
considered a military area. Within this area merchant shipping of 
all kinds, traders of all countries, fishing craft and all other vessels 
will be exposed to the gravest dangers from mines it has been neces- 
sary to lay and from Fal;shi$s searching vigilantly by night and day 
for suspidous craft. 

Every effort will be made to convey this warning to neutral coun- 
tries and to vessels on the sea; but from November 6 onward the Ad- 
miralty announces that all ships passing a line drawn from the north- 
ern point of the &brides through the Farne Islands to Iceland do 
so at their own peril. 

The North Sea, a great stretch of the Atlantic Ocean, ex- 
tending from Scotland to Iceland, was barred to the commerCe 
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of the world, the neutrul commerce, that had the same right 
there that you have to walk down Pennsylvania Avenue. 

Before considering the piratical character of this document 
as a whole it will be noted that while it proposes to use every 
effort to warn neutral shippin g it allows just three days for 
the warning. 

Do you observe that the country with whom we are about to 
yoke ourselves issued this proclamation, unheard of before in 
the history of the world, mining a great area of the Atlantic 
Ocean with deadly contact mines, and gave to the neutral nations 
only three days’ notice? It issued its declaration on the 2d of 
November, and it went into effect on the 5th of November. . 

Of the preliminary allegations in the note concerning the scat- 
tering of mines by Germany in the open sea around the British 
Isles, no proof of it has ever been furnished, so far as I am aware; 
and, even if it were true, it certainly would not have remedied 
the condition to mine a much larger portion of the sea upon 
which neutral ships must travel. I say this because of the high- 
sounding but obviously false and hypocritical assertion contained 
in the nrocIamation that Britain is takina this action in order 
to maintain trade between neutral countries within the limits of 
international law. She was, in fact, by her action absolutely 
destroying trade between neutral countries, and the penalties for 
disobeying her orders, and which operate automatically and in- 
exorably, was the destruction by mines of all ships and passen- 
gers venturing into the prohibited portion of the sea. 

UXITED STATES ACQUWSCES IN EEr‘GLASD’S ILLEGAL ACT. 

Nom we come to the most unfortunate part of our record. The 
present administration agreed to this lawless act of Great 
Britain. I make this statement deliberately and fully appre- 
ciating its consequences. If  we had entered into a contract with 
Great Britain, signed and sealed under the great seals of the 
respective countries, agreeing that she should commit the act 
of piracy involved in mining the North Sea, we would not more 
completely ha\-e been bound by such contract than we are bound 
bv the conduct of the uresent administration. It will be recalled 
ihat when Secretary Bryan made his request of Great Britain to 
adhere to the declaration of London, and she refused, and he 
notified her that the request mas witlidrnwn, he declared in sub- 
stance that he would nevertheless hold her responsible for any 
violations of international law, so far as they affected our right 
as a neutral Nation. And from that time l)otest after protest 
was made by us ; many against Germany and some against Great 
Britain and her allies, whenever WC clnimctl that international 
law had been violated. 

The fact remains, however. that from i\;ovcmber 2. when Ene- 
land declared her ‘settled purpose to mine large areas of the 
public sea contrary to every principle of international law, the 
Government through tne present administration has never 
uttered a word of protest. 

I f  you think you can escape the responsibility of that act and 
hold other belligerents to the strict rconiremrnts of international 
law by play upon a phrase you are mistaken. You may make 
this country declare war in your attempt to do it, but your war 
will not have the support of the people. Until the omission of 
this administration to uphold our rights against Great Britain 
is corrected we can never hope for popular support for a war 
waged to enforce the same right against the country at war with 
Great Britain. 

AX ABSURD COXTE’STIOS. 

I do not need to cite authorities to sho\v that the mining of the 
North Sea by Great Britain was illegal. In declaring her inten- 
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tion to mine the North Sea, Great Britain did not pretend that 
her act was legal, and attempted to justify it only on the ground 
of necessity. Nor am I aware that any responsible person has 
ever attempted to defend the legality of the act. You have but 
to remember that if England had a right to mine the North Sea 
and a large portion of the Atlantic Ocean luring an indefinite 
period and thereby exclude all commercial shipping, then any 
two warring nations can mine any or all portions of the high 
seas as they choose and thus destroy the neutral commerce of 
the world so long as the war shall last. Such a claim is too 
absurd to merit consideration. 

I will not dwell now upon the physical consequences of this 
act by Great Britain, for I am concerned at this time simnlJr 
with the question of how this act by our Government hag 
affected our legal relations to Germanv. 

You can notgfford to declare war and rest the right to do so 
in history upon a violation of international law when we are to 
any extent responsible for such violation. 

Mr. REED. Mr. President- 
The PRESIDENT r)ro temnore. Does the Senator from Wis- 

consin yield to the Senator fr:om Missouri? 
Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I yield for a question. 
Mr. REED. Does the Senator have any other evidence that 

we signed and sealed and delivered a contract with Great Brit- 
ain by which we permitted her to violate international law than 
that which he has just given, namely, the assertion that we dld 
not protest? 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. 
and sealed comoact. 

I have not stated that we had a signed 

Mr. Reed. Nb; you stated- 
Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I was reading from my manuscript, 

nnd I know just what I said. The Senator misunderstood me. 
Mr. REED. You stated that we had done it as effectively- 
Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Just as effectively as though it were a 

contract. I think it was just as effective by a failure to protest 
as though it had been a contract. 

I now proceed to make that 
Senator will permit me. 

good by my argument, if the 

Mr. REED. And you will not permit any further interrup- 
tion? Very well, if that is the premise. 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. That is my argument, and I am pro- 
ceedinr to mnke it. 

,111 passing, however, it may be noted that the lawless action of 
Great Britain resulted in the loss of at least two of our shins- 
the Carob and the f!%elun-because they ventured into the zone 
Great Britain had prohibited them from entering-were sunk by 
mines. with the loss of several American lil-es. (Minority rc- 
port, House Committee on Foreign Affairs, H. R. 21052, 64th 
Cong. ) 

The only reason why we have not suffered the sacrifice of 
just as many ships and just as many lives from the violation 
of our rights by the war zone and the submarine mines of 
Great Britain, as we have through the unlawful acts of Germariy 
in making her war zone in violation of our neutral rights, is 
simply because we have submitted to Great Britain’s dictatioh. 
If  our ships had been sent into her forbidden high-sea war 
zone, as they .have into the proscribed area Germany marked 
out on the high seas as a war zone, we would have had the 
same loss of life and property in the one case as in the other; 
hut because we avoided doing that in the case of England, and 
acquies+l in her violation of law, we have not only a legal 
but a moral responsibility for the position in which Germnny 

90635-17198 



28 

has been placed by our collusion and cooperation with Great 
Britain. By suspending the rule with respect to neutral rights 
in Great Britain’s case, we have been actively aiding her in 
starving the civil population of Germany. We have helped to 
drive Germany into a coruer, her back to the wall. to fight 
with what weapons she can lay her hands on to prevent the 
starving of her women and children, her old men and babes. 

The flimsy claim which has sometimes been put forth that 
possiblv the havoc in the North Sea was caused by German 
mines is too absurd for consideration. 

I refer to the three vessels sunk in the British war zone. 
Why should Germany mine the North Sea, the gateway from the 
Atlantic to her own ports and those of Norway, Sweden, and 
Holland, with whom she most desired to trade and with whom 
her relations were and are most friendly? She douhtless placed 
some mines at the entrance of her harbors for purposes of pro- 
tection, as she had a right to do, but it is ridiculous to suppose 
that she would have mined the North Sea. 

Besides this the records show that up to March 10. 1915, of the 
flontinq mines that had been taken up and rendered harmless 
along the Dutch coast Zl4 were of British origin, 33 French, and 
only 22 German. (P. 142, Economic Aspects of the War, by 
Cl WP. 1 

The same author at page 8 thus speaks of the result of the 
mining of the North Sea by Great Britain: 

Because of these floating mines in the North Sea literally *cores of 
vessels mere lost, mostly belonging to the Srnudmaviau countries or 
Holland Three American vessels were Included--the Greenbrfar, Carfb, 
and Emlvn. Because of tbe danger of mines ocean freight and war- 
&k insu?anre rates became 8 %ry beav 
buyers. and in ihe ruse of some 

burden ou ‘Ghippers and 
commod ties became prohib!tive of 9 

commerce ; a policy of uncertainty and fear was thrown over the 
commercial world. 

Days. weeks, and months went by, and still no protest came 
from the American Government against this unlawful act on the 
part of Great Britain. 

OZRMbNY WdITED FOR us TO PUOTEST. 
She did this unlawful thing on the 6th day of November. Ger- 

many waited and waited, week after week, for this Guvernment 
to assert its neutral rights and demand the opening of the North 
Sea to neutral commerce. She waited in vain for three long 
months for this Government to take some action, ant1 not until 
the 4th day of February-that is my recollection of the date; I 
do not know that I have it here-did she in retaliation serve 
notice upon this Government of the establishment of her war 
zone. 

&.rmany then did as a matter of retaliation and defense 
what Great Britain had done months previously purely as an 
offensive measure-established a war zone or war area. She 
included in it portions of the sea about the British islands, and 
gave notice that ships coming within it would be destroyed by 
mines or submarines, even as English mines in the North Sea 
destroyed the ships which entered there. 

. It is Germany’s insistence upon her right to blindly destroy 
with mines and submarines in the area she has declared a war 
zone all ships that enter there, that causes the whole trouble 
existing between us and Germany to-day. It is for this, and 
this only, that we are urged to make war. Yet in asserting this 
right or in sinking the ships in the proscribed area mithout 
warning. Germany is doing only that which England is doing in 
her proscribed area, with our consent. Here is the parting of 
the ways. When England, having previously violated all neutral 
rights on the high seas, mined the North Sea and asserted the 
right to blindly destroy, and mines can only destroy blindly, all 
ships that traversed it, one or two courses was open to PS. 
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w6 chos& to acquiesce, bit a gingulhr thing tratispired.’ I sup 
pose all Senators have secured the published copies of the diplo- 
matic correspondence which has been issued by the State De- 
@mm&It. 

WE HOLD GERJIAXY TO STRICT ACCOUNTABILITY. 

I find all the correspondence about the submarines of Ger: 
m-any; I find them arrayed ; I find the note warning Germany 
that she would be held to a “strict accountability” for viola- 
tion of our neutral rights; but you will search in vain these 
volumes for a copy of the British order in council\mining the 
North Sea. 

1 am talking now about principles. You can not distinguish 
between the principles which allow& England to mine a large 
area of the Atlantic Ocean and the Nortk Sea in order to shit 
in Germany, and the principle on which Germany by her sub- 
marines seeks to destroy all shipping which enters the war zone 
which she has laid out around the British Isles. 

The English mines are intended to destroy without warning 
eiery ship that enters the war zone she has proscribed, killing 
or drowning every passenger that can not find some means of 
escape. It is neither more nor less than that which Germany 
tries to do with her submarines in her war zone. We ac- 
quiesced in England’s action witho@ protest. It is proposed 
that we now go to war with Germany for identically the same 
action upon her part. 

ADMINISTRATION’S FATAL MISTAKIT,. 

At this point, sm, I say, with all deference but with the abs& 
lute certainty of conviction, that the present administration 
made a fatal mistake, and if war comes to this country with 
Germany for the present causes it will be due wholly to that 
mistake. The present administration has assumed and acted 
upon the policy that it could enforce to the very letter of the 
law the principles of international law against one belligerent 
and relax them as to the other. That thing no nation cnn do 
without losing its character as a neutral nation and without 
losing the rights that go with strict and absolute neutrality. 

In an address delivered by the President at a joint session 
of the two Houses of Congress on February 3, 191’7. and re- 
ferring to the reply which our Government had made to Geb- 
many’s protest that her enemies were permitted to apply un- 
lawful niethods of naval warfare while she was held by us 
to the strict rules of naval warfare, the President said that 
Germany had beeh advised as follows. Now, listen to this- 

Mr. LEWIS. Mr. President, will the Senator from Wiscon- 
sin allow me, before he proceeds with that extract, to ask his 
view as to what he means by the assertion which he has just 
made? In other words, may I interrupt him with an inquiry? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr, Wo~cm in the chair). 
Does the Senator from Wisconsin yield to the Senator from 
Illinois? 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I yield for a question if it does not 
divert me from my argument. 

Mr. LEWIS. I should like to ask the able Senator as to 
whether or not I am correct in understanding his argument to 
mean that, if we fail tb declare war against Great Britain be- 
cause of wrongs committed against US by Britain sufficient to 
have had war declared, thereby we are prohibited from declar- 
ing war against another Government that might -do acts which 
are themselves a justification for the declaration of war? 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. The Senator from Illinois will be be& 
answered as I proceed with my arguinent, which deals exactly 
with that question. 

Mr. LEWIS. I will not divert the Senator further, then. ti 
he intends ,to cover that matter. 
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Mr. LA FOLLETTE. It will not divert me. The Senator 
will be answered presently as well as I am able to answer him. 

IIJSS’l’A’l’EAfIEST OF THQ LAW. 

I quote now from the President’s address of February 3,1917, 
before the two Houses of Congress: 

In order, however, to avoid any possible misunderstanding, the 
Government of the United States notifies the Imperial Government that 
it can not for a moment entertain, much less discuss, a suggestion that 
respect by German naval authorities for the right8 of citizens of the 
United States upon the high seas should in any way or in the slightest 
degree be made coutingent upon the conduct of any other Governmen!, 
affecting the rights of neutral8 and noncombatants. Responsibility in 
such matters is single, not joint; absolute, not relative. 

That phrase the President has used repeatedly in his ad- 
dresses; he has used it at least three times, I think, and he 
has referred to it as being a complete and sufficient answer to 
this proposition. It misstates the law; it asserts a principle 
that can not be maintained for one moment with a decent 
regard for equal rights between nations with whom we are deal- 
ing upon a basis of neutrality. 

The offenses of Great Britain and Germany against us can 
not be treated as they might be treated if those nations were 
not at war with each other. Undoubtedly, if those nations 
were not at war with each other we could suffer one to violate 
international law to our injury and make no protest and take 
no action against the nation so offending and hold the other to 
strict accountability and compel her to respect to the limit our 
rights under international law, and if she refused we would be 
justified in going to war about it. But when we are dealing 
with Germany and Great Britain, warring against each other, 
so evenly balanced in strength that a little help to one or a 
little hindrance to the other turns the scale and spells victory 
for one and defeat for the other, in that situation I say the 
principle of international law steps in which declares that any 
failure on our part to enforce our rights equally against both 
is a gross act of unneutrality. 

That is precisely what we have done, as I have shown. In 
the early days of the conflict in this matter of the war zones 
of each belligerent, in submitting to Great Britain’s dicta- 
tion concerning what might be. treated as contraband, resulting 
finally in a practical cessation of shipping to Germau ports, we 
have done Germany as much harm as though we had landed au 
army in France to fight beside the enteute allies. How will 
history regard this conduct of ours? How will our own people 
regard it when they come to understand it? We can never 
justify it. 

WE IIAVE XOT DEEJ NmJlTAL. 

Jefferson asserted that we could not permit one warring 
nation to curtail our neutral rights if we were not ready to 
allow her enemy the same privileges, and that any other 
course entailed the sacrifice of our neutrality. 

That is the sensible, that is the logical position. No neutrality 
could ever have commanded respect if it was not based on that 
equitable and just proposition ; and we from early in .the war 
threw our neutrality to the winds by permitting England to 
make a mockery of it to her advantage agaiust her chief enemy. 
Then we expect to say to that enemy, “ You have got to respect 
my rights as a neutral.” What is the answer? I say Germany 
has been patient with us. Standing strictly on her rights. her 
answer would be, “ Maintain your neutrality ; treat these other 
Governments warring against me as you treat me if you want 
your neutral rights respected.” 

I say again that when two nations are at war any neutral na- 
tion, in order to preserve its character as a neutral nation, must 
exact the same conduct from both warring nations; both m.ust 
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-equaiiy obey the principles of interuational law. If  a neutral 
nation fails in that, then its rights upon the high seas-to 
adopt the President’s phrase-are relative and not absolute. 
There can be no greater violation of our neutrality than the 
requirement that one of two belligerents shall adhere to the 
settled principles of law and that the other shall have the ad- 
vantage of not doing so. The respect that German naval au* 
thoritiw were required to pay to the rights of our people upon 
the high seas would depend upon the question whether we had 
exacted the same rights from Germany’s enemies. If  we had 
not done so we lost our character as a neutral nation, and our 
people unfortunately had lost the protection that belongs to neu- 
trals. Our responsibility was joint in the sense that we must, 
exact the same conduct from both belligerents. No principle of 
internatinnnl law is better settled than that which is stated 
by Gppenheim, the great English authority on international law, 
in volume 2, second edition, page 365. He says : 

Neutrality as an attitude of impartiality involves the duty or al+ 
staining from assistiag either belligerent either actively or passively. 

The same author poiuts out, on pages 441 to 444. that a neu- 
tral can not permit one belligerent to do what another is not 
permitted to do. 

In the case of the Bert?&Ude (3 Wallace, p. 514) the Supreme 
Court of the United States points out that neutrality involves 
absolute equality of treatment. The court says: 

iYeutra1 trade Is entitled to protectlon in all courts. Neutrals IQ 
their own country may sell to belligerents whatever belligerents choose 
to buy. ‘I’he principal exceptions to this rale are that neutrals must 
not sell to one belligerent what they refuse to sell to the other. 

And so forth. 
OUB COURT AXD JEBFIGRSON ESTABLISHED THB TRUQ PRINCIPLES 0, 

NIUTRALITY. 

In the case of ResoRtion (Federal court of appeals, 1731; 
2 Palles, 19) it is said that the idea of a neutral nation ‘* im- 
plies two nations at war and a third in friendship with both.“. 

J. Quincy Adams, Secretary of State, on May 19, 1313, said: 
By the usual principles of international law the state of neutrality 

recognizes the cause of both arties to the contest as just-that is, It 
avoids all considerstror. of t e merits of the contest. E t See Moore’s 
International Law Digest, vol. 7, p. e6O.j 

Oppenheim on International Law, volume 11, ‘second edition, 
paragraph 994, page 3C7, says: 

since neutrality is an attitude or impartiality, It excludes such 
assistance and succor to one of tne belligerents as is detrimental to 
the other, and, furtter, such injuries to the one as benefit the other. 

The best and clearest exposition of the exact question, how- 
eve:‘, was made long ago by oue of the greatest of Democrats 
and statesmen of this country-Thomas Jefferson. Mr. Jef- 
ferson. then Secretary of State. in writing to Thomas Pinckney, 
United States minister to Great Britain, regarding England’s 
stoppage of our food shipments to France, with whom England 
was then at war, dealt with precisely the same situation that 
confronts President Wilson in the war between Germany and 
England, but Secretary Jefferson dealt with the .situation in 
precisely the opposite manner from that adopted by President 
Wilson. In this letter, under date of September 7, 1793, Sec- 
retary Jefferson said : 

The first artrclt of it [the British order] permits all vessels laden 
wh011y or in part with core, flour, or mea!. bound to any port in 
France, to be stopped and sent into any British port, to be urchased 
by that Gorernment or to be released only on the condition 0 security s 
given by the master that he will proceed to dispose of his cargo in 
the ports of some countr in amiry with his majesty. 

Thlq article is so mani I estly contrary to the law of nations that noth- 
fng more would seem necessary than to observe that it is SO. 

HOW much less was it obnoxious to the law of nations than 
inining the great area of the North Sea. 
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Reason and usage have established that WQeu two nations o 
those who choose to live in peace, retain their natural rig&t. f 

to ww 
o pur~ne: 

their agricnltufe; marinfz%Cturcs, and other: ofdinary vocations :.‘I$ 
carry the produce of their industry, for exchange, to’ ail. ndtiotis, bell&, 
erent or neutral as usual; to go and come freely without injury or 
molestation, and, lo short, that the war among others shall be, for 
them, as if it did not exist. One restriction OII those mutual rights has 
beea suhmitted to hy nations at peace: that is to say, tbat of not ftpr- 
nishing to either party implements merely of war, for the annoyance of 
the othe2 zor* anything whatever to a place blockaded by its 
enemy. 

This act, too, tends directly to draw us from that state of eace 
fn which we are wishing to remain. It is an essent4al character o P neu- 
trallty to furnish no aids (not stipulated by treaty) to one party whlrh 
we are not equally ready lo furnish to the other. If we permit corn to 
be sent to Great Britain and her friends, we are equally hound to pcrmlt 
lt to France. To restrain it would be a partiality which might lead to 
war with France, and, hetwren restrainlug it ourselves sod permitting 
her enemies to restrain It unrightfully is no difference. She would ron- 
sidrr this as a mere pretext. of which she would not be the dope : and on 
what honorable ground could we otherwise explain it? Thus we,should 
See ourselves plunged by this unauthorixed art of Great Rritain into a 
war, with which we meddle not and whlrh we wish to avoid, if justice to 
all parties. and from all parties, will enable us to avoid it. 

In the same letter Jefferson says: 
The loss of onr produce destined for foreign markets or that loss which 

would result from an arbitrar 
serlous for us to arqulesre in. P 

restraint of our markets is a tax too 
t is not enoueh for a nation to say. “ we 

and our frinnds will buy your produce.” We have a right to answer 
paf. lt*sultS us better to sell to their enemies aS well as their friends. 

We have a right to judge for ourselves what market hest suits US, 
and they have nom= to forbid to us the enjoyment of the necessaries and 
comforts which we may obtain from any other independent country. 

Further, he says : 
Were we to wlPhbold from her [France1 supplies of provisions. we 

should in like manner be bound to withhold them from h@r enemiw 
also and 

d 
bps shot to ourselves all the ports of Europe where corn is 

In deman or make ourselves parties in the war. This is a dilemma 
which Great Britain has DO right to force upon us, and for which no 

P 
rrtext mn he found in any part of our conduct. she may. Indeed 
eel the desire of starting an enemy nation. but she can have no rlghi 

of doing it at our loss nor of making us the instruments of it. 
And with a firmness which it would have been well had the 

present administration emulnted. it is said : 
It is with concern however, I am obliged to ohserve that so marked 

has been the inattention of the British court to every appliration whirh 
has been made to them on any subject by thin Government (not a single 
answer, I believe. having ever been given to one of them. except in the 
act of exchanging a minister) tbat It may become unavoldahle in per- 
tain cases, where an answer of Some sort 1s necessary, to consider their 
silence as an answer. 

IF WIU WEBB XEUTaAL WI, WOULD NO? NOW FACII WAR. 
Had the plain principle of international Inw nnnounced hy 

Jefferson been folloWed by us, me wonltl not be cmlled on to-day 
to declare war upon nny of the belligerents. The failure to treat 
the belligerent nntions of Europe alike, the failure to reject the 
unlawful “ war zones ” of both- Germany and Great Rritnin. is 
wholly accountable for our present dilemma. We should not 
seek to hide OUT blunder behind the smoke of brittle. to inflame 
the mind nf our people by half trnths into the frenzy of wnr, 
in order that they may never appreciate the real cnnse of it 
until it is too late. I do not believe that our national honor is 
served by such a course. The right way is the honornhle way. 

One alternative is to admit our initial blunder to enforce our 
rights against Great Britain as we have enforced our rights 
agninst Germany; demand that hoth those nations shall respect 
our neutral rights upon the high seas to the letter; and give 
notice that we will enforce those rights from that time forth 
against both belligerents and then live up to that ilotice. 

The other alternative is to withdraw our commerce from both. 
The mere suggestion that food supplies would be with!lel$l from 
both sides impartially would compel belligerents to obserlte the 
principle of freedom of the seas for neutral commerce. 
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