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FRI~NDS OR ~N~MI~S?

W ILL ROGERS, the famous movie actor, used
to spend a good deal of his time traveling about
the world, studying things and people. Then

he would make witty and sometimes wise remarks, which
were printed in the newspapers.

One day in January, 1935, Will flew by airplane down to
Washington to see what Congress was doing. He was quite
disgusted when he found the Senate trying to decide
whether the United States should become a member of the
World Court. Will remarked: "It's all right to fix the
world, but you better get your own smokehouse full of
meat first."

That strikes many people as just plain common sense.
Let's get things fixed up at home and then, if there is any
time left, maybe we can do something about the rest of the
world. But are we so sure that it will work?

I wonder if Will ever heard about Sam Harris who went
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out to live in Oklahoma many years ago. Sam settled down
in a place that was going to be a town and started building
himself a good house, and a smokehouse. He was going to
have things just right. One day some neighbors came to
Sam. "Sam," they said, "there is a gang of thieves around
here. Come and help us organize a band of men to catch
them and stop their thieving."

"Haven't got time," said Sam. "I've got to get my
smokehouse full of meat."

The neighbors went away downhearted, and nothing
was done.

A few days later some other neighbors came to Sam.
"Sam," they said, "Harvey Allison's house burned down
last night. Come and help us organize a fire patrol and a
bucket brigade to fight fires."

"Haven't got time," said Sam. "I've got to finish paper
ing my house."

Again the neighbors went away downhearted, and again
nothing was done.

You can guess the end of this story.. Of course, the
thieves broke into Sam's smokehouse and carried off his
meat, and a few nights later Sam's house burned down,
new paper and all. Fortunately, Sam escaped with his life,
and after that he had more time to work with his neighbors
to prevent fires and thieving.

The same sort of thing that happened to Sam Harris has
sometimes happened to nations that didn't have time to
pay attention to what was going on around them. There
are fires among nations (which we call wars), and there are
sometimes thieving nations. The fires spread from one na
tion to another, and the thieves take land, or other things
that don't belong to them.

There was the World "War. It started as a local quarrel
in a corner of Europe, as a fire may start in some hidden
corner of a great house. If the nations had had the right
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sort of fire-fighting apparatus, they might have put it out
right there, or at least have kept it from spreading. But
the nations, including the United States, had all been busy
getting their smokehouses full of meat. The fire-the war
spread until nearly the whole world caught fire. In that
war over 350,000 American men and boys were killed or
wounded, or died of diseases in camps or hospitals. It is
said that in all more than 8,000,000 boys and men died,
and more than 21,000,000 were wounded in that war.
After sixteen years we are still feeling its effects. It has
left millions of men all over the world disabled by wounds
and disease. The great depression, which began in 1929,
is partly an after-effect of the war. .

TRYING TO PREVENT WARS

It is very proper for every nation to go ahead and get
meat into its own smokehouse, as Will Rogers put it-to
make its own people as prosperous and happy as possible.
But unless a nation can also take some time to think about
getting along with other nations and about planning
against future wars, it may find that all its meat has been
stored in vain. Probably no nation should try to "fix the
world," but nations can work together to prevent wars
which might hurt them all.

In 1919 after the close of the World War, President Wil
son and leaders from other countries invented the League
of Nations. The League, they expected, would settle quar
rels between nations without war, it would prevent one
nation from taking another nation's land, and would punish
a nation that attacked a neighbor. Though President Wil
son had done more than anyone else to set up the League
of Nations, the American people seemed to think the
United States ought not to join it. So we have remained
outside.

Perhaps that was a wise decision. Most of the quarrels
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that the League has had to settle have been European
quarrels with which we have no direct concern. Perhaps
such quarrels can be settled just as well without our help,

....Come on in! Here's a
~ice fron.t Seat
~&iting for YQU p1

and it may be best for us not to have to take sides in
settling them. In the League's attempts to settle quarrels
that do concern us, as in South America and Asia, we have
several times worked with the League. That seems to be
our policy now-to work with the League in matters that
are of direct concern to us, but let it alone in other matters.

A COURT FOR ALL NATIONS

The World Court, which the Senate was talking about
when 'Will Rogers flew to Washington, is a court of fifteen
judges chosen by the League of Nations from among the
great lawyers of different countries. At present there are
judges on the Court from Italy, France, England, Spain,
China, Cuba, Colombia, and eight other countries. Though
the United States does not belong to the Court, three
American lawyers have at different times been among the
judges of the Court. The Court settles legal disputes be
tween nations, as our own courts settle legal disputes be
tween persons. If France and England have a treaty and
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disagree about just what the treaty means, they may ask
the Court to decide. If Italy says that Spain has broken a
treaty, and Spain says it hasn't, they may ask the Court to
decide. There are many other kinds of questions which
nations may submit to the Court.

If the United States had joined the World Court, it
would have had a vote in the election of judges. It would
not have been obliged to submit any dispute to the Court
unless it had wished to do so.

The United States has not joined the World Court.
Why not? .
All our presidents since the Court began business

Presidents Harding, Coolidge, Hoover, and Roosevelt
have wished to have us join the Court. But we cannot join
the Court except by making a treaty, and we can make a
treaty only if the United States Senate votes for it by a
two-thirds vote. A few days after Will Rogers was in
Washington, the Senate voted on the World Court treaty.
Fifty-two Senators voted to join, and thirty-six Senators
voted against joining. The Senators who voted to join the
Court were less than two-thirds of those present. So that
vote killed the treaty, and the United States did not join
the Court. Some of the Senators who voted against joining
the Court seemed to fear that if we were in the Court we
might get mixed up in European quarrels that are not our
business. Other Senators feared that the Court might
sometime give an opinion-what is called an "advisory"
opinion-which would injure us, but we should have to
respect it if we were a member of the Court.

ARBITRATION

Long before the League of Nations and the World Court
were started-long before the vVorld War-there were ways
of settling quarrels between nations without fighting.
Sometimes such quarrels or disputes were settled just by
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talking them over and making treaties. Sometimes two na
tions would agree to let several men act as umpires in set
tling a dispute between them. They agreed to accept the
umpires' decision, whatever it was. This is called arbitra
tion. For more than thirty years there has been a Court of
Arbitration at The Hague in the Netherlands, to which
nations may go, if they choose, to have their quarrels
settled. The United States has settled many troublesome
disputes with other nations by arbitration. We now have
arbitration treaties with France, Germany, Austria, Den
mark, Poland, and other nations-more than thirty in
all-by which we agree that we will always settle ce1'tain
kinds of disputes with those countries by arbitration rather
than go to war about them.

"COOLING-OFF TREATIES"

Men sometimes come to blows over a quarrel just be
cause they have not taken a little time to think about it, or
talk it over. Nations occasionally do the same thing. To
prevent this the United States has treaties with a number

of foreign governments by which it agrees that before
going to war over any dispute it will allow a group of men
from different countries to study the dispute and try to
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find a way to settle it peacefully. These treaties are some
times called "cooling-off treaties," because it is hoped that
two nations that are angry with each other WIll "cool off"
while the question is being studied and decide it would be
foolish to go to war.

OUTLAWING WAR

The United States found that making arbitration treaties
and "cooling-off treaties" with other nations one by one
was slow business. So, in order to speed up the process,
our Secretary of State, Mr. Kellogg, got fourteen other na
tions to sign a single treaty with the United States. It is
called the Briand-Kellogg Pact, or the Pact of Paris. The
signers agreed that they would not go to war with one
another, or attempt to settle any disputes among the
group, except by peaceful means. England, France, Ger
many, Italy, Russia, China, and Japan all signed the Pact
of Paris. In all, over sixty nations have now agreed to be
bound by it.

It has been said that the Pact of Paris "outlaws war." If
the signers all really meant what they said, and lived up to
it, this would mean the end of wars among the great
nations. It would mean the end of fear and distrust among
them.

Has the Pact of Paris had this effect?
No, it hasn't.
Many of the nations that signed it are just as suspicious

of one another as before, and they still keep their big
armies and navies.

BIGGER AND BETTER BATTLESHIPS

Suppose two nations are a bit unfriendly or suspicious of
each other. One of them begins building more battleships
or taking more men into its army. Then the other nation
is likely to get scared into trying to build a navy or an
army bigger than that of its neighbor. Pretty soon we have
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what is called an armament race, each nation trying to get
ahead of the other.

Armament races take a great deal of money. This means
either that people have to pay higher taxes, or else that
money that might be used for schools or roads or help for
the unemployed is spent on battleships and cannon and
rifles.

But that isn't the worst thing about armament races.
They also make war more likely. As the racing nations
become more and more suspicious and jealous of each
other, the leader may decide to begin fighting before its
rival can catch up. Before the World War there was a race
in armies between France and Germany, and a race in
navies between England and Germany. Many people be
lieve that these armament races helped cause the World
1Var.

After the World War, everybody wanted armament
races stopped. The statesmen who set up the League of
Nations hoped that the League would make it unnecessary
for nations to fight. They hoped no nation would need a
big army or navy any longer, or have to worry about the
armies or navies of its neighbors. Germany and her allies
were forced to cut down their great armies, and Germany
had to surrender all her battleships. Then it was made the
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business of the League to decide how big an army each of
its members would need.

But no country had enough faith in the League of N a
tions to be willing to give up its big army. France and Italy
seemed as much afraid of war as before and both of them
kept up their big armies. Russia didn't join the League for
many years, and in the meantime it had built up a huge,
new army. When the Germans saw that the nations all
around them were keeping their big armies, they began
to increase theirs, first secretly, then openly. They are
now building a new navy, too. It looks as if Europe might
be beginning a new armament race.

The nations with big navies held a conference in Wash
ington in 1921-22 and agreed not to race in building battle
ships. They agreed to limit the size of their fleets. For
every five battleships in the United States navy, England
was to have five and Japan three. France and Italy were
to have a smaller number. That agreement will end in
1936. Japan now claims that she ought to have as big a
fleet as the United States or England, and that she will not
renew the agreement in 1936. Perhaps we shall see an ex
pensive and dangerous race in navies between the United
States and Japan. Or there may be a new agreement that
will prevent such a race.

More than a hundred years ago this country and
England agreed that neither of them would keep battle
ships on the Great Lakes. Both countries have kept that
promise. We have no fear of attack from Canada or from
Mexico. So we do not build forts or keep soldiers along our
frontiers, as nations do when they are afraid of each other.

ARE WE A PEACEFUL NATION?

People will sometimes tell you that the United States has
gotten along very well for 150 years without a League of
Nations or a World Court, and that this is proof enough
that we have no need of either.
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It is true that we have gotten along pretty well without
a League or a Court. It is also true that we got along some
how for most of that time without means for preventing
typhoid and diphtheria and yellow fever. But thousands of
Americans died from those diseases, and other thousands
died in wars that might perhaps have been avoided if there
had been better means for the peaceful settlement of dis
putes between nations.

In our 150 years of independence we have fought five
wars with foreign nations: one with France, one with
England, one with Mexico, one with Spain, and one with
Germany. (This does not count two little wars which we
fought with Tripoli and Algiers to make their sailors stop
capturing our ships.) Three of these were European wars,
into which we were forced or dragged against our will. If
Europe had had a League of Nations to keep the peace,
we should never have had to fight France or England or
Germany. We fought Mexico over a boundary dispute and
the violation of a treaty. Both were questions that might
have been settled by an international court or by arbitra
tion.

'V"e quarreled with Spain because the battleship "Maine"
was blown up in Havana harbor, and because we didn't
like the methods used by the Spaniards in putting down
rebellion in Cuba. Spain offered to let a court of arbitra
tion decide whether it was her fault that the "Maine" was
blown up. She was also trying to change her methods in
Cuba in a way that would satisfy us. If we had had a
"cooling-off treaty" with Spain, that war could almost cer
tainly have been prevented.

We did get along for 150 years without a League of Na
tions, without a World Court, and without effective arbi
tration treaties. But unless you think a war now and then
is a good thing, it looks as if we should have gotten along a
good deal better if we had had some of those agencies for
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preventing war. We know, too, from what happened in the
World War, that future wars are likely to be vastly more
costly and destructive and painful than the wars of the
past. If there is any method of preventing war without
giving up things that are very important to us, it would
seem like common sense to give that method a trial.

RIGHTS AND PRINCIPLES

Perhaps the League of Nations, the World Court, arbi
tration treaties, and the "outlawing of war" will all fail to
prevent future wars. We may find it necessary again to
fight in defense of our rights or principles. We ought to
know, then, what are the chief rights or principles for which
we have fought in the past, or for which we have been
willing to fight, or to talk about fighting. We ought to
know what they mean and to try to decide whether they
are important enough to fight for again if the occasion
arises. Some of the most important are listed below.

Freedom of the seas.
Protection of our citizens and their property in other

countries.
The Monroe Doctrine.
Control and protection of the Panama Canal.
The "open door" in China.
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FREEDOM OF THE SEAS

Nowadays all nations have freedom of the seas in times
of peace. That is, the ships of all countries are free to use
the oceans of the world, and to enter the ports of other
nations that are willing to receive them. In earlier days
there were pirates who preyed upon defenseless merchant
vessels. A little over a century ago, Tripoli and other small
n;:ttions on the north coast of Africa claimed the right to
collect tribute from ships passing through the Mediter
ranean Sea. Twice we sent our little navy to the Mediter
ranean and compelled Tripoli, Tunis, Morocco, and Algiers
to allow our ships to sail freely in the Mediterranean.
Since that time there has been complete freedpm of the
seas in times of peace.

But when a war breaks out, each of the belligerents (the
fighting nations) has the right to capture trading ships of
the enemy country anywhere on the high seas-that is,
anywhere except in the ports of neutral countries and close
to their coasts. Each warring nation has the right to shut
up, or "blockade," the ports of the enemy country so that
no ships can leave or enter them. If a neutral ship tries to
break through-"run the blockade"-it may be captured
and its cargo seized. Each belligerent also has the right to
stop neutral ships on the high seas and take from them all
"contraband of war"-that is, all war supplies such as
arms, ammlJ.nition, and uniforll:ls which they may be carry
ing to an enemy country.

When a fighting natjo:p. blockades enemy ports or cap
tures contraband of war on a ship of a neutral country, it
really deprives neutral countries of a part of their freedom
of the se~s. B,ut the United States and all other nations
have agreed that a belligerent nation may do these things.
We have dpne tl~em ourselves when we have been at war.
During our Civil War our navy blockaded Southern ports,
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seized English ships when they tried to run the blockade,
and cap.tured contraband of war in English ships.

But the United States has always insisted on rules to
save as much as possible of the freedom of the seas, even in
time of war.

What are the American rules about freedom of the seas
in war time?

No "papeT blockades."-Suppose that England and
France are at war. If England says that the French port
of Brest is blockaded and so claims the right to capture
American ships trying to go in or out of Brest, we say that
England must really station its warships at the entrance of
the port, so as to make it a real blockade and not just a
blockade "on paper." If paper blockades were permitted,
a country at war might cripple Amel'ican foreign commerce
by issuing a few orders that would make neutral trade ex
tremely dangerous.

Only 1'eal waT mateTial to be contmband.-We have in
sisted that only real war material must be considered con
traband of war. It is all right to call powder and uniforms
contraband, but we have objected when cotton, for ex
ample, has been called contraband.

Safety f01' non-combatants.-'Ne have insisted that when
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trading ships, either of a neutral or a belligerent country,
are attacked or captured, the lives of their crews- or pas
sengers must be protected. Such people are called "non
combatants" because they are not in the army or navy of
a fighting country.

FTeedom oftmde between neutmls.-We have insisted that
any neutral country must be perfectly free to trade with
other neutral countries.

When the fighting nations live up to these rules, we say
that the seas are free. When they break these rules, we say
they are robbing us of our freedom of the seas, and we have
several times gone to war on that account.

HOW MACHINES HAVE CHANGED WAR
ON THE SEAS

It was to protect our freedom of the seas in war time that
we fought France in 1798. It was partly for the same rea
son that we fought England in 181'2. After that, our rules
were accepted by most of the nations of the world, and we
had no more serious trouble about the freedom of the seas
for almost a hundred years.

But when the World War began in 1914, both England
and Germany refused to recognize the old rules. New ma
chines had changed the whole nature of war, especially
naval war. English warships couldn't lie outside the en
trance to a German port on blockade duty, as had been
possible in earlier wars; they would have been blown up in
the first few hours by submarines or mines. So the English
claimed the right to stop neutral ships going to or coming
from Germany anywhere on the high seas. Thus England
set up a new kind of blockade contrary to old rules. We
called it a "paper blockade."

The Germans also wished to blockade England, but they
couldn't do it in the old way; so they built a great many
submarines and began to blockade England by torpedoing
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all ships, even neutral ships, that tried to go to English
ports. There was another new thing about the German
submarine blockade. It broke the old rule about saving
the lives of crews and passengers on merchant ships. The
Germans claimed that nearly every merchant ship that
went to England was carrying arms, or ammunition, or
other war material and so all of them ought to be treated
like warships. They claimed that, if Americans or other
neutral people chose to sail on such ships, they would have
to take their chances just as they would on an English
warship.

The English, on their side, said that just about all the
people of Germany were either fighting or working to help
the soldiers. So nearly everything going to Germany ought
to be treated as contraband of war. With modern railroads
and steamers, they pointed out, it was easy to ship goods
into Germany from neutral countries, like Holland, Den
mark, and Sweden; so the English claimed the right to stop
or limit goods going from America into those neutral coun
tries.

And so, you see, after England and Germany got through
changing the rules, there was hardly any freedom of the
seas left.

WHY WE FOUGHT GERMANY

The United States claimed that both England and Ger
many ought to stick by the old rules. We complained to
England, and we complained to Germany, about their tak
ing away our freedom of the seas. But neither England nor
Germany paid very much attention to our protests. They
both kept on changing the rules of war on the seas to suit
themselves. Germany's methods of fighting destroyed the
lives of American citizens; England's methods took only
American property. So we felt that we had a much greater
grievance against Germany than against England. Finally,
in April, 1917, we declared war on Germany.
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Our quarrel about the freedom of the seas was not the
only reason for our fighting Germany. Many Americans
wanted England and France to win because those countries
had democratic governments like our own; the German
government was much less democratic. Many others be
lieved that Germany was entirely responsible for the war
and deserved to be punished. But all these reasons put
together would not have taken us into war if Germany had
not sunk American ships and killed American citizens on
the high seas.

IS FREEDOM OF THE SEAS WORTH FIGHTING FOR?

If another great war breaks out in Europe, it is almost
certain that the fighting nations will refuse to accept our
rules for freedom of the seas, just as they refused in the

World War. Does that mean we shall have to fight again?
Or does it mean that we shall consent to have the rules
changed-that we shall agree to give up our ideas about
freedom of the seas? Our government is now working on a
new set of rules which claim fewer rights for neutral na
tions on the sea in time of war. If we adopt these new rules,
we shall be less likely to be drawn into another European
war. The question for us is this: Shall we be better off in
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the long run by giving up a slice of the freedom of the seas
or by being ready to fight to defend it as we did in the
World War?

Of course, another way out would be to give up entirely
trading with foreign countries. Then we wouldn't have to
worry about freedom of the seas. We shall have more to
say about this later.

HOW WE PROTECT AMERICAN CITIZENS AND THEIR
PROPERTY IN ·FOREIGN COUNTRIES

"We want Perdicaris alive or Raizuli dead."
These are the words of a famous message which Presi

dent Theodore Roosevelt sent to a representative of the
United States in Morocco. Perdicaris, an American citizen
living in Morocco, had been kidnaped by Raizuli, a sort
of bandit chieftain. President Roosevelt demanded that
the government of Morocco either get Perdicaris back in
safety or punish Raizuli. Perdicaris returned to his home
and friends, alive and well.

Every government does what it can to protect its citi
zens when they are abroad. It cannot give them complete
safety in foreign countries, any more than it can at home.
American missionaries and travelers sometimes are killed
by Chinese bandits. American business men and settlers
have been killed in Mexico. That is unfortunate, of course.
But Chinese and Italians have been killed by mobs in the
United States, and Mexican workers have been shot by
American gangsters in Chicago. All that the United States
can reasonably ask of Mexico, or China, or any other colin
try is that it give the same kind of protection to American
citizens that it gives its own citizens. Usually there is no
trouble about that.

PROTECTING AMERICANS IN WEAK COUNTRIES

If the government of a foreign country is too weak to
protect American citizens, we sometimes land troops to
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give them temporary protection. We have done that in
little countries like Nicaragua. Sometimes when there is
civil war or other disorder in a country where there are
American citizens, our government warns the Americans
that it cannot protect them unless they will come to some
part of the coast where our warships can go. That hap
pened recently in Nicaragua and also in China.

If Americans are killed because a foreign government is
too weak to protect them, our government sometimes col
lects damages. Once in China, a secret organization called
Boxers attempted to drive out, or kill, all the foreigners.
The Chinese government was either unable or unwilling to
protect the foreigners, among whom were many Americans.
So the United States and other nations sent soldiers over
there. United States troops, marching side by side with
English, German; and Japanese troops, rescued the white
people in the city of Peking. They forced the Chinese gov
ernment to pay damages and to promise to give, in the
future, the same protection to Americans and other
foreigners that it gave to its own people. To make sure of
full protection, the Chinese government also agreed that
foreign troops might be stationed along the railroad be
tween Peking and the coast.

Americans own a great deal of property in foreign coun
tries. They own factories in Canada and in Europe; mines,
oil wells, banana and coffee plantations in Mexico and
South America. In countries like Canada and England, we
never have any trouble about our property. Those coun
tries respect private property and give it the same kind of
protection that it receives in the United States. But that's
not true everywhere. When Russia became a socialist state
in 1917, the Russian government seized a good deal of
American property. Americans claimed they should be
paid for what they had lost. Our government is still trying
to persuade the Russian government to pay them.
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We have never thought of going to war with Russia to
force her to pay our claims. But when that sort of thing
happens in small countries near the United States, there is
sometimes danger of war.

A few years ago Mexico changed its constitution. Under
the new constitution some oil properties in Mexico belong
ing to Americans would have been taken over by the Mexi
can government. The owners of the property asked our
government to protect them and save their oil wells. For a
while it looked as if we might have a war with Mexico to
protect American property from action by the Mexican
government. But Mexico finally allowed the Americans to
keep their oil lands. Thus the United States persuaded
Mexico to change its policy for the benefit of American
property owners.

Sometimes in order to protect American property we
have sent troops to small countries whose governments
were weak or unstable, just as we have done to protect
American lives. People used to say "trade follows the
flag." They meant that when a nation gets new territory
its citizens get the lion's share of the trade that is de
veloped. Nowadays it seems that the flag follows trade.
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The ownership of property in weak and undeveloped
countries such as Nicaragua or Colombia by citizens of a
strong country, like the United States, is sometimes called
"economic im1gerJalism." If the property owners have a
great deal of influence with their government, troops may
be sent into the weak country to force it to change its laws,
or its policies, so as to favor foreign investors and business
men. That sort of interference always makes a weak coun
try distrust and hate its strong neighbor. It may even lead
to war.

HOW FAR SHOULD WE GO?

How far should the government of the United States go
in protecting American citizens and American property in
other countries? Two groups of people have very different
ideas on this subject. One group believes that our govern
ment should go the limit.

President Coolidge said:
While it is well-established international law that we have no right

to interfere in the purely domestic affairs of other nations in their deal
ings with their own citizens, it is equally well established that our gov
ernment has certain rights over and certain duties toward our own
citizens and their property, wherever they may be located. The person
and property of a citizen are a part of the general domain of the Nation,
even when abroad.

But probably not even he would have favored sending
an army to Russia to collect money owing to Americans.

People in the other group argue this way: When Ameri
cans go abroad, or buy property abroad, they should do so
at their own risk. They should not count upon the protec
tion of the United States. If they need protection, let them
rely entirely on the government of the foreign country to
which they go, or in which they invest their money. If
Americans choose to go to Mexico for their own profit or
their own amusement, they have no right to ask the Ameri
can government to send troops down there for their pro-
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tection, and run the chance of starting a war. If they think
Mexico isn't safe for them or their property, they had
better stay at home.

Does President Roosevelt agree with this view? He has
said: "The definite policy of the United States from now
on is one opposed to armed intervention" in the affairs of
neighboring countries.

THE MONROE DOCTRINE

Several American inventors have given their names to
machines which we use or at least see almost every day.
We have the Ford car, the Bell telephone, the McCormick
reaper. Only one American president was so lucky as to
have his name attached to an idea for which the United
States has sometimes been willing to fight. The president
was James Monroe, and the idea is called the "Monroe
Doctrine."

What was the Monroe Doctrine, and what does it mean
to us today?

After the United States won its independence, it was
very fortunate in extending its boundaries. Within forty
years it had bought Louisiana from France and Florida
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from Spain. The American people liked this policy. It gave
them new lands and the control of rivers leading to the
Gulf of Mexico. Also, it removed troublesome neighbors.
If your next-door neighbors have bad habits, such as
laughing at the way you live, picking the apples that grow
near the fence, and sometimes throwing stones at your
windows, you may be glad to buy them out to get rid of
them, especially if they will sell at a bargain. That is about
the way Americans a century and a quarter ago felt about
Spain and France as neighbors. The people, or at least the
governments, of those European monarchies didn't think
well of our democratic government, and there was always
trouble along the border, though for that we may have
been as much responsible as they were. At any rate, it was
a relief to see them go, and to know that we had the free
run of all the country west to the Rocky Mountains and
south to the Gulf of Mexico.

Partly for the same reason, people in the United States
were glad when Spain's other colonies, which included
Mexico, Central America, and most of South America, fol
lowed our example, drove out their Spanish rulers, and set
up republics somewhat like our own. All this happened in
the first twenty years of the nineteenth century, when
Spain was either fighting wars in Europe or getting over
their effects. Thomas Jefferson said joyfully, "America has
a hemisphere to itself." He meant that the countries south
of us were going to get rid of royalty, have democratic gov
ernments instead, live on friendly terms with us, and be
free to trade with us in a way that would be useful to both
us and them.

REVOLUTIONS ARE BAD FOR THE KING
BUSINESS

Just as Americans were congratulating their neighbors
on their good sense and success, a group of strong nations
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in Europe-France, Russia, Austria, Prussia-began talk
ing about helping Spain to get her colonies back again.
Each of these nations had a king or emperor or czar, who
didn't approve of the way in which the Spanish king had
been robbed of the American side of his crown. They, too,
had crowns and would have liked to teach people every
where to respect them. So they planned to hold a confer
ence to see what they could do to help the King of Spain.

There wasn't really much danger that they'd do any
thing but talk, but President Monroe didn't know that.
What he did know was that these crowned heads were
going into a huddle to discuss the American business, and
he feared that in the next play they might be running in
terference for King Ferdinand of Spain. So, in a message
to Congress, December ~, 18~3, he gave them a warning.
He told them we should regard such tactics as unfriendly
to us and dangerous to our peace and safety. Besides, the
United States would not consent to European nations get
ting any new colonies in America. The United States, he
said, did not meddle in the affairs of Europe, and Europe
shouldn't meddle in ours.

KEEP OFF THE GRASS!

For the United States, a new and as yet weak nation,
with almost no army or navy, to tell the great military
powers of Europe to keep off the grass in this hemisphere
was a rather nervy thing to do. But the British govern
ment had important trade 'relations with South America
and let it be known that the British navy would bar the
way to any attack on the Spanish-Americans except by
Spain herself. Really, it was the British navy more than
President Monroe's message that convinced the two kings,
the emperor, and the czar that they had better keep to
their own side of the Atlantic. But in the United States
many people thought-and still think-that Monroe had
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fright~ned the monarchs of Europe out of their plans for
invading the former Spanish colonies.

Anyway, Monroe had served notice that we should not
cOI!sent (unless we had to) to have European nations plant

new cQlonies in America, or tell American nations how they
should rqn their governments or choose their rulers. Thus
Monroe appointed the United States a sort of guardi~n to
the republics of Mexico and Central and South America to
protect them against European meddling.

But Monroe was acting chiefly in the interest of the
United States. He wished to protect our smaller neighbors
against Europe, not so much because he loved them as be
cause he believed European JIleddling on this side of the
Atlantic would be dangerous to the United St~tes. It would
bring bl:!-ck SOllle of the troublesome European neighbors
whom we had begun to get rid of when we bought Loqisi
ana and Florida; and it might interfere with our trade
with the Latin-American republics.

PUTTING TEETH IN THE MONROE DOCTRINE

Mo~roe's doctrine became very popular in th~ Uniteq
States-so popular that on two occasions this country
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seemed ready to go to war, if necessary, to force European
nations to respect it. During our Civil War, France sent
an army to Mexico to change that republic into an empire
and to set up an Austrian prince. Maximilian, as emperor
of Mexico. This was a plain violation of the Monroe Doc
trine. But the United States already had one war on its
hands and wasn't anxious to start another. President Lin
coln could do no more than tell the French government
that we disapproved its action. As soon as the Civil War
ended, President Johnson sent an army to the Mexican
border and then politely asked Napoleon III, the French
Emperor, to name a date when his armies would go home.
After that, the French got out in a hurry, and Maximilian's
empire folded up.

About thirty years later, President Grover Cleveland
persuaded England to settle in a friendly way a boundary
dispute between her colony, British Guiana, and Venezue
la, instead of taking what she wanted by force. Persuasion
was all that was necessary in this case, but President
Cleveland had hinted that, if persuasion didn't work, he
would be willing to use the American army and navy to see
that Venezuela got justice.

WHY LATIN-AMERICANS DON'T LIKE
OUR DOCTRINE

People in Latin-America don't like the Monroe Doctrine
very well. They think it sets the United States up as the
"big shot" in this hemisphere and treats them like children
needing protection. They have sometimes suspected, also,
that the United States put up the "keep off the grass" sign
so that it could pick the flowers itself. They recall that, not
so long after Monroe had told Europe to keep out, we
fought a war with Mexico and took from her California
with its wonderful harbor of San Francisco, and its future
Hollywood. We warned Europe not to take more land over.
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here, but seemed to think it wa~ aJI J:'~ght for us to take all
we wanted.

Many years later, under President Taft and again uI!qer
fresident Wilson, we formed the habit of sending marines
to take charge of little countries like Haiti and Santo Do
~ngo, which were having too many- revolutions. We
stopped the revolutions and told the peqple how to run
their governments ~'p':d choqse their presidents. Sometimes
",e ~!1id we did this because of the Monroe Doctrine. If we
didn't straighten out thes~ l!-nruly little countries, England
or Germany or France might claim a right to do it, and
that would be against the Monroe Doctri:p.e. The Negroes
of Haiti (who speak French) and the white and black
people of Santo Domingo (who speak Spanish) didn't like
to be bossed by us any more than by other foreigners, and
they came to dislike both us and our Doctrine.

Today, all ol!-r ~arines have come home. Our govern
ment has said that the ~onroe Doctrine does not give us
any right to meddle in the affairs of our little neighbors. If
they want to have revolutions, that is their affair. We have
also said that we do not propose to take any more of their
land. If we live up to these new principles, perhaps the
Latin-Americans will cease to dislike the Monroe Doctrine
and to distrust Uncle Sam.

People ip. the United States seem to think the Monroe
Doctrine should be maintained, but probably w.e shall
never again need to think about fighting for it. The Euro
pean nations recognized it in the Covenant of the League
of Nations. Thel'e is no reason to think that any of them
qream of getting new colonies in America or interfering for
selfish reasons in American politics. When the League of
Nations, in 1933, tried to stop a war in South Am~r!cabe
twee:p. Paraguay and Bolivia, we felt that this was an un
selfish sort of interference and made no objection. We eveI:l
worked with the League in settling another South Ameri-
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can dispute between Colombia and :reru. But if any Euro
pean nation, or Japan, should try to get new American
colonies, we should probably stand up for the Monroe Doc
trine as strongly as ever.

THE PANAMA CANAL

Every country with a seacoast has to be prepared to
defend its coast and its ports in time of war. This can be
done partly with fortifications whose big guns will sink an
enemy ship at twenty miles distance. But it is impossible
to fortify entirely a coast line nearly five thousand miles
long like that of the United States. Even if that were pos
sible, enemy fleets could still capture our trading ships sail
ing between our own ports. They could send off airplanes
to bombard our coast cities. The only good means of pro
tecting our coasts and our trade is to have a navy or fight
ing fleet of our own, strong enough to keep enemy fleets en
tirely away from our shores.

The United St~tes has two long coast lines to protect..
one on the Atlantic and the Gulf of Mexico and one on the
Pacific. Does that mean that we must have two great
fleets, one for each coast? It would mean exactly that if
we were not able to move our fighting ships quickly from
the Atlantic to the Pacific and back again. When we
fought Spain in 1898, one of our best battleships, the
"Oregon," was on the Pacific coast. A Spanish fleet sailed
from Spain for America. The "Oregon" was badly needed
on the Atlantic side. The only way she could get there was
around the southern tip of South America, a voyage of
some fourteen thousand miles. It took her two month!, to
make the trip. All the fighting might well have been over
before she arrived, if the Spaniards had not been so slow.
Everyone saw then that to make our two coast lines safe
we should either have to build two fleets, or else find a
much quicker way of getting our ships from one side to the
other.
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,That was one reason why we built the Panama Canal
through the narrowest part of the isthmus that connects
North and South America.

Ever since the Spaniard Balboa discovered that isthmus
over four hundred years ago, men had dreamed of a canal
which should connect the Atlantic and Pacific. But it was
too big a job to be tackled until the days of modern engi
neering. Nobody even tried it until about 1880, when a
French company undertook to dig a canal at Panama. The
French company spent nearly $300,000,000 and got a good
deal of work done, but they couldn't finish the canal. After
twenty years the French offered to sell all their rights,
property, and machinery to the United States.

HOW WE GOT THE CANAL ZONE

But there was another party who had something to say
about that. Panama was then part of the Republic of Co
lombia. Before we could buyout the French company and
begin digging our canal, we had to get Colombia's permis
sion by a treaty. A treaty was drawn up, but Colombia
wouldn't agree to it.

N ow the people of Panama wanted the Canal built. The
officers of the French company wanted to sell out to the
United States. So when the government of Colombia re
fused to agree to the treaty, the people of Panama, with
the help of a clever Frenchman, Bunau-Varilla, declared
their independence of Colombia and set up the Republic of
Panama. The United States took little Panama under its
protection and President Theodore Roosevelt refused to
let Colombia send troops to put down the rebellion. (Years.
later the United States paid Colombia $25,000,000 for the
loss of Panama.)

We then made a treaty with Panama. For $10,000,000
and an annual rental of $250,000, Panama allowed us to
use a strip of land ten miles wide across the isthmus and to
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govern it exactly as if it were our own territory. This strip
of land is called the Panama Canal Zone. The Canal runs
through the middle of it.

The construction of the great canal was begun in 1904
and finished in 1914. It shortened the distance by sea be
tween New York and San Francisco from thirteen thousand
to five thousand miles. It brought our east coast and
Europe thousands of miles nearer to the Pacific. And it
made it possible for the United States to use one fleet to protect
both its long coasts. We can now send a :Beet easily and
quickly from the Atlantic to the Pacific or back again. In
1934 our whole battle :Beet of no ships passed through the
Canal in 47 hours. The Panama Canal makes one :Beet do
the work of two.

PROTECTING THE CANAL

Suppose, in time of war, an enemy power should seize or
destroy the Canal. Our :Beet might then be caught on the
wrong side of the Canal, or part on one side and part on the
other. There would be no way of getting it where we
wanted it, except by the long voyage around South Ameri
ca. For this reason, we have to make sure that the Panama
Canal is well protected against any enemy.

How do we protect the Canal? In the first place, the
Canal itself is well fortified. But that isn't enough. On
both sides of the Canal is land belonging to the Republic of
Panama. Suppose a foreign power should conquer or an
nex Panama, or 'suppose there should be a civil war in
Panama which might endanger the Canal?

All that was provided for in a treaty signed in 1903.
You will remember that we had helped Panama to become
independent. For that reason Panama was willing to make
just the kind of treaty that we wanted. Under that treaty
we had the right and the duty of maintaining Panama's in
dependence; that is, of preventing Panama from coming un-
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der the control of any other nation. We also had the right
to send troops to Panama to stop any civil war or other
disorder that might put the Canal in danger. For these
reasons Panama was sometimes called a protectorate of the
United States.

The treaty of 1903 stood for more than thirty years, but
the new generation of Panamans didn't like it. They
claimed they could govern themselves and didn't need
Uncle Sam's protection any longer. They were willing to
pay for the privilege of being independent. They agreed
to let us pay the rent of the Canal Zone in our new 1934
cheap dollars, instead of insisting on the gold dollars of
1903. So in the summer of 1935 a new treaty was drawn
up by which the United States will give up its right of
guaranteeing the independence of Panama. Panama will
now take care of itself. But Uncle Sam will still guard his
canal.

Suppose we get into war with a European nation. Our
enemy sends its fleet to attack the Canal. -OVVe need to have
our fleet where it can easily get between the Canal and the
enemy fleet. But a modern fleet must always keep near a
base where it can get coal or oil for its engines. That means
we need a naval base near the line that a European fleet
would have to follow in coming to the Canal.

We have just that. After we helped Cuba win its inde
pendence from Spain, we got permission from the Cuban
government to use Guantanamo Bay near the eastern end
of Cuba for a naval base. Our fleet now spends much of its
time at Guantanamo. If you will look at the map, you will
see that from Guantanamo our fleet could easily get in the
way of any European fleet steaming toward the Canal.
You will see, too, that our fleet at Guantanamo could easily
steam northward to protect our Atlantic ports.

On the Pacific side, we also have a naval base at Pearl
Harbor in the Hawaiian Islands, over two thousand miles
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out in the Pacific Ocean. If we were at war with an Asiatic
nation, we should probably keep our fleet at Pearl Harbor,
where it could protect both the Panama Canal and our
west coast.

The United States does not wish to have any other na
tion build a canal to rival our canal at Panama. The only
place where such a canal could easily be built is through
Nicaragua, a short distance north of Panama. We have a
treaty with Nicaragua which gives us alone the right to
build a canal through that country. If ever another canal
becomes necessary, we shall probably build that, too.
Uncle Sam seems to have a monopoly of the canal business
between the Atlantic and Pacific.

THE "OPEN DOOR" IN CHINA

You can see in the papers almost any day articles by
"experts" and others who seem to think that sooner or
later we shall have trouble with Japan. But why should
we think of fighting a war with a country over five thousand
miles away, across the whole width of the Pacific Ocean?

It is pretty plain that if we stuck to our side of that wide
ocean and if the Japanese stuck to their side of it, there
would be nothing to argue about. But that's just what we
haven't done. The Japanese have come to California and
we have gone to the Philippines and to China. Quarrels
have resulted. The Japanese claim they have been badly
treated in California. And we are feeling the rivalry of
Japan in our trade with China. .

HAVE WE TREATED THE JAPANESE BADLY?

Every nation has the right to regulate its immigration
policy. It can say what foreigners may come in, and how
many of them, and whether they may become citizens
or not. As long as we had plenty of land and plenty of jobs,
the United States was glad to have people come in from
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other lands. We could afford to be generous. Immigrants
helped to settle the country and to make it prosperous. So
people came from Europe by the millions-English, Irish,
Germans, Swedes, French, Italians, Poles, Hungarians,
Russians, and many others. They helped settle our farms;
they went to work in our factories and mines. They were
allowed to become American citizens with all the rights of
native-born citizens (except that no foreign-born citizen
could hope to become President).

Then we got California in 1848. Next year came the
"gold rush"-the time of the "Forty-niners." Cheap labor
was needed in California to work the new mines, and a
little later to build the western railroads. From across the
Pacific came the Chinese-thousands of them. They were
hard workers; they lived largely on rice and were content
with cheap houses. So they could afford to work for very
low wages. This pleased the mine-owners and railroad
builders, who wanted cheap labor. They welcomed the
Chinese.

Naturally, American workingmen were not so well
pleased. "We are ruined by Chinese cheap labor," said the
workingmen. Other people thought that the Chinese were

U. s.
CITIZENSHIP

BUREAU

so different from our white population that they would not
mix well with it. They would never, it was feared, become
a part of us, as Germans and Irish and Swedes did, but
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would always remain foreigners. So the Chinese, and their
fellow-Orientals, the Japanese, were not allowed to become
American citizens. White men, red men, and black men
might become citizens of our country, but not yellow
men-that is, unless they were born here.

HOW WE HAVE KEPT OUT THE CHINESE
AND JAPANESE

Then, about :fifty years ago, we forbade any more Chi
nese laborers to come here to live. So far, very few Japa
nese had come, but when they did begin to come to our
western states in larger numbers, there was the same feel
ing about them as about the Chinese. Now the Japanese
were a proud people. They considered themselves quite
the equals of white men. They would bitterly resent being
told they couldn't come here. Our government wished to
keep Japanese out without making them angry. A way to
do this was found in the "Gentlemen's Agreement" of
1907, by which the Japanese government itself agreed not
to give passports to Japanese workers to come to the
United States.

For a few years this plan worked very well. But after the
World War the feeling of dislike, perhaps even hatred, for
all sorts of foreigners spread over our country. Other coun
tries were affected in the same way and many of them put
up the bars against immigration. The American Congress
in 1924 put strict limits on the number of immigrants al
lowed to come in from all countries; it excluded Japanese
entirely, though this was against the advice of President
Coolidge. Even if Congress had treated the Japanese
exactly like people of the white races, less than two hundred
Japanese could have come in in any year. The Japanese,
and many Americans too, thought it was unnecessary and
foolish to go farther than this and shut them out entirely.
It was like a slap in the face to the Japanese.
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Some of our states and cities have also done things that
have annoyed the Japanese. San Francisco, for example,
tried to separate Japanese and Chinese children from white
children in its schools. California, Washington, Arizona,
and other states have made laws to prevent Japanese and
Chinese from owning land. Laws like these, because they
treat Japanese differently from white people, have made
bad feeling in Japan. But there is no reason to believe that
Japan has ever thought them serious enough to fight about.

THE PHILIPPINE ISLANDS

We bought the Philippines from Spain in 1898. You will
find them on the farther side of the Pacific, more than six
thousand miles from San Francisco. Notice that they are
only about five hundred miles from the Chinese coast, and
fifteen hundred miles from the main islands of Japan.

It may be that Japan would like to have the Philippine
Islands. Japan has too many people for its land. The Philip
pine Isla'nds have room for many millions in addition to
their present population. The Philippines have rich sup
plies of timber and minerals, and thousands of acres of land
suited for the growing of rubber, cotton, sugar, rice, and
other things that Japan needs. It may be, too, that Japan
would like to take the Philippines just to send the United
States back to its own side of the Pacific. We do not know
just how the Japanese really feel about the Philippine
question.

One thing is certain, however. If Japan wished to fight
the United States, she could strike us easily and quickly in
the Philippine Islands, and we should find it very hard to
strike back.

But now we are about to get out of the Philippines. In
1946 the islands will become independent, with their own
government. Does that mean that we have gotten rid of a
possible cause of war between the United States and
Japan?
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Some Filipino leaders fear Japan will move in and take
the islands when the Americans move out. They would like
to have us guarantee the independence of the Philippines

as we did that of Panama. Then, if Japan tried to take
the islands, we should be in honor bound to help the
Filipinos.

But it would be even harder for us to help the Filipinos
if they were free than to defend them if they still be
longed to us. Probably the United States should do one of
two things. Either we should tell the Filipinos that if they
become independent they will have to shift for themselves,
or we should try to arrange a treaty with Japan by which
Japan and the United States would join in guaranteeing
the independence of the Philippines.

RIVALRY OF THE UNITED STATES AND
JAPAN IN CHINA

A while ago, pictures of Henry Pu Yi, Emperor of Man
chukuo, were in all the newspapers. Nobody ever heard of
Manchukuo until 1932. What is now called Manchukuo
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was formerly Manchuria. It had long been a part of the
Chinese Empire, though in recent years the Chinese hadn't
had much control over it. Then, in 1931, Japan sent troops
and drove out the Chinese troops and officials. Early in
1932 a new nation was born, called Manchukuo, with
Henry Pu Yi as its head.

But was 'Manchukuo really an independent nation?
Japan said yes. Many people in the United States, and in
other countries, thought not. They believed that Man
chukuo had been set up by Japan, not by the people of
Manchuria, and that its government was being run by
Japan. The League of Nations sent a commission of five
men, headed by an Englishman, the Earl of Lytton, to find
out the facts about Manchukuo. The commission reported
that the independence of Manchukuo had been planned
and carried out by "a group, of Japanese civil and military
officials," and that the new state could not have been
formed without "the presence of Japanese troops and the
activities of Japanese officials." They discovered that J apa
nese held many of the "key positions" in the government
of Manchukuo, and that all important departments had
Japanese advisers.

WHY DO WE CARE?

Was all this any business of ours? Many people in this
country thought so. Two of them were President Hoover
and his Secretary of State, Mr. Stimson. Mr. Stimson sent
a complaint to Japan. When that did no good, he an
nounced that the United States would not deal with Man
chukuo as a nation but would continue to regard it as part
of China. The League of Nations said the same thing. So
Manchukuo has gone on with its government under Japa
nese direction, and we have gone on showing our disap
proval by not recognizing the Manchukuo government.
vVhy?
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To find the answer we have to go back at least thirty-five
years. During all those years we have stood up for two
principles in regard to China. We call them "the territorial
integrity of China" and "the open door in China." By the
first we mean that Chinese territory shall not be taken by
other nations. By the second, "the open door," we mean
that the people of all nations shall have exactly the same
chances to trade and to invest their money in China-that
no nl:!-tion shall get special privileges in Chinese trade.

Why have we been so anxious to maintain these princi
pies? Not simply out of love for the Chinese, though our
relations with that nation have usually been friendly.
There are other reasons. China is supposed to have a popu
lation of over 400,000,000 people, more than three times
the number in the United States. Most of the Chinese now
live a very simple and primitive life on farms just as they
have lived for centuries. They are almost entirely without
modern mechanical conveniences. Did you ever think what
it would mean to the United States if every Chinese family,
or even one family out of ten, would buy an American
automobile, or a sewing machine, or a cream separator, or
a radio? Well, many American business men have thought
about that.

About the time of our war with Spain (1898) American
factories and shops began looking about for foreign markets
for iron and steel products, machinery, and gadgets of all
kinds. Where could they find a better market than that
offered by 400,000,000 Chinese who had scarcely any of the
wonderful things made by our machines? (No one seemed
to have asked how the poverty-stricken Chinese were going
to p;:ty for all the valuable things we expected them to buy.)

BREAKING UP CHINA

But just at the time when we were feeling so happy
about the Chinese market, the government of China had
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become so weak that foreign nations began seizing bits of
Chinese territory. It looked as if China might be divided
up among the great European nations. If this happened,
our dreams of a great trade in China would be just dreams.
For if European powers divided China they WOllld very
likely take most of the trade for themselves. TheJl the
United States might find itself shut out-facing a closed
door.

So th~ Uniteli 53tates asked all the nations tp.at had hn
por-t~nt ip.terests in China to agree to the principle Qf the
open doo:r. We ::j.s~ed them to agree that If they took or
control!eq Chinese territory, they would admit goods from
all countries on equal terms. In the territory controlled by
Germany, for example, steel rails from the United States
would not be charged higher import duties or railroad rates
than steel rails from Germany. The other natiop.s fLgreed
to our proposal, but ~ot all of them kept their promises.

A little later, the United States proposed tpat the na
tions agree not to take any more land away from the
Chinese-that is, to preserve China's "territorial integri
ty." To this proposal only Russia refused to agree. But
the other nations kept what they had alrefLdy taken.

At this time (1899-1900) Japan went along with the
United States in its Chinese policy. Japan, too, feared
being shut out of China by Germany and Russia. But a
little later Japan fought a war with Russia and drove the
Russians out of China; still later, in the World War, she
drove out the Germans. Would Japan now take a slice of
China and close the door to other ~atjons?

After the war, the nations with interests in China got
together in Washington. Here a treaty (the "Nine-Power
Treaty," 19~~) was signed by the United States, Japan,
England, France, and five other countries. All agreed tQ
respect the territorial integrity of China and the open door.

But in spite of this treaty, it seems that Japan began to
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think about taking a slice of China for herself. If she
simply went into China and took what she wanted, she
would be plainly breaking the Nine-Power Treaty. So, in-

stead of that, she set up her "puppet state" of Manchukuo.
Japan, as we have seen, claims that Manchukuo is inde
pendent and that she has not broken the territorial integri
ty of China. The United States disagrees with Japan about
this. Americans think that Japan has really taken part of
China and fear that she will partly close the door to our
trade. They fear, too, that Japan may not be satisfied with
Manchukuo, but may take still more of China.

It isn't hard to see why we objected when Japan helped
to set up Manchukuo. England and France objected for
much the same reason, and the League of ations, hand in
hand with the United States, tried to stop Japan. Japan's
answer was to get out of the League of rations and to tell
the world that she must have as big a navy as the United
States or England. It is plain that Japan thinks she has a
right to manage things her way in her part of the world.
She dislikes interference by the United States or by the
League of Nations in China, very much as we disliked
European interference in America in President Monroe's
time. Sometimes the Japanese say they must have a
".l\lonroe Doctrine for Asia."
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IS THE GAME WORTH THE CANDLE?

Must we be prepared to fight Japan in order to keep her
from taking Chinese territory and closing the door to our
trade? Many arguments might be raised against going to
war against Japan or any other country, but suppose we·
look at this question first from just one standpoint-will it
pay? We have stood for the open door in China because
we have believed the open door would admit great quanti
ties of our products that could be profitably sold in China.
We have wanted to keep China's territory under the Chi
nese government because we have believed that is the
surest way to keep the door open to our trade. Is our trade
with China, are our other interests in China, so valuable to
us that we should risk war with Japan to save them?

A few figures may help. In 19~9, the year before the de
pression hit us, about 3 per cent of our foreign trade was
with China. In the same year, about 7 per cent of our
foreign trade was with Japan. We sold Japan more than
twice as much of the products of our farms and factories
and mines as we sold to China..Japan was our best cus
tomer in the Orient. It is evident that the 400,000,000
people of China have not been persuaded to buy nearly as
many of our automobiles and locomotives and sewing ma
chines as we hoped they would. Sixty-five million Japa
nese buy over twice as much from us as 400,000,000 Chi
nese. Would it be wise to fight a war with a good customer
in order to save our trade with a poor one?

AMERICAN DOLLARS IN CHINA

American capitalists have invested millions of dollars in
China-in land, factories, and mines. If the Chinese door
were closed, those investments might be less profitable,
and there would be less chance of making new investments.
Should we fight a war with Japan in order to protect our
dollars in China and to have a chance to invest more dol
lars there?
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Just a few more figures. In 1930, we had over fifteen
billion dollars invested in foreign countries. Only a little
more than 1 per. cent of this was in China. But this is not
the whole. story. We are not the only nation with interests
in China. England's investments in China are at least five
times as· great as ours. The trade of the British Empire
with China is nearly as great as ours. England has as much
reason as we have for wishing to keep the Chinese door
open. Still other nations are interested in the open door in
China. Should we fight their battles for them?

Even if we fought Japan, we do not know that we could
win. We should have to fight near Japan's naval bases and
far from our own. We might lose thousands of lives, many
ships, and much money and still be defeated. Then the
open door would be closed and we should be worse off in
every way than we are now.

ARE TREATIES JUST "SCRAPS OF PAPER"?

SO far, we have been looking at this question of our rela
tions with Japan and China just as a matter of dollars and
cents. That, of course, is not the only way to look at it.
Certainly that is not the only way that President Hoover
and Secretary Stimson looked at it. They thought that
Japan ought to keep her promises. They believed that
when Japan sent troops into China and set up Manchukuo,
she had broken the Nine-Power Treaty and the Pact of
Paris. They feared that if Japan were allowed to break her
promises and get away with it, other nations ~ould do the
same thing, and treaties would become just "scraps of
paper."

DO WE LIVE IN A GLASS HOUSE?

But before we say too many harsh things about Japan
before we think of going to war to make her keep her
treaties-let's be sure that we wouldn't do just as Japan
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is doing if we were in her place. There's an old saying that
people who live in glass houses should never throw stones.
Do we live in a glass house?

.", \\ ~

"I wonder if I COUld~~"~~~~f~ /Glass!
heave this rock at ~ /1<:\\ /
someone without / /

ffi 83~~ ./
ffiffiEB

Do you remember how we got the Panama Canal Zone?
Colombia wouldn't let us have it. So we helped Panama
become independent of Colombia, and then we got the
Canal Zone from Panama. Rather like what Japan did in
Manchukuo,. some would say. But did we break a treaty?
Well, we had an old treaty with Colombia by which we had
promised to help her keep Panama. If we didn't break that
treaty, we at least gave it a frightful wrench, when we
helped Panama to become independent.

We thought we needed the Canal Zone very much-so
much that we were rather careless about our old treaty
with Colombia. But the Japanese think they need Man- .
churia very much. Sixty-five million Japanese live in an
area smaller than the state of California (California has
less than 6,000,000 people). Japan needs room to grow. In
Manchuria she sees what she needs. We say she shouldn't
take Manchuria, because in taking it she breaks a treaty.
But if we had 65,000,000 people crowded in a space smaller
than California, and saw a chance to get new land by
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breaking a treaty, are we sure how we would behave?
Possibly we might be careless about our treaties, just as we
were in Panama.

Of course, nations that make treaties ought to live up to
them. But before we talk about fighting Japan to make
her keep her treaties, let's:ask ourselves this question:

Just what would we do if we were in Japan's place?

THREE CHOICES FOR AMERICANS

The United States some day will have to decide what it
is going to do about Japan and China and the open door.
Here are three choices:

We can decide to stay on our own side of the Pacific
Ocean and let Japan have her own way in Asia, very much
~s we have had our own way in America. We can decide
never to send our army or navy across the Pacific. We
could still, of course, try to persuade Japan, and bargain
with her, to get her to do as we wanted.

Or, we can decide that we will be ready to fight, all alone
if necessary, to make Japan keep her treatie~ and to save
the territorial integrity of China and the open door.

Or, we can decide that if another nation like England, or
perhaps the League of Nations, should take steps to pro
tect China against Japan and to make Japan keep her
treaties, we will help them.

Some day we shall have to choose.

SOME QUESTIONS HAVE BEEN DECIDED

The people of the United States have a good many
things to think about besides "getting their own smoke
house full of meat." We live in the same world with other
nations. We have to think about how to get on with them.
Some questions of policy seem to be settled, at least for the
present.
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We are not going to join the League of Nations or the
World Court-not now, at any rate.

We prefer, if possible, to settle quarrels or arguments
with other nations by arbitration or by just talking things
over, rather than by fighting.

We still believe in the Monroe Doctrine, but we don't
think that it is going to be necessary to go to war about
that. No nation in Europe or Asia seems to have any idea
of getting new colonies over here or interfering in America
in a way that would be dangerous to us.

We believe that we must protect our Panama Canal.
On these four questions we have made up our minds

pretty well.
QUESTIONS NOT DECIDED

Shall we stick to our old policy of freedom of the seas if
a new war breaks out in Europe?

How far shall we go in protecting American citizens and
their property in foreign countries?

What shall we do about China and Japan and the open
door?

INTERNATIONAL
. DRUG STORE

How shall we make up our minds about these questions,
or about other questions in our foreign relations? In de
ciding anyone of them, we may be choosing between peace
and war.
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The first thing is to be very clear about what we want.
The second is to be sure the decision we make is going to
get us what we want.

WHAT DO WE WANT?

What are the purposes of our foreign policy? Everyone
would agree that we wish to protect our own country and
our island possessions against invasion. That was one rea
son for the Monroe Doctrine. We thought we would be
safer from invasion if we kept the nations of Europe at a
distance. It is also one of the chief reasons for our Panama
Canal policy. By having the Panama Canal and our naval
bases at Guantanamo and Pearl Harbor, our navy can
more easily defend our long coast lines and our islands on
both the Atlantic and Pacific sides.

FOREIGN TRADE AND INVESTMENTS

We wish to protect our trade with foreign countries and
our investments in them. If we could get along comfor
tably without trading with other countries, we might save
ourselves a lot of trouble. Then we should have no trade
to protect outside our own borders.

But so far our foreign trade has always seemed impor
tant to us. Away back when the American states were
colonies of England, they were prosperous because the
colonists were able to sell abroad a part of their tobacco
and furs and fish and rum, and to bring back in exchange
sugar, wine, tea, cloth, books, iron and steel tools, and
other things that they couldn't very well make. After we
became an independent nation, we still were prosperous
l.argely because we could trade with foreign countries. We
have always exported a large share of some of our products.
For example, the South has usually. exported about as
much cotton as is used in the United States. If southern
farmers can't sell about half their cotton in other countries,
the price falls so low that it doesn't pay them to raise it.
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We used to send abroad raw materials, like cotton and
wheat, in exchange for foreign manufactured goods-ma
chinery and cloth and steel rails. But in the last fifty years
the United States has become a great manufacturing na
tion. Today we sell abroad not only cotton and wheat, but
also steel rails and bridges, machinery, automobiles, type
writers, sewing machines, and a thousand and one other
things. In exchange, we import our coffee, tea, rubber,
silk, our cocoanut oil, bananas, and tin. All these things
would cost us too much if we tried to produce them at
home. We bring in also much of the sugar and the wool we
consume and many novelty goods made in foreign fac
tories. VVe export the things we are best able to grow, or
mine, or manufacture and exchange them for things
foreigners can produce to better advantage than we.

DANGERS TO OUR FOREIGN TRADE

Foreign trade is important, but it has dangers. Foreign
ers may ruin our trade by raising high tariffs against our
goods. Every bushel of American wheat now sold to Italy

has to pay a tariff of about $1.60; American lard pays $12
per 100 pounds for the privilege of entering Germany.
When we protest, foreigners point to our own high tariffs
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on their goods. They remind us that two can play at the
tariff game.

Since the World War and especially since the depression,
the United States and almost every other country in the
world have been busy building their tariff walls higher and
higher. So they have made the exchange of goods between
countries more and more difficult. Just now our govern
ment is trying to get a number of nations to agree that if
we reduce our tariffs they will do likewise. Treaties of this
sort have already been made with Cuba, Brazil, and
Belgium.

Then there is always the danger that some other nation
may close the door of China to our trade. First Russia and
Germany, and later Japan, have given us a great deal of
worry for fear they would shut us out of China. That's
why we have insisted on the open door.

About thirty years ago, we thought our export trade
would be helped if we had some colonies. This was one rea
son why we acquired Puerto Rico and the Philippine
Islands after the war with Spain. We thought we might be
able to sell a lot of American goods to the people of those
islands. If we had the Philippines, it looked as if it would
be easier for us to keep the door open in China. Perhaps
we could trade with China by way of the Philippines.

But now it looks as if we had been mistaken. In recent
years, the Filipinos have bought less than 3 per cent of our
total exports. Our trade with China doesn't seem to de
pend at all on our owning the Philippines. Now we evi
dently think that the Philippines have been more trouble
than they are worth, for we are about to give them their
independence.

Another danger to our foreign trade is war in Europe, or
in any other part of the world. To protect our foreign
trade, we have insisted on freedom· of the seas, we have
built a big navy, and several tImes we have gone to war.
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AMERICAN DOLLARS ABROAD

Billions of American dollars are invested in foreign
countries. We have loaned money to foreign governments,
we have invested in sugar and coffee plantations, auto
mobile factories, railroads, mines, and other business ven
tures all over the world. In the World War, our govern
ment loaned over ten billion dollars to the governments of
the Allies. In addition, American bankers and investors
have bought since 1914 foreign stocks and bonds to the
aggregate value of about fifteen billion dollars.

Our foreign investments and our foreign policies can't
very well be kept apart. By our tariff policy, we can make
it hard, or we can make it easy, for foreigners to pay back
what they have borrowed. Interest and dividends have to
be paid back largely in goods. There isn't enough gold in
any country outside the United States and France to keep
up payments for more than a few years. So, if we wish
foreigners to pay what they owe us, we must take their
goods. That is, we must lower our tariff. If we would
rather keep a high tariff, then we must not expect to get
our money back.

So far, we seem to have preferred the second course. By
raising our tariff we have made it harder and harder for our
debtors to pay. Perhaps, then, it is partly our fault that
most of the European governments that owe us money
have stopped paying.

Our government has sometimes acted to protect Ameri
can investments in other countries, or to encourage new
investments. It has persuaded Mexico to change its oil
lands policy. It has tried to keep the Chinese door open to
our money as well as our trade. It has sent troops to small
countries where American property was in danger. It has
collected damages for injury to American property in
China, Mexico, and other countries. It has tried to per-
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suade the Soviet government of Russia to pay for Ameri
can property seized by Russia at the time of the Russian
Revolution.

ARE WARS GOOD BUSINESS?

Foreign trade or foreign investments have a place in all
the undecided questions of foreign policy. In what we do
about freedom of the seas, protection of persons and prop
erty abroad, and the open door in China-we shall be
guided partly by business interests. Our decisions may get
us into war.

If we are going to take a- chance on getting into war for
business reasons, we ought to be pretty sure that the war is
going to be good business. Our trade figures seem to show
that it would be poor business for us to go to war with
Japan over the open door in China. What about our wars
in the past? Have they been good business? Have our
wars paid in dollars and cents?

We fought England in 1812, partly because she was in
terfering with our foreign trade-our freedom of the seas.
Did it pay? Looking back at it now, it seems that even
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leaving out of account the direct costs in money and lives,
the War of 181~ itself did far more damage to our trade
than England had done before the war.

HOW ABOUT THE WORLD WAR?

Some people think that our war with Germany was a
business proposition-that we fought to protect our trade
and to insure payment of the money we had loaned the
Allies. If we look at it in that way, did the war pay?

Our total foreign trade, in the five years before the
World War, averaged less than four billion dollars a year.
The war, in less than two years, cost us over twenty-one
billion dollars, not counting loans to the Allies.

Before we entered the war, American bankers had loaned
about one and one-half billion dollars to the Allies. After
we entered the war, our government loaned over ten billion
dollars to the Allies. This debt has not been paid, and it
seems unlikely that it will ever be paid. Add this ten bil
lion dollars to the twenty-one billions we ourselves spent
on the war. Thirty-one billion dollars to collect a debt of
one and one-half billions!

If people could sit down coolly and figure up the probable
profits and losses of a war beforehand, there would be less
fighting. But people don't often make their decisions that
way. People's minds don't work like adding machines.

MAKING THE WORLD SAFE FOR DEMOCRACY

Americans in their dealings with other nations generally
have stood for self-government and democracy. We got to
be a nation by fighting a war for independence against
Great Britain. We then set up a democratic government,
a government by the people. When other people, in the
colonies of other European nations, have tried to do the
same thing, we have generally sympathized with them and
sometimes tried to help them.
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The Monroe Doctrine was intended to help countries in
'Central and South America, formerly Spanish colonies, to
keep their independence from Spain. When we insisted
that the French get out of Mexico and that the British
keep off Venezuela's territory, we felt that we were helping
American democracies against European monarchies.
When we went to war with Spain to help the Cubans,
many Americans felt that we were helping them to do what
we had done in our own revolution. When we went to war
with Germany, one of our reasons, as stated by President
Wilson, was "to make the world safe for democracy."
Probably the Americans who have wanted to back China
against Russia, against Germany, and later against Japan
have had in the back of their minds the idea that the Chi
nese have a right to be under their own government and
manage their own affairs. They reason that if it was not
right for us to be ruled by England, it isn't right for the
Chinese to be ruled by Russia or Germany or Japan.

Selfish and unselfish wishes have worked together. We
have wanted the Latin-American countries and China to

have their independence, partly because we believe in in
dependence, and partly because if they are independent
they will probably do more business with us.
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We have been so strong for democracy that we have
tried to teach it to some of our neighbors who had made a
failure of it. President Wilson sent marines to Haiti and
Santo Domingo, hoping that by taking charge of their
governments for a few years Americans could teach them
how to work a democratic system. President Coolidge sent
marines to Nicaragua partly for the same purpose. Presi
dent Wilson refused to have any dealings with Huerta, a
Mexican dictator, because he had climbed to power by
force and not by votes. Wilson wished to see the Mexicans
learn to work a democratic system.

Today, Americans seem to feel that we have done too
much of that kind of interfering. They suspect that a sys
tem that works pretty well for us may not work so well in
countries of different habits and traditions.

PEOPLE ARE NOT ADDING MACHINES

Peop!e are not adding machines. Their feelings-their
fears, likes and dislikes, distrust, hatred-play a big part
in determining how they wish to treat foreign people and
foreign countries. Can you be fair to a man whose skin is
a different color from yours? If you let your mind decide,
you can. If you let your feelings decide, it may not be so
easy.

Many people just naturally feel a dislike or distrust of
foreigners. They don't realize how much foreigners are like
themselves. If a foreign nation interferes with an Ameri
can "right," we sometimes want to fight, without stopping
to think whether the right is worth fighting for, or whether
we are going to better ourselves by fighting for it. If an
American citizen is insulted or killed in a foreign country,
we sometimes feel like sending an army and killing a few
thousand foreigners as punishment, even though a few
thousand American soldiers may also be killed. If another
nation breaks a treaty, we wish to punish it. We don't
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bother to ask whether we would have broken the treaty
under the same circumstances, or whether we can really do
any good by trying to punish the treaty-breaker. In other
words, we let our feelings run away with us.

IT'S HARD TO GET THINGS STRAIGHT

Men's feelings are often stronger than their brains.
Politicians and newspapers sometimes work up people's
feelings to a point where they wish war without any good
reason. Before our war with Spain, a few newspapers were
publishing almost every day terrible stories of Spanish
cruelty to the Cubans. People believed what they read in
the papers, but now we know that many of the stories were
lies, and that most of them were one-sided or exaggerated.
But they caused such hatred of Spain among the people
that President McKinley couldn't keep the country from
going to war.

Lying or one-sided newspaper stories did their .work in
the World War, too. Before we entered the war, nearly all
the war news we got came through England and France.
The news we got was colored to make the Germans appear
worse than they were. In this way, hatred of Germany was
built up in this country like the hatred of Spain before the
Spanish-American war. It helped to take us into the war
against Germany.

In the future there will probably be more propaganda
which, if we don't look out, will work up our feelings against
some foreign country. It may get us into a war which we
should do better to keep out of. We can't always distin
guish truth from lies in the newspapers or on the radio, but
we can at least be on our guard against stories that make us
want to fight.

If we are going to rely on our brains to decide questions
of peace or war, we ought to ask ourselves: Can we, as a
nation, hope to gain more than the war costs us in money
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and lives? Is there anything in it for the men who will have
to do the fighting? Or will they risk their lives so that
somebody else can profit?

If it is going to be a war about a right or a treaty, have
we reason to think that the war will make the nations of
the world (including ourselves) more careful about respect
ing one another's rights and more careful about keeping
their treaties?
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WHAT ARE YOUR ANSWERS?

1. Do you think the 'World 'War could have been prevented, or was
it bound to happen?

2. Why did the United States in 1919 decide not to join the League
of N ations? Vias this a wise decision? Do you see any reason for chang
ing our minds now?

3. Why is it easier for the United States and Canada to live peace
ably as neighbors than for France and Germany?

4. Are we a peaceful nation?

5. List the wars fought by the United States since it became a na
tion. Is it possible that any or all of these wars might have been avoid
ed? If so, by what means?

6. Why does the United States insist on preserving the "freedom of
the seas"? Why did England in the World War refuse to recognize
what we claimed were our rights as a neutral nation?

7. Why did the United States enter the World War? Why did ~t

enter on the side of England and France rather than on the side of
Germany?

8. "Our government has certain duties toward our own citizens and
their property wherever they may be located." What are these duties?
Should our government use the same methods in protecting property
of our citizens in Russia that it has used in icaragua?

9. Is the Monroe Doctrine less useful now than it was a hundred
years ago?

10. General Smedley Butler has recently urged that no American
battleship should ever go farther than two hundred miles from Ameri
can shores. What changes would the adoption of such a rule bring in
American affairs?

11. Do you think the United States will ever go to war with Japan?
What conditions seem to make a Japanese war probable? How could
these conditions be removed?
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12. "Our foreign trade and our investments in foreign countries are
dangerous. They might easily be the means of getting us into another
world-war." Is this true? If it is true, and if we want to keep out of
war, shouldn't we give up trading with foreign countries and refuse to
allow Americans to invest capital abroad? Is there any way to have
both peace and foreign trade?
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FURTHER READING

If you want to know more about our relations with .foreign countries,
the books listed below will help you:

Must We Fight in Asia? By NATHANIEL PEFFER (1935)

The Foreign Relations of the United States. By PAUL SCOTT MOWRER
(a pamphlet in the "Reading with a Purpose Series") (1927)

The Martial Spirit. By WALTER MILLIS (1931)

Road to War, America 1914-1917. Also by MR. MILLIS (1935)

Can Europe Keep the Peace? By FRANK H. SIMONDS (1931)

Can America Stay at Home? Also by MR. SIMONDS (1932)

America Faces the Next War. Also by MR. SIMONDS (1933)
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