CHAPTER 22

Woodrow Wilson and the Great War

PRESIDENT WILSON'S APPROACH TO foreign relations was well intentioned and idealistic but somewhat confused. He wanted to help other countries, especially the republics of Latin America. At the same time, he felt obliged to sustain and protect American interests abroad. The maintenance of the Open Door in China and the completion of the Panama Canal were as important to him as they had been to Theodore Roosevelt. His attitude resembled that of 19th-century Christian missionaries: He wanted to spread the gospel of American democracy, to lift and enlighten the unfortunate and the ignorant-but in his own way. 

Wilson's "Moral" Diplomacy
Wilson set out to raise the moral tone of American foreign policy by denouncing dollar diplomacy. Encouraging bankers to lend money to countries like China, he said, implied the possibility of "forcible interference" if the loans were not repaid, and that would be "obnoxious to the principles upon which the government of our people rests." To seek special economic concessions in Latin America was "unfair" and "degrading." The United States would deal with Latin American nations "upon terms of equality and honor." 

In certain small matters Wilson succeeded in conducting American diplomacy on this idealistic basis. He withdrew the government's support of the international consortium that was arranging a loan to develop Chinese railroads, and the American bankers pulled out. When the Japanese attempted, in the notorious Twenty-one Demands (1915), to reduce China almost to the status of a Japanese protectorate, he persuaded them to modify their conditions slightly. He also permitted Secretary of State Wilham Jennings Bryan to negotiate conciliation treaties with 21 nations. The distinctive feature of these agreements was the provision for a "cooling-of' period of one year, during which signatories agreed, in the event of a dispute, not to engage in hostilities. 

Where more vital U.S. interests were concerned, Wilson sometimes failed to five up to his 

promises. Because of the strategic importance of the Panama Canal, he was unwilling to tolerate "unrest" anywhere in the Caribbean. Soon after his inauguration he was pursuing the same tactics that circumstances had forced on Roosevelt and Taft. The Bryan-Chamorro Treaty of 1914, which gave the United States an option to build a canal across Nicaragua, made that country virtually an American protectorate and served to maintain in power an unpopular dictator, Adolfo Diaz. 

A much more serious example of missionary diplomacy occurred in Mexico. In 1911 a liberal coalition overthrew the dictator Porfirio Diaz, who had been exploiting the resources and people of Mexico for the benefit of a small class of wealthy landowners, clerics, and military men since the 1870s. Francisco Madero became president. 

Madero, though a wealthy landowner, was committed to economic reform and to the drafting of a democratic constitution, but he was weak-willed and a terrible administrator. Conditions in Mexico deteriorated rapidly, and less than a month before Wilson's inauguration, one of Madero's generals, Victoriano Huerta, seized power and had Madero murdered. Since he seemed capable of maintaining the stability that foreign investors desired, most of the European powers promptly recognized Huerta's government. 

The American ambassador, together with important American financial and business interests, urged Wilson to do so too, but he refused. "I will not recognize a government of butchers," he said. This was unconventional, since nations do not ordinarily consider the means by which a foreign regime has come to power before deciding to establish diplomatic relations. 

Wilson brought enormous pressure to bear against Huerta. He dragooned the British into withdrawing recognition. He dickered with other Mexican factions. He demanded that Huerta hold free elections. Huerta would not yield an inch. Wilson then subordinated his wish to let the Mexicans solve their own problems to his desire to destroy Huerta. The situation exploded in April 1914, when a small party of American sailors was arrested in the port of Tampico, Mexico. Wilson fastened on the affair as an excuse for sending troops into Mexico. When he learned that a German merchantman laden with munitions was expected at Veracruz, Wilson ordered the city occupied to prevent the weapons from reaching the Huertistas. The Mexicans resisted tenaciously, suffering 400 casualties before falling back. This bloodshed caused dismay throughout Latin America and failed to unseat Huerta. 

At this point, Argentina, Brazil, and Chile offered to mediate the dispute. Wilson accepted, Huerta also agreed, and the conferees met at Niagara Falls, Ontario, in May. Although no settlement was reached, Huerta, hard pressed by Mexican opponents, abdicated. On August 20, 1914, General Venustiano Carranza entered Mexico City in triumph.   Carranza favored representative government, but he proved scarcely more successful than the tyrant Huerta in controlling the country. One of his own generals, Francisco "Pancho" Villa, rose against him and seized control of Mexico City. 

Wilson now made a monumental blunder. Villa professed to be willing to cooperate with the United States, and Wilson took him at his word. However, Villa was little more than an ambitious bandit. Carranza, though no radical, was committed to social reform. Fighting back, he drove the Villistas into the northern provinces. 

Wilson finally realized the extent of Carranza's influence in Mexico, and in October 1915 he recognized the Carranza government. Still his Mexican troubles were not over. Early in 1916, Villa, seeking to undermine Carranza by forcing the United States to intervene, stopped a train in northern Mexico and killed 16 American passengers in cold blood. Then he crossed into New Mexico and burned the town of Columbus, killing 19. Having learned his lesson, Wilson would have preferred to bear even this assault in silence, but public opinion forced him to send American troops under General John J. Pershing across the border in pursuit of Villa. 

Villa proved impossible to catch. Cleverly, he drew Pershing deeper and deeper into Mexico, which caused Carranza to insist that the Americans withdraw. Several clashes occurred between Pershing's men and Mexican regulars, and for a brief period in June 1916 war seemed imminent. Wilson now acted bravely and wisely. Early in 1917 he recalled Pershing's force, leaving the Mexicans to work out their own destiny. 

Missionary diplomacy in Mexico had produced mixed but ultimately beneficial results. By opposing Huerta, Wilson had surrendered to his prejudices, yet he had also helped the real revolutionaries even though they opposed his acts. His bungling bred anti-Americanism in Mexico, but by his later restraint in the face of stinging provocations, he permitted the constitutionalists to consolidate their power. 

Outbreak of the Great War
On June 28, 1914, in the Austro-Hungarian provincial capital of Sarajevo, Gavrilo Princip, a young student, assassinated Archduke Franz Ferdinand, heir to the imperial throne. This rash act precipitated a general European war. Within little more than a month, following a complex series of diplomatic challenges and responses, the Central Powers (chiefly Germany and Austria-Hungary) and the Allied Powers (chiefly Great Britain, France, and Russia) were locked in an unexpected and brutal struggle. 

The outbreak of the Great War caught Americans psychologically unprepared; few understood the significance of what had happened. President Wilson promptly issued a proclamation of neutrality, and the almost unanimous reaction of Americans, aside from dismay, was that the conflict did not concern them. They were wrong, for this was a world war, and Americans were sure to be affected by its outcome. 

There were good reasons why the United States sought to remain neutral. Over a third of its 92 million inhabitants were either European-born or the children of European immigrants. Sentimental ties bound them to the lands of their ancestors. American involvement would create new internal stresses in a society already strained by the task of assimilating so many diverse groups. War was also an affront to the prevailing progressive spirit, which assumed that human beings were reasonable, high minded, and capable of settling disputes peaceably. Along with the traditional American fear of entanglement in European affairs, these were ample reasons for remaining aloof. 

Though most Americans hoped to keep out of the war, nearly everyone was partial to one side or the other. People of German or Austrian descent, about 8 million in number, and the nation's 4.5 million Irish-Americans, motivated chiefly by hatred of the British, sympathized with the Central Powers. The majority of Americans, however, influenced by bonds of language and culture, wanted an Allied victory, and when the Germans launched a mighty assault across neutral Belgium in an effort to outflank the French armies, this unprovoked attack on a tiny nation whose neutrality the Germans had previously agreed to respect caused a great deal of anti-German feeling. 

As the war progressed, the Allies cleverly exploited American prejudices, and the Germans also conducted an extensive propaganda campaign. But propaganda did not alter American attitudes; far more important were questions rising out of trade and commerce. 

Freedom of the Seas
All the warring nations wanted to draw on American resources. Under international law, neutrals could trade freely with any belligerent. Americans were prepared to do so, but because the British fleet dominated the North Atlantic, they could not. The British declared nearly all commodities, even foodstuffs, to be contraband of war. They set limits on exports to neutral nations such as Denmark and the. Netherlands so that these countries could not transship supplies to Germany. They forced neutral merchant men into Allied ports in order to search them for goods headed for the enemy. Many cargoes were confiscated, often without payment. 

Had the United States insisted that Great Britain abandon these "illegal" practices, as the Germans demanded, no doubt it could have prevailed. It is ironic that an embargo, a policy that failed so ignominiously in Jefferson's day, would have been almost instantly effective if applied at any time after 1914, for American supplies were vital to the Allies. 

Though British tactics did not involve the loss of innocent lives, they nevertheless exasperated Wilson. He faced a dilemma. To allow the British to make the rules meant siding against the Central Powers. Yet to insist on the old rules meant siding against the Allies because that would have deprived them of much of the value of their naval superiority. Nothing the United States might do would be truly impartial. 

In any event, the immense expansion of American trade with the Allies made an embargo unthinkable. While commerce with the Central Powers fell to a trickle, that with the Allies soared from $825 million in 1914 to over $3.2 billion in 1916. An attempt to limit this commerce would have raised a storm; to have eliminated it would have caused a catastrophe.   The Allies soon exhausted their ready cash and by early 1917 had borrowed well over $2 billion. Although these loans violated no principle of international law, they fastened the United States still more closely to the Allies' cause. 

During the first months of the Great War, the Germans were not especially concerned about neutral trade or American goods because they expected to crush the Allied armies quickly. When their first swift thrust into France was blunted along the Marne River and the war became a bloody stalemate, they began to challenge the Allies' control of the seas. Unwilling to risk their battleships and cruisers against the much larger British fleet, they resorted to a new weapon, the submarine, commonly known as the U-boat (for Unterseeboot). 

German submarines played a role in World War I not unlike that of American privateers in the Revolution and the War of 1812: They ranged the seas stealthily in search of merchant men. However, submarines could not operate under the ordinary rules of war, which required that a raider stop its prey, examine its papers and cargo, and give the crew and passengers time to get off in lifeboats before sending it to the bottom. When surfaced, U-boats were vulnerable to the deck guns that many merchant ships carried; therefore they commonly launched their torpedoes from below the surface without warning. The result was often a heavy loss of life on the torpedoed ships. 

In February 1915 the Germans declared the waters surrounding the British Isles a zone of war and announced that they would sink, without warning, all enemy merchant ships encountered in the area. Since Allied vessels sometimes flew neutral flags to disguise their identity, neutral ships entering the zone would do so at their own risk. Wilson-perhaps too hurriedly, considering the importance of the question-warned the Germans that he would hold them to "strict accountability" for any loss of American life or property resulting from violations of "acknowledged [neutral] rights on the high seas." "Strict accountability" ultimately meant war unless the Germans backed down. Yet Wilson was not prepared to fight; he refused even to ask Congress for increased military appropriations, saying that he did not want to "turn America into a military camp." 

Wise or unwise, Wilson's position accurately reflected the attitude of most Americans. It seemed barbaric to them that defenseless civilians should be killed without warning, and they refused to surrender their rights as neutrals to cross the North Atlantic on any ship they wished. The depth of their feeling was demonstrated when, on May 7, 1915, the submarine U-20 sank the British liner Lusitania off the Irish coast. Nearly 1,200 persons, including 128 Americans, lost their fives in this catastrophe. 

The torpedoing of the Lusitania caused as profound and emotional a reaction in the United States as that following the destruction of the Maine in Havana harbor. Wilson, like McKinley in 1898, was shocked, but he kept his head. He demanded that Germany disavow the sinking, indemnify the victims, and promise to stop attacking passenger vessels. When the Germans quibbled about these points, he responded with further diplomatic correspondence rather than with an ultimatum. 

It would have been difficult politically for the German government to have backed down before an American ultimatum; however, after dragging the controversy out for nearly a year, it did apologize and agree to pay an indemnity. Finally, after the torpedoing of the French channel steamer Sussex in March 1916 had produced another stiff American protest, the Germans at last promised, in the Sussex pledge, to stop sinking merchant ships without warning 

The Election of 1916
Wilson faced serious political difficulties in his fight for reelection. He had won the presidency in 1912 only because the Republican party had split in two. Now Theodore Roosevelt, the chief defector, had become so incensed by Wilson's refusal to commit the United States to the Allied cause that he was ready to support almost any Republican in order to guarantee the president's defeat. At the same time, many progressives were complaining about Wilson's unwillingness to work for further domestic reforms. Unless he could find additional support, he seemed likely to be defeated. 

He attacked the problem by wooing the progressives. In January 1916 he appointed Louis D. Brandeis to the Supreme Court. In addition to being an advanced progressive, Brandeis was Jewish, the first American of that religion ever appointed to the Court. Wilson's action won him many friends among people who favored fair treatment of minority groups. In July he bid for the farm vote by signing the Farm Loan Act to provide low-cost loans based on agricultural credit. Shortly thereafter, he approved the Keating-Owen Child Labor Act, barring goods manufactured by the labor of children under 16 from interstate commerce, and a worker's compensation act for federal employees. He persuaded Congress to pass the Adamson Act, establishing an eight-hour day for railroad workers, and he modified his position on the tariff by approving the creation of a tariff commission. 

Each of these actions represented a sharp reversal. They paid spectacular political dividends when Roosevelt refused to run as a Progressive and came out for the Republican nominee, Associate Justice Charles Evans Hughes. The Progressive convention then endorsed Hughes, who had compiled a fine liberal record as governor of New York, but many of Roosevelt's 1912 supporters felt he had betrayed them and voted for Wilson in 1916. 

The key issue in the campaign was American policy toward the warring powers. Wilson intended to stress preparedness, which he was now wholeheartedly supporting. However, during the Democratic convention, the delegates shook the hall with cheers whenever orators referred to the president's success in keeping the country out of the war. One spellbinder, referring to the Sussex pledge, announced that the president had "wrung from the most militant spirit that ever brooded above a battlefield an acknowledgement of American rights and an agreement to American demands," and the convention erupted in a demonstration that lasted more than 20 minutes. Thus "He Kept Us Out of War became the Democratic slogan.

The combination of progressivism and the peace issue placed the Democrats on substantially equal terms with the Republicans; thereafter, personal factors probably tipped the balance. Hughes was very stiff and an ineffective speaker; he offended a number of important politicians, especially in crucial California, where he inadvertently snubbed the popular progressive governor, Hiram Johnson; and he equivocated on a number of issues. Nevertheless, on election night he appeared to have won, having carried nearly all the East and Middle West. Late returns gave Wilson California, however, and with it victory by the narrow margin of 277 to 254 in the electoral college. He led Hughes in the popular vote, 9.1 million to 8.5 million. 

The Road to War
Encouraged by his triumph, appalled by the continuing slaughter on the battlefields, fearful that the United States would be dragged into the holocaust, Wilson made one last effort to end the war by negotiation. In 1915 and again in 1916 he had sent his friend Colonel Edward M. House on a secret mission to London, Paris, and Berlin to try to mediate among the belligerents. Each had proved fruitless, but perhaps now, after another long season of bloodshed, the powers were ready to listen to reason. 

Wilson's own feelings were more genuinely neutral than at any other time during the war, for the Germans had stopped sinking merchant men without warning and the British had irritated him repeatedly by their arbitrary restrictions on neutral trade. He drafted a note to the belligerents asking them to state the terms on which they would agree to lay down their arms. When neither side responded encouragingly, Wilson, on January 22, 1917, delivered a moving, prophetic speech aimed, as he admitted, at "the people of the countries now at war" more than at their governments. Any settlement imposed by a victor, he declared, would breed hatred and more wars. There must be a "peace without victory" based on the principles that all nations were equal and that every nationality group should determine its own form of government. He suggested-the creation of some kind of international organization to preserve world peace. 

This noble appeal met a tragic fate. The Germans had already decided to renounce the Sussex pledge and unleash their submarines against all vessels headed for Allied ports. After February 1, any ship in the war zone would be attacked without warning. Possessing more than 100 U-boats, the German military leaders had convinced themselves that they could starve the British people into submission and reduce the Allied armies to impotence by cutting off American supplies. The United States would probably declare war, but the Germans believed that they could overwhelm the Allies before the Americans could get to the battlefields in force. 

After the Germans had made their decision, events moved relentlessly, almost uninfluenced by the actors who presumably controlled the fate of the world: 

February 3. S.S. Housatonic torpedoed. Wilson announces to Congress that he has severed diplomatic relations with Germany. Secretary of State Lansing hands the German ambassador, Count von Bernstotff, his passport. February 24: Walter Hines Page, U.S. ambassador to Great Britain, transmits to the State Department an intercepted German dispatch (the "Zimmermann telegram') revealing that Germany has proposed a secret alliance with Mexico, Mexico to receive, in the event of war with the United States, "the lost territory in Texas, New Mexico, and Arizona. " February 25: Cunard liner Laconia torpedoed, two American women perish. February 26. Wilson asks Congress for authority to arm American merchant ships. March 1: Zimmermann telegram released to the press. March 4: President Wilson takes oath of office, beginning his second term. Congress adjourns without passing the armed ship bill, the measure having been filibustered to death by antiwar senators. Wilson characterizes the filibusterers, led by Senator Robert M. La Follette, as "a little group of willful men, representing no opinion but their own. " March 9. Wilson, acting under his executive powers, orders the arming of American merchant men. March 12: Revolutionary provisional government established in Russia. Algonquin torpedoed. March 15: Czar Nicholas II of Russia abdicates. March 16: City of Memphis, Illinois, Vigilancia torpedoed. March 21: New York World, a leading Democratic newspaper, calls for declaration of war on Germany. Wilson summons Congress to convene in special session on April 2. March 25: Wilson calls up the National Guard. April 2: Wilson asks Congress to declare war. Germany is guilty of "throwing to the winds all scruples of humanity, "he says. America must fight, not to conquer, but for 'peace and justice. ... The world must be made safe for democracy. " April 4, 6: Congress declares war-the vote, 82-6 in the Senate, 373-50 in the House. 

The bare record conceals Wilson's agonizing search for an honorable alternative to war. To admit that Germany posed a threat to the United States meant confessing that interventionists had been right all along. To go to war meant, besides sending innocent Americans to their death, letting "the spirit of ruthless brutality enter into the very fiber of our national life." 

The president's Presbyterian conscience tortured him relentlessly. He lost sleep, appeared gray and drawn. When someone asked him which side he hoped would win, he answered petulantly, "Neither." In the end he could satisfy himself only by giving intervention an idealistic purpose. e war had become a threat to humanity. Unless the United States threw its weight into the balance, western civilization itself might be destroyed. Out of the long bloodbath must come a new and better world. The war must be fought to end, for all time, war itself. Thus in the name not of vengeance and victory but of justice and humanity he sent his people into battle. 

Mobilizing the Economy
America's entry into the Great War determined its outcome. The Allies were rapidly running out of money and supplies; their troops, decimated by nearly three years in the trenches, were disheartened and rebellious. After the outbreak of the Russian Revolution in March 1917, the Russian armies collapsed. By December 1917, Russia was out of the war and the Germans were moving masses of men and equipment from the eastern front to France. Without the aid of the United States, it is likely that the war would have ended in 1918 on terms dictated from Berlin. Instead, American men and supplies helped contain the Germans' last drives and then push them back to final defeat. 

It was a close thing, for the United States entered the war little better prepared to fight than it had been in 1898. The conversion of American industry to war production had to be organized and carried out without prearrangement. What the historian Harvey A. De Weerd has called "absurdly large" goals were set, far beyond what the army could use. Confusion and waste resulted. The hurriedly designed shipbuilding program was a fiasco. Airplane, tank, and artillery construction programs, all too large to begin with, developed too slowly to affect the war. "The American doughboy," writes David M. Kennedy in Over Here, was "transported in a British ship, wore a steel helmet modeled on the British Tommy's, and fought with French ordnance." American pilots such as the great "ace" Captain Eddie Rickenbacker flew British Sopwiths and De Havillands or French Spads and Nieuports. 

The problem of mobilization was complicated. It took Congress six weeks of hot debate merely to decide on conscription. Only in September 1917, nearly six months after the declaration of war, did the first draftees reach the training camps, and it is hard to see how Wilson could have speeded this process appreciably. 

Wilson was a forceful and inspiring war leader once he grasped what needed to be done. Raising an army was only a small part of the job. The Allies had to be supplied with food and munitions, and immense sums of money had to be collected. 

After several false starts, Wilson in July 1917 set up the War Industries Board (WIB) to oversee all aspects of industrial production and distribution. The WIB was given almost dictatorial power to allocate scarce materials, standardize production, fix prices, and coordinate American and Allied purchasing. 

Evaluating the mobilization effort raises interesting historical questions. The antitrust laws were suspended, and producers were encouraged, even compelled, to cooperate with one another. Wilson accepted the kind of government-industry agreements developed under Theodore Roosevelt that he had denounced in 1912. Prices were set by the WIB at levels that allowed large profits-U.S. Steel, for example, despite high taxes, cleared over half a billion dollars in two years. It is at least arguable that producers would have turned out just as much even if compelled to charge lower prices.   At the start of the war, army procurement was decentralized and inefficient. One official bought 1,200 typewriters, stacked them in the basement of a government building, and announced proudly: "There is going to be the greatest competition for typewriters around here, and I have them all." 

Mobilization required close cooperation between business and the military. However, the army resisted cooperating with civilian agencies. Wilson finally compelled the War Department to place officers on WIB committees, and when the army discovered that its interests were not injured by the system, the foundation was in place for what was later to be known as the "industrial-military complex," the alliance between business and military leaders that was to cause so much controversy after World War II. 

The problem of mobilizing agricultural resources was solved more quickly, and this was fortunate because in April 1917 the British had on hand only a six-week supply of food. As food administrator Wilson appointed Herbert Hoover, a mining engineer who had headed the Belgian Relief Commission earlier in the war. Acting under powers granted by the Lever Act of August 1917, Hoover set the price of wheat at $2.20 a bushel in order to encourage production. He established a government corporation to purchase the entire American and Cuban sugar crop, which he then doled out to American and British refiners. 

To avoid rationing, Hoover organized a campaign to persuade consumers to conserve food voluntarily. One slogan ran "If U fast U beat U boats," another "Serve beans by all means." "Wheatless Mondays" and "meatless Tuesdays" were the rule, and although no law compelled observance, the public responded patriotically. Boy Scouts dug up backyards and vacant lots to plant vegetable gardens; chefs devised new recipes to save on scarce items; restaurants added horsemeat, rabbit, and whale steak to their menus and doled out butter and sugar to customers in minuscule portions. Mothers pressured their children to "Hooverize" their plates. Without subjecting its own citizens to serious inconvenience, the United States increased food exports from 12.3 million tons to 18.6 million tons. Farmers, of course, profited: Their real income went up nearly 30 percent between 1915 and 1918. 

Workers in Wartime
With the army siphoning so many men from the labor market and with immigration reduced to a trickle, unemployment disappeared and wages rose. Although the cost of living soared, the boom produced unprecedented opportunities. Americans, always a mobile people, pulled up stakes in record numbers. Disadvantaged groups, especially blacks, were particularly attracted by jobs in big-city factories. 

Early in the conflict, the government began regulating the wages and hours of workers building army camps and manufacturing uniforms. In April 1918, Wilson created the National War Labor Board to settle labor disputes. The board considered more than 1,200 cases and prevented many strikes. A War Labor Policies Board set wages-and-hours standards for each major war industry. Since these were determined in consultation with employers and representatives of labor, they speeded the unionization of workers by compelling management, even in antiunion industries like steel, to deal with labor leaders. Union membership rose by 2.3 million during the war. 

Paying for the War
Wilson managed the task of financing the war effectively. The struggle cost the United States about $33.5 billion, not counting pensions and other postwar expenses. About $7 billion of this was lent to the Allies, but since this money was largely spent in America, it contributed to the national prosperity. Over two-thirds of the cost of the war was met by borrowing. Five Liberty and -Victory Loan drives, spurred by advertising, parades, and other appeals to patriotism, persuaded the people to open their purses. 

In addition to borrowing, the government collected about $10.5 billion in taxes during the war. A steeply graduated income tax took more than 75 percent of the incomes of the wealthiest citizens. A 65 percent excess-profits tax and a 25 percent inheritance tax were also enacted. Thus while many individuals made fortunes out of the war, its cost was distributed far more equitably than that of the Civil War. 

Propaganda and Civil Liberties 
Wilson was preeminently a teacher and preacher, a specialist in the transmission of ideas. He excelled at mobilizing public opinion and inspiring Americans to work for the better world he hoped would emerge from the war. In April 1917 he created the Committee on Public Information, headed by a journalist, George Creel. Soon 75,000 speakers and writers were deluging the country with propaganda picturing the war as a crusade for freedom and democracy, the Germans as a bestial people bent on world domination. 

Most Americans supported the war enthusiastically, but thousands of persons-those of German and Irish ancestry, for example; people of pacifist leanings such as Jane Addams of Hull House; and some who thought both sides in the war wrong-still opposed American involvement. Creel's committee and a number of unofficial "patriotic" groups allowed their enthusiasm for the conversion of the hesitant to become suppression of dissent. Persons who refused to buy war bonds were often exposed to public ridicule and even to assault. People with German names were persecuted without regard for their views; some school boards outlawed the teaching of the German language; sauerkraut was renamed "liberty cabbage." Opponents of the war of unquestionable patriotism were subjected to coarse abuse. 

Wilson, "a friend of free speech in theory," David M. Kennedy has written, "was its foe in fact." He signed the Espionage Act of 1917, which imposed fines of up to $10,000 and jail sentences ranging to 20 years on persons convicted of aiding the enemy or obstructing recruiting, and he authorized the postmaster general to ban from the mails any material that seemed treasonable or seditious. In May 1918, again with Wilson's approval, Congress passed the Sedition Act, which made "saying anything" to discourage the purchase of war bonds a crime. The law also made it illegal to "utter, print, write, or publish any disloyal, profane, scurrilous, or abusive language" about the government, the Constitution, or the uniform of the army or navy. Socialist periodicals were suppressed, and Eugene V. Debs was sentenced to ten years in prison for making an antiwar speech. Ricardo Flores Magon, an anarchist, fishing a statement criticizing Wilson's Mexican policy, an issue that had nothing to do with the war. 

These laws went far beyond what was necessary to protect the national interest. Citizens were jailed for suggesting that the draft law was unconstitutional and for criticizing private organizations like the Red Cross and the YMCA. One woman was sent to prison for writing: "I am for the people, and the government is for the profiteers." 

The wartime hysteria far exceeded anything that happened in Great Britain and France. In 1916 the French novelist Henri Barbusse published Le Feu (Under Fire), a graphic account of the horrors and purposelessness of trench warfare. In one chapter Barbusse described a pilot flying over the trenches on a Sunday, observing French and German soldiers at Mass in the open fields, each worshiping the same God. Yet Le Feu circulated freely in France and even won the coveted Prix Goncourt. 

Wartime Reforms
The American mobilization experience was part and product of the Progressive Era. The work of the progressives at the national and state levels in expanding government functions in order to deal with social and economic problems provided precedents and conditioned the people for the all-out effort of 1917 and 1918. Social and economic planning and the management of huge business operations by public boards and committees got their first practical tests. College professors, technicians, and others with complex skills entered government service en masse. The federal government for the first time entered actively such fields as housing and labor relations. 

Many progressives believed that the war was creating a sense of common purpose that would stimulate the people to act unselfishly to benefit the poor and to eradicate social evils. Patriotism and public service seemed at last united. Men and women worked for a dozen causes only remotely related to the war effort. The women's suffrage movement was brought to fruition, as was the campaign against alcohol. Reformers began to talk about health insurance, and a national campaign against prostitution and venereal disease gained strength. 

Women and Blacks in Wartime 
Although a number of prominent feminists were pacifists, most supported the war. Opposition would lessen their chances of gaining the vote, and they expected that the war would open up many high paying jobs to women. To some extent it did; about a million women filled in for men in uniform, but the number actually engaged in war industries was small, and the gains were fleeting. When the war ended, most women industrial workers either left their jobs voluntarily of were fired to make room for returning veterans. Some women went overseas as nurses, and a few served as ambulance drivers and YMCA workers. 

Most unions were unsympathetic to the idea of enrolling women, and the government did little to encourage women to do more for the war effort than prepare bandages, knit warm clothing for soldiers, participate in food conservation programs, and encourage people to buy war bonds. The Women in Industry Service and the Woman's Committee of the Council of National Defense served primarily as window dressing. The final report of another wartime agency admitted that few women war workers had been paid as much as men and that women had been promoted more slowly than men, were not accepted by unions, and were discharged promptly when the war ended. 

The wartime "great migration" of southern blacks to northern cities where jobs were available brought them important economic benefits. Between 1870 and 1890 only about 80,000 blacks had moved to northern cities. Compared with the influx from Europe and from northern farms, this was a trivial number. The black proportion of the population of New York City, for example, fell from over 10 percent in 1800 to under 2 percent in 1900. 

Around the turn of the century, as southern repression increased, the northward movement quickened-about 200,000 blacks migrated between 1890 and 1910. Then, after 1914, the war boom drew blacks north in a flood. "Leave the benighted land," the Chicago Defender, a newspaper with a considerable circulation in southern states, urged. "Get out of the South." Half a million made the move between 1914 and 1919. 

Life for the newcomers was difficult; workers feared them as potential strikebreakers yet refused to admit them into their unions. In East St. Louis, Illinois, a bloody riot erupted during the summer of 1917 in which nine whites and an undetermined number of blacks were killed. As in peacetime, the Wilson administration was at worst antagonistic and at best indifferent to blacks' needs and aspirations. 

Nevertheless, the blacks who moved north during the war were infinitely better off, materially and psychologically, than those they left behind. They earned good wages and were accorded at least some human rights. They could vote, send their children to decent schools, and within reasonable limits do and say what they pleased without fear of humiliation or physical attack. 

There were two black regiments in the regular army and a number of black national guard units when the war began. At first no blacks were conscripted; southerners in particular were disturbed by the thought of giving large numbers of blacks guns and teaching them how to use them. Blacks were, however, soon drafted, and a larger proportion of them than whites were taken. After a riot in Texas in which black soldiers killed 17 white civilians, black recruits were dispersed among many camps for training to lessen the possibility of trouble. 

In the service, all blacks were placed in segregated units. Only a handful were commissioned officers. Most, even those sent overseas, were assigned to labor battalions, working as stevedores and common laborers. But many fought and died for the country. Altogether about 200,000 served overseas. There were black Red Cross nurses in France, and some blacks held relatively high posts in government agencies in Washington, the most important being Emmett J. Scott, who was special assistant for Negro affairs in the War Department. 

W. E. B. Du Bois supported the war wholeheartedly. He praised Wilson for making, at last, a strong statement against lynching, which had increased to a shocking extent during the previous decade.  He even went along with the fact that black officer candidates were trained in a segregated camp. "Let us, 11 he wrote in The Crisis, "while the war lasts, forget our special grievances and close ranks shoulder to shoulder with our fellow citizens and the allied nations that are fighting for democracy." 

Many blacks condemned Du Bois's accommodationism (which he promptly abandoned when the war ended), but most saw the war as an opportunity to demonstrate their patriotism and prove their worth. For the moment the prevailing mood was one of optimism. If winning the war would make the world safe for democracy, surely blacks in the United States would be better off when it was won. 

Americans To the Trenches--"Over There"
All activity on the home front had one ultimate objective: defeating the Central Powers on the battlefield. This was accomplished. The navy performed with special distinction. In April 1917, German submarines sank more than 870,000 tons of Allied shipping; after April 1918, monthly losses never reached 300,000 tons. The decision to send merchant men across the Atlantic in convoys screened by warships made the reduction possible. Checking the U-boats was essential because of the need to transport American troops to Europe. More than 2 million made the voyage safely. 

The first units of the American Expeditionary Force (AEF), elements of the regular army commanded by General John J. Pershing, reached Paris on Independence Day 1917. They took up positions on the front near Verdun in October. Not until the spring of 1918, however, did the "doughboys" play a significant role in the fighting, though their presence boosted French and British morale.  In March 1918 the Germans launched a great spring offensive, their armies strengthened by thousands of veterans from the Russian front. By late May they had reached a point on the Marne River near the town of Chaciateau-Thierry, only 50 miles from Paris. Early in June the AEF fought its first major engagements, driving the Germans back from Chaciateau-Thierry and Belleau Wood. 

In this fighting only about 27,500 Americans saw action, and they suffered appalling losses. By mid-July 85,000 Americans were in the lines, and by late August the American First Army, 500,000 strong, was poised before the Saint-Mihiel salient, a deep extension of the German lines southeast of Verdun. On September 12 this army, buttressed by French troops, struck and in two days wiped out the salient. 

Late in September began the greatest American engagement of the war. No fewer than 1.2 million doughboys drove forward west of Verdun into the Argonne Forest. For over a month of indescribable horror they inched ahead through the tangle of the Argonne and the formidable defenses of the Hindenburg line, while to the west French and British armies, staged similar drives. In this one offensive the AEF suffered 120,000 casualties. Finally, on November 1, they broke the German center and raced toward the vital Sedan-Mezieres railroad. On November 11, with Allied armies advancing on all fronts, the Germans signed the Armistice, ending the fighting.

Preparing for Peace
On November 11, 1918, the fighting ended, but the shape of the postwar world remained to be determined. Confusion reigned. People wanted peace yet burned for revenge. Millions faced starvation. Other millions were disillusioned by the seemingly purposeless sacrifices of four years of horrible war. Communism-to some an idealistic promise of human betterment, to others a commitment to rational economic and social planning, to still others a danger to individual freedom, toleration, and democracy-having conquered Russia, threatened to envelop Germany and much of the defunct Austro-Hungarian Empire, perhaps even the victorious Allies. How could stability be restored? How could victory be made worth its enormous cost? 

Woodrow Wilson had grasped the significance of the war while most statesmen still thought that triumph on the battlefield would settle everything automatically. As early as January 1917 he had realized that victory would be wasted if the winners permitted themselves the luxury of vengeance. Such a policy would disrupt the balance of power and lead to economic and social chaos. American participation in the struggle had not blurred his vision. The victors must build a better society, not punish those they believed had destroyed the old. 

In a speech to Congress on January 8, 1918, Wilson outlined a plan, known as the Fourteen Points, designed to make the world "fit and safe to five in." The peace treaty should be negotiated in full view of world opinion, not in secret. It should guarantee the freedom of the seas to all nations, in war as in peacetime. It should tear down barriers to international trade, provide for a drastic reduction of armaments, and establish a colonial system that would take proper account of the interests of the native peoples concerned. European boundaries should be redrawn so that no substantial group would have to five under a government not of its own choosing. More specifically, captured Russian territory should be restored, Belgium evacuated, Alsace-Lorraine returned to France, the heterogeneous nationalities of Austria-Hungary accorded autonomy. Italy's frontiers should be adjusted "along clearly recognizable lines of nationality," the Balkans made free, Turkey divested of its subject peoples, an independent Polish state (with access to the Baltic Sea) created. To oversee the new system, Wilson insisted, "a general association of nations must be formed under specific covenants for the purpose of affording mutual guarantees of political independence and territorial integrity to great and small states alike." 

Wilson's Fourteen Points for a fair peace lifted the hopes of people everywhere. After the guns fell silent, however, the vagueness and inconsistencies in his plan became apparent. Complete national self determination was impossible in Europe; there were too many regions of mixed population for every group to be. satisfied. Furthermore, the Allies had made territorial commitments to one another in secret treaties that ran counter to the principle of self determination, and they were not ready to give up all claim to Germany's colonies. In every Allied country millions rejected the idea of a peace without indemnities. They expected to make the enemy pay for the war, hoping, as Sir Eric Geddes, first lord of the Admiralty, said, to squeeze Germany "as a lemon is squeezed-until the pips squeak.,, 

Wilson assumed that the practical advantages of his program would compel opponents to fall in line. He had the immense advantage of seeking nothing for his own country and the additional strength of being the leader of the only major nation to emerge from the war richer and more powerful than it had been in 1914. Yet this combination of altruism, idealism, and power was his undoing; it intensified his tendency to be overbearing and undermined his judgment. Believing that the fate of humanity hung on his actions, he became in his own mind a prophet, almost, one fears, a kind of god. 

In the last weeks of the war Wilson proved to be a brilliant diplomat, first dangling the Fourteen Points before the German people to encourage them to overthrow Kaiser Wilhelm II and sue for an armistice, then sending Colonel House to Paris to persuade Allied leaders to accept the Fourteen Points as the basis for the peace. When the Allies raised objections, House made certain small concessions, but by hinting that the United States might make a separate peace with Germany, he forced them to agree. Under the armistice, Germany had to withdraw behind the Rhine River and surrender its submarines, together with quantities of munitions and other materials. In return it received the assurance of the Allies that the Wilsonian principles would prevail at the peace conference. 

Wilson then came to a daring decision: He would personally attend the conference, which convened on January 12, 1919, at Paris, as a member of the United States Peace Commission. This was a precedent-shattering step, for no president had ever left American territory while in office. 

Wilson probably erred in going to Paris, but not because of the novelty or possible illegality of the act. In leaving the country he was turning his back on certain obvious domestic problems. Western farmers believed that they had been discriminated against during the war, since wheat prices had been controlled while the price of southern cotton had been allowed to rise from 7 cents a pound in 1914 to 35 cents in 1919. The administration's drastic tax program had angered businessmen. Labor, despite its gains, was restive in the face of reconversion to peacetime conditions. Most important, Wilson intended to break with the isolationist tradition and take the United States into a league of nations. Such a revolutionary change required explanation; he should have undertaken a major campaign to convince the people of the wisdom of this step. 

Wilson also erred in his choice of the other commissioners. He selected Colonel House, Secretary of State Lansing, General Tasker H. Bliss, and Henry White, a career diplomat. These men were all thoroughly competent, but only White was a Republican, and he had no stature as a politician. Since the peace treaty would have to be ratified by the Senate, Wilson should have given that body some representation on the commission, and since the Republicans would have a majority in the new Senate, a Republican senator or someone who had the full confidence of the Republican leadership should have been appointed. (The wily McKinley named three senators to the American delegation to the peace conference after the Spanish-American War.) 

The Paris Peace Conference
Wilson arrived in Europe a world hero. He toured England, France, and Italy briefly and was greeted ecstatically almost everywhere. The reception tended to increase his sense of mission and to convince him, in the fashion of a typical progressive, that whatever the European politicians might say about it, "the people" were behind his program. 

When the conference settled down to its work, control quickly fell into the hands of the so-called Big Four: Wilson, Prime Minister David Lloyd George of Great Britain, Premier Georges Clemenceau of France, and Prime Minister Vittorio Orlando of Italy. Wilson stood out in this group but did not dominate it. 

The 78-year-old Clemenceau cared for only one thing: French security. He viewed Wilson cynically, saying that since mankind had been unable to keep God's Ten Commandments, it was unlikely to do better with Wilson's Fourteen Points. Lloyd George's approach was pragmatic and almost cavalier. He sympathized with much that Wilson was trying to accomplish but was baffled by the president's frequent sermonettes about "right being more important than might, and justice being more eternal than force." Orlando was far less influential than his three colleagues. When they failed to meet all his demands, he left the conference in a huff. 

The conference labored from January to May 1919 and finally brought forth the Versailles Treaty. American liberals, whose hopes had soared at the thought of a peace based on the Fourteen Points, found the treaty abysmally disappointing. The peace settlement failed to carry out the principle of self determination properly. It gave Italy a large section of the Austrian Tyrol that contained 200,000 persons who considered themselves Austrians. Other German-speaking groups were incorporated into the new states of Poland and Czechoslovakia. Japan was allowed to take over the Chinese province of Shantung, and the Allies swallowed up all the German colonies in Africa and the Far East. 

The victors forced Germany to accept responsibility for having caused the war-an act of senseless vindictiveness as well as a gross oversimplification-and to agree to pay for all damage to civilian properties and even future pensions and other indirect war costs. Instead of attacking imperialism, the treaty attacked German imperialism; instead of seeking a new international social order based on liberty and democracy, it created a great-power entente designed to crush Germany and to exclude Bolshevist Russia from the family of nations. It said nothing about freedom of the seas, the reduction of tariffs, or disarmament. 

The complaints of the critics were individually reasonable, yet their conclusions were not entirely fair. The new map of Europe left fewer people on "foreign" soil than in any earlier period of history. Though the Allies seized the German colonies, they were required, under the mandate system, to submit to the League of Nations annual accounts of their stewardship and to prepare the inhabitants for eventual independence. Above all, Wilson had persuaded the powers to incorporate the League of Nations in the treaty. 

Wilson expected the League of Nations to make up for all the inadequacies of the Versailles Treaty. Once the League had begun to function, problems like freedom of the seas and disarmament would solve themselves, he argued, and the relaxation of trade barriers would surely follow. The League would arbitrate international disputes, act as a central body for registering treaties, and employ military and economic sanctions against aggressor nations.   By any standard, Wilson had achieved a remarkably moderate peace, one full of hope for the future. Except for the war guilt clause and the heavy reparations imposed on Germany, he could be justly proud of his work. 

The Senate and the League of Nations 
When Wilson returned from France, he at long last directed his attention to the task of winning public approval of his handiwork. A large majority of the people probably favored the League of Nations in principle, though few understood all its implications or were entirely happy with every detail. Wilson had persuaded the Allies to accept certain changes in the original draft to mollify American opposition. One provided that no nation could be forced to accept a colonial mandate, another that "domestic questions" such as tariffs and the control of immigration did not fall within the competence of the League. 

Many senators found these modifications insufficient. Even before the peace conference ended, 37 Republican senators signed a manifesto devised by Henry Cabot Lodge of Massachusetts opposing Wilson's League and demanding that the question of an international organization be put off until "the urgent business of negotiating peace terms with Germany" had been completed. Wilson rejected this suggestion icily. Thus the stage was set for a monumental test of strength between the president and the Republican majority in the Senate. 

Partisanship, principle, and prejudice clashed mightily in this contest. A presidential election loomed. Should the League prove a success, the Republicans wanted to be able to claim a share of the credit, but Wilson had refused to allow them to participate in drafting the document. This predisposed all of them to favor changes. Politics aside, genuine alarm at the possible sacrifice of American sovereignty to an international authority led many Republicans to urge modification of the League covenant (constitution). Personal dislike of Wilson and his high-handed methods motivated others. Yet the noble purpose of the League made many reluctant to reject it entirely. 

Wilson could count on the Democratic senators almost to a man, but he had to win over many Republicans to obtain the two-thirds majority necessary for ratification. Republican opinion divided roughly into three segments. At one extreme were some dozen "irreconcilables" led by William E. Borah of Idaho. At the other extreme stood another dozen "mild" reservationists who were in favor of the League but who hoped to alter it in minor ways, chiefly for political purposes. In the middle were the "strong" reservationists, senators willing to go along with the League only if American sovereignty were fully protected and it were made clear that their party had played a major role in fashioning the final document. 

Senator Lodge, the leader of the Republican opposition, was chairman of the Senate Foreign Relations Committee. Though not an isolationist, he had little faith in the League. He also had a profound distrust of Democrats, especially Wilson, whom he considered a hypocrite and a coward. The president's pious idealism left him cold. While perfectly ready to see the country participate actively in world affairs, Lodge insisted that its right to determine its own best interests in every situation be preserved. He had been a senator since 1893 and an admirer of senatorial independence since early manhood; when a Democratic president tried to ram the Versailles Treaty through the upper house, he fought him with every weapon he could muster. 

Lodge belonged to the strong reservationist faction. His own proposals, known as the Lodge Reservations, limited the United States' obligations to the League and stated in unmistakable terms the right of Congress to decide when to honor these obligations. Some of the reservations were mere quibbles. Others, such as the provision that the United States would not endorse Japan's seizure of Chinese territory, were included mainly to embarrass Wilson by pointing up compromises he had made at Versailles. The most important reservation applied to Article 10 of the League covenant, which committed signatories to protect the political independence and territorial integrity of all member nations. Wilson had rightly called Article 10 the "heart" of the covenant. Lodge's reservation made it inoperable so far as the United States was concerned "unless in any particular case the Congress ... shall by act or joint resolution so provide." 

Lodge performed brilliantly, if somewhat unscrupulously, in uniting the three Republican factions behind his reservations. He got the irreconcilables to agree to them by conceding their right to vote against the final version in any event, and he held the mild reservationists in line by modifying some of his demands and stressing the importance of party unity. Since Lodge's proposals dealt forthrightly with the problem of reconciling traditional concepts of national sovereignty with the new idea of world cooperation, supporters of the League could accept them without sacrifice of principle. Wilson, however, refused to budge. 

This foolish intransigence is incomprehensible in a man of Wilson's intelligence and political experience. In part his hatred of Lodge accounts for it, in part his faith in his League. But his physical condition in 1919 also played a role. At Paris he had suffered a violent attack of indigestion that was probably a symptom of a minor stroke. Thereafter, many observers noted small changes in his personality, particularly increased stubbornness and a loss of judgment. 

Instead of making concessions, the president set out early in September on a nationwide speaking tour to rally support for the League. His speeches, some of them quite brilliant, had little effect on senatorial opinion, and the effort drained his physical reserves. On September 25, after an address in Pueblo, Colorado, he collapsed. The rest of the trip had to be canceled. A few days later, in Washington, he suffered a stroke that partially paralyzed his left side. 

For nearly two months the president was almost totally cut off from affairs of state, leaving supporters of the League leaderless while Lodge maneuvered the reservations through the Senate. Gradually, popular attitudes toward the League shifted. Organized groups of Americans of Italian, Irish, and German extraction, angered by what they considered unfair treatment of their native lands in the Versailles Treaty, clamored for outright rejection. The arguments of the irreconcilables persuaded many citizens that Wilson had made too sharp a break with America's isolationist past and that the Lodge Reservations were therefore necessary. Other issues connected with the reconversion of society to a peacetime basis increasingly occupied the public mind. 

A coalition of Democratic and moderate Republican senators could easily have carried the treaty. However, Wilson, bitter and emotionally distraught, urged the Democrats to vote for rejection. Thus the amended treaty failed, 35 to 55, the irreconcilables and the Democrats voting against it. Lodge then allowed the original draft without his reservations to come to a vote. Again the result was defeat, 38 to 53. Only one Republican cast a ballot for ratification. 

Dismayed but not yet crushed, friends of the League in both parties forced reconsideration of the treaty early in 1920. Neither Lodge nor Wilson would yield an inch. Lodge, who had little confidence in the effectiveness of any league of nations, was under no compulsion to compromise. That Wilson, whose entire being was tied up in the covenant, would not do so is further evidence of his physical and mental decline. He was probably incompetent to perform the duties of his office. When the Senate balloted again in March, half the Democrats voted for the treaty with the Lodge Reservations. The others, mostly southern party regulars, joined the irreconcilables. Together they mustered 35 votes, 7 more than the one-third that meant defeat. 

Demobilization
To win the war, the nation had accepted drastic regulation of the economy. When the war ended, the Wilson administration blithely assumed that the economy could readjust itself without direction. The army was demobilized, pouring millions of veterans into the job market without plan. Nearly all controls established by the War Industries Board and other agencies were dropped overnight. Billions of dollars' worth of war contracts were canceled. 

Business boomed in 1919 as consumers spent wartime savings on automobiles, homes, and other goods that had been in short supply during the conflict. But temporary shortages caused inflation; by 1920 the cost of living stood at more than twice the level of 1913. 

Inflation in turn produced labor trouble. The unions, grown strong during the war, struck for wage increases. Over 4 million workers, one out of five in the labor force, were on strike at some time during 1919. Then came one of the most precipitous economic declines in American history. Between July 1920 and March 1922, prices, especially agricultural prices, plummeted, and unemployment soared. 

The Red Scare
Far more serious than the economic losses were the social effects of these difficulties. Most Americans found strikes frustrating and drew invidious comparisons between the lot of the unemployed soldier who had risked his fife for a dollar a day and that of the striker who had drawn fat wages during the war in perfect safety. 

The activities of radicals in the labor movement led millions of citizens to associate unionism and strikes with the new threat of communist world revolution. Although there were only a relative handful of communists in the United States, the experience of Russia persuaded many people that a tiny minority of ruthless revolutionaries could take over a nation of millions if conditions were right. When strikes broke out, some accompanied by violence, many people interpreted them as communist-inspired preludes to revolution. 

Organized labor in America had seldom been truly radical, but some labor leaders had been attracted to socialism, and many Americans failed to distinguish between the similar ends sought by communists and socialists and the entirely different methods by which they proposed to achieve those ends. A general strike paralyzed Seattle in February 1919. In September 1919 a total of 343,000 steelworkers walked off their jobs, and in the same month the Boston police struck. Violence marked the steel strike, and the suspension of police protection in Boston led to looting and fighting that ended only when Governor Calvin Coolidge called out the National Guard. 

During the same period a handful of terrorists attempted to murder various prominent persons, including John D. Rockefeller, Justice Oliver Wendell Holmes, Jr., and Attorney General A. Mitchell Palmer. What particularly aroused the public was the fact that most radicals were not American citizens. Wartime fear of alien saboteurs easily transformed itself into peacetime terror of foreign radicals. In this muddled way, radicalism, unionism, and questions of racial and national origins combined to make many Americans believe that their way of fife was in imminent danger. Thus the "Red Scare" was born. 

Attorney General Palmer was the key figure in the resulting purge. Pressure from Congress and his growing conviction that the communists really were a menace led him to join the "red hunt." Soon he was saying of the radicals: "Out of the sly and crafty eyes of many of them leap cupidity, cruelty, insanity, and crime; from their lopsided faces, sloping brows, and misshapen features may be recognized the unmistakable criminal type." 

In August 1919, Palmer established within the Department of Justice the General Intelligence Division, headed by J. Edgar Hoover, to collect information about clandestine radical activities. In November, Justice Department agents in a dozen cities swooped down on the meeting places of an anarchist organization known as the Union of Russian Workers. More than 650 persons were arrested, but in only 43 cases could evidence be found to justify deportation. 

Nevertheless, the public reacted so favorably that Palmer planned an immense roundup of communists. On January 2, 1920, his agents, reinforced by local police and self-appointed vigilantes, struck simultaneously in 33 cities. About 6,000 persons were taken into custody, many of them citizens and therefore not subject to the deportation laws, many others unconnected with any radical cause. In a number of cases, individuals who went to visit prisoners were themselves thrown behind bars on the theory that they too must be communists. Hundreds of suspects were jammed into filthy "bullpens," beaten, and forced to sign "confessions." 

The public tolerated these wholesale violations of civil liberties because of the supposed menace of communism. Gradually, however, protests began to be heard. No revolutionary outbreak had taken place. Of the 6,000 seized in the Palmer raids, only 556 proved liable to deportation. 

Palmer, attempting to maintain the crusade, announced that the radicals planned a gigantic terrorist demonstration for May Day 1920. In New York and other cities, thousands of police were placed on round-the-clock duty; federal troops stood by anxiously. But the day passed without even a rowdy meeting. Suddenly Palmer appeared ridiculous. The Red Scare swiftly subsided. 

The Election of 1920
Wilson still hoped for vindication at the polls in the presidential election, which he sought to make a "great and solemn referendum" on the League. He would have liked to run again himself, but in his enfeebled condition, he attracted no support. The Democrats nominated James M. Cox of Ohio. Cox favored joining the League, but the election did not produce the referendum on the organization that Wilson desired. The Republicans, whose candidate was another Ohioan, Senator Warren G. Harding, equivocated shamelessly on the issue. The election turned on other matters, largely emotional. 

Disillusioned by the results of the war, many Americans had had their fill of idealism. They wanted, apparently, to end the long period of moral uplift and reform agitation that had begun under Theodore Roosevelt and return to what Harding called "normalcy." To the extent that the voters were expressing opinions on Wilson's League, they responded overwhelmingly in the negative. Harding had been a strong reservationist, yet he swept the country, winning over 16.1 million votes to Cox's 9.1 million. In July 1921, Congress formally ended the war with the Central Powers by passing a joint resolution. 

CHAPTER 23

Postwar Society and Culture

TO MANY PEOPLE WHO LIVED through it, the Great War marked a turning point in history, the real division separating the 20th century from the 19th. Actually most of what seemed new in the 1920s had begun to appear before well before 1917, and the changes were still going on. Americans were adjusting to new social, cultural, and economic forces that were to shape their fives and those of their children and grandchildren.

Closing the Gates

The end of the Red Scare did not signal the disappearance of xenophobia. It was perhaps inevitable and possibly wise that some limitation be placed on the entry of immigrants into the United States after the war. An immense backlog of prospective migrants had accumulated during the conflict, and the desperate postwar economic condition of Europe led hundreds of thousands to seek better circumstances in the United States.

Congress, reflecting widespread prejudice against eastern and southern Europeans, passed an emergency act establishing a quota system. Each year 3 percent of the number of foreign-born residents of the United States in 1910 (about 350,000 persons) might enter the country. Each country's quota was based on the number of its nationals in the United States in 1910. This meant that only a relative handful of the total would be from southern and eastern Europe. In 1924 the quota was reduced to 2 percent and the base year shifted to 1890, thereby lowering further the proportion of southern and eastern Europeans admitted.

In 1929 Congress established a system that allowed only 150,000 immigrants a year to enter the country. Each national quota was based on the supposed origins of the entire white population of the United States in 1920, not merely on the foreign born. In fact, far fewer than 150,000 people entered because the favored European nations failed to fulfill their quotas. Dislike of the "new" immigrants, many of whom were Jewish, was related to a general growth of anti-Semitism. Prestigious colleges, for example, which had previously admitted Jews on the basis of their academic records, now imposed unofficial quotas. So did medical schools.

The United States had closed the gates. Instead of an open, cosmopolitan society eager to accept, in Emma Lazarus's stirring fine, the "huddled masses yearning to breathe free," America now became committed to preserving a homogeneous, "Anglo-Saxon" population. Anglo-Saxon and homogeneous it did not become, but the foreign-born percentage of the population fell from about 13 percent in 1920 to 4.7 percent in 1970.

New Urban Social Patterns
The census of 1920 revealed that for the first time a majority of Americans lived in urban rather than rural places. This statement is somewhat misleading because the census classified anyone in a community of 2,500 or more as urban. Of the 54 million urban residents in 1920, over 16 million lived in villages and small towns. A large majority of them held ideas and values like those of rural citizens. But the one person in four who lived in a city of 100,000 or more-and particularly the nearly 16.4 million who lived in metropolises of at least half a million-were increasing steadily in number and influence.

Being a city dweller affected family structure, educational opportunities, and dozens of other aspects of human existence. Indeed, since most of the changes in the relations of husbands, wives, and children that had occurred in the 19th century were related to the fact that people were leaving farms to work in towns and cities, these trends intensified in the early 20th century. In addition, couples continued to marry more out of love and physical attraction than for social or economic reasons, and each decade people married slightly later in life and had fewer children.

Earlier differences between working-class and middle-class family structures persisted. In 1920 about a quarter of the American women who were working were married, but middle-class married women who worked were nearly all either childless or highly paid professionals who were able to employ servants. Most male skilled workers now earned enough to support a family in modest comfort so long as they could work steadily, but an unskilled laborer still could not. Wives in most such families had to work.

However, there were important variations in the roles of wives of different ethnic backgrounds. Those who could not speak English well had difficulty obtaining work. Italian immigrant women rarely worked outside the home. Irish-American wives often found jobs as domestics or, if better educated, as nurses, telephone operators, or clerks. Out of necessity, a far larger proportion of black women, married or single, worked than white women.

By the 1920s the concept of the "companionate" family had emerged. In such families, husbands and wives would deal with each other as equals, which downplayed male authority and stressed mutual satisfaction in sexual and other matters. Procreation did not have to be the main purpose of matrimony, but if there were children, they should be left as free as possible; rigid discipline was limiting and therefore wrong. Divorce should be made easier for couples that did not get along, provided they did not have children.

Much attention was given to "scientific" child raising. One school stressed rigid training: Children could be "spoiled" by indulgence; toilet training should begin early; too much kissing could turn male youngsters into "mama's boys ... .. Children are made not born," John B. Watson, a highly regarded psychologist, regarded psychologist, explained in The Psychological Care of Infant and Child (1928). "Never hug and kiss them, never let them sit in your lap. If you must, kiss them once on the forehead when they say good night."

The other school favored a more permissive approach. Toilet training could wait; parents should pay attention to their children's expressed needs, not impose a generalized set of rules on them. In The Companionate Marriage (1927), Benjamin B. Lindsey, a juvenile court judge, suggested a kind of trial marriage, a period during which a young couple could get used to each other before undertaking to raise a family.

Lindsey was one among many self-appointed experts who advocated more freedom for young people and open discussion of all questions related to sex. He was most concerned about the welfare of children, whose natural sexuality, he insisted, was being stupidly repressed by Victorian prudes. Others put more emphasis on married women's rights and the injustice of the double standard. Still others were interested in breaking down 19th-century sexual taboos for all people, married or single.

The Younger Generation
All of these matters were of particular concern to the young adults in the generation that had grown up before and during the Great War. That war had raised their hopes for the future, but its outcome dashed them. Now the narrowness and prudery of so many of their elders and the stuffy conservatism of nearly all politicians seemed not merely old-fashioned but ludicrous. Their models and indeed some of their leaders were the prewar Greenwich Village bohemians.

The 1920s has been dubbed the Jazz Age, the era of "flaming youth," when young people danced to syncopated "African" rhythms, careened about the countryside in automobiles in search of pleasure and forgetfulness, and made gods of movie stars and professional athletes. This view of the period bears only a superficial resemblance to reality: Young people liked having a good time and, like all adolescents moving toward maturity, they were eager to understand the world and make their way in it. They were unconventional because they were adjusting to more rapid changes in their world than their grandparents could have imagined.

Trends that were barely perceptible during the Progressive Era now reached avalanche proportions. This was particularly noticeable in relationships between the sexes. In the late 19th century a typical young man "paid a call" on a female friend. The couple remained at home, the parents nearby if not actually participating in what was essentially a social, almost public event held in a private place.

By the 1920s paying calls was being replaced by dating; the young man called only to "pick up" his date, the two to go off, free of parental supervision, for whatever diversion they wished. A date, the historian Beth L. Bailey has pointed out, was "a private act in the public world."

There is no question that for the young people of the 1920s, relations between the sexes were becoming more relaxed and uninhibited. Respectable young women smoked cigarettes, something previously done in public only by prostitutes and bohemian types. They cast off their heavy corsets, wore lipstick, and shortened their hair and their skirts.

Freudian psychology and the more accessible ideas of the British "sexologist" Havelock Ellis reached steadily deeper into the popular psyche.  Since sex was "the central function of life," Ellis argued, it must be "simple and natural and pure and good." Bombarded by these exciting ideas, and by erotic books and movies, to say nothing of their own inclinations, young people found themselves ever more tempted to cast off their inhibitions.

Conservatives bemoaned what they described as the breakdown of moral standards, the fragmentation of the family, and the decline of parental authority-all with some reason. Nevertheless, society was not collapsing. Much of the rebelliousness of the young was faddish, a kind of youthful conformity. This was particularly true of college students, every aspect of whose extracurricular life was governed by elaborate rituals. In The Damned and the Beautiful, Paula S. Fass has shown how such matters as fraternity and sorority initiations, styles of dress, and college slang, seemingly aspects of independence and free choice, were nearly everywhere shaped and controlled by peer pressure.

But young people's new ways of relating to one another were not mere fads and were not confined to people under 30. This can be seen most clearly in the birth control movement, the drive to legalize the use of contraceptives.

The "New Woman"

The young people of the 1920s were more open about sex, but this does not mean that most of them engaged in sexual intercourse before marriage. Single young people might "believe in" birth control, but relatively few (at least by modern standards) had occasion to practice it. Contraception was a concern of married people, particularly married women.

The leading American proponent of birth control in the 1920s was Margaret Sanger, one of the less self-centered Greenwich Village bohemians. Before the war she was a political radical. Gradually, however, her attention focused on the plight of the poor women she encountered while working as a nurse; many of these women were burdened by large numbers of children yet knew nothing about contraception. Sanger began to write articles and pamphlets designed to enlighten them, frequently running afoul of narrowly interpreted antiobscenity laws. But she was persistent to the edge of fanaticism. In 1921 she founded the American Birth Control League and two years later a research center.

The medical profession gave some support to the birth control movement, as did the eugenicists, who claimed that unless the fecundity of "unfit" types (people others might describe simply as poor) was curbed, "race suicide" would result. By the end of the decade Sanger was no longer on the cutting edge of the movement or even a very radical feminist. But by that time resistance to the use of contraception was crumbling.

Other sex-based restrictions of particular importance to women also seemed to be breaking down. The divorce laws had been modified in most states. More women were taking jobs; over 10.6 million women were working by the end of the decade in contrast with 8.4 million in 1920. The Department of Labor's Women's Bureau was founded in 1920 and was soon conducting investigations of the working conditions women faced in different industries and how various laws affected them.

But most of these gains were illusory. Relaxation of the strict standards of sexual morality did not eliminate the double standard. More women worked, but most of the jobs they held were still ones that few men wanted: domestic service, elementary school teaching, clerical work, selling behind a counter.

Where they competed for jobs with men, women usually received much lower wages. Yet when the head of the Women's Bureau, Mary Anderson, tried to get employers to raise women's wages, most of them claimed that the men had families to support. When she reminded them that many female employees also had family responsibilities, they told her that there was a "tacit understanding" that women were to make less than men. Efforts to get the American Federation of Labor to take up the issue met with failure; few of the unions in the federation admitted women.

The number of women college graduates continued to climb, but the colleges placed more emphasis on subjects like home economics that seemed designed to make them better housewives rather than professionals or business executives. As one Vassar College administrator (a woman!) said, colleges should provide "education for women along the fines of their chief interests and responsibilities, motherhood and the home."

The 1920s proved disillusioning to feminists, who now paid a price for their single-minded pursuit of the right to vote in the Progressive Era. After the ratification of the Nineteenth Amendment, Carrie

Chapman Catt was exultant. "We are no longer petitioners," she announced, "but free and equal citizens." Many activists, assuming the battle won, lost interest in agitating for change. They believed that the suffrage amendment had given them the one weapon needed to achieve whatever women still lacked. In fact, it soon became apparent that women did not vote as a bloc. Many, perhaps most, married women voted for the candidates their husbands supported.

When radical feminists discovered that voting did not automatically bring true equality, they founded the Women's party and began campaigning for an equal rights amendment. Their leader, Alice Paul, dynamic if somewhat fanatical, disdained specific goals such as disarmament, an end to child labor, and liberalized birth control. Total equality for women was the one objective. The party held that protective legislation governing the hours and working conditions of women was discriminatory. This caused the so-called social feminists, who believed that children and working women needed the protection provided by such laws, to break away.

The Women's party never attracted a wide following, but only partly because of the split with the social feminists. Many of the younger radical women, like the bohemians of the Progressive Era, were primarily concerned with their personal freedom to behave as they wished; politics did not interest them. But a more important reason was that nearly all the radicals failed to see that questions of gender-the attitudes that men and women were taught to take toward each other, not immutable physical or psychological differences-stood in the way of true sexual equality. Many more women joined the more moderate League of Women Voters, which attempted to mobilize support for a broad spectrum of reforms, some of which had no specific connection with the interests of women as such. The entire women's movement lost momentum. The battle for the equal rights amendment persisted, but by the end of the 1930s the movement was moribund.

Popular Culture: Movies and Radio
The postwar decade saw immense changes in popular culture, changes that seemed in tune with the times, not a reacton against them.  This was true in part because they were products as much of technology as of human imagination.

The first motion pictures were made around 1900, but the medium only came into its own after the Great War. The early films, such as the eight minute epic The Great Train Robbery (1903), were brief, action-packed, and unpretentious. Professional actors and most educated people viewed them with contempt. But their success was instantaneous. By 1912 there were more than 13,000 movie houses in the United States. Many were mere storefronts, called nickelodeons because the admission charge was 5 cents.

Success led to rapid technical and artistic improvements. David W. Griffith's 12-reel Birth of a Nation (1915) was a particularly important breakthrough in both areas, though Griffith's sympathetic treatment of the Ku Klux Klan of Reconstruction days angered blacks and white liberals.

By the mid-1920s the industry, centered in Hollywood, California, was the fourth largest in the nation in capital investment. Movie "palaces" seating several thousand people sprang up in the major cities, and they counted their yearly audiences in the tens of millions. With the introduction of talking movies, beginning with The jazz Singer (1927), and color films a few years later, the motion picture reached technological maturity. Costs and profits mounted; by the 1930s, million-dollar productions were common.

Many movies were tasteless trash catering to the prejudices of the multitude. Popular actors and actresses tended to be either handsome, talentless sticks or so-called character actors who were typecast over and over again as heroes, villains, or comedians. The stars were paid thousands of dollars a week. Critics charged that the movies were destroying the legitimate stage, corrupting the morals of youth, and glorifying the materialistic aspects of life.

Nevertheless, the motion picture made positive contributions to American culture. Beginning with the work of Griffith, filmmakers created an entirely new theatrical art, using close-ups to portray character and heighten tension, broad panoramic shots to transcend the limits of the stage. They employed with remarkable results special fighting effects, the fade-out, and other techniques impossible in the live theater. Movies enabled dozens of established actors to reach wider audiences and developed many first-rate new ones. In Charlie Chaplin, whose characterization of the sad little tramp with toothbrush moustache and cane, tight frock coat, and baggy trousers became famous throughout the world, the new form found perhaps the supreme comic artist of all time. The animated cartoon, perfected by Walt Disney in the 1930s, was a significant achievement that gave endless delight to millions of children. And as the medium matured, it produced many dramatic works of high quality. At its best the motion picture offered a breadth and power of impact superior to anything on the traditional stage.

Even more pervasive than movies in its effects on the American people was radio. Wireless transmission of sound was developed in the late 19th century by many scientists in Europe and the United States. In 1920 the first commercial station (KDKA in Pittsburgh) began broadcasting, and by the end of 1922 over 500 stations were in operation.

The immediacy of radio explained its tremendous impact. As a means of communicating the latest news, it had no peer; beginning with the broadcast of the 1924 presidential nominating conventions, all major public events were covered "live." Advertisers seized on radio too; it proved to be as useful for selling soap as for transmitting news.

Advertising had mixed effects on broadcasting. The sums paid by business for air time made possible elaborate entertainments performed by the finest actors and musicians, all without cost to listeners. However, advertisers hungered for mass markets. They preferred to sponsor programs of little intellectual content, aimed at the lowest tastes and utterly uncontroversial. And good and bad alike, programs were continually interrupted by irritating pronouncements extolling the supposed virtues of one commercial product or another.

In 1927 Congress limited the number of stations and parceled out wavelengths to prevent interference. Further legislation in 1934 established the Federal Communications Commission with power to revoke the licenses of stations that failed to operate in the public interest. But the FCC placed no effective controls on programming or on advertising practices.

The Golden Age of Sports
The extraordinary popularity of sports in the postwar period can be explained in a number of ways.  People had more money to spend and more free time to fill. Radio was bringing suspenseful, play-by-play accounts of sports contests into millions of homes, thus encouraging tens of thousands to want to see similar events with their own eyes.

There had been great athletes before, such as Jim Thorpe, a Sac and Fox Indian who won both the pentathlon and the decathlon at the 1912 Olympic Games, made Walter Camp's All America football team in 1912 and 1913, then played major league baseball for several years before becoming a pioneer founder and player in the National Football League. But what truly made the 1920s a golden age was the emergence of a remarkable collection of what today would be called superstars.

In football there was the University of Illinois's Harold "Red" Grange, who averaged over 10 yards a carry during his college career and who in one incredible quarter during the 1924 game between Illinois and Michigan carried the hall four times and scored a touchdown each time, gaining 263 yards in the process. In prize fighting, heavyweight champion Jack Dempsey, the "Manassas Mauler," knocked out a succession of challengers in bloody battles.

During the same years William "Big Bill" Tilden dominated tennis, winning the national singles title every year from 1920 to 1925 along with nearly every other tournament he entered. Beginning in 1923, Robert T. "Bobby" Jones ruled over the world of golf with equal authority, his climactic achievement being his capturing of the amateur and open championships of both the United States and Great Britain in 1930.

A few women athletes dominated their sports during this Golden Age in similar fashion. In tennis Helen Wills was three times U.S. singles champion and the winner of the women's singles at Wimbledon eight times in the late 1920s and early 1930s. The swimmer Gertrude Ederle, holder of 18 world's records by the time she was 17, swam the English Channel on her second attempt in 1926. She was not only the first woman to do so, but she did it faster than any of the four men who had previously made it across.

However, the sports star among stars was "the Sultan of Swat," baseball's George Herman ("Babe") Ruth. Ruth changed baseball from a game ruled by pitchers and low scores to one where hitting was more greatly admired. Originally himself a brilliant pitcher, his incredible hitting ability made him more valuable in the outfield. Ruth hit 54 home runs in 1920, his first year with the New York Yankees, and 60 in 1927. By 1923 he was so feared that he was given a base on balls more than half the times he appeared at the plate.

Football was the preeminent school sport. At many colleges football afternoons came to resemble religious rites-a national magazine titled a 1928 article "The Great God Football," and the editor of a college newspaper denounced "disloyal" students who took seats in the grandstand where they could see what was happening rather than doing their bit in the student cheering section in the end zone.

Tens of thousands of men and women took up tennis, golf, swimming, and calisthenics. Social dancing became more energetic. The turkey trot, a popular prewar dance, led in the next decade to the Charleston and what one historian called "an imitative swarm of hops, wriggles, squirms, glides and gallops named after all the animals in the menagerie."

Urban-Rural Conflicts: Fundamentalism
These were buoyant times for "modem" people, most of whom lived in big cities. However, the tensions and hostilities of the 1920s exaggerated an older rift in American society-the conflict between the urban and the rural way of life. To many among the scattered millions who tilled the soil and among the millions more who lived in towns and small cities, the new city-oriented culture seemed sinful, overly materialistic, and unhealthy.

Yet there was no denying the appeal of the city, introduced to farmers and townspeople through radio and the movies. These people coveted the excitement of city fife even as they condemned its vices. Rural society proclaimed the superiority of its ways at least in part to protect itself from temptation. Change, omnipresent in the postwar world, must be resisted even at the cost of individualism and freedom.

One expression of this intolerance was a resurgence of religious fundamentalism. Rather than a religious idea, fundamentalism was a conservative attitude of mind. Fundamentalists rejected the theory of evolution and all other knowledge about the origins of the universe and the human race that had been discovered during the 19th century.

Urban sophisticates tended to dismiss fundamentalists as boors and hayseed fanatics, yet the persistence of old-fashioned ideas was understandable. In rural areas, where educational standards were low and culture relatively static, old ideas remained unchallenged. The power of reason, so obvious in a technologically advanced society, seemed much less obvious to rural people. Farmers, living in close contact with the capricious, elemental power of nature, tended to have more respect for the force of divine providence than city folk. Beyond this, the majesty and beauty of the King James translation of the Bible, the only book in countless rural homes, made it extraordinarily difficult for many persons to abandon their belief in its literal truth.

What made crusaders of the fundamentalists, however, was their resentment of modem urban culture. The teaching of evolution must be prohibited, they insisted. Throughout the early 1920s they campaigned vigorously for laws banning discussion of Darwin's theory in textbooks and classrooms.

Their greatest asset in this unfortunate crusade was William Jennings Bryan. Age had not improved the "Peerless Leader." After leaving Wilson's Cabinet in 1915, he devoted much time to religious and moral issues, but without applying himself conscientiously to the study of these difficult questions. He went about the country charging that "they"meaning the mass of educated Americans-had "taken the Lord away from the schools." He denounced the use of public money to undermine Christian principles, and he offered $100 to anyone who would admit to being descended from an ape. His immense popularity in rural areas assured him a wide audience, and no one came forward to take his money.

The fundamentalists won a minor victory in 1925 when Tennessee passed a law forbidding instructors in the state's schools and colleges to teach "any theory that denies the story of the Divine Creation of man as taught in the Bible." Upon learning of the passage of this act, the American Civil Liberties Union announced that it would finance a test case challenging its constitutionality if a Tennessee teacher would deliberately violate the statute. Urged on by friends, John T. Scopes, a young biology teacher in Dayton, stated in class that man was descended from other primates. He was arrested. A battery of nationally known lawyers came forward to defend him; the state obtained the services of Bryan himself. The so-called Monkey Trial became an overnight sensation.

Clarence Darrow, chief counsel for the defendant, stated the issue clearly. "Scopes isn't on trial," he said; "civilization is on trial." The comic aspects of the trial obscured this issue. Big-city reporters like H. L. Mencken of the Baltimore Evening Sun flocked to Dayton to make sport of the fundamentalists. Scopes's conviction was a foregone conclusion; after the jury rendered its verdict, the judge fined him $100.

Nevertheless, the trial exposed both the stupidity and the danger of the fundamentalist position. The high point came when Bryan agreed to testify as an expert witness on the Bible. In a sweltering courtroom, both men in shirtsleeves, the lanky, rough-hewn Darrow cross-examined the aging champion of fundamentalism, mercilessly exposing his childlike faith and his abysmal ignorance. Bryan admitted to believing that Eve had been created from Adam's rib and that a whale had swallowed Jonah.

The Monkey Trial ended in frustration for nearly everyone concerned. Scopes moved away from Dayton; the judge, John Raulston, was defeated when he sought reelection; Bryan died in his sleep a few days after the trial. But fundamentalism continued to flourish. In retrospect, the heroes of the Scopes trial-science and freedom of thought seem somewhat less stainless than they did to liberals at the time. The account of evolution in the textbook used by Scopes was far from satisfactory, and it contained statements that to the modem mind seem at least as bigoted as anything that Bryan said at Dayton. A section on the "races of man," for example, described Caucasians as "the highest type of all . . . represented by the civilized white inhabitants of Europe and America."

Urban-Rural Conflicts: Prohibition
The conflict between the countryside and the city was fought on many fronts, and in one sector the rural forces achieved a quick victory. This was the prohibition of the manufacture, transportation, and sale of alcoholic beverages by the Eighteenth Amendment, ratified in 1919. Although there were some big-city advocates of prohibition, the Eighteenth Amendment, in the words of the historian Andrew Sinclair, marked a triumph of the "Corn Belt over the conveyor belt."

The temperance movement had been important since the age of Jackson; it was an issue in many states during the Gilded Age, and by the Progressive Era many reformers were eager to prohibit drinking entirely. Indeed, prohibition was a typical progressive reform, moralistic, backed by the middle class, and aimed at frustrating "the interests"-in this case, the distillers.

World War I aided the prohibitionists by increasing the need for food. The Lever Act of 1917 outlawed the use of grain in the manufacture of alcoholic beverages, primarily as a conservation measure. The prevailing dislike of foreigners helped the dry cause still more, as beer drinking was associated with Germans. State and local laws had made a large part of the country dry by 1917. National prohibition became official in January 1920.

This "experiment noble in purpose," as Herbert Hoover called it, achieved a number of socially desirable results. It reduced the national consumption of alcohol. Arrests for drunkenness fell off sharply, as did deaths from alcoholism. Fewer workers squandered their wages on drink. If the drys had been willing to legalize beer and wine, the experiment might have worked. Instead, by insisting on total abstinence, they drove moderates to violate the law. Strict enforcement became impossible, especially in the cities.

In areas where popular opinion favored prohibition strongly, liquor was difficult to find. Elsewhere, smuggling became a major business, bootlegger a household word. Private individuals busied themselves learning how to manufacture "bathtub gin." Fraudulent druggists' prescriptions for alcohol were issued freely. The saloon disappeared, replaced by the speakeasy, a supposedly secret bar or club operating usually under the benevolent eye of the local police.

That the law was often violated does not mean that it was ineffective any more than violations of laws against theft and murder mean that those laws are ineffective. Although gangsters such as Alphonse "Scarface Al" Capone of Chicago were engaged in the liquor traffic, their "organizations" had existed before the ratification of the Eighteenth Amendment.

Prohibition almost destroyed the Democratic party as a national organization; Democratic immigrants in the cities hated it, but southern Democrats sang its praises, often while continuing to drink.

The hypocrisy of prohibition had a deleterious effect on politicians, a class seldom famous for candor. Congressmen catered to the demands of the Anti-Saloon League yet failed to grant adequate funds to the Prohibition Bureau. Democratic and Republican leaders, from Wilson and La Follette to Hoover and Franklin D. Roosevelt, equivocated shamelessly on the liquor question. By the end of the decade almost every competent observer recognized that prohibition needed to be overhauled, but the well-organized and powerful dry forces rejected all proposals for modifying it.

The Ku Klux Klan
The most horrible manifestation of the social malaise of the 1920s was the revival of the Ku Klux Klan. This new Klan, founded in 1915 by William J. Simmons, a preacher, admitted only native-born white Protestants. The distrust of foreigners, blacks, Catholics and Jews implicit in this regulation explains why it flourished in the social climate that spawned religious fundamentalism, immigration restriction, and prohibition. By 1923 it claimed the astonishing total of 5 million members.

The Klan had relatively little appeal in the Northeast or in metropolitan centers in other parts of the country, but it found many members in middle sized cities and in the small towns and villages of middle western and western states like Indiana, Ohio, and Oregon. The scapegoats in such regions were immigrants, Jews, and especially Catholics. The rationale was an urge to return to an older, supposedly finer America and to stamp out all varieties of nonconformity. Klansmen persecuted gamblers, "loose" women, violators of the prohibition laws, and anyone who happened to differ from them on religious questions or who belonged to a "foreign race."

The very success of the Klan led to its undoing. Factionalism sprang up, and rival leaders squabbled over the large sums that had been collected from the membership. The cruel and outrageous behavior of the organization aroused the ire of both liberals and conservatives in every part of the country. When the powerful leader of the Indiana Klan, a middle-aged reprobate named David C. Stephenson, was convicted of assaulting and causing the death of a young woman, the rank and file abandoned the organization in droves. It remained influential for a number of years, contributing to the defeat of the Catholic Alfred E. Smith in the 1928 presidential election, but it ceased to be a dynamic force after 1924. By 1930 it had only some 9,000 members. 

Sacco and Vanzetti
The excesses of the fundamentalists, the xenophobes, the Klan, the red-baiters, and the prohibitionists disturbed American intellectuals profoundly. More and more they became alienated, yet their alienation came at a time when society was growing more dependent on brains and sophistication. This compounded the confusion and disillusionment characteristic of the period. 

Nothing demonstrates this fact so clearly as the Sacco-Vanzetti case. In April 1920 two men in South Braintree, Massachusetts, killed a paymaster and a guard in a daring daylight robbery of a shoe factory. Shortly thereafter, Nicola Sacco and Bartolomeo Vanzetti were charged with the crime, and in 1921 they were convicted of murder and sentenced to death. Sacco and Vanzetti were anarchists and Italian immigrants. Their trial was a travesty of justice. The presiding judge, Webster Thayer, conducted the proceedings like a prosecuting attorney; privately he referred to the defendants as "those anarchist bastards." 

The case became a cause celebre. Prominent persons throughout the world protested. Vanzetti's quiet dignity and courage in the face of death wrung the hearts of millions. When the two were at last electrocuted, the disillusionment of American intellectuals with current values was profound. 

Literary Trends
The literature of the 1920s reflects the disillusionment of the intellectuals. The prewar period had been a time of hopeful experimentation in the world of letters. But writers, along with most other intellectuals, were beginning to abandon this view by about 1912. The wasteful horrors of the World War and then the antics of the fundamentalists and the cruelty of the red-baiters turned them into critics of society. Soon hundreds of young men and women were referring to themselves with almost maudlin self-pity as the "lost generation." The poet Ezra Pound gave up anticipating an American Renaissance and wrote instead of a "botched civilization." 

The symbol of the lost generation, in his own mind as well as to his contemporaries and to later critics, was F. Scott Fitzgerald, who rose to sudden fame in 1920 when he published This Side of Paradise, a somewhat sophomoric novel that appealed powerfully to college students and captured the fears and confusions of the lost generation. In The Great Gatsby (1925), a more mature work, Fitzgerald dissected a modem millionaire-coarse, unscrupulous, jaded, in love with another man's wife. Gatsby's tragedy lay in his dedication to a woman who, Fitzgerald made clear, did not merit his passion. 

The tragedy of The Great Gatsby was related to Fitzgerald's own. Pleasure-loving and extravagant, he squandered the money earned by This Side of Paradise. When The Great Gatsby failed to sell as well, he turned to writing potboilers. Despite some first-class later work, Fitzgerald descended into the despair of alcoholism and ended his days as a Hollywood scriptwriter. 

Many young American writers and artists became expatriates in the 1920s. They flocked to Rome, Berlin, and especially Paris, where they could live cheaply and escape what seemed to them the 11 conspiracy against the individual" prevalent in their own country. Ernest Hemingway, the most talented of this group, settled in Paris in 1922 to write. His first novel, The Sun Also Rises (1926), portrayed the cafe world of the expatriate and the rootless desperation, amorality, and sense of outrage at fife's meaninglessness that obsessed so many in those years. In A Farewell to Arms (1929) he described the confusion and horror of war. 

Hemingway's books were best-sellers, and he became a legend in his own time, but his style rather than his ideas explains his towering reputation. Few novelists have been such self-conscious craftsmen or as capable of suggesting powerful emotions and action in so few words. This taut, spare passage is from A Farewell to Arms: 

I went out the door and down the hall to the room where Catherine was to be after the baby came. I sat in a chair there and looked at the room. I had the paper in my coat that I had bought when I went out for lunch and I read it... After a while I stopped reading and turned off the light and watched it get dark outside.

This kind of writing, evoking rather than describing emotion, fascinated readers and inspired hundreds of imitators; it has made a permanent mark on world literature. What Hemingway had to say was of less universal interest-he was an unabashed, rather muddled romantic, an adolescent emotionally. He wrote masterfully about bullfights, hunting and fishing, violence-themes that limited his scope. The critic Alfred Kazin summed Hemingway up in a sentence: "He brought a major art to a minor vision of life."

Two other writers of the 1920s deserve mention: H. L. Mencken and Sinclair Lewis. Mencken, a Baltimore newspaperman and founder of one of the great magazines of the era, the American Mercury, was a thoroughgoing cynic. He coined the word booboisie to define the complacent, middle-class majority, and he fired superbly witty broadsides at fundamentalists, prohibitionists, and "Puritans." "Puritanism," Mencken once said, "is the haunting fear that someone, somewhere, may be happy."

But Mencken was never indifferent to the many aspects of American life that engendered his contempt. Politics at once fascinated and repelled him, and he assailed the statesmen of his generation with magnificent impartiality:

BRYAN: "If the fellow was sincere, then so was P. T. Barnum.... He was, in fact, a charlatan, a mountebank, a zany without sense or dignity."

WILSON: "The bogus Liberal. . . . A pedagogue thrown up to 1000 diameters by a magic lantern."

HARDING: "The numskull, Gamaliel.... the Marion stonehead.... The operations of his medulla oblongata ... resemble the rattlings of a colossal linotype charged with rubber stamps."

COOLIDGE: "A cheap and trashy fellow, deficient in sense and almost devoid of any notion of honor-in brief, a dreadful little cad."

HOOVER: "Lord Hoover is no more than a pious old woman, a fat Coolidge. ... He would have made a good bishop."

Mencken's diatribes, though amusing, were not profound. In retrospect he seems more a professional iconoclast than a constructive critic; like both Fitzgerald and Hemingway, he was something of a perennial adolescent. However, he was a consistent champion of freedom of expression of every sort.

Sinclair Lewis was probably the most popular American novelist of the 1920s. Like Fitzgerald, his first major work brought him instant fame and notoriety-and for the same reason. Main Street (1920) portrayed the smug ignorance and bigotry of the American small town so accurately that even Lewis's victims recognized themselves; his title became a symbol for provinciality and middle-class meanness of spirit. In Babbitt (1922), he created a businessman of the 1920s, a "booster," blindly orthodox in his political and social opinions, a slave to every cliche, and full of loud self-confidence, but under the surface a humbling, rather timid fellow.

Lewis went on to dissect the medical profession in Arrowsmith (1925), religion in Elmer Gantry (1927), fascism in It Can't Happen Here (1935). He was preeminently a product of the 1920s. When times changed, he could no longer portray society with such striking verisimilitude; none of his later novels approached the level of his first two. When critics noticed this, Lewis became bewildered, almost disoriented. He died in 1951 a desperately unhappy man.

The "New Negro"
Even more than for white liberals, the postwar reaction had brought despair for blacks. Aside from the barbarities of the Klan, they suffered from the postwar middle-class hostility to labor (and from the persistent reluctance of organized labor to admit black workers to its ranks). The increasing presence of southern blacks in northern cities also caused conflict. Some 393,000 settled in New York, Pennsylvania, and Illinois in the 1920s, most of them in New York City, Philadelphia, and Chicago.

This influx speeded the development of urban ghettos. Harlem, a white, middle-class residential section of New York City as late as 1910, had 50,000 blacks in 1914 and nearly 165,000 in 1930. The restrictions of ghetto life produced a vicious circle of degradation. Population growth and segregation caused a desperate housing shortage; rents in Harlem doubled between 1919 and 1927. Since the average black worker was unskilled and ill-paid, tenants were forced to take in boarders. Landlords converted private homes into rooming houses and allowed their properties to fall into disrepair. These conditions allowed disease and crime rates to rise sharply.

Even in small northern cities where they made up only a tiny proportion of the population, blacks were treated badly. When Robert S. Lynd and Helen M. Lynd made their classic sociological analysis of "Middletown" (Muncie, Indiana), they discovered that despite attending the same schools, blacks and whites were segregated in the churches, the larger movie houses, and other places of public accommodation.

Coming after the hopes inspired by wartime gains, the disappointments of the 1920s produced a new militancy among many blacks. In 1919 W. E. B. Du Bois wrote in The Crisis: "We are cowards and jackasses if ... we do not marshal every ounce of our brain and brawn to fight ... against the forces of hell in our own land." He increased his commitment to black nationalism, organizing a series of pan-African conferences in an effort-futile, as it turned out-to create an international black movement.

Du Bois never made up his mind whether to work for integration or black separatism. Marcus Garvey, a West Indian whose Universal Negro Improvement Association attracted hundreds of thousands of followers in the early 1920s, had nothing but contempt for whites, for light-skinned Negroes like Du Bois, and for organizations such as the NAACP that sought to bring whites and blacks together to fight segregation and other forms of prejudice. "Back to Africa" was his slogan; the black man must "work out his salvation in his motherland."

Garvey's message was naive, but it served to build racial pride among the masses of poor and' unschooled blacks. Both God and Christ were black, he insisted. He organized black businesses of many sorts, including a company that manufactured black dolls. He established a corps of Black Cross nurses and a Black Star Line Steamship Company to transport blacks to Africa.

More sophisticated blacks, including Du Bois, considered Garvey a charlatan. The man's motives are unclear, and he was a terrible businessman. In 1923 his steamship line went into bankruptcy. He was convicted of defrauding the thousands of his supporters who had invested in its stock and was sent to prison. Nevertheless, his message helped to create the "New Negro," proud of being black and prepared to resist both white mistreatment and white ideas: "Up, you mighty race, you can accomplish what you will!"

The ghettos produced compensating advantages for blacks. One effect, not fully used until later, was to increase their political power by enabling them to elect representatives to state legislatures and to Congress and to exert great influence on the parties in closely contested elections. More immediately, city fife stimulated self-confidence; despite their horrors, the ghettos offered economic opportunity, political rights, and freedom from the everyday debasements of life in the South.

Black writers, musicians, and artists found in the ghettos both an audience and the "spiritual emancipation" that unleashed their capacities. Jazz, the great popular music of the age, was largely the creation of black musicians working in New Orleans before the turn of the century. By the 1920s it had spread throughout the country and to most of the rest of the world. White musicians and white audiences took it up---in a way, it became a force for racial tolerance and understanding. It was preeminently the music of the 1920s in part because it expressed the desire of so many people to break with tradition and throw off conventional restraints.

Harlem, the largest black community in the world, became in the 1920s a cultural capital, center of the "Harlem Renaissance." Black newspapers and magazines flourished along with theatrical companies and libraries. Du Bois opened The Crisis to young writers and artists, and a dozen "little magazines" sprang up. Langston Hughes, one of the fine poets of the era, described the exhilaration of his first arrival in this city within a city, a "magnet" for every black intellectual and artist. "Harlem! I ... dropped my bags, took a deep breath, and felt happy again."

With some exceptions, black writers like Hughes did not share in the disillusionment that afflicted so many white intellectuals. The persistence of prejudice angered them and made them militant. But to be militant, one must be at some level hopeful, and this they were. Sociologists and psychologists (for whom the ghettos were rich social laboratories) were demonstrating that environment rather than heredity was preventing black economic progress. Together with the achievements of creative blacks, which for the first time were being appreciated by large numbers of white intellectuals, these discoveries seemed to herald the eventual disappearance of race prejudice. The black, Alain Locke wrote in The New Negro (1925), "lays aside the status of beneficiary and ward for that of a collaborator and participant in American civilization." Alas, as Locke and other black intellectuals were soon to discover, this prediction, like so many made in the 1920s, did not come to pass.

Economic Expansion
Despite the turmoil of the times and the dissatisfactions expressed by some of the nation's best minds, the 1920s was an exceptionally prosperous decade. Business boomed, real wages rose, and unemployment declined. The United States was as rich as all Europe; perhaps 40 percent of the world's total wealth lay in American hands. Little wonder that business leaders and other conservatives described the period as a "new era."

The prosperity rested on many bases, one of which was the friendly, hands-off attitude of the federal government, which bolstered the confidence of the business community. The Federal Reserve Board kept interest rates low, a further stimulus to economic growth. Pent-up wartime demand helped power the boom; the construction business in particular profited from a series of extremely busy years. The continuing mechanization and rationalization of industry provided a more fundamental stimulus to the economy. Greater use of power, especially of electricity, also encouraged expansion-by 1929 the United States was producing more electricity than the rest of the world combined.

Most important, American manufacturing was experiencing a remarkable improvement in efficiency. The method of breaking down the complex processes of production into many simple operations and the use of interchangeable parts were 19th century innovations; in the 1920s they were adopted on an almost universal scale. The moving assembly line, which carried the product to the worker, perfected by Henry Ford in his automobile plant in the decade before World War I, speeded production and reduced costs. In ten years the hourly output of Ford workers quadrupled.

The Age of the Consumer
The increasing ability of manufacturers to produce goods meant that great efforts had to be made to create new consumer demands. Advertising and salesmanship were raised almost to the status of fine arts. Bruce Barton, one of the advertising "geniuses" of the era, wrote a best-selling book, The Man Nobody Knows (1925), in which he described Jesus as the "founder of modern business," the man who "picked up twelve men from the bottom ranks ... and forged them into an organization that conquered the world." In 1930 Eleanor Roosevelt, wife of the governor of New York, gave a testimonial for a breakfast cereal. It had, she said, "undoubtedly played its part" in building the "robust physique" of her teenage son John.

Producers concentrated on making their goods more attractive and on changing models frequently to entice buyers into the market. The practice of selling goods on the installment plan helped bring expensive items within the reach of the masses. Inventions and technological advances created new or improved products: radios, automobiles, electric appliances such as vacuum cleaners and refrigerators, gadgets like cigarette fighters, new forms of entertainment like motion pictures.

Undeniably, the single most important impact on the nation's economy in the 1920s was made by the automobile. Although well over a million cars a year were being regularly produced by 1916, the real expansion of the industry came after 1921. Output reached 3.6 million in 1923 and fell below that figure only twice during the remainder of the decade. By 1929, 23 million private cars clogged the highways, an average of nearly one per family.

The auto industry created industries that manufactured tires, spark plugs, and other products. It consumed immense quantities of rubber, paint, glass, nickel, and petroleum products. It triggered a gigantic road-building program. Thousands found employment in filling stations, roadside stands, and other businesses catering to the motoring public. The tourist industry profited, and the shift of population from the cities to the suburbs was accelerated.

The automobile made fife more mobile yet also more encapsulated. It created a generation of amateur mechanics and explorers. It gave Americans a freedom never before imagined. The owner of the most rickety jalopy could travel farther, faster, and far more comfortably than a monarch of old with his blooded steeds and gilded coaches. These benefits were real and priceless. But cars came to have an equally important symbolic significance; they gave their owners a feeling of power and status.

In time there were undesirable, even dangerous results of the automotive revolution: roadside scenery disfigured by billboards and gas stations; traffic jams; soaring accident rates; air pollution; the neglect of public transportation, which was an important cause of the deterioration of inner cities. All these disadvantages were noticed during the 1920s, but they were discounted. The automobile seemed an unalloyed blessing-part toy, part tool, part symbol of American freedom, prosperity, and individualism.

Henry Ford
The person most responsible for the growth of the automobile industry was Henry Ford, a self-taught mechanic from Greenfield, Michigan. In 1908 he designed the Model T Ford, a simple, tough box on wheels. In a year he sold 11,000 of them. Thereafter, relentlessly cutting costs and increasing efficiency by installing the assembly line system, he expanded production at an unbelievable rate. By 1925 he was turning out more than 9,000 cars a day, one approximately every ten seconds, and the price of the Model T had been reduced to below $300.

Ford's profits soared along with sales; since he owned the entire company, he became a billionaire. He also became an authentic folk hero: His home spun style, his dislike of bankers and sophisticated society, and his intense individualism endeared him to millions. He stood as a symbol of the wonders of the American system-he had given the nation a marvelous convenience at a low price, at the same time enriching himself and raising the living standards of his thousands of employees.

Unfortunately, Ford had the defects of his virtues in full measure. He paid high wages but tyrannized his workers. He refused to deal with any union. When he discovered a worker driving any car but a Ford, he had him dismissed.  Success made Ford stubborn. The Model T remained essentially unchanged for nearly 20 years. Other companies, notably General Motors, were soon turning out better vehicles for very little more money. Customers, increasingly affluent and style conscious, began to shift to Chevrolets and Chryslers. Although his company continued to make a great deal of money, Ford never regained the dominant position he had held for so long.

Henry Ford was enormously uninformed, yet because of his success and the praise the world heaped on him-he did not hesitate to speak out on subjects far outside his area of competence, from the evils of drink and tobacco to medicine and international affairs. He developed political ambitions and published virulent anti-Semitic propaganda. He said he would not give 5 cents for all the art in the world.  While praising his talents as a manufacturer, historians have not dealt kindly with Ford the man, in part no doubt because he once said, "History is more or less ... bunk."

The Airplane
Henry Ford also manufactured airplanes, and though the airplane industry was not economically important in the 1920s, its development led to changes in life-styles and attitudes at least as important as those produced by automobiles. The internal combustion gasoline engine with its high ratio of power to weight made the airplane possible, which explains why the first "flying machines" and "gas buggies" were built at about the same time. Wilbur and Orville Wright made their famous flight at Kitty Hawk, North Carolina, in 1903, five years before Ford produced his

Model T. Another pair of brothers, Malcolm and Haimes Lockheed, built one of the earliest commercial planes (they used it to take passengers up at $5 a ride) in 1913.  The World War speeded the advance of airplane technology, but practical commercial flight was long delayed. Aerial acrobats, parachute jumpers, wing walkers, and other "daredevils" who put on shows at country fairs and similar places where crowds gathered were the principal aviators of the 1920s.  They "barnstormed" from town to town, living the same kind of inbred, encapsulated lives that circus people did.

The great event of the decade for aviation, still awesome achievement, was Charles A. Lindbergh's nonstop flight from New York to Paris in May 1927. It took more than 33 hours for Lindbergh's single engine Spirit of St. Louis to cross the Atlantic, a formidable physical accomplishment for the pilot as well as a feat of skill and courage. When the public learned that the intrepid "Lucky Lindy" was handsome, modest, uninterested in converting his new fame into cash, and a model of propriety (he neither drank nor smoked), his role as an American hero was assured. It was a role Lindbergh detested-one biographer has described him as "by nature solitary"-but could not avoid.

Lindbergh's flight enormously increased public interest in flying, but it was a landmark in aviation technology as well. The day of routine passenger flights was at last about to dawn. Two months after the Spirit of St. Louis touched down in France, William E. Boeing of Boeing Air Transport began flying passengers and mail between San Francisco and Chicago, using a plane of his own design and manufacture. Early in 1928 he changed the company name to United Aircraft and Transport, ancestor of the modern giant, United Air Lines. Two years later Boeing produced the first all-metal low-wing plane, and in 1933 the twin-engine 247, called by historian John B. Rae "the first genuinely modern transport plane."

The postwar era seems today more clearly a period of transition than it appeared at the time. Rarely had the old become the new so swiftly, and rarely had the two coexisted in such profusion. Creativity and reaction, hope and despair, freedom and repression-the modem world in all its unfathomable complexity was emerging.
CHAPTER 24

The New Era:  1921-1933

THE MEN WHO PRESIDED OVER THE government of the United States from 1921 to 1929 were Warren G. Harding, of Ohio and Calvin Cooledge, of Massachusetts. Harding was a newspaperman by trade, publisher of the Marion (Ohio) Star, with previous political experience as a legislator and lieutenant governor in his home state and as a United States senator. No president, before or since, looked more like a statesman; few were less suited for running the country. Coolidge was a taciturn, conservative New Englander with a long record in Massachusetts politics climaxed by his inept but much-admired suppression of the Boston police strike while governor. Harding referred to him as "that little fellow from Massachusetts." Coolidge preferred to follow public opinion and hope for the best. 

Harding and "Normalcy"
Harding won the 1920 Republican nomination because his genial nature and lack of strong convictions made him attractive to many of the politicos after eight years of the headstrong Wilson. During the 

campaign he exasperated sophisticates by his ignorance and imprecision. (His most enduring gaffe was unwittingly coining the word normalcy when groping for the term normality.) "Why does he not get a private secretary who can clothe ... his 'ideas' in the language customarily used by educated men?" one Boston gentleman demanded of Senator Lodge, who was strongly supporting Harding. Lodge, ordinarily a stickler for linguistic exactitude, replied acidly that he found Harding a paragon by comparison with Wilson, "a man who wrote English very well without ever saying anything." A large majority of the voters, untroubled by the candidate's lack of erudition, shared Lodge's confidence that he would be a vast improvement over Wilson. 

Harding has often been characterized as lazy and incompetent. In fact, he was hardworking and politically shrewd; his major weaknesses were indecisiveness and an unwillingness to offend. He turned the most important government departments over to efficient administrators of impeccable reputation: Charles Evans Hughes as secretary of state, Herbert Hoover in the Commerce Department, Andrew Mellon in the Treasury, and Henry C. Wallace in Agriculture. He kept track of what these men did but seldom initiated policy in their areas. However, Harding gave many lesser offices, and a few of major importance, to the unsavory "Ohio Gang" headed by Harry M. Daugherty, whom he made attorney general. 

The president was too unambitious to be dishonest. He appointed corruptionists like Daugherty out of a sense of personal obligation or because they were old friends who shared his taste for poker and liquor. Before 1921 he had enjoyed office holding; he was adept at mouthing platitudes, a loyal party man who seldom questioned the decisions of his superiors. In the lonely eminence of the White House, whence, as President Harry Truman later pointed out, the buck cannot be passed, he found only misery. 

"The Business of the United States Is Business"
In domestic affairs Treasury Secretary Mellon, multimillionaire banker and master of the aluminum industry, dominated administration domestic policy. Mellon set out to lower the taxes of the rich, reverse the low-tariff policies of the Wilson period, return to the laissez-faire philosophy of McKinley, and reduce the national debt by cutting expenses and managing the government more efficiently. 

In principle his program had considerable merit, but he carried his policies to unreasonable extremes. He proposed eliminating inheritance taxes and reducing the tax on high incomes by two-thirds in order to stimulate investment, but he opposed lower rates for taxpayers earning less than $66,000 a year, apparently not realizing that economic expansion required greater mass consumption as well. Freeing the rich from "oppressive" taxation, he argued, would enable them to invest more in potentially productive enterprises, the success of which would create jobs for ordinary people. 

Although the Republicans had large majorities in both houses of Congress, Mellon's proposals were too reactionary to win unqualified approval. His tax and tariff program ran into stiff opposition from middle western Republicans and southern Democrats, who combined to form the so-called farm bloc. The revival of European agriculture after the World War cut the demand for American farm produce just when the increased use of fertilizers and machinery was boosting output. As in the era after the Civil War, farmers found themselves burdened with heavy debts while their income dwindled. In the decade after 1919 their share of the national income fell by nearly 50 percent. 

Mellon epitomized everything the farm bloc disliked. Rejecting his more extreme suggestions, it pushed through the Revenue Act of 1921, which abolished the excess-profits tax and cut the top income tax rate from 73 to 50 percent but raised the tax on corporate profits slightly and left inheritance taxes untouched. Three years later Congress cut the maximum income tax to 40 percent, reduced taxes on lower incomes significantly, and raised inheritance levies. 

Congress also overhauled Mellon's tariff proposals. It placed heavy duties on agricultural products in 1921. The Fordney-McCumber Tariff of 1922 granted more than adequate protection to the "infant industries" (rayon, china, toys, and chemicals) yet held to the Wilsonian principle of moderate protection for most industrial products. Agricultural machinery and other items used by farmers remained on the free list. 

Mellon nevertheless succeeded in balancing the budget and reducing the national debt by an average of over $500 million a year. So committed were the Republican leaders to retrenchment that they even resisted the demands of veterans, organized in the politically potent American Legion, for an "adjusted compensation" bonus. Arguing, not entirely without reason, that they had served for a pittance while war workers had been drawing down high wages, the veterans sought grants equal to a dollar a day for their period in uniform ($1.25 for time overseas). Congress responded sympathetically, but Harding and Coolidge both vetoed bonus bills in the name of economy. Finally, in 1924 a compromise bill granting the veterans paid-up life insurance policies was passed over Coolidge's veto. 

That the business community heartily approved the policies of Harding and Coolidge is not surprising. Both presidents were uncritical advocates of the business point of view. "We want less government in business and more business in government, " 

Harding pontificated, to which Coolidge added: "The business of the United States is business." Harding and Coolidge used the power of appointment to convert regulatory bodies like the Interstate Commerce Commission and the Federal Reserve Board into pro-business agencies that ceased almost entirely to restrict the activities of the industries they were supposed to be controlling. 

The Harding Scandals
At least Mellon was honest. The Ohio Gang used its power in the most corrupt way imaginable. Jesse Smith, a crony of Attorney General Daugherty, was what today would be called an influence peddler. When he was exposed in 1923, he committed suicide. Charles R. Forbes of the Veterans Bureau siphoned millions of dollars appropriated for the construction of hospitals into his own pocket. When he was found out, he was sentenced to two years in prison. His assistant, Charles F. Cramer, committed suicide. Daugherty himself was implicated in the fraudulent return of German assets seized by the alien property custodian to their original owners. He escaped imprisonment only by refusing to testify on the ground that he might incriminate himself. 

The worst scandal involved Secretary of the Interior Albert B. Fall, a former senator. In 1921 Fall arranged with the complaisant secretary of the navy, Edwin Denby, for the transfer to the Interior Department of government oil reserves being held for the future use of the navy. Fall then leased these properties to private oil companies. Edward L. Doheny's Pan-American Petroleum Company got the Elk Hills reserve in California; the Teapot Dome reserve in Wyoming was turned over to Harry F. Sinclair's Mammoth Oil Company. In 1923 the Senate ordered a full-scale investigation, conducted by Senator Thomas J. Walsh of Montana. It soon came out that Doheny had "lent" Fall $100,000 in hard cash, handed over secretly in a "little black bag." Sinclair had given Fall over $300,000 in cash and negotiable securities. 

Although the three culprits escaped conviction on the charge of conspiring to defraud the government, Sinclair was sentenced to nine months in jail for contempt of the Senate and for tampering with a jury, and Fall was fined $100,000 and given a year in prison for accepting a bribe. In 1927 the Supreme Court revoked the leases, and the two reserves were returned to the government. 

The public still knew little of the scandals when, in June 1923, Harding, on a western speaking tour, came down with what his incompetent physician diagnosed as ptomaine poisoning from having eaten a tainted Japanese crab. In fact the president had suffered a heart attack. He died in San Francisco on August 2. 

Few presidents have been more deeply mourned by the people at the moment of their passing. Soon, however, as the scandals came to light, sadness turned to scorn and contempt. The poet e. e. cummings came closer to catching the final judgment of Harding's contemporaries than any historian has: 

the first president to be loved by his

"bitterest enemies" is dead

the only man woman or child who wrote

a simple declarative sentence with seven

grammatical

errors "is dead"

beautiful Warren Gamaliel Harding

"is" dead

he's

"dead

if he wouldn't have eaten them Yapanese

Craps

somebody might hardly never not have been

unsorry, perhaps

Coolidge Prosperity
Had he lived, Harding might well have been defeated in 1924 because of the scandals. Vice-President Coolidge, unconnected with the troubles and not the type to surround himself with cronies of any kind, seemed the ideal person to clean out the corruptionists. He soon became the darling of the conservatives. His admiration for businessmen and his devotion to laissez-faire knew no limit. "The man who builds a factory builds a temple," he said in all seriousness. Andrew Mellon, whom he kept on as secretary of the treasury, became his mentor in economic affairs. 

Coolidge won the 1924 Republican nomination easily. The Democrats, badly split, required 103 ballots to choose a candidate. The southern wing, dry, anti-immigrant, pro-Klan, had fixed on William G. McAdoo, Wilson's secretary of the treasury. The eastern, urban, wet element supported Governor Alfred E. Smith of New York, child of the slums, a Catholic who had compiled a distinguished record in the field of social welfare legislation. After days of futile politicking, the party compromised on John W. Davis, a conservative corporation lawyer closely allied with the Morgan banking interests. 

Dismayed by the conservatism of Coolidge and Davis, the aging Robert M. La Follette, backed by the farm bloc, the Socialist party, the American Federation of Labor, and numbers of intellectuals, entered the race as the candidate of a new Progressive party. The Progressives adopted a neopopulist platform calling for the nationalization of railroads, the direct election of the president, the protection of labor's right to bargain collectively, and other reforms. 

The situation was almost exactly the opposite of 1912, when one conservative had run against two liberals and had been swamped. Coolidge received 15.7 million votes, Davis 8.4 million, La Follette 4.8 million. In the electoral college La Follette won only his native Wisconsin; Coolidge defeated Davis, 382 to 136. Conservatism was clearly the dominant mood of the country. 

Peace Without a Sword
Presidents Harding and Coolidge handled foreign relations in much the same way they managed domestic affairs. Harding deferred to senatorial prejudice against executive domination in the area and let his secretary of state, Charles Evans Hughes, make policy. Coolidge adopted a similar course. 

In directing foreign relations, they faced the obstacle of resurgent isolationism. The same forces of war-bred hatred, postwar disillusion, and fear of communist subversion that produced the Red Scare at home led Americans to back away from close involvement in world affairs. The bloodiness and apparent senselessness of the Great War convinced millions that the only way to be sure it would not happen again was to "steer clear" of "entanglements." That these famous words had been used by 

Washington and Jefferson in vastly different contexts did not deter the isolationists of the 1920s from attributing to them the same authority they gave to Scripture. But the need for both raw materials for industry and foreign markets for America's agricultural and manufactured goods made involvement in developments all over the world unavoidable. 

The Open Door concept remained predominant; the State Department worked to uncover opportunities in underdeveloped countries for exporters and investors, hoping both to stimulate the American economy and to bring stability to "backward" nations. This policy sometimes aroused local resentment because it often benefited entrenched elites while the masses of peasants and city workers lived in poverty. 

The first important diplomatic event of the period revealed a great deal about American foreign policy after the World War. During the war Japan had greatly increased its influence in the Far East. To maintain the Open Door in China, it would be necessary to check Japanese expansion. In addition, Japan, the United States, and Great Britain were engaged in expensive naval building programs, a competition none wanted. 

In November 1921, hoping to reach a general agreement that would keep China open to commerce and slow the armaments race, Secretary of State Hughes convened a conference in Washington. By the following February the Washington conference had drafted three major treaties and a number of lesser agreements. 

In the Five-Power Treaty, the United States, Great Britain, France, Japan, and Italy agreed to stop building battleships for ten years and to reduce their fleets of capital ships to a fixed ratio, with Great Britain and the United States limited to 525,000 tons, Japan to 315,000 tons, and France and Italy to 175,000 tons. The new ratio was expected to produce a balance of forces in the Pacific. 

The Four-Power Treaty, signed by the United States, Great Britain, Japan, and France, committed these nations to respect one another's interests in the islands of the Pacific and to confer in the event that any other country launched an attack in the area. 

All the conferees signed the Nine-Power Treaty, agreeing to respect China's independence and to maintain the Open Door. On the surface, this seemed to mean that Japan had given up its territorial ambitions on the Asian mainland and that both the Japanese and the Europeans had formally endorsed the Open Door concept. 

By taking the lead in drafting these agreements, the United States regained some of the moral influence it had lost by not joining the League of Nations. The treaties, however, were uniformly toothless. The signers of the Four-Power pact agreed only to consult in case of aggression in the Pacific; they made no promise to restrict their own freedom of action. 

The naval disarmament treaty said nothing about the number of other warships that the powers might build, about the far more important question of land and air forces, or about the underlying industrial and financial structures that controlled the ability of the nations to make war. In addition, the 5:53 battleship ratio actually enabled the Japanese to dominate the western Pacific. It made the Philippine Islands undefendable and exposed Hawaii to possible attack. In a sense these American bases became hostages of Japan. Yet Congress was so unconcerned about Japanese sensibilities that it refused to grant any immigration quota to Japan under the National Origins Act of 1924, even though the formula as applied to other nations would have allowed only 100 Japanese a year to enter the country. The law, Secretary Hughes warned, produced in Japan "a sense of injury and antagonism instead of friendship and cooperation." 

Resentment of "white imperialism" played into the hands of the military party in Japan, where many army and navy officers considered war with the United States inevitable. "The emotional resentment against America," Akira Iriye writes in Across the Pacific, "was reinforced by a more sophisticated view of future Japanese-American conflict that was advocated by some army strategists." 

As for the key Nine-Power Treaty, Japan did not abandon its territorial ambitions in China, and China remained so riven by conflict among the warlords and so resentful of the "imperialists" that the economic advantages of the Open Door turned out to be small indeed. The United States entered into all these agreements without realizing their full implications and not really prepared to play an active part in Far Eastern affairs. The Japanese soon realized that the United States would not do much to defend its interests in China. The result, in Akira Iriye's words, was 11 a new image of America, as a country that delighted in moralism ... but that was not likely to challenge Japan with force." 

The Peace Movement
The Americans of the 1920s wanted peace but would neither surrender their prejudices and dislikes nor build the defenses necessary to make it safe to indulge these passions. "The people have had all the war, all the taxation, and all the military service that they want," President Coolidge announced in 1925. Peace societies flourished, among them the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, designed "to hasten the abolition of war, the foulest blot upon our civilization," and the Woodrow Wilson Foundation, aimed at helping "the liberal forces of mankind throughout the world . . . who intend to promote peace by the means of justice." In 1923 Edward W. Bok, retired editor of the Ladies' Home Journal, offered a prize of $100,000 for the best workable plan for preserving international peace. He was flooded with suggestions. Former Assistant Secretary of the Navy Franklin D. Roosevelt drafted one while recovering from an attack of infantile paralysis. Such was the temper of the times that he felt constrained to include in the preamble this statement: 

We seek not to become involved as a nation in the purely regional affairs of groups of other nations, nor to give to the representatives of other peoples the right to compel us to enter upon undertakings calling for a leading up to the use of a armed force without our full and free consent, given through our constitutional procedure. 

So great was the opposition to international cooperation that the United States refused to accept membership on the World Court, although this tribunal could settle disputes only when the nations involved agreed. Probably a majority of the American people favored joining the court, but its advocates were never able to persuade two-thirds of the Senate to ratify the necessary treaty. Too many peace lovers believed that their goal could be attained simply by pointing out the moral and practical disadvantages of war. 

The culmination of this illusory faith in preventing war by criticizing it came with the signing of the Kellogg-Briand Pact in 1928. The treaty was born in the fertile brain of French Foreign Minister Aristide Briand, who was eager to collect allies against possible attack by a resurgent Germany. In 1927 Briand proposed to Secretary of State Frank B. Kellogg that their countries agree never to go to war with each other. Kellogg found the idea as repugnant as any conventional alliance, but American isolationists and pacifists found the suggestion fascinating. They plagued Kellogg with demands that he negotiate such a treaty. 

To extricate himself from this situation, Kellogg suggested that the pact be broadened to include all nations. Now Briand was angry. Like Kellogg, he saw how meaningless such a treaty would be, especially when Kellogg insisted that it be hedged with a proviso that "every nation is free at all times ... to defend its territory from attack and it alone is competent to decide when circumstances require war in self-defense." Nevertheless, Briand too found public pressures irresistible. In August 1928, at Paris, diplomats from 15 nations bestowed upon one another an "international kiss," condemning "recourse to war for the solution of international controversies" and renouncing war "as an instrument of national policy." Seldom has so unrealistic a promise been made by so many intelligent people. Yet most Americans considered the Kellogg-Briand Pact a milestone in the history of civilization: The Senate, habitually so suspicious of international commitments, ratified it 85 to 1. 

The Good Neighbor Policy
The conflict between the desire to avoid foreign entanglements and the desire to advance American economic interests is well illustrated by events in Latin America. "Yankee phobia" had long been a chronic condition south of the Rio Grande. The continued presence of marines in Central America fed this ill will. Basic was the objection to being controlled by foreigners. The immense wealth and power of the "Colossus of the North" and the feeling of most Latin Americans that the wielders of this strength had little respect for the needs and values of their southern neighbors were further causes of distrust. However, the evident desire of the United States to limit its international involvements had a gradually mollifying effect on Latin American opinion. 

In dealing with this part of the world, Harding and Coolidge performed neither better nor worse than Wilson had. In the face of continued radicalism and instability in Mexico, which caused Americans with interests in land and oil rights to suffer heavy losses, President Coolidge acted with forbearance. His appointment of Dwight W. Morrow, a patient, sympathetic ambassador, resulted in an improvement in Mexican-American relations. The Mexicans were able to complete their social and economic revolution in the 1920s without significant interference by the United States. 

Under Coolidge's successor, Herbert Hoover, the United States began at last to treat Latin American nations as equals. Hoover reversed Wilson's policy of trying to teach them "to elect good men." The Clark Memorandum (1930), written by Undersecretary of State J. Reuben Clark, disassociated the right of intervention in Latin America from the Roosevelt Corollary. The corollary had been an improper extension of the Monroe Doctrine, Clark declared. The right of the United States to intervene depended rather on "the doctrine of self-preservation." 

The distinction seemed slight to Latin Americans, but since it seemed unlikely that the existence of the United States could be threatened in the area, it was important. By 1934 the marines who had been occupying Nicaragua, Haiti, and the Dominican Republic had all been withdrawn, and the United States had renounced the right to intervene in Cuban affairs. Unfortunately, the United States did little to try to improve social and economic conditions in the Caribbean region, so the underlying envy and resentment of "rich Uncle Sam" did not disappear. 

The Totalitarian Challenge
The futility and danger of isolationism were exposed in September 1931 when the Japanese, long dominant in Chinese Manchuria, marched in an army and converted it into a puppet state they named Manchukuo. This violated both the Kellogg-Briand and Nine-Power pacts. China, now controlled by General Chiang Kai-shek, appealed to the League of Nations and to the United States for help. Neither would intervene. When League officials asked about the possibility of American cooperation in some kind of police action, President Hoover refused to consider either economic or military reprisals. The United States was not a world policeman, he said. The Nine Power and Kellogg-Briand treaties were "solely moral instruments." 

The League sent a commission to Manchuria to investigate. Henry L. Stimson, Hoover's secretary of state, announced that the United States would never recognize the legality of seizures made in violation of American treaty rights. This so-called Stimson Doctrine served only to irritate the Japanese. 

In January 1932, Japan attacked Shanghai, the bloody battle marked by the indiscriminate bombing of residential districts. When the League at last officially condemned their aggressions, the Japanese withdrew from the organization and extended their control of northern China. The lesson of Manchuria was not lost on Adolf Hitler, who became chancellor of Germany on January 30, 1933. 

It is easy, in surveying the diplomatic events of 1920-1933, to condemn the United States and the European democracies for their unwillingness to stand up for principles, their refusal to resist when Japan and later Germany and Italy embarked on the aggressions that led to World War 11. It is also proper to place some of the blame for the troubles of the era on the same powers: They controlled much of the world's resources and were primarily interested in holding on to what they had. 

War Debts and Reparations
The democracies did not take a strong stand against Japan in part because they were quarreling about other matters. Particularly divisive was the controversy over war debts-those of Germany to the Allies and those of the Allies to the United States. The United States had lent more than $10 billion to its comrades in arms. Since most of this money had been spent on weapons and other supplies in the United States, it might well have been considered part of America's contribution to the war effort. The public, however, demanded full repayment-with interest. "These were loans, not contributions," Secretary of the Treasury Mellon firmly declared. Even when the Foreign Debt Commission scaled down the interest rate from 5 percent to about 2 percent, the total, to be repaid over a period of 62 years, amounted to more than $22 billion. 

The Allies tried to load their obligations to the United States, along with the other costs of the war, on the backs of the Germans. They demanded reparations amounting to $33 billion. If this sum were collected, they declared, they could rebuild their economies and obtain the international exchange needed to pay their debts to the United States. But Germany was reluctant even to try to pay such huge reparations, and when Germany defaulted, so did the Allies. 

Everyone was bitterly resentful: the Germans because they felt they were being bled white; the Americans, as Senator Hiram Johnson of California would have it, because the wily Europeans were treating the United States as "an international sucker"; the Allies because, as the French said, "Uncle Shylock" (a play on the names Uncle Sam and Shylock, the moneylender in Shakespeare's Merchant of Venice) was demanding his pound of flesh with interest. 

Everyone shared the blame: the Germans because they resorted to a runaway inflation that reduced the mark to less than one trillionth of its prewar value, at least in part in hopes of avoiding their international obligations; the Americans because they refused to recognize the connection between the tariff and the debt question; the Allies because they made little effort to pay even a reasonable proportion of their obligations. 

In 1924 an international agreement, the Dawes Plan, provided Germany with a $200 million loan designed to stabilize its currency. Germany agreed to pay about $250 million a year in reparations. In 1929 the Young Plan further scaled down the reparations bill. In practice, the Allies paid the United States about what they collected from Germany. Since Germany got the money largely from private American loans, the United States would have served itself and the rest of the world far better had it written off the war debts at the start. In any case, in the late 1920s Americans stopped lending money to Germany, the Great Depression struck, Germany defaulted on its reparations payments, and the Allies then gave up all pretense of meeting their obligations to the United States. The last token payments were made in 1933. All that remained was a heritage of mistrust and hostility. 

The Election of 1928
Meanwhile, dramatic changes had occurred in the United States. The climax of Coolidge prosperity came in 1928. The president decided not to run again, and Secretary of Commerce Hoover, whom he detested, easily won the Republican nomination. Hoover was the intellectual leader, almost the philosopher, of the New Era. He spoke and wrote of "progressive individualism." American capitalists, he believed, had learned to curb their selfish instincts. 

The Democrats, having had their fill of factionalism in 1924, could no longer deny the nomination to Governor Al Smith. Superficially, Smith was Hoover's antithesis. Smith was a street-wise New Yorker; Hoover was an Iowan raised on the West Coast; Smith was a Catholic, Hoover a Quaker; Smith was a wet whereas Hoover supported prohibition; Smith dealt easily with people of every race and nationality, while Hoover had little interest in and less knowledge of blacks and immigrants. But like Hoover, Smith managed to combine a basic conservatism with humanitarian concern for the underprivileged. 

Unwilling to challenge the public's complacent view of Coolidge prosperity, the Democrats adopted a conservative platform. Smith appointed John J. Raskob, a wealthy automobile executive, to manage his campaign. Franklin D. Roosevelt, who ran for governor of New York at Smith's urging in 1928, charged that Hoover's expansion of the functions of the Department of Commerce had been at least mildly socialistic. This strategy failed miserably. Nothing Smith could do or say was capable of convincing many businessmen that he was a better choice than Hoover. Catholicism, his brashness, his criticism of prohibition, his machine connections, and his urban background hurt him in rural areas, especially in the normally Democratic South. In the election Hoover won a smashing triumph, 444 to 87 in the electoral college, 21.4 million to 15 million in the popular vote. 

After this defeat the Democratic party appeared on the verge of extinction. Nothing could have been further from the truth. The religious question and his big-city roots had hurt Smith, but the chief reason he lost was the prosperity-and the good times were soon to end. Hoover's overwhelming victory also concealed a political realignment that was taking place. Working-class voters in the cities, largely Catholic and unimpressed by Coolidge prosperity, had swung heavily to the Democrats. In 1924 the 12 largest cities had been solidly Republican; in 1928 all went Democratic. In agricultural states like Iowa, Smith ran far better than Davis had in 1924, for Coolidge's vetoes of the bills designed to raise farm prices had caused considerable resentment. A new coalition of urban workers and dissatisfied farmers was in the making. 

Economic Problems
The American economic system of the 1920s had grave flaws. Certain industries-coal, for example, and textiles-did not share in the good times. The movement toward consolidation in industry, somewhat checked during the latter part of the Progressive Era, resumed. By 1929 a mere 200 corporations 

controlled nearly half the nation's corporate assets. General Motors, Ford, and Chrysler turned out nearly 90 percent of all American cars and trucks. Four tobacco companies produced over 90 percent of the cigarettes. Even retail merchandising, traditionally the domain of the small shopkeeper, reflected the trend. The A&P food chain expanded from 400 stores in 1912 to 17,500 in 1928. The Woolworth chain of five-and-ten-cent stores experienced similar growth. 

Consolidation did not necessarily lead to monopoly. "Regulated" competition was the order of the day, oligopoly the typical situation. The trade association movement flourished; producers formed voluntary organizations to exchange information, discuss policies toward government and the public, and "administer" prices in their industry. Usually the largest corporation, such as U.S. Steel in the iron and steel business, became the "price leader," its competitors, some themselves giants, following slavishly. 

The success of the trade associations depended in part on the attitude of the federal government, for such organizations might well have been attacked under the antitrust laws. Their defenders argued that the associations made business more efficient and prevented violent gyrations of prices and production. President Harding accepted this line of reasoning. Secretary of Commerce Hoover put the facilities of his department at the disposal of the associations. After Coolidge became president, the Antitrust Division of the Justice Department itself encouraged policies that had previously been considered violations of the Sherman Act. 

Even more important to the trade associations were the good times. With profits high and markets expanding, the most powerful producers could afford to share the bounty with smaller, less efficient competitors. 

The weakest element in the economy was agriculture.. In addition to the slump in farm prices, farmers' costs mounted. Besides having to purchase expensive machinery in order to compete, farmers were confronted by high foreign tariffs and in some cases quotas on the importation of foodstuffs. 

Despite the efforts of the farm bloc, the government did little to improve the situation. President Harding opposed direct aid to agriculture as a matter of principle. "Every farmer is a captain of industry," he declared. "The elimination of competition among them would be impossible without sacrificing that fine individualism that still keeps the farm the real reservoir from which the nation draws so many of the finest elements of its citizenship." During his administration Congress strengthened the laws regulating railroad rates and grain exchanges and made it easier for farmers to borrow money, but it did nothing to increase agricultural income. Nor did the high tariffs on agricultural produce have much effect. Being forced to sell their surpluses abroad, farmers found that world prices depressed domestic prices despite the tariff wall. 

In 1921 George N. Peek, a plow manufacturer, advanced a scheme to "make the tariff effective for agriculture." The federal government, Peek suggested in "Equality for Agriculture," should buy up the surplus American production of wheat. This additional demand would cause domestic prices to rise. Then the government could sell the wheat abroad at the lower world price. It could recover its losses by assessing an "equalization fee" on the wheat farmers. 

Peek's plan had flaws. If the price of staples rose, farmers would tend to increase output. Yet this problem might have been solved by imposing production controls. It was certainly a promising idea; hundreds of organizations in the Farm Belt endorsed it. Farm bloc congressmen took it up and in 1927 the McNary-Haugen bill was passed, only to be vetoed by President Coolidge. Congress passed a similar bill in 1928, and again Coolidge rejected it. 

Thus while most economic indicators reflected an unprecedented prosperity, the boom rested on unstable foundations. The problem was mainly maldistribution of resources. Productive capacity raced ahead of buying power. Too large a share of the profits went into too few pockets. The 27,000 families with the highest annual incomes in 1929 received as much money as the 11 million with annual incomes of under $1,500, the minimum sum required at that time to maintain a family decently. High earnings and low taxes permitted huge sums to pile up in the hands of individuals who did not invest the money productively. A good deal of it went into stock market speculation, which led to the "big bull market" and eventually to the Great Depression. 

The Stock Market Crash of 1929
In the spring of 1928, prices on the New York Stock Exchange, already at a historic high, began to surge ahead. As the presidential campaign gathered momentum, the market increased its upward pace. Through the first half of 1929, the market climbed still higher. A mania for speculation swept the country, thousands of small investors pouring their savings into common stocks. 

In September the market wavered. Amid volatile fluctuations, stock averages eased downward. Most analysts contended that the Exchange was "digesting" previous gains. A Harvard economist expressed the prevailing view when he said that stock prices would soon resume their advance. On October 24 a wave of selling sent prices spinning. Nearly 13 million shares changed hands-a record. Bankers and politicians rallied to check the decline, as they had during the Panic of 1907. President Hoover assured the people that "the business of the country . . . is on a sound and prosperous basis." But on Tuesday, October 29, the bottom seemed to drop out. More than 16 million shares were sold, prices plummeting. The boom was over. 

Hoover and the Depression

The collapse of the stock market did not cause the depression; stocks rallied late in the year, and business activity did not begin to decline significantly until the spring of 1930. The Great Depression was a worldwide phenomenon caused chiefly by economic imbalances resulting from the chaos of the World War. In the United States too much wealth had fallen into too few hands, with the result that consumers were unable to buy all the goods produced. The trouble came to a head mainly because of the easy-credit policies of the Federal Reserve Board and the Mellon tax structure, which favored the rich. Its effects were so profound and prolonged because the politicians did not fully understand what was happening or what to do about it. 

The chronic problem of underconsumption operated to speed the downward spiral. Unable to rid themselves of mounting inventories, manufacturers closed plants and laid off workers, thereby causing demand to shrink further. Automobile output fell from 4.5 million units in 1929 to 1.1 million in 1932. When Henry Ford closed his Detroit plants in 1931, some 75,000 workers lost their jobs, and the decline in auto production affected a host of suppliers and intermediaries as well. 

The financial system cracked under the strain. More than 1,300 banks closed their doors in 1930, another 3,700 during the next two years. Each failure deprived thousands of persons of funds that might have been used to buy goods. And of course the industrial depression exacerbated the depression in agriculture by further reducing the demand for American foodstuffs. Every economic indicator reflected the collapse. New investments declined, and national income fell. Unemployment, under 1 million at the height of the boom, rose to at least 13 million. 

President Hoover was an intelligent man, experienced in business matters and knowledgeable in economics. Secretary of the Treasury Mellon believed that the economy should be allowed to slide 

unchecked until the cycle had found its bottom. Hoover realized that such a policy would cause unbearable hardship for millions. 

Hoover's program for ending the depression evolved gradually. At first he called on business to maintain prices and wages. The government should cut taxes in order to increase consumers' spendable income, institute public works programs to stimulate production and create jobs for the unemployed, lower interest rates to make it easier for businesses to borrow in order to expand, and make loans to banks and industrial corporations threatened with collapse and to homeowners unable to meet mortgage payments. The president also proposed measures making it easier for farmers to borrow money, and he suggested that cooperative farm marketing schemes designed to solve the problem of overproduction be supported by the government. He also suggested expanding state and local relief programs, and he urged all who could afford it to give more to charity. Above all, he tried to restore public confidence. The economy was basically healthy. The Depression was only a minor downturn. Prosperity was "just around the comer." 

In other words, Hoover rejected classical economics. Indeed, many laissez-faire theorists attacked his handling of the depression. Numbers of "liberal" economists, on the other hand, praised the Hoover program. 

Though Hoover's plans were theoretically sound, they failed to check the economic slide, in part because he placed far too much reliance on his powers of persuasion and the willingness of citizens to act in the public interest without legal compulsion. He urged manufacturers to maintain wages and keep their factories in operation, but the manufacturers, under the harsh pressure of economic realities, soon slashed wages and curtailed output sharply. He permitted the Federal Farm Board (created under the Agricultural Marketing Act of 1929) to establish semipublic stabilization corporations with authority to buy surplus wheat and cotton, but he refused to countenance crop or acreage controls. The stabilization corporations poured out hundreds of millions of dollars without checking falling agricultural prices because farmers increased production faster than the corporations could buy up the excess for disposal abroad. 

Hoover resisted proposals to shift responsibility from state and local agencies to the federal government,, despite the fact-soon obvious-that they lacked the resources to cope with the emergency. More serious was his refusal, on constitutional grounds, to allow federal funds to be used for the relief of individuals. State and municipal agencies and private charities must take care of the needy. 

Unfortunately, the depression was drying up the sources of funds of private charities just as the demands on these organizations were expanding. State and municipal agencies were swamped at a time when their capacities to tax and borrow were shrinking. By 1932 more than 40,600 Boston families were on relief (compared with 7,400 families in 1929); in Chicago 700,000 persons-40 percent of the work force-were unemployed. Only the national government possessed the power and the credit to deal adequately with the crisis. Yet Hoover would not act. For the federal government to take over relief would "lead to the super-state where every man becomes the servant of the state and real liberty is lost." 

Federal loans to business were constitutional, he believed, because the money could be put to productive use and eventually repaid. When drought destroyed the crops of farmers in the South and Southwest in 1930, the government lent them money to buy seed and even food for their livestock, but Hoover would permit no direct relief for the farmers themselves. In 1932 he approved the creation of the Reconstruction Finance Corporation to lend money to banks, railroads, and insurance companies. Its loans were commercial transactions, not gifts; the agency did almost nothing for individuals in need of relief. The same could be said of the Glass-Steagall Banking Act of 1932, which eased the tight credit situation by permitting Federal Reserve banks to accept a wider variety of commercial paper as security for loans. The public grew increasingly resentful of the president's doctrinaire adherence to principle while bread lines lengthened and millions of willing workers searched fruitlessly for jobs. 

As the depression grew worse, Hoover put more stress on balancing the federal budget, reasoning that since citizens had to live within their limited means in hard times, the government should set a good example. This policy was counterproductive; by reducing its expenditures, the government made things worse. The policy was also impossible to carry out because the government's income fell precipitously. By June 1931 the budget was nearly $500 million in the red. 

Hoover understood the importance of pumping money into the economy. The difficulty lay in the fact that nearly all "informed" opinion believed that a balanced budget was essential to recovery. When Hoover said, "Prosperity cannot be restored by raids on the public Treasury," he was mistaken; but it is equally wrong to criticize him for failing to understand what almost no one understood in the 1930s. 

Hoover can, however, be faulted for allowing his anti-European prejudices to interfere with the implementation of his program. In 1930 Congress passed the Hawley-Smoot Tariff Act, which raised duties on most manufactured products to prohibitive levels. This measure made it impossible for European nations to earn the dollars they needed to continue making payments on their World War I debts to the United States, and it helped bring on a financial collapse in Europe in 1931. When that happened, Hoover wisely proposed a one-year moratorium on all international obligations. But the efforts of Great Britain and many other countries to save their own skins by devaluing their currencies in order to encourage foreigners to buy their goods led him to blame them for the depression itself. 

Much of the contemporary criticism of Hoover and a good deal of that heaped on him by later historians was unfair. Yet his record as president shows that he was too rigidly wedded to a particular theory of government to cope effectively with the problems of the day. He was his own worst enemy, too uncompromising to get on well with the politicians and too aloof to win the confidence and affection of ordinary people. As the historian Joan Hoff Wilson has written, he refused "to backslap, fraternize with local supporters, kiss babies." When he failed to achieve the results he anticipated, he attracted, despite his devotion to duty and his concern for the welfare of the country, not sympathy but scorn. 

The Economy Hits Bottom
During the spring of 1932, as the economy sounded the depths, thousands of Americans faced starvation. In Philadelphia during an 11-day period when no relief funds were available, hundreds of families existed on stale bread, thin soup, and garbage. In the nation as a whole, only about one-quarter of the unemployed were receiving any public aid. Many people who had been evicted from their homes gathered in ramshackle communities constructed of packing boxes, rusty sheet metal, and similar refuse on swamps, dumps, and other wasteland. People began to call these places "Hoovervilles." 

Thousands of unemployed, homeless people roamed the countryside begging for food. At the same time, food prices fell so low that farmers burned corn for fuel. The world seemed to have been turned upside down. Professor Felix Frankfurter of the Harvard Law School remarked only half humorously that henceforth the terms B.C. and A.D. would mean "Before Crash" and "After Depression." 

The national mood ranged from apathy to resentment. In 1931 federal immigration agents and local groups in the Southwest began rounding up Mexican-Americans and deporting them. Unemployed Mexicans were ejected because they might become public charges, those with jobs because presumably they were taking bread from the mouths of citizens. 

In June and July 1932 some 20,000 World War I veterans marched on Washington to demand immediate payment of their "adjusted compensation" bonuses. When Congress rejected their appeal, 2,000 of them refused to leave, settling in a jerrybuilt camp of shacks and tents at Anacostia Flats, a swamp bordering the Potomac. President Hoover, alarmed, charged incorrectly that the "Bonus Army" was largely composed of criminals and radicals and sent troops into the Flats to disperse it with bayonets, tear gas, and tanks. The task was accomplished amid much confusion; fortunately, no one was killed. The protest had been aimless and not entirely justified, yet the spectacle of the United States government chasing unarmed veterans with tanks appalled the nation. 

The unprecedented severity of the depression led some persons to favor radical economic and political changes. The disparity between the lots of the rich and the poor, always a challenge to democracy, became more striking and engendered considerable bitterness. The Communist party gained few converts among farmers and industrial workers, but a considerable number of intellectuals, alienated by the trends of the 1920s, responded positively to the communists' emphasis on economic planning and the total mobilization of the state to achieve social goals. Even the cracker-barrel humorist Will Rogers was impressed by reports of the absence of serious unemployment in Russia. "All roads in our day lead to Moscow," the former muckraker Lincoln Steffens wrote. 

Victims of the Depression
Depression is a word used by economists but also by psychologists, and the depression of the 1930s had profound psychological effects on its victims. Almost without exception, people who lost their jobs at first searched energetically for new ones, but when they remained unemployed for more than a few months, they sank gradually into apathy. E. Wight Bakke, a Yale sociologist who interviewed hundreds of unemployed men in the United States and England during the depression, described the final stage of decline as "permanent readjustment," by which he meant that the long-term jobless simply gave up. 

People who had worked all their adult fives often became ashamed of themselves when they could not find a job. A purely physiological factor was often involved as well. When money ran low, people had to cut down on relatively expensive foods like fruit, meat, and dairy products. In New York City, for example, milk consumption fell by a million quarts a day. In nutritional terms they consumed more carbohydrates and less food rich in energy-building vitamins and proteins. Listlessness (another word for apathy) often resulted. 

This psychological depression helps explain why the unemployed were not, in general, very radical. There were meetings and protest marches and also strikes, but the former were usually organized by people who were not themselves unemployed, and strikers, almost by definition, are people who are refusing to work, not those who have no job to quit. 

The depression caused a dramatic drop in the birthrate, from 27.7 per thousand population in 1920 to 18.4 per thousand in the early 1930s, the lowest in American history. The economic crunch also sometimes strengthened family ties. Some unemployed men spent more time with their children and helped their wives with cooking and housework. Others, however, refused to help around the house, sulked, or took to drink. 

The influence of wives in families struck by unemployment tended to increase, and in this respect women suffered less psychologically from the depression. They were usually too busy trying to make ends meet to become apathetic. Some were sympathetic, others scornful when the "breadwinner" came home with empty hands. 

Children often caused strains. Parental authority declined when there was less money available to supply children's needs. Some youngsters became angry when denied something they particularly wanted. Some adolescents found part-time jobs to help out. Others refused to go to school. In general, where relationships were close and loving, they became stronger; where they were not, the results could be disastrous. 

The Election of 1932
As the end of his term approached, President Hoover seemed to grow daily more petulant and pessimistic. The depression, coming after 12 years of Republican rule, probably ensured a Democratic victory in any case, but his attitude as the election neared alienated many voters and turned defeat into rout. 

Confident of victory, the Democrats chose Governor Franklin Delano Roosevelt of New York as their presidential candidate. Roosevelt owed his nomination chiefly to his success as governor. Under his administration, New York had led the nation in providing relief for the needy and had enacted an impressive program of old-age pensions, unemployment insurance, and conservation and public power projects. The governor also had the advantage of the Roosevelt name (he was a distant cousin of T.R.), and his sunny, magnetic personality contrasted favorably with that of the glum and colorless Hoover. 

Roosevelt was hardly a radical. During the 1920s he had not seriously challenged the basic tenets of Coolidge prosperity. He never had much difficulty adjusting his views to prevailing attitudes. For a time he even served as head of the American Construction Council, a trade association. Indeed, his life before the depression gave little indication that he understood the aspirations of ordinary people or had any special commitment to social reform. 

Roosevelt was born to wealth and social status. He was educated at the exclusive Groton School and then at Harvard, where he proceeded, as his biographer Frank Freidel has written, "from one extracurricular triumph to another." Ambition as much as the desire to render public service motivated his career in politics; even after an attack of polio in 1921 crippled both his legs, he refused to abandon his hopes for high office. 

To some observers Roosevelt seemed rather a lightweight intellectually. Many critics judged him too irresolute, too amiable, too eager to please all factions to be a forceful leader. Herbert Hoover thought he was "ignorant but well-meaning," and the political analyst Walter Lippmann, in a now-famous observation, called him "a pleasant man who, without any important qualifications for the job, would very much like to be President." 

Despite his physical handicap, Roosevelt was a marvelous campaigner. He traveled back and forth across the country, radiating confidence and good humor even when directing his sharpest barbs at the Republicans. He soaked up information and ideas from a thousand sources-from professors like Raymond Moley and Rexford Tugwell of Columbia, from politicians like the Texan vice-presidential candidate John N. Garner, from social workers, businessmen, and lawyers. 

To those seeking specific answers to the questions of the day, Roosevelt was seldom satisfying. On such vital matters as farm policy, the tariff, and government spending, he equivocated, contradicted himself, or remained silent. Aided by hindsight, historians have discovered portents of much of his later program in his campaign speeches. These pronouncements, buried among dozens of conflicting generalities, often passed unnoticed at the time. He said, for example: 

If starvation and dire need on the part of any of our citizens make necessary the appropriation of additional funds which would keep the budget out of balance, I shall not hesitate to ... ask the people to authorize the expenditure of that additional amount. In the same speech, however, he called for steep cuts in federal spending and a balanced budget, and he castigated Hoover for presiding over "the greatest spending administration in peace time in our history!, 

Nevertheless, Roosevelt's basic position was unmistakable. There must be a "re-appraisal of values," a "New Deal." Instead of adhering to conventional limits on the extent of federal power, the government should do whatever was necessary to protect the unfortunate and advance the public good. Lacking concrete answers, Roosevelt advocated a point of view rather than a plan: "The country needs bold, persistent experimentation. It is common sense to take a method and try it. If it fails, admit it frankly and try another. But above all, try something." The popularity of this approach was demonstrated in November. Hoover, who had lost only eight states in 1928, won only six, all in the Northeast, in 1932. Roosevelt got 22.8 million votes to Hoover's 15.8 million and carried the electoral college, 472 to 59. 

During the interval between the election and Roosevelt's inauguration in March 1933, the Great Depression reached its nadir. The holdover "lame duck" Congress, last of its kind, proved incapable of effective action.
