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CHAPTER I
THE HAND OF WAR

Vlhen France collapsed suddenly in the late spring
of 1940 the full weight of German might rested against
Great Britain. With their back against the sea and facing
a hostile continent the English felt the force of what was
to come when the first air raids over eastern and
southeastern England were staged on June 18. Throughout
the summer British industrial centers and ports were
subjected to attack, and early in September London became
the chief Nazl target. The London "blitz" continued into
the long winter nights and reached a height on December 29
when the square mile of the City of London proper was bombed,
destroying the Guildhall and eicht Wren churches, along with
other historic buildings.

The prospects for the approaching spring held but
little hope for the British as the end of winter storms
would allow German submarines to operate more effectively
and would increase the rate of shipping losses which had
been temporarily reduced. It was also expected that Hitler
would launch his all out invasion attempt on Ensland as soon
as the weather permitted in the spring of 19,1. Vith this
in mind, not only the British but also the American public

officilals and private citizens came to view the first six
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months of 19/1 as a crucial period in the war.

The British, however, were not idle during these
winter months., In Decerber they opened a drive against the
Italians in Libya, and in January they launched another in
Ethiopia. ZPEritish warshivs were also engsazed off the
Italian coasts iIn an effort to p»ut Italy out of the war
before the spring. Greece, the only other nation fighting
the Axis in Europe, continued to make gains in Albania.l

Both the British and the Greeks went into this phase
of the war with high morale, and the British, on the fighting
fronts as well as at home seemed to prove that this was
indeed their finest hour. In Libya the Australians were
soon to swing in to capture Bardia singing "We're off to
see the Wizard, the wonderiul Wizard of 0z," while in London
revellers gathered in the darkened city to greet the new
year with shouts of "to hell with Hitler." In fact three
associated press corresnondents returning from IEngland at
the end of December, 19,0, were able to say that the British
didn't think it possible for them to lose the war. They
were encouraged by galns against the Italians. Still, the
warning that they thouzht it would be difficult to win
without aid was carefully present.

This was just another way of saying that it was
necessary to have more than fire-bomb wardens standing in

the streets and chanting "we want more" at the retreating

lppancis Trevelyan Miller, History of World VWar II
(Philadelphia, 19.5), pp. 22, 226, 229; New York Times,
January 5, 19[1; St. Louis Post-Dispatch, January 5, 1941.
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German planes, or boys in a bombed hospyital ward singing
"There'll always be an Englond." It would take both money
and material, and the officials became increasingly aware
that both were running short.2

A Royal Air Force officer in reviewing the war in
19,0 made plain the need for material aid in a statement
on December 31, when he pointed out that American production
of alrplanes would be an Important factor in the war during
the coming yecar. This was a view twice given strong support
from the Greek front within the following ten days. From
southern Albanla General Papagos, commander-in-chief of the
Greek forces, called for sveed in American aid, claiming
that 300 good airplanes in Greek hands could have won the
war. Only a few days later it became known that the Greeks
had been reduced to dropping stones on the Itallans in lieu
of bombs.3

The barec outlines of the British financial plcture
also began to become evident as the report on the first
nine months of the fiscal year in Britain showed govermment
revenues up & 207,911,033, but still far short of expenditures.
Even more revealing was a United States State Devartment
report which showed a decrease in export licenses on war

exports to Britain of $16l. million in the month of November

2¢leveland Plain Dealer, January 1, 1941; New York
Times, January 5, 19[1; Washington Post, January 1, 19L1.

3New York Times, January 1, 19/1; Viashington Post,
January 5, 11, 1941,



19L40. This reprcsented a reduction of 96 per cent from the
October figure. Private relief from the United States to
Britain, including that of the British \Jar Relief Society
which collected :il,200,000 in cash contributions in the first
week of 1911, could not hope to malie up vhat was needed.l’r

The American govermnmuent as well as the public had
had clear warninm of these trends for some time, and the
pressurcs for Anerican governmental action had long been
bullding up. Indeed, the Unlited States covernment had been
far from inactive in assisting the British in every way
possible within the limits open to them under the neutrality
legislation. By early June of 19/,0, after the British had
succeeded in withdrawing their troops from Dunkirk, actions
were talken on several fronts. Cordell Hull, the Secretary
of State, intervreted the regulations of the Neutralility Act
to allow American pilots to transport vlanes to the Canadian
naritime vrovinces. An old law, dating from 1917, was
uncovered which would allow Army and Navy aircraft to be
traded back to the menufacturer for resale to the Allies.
The niost Important action was the supply of Britain with
surplus ‘orld War I equirment in order to malke good the
Dunkirk losses.,

Early in Sentember another agrecment was concludcd
which was essential to survival of the British, and which
clearly indicated America's intention to give them aid

against Hitler. By this agreement, closed after difficult

l*‘New York Times, January 5, 8, 19/1.



negotiations, the United States exchanged fifty over-age
destroyers with Britain for leases on bases in the Western

Hemisphere. Roosevelt announced the trade on September 3,
19h0 after having informal assurances that Wendell Willkie,

his opponent for the presidency, would not make it an issue
in the campaign., The President further demonstrated
publicly the fact that assistance would be an integral part
of the national defense under his continued administration
in the speech he delivered at Boston on October 30.5

But these actlons, while assisting the British, were
not designed to solve their problems of money and transportation,
and immediately after the election had returned Franklin
Roosevelt as the first third term president the adminlstration
began to consider other methods. On November 7 Secretary of
the Treasury Morgenthau arranged a Vhite House luncheon with
the President and Arthur Purvis of the British Purchasing
Commission. Purvis outlined the needs of the British,
particularly in regard to airplanes and shipping. As these
talks were closing Roosevelt volced the idea of bullding
cargo ships and leasing them to Britain. Nothing immediate

seemed to come from the lease idea, but immediate action did

SForrast Davis and Ernest K. Lindley, How War Came, An

Americen White Pa er, From the Fall of France to Pearl Harbor
New York, 19 10[-105; Cordell Hull, The Memoirs of
Cordell Hull ENOW York, 19&8), I, 775; William L. Langer and

S. Everett Gleason, The Undeclared War 1940-1941 (New York,
1953), p. 189; Edgar Eﬁgene RobIhson, The Roosevelt Leadership

-1 (New York, 1955), p. 267; Dexter Perkins, The New
I e ol %%anklin Roosevelt 1932-15 (Chicago, 1957), p. I1L.




follow, as the President announced that henceforth production
of airplanes and other weapons would be divided with the
British on a fifty-fifty basis.6

On November 9, however, it was still clear that the
administration did not realize the plight of Britain
financially when Roosevelt said at a cabinet meeting that
she still had 2.5 billion in credits and property which
could be used. Not all of thils could be actually realized,
though, and large parts of it were already committed, so
that the real sum was a great deal smaller. The President
did look toward the future, however, and suggested leasing
ships again, along with other properties.

It was only a few days until the inriinence of a
complete British financial breakdown was made clear,
Lord Lothian, the British Ambassador, had returned to tngland
during the Presidential campaign, and he arrived again in
the United States on November 23, Without consulting
American officials he announced on leaving his plane that
Britain would need financlal help in the near future and
that Sir Frederick Phillivs of the British Treasury would
soon arrive to confer with American officials. Lothian
himself conferrcd with Hull on November 25 over credits and

7

the long range need for ships.

6pavis and Lindley, p. 11lh; Hull, I, 870; Langer and
Gleason, Undeclared Var, pp. 2111=-215, 217.

THu1l, I, 871-872; Harold L. Ickes, The Secret Diary
of Harold L, Ickes (New York, 195l), III, 367; Langer and
Gleason, Undeclared War, pp. 225-227.
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The United States government was now squarely faced
with new problems in alding Great Britain, as British orders
had almost ceased, and their need for war materials was
becoming more and more acute. An official silence settled
over the admlnistration, as Roosevelt, having mentioned the
possibility of leasing once more to Morgenthau on Deceriber 1,
went to sea on December 3 to take a look at the new
Caribbean bases. Sailing with Harry Hopkins on the cruiser

Tuscaloosa, his rumination over means of British aid was

given a boost when he received a Decerber 8 letter from
Winston Churchill., This nineteen paragraph letter included
two alternatives on the aid question. The first of the
Churchill proposals was a repeal of the Neutrality Act so

that American ships could carry cargoes to Britain. The
second proposal, and the one which must have struck a familiar
cord, was the "gift, loan, or supply" of American warships,
along with the extension of other United States sea
commitments.8

Yhile Roosevelt was considering means of aid on the

Tuscaloosa, the cabinet was conferring in Washington and

keeping in touch with the President by cable. The lease

idea seemed to take hold in Roosevelt's mind and appeared

to be the best method, while in the United States the cabinet
encouraged the giving of speeches to prepare the public for

a new departure in British aid.

8Langer and Gleason, Undeclared VWar, pp. 227-228;
Basil Rauch, Roosevelt, From Munich to Pearl Harbor (New York,
1950), pp. 290-292.




The leasing solution was by no means a new one, as the
several reniarks by Roosevelt illustrated, and there are even
some grounds for believing that the idea had roots farther
back than the surmer and fall of 19/;0. When Roosevelt was
Assistant Secretary of the Navy during the first world war
he proposed trading destroyers for battleships. At about
the same time he discovered an old law which would have
permitted him to lease guns to arm private merchant ships.

In 1940 several sources contributed to the idea, as
Secretary of .ar Henry Stimson found an old 1892 statute
that permitted the leasing of army property, and treasury
department lawyers uncovercd the same 1aw.9

Whether it was to be leasing, a new idea to the publiec,
or sorie other means, there was little gquestion of public
support for aid to Britain. William Allen White, then
chairman of the Conmittee to Defend America by Aiding the

Allies, editorialized in the Emporia Weekly Gazette in the

middle of December that, "it is our cause and by our industrial
organization we can help it « . . " At the beginning of
that month he had rcpublished an editorial from the Providence

Evening Bulletin, that pointed out how British onrosition to

9James M. Burns, Roosevelt: The Lion and the Fox
(New York, 1956), p. 63; Richard N. Current, Secretary Stimson,
A Study In Statecraft (New Brunswick, New Jersey, 195), p. 149;
Jonathan Danlels, The End of Innocence (New York, 195l), ppe
267-268; Edward R. Stettinius, Jr., Lend-Lease, Weapon for
Victory (New York, 19lli), pp. 62-63; Langer and Gleason,
Undeclared Viar, pp. 23&-235-




totalitarianism was tied to the vital national interests of
the United States. A Gallup proll at the end of the year
showed 85 per cent of those questioned thought American aid
vas essential to British victory, and 68 per cent felt that
the continued safety of the United States depended upon
Enclish victory. As far back as the time of linich, 55 per
cent in such a poll had favored aiding Enzland in case of

a war, Now, with the hand of war resting far from lichtly

on the British, the United States both publicly and privately

seemed set on relieving the pressure.lo

1OEmporia Weekly Gazette, December 5, 19, 19,0; New
York Times, January 3, 19{1l; George Gallup, "Public Opinion,
19/1,™ Current History and Forum, January 23, 1911, p. 13.




CHAPTER II
A VIORLD SAFE FOR AGGRESSION

Winston Churchill had ample cause for suggesting
repeal of the Neutrality Act in his December 8, 1940,
letter to President Roosevelt, for that Act, and its
predecessors dating back to 1935, had circumscribed the
actions of the administration, and were still the major
obstacle in the way of direct ald to Great Britain. This
law as amended in 1939, permitted the purchase of war
materlals by belligerents only on a cash and carry basis,
while carefully keeping the United States government and
American individuals out of "danger" by setting up war
zones, and limiting the activities of the American merchant
marine. Another separate law forbade the extension of
credit to countries which had defaulted on World War I
debts. Thisg, with the neutrality law, was a stronghold and
a rallying point for isolatlonists and the administration
had found that out-right attack was both futile and unwise.
It was partly for this reason that Roosevelt and the cabinet
were searching for new methods of aic in tre closing weeks
of 19)0.

American neutrality leglslation had its beginning in

1935, and was the child of the Senate's Nye Committee, a

10
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speclal body originally charged with the investigation of
the manufacture and sale of arms and munitions in ‘Vorld ‘/ar
I. Once underway this committee was ruthless in condcrmning
bankers and munitions makers as responsible for Amcrican
entrance into the first world war. As the comnittee scemed
to be getting somewhat out of hand, Secretary of State Hull
sugrosted to Roosevelt that he call it in and try to 1limit
ts investigation so that it would not adversely arfect
foreign affairs. Roosevelt did call in the conmittee, but
unfortunately Hull was not present, and the cormlttee seens
to have understood the President's discusslon of the causes
of war to be an invitation to devise neutrality legislation.l
The clearly apvroachineg conflict between Italy and
Dthiopia served as an added incentive toward neutrality and
the committee quickly jumped into the breach. i/hile Roosevelt
and Hull would have bcen pleased with a law permitting them
to embargo the agressor, the trend was not in that direction.
As a result Hull tried to suppress the neutrality sentiment,
particularly that of Senators Gerald P. Nye and Bennett Clark,
but he was eventually faced with the very policy which he
wanted imost to avoid. Together with the President he
attempted to persuade Senator Key Pittman, then Chairman of

the Senate Committee on Foreign Relations, to report the

loordel1l Hull, The Meroirs of Cordell Hull (New York,
1948), I, 398, L05; John T. Flynn, “he Roosevelt lyth (New
York, 1956), p. 169.
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bill unfavorably, but they were unsuccessful. This failure
was also partly due to an increasing public opinion in the
support of neutrality. This trend was such that William
Allen VWhite thought a Congressional enactment would help to
keep the United States out of war. As a result some fifteen
bills were introduced in Congress in the sumier of 1935,
including a State Department version produced at the last
minute in an attempt to save something of the President's
maneuverability in foreign affairs. It was, however, too
late, and by August 31, the United States had its first
neutrality act.2
This bill had not passed without some of the strong
divisions of opinion which characterized the entire course
?f the legislation. Senator Tom Connally, not one to view
anything complacently, lashed out at the isolationists,
labelling Bennett Clark of Missouri and Burton VWheeler of
lontana as biased, and Nye of North Dakota and Arthur
Vandenberg of Michigan, as acting on evidence which would
fail to convince a justice of the peace from their respective
states., He insisted that the bill was not neutrality, but
one which proclaimed the United States would not fight under
any condition. He might not have been far wrong as one of

the isolationist views was that the purpose of the law was

2Selected Letters of William Allen White 1899-19)3, ed.
Walter Johnson (New York, 19L.7), p. 355; Donald F. Drumond,
The Passing of American Neutrality 1937-19L0 (Ann Arbor, 1955),
Pe h%; Allan Kevins, America In world Affairs (New York, 1942),
pp. 87-88; Charles Callan Tansill, Back Door To War: The
Roosevelt Foreism Policy 1933-19Li1 (Chicago, 1952), p. 220.
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to insulate the country against all foreign wars.

The 1935 Act was characterized mainly by a mandatory
embargo on arms, ammunition, and other war materials which
amounted to little in addition to lethal weapons., The bill
also established a munitions control board to regulate the
export of these materials. Among the blessings of the bill
was the faect that it was designed to last only six months,
This bill was a significant departure from historic policy,
and waived some of the neutral rights which the United States
had previously defended. TUnder these conditions the act
was signed by Roosevelt, although he criticized the inflexible
nature of the embargo, and thought that these provisions could
even drag the United States into war rather than keep it out.3

With its six month time 1limit the 1935 Act was due
to lapse early in 1936. Although the administration had
hoped to obtain revision of the act in the direction of
larger Executive discretion, the tide was running in the
opposite direction. The fallure of sanctions imposed by
the League of Nations against Italy apparently encouraged
the 1solationist viewpoint., Pressure was also applied by

an Italian-American group to defeat any serious changes in

3Edwin Borchard and William Potter Lage, Neutrality
for the United States (New Haven, 191,0), pp. 315-316; Tom
Connally, My Name Is Tom Connally(New York, 195), pp. 21l,
220; Nevins, p. 91; Harold Bartlett Wniteman, Jr.,
Neutrality, 19L1 (New Haven, 1941), p. 23; The Public Pavers
and Addrcsses of Franklin D. Roosevelt: With a Special
Introduction and Explanatory Notes by President Rooscvelt,
ed. Samuel I. Rosemen (lew York, 19L1), VIII, xxxii;
William T. Stone, "Will Neutrality Keep U. S. Out of War?",
Foreign Policy Reports, October 1, 1939, pp. 165-167.
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the law, and coupled with a fear of rash action by Roosevelt
in foreign affairs, this was enoush to produce an even more
restrictive law,

The arms embargo was made tighter by substituting
shall for may in its wording, and in addition it prohibited
loans and credits to belligerent countries, and even
trovided against the purchase or sale of bonds, securities
and other obligations of such countries in the United States.
Anerican vessels were also prohibited from carrying embargoed
items. Again, hoviever, this was a temporary act and would
be in effect for only 15 months.h

This 15 month period ended on May 1, 1937, but new
legislation was introduced in both houses long before that
date. As usual the administration wanted more discretionary
powver, and the fight over thc bill was one of sharp division.
The bill which finally passed, under Senator Plttman's name,
had two new provisions. It extended the scope of materials
listed as contraband and placed the list under Presidential
disecrctlon. It also provided that belligerents purchasing
raw materials must pay in cash and nmust transport the
materials in their owvm ships. The act was approved on
liereh 3, 1937, as permanent legislation, to take effect on
May 1, and the clause regarding purchase of materials by
belligerents, known as "cash and carry" was to have a life

of two years.

hDexter Perkins, The New Age of Franklin Roosevelt
1932-:5 (Chicago, 1957), pe. 1003 Hull, I, [©0l; Drummond,
P. [5; Tansill, p. 2l;7; Whiteman, p. 23; Borchard and Lage,
p' 3270
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While the Precsident did have discrction under this
act as to the use of '"cash and carry" and also as to the
existence of "a state of war'", the legislation marked a
high point of isolationist strength for this was the most
complete procram enacted, and also was to be permanent
unless changed by Congress itself.S

The world situation continued to deteriorate throughout
the following two years, and the Neutrality Act had imposed
narrow limits on the conduct of affalirs by Roosevelt and
Hull. Thus, as the date for the expiration of the "cash and
carry" provisions approached in 1939, the administration
wished an extension of cash and carry and an arms embargo
repeal. The stage was set for the bigmest fight yet on the
neutrallity and 1solation of the United States.

In addressing the Congress on January l., 1939,
Roosevelt hinted at the desirability of repealing the arms
embargo, 1f nothing else, as he warned that the neutrality
laws "may operaté unevenly and unfairly - may actually give
aid to an aggressor and deny it to the victim." He continued
to make gtatements through out the svring even remarking at
a press conference that such legislation had not contributed
to the cause of peace. Together with Secretary Hull he
again worked actively toward revision, and Pittman in the

Senate, and Sol Bloom, chairman of the Foreign Affairs

5
Sol Bloom, The Autobiography of Sol Bloom (New Yorl,

1948), p. 231; Borchard and Lage, pp. 337-338; Connally,
p. 2233 Drumond, p. l}6; Whiteman, p. 25.
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Committee in the House, both introduced bills.6

Pittman's bill did not go as far as Hull would have
liked, but did include a renewal of cash and carry vwhich
included arms, ammunition, an< implements of war. The
Bloom resolution, also included the same tyne of provision.
During the period of llay, June and July the resident and
Secretary Hull based thelr activities in foreign affairs on
the assumptlion that an arms embargo repeal would go through
and that cash and carry including munitions, would be
reinstated. They had hoped to use these provisions as
influences toward peace in Europe. They were disappointed,
hovever, as a 159 to 157 vote in the House on June 30
ariended Bloom's bill in what he himself termed "a bitter
defeat", and what Hull called "a real tragedy." The
amendment, offered by John M. Vorys of Ohio, removed cash
and carry from the bill,

Pittman fared no better in the Senate, for after
assuring the administration that the desired bill would be
favorably reported from his cormittee, it voted by 12 to 11
to defer any action on peace and neutrality legislation
until the next session of Congress in January 191;0.7

The administration felt these defeats profoundly.

The day after the Vorys amendment passed in the House the

6Public Pavers, VIII, 3-&, 155; Hull, pp. 613; Charles
A, Beard, American Foreign Policy in the Making 1932-19,0:
A Study in Responsibilities (New Haven, 19/,0), p. 220

TBeard, p. 226; William L. Langer and S. Everett
Gleason, The Challenge to Isolation 1237-19h0 New York,
1952), pp. 136-137; Bloom, p. 235; Hull, I, bLO; Perkins,
ppo 106'107.
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President wrote a brief note to the Attorney General inquiring
how far he might go in ignoring neutrality legislation even
though he had signed it. He followed this by a personal apueal
to Senator Pat Harrison on July 6, and after the vote of the
Senate Foreign Relations Committee he sent a formal message
to Consress stating that he felt action was "highly advisable.,"
This July 1L message included a statement by Hull urging
action without "unnecessary or undus delay."

As a final attempt a conference was held on July 18
at the Vhite House with Roosevelt, Hull, and the Congressional
leaders., Both Roosevelt and Hull painted the gloomy hues
of the deepening crisis in Europe, and outlined the possibilities
of war before the end of the summer. Senator Borah, the
outstanding isolationist, spoke for the opposition, and
clearly implied that from his private sources in Europe he
had better information than the Devartment of State. Vice-
President Garner finally announced that thc adminlstration
did not have the votes, and the Republicans agreed to assume
the responsibility. The President and Hull issued the
statement that failure to take action "would weaken the
leadership of the United States 1n exercising its potent
Influence in the cuase of preserving peace among other nations
In the event of a new crisis in Europe between now and next

January." The subject was closed = temporarily.8

——

8U. S. Department of State, Peace and War: Unlted
States Foreirn Policy 1931-19h1 (Washington, 19.3), p. 07;
Public Pavers, VIII, 301, 387; F.D.R. His Personal Letters
, ed. Elliott Roosevelt (Wew York, 1950), II, G99,
902; Perkins, p. 107.
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This temporary period ended abruptly with the German

invasion of Poland and the beginning of European iiar in September

1939. Roosevelt issued a call for a special session of
Congress, and addressed that session on September 21, At that
time he stated that he regretted both the passage of and his
signature of the Neutrality Act, and he requested a change of
the embargo provisions because they were dangerous to "American
neutrality, American security and, above all, Amerﬂxu1peace."9
The administration had been preparing Congress for
such a message. Two weelis before Stephen Early had reported
to the President that 60 Senators would favor cash and carry
with 25 opposed. Senator Arthur Vandenberg, writing on the
arms embarzo, recorded on Seotember 15 that "The story of
1017-18 is already repeating itself. ressure and propaganda
are at work to drive us into the new World War." On the
following day Harold L. Tckes, recorded in his dlary that
Senator Borah of Idaho was to speak on the radio against
Neutrality repeal and the administration was seeking a non-
administration voice to reply. Frank Knox, later Roosevelt's
Secretary of the Navy, filled this job. Borah, with arguments
furnished by professors Edwin Borchard of Yale and Thomas
Healy of Georgetown, led the isolationist fight. He was ably
assisted by Senators Vandenberg, Bennett Clark of Missouri,

Hiram Johnson of California, and Gerald P. Nye of North Dakota.

9Pu.blic Papers, VIII, 516.

10p, D, R. Letters, II, 918; The Private Papers of
Senator Vandenberg, ed. Arthur H. Vandenberg, Jr. (Boston,
1952), op. 2-3; Harold L. Ickes, The Secret Diary of Harold
L. Ickes (New York, 195lL), III, 7-8, 10; Connally, p. 229;

Tansill, pp. 563=56l.

10
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Senators Alben Barkley, the majority leader, Minton
of Indiana, and James Byrnes of South Carolina were stroncest
in the cause of the administration, and as the fight

L/””progressed in the Senate, outside influences also were felt
on the side of amendnent or repeal., Al Smith, temporarily
forgetting old animosities, s»oke for neutrality amendment over
the radio, as an antidote to Father Coughlin., Henry Stimson,
former Secretary of State, and later to be Secretary of Var
for Roosevelt, testificd at hearin~s in favor of the bill,
William Allen Vhite, who had favored neutrality in 1935
changed to administration support, and was a moving spirit
in a non-partisan comiittee fighting for repeal of the arms
embargo., He devoted thrce or four weeks to the cash and
carry bill, as it was called, and received letters of thanks
from both Roosevelt and Hull. )

‘ The fizht closed in the Senate on October 27 when the
administration bill passed by 63 to 30. Meanwhile, the House
had also been considering the samne legislation. A revolt
against the billl flared in the House about the middle of
October, but Garner was ablec to revort at a cabinct meeting
on October 27, that he expected the House to approve it
eventually by a margin of 20 to .0 votes. Finally the House,
too, passed the bill allowing cash and carry sale of arms early
in November by a vote of 2&3 to 172. Roosevelt made it law

.- by his signature on Novewmber l..11

1lconnally, v. 229; F.D.R. Letters, II, 92li; Ickes,
pp. 28, 13, 51, 573 Richard W, Current, Secretary Stimson, A
Study in Statecraft (New Brunswick, New Jersey, 1954), p. 1523
White Letters, pvo. 399-/:00; Drurmond, p. 109; Hull, I, 296-697;
Beard, p. 20l.
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The administration was happy to receive the freedom
of the "cash and carry" provision, and cash payment was not then
considered to present a partlicular difficulty for aid to the
democracles, especially since the Johnson Act, the law
designed to prevent extension of credits to countrles which
had defaulted on World War I debts, could be interpreted
not to ap»ly to government loans. The fact remains, however,
that the isolationist strength and sentiment were such that
they hamstrung administration forelgn policy to a large extent
from 1935 until after the European Yar began. Although this
might be ascribed to several reasons, it was probably at
least partly due to a conservative attitude on the part of
the administration on foreign affairs vhich allowed the
Congress, especially the Senate, to seize the initiative.

The continued efforts of the administration to win back the
initiative were not successful until the situation had
seriously deteriorated.

The later administration attitude was represented by
Roosevelt who felt that repeal of the neutrality laws would
strengthen the weaker nations in Europe and help deter war.
Disregarding the earlier administration failure to lead there
1s, therefore, justification for the opinion that the initial
congressional refusal of amendment in 1939 was tantamount to
destroying a weapon for peace. In effect, the neutrality
laws were designed to prevent the type of involvement which
faced the United States in 1917-1918, and the reflections
of Scnator Vandenberg show clearly that the isolationists

had not grasped the changes which had affected the world
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since then. The country, under this leadership, was buying
veace by refusing responsibility.

E This recent history of isolation and administration
defeat on foreign affairs in Congress faced Roosevelt in
his late 19L0 search for methods of ald to Great Britain.
The isolatlionist elerient was still strong and exceptionally
vocal. According to some authorities, appvarently by virtue
of the events of 1935-1939, they h-~d already made the world
safe for aggression. They had in 19l:0 brought democracy to

its most severe trial.12

12Public Papers, VIII, xxxlv-xxxv; Langer and Gleason,
Challenge, pD. 1L7, 23%; Whiteman, p. 23; Harold B. Hinto,

Cordell Hull: A Biography (New York, 1942), p. 292.




CHAPTER III

THE ARSENAL OF DEIIOCRACY

I. A Length of Garden Hose

President Roosevelt rcturned from the Tuscaloosa

cruise on Deccmber 1L, 19/10. He was determined upon the
lease-lend icea, although the exact methods and form were
st1ll unsettled. He seemed to be convinced that by this
general method the aid he wished to extend to Great Britain
could be effective, and the isolationist element could be
circumvented.

As Roosevelt's trip was drawing to a close the
British need was underlined once more to the American public
on December 11 in a speech read at Baltimore for Lord Lothilan,
the British Ambassador. He gravnically pointed out that
United States securlty devended upon British control of the
Atlantic, and that responsibility for the action to be talien
was now brousht clearly down "to every citizen and every
nation." On the following day Lothian died.l

IHeanwhile Roosevelt kept silent on the lease idea
and maintained that sllence until after his return to

Washington. Apparently he was perfecting the idea in his

lRovert E. Sherwood, Roosevelt and Hopkins: An
Intimate History, Bantam Enlarged mdiftion (New York, 1950), I,
275; lMarcuess of Lothian, "Britain and America," Vital Sveeches, .

January 1, 1941, pp. 165-167.
22
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mind., On December 17, he was ready for the unveiling. At
a Wlhite House lunchson that day Secrctary Morgenthau and
several Britlsh guests were present. Toward the end of the
meal Roosevelt turned to them and explained that he had been
thinking very hard about what to do for ZIngland. He
stressed the 1dea that he felt the thing to do was to get
away from the dollar sigm and the loan idea., He finished
the observation with, "ie will give you the cuns and shivs
you need, provided that when the war 1s over you will return
to us in kind the guns and ships we have loaned to you."2
Shortly after the luncheon the President held a press
conference and fulfilled the expectations which had been
- generated by his return to the capital. Seizing on the most
graprhic of terms he presented the lend-lease 1dea for the
first time nublicly in a manncr calculated to capture the
imagination of the thousands of people who would not have
been interested in the technicalities of British aid,
He first explained that they planned either to lecase
or sell materials to Great Britain, and came back to the
dollar sign he had mentioned at luncheon. '"Now," he said,
"what I am trying to do is to eliminate the dollar sign.
That is something brand new in the thoughts of practically
everybody in this room, I think = get rid of the sllly,
foolish old dollar sign." Then he went on to rive the analogy

which served to i1llustrate his idea in the simplest terms.

2Nilliam L. Langer and S. Everett Gleason, The
Undeclared War 19,0-1941 (New York, 1953), pe. 238; Henry
Morgenthau, Jr., '"The Morgenthau Diaries", Part IV, Colliers,

October 18, 1947, op. 72, T7l.
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"Suppose my neighbor's home catches fire," he explained,
"and I have a length of garden hose four or five hundred
feet away. If he can take my garden hose and connect it up
with his hydrant, I may help him to put out his fire." In
a few words, using the garden hose as the example, he explained
the 1dea of lend-lease. Vwhile other factors gained prominence
in newspaper reports the garden hose may have assured the
eventual success of the bill.3
While Roosevelt used the analogy to the best possible

advantage and gained with it publicity which would have been
impossible for any one less than the President, there is
some reason to believe that the idea was not his. In June
of 190 a volumn edited by William Allen Wnite included an
article by Rupert Hughes in which he wrote; "If your
neighbor's house were on fire and a strong wind carrying
the flames toward your owvn home, would you think it wise
to Jjoin the bucket line and help pass water forward to the
firemen desparately attacking the blaze? Would you perhaps
go so far as to pass a ladder to those who were willing to
climb? Would you hand an ax to a sorched hero?" The
similarity is unmi.s.i:.amkza.ble.lL

T~ But while the garden hose analogy struck the first

3Langer and Gleason, Undeclared War, p. 20; The Public
Papers and Addresses of Franklin D. Roosevelt: 1iith a Special
Introduction and LExplanatory Notes by President Roosevelt, ed.
Samuel I. Rosenman (New York, 1941), IX, ©607; New York Times,
December 13, 19,0,

hRupert Hughes, "The Allies are Ourselves," Defense For
America, ed. William Allen White (New York, 1940), p. B3.
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blow, the bill itself was still undrafted, the ideas were
st111 hazy, and the British need was as acute as ever.
Although Roosevelt was again to underline the British
need by quoting figures on shipping losses at a cabinet
meeting on Decewmber 21, the next public move toward eventual
British ald did not occur untll Sunday, December 29, The
President then took to the public, in a radio fireside chat,
an explanation of the seriousncss of the world situation,

| and a strong statement which clearly indicated that British
ald would be integrated with the American defense programn.

Warning the American people that the nation had never
before faced such danger, the President went on to explain
that the British were conducting a war against the unholy
alliance of the Axis powers. "Our own future security,"
he said, "is greatly dependent on the outcome of that fight.
Our ability to 'keep out of war! is going to be affected by
that outcome." He was careful, however, to point out that
British aild offered only the least risk of American
involvement in the war, but he was firm on the idea of aid,
stating finally that; "We must be the great arsenal of
democracy. For us this 1is an emergency as serious as war
itself.,">

The response to the speech was lmunediate and heartening.
In so far as it was a move to unify public opinion behind an

agegressive aid to England policy 1t was highly successful.

5Harold L. Ickes, The Secret Diary of Harold L. Ickes
(New York, 195), III, 39l; Time, January 0, 1941, pp. 9-10;
New York Times, December 30, 19E0.
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Stephen Early, the White House secretary, announced that
messages were running 100 to 1 in favor of the speech, and
the response was far heavier than had been anticipated.
New Deal critic Frank Kent of the Baltimore Sun wrote that
the message voiced what the people had in their hearts,
vhile in the South, where sentiment for aid was strongest,

the Atlanta Constitutlon said editorially that it had

reawakened the spirit of America. The German Amerlican

Congress for Democracy, an organization to mobilize the

loyalty of Americans of German birth, endorsed the message

on January 1, l?hl.é
By the following week the New York Times had completed

a survey of the opinion in centers around the country. The

reports of its correspondents were far from uniform, but

were generally favorable. Reports from Birmingham and Dallas

in the South reflected strong agrecement, as did those fron

Philadelphia and Cleveland. In Ohio only one leading

newspaper withheld at least qualified approval. Elsewhere, in

Boston, Chicago, and Omaha, the reactlon seemed to be carefully

conservative. San Francisco was reported to have a spirit of

fatalism, and the same effect secmed to be evident 1in the

Los Angeles Times., The report from St. Paul, however, was

that the speech had regained for Roosevelt a mnoral leadership

over the isolationists. On the whole he had cause to feel,

in the concluding words of the Fireside Chat, that "our commnon

6Langer and Gleason, Undeclared War, p. 219; Tine,
January 13, 191, p. 9; Cleveland Plain Dealer, January 3,
19/i1; Atlanta Constitution, January 1, 19[1; New York Times,
January 2, February 27, 194l.
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cause will greatly succeed, "’
II. The Forces Take The Field

In the days whille the American people were adjusting
to the wide impact of beconming the "arsenal of democracy"
the Congressional forces, and also the public pressure groups,
were aligning themselves for the battle to decide whether
or not the United States would really assume the role marked
out for it by President Roosevelt,

Senator Burton K. iheeler, a Democrat from Montana
who had disagreed with the President on other occasions, and
who was a strong isolationist, took the lead in opposing the
Fresident's policy. Vheeler has been described as a very
suspicious man, whose entire career was marked by a high
degree of incredulity. Certainly no one surpassed him in
incredulity on the proposition of 1end-lease.8

He immediately counter-sttacked on the aid issue by
replying to Roosevelt's fireside speech with a radio talk
on December 31l. Warning in part that, "if we lcnd or lease
wvar materials today, we will lend or lease Amcrican boys
tomorrow," he presonted an eight point program for peace
in Europe.9

This New Year's IZve speech, which was carried by about
only one tenth as many radio statlons as Roosevelt's speech,
also produced an immediate response for Vheeler. On January 1,

19li1, he was able to report that he had received over 1,000

7New Yorlt Times, December 30, 1940, January 5, 19l1.
Syew York Times, February 9, 19! 1.

9Burton K. Wheeler, "America's Present Enmergency, "
Vital Speeches, January 15, 1951, p. 204
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telegrams and 99 per cent of them were in favor of the speech.
Three days later he reported he had received twice as many
telegrams and letters than he had in resvonse to any previous
speech, Although he now said the percentage of telegrams
favorable to his position was dowm to 93 per cent, he

expected the letters to be far more favorable.lo

The favorable responses to ‘heeler's proposal were
far from including influential elements of the press and
opinion forming media., He was lmmediately more thoroughly
and directly attacked than was anyone else in the following
two months. Time magazine that week characterized Vheeler
as being "most exquisitely befuddled," and it was extremely
kind in comparison to other commentators.

Zditorially, the Los Angeles Times attacked him for
failing to realize the significance of the British navy to
American defense. The Vashington Post, admltting that his
eight point vrogram had much to recommend it, attacked him
on the issue of historical geography and dismissed the idea
that Hitler would accept the plan as "wishful thinking of

the most extreme sort." The Atlanta Constitution, notably

more partisan, said simply that he "secms to have lost all

sense of reason « « « " The Cleveland Plain Dealer,

however, surpassed them all by calling his eight point program
more childish than Henry Ford'!s peace ship of the first
Wiorld War. The coup de grace was administered editorially

by William Allen White in the Emporia Gazette. 'Here is

10¢16veland Plain Dealer, January 1, 5, 19L1.




just another appeasement,'" he wrote. '"Sen. Bert theeler
i1s only Chamberlain in a 10-gallon hat and chaps. "1l
The opvosition to VWheeler's specch was equally as
vocal among some of the popular newspaper colwmists.
Ernest K. Lindley analysed ‘heeler's problem as being mired
in the past, and decided that while Bob La Follette might
have been correct at the time of the first World Var,
Senator Wheeler certainly was not correct in 19)1.
Walter Livpman evaluating Vheeler's peace plan, found it
curious that an isolationist would propose a program that
would fix Furopean boundaries.12
But the unfavorable publicity on his reply to the
Fireside Chat did not affect Wheecler and he quickly moved
into the position of ovposition leader in the Senate and in
the Congress as a whole. He met groups that espoused his
point of view and ~enerally missed no opportunity to express
his views., However, he was fighting a tide that was bringing
more and more of the members of Congress into the aid camp.
Reoresentative Cox of Georgia insisted in the House that
Roosevelt'!s policy "expressed the will, the wish, and the
determination of the American people." More influential
meribers also raised their voices on the aid issue,

Senator Styles Bridzes of New Hampshire wanted more Ships

sold to England. Senator Lee of Oklahoma claimed that England

1loime January 6, 19L1, p. 12; Los Angeles Tim s,
January 6, s Washington Post, January 1, l?hl; Cleveland
Plain Dealer, January 1, 19,T; Atlanta Constitution, January
4, 19L1; Emporia Gazette, January 9, 19[1.

12Washington Post, January 1, 2, 19L1.
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was the only hope of the United States to escape war,
Senator George of Georgia, the chairman of the Senate Foreign
Relations Committee, asserted that there was less danger in
aiding Encland than in following a negative course. But
the venerable Senator Carter Glass, Democrat of Virginia,
and shortly to become a member of the Foreign Relations
Committee, celebrated his eighty-third birthday with the
strongest statement of all, The navy, he said, should be
sent "over to blast hell out of Germany."13

These friendly voices were matched by others from
outside the govermnment. Not only did editorials and newspaper
coluns reflect support for the yet undisclosed Roosevelt
program, but incividuals spoke for the principle of aid.
endell Villkie, the 19L0 Republican presidential candidate
was among, those who gave their support. He was promptly
applauded by William Allen Vhite in the Emporia Gazette who
took an added slap at the Renublican National Cormittee.

Among his other admirers was the Cleveland Plain Dealer

which characterized those vho opvosed the "arsenal of
democracy" view as among other things, misguided pacifists,
stupid isolationists, and henchmen of Hitler, Mussolinl and
Stalin. Willkie was jointed in his support by such influential
figures as Bishop William T. Manninsg of New York, and

Dr. Nicholas Murray Butler, president of Columbia University.
In the New York Times an advertisement appcared urging

letters suvporting aid to be sent to Congressmen. It was

signed by a long list of influential Americans, including

13%ew York Times, January 1, 3, 5, 19L1; Vashington
Post, January 1, 1301,
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Dean Acheson, Herbert Agar, James B. Conant, and Robert
Sherwood.lu
////// But durlng this period, and for a long period preceding
the administration move toward an effective aid to England
policy, the most influential of the forces working in the
American public were the groups formed in favor of and
against American aid to the democracies. These groups seemed
to proliferate particularly among those who opposed aid,
but two organizations, one on each side, stood out. They
were The Cormittee to Defend America by Aiding the Allies,
and the America First Cormittee.

The Committee to Defend America by Alding the Allies
was definitely at the head of the field of aid proponents.
Headed by William Allen White, and commonly referred to as
the White Committee, it was able to form chapters all over
the country and to conduct mectings of the type held in
Cleveland soon after Roosevelt'!s speech. On that occasion
1,800 women unanimously pledged support to the program.l5

The program supported by the White Committee could
be roughly broken down into five parts. All of them had to
do either with aid directly or with the expansion of United
States efforts, or changing restrictions in a manner which would
benefit the allies. Specifically they were; first, to give
the allies anything which would not weaken United States

defenses; second, to increase American production so more

could be given; third, to amend interfering leglslation;

lhnew York Times, January 1, 5, 6, 1941; Emporia Gazette,
January 9, 1941; Cleveland Plain Dealer, January L, 19l1.

15Cle;veland Plain Dealer, January l, 19)1.
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fourth, to make it easier for Americans to volunteer in allied
forces; and fifth, to make sure materiel did not reach the
Ax1s.16

However, just at the critical moment when the lines
were being drawn for a fight over aid the White Committee
ran into difficulties. Challenged to present his views on
aid, William Allen White defined his position as being in
favor of aid, but not to an extent that would involve war,
troops, or convoys. When White's views were made public
cries went up from both sides. Some members of the committee
volced strong disapproval, and a few, like General John F.
O'Ryan, strongly pro-war, resigned. General Robert E. Wood
and Colonel Charles A, Lindbergh, of the America First
Committee endorsed White's statement. Complaints promptly
flowed from the rank and file of that organizatlion, too.

On January 2, White defended and explained his views
in the Emporia Gazette, and then, the same day announced his
resignation as cheirman of the Committee. He issued a strong
statement with his resignation, warning that the '"menace of
appeasement is heavily financed," and urging that publiec
sentiment be kept alert. He agreed to serve as an honorary
chairman of the Cammittee.17

The resignation was a surprise to the country, but

after the interchange which had preceded it, the newspapers

léWashington Post, January 5, 1941.

177ime, January 6, 1941, p. 11; Emporia Gazette, January
2, 19,1; Cleveland Plain Dealer, January 3, 19L41; New York
Times, January 3, 1941.
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which were predisposed to oppose the aid position were quick
to assume the point of view voiced by General Wood. The

St. Louls Post-Dispatch noted that if the comnittee was too

radical for Vhite 1t was "too radical for the American

people." The Akron Beacon Journal, more strongly

isolationist, editorialized, "White's definition of his own
views served the useful purpose of revealing the true aims

of the 'America Second' pressure group that had been using

the Kansan's name and unquestioned patriotism to allay

suspicion of its motives." The Chicago Dally Tribune hailed

the resignation and noted in regard to the rest of the
conmittee that White "didn't want to throw them red meat."
But a few more astute heads prevalled, and the Republican
Los Angeles Times, noting his position as honorary chairman,
pointed out that White was "too forthright a man to keep on
with a cormittee with which he was fundamentally at odds.
If there were disagreenments, they evidently were on relatively
minor questions."l8
General Wood fired a parting shot a few days later
when he invited White to become a member of the America
First Committee, but the furor quickly died dovn as the
caormitte® began to map reorganization plans the day after
White's resignation.l9
The opposition to the Roosevelt aid policy, and to

185t, Louls Post-Dispatch, January 3, 1941; Akron
Beacon Journal, January 3, 10L1; Los Angeles Times, January l.,
I9l1; Chicago Daily Tribune, January l, 1941.

19c1eveland Plain Dealer, January 8, 1941; New York
Times, January l, 1941.
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what was generally called "all aid short of war'" did not
consist merely of Senator Vheeler. Equally influential
Senators joined him in his attack, and they had several
vocal colleagues in the House. Senator Vandenberg of
Michigan, a leading isolationist, and a respected member of
the upper chamber, released a peace plan of his own soon
after Wheeler's radio address. The following day he
explained his proposed tight restrictions on any aid to
Britain. The same daj Representative Woodruff, also of
Michigan, attacked the "arsenal of democracy" program as a mcans
of involving the country in war. On the closing day of the
seventy-sixth Congress, Senator Rush Holt of VWest Virginia,
a lame-duck memnber, echoed Woodruff'!s charges of war,
accusing President Roosevelt of conéealing his true war-like
1ntentions.20
The Congressional leaders in opposition were also able

to point to public support as easlly as were those in favor

of ald. Editorially, the St. Louis Post-Dispatch was clearly

reluctant to accept "another great crusade for democracy,"
and a few days later they were ready to question whether or
not agreements had been made secretly with the allies. On

January 1 the Chicago Daily Tribune had accused Roosevelt

of aiming at an economic dictatorship. At the same time the

Akron Beacon Journal was criticlsing the President for

intolerance of opposition to his views, and later for his

deprecating remarks about money. General Hugh Johnson, in

20New York Times, January 2, 3, 1941.



his newspaper column, was more straightforward. He was
willing to label the proposed policy as "the most futile
and pusillanimous ever followed by an honorable nation."
Individually, Phillip La Follette, former Governor of
Wisconsin, lashed at the President in a speech in Chicago
on January 5, while two days before twenty-eight pickets
had paraded in the rain and fog in front of a Philadelphia
hotel. They were picketing a ball for Britain and her allies
which was attended by 3,000.21

But Just as the Committee to Defend America by Aiding
the Allles was at the head of the proponents forces, so the
America First Committee, was in the first rank of opposition
to aid. It was for a strong American defense in the belief
that no country could attack a prepared America successfully.
They were opposed to any extension of American aid beyond the
cash and carry neutrality provisions finally passed in 1939,
and they felt it was necessary to stay out of the European
war in order to preserve democracy in America. They were

strongly attacksd from several quarters, &nd accused, as by

the Atlanta Constitution of "doing exacfly the thing which

Hitler and all his Nazis would have them do." The Cormittee,
as did the White Committee, lost a few prominent members as

the 1941 aid battle opened.Z?

21St. Louis Post-Dispatch, January 2, 3, 6, 1941;
Akron Beacon Journal, January 1, 6, 1941; New York Times,
January [,6, 19[1; Chicago Daily Tribune, January 1, 10Ll.

22Washington Post, January 5, 1941; Atlanta
Constitution, Jamuary 1, 1941; Time, January 6, 19,1, p. 1l.
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The immediate attack on the America First Cormittee
was nothing, however, compared to what opened up shortly on
another of the many anti-aid groups. Organized late in 19]0,
the No Foreign War Committee emerged suddenly into the lime-
light Jjust before the New Year. Under the direction of
Verne Marshall, the editor of the Cedar Raplds, Iowa, Gagette,
the Committee claimed that the White House had refused to
consider peace proposals earlier brought from Germany. Almost
immediately Senator Lee of Oklahoma asserted that the financial
backer of the Committee, and the bearer of the supposed peace
plan, was an oil merchant with a financial stake in Nazi
victory. On January 2 Marshall announced that William Rhodes
Davis, the cormittee backer, would explain his Mexican oil-
deals which had involved the Nazis. The situation was not
clarified, hoﬁever, for on January 5 Davis denied that he
was & backer of elther Marshall or the Committes.Z>

Meanwhile, Marshall had indicated that the committee
had respectable suprort, and that he expected Senator Holt
of West Virginia to become a director. Senators Wheeler
and Bemnett Clark of Missourl were expected to stump for the
committee.

After a temporary respite Marshall was back in the
news, when on January 9, in a radio debate, he again accused
the Roosevelt administration of turning down a peace plan.

The next day L. M. Birkhead, director of the Friends of

23pime, January 6, 1941, p. 11; Cleveland Plain Dealer
)7 —

January 1, 3, 1941; New York Times, January 3, 6,
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Democracy, took Marshall up on an invitation that the Committee's
financial records would be open to anyone. He was refused a
chance to view them. On January 11 it was reported that

0. K. Armstrong, an origlnator of the cormittee was planning

to resign, and two days later Armstrong confirmed his
resignation. The next day, January 1lli, Marshall discharged
one-third of the office staff maintained by the Cormittee,

and announced the election of ten directors.zu

IITI. The Four Freedoms

But while the story of the difficulties of the pressure
groups that were to battle over Rooseveltt!s policy was
unfolding, the administration itself was working toward a
double goal - the State of the Union Message and the introduction
of the aid-to-England bill in Congress.

After the fireside address of December 29, speculation
was continual and intense over the exact form the lending
idea of aid to Britain would assume. In his press conference
on January 1l Roosevelt indicated that plans were proceeding
along the lines he had outlined. He also indicated that he
was not concerned over the British financial condition.zs

This but added fuel to the fire of speculation and
gradually attention was focused toward the President's
address on the State of the Union to be delivered to the new
congress on January 6. Those who were looking for a specific

discussion of the proposed aid policy were disappointed, but

2iNew York Times, January 1, 10, 11, 12, 15; Cleveland
Plain Dealer, January 1&, 1941,

25New York Times, January 1, 1941,
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Roosevelt could scarcely have given a more ringing declaration
of American intentions than he delivered to the Congress
and the nation,

The solemnity on the occasion of the speech was apparent
throughout. A heavy guard surrounded the President on his
wvay to the Capitol, and the precautions were not relaxed
inside the bullding. In the House Chamber, where bare steel
structuring was supporting the roof, a relatively small crowd
gathered in the galleries, Crown Princess Martha of Norway
entered with Mrs. Roosevelt, and in the adjoining diplomatic
gallery Wilhelm de Morgenstierne, the Norweglan Minister, sat
on the carpeted stairway with Mohammed Schayesteh, the

Minister of Iran.26

Before an audience which showed little enthusiasm and
which Mrs. Roosevelt later attacked for an apparent failure
of Republicans to applaud, the President outlined strongly
the sharp division between the Axis nations and Britain and
her allies. Placing the United States firmly in the democratic
canmp, and pledging support to the nations keeping war away
from the western hemisphere, he reminded his listeners that:
"In times like these it is immature - and incidentally untrue -
for anybody to brag that an unprepared America, single-handed,
and with one hand tied behind its back, can hold off the

entire world."27

261b1d., January 7, 1941.

2T 71ime, January 13, 1941, pp. 9-10; New York Times,
January 7, 8, 19l1.
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He asked the Congress, in this speech, for the authority
and funds for the contemplated aid policy, and he reminded
them that under his proposal the United States would be repaid
in kind, "or, at our option, in other goods of many kinds
vwhich they can produce and which we need." With these
statements in the record he concluded his address with the
delineation of the four freedoms - speech and expression,
worship, want, and fear, everywhere in the world - the most
impressive statement of aims which could have been produced
at that time,28

The recéption of the address was as varled as the
opposition to aid in general. Senator Vandenberg, one of the
most responsible among the isolationists, assessed Roosevelt!s
appearance and speech as a flop, and publically described
it as a "Peace Through War By Proxy" speech. Taft of Ohio
objected to the unlimited nature of the contemplated loan,
and Senator Wheeler of Montana commented that: "It is too
bad this speech was not made before the election. It was
Intended to frighten the American people to a point that they
would surrender their liberties and establish a war-time
dictatorship in this country."29

Amplo‘opposition was also evident in the House of
Representatives where comment ranged from the weak lneptness

of Mrs. Frances Bolton of Chio who complained, "I can't

28p1ime, January 13, 1941, pp. 9-10; New York Times,
January 7, I§ﬁ1.

29New York Times January 7, 1941; The Private Papers of
Senator Vandenberg, ed. Arthur H. Vandenberg, Jr. (Boston, l§§§),

P.O.
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follow his reasoning," to the strong condemnation of R. F.
Rich of Pennsylvania, W. D. Barry of New York, and Hamilton
Fish of New York. While Barry called the ideas extravagant
and absurd, and Rich asserted that the will of the President
would mean dictatorship, Fish, ranking minority member of
the House Foreign Affairs Committee, offered a reasoned
statement on the condition of British finances, intimating

that aid was not necessary in the scope proposed.30

g Other Senators and Representatives rushed to the suprort
of the President's freshly outlined program, and the majority
opinion seemed to be with them. Senator Barkley saild that
it expressed the "overwhelming determination of the American
people"” while Senator George of Georgia, the chairman of the
~Senato Foreign Relations Committee, called 1t a strong statement.
Senator Austin, an outstanding Republican favoring aid, hailed
it as enlisting the United States on the side of freedom. In
the House the statements of Speaker Sam Rayburn and Sol Bloom,
chairman of the House Foreign Affairs Cormittee, both key men
in the administration plans, closely resembled those of their
senatorial counter-parts.31

The reactions to the speech outside Congress were more

uniform. In a break-down published by the Cleveland Plain
Dealer only the New York Daily News and the Chicago Daily

Tribune had strongly worded critical editorlal comments.
But while the Tribune was crying hysteria and saylng the

30New York Times, January 7, 1941.

3lNew York Times, January 7, 19413 Cleveland Plain
Dealer, January 7, 19ET
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President was "in an excited frame of mind," the New York

n

Times hailed 1t as a "sound and necessary policy," and papers

like the Los Anfeles Timcs and the St. Louis Post-Diswvatch,

normally only luke-warm on aid, also praised it.32

While Alfrcd M. Landon, the 1936 opponent of Roosevelt,
and former Governor Fhilip La Follette of Visconsin, both
had critical statecments to make, especially La Follette who
spolze for the America First Comnittec, the President still
had the prleasure of knowing his messace was strongly sup.orted
in the United States as well as being considered an inspiration

_and source of strength in the allied countries.33

IV. I. R. 1776

Ilcanwhile Roosevelt had put into overation the machinery
that was drafting the blll to carry out his program. After
the initial idea had been talked over to the President's
satisfaction, he called Ilenry lorgenthau at the Treasury on
January 2. Previously he had decided to have the bill dralfted
through the Treasury, and now Iorgenthau put his gencral
counsel Ed Foley to work on the proposal. Together with
Oscar Cox, a IFoley assistant, and a representative of the
British Purchasing Commission, they talked over the requirements.

By midnight that night Foley and Cox had produced a draft of

32New York Times, January 7, 8, 19L1; Cleveland Plain
Dealer, January 7, 10l 1; Los Anceles Times, January 7, 19I1;
Washington Post, January 7, 19/1; St. Louis Post-Dispatch,
January 7, 1941; Atlanta Constitution, January 7, 19.1;
Chicago Daily Tribune, January (, 191,

33NWew York Times, January 7, 8, 1941; Cleveland Plain
Dealer, January 7, 19&1.
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the bill. Consultations with the other government departments
produced some changes, and on Monday, January 6, Foley and
Morgenthau took the bill to the White House. Then on the
advice of Congressional leaders the draft was submitted to

the Legislative Counsel of Congress and with the experts from
the Treasury and State Departments still another draft was
worked out.3h

While the drafting was in progress a few hints leaked
out as to its form. A January 1 press conference by
Morgenthau, before the go ahead on the bill from Roosevelt,
iIndicated that the provisions might apply to Greece and China
as well as Britain., Thlis was, as it turned out, the most
accurate of all the speculation. On January L. Senator Barkley
sald that a government corporation was being proposed as a
possible financing scheme, and the New York Times repeated
this on January 7.

On the following day more accurate information was
available as Secretaries Morgenthau and Hull held separate
meetings with Speaker Rayburn and Major;ty Leader McCormack
of the House and Senator Barkley, Majority Leader, and
Senator Harrison, Finance Committee chairman, of the Senate.
A final conference was held at the White House with the
administration leaders, Morgenthau and Foley, Hull,

Henry Stimson, Secretary of War, Frank Knox, Secretary of

the Navy, Jesse Jones, Secretary of Commerce, William S,

3l'-'Langer and Gleason, Undeclared liar, p. 25&;
"Morgenthau Diaries", Colliers, p. 7); New York Times,
January 7, 1941.




L3

Knudsen, O0ffice of Production Management, and the legislative
leaders, Senators Barkley, Harrison, Connally, and Georgse,
and representatives Rayburn, Bloom, Luther Johnson, and
McCormack. Roosevelt stressed the necessity of speed in
enacting the bill, and on leaving the VWhite House Barkley
announced that the next day he would introduce the bill in
the Senate and McCormack would do so in the House.35
While these events were transpiring another thread of
the complex pattern of Roosevelt'!s policy also came into
evidence. On January 3, while the Treasury was drafting the
aid bill, Roosevelt appointed Harry Hopkins as his personal
represenative to London. Hopkins, described as studiously
unsuave and a reformer who was sometimes intolerant and
tactless, had been Secretary of Commerce and earlier the
Administrator of Federal Work Relief. He was in too poor
health to serve in any official capacity, but was probably
closer to Roosevelt than any other individual. After a
conference at the State Department Hopkins was ready to leave
on the Pan American Clipper from New York on the sixth. He
steadfastly refused to make any corment, and the nature of
his mission was reliably supposed to be to keep Churchill
informed on Roosevelt's plans, as well as to observe English
conditions. On January 9 he arrived in London in the midst

of an air-raid, and on the tenth he lunched with Churchill

after conferences with Anthony Eden and Viscount Halifax,

35Langer.and Gleason, Undeclared Var, ﬁi. 257-258;
New York Times, January 2, 3, 5, 7, 9, 10, 1941; Cleveland
Plain Dealer, January 10, 1941,




the Ambassador-Designate to the United States.36

But with the advent of January 10 the attention that
might have been focused on Hopkins mission was brought
suddenly back to the United States Congress. In the Senate,
soon after its twelve ofclock meeting time, Senator Barkley
iIntroduced what was promptly called the lend-lease bill.
He offered a brief explanation of the bill, and although a
short-time later Senator McKellar spoke in favor of aid no
real comments were made on the floor in regard to the bill.
In the House, Majority Leader lMcCormack had more difficulty.
After iIntroducing the bill he requested unanimous consent to

have it inserted in the Congressional Record. Joseph Martin,

the Minority Leader, irmediately took the opportunity to
inquire over the partisan nature of the bill., After Martin
had yielded, Congresswoman Rogers of Massachusetts objected
to having the bill printed, but later McCormack renewed his
request successfully.37

The bill, entitled "A Bill To Further Promote the
Defense of the United States, and For Other Purposes," was
given the historic mumber H., R. 1776. Immediate evaluations
were that the bill was broad and the powers granted to the
President very great. Brief in itself, the blll was comprised

of only nine sections. After the enabling section of the

36New York Times, January l, 5, 6, 7, 10, 11, 1941;
Cleveland Plain Dealer, January l, 1941; Sherwood, Roosevelt
and Hopkins, I, 1-2.

37¢o ressional Record, 77th Congress, lst Session,
87, 101-162‘2%“.1& uary 10, 1941).




bill "defense articles” and "defense information" were
defined. Then "notwithstanding the provisions of any other
law" the President was permitted to aid the countries vwhose
defense was deemed vital to the defense of the United States.
This 'article, one of the broadest in the bill, included the
phrasing which gave the bill its name: "To sell, transfer,
exchange, lease, lend, or otherwise dispose of, to any such
government, any defense article.," The other sections of the
bill were essentially limitations on the broad nature of the
first thres sections.>o

Roosevelt made a public bid for Congressional support
of the bill in his January 10 press conference, when he called
Tfor swift action. The supvort for the bill was, in fact,
impressive, but it came in Congress mostly from the expected
administration spokesmen. Speaker Rayburn endorsed the bill,
and in the Senate Hill of Alabama and Thomas of Utah were
particularly strong in supvort of the bill with Thomas
claiming that it did not go far enough. Senator George,
chairman of the Senate Foreign Relations Committee to which
the bill was referred, did not flatly endorse it until the
following day, while Senator Austin, a Republican expected to
support the bill, suggested a time limit amendment.

Outside Congress the Committee to Defend America by

38Ttme, January 20, 1941, p. 15; United States Congress
House of Reprecsentatives, Committee on Foreign Affairs, Hearings
on H. R. 1776: A Bill Further To Promote The Defense of The
Tnited States And For Other Purposes, [(th Cong. 1st sess.,

Pp. 1-2.
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Alding the Allies issued a strong call for action on the bill.,
Al Smith, Winthrop W. Aldrich, chairman of the Chase National

Bank, and various British sources also endorsed the bill.

‘"Probably the strongest unexpected endorsement of the bill

itself came from Wendell L. Willkie. Roosevelt's Republican
challenger in the 1940 election on January 12 1ssued a
statement giving his approval to the bill with modifications.
At the same time he announced his intention to fly to Britain
to survey the situation. He expressed hope that the bill
would be debated on its merits rather than on attempts to
sabotage any aid program. By the following day he had
received about 800 messages commending him for his stand. The
total in opposition was around 40,39

Several newspapers and colurnists also sprang to the

support of the bill, The Cleveland I’lain Dealer said that:

"We are willing to trust President Roosevelt with this
tremendous amount of power." A few days later the same paper
criticized Landon for opposition to the bill, but also

recommended some amendments. The Atlanta Constitution was

even stronger in its support claiming that: "The Congress
will stand higher in public approval the quicker it enacts
the measure into law." A fair proportion of newspapers
across the country, as indicated in a survey published by the
New York Times had favorable editorial comments. Among the
columnists Robert C. Allbright writing in the Washington

39Langer and Gleason, Undeclared War, p. 259; New York

Times, January 11, 12, 13, 1l, IS5, I94T; Cleveland Plain
Dealer, January 11, 13, 1941; Time, January 20, 19LT, p. 1l.
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Post pointed out that the power conferred on the President
had not been directly proposed by Roosevelt at all, while
Ernest K. Lindley, speaking in Cleveland, claimed that the
power granted to the President was not as great as supposed,

Robert Quillen of the Atlanta Constitution and Arthur Krock

of the New York Times in essense agreed that while parts of
the blll might be objectionable there was no use quarrelling
vith facts, O

Initial opposition to the bill, however, was much
stronger than support. In Congress Senator Vheeler, as
expected, led off the opposition, and took a slap at Willkie's
endorsement on a radlio broadcast on January 12. Many Democrats
who usually supported the administration were also skeptical
about the broad powers of the bill. Senator Hiram Johnson,
the last survivor of the League of Nations fight called the
b1ll monstrous and leading toward dictatorship. His view
was also backed by Senator Clark of Missouril. Senator Bob
LaFollette, Jr., of Wisconsin called it "a bill for Congress
to abdicate." Senator Taft of Ohio, who was opposed to the
crusading spirit of the four freedoms, advanced the idea of a
$1 billion loan. Senators Nye of North Dakota, McCarren of
Nevada, Ellison D. Smith of South Carolina, Capper of Kansas,
and Burton of Ohio also spoke out in opposition.

In the House Representative llaas of Minnesota announced

hocloveland Plain Dealer, January 11, 1ll, 1941; Atlanta
Constitution, January 12, 13, 1941; New York Times, January 11,
15, 10L1; Washington Post, January 12, 194l.
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he would offer an amendment to take over the British iest
Indies and the Falkland Islands. Frances Bolton of Ohio
Implied dictatorship, while Dewey Short of Missouri, called
it the "most dangerous proposal ever made by the New Deal."

r John M. Vorys, another Ohio Representative and a member of
the House Foreign Affairs Committee, said the bill seemed a
"stream-lined declaration of war." Representative Shanley

"of Connecticut, another committee member, criticized the
bill on the grounds of international law.hl

At the same time widespread opprosition was also voiced
outside the govermment. General Robert E. Wood wasted little
time in requesting a hearing before the House committee for
the America First Committee. He also announced his group
would fight the bill "with all the energy it can exert." A
Republican trinity of Alfred M. Landon, Herbert Hoover, and
Thomas E. Dewey all warned against the great powers and the
dangers of war which were implicit in the bill., Later even
Henry Morgenthau had to admit that the mail he received on
the bill was antagonistic.hz

The newspaper opposition was even more widely spread.
The New York Times survey which had indicated approval showed

an equal amount of disapprobation across the country. Papers

thow York Times, January 11, 12, 13, 15, 19)1; Cleveland
Plain Dealer, January 11, 12, 15, lé, 1941; Vernon Van Dyke

and Edward Lane Davis, "Senator Taft and American Security,"

The Journal of Politics, May, 1952, p. 181.

U2New York Times, January 11, 12, 15, 1941; Cleveland
Plain Dealer, January 11, 12, 1941; Langer and Gleason,
Undeclared Var, p. 271.
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like the Akron Beacon Journal and the Chicggo Tribune were

no surprise in the camp of the opponents, and fhe Tribune!'s
dictatorship charges, including the observation that "Amefican
liberties are in greater danger from forces here than anywhere
else," could almost have been predicted. But the broad powers
included in the bill, along with frequent references to the
dangers of war, were criticized by papers normally agreeable
to the idea of aid, and this opposition was found in New York,
Washington, St. Louls, and Los Angeles.h'3

In a country which still had a very strong anti-war
sentiment, despite a determination to aid Britain, and which
was in meny quarters sensitive to threats of a dictatorship
because the no third term tradition had been broken for the
first time, the broad terms of the bill came as a surprise
and a threat., This produced a more wide-spread initial
oprosition than might otherwise would have been evident. Even
so, the scope of the opposition could well have glven the
administration pause. The strongly favorable atmosphere
which had surrounded the "Four Freedoms" only a few days

before seemed to have largely disappeared.

u3New York Times, January 11, 1, 1941; Los Angeles

Times, January 11, 3 St. Louls Post-Dispatch, January 11,

13, 1941; Akron Beacon Journal, January 1ll, 13, 1941;
Wa;hingl%Sn Post, Jammary 11, 12, 19l1; Chicago Dally Tribune,

January 11, 19E1.




CHAPTER IV
THE GAME'S AFOOT

I. The Best and Simplest Plan

As soon as the lend-lease bill was introduced in the
House, Speaker Sam Rayburn referred it to the Foreign Affairs
Committee. Sol Bloom, prognathous, and gnomish, with a
black ribboned pince nez somewhat in the style of Disraell,
was the chairman of that cormittee, and by the evening of
January 10 he had announced that his cormmittee would
approve the bill by the following week and that it would pass
the House the week after. On the following day, after a
meeting of the committee, he sald that Secretary Hull would
be the first witness and would be followed by Morgenthau,
Stimson, and Knox.1

But Bloom and the administration faced one immediate
problem before the hearings could begin. Representative May
of Kentucky, a man who replied when asked that he was
emphatically in favor of the bill, insisted that it should
be referred not to Bloom's Committee, but to his own, The
Military Affairs Committee. On January 11 May's Committee

1
Cleveland Plain Dealer, January 11, 12, 19l1; Time,
January 20, 1941, pp. 15-10; I. F. Stone, "A Time For Candor,"
The Nation, January 25, 191, p. 91.
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voted 15 to L. to demand control of the measure. Bloom
was confident that Rayburn would be upheld‘when the issue
was brought to the House floor, and scheduled his
hearings to begin on January 15.

On January 13 May took the floor of the House to make
his motion for reassignnent of the bill. He was opposed
by Cox of Georgla, Majority Leader McCormack, and Luther
Johnson of Texas. After Rayburn himself offered to explain
his assignment of the bill the motion was defeated by a
voice vote.2

Meanwhile, one of the first serious attempts was
started for a responsible revision of the bill. Kenneth F.
Simpson, a newly elected representative from New York, and
former chairman of the Republican Committee of New York
county, introduced an amended bill that was designed to
restrict lend-lease to Britain and Ireland, and to allow
Congress to name any other natlions to be aided. Simpson,
although he made no claim that his bill represented Willkile's
point of view, had read it to Willkie over the telephone
and apparently had his tacit support.3

That same day also saw the first real attacks on the
bill from the floor of the Congress. Senator Capper, who
had previously been described as middle of the road on the

ald issue came out iIn ringing opposition in a Senate speech,

2New York Times, January 11, 12, 13, 1941; Cleveland
Plain Dealer, January 12, 1, 1941; Congressional Record,
T7th Congress, lst Session, 126-128, (January 13, 1941).

3New York Times, January 1lj, 1941; Time, January 20,
1941, p. 16.
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In the House Hoffman of Michigan and Jenkins and Vorys of
Ohio all made speeches against the bill. Hamilton Fish
also made his first attack, partly in reply to a Bloom
pronouncement that hearings could be concluded in three days.
Fish suggested a list of witnesses to be called before the
coomittee and concluded: "I believe the House Democrats
and the House Republicans will work their will upon this
bill and that they will rewrite the measure, and they will
put it in such shape as to expedite aild - all possible aid -
to Great Britain, but they will insist on maintaining
representative and constitutional govermment and preserving
free institutions and government in America."u

Subsequently Bloom revised his rather rash statement
on three days of hearings, and adopted the point of view
that his committee would never have to meet an accusation
that full hearings had not been permitted. Although this
may have caused some lengthening of the hearings, in the
end it was a beneficial point of view which may have speeded
the ultimate passage of the bill.S

But before even the hearings opened, one exchange
transpired which set the tone for much of what was to come
after, and unfortunately to doom Willkie's statesmanlike
hope for a debate largely on the merits of the bill. In a
Sunday night radio debate Senator Wheeler, in a brillant

uCong. Record, 77th Cong., lst Sess., 129-131 135-136,
143 (Januery 13, iﬁﬂi); New Ybrk’Times, Janﬁary 12, i9hl.

5801 Bloom, The Autobiqgraphy of Sol Bloom (New York,
194 8), pp. 241-242.
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flash of calumny, branded the lend-lease bill as the "New
Deal triple A foreign policy - plow under every fourth
American boy."

The next afternoon President Roosevelt had a chance
to reply, and he did so with a verbal explosion. Asked to
comment on the expression "blank check powers" at his press
conference, he did so and then authorizing c¢irect quotation,
he continued: "That is not an answer to those, at all, who
talk about plowing under every fourth American child, which
I regard as the most untruthful, as the most dastardly,
unpatriotic thing that has ever been said. Quote me on that.

"That really is the rottenest thing that has been
said in public 1life in my generation."6

Wheeler made a more calm and measured reply, but one
which nonetheless also accused Roosevelt, in his turn, of
being all but a traitor, saying: ". . . nothing could be
more unpatriotic than to try to fan the passions of the
American people to the point where they will accept a program
that will eventually send American boys to be killed upon
foreign battlefields." The newspapers immediately jumped
into the fray. The Chicago Tribune, in a rather calm editoral,
defended Wheeler, while the St. Loﬁis Post-Dispatch took

the exchange as a gulde to Roosevelt'!s forelgn policy thinking.
The Washington Post observed that the remarks would bring
more support to the bill than they would take away. The

Los Angeles Times, however, made probably the most profound

6New York Times, January 15, 1941; Cleveland Plain
Dealer, January 15, l9hl.



and accurate appraisal. They wrote: '"The interchange
between the President and Senator Wheeler is unfortunate
because 1t tends to distract attention from the main business
at hand - which is to provide, swiftly and efficiently, for
the national defense."!

~ So, on January 15, in the ornate room of the House
Ways and Means Committee, the hearings on the lend-lease
bill opened. Before 10 a.m. the room was crowded and 23 of
the 25 committee meribers were seated behind the horseshoe
desk. Sol Bloom, described by Time as a Neanderthal man
dressed up in clothes, descended to be photographed with
Secretary Hull when he appeared as the first witness,

. The Secretary led off the hearings with a carefully
prepared, powerful, and strongly argued statement. He early
set the tone for the administration witnesses, and established
the principle of self-defense as that which should motivate
the United States. "In the face of the forces of conquest
now on the march across the earth,'" he said, "self-defense
1s and must be the compelling consideration in the determination
of wise and prudent national policy." Very quickly he closed
the issue of the bill itself, saying: "The present bill
sets up machinery which will enable us to make the most
effective use of our resources for our own necds and for the

needs of those whom, 1n our owm self-defense, we are determined

TNew York Times, Januar
v 15, 19li1; Washington Post,
January 15, 1941; Chicago Dail Tribune ,January 16, I9IT;
St. Louls Post ;-Dispatch, Januar y 10, 19&1 Los Angeles Times,
January 16, 19L1.
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thus to aid." Effectively pointing out that speed was the
greatest need, Hull also dealt with the statutes and
V\\agreoments which might be affected under the new law.
Monetarily, he pointed out that the Johnson Act and Section 7
of the Neutrality Act of 1939 would not seem to be directly
affected, although the neutrality provision would be
superseded as far as the government was concerned. On the
provision in the bill that would apparently permit the repair
of British warships in American ports, Le said it would
suspend sections 23, 2li, and 33 of United States Code, title
18, which made such actlions i1llegal in accord with international
law, He also observed that while parts of the Hague Convention
XIII of 1907 were in opposition to provisions of the bill,
that the Convention was not applicable in the mresent war

because all of the belligerents were not signatories of the

Convention.8

Then the committee took over questioning Hull, and
Luther Johnson carefully posed a situation that enabled Hull
to again point out the importance of self-defense. However,
when Hamilton Fish began his questioning the tone of the
\biearings changed, and one of the questions which was to
plague the hearings through-out, the authorship of the bill,

was first raised. Hull, in reply to Fish, pointed out that

8Uh1ted States Congress, House of Representatives,
Committee on Foreign Affairs, Hearings on H. R. 1776; A Bill
Further To Promote The Defense Of The United States And For
er Purposes, ong., 1lst Sess., 0-9; Time, January ’
I0[1; Cleveland Plain Dealer, January 16, 1941,
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he did not wish to discuss mechanics of the bill, and that
Morgenthau could do so because the bill had been drawn by
the Treasury Department.

A few minutes later he repeated the same thing to
Tinkham of Massachusetts. But burly bearded big-game hunter
George H, Tinkham had other roaring to do, and he and Hull
were soon entangled despite the efforts of Sol Bloom, the
chairman.

One of the first shots from Tinkham's gun was on whether
the United States would aid Russia if she were attacked.
Hull replied, "That is so theoretical I think it would not
help to discuss it." "I do not think it is theoretical at
ell," Tinkham rejoined,

Bloom interrupted then to end the interchange, but in
a few minutes they were again at odds over the question of
whether the bill might include manpower. Hull told him, "I
have not heard that discussed by anybody."

Mr. Tinkham. 7You do not want to answer in any

other way?
Secretary Hull. No; I have not heard anybody

discuss that.
The Chairman. The Secretary has answered the

question,
Mr, Tinkham. I gave him an opportunity 06
answering in any other way that he wants to.
Then under Tinkham's guiding they moved on to the issue
of the power of the President under the bill, and thon to the

question of giving away the United States Navy. Hull was

9House Hearings, pp. 11, 1, 18, 20-21; Alben W. Barkley,
That Reminds Me (New York, l95£), Pe 12 .
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careful to point out that the President did not need any
additional power to commit acts of war, and therefore that

could not be an objection to the bill. Then finally Tinkham

asked:

Now, I want to know, Mr. Secretary, whether undcr
the terms of this bill, and you have read it, of
course, the President can give away any part of the
United States Navy?

Secretary Hull, Oh, that is such a violent
assumption I am surprised that even you would want
to take up time to discuss it.

Mr. Tinkham. It seems to me it is implicit. I
do not want to read the bill, but it seems to me it
is quite implicit in the language as drawn. I could
read the bill., Is the bill here?

Secretary Hull. I say, it is such a violent
assumption that anybody would try to give away a
dreadnought.

Mr. Tinkham. Mr. Secretary, we are in days when
the most violent assEBptions are liable to be the
correct assumptions.

Finally, light was thrown on one of the earliest and
most consistently mentioned of possible amendments. Under
questioning by Foster Stearns of New Hampshire, Hull intimated
that no objection would be made to putting a time 1limit on the
provisions of the 'bill.11

This time 1limit modification, which was first mentioned
by Willkie, and was also included in the amended bill introduced
by Kenneth Simpson, brought wide praise, and the same day Hull

voiced tacit approval the Cleveland Plain Dealer had

editorialized that: "It is in this spirit of co-operation
that American will make her aid to the embattled Allies count

toward victory." On the day following his apvearance Hull

10g5use Hearings, pp. 2l, 28.
M1b1d., p. 41,
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recelved outright praise for his "cogent arguments" in the
Washington go_s_'l_:_.12

After a luncheon recess the committee reconvened to
hear Secretary of the Treasury Henry Morgenthau, Jr. Hull
had appeared alone, but Morgenthau came with seven aides. 1In
a long and technical statement Morgenthau, with British
approval, revealed the financial condition of the British.
The complete figures showed that the British had exhausted
all their assets which were quickly convertible into dollars,
and had eithsr spent or obligated them before January 1, 1941.
The other assets could not be converted quickly enough to
help, and their gold was virtually exhausted. The figures
which showed the British would need at least $3 billion from
the United States in 19lj1 were gquickly challenged by Hamilton
Fish wvho produced a Federal Reserve Board statement. Morgenthau,
however, noted that the statement in question was dated
August 1939, before the war began, and that the war had
depleted the resources very drastically. He underlined all
that had gone before in a reply to a question put to him by
Herman P. Eberharter of Pennsylvania. "But when it comes to
finding the dollars,” he said, "to pay for anything like
what they need in the future, they just have not got it."13
The questioning of Morgenthau also strayed from the

strictly monetary aspects of the bill, and came back once

12010veland Plain Dealer, January 15, 1941; Washington
Post, January 16, 19[1.

13Time, January 27, 1941, pp. 13-1li; Cleveland Plain
Dealer, January 16, 1941; House Hearings, p. 55.
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more to the powers of the President., Fish questioned him as
to whether the President would have power to convoy
belligerent ships, and received the reply that the bill gave
him no additional power., Morgenthau was also examined over
the possible cost of the billl. He refused to be committed
to any figure, but did leave the impression that all repayment
for leased materials might not be either in goods or in money,
but in the service of keeping the United States free from
attack.l21L

The same day that the committee heard Hull and Morgenthau,
the divisions on the bill were becoming more clearly cut.
Herbert Hoover wrote a letter to Sol Bloom, warning the
committee that the bill could cancel parts of the very laws
and agreements which Hull had mentioned in his testimony, and
adding the labor laws for good measure. The Cleveland Plain
Dealer was able to report, without approval, that both Ohio
senators, Taft and Burton, opnosed the bill along with 10
Republican representatives from Ohlo. But a Gallup Poll
released the same day shoved 60 per cent of Willkie's
supporters and 62 per cent of Roosevelt!s would help England
even at the risk of war. Clearly the issue between those
who favored lend-lease and those who opposed it was not to
turn on the question of aid alone. The powers, intentlons,
and judgement of the President were to assume a larger and

larger position in the following days.15

lhgouse Hearings, pp. 58-59, 68, 77.

15Cleveland Plain Dealer, January 15, 16, 1941; New
York Times, January 17, 19L1; Herbert Hoover, Addresses Upon

the American Road 191,0-19L1 (New York, 19/1), p. OL.
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This was largely true because of the vague charges
of dictatorship time and time again leveled against the
bill by its opponents. These charges always seemed to
escape exact definition but centered around the clauses
"notwithstanding the provisions of any other law," and "or
otherwise procure" as they apreared in the original bill,
Generally they were based on the i1dea that these clauses
would allow the President to seize pmrivate property,
conscript labor, and more comuonly to give away virtually
anything that belonged to the United States without recompense
or without control. Economic considerations, hidden under
the gulise of patriotism, were a main factor in the thought
of the opponents., '

On the second day of the hearings Henry Stimson, the
Secretary of War, came before the committee to take up where
Hull and Morgenthau had left the defense of the bill and to
warn the Congressmen and listeners in the committee room of
the danger that would face the nation should the bill fail
to pass. In his prepared statement Stimson pointed out that
the bill was similar to the Pittman Act passed the year before,
and summarized his thoughts, and those of the administration.
"I feel," he said, "that the proposed bill is a forthright
and clear grant of power which will enable the President to
Place in operation the best and simplest plan to carry out a
national policy many times stated and eniorsed."16

In the suﬁsequent questioning Stimson and Hamilton Fish

16'I‘ime, January 27, 1941, p. 1ll; House Hearings, pp. 89-90.
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occupied the spot-light. As Stimson put strongly the
proposition that the defense of the United States depended
upon a successful defense of Great Britaln several clashes
occurred. After Stimson had discouraged the idea of taking
the British West Indies as collateral for loans Fish jumped
on the defense idea.

"Is it not rather cowardly of us," he asked, "if
England is fighting our battle, not to go into the war?"

Stimson side-stepped with, "I am not going to pﬁrsue
this line of argument. We are not concerned with it in this
b111."

But Fish's insistance on the issue of the danger to
the United States brought Stimson to his feet. After a
question on the dangecr of Invasion Stimson rose to point his
finger at Fish before he gave a slow, measured, and emphatic
answer. "I think we are in very great danger of invasion
by air in the contingency the British navy is destroyed or
surrendered."l7

The questioning of Stimson could not be concluded in
one session and the Secretary agreed to return the following
morning to allow the other Congressmen a chance to question
him. Neither could the fire-works be confined to the open
session of the committee. Despite Stimson's warnings on the
need for speed on the bill the administration forces were
not able to block invitations to witnesses by minority members

of the cormittee. After the comittee adjournment Bloom

17§guse Hearings, pp. 98, 101-102; New York Times,
January 17, 191.
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accused Fish of inviting witnesses, including Wendell L.
Vi1llkie, and Joseph P. Kennedy, the retiring Ambassador to
Great Britain, without the consent of the full committee.
Fish contended that Bloom had authorized him to do so.
Beforse a group of spectators vho had been attracted by ‘the
Interchange the two New York congressmen found themselves
shouting at each other toe to toe over Fish's calling the
bill "the President'!s dictator bill." The éommittee, in
executive session, agreed to meet later to consider the

question.l8

The immediate comments on Stimson's testimony wers,
as usual, varied. Senator Wheeler, with his biting attitude,
told reporters: "Every informed person in Washington lmows
that Mr. Stimson was placed in the War Department because
of his knovn prowar attitude." But the Washington Post in
its editorial the following day pralsed Stimson's testimony,
and observed that congress could modify the bill and still
accomplish the administration purposes.19

In the meantime action was taken on other fronts in
addition to that of the cormittee room. Some of it was
publicly known, and some of it was not. As a quiet reminder
that harmony was not the key-note among the opnonents of the
bill Colonel Charles A. Lindberg denied any connection with

the No Foreign War Committee, although he had been listed

18New York Times, January 17, 19l1; Cleveland Plain
Dealer, January 17, 19E1.

19c1eveland Plain Dealer, January 17, 1941; Washington
Post, January 17, 1 R
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among its backers by Verne llarshall, Iore important activities
turned on the pivot of the "hite House. Roosevelt, in a
note to Churchill, puessed that the bill might pass by
February 15, but observed that a Senate filibuster might.
delay it. He also reccived Josenh Kennedy for a confercnce.
¥Yihen he left the Vhite House Kennedy cormented on the radio
speech he had scheduled for that Saturday, saying: "For
once, I amn going to say for myself what I have in my mind,"
After the Roosevelt conference Kennedy also talked with
Wheeler, and the Senator soon afterward demanded that the
President malite public Kennedy'!'s report on European conditions,
althourh he denied any connection between the two events.20
Action was also taking place on the floor of the House
as John M., Costello of California introduced another substitute
bill, and explained that he felt the administration should
have introduced separate legislation to remeal the Johnson
Act and the Neutrality Act, if they Intended to do so with
the lend-lease bill, Shortly after this appearance George
Tinkham, fresh from tre cormittee hearings of Stimson,
appeared on the floor to unlimber his big-game guns. He took
the floor at the close of general orders for that day in the
House and after yielding briefly to Marcantonio and to Hoffman
of Michigan, he proceeded to briskly accuse Roosevelt and
Hull, not of unpatriotic conduct in the style of Scnator

Vheeler, but of outright trecason., "Mr. Speaker," he began,

20New York Times, January 17, 19L1; F.D.R. His Perwo nal
Letters 1928-19!:5, ed. Llliott Roosevelt (Wew York, 1950), II,

1107.
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"President Roosevelt and Secretary of State Hull have plotted
against the peace and safety of the United States. They
have purposely created a war hysteria and they are now
projecting the United States into war. Their conduct is
disloyal and traitorous."sl
The press comments that same day ranged over all the
fronts of the ald-to-Britain battle. Since Wendell Willkie
had made an unscheduled appearance in the audience of the
Tovm Hall of the Air Meeting the preceding night, his stand
was praised in William Allen VWhite's Emporia Gazette, and the

independence of his action was recognized in Paul Mallon's

Colum in the Cleveland Plain Dealer. The preceding day

Plain Dcaler had praised the endorsenent of the bill by

Winthrop W. Aldrich of the Chase National Bank, and on

January 17 attacked the bill opponents. Morgenthau related
again the great British financial need at a press-conference
on January 16, and the following day the New York Times
carried an editorial supporting hls position. The national
board of the League of Women Voters also endorsed the bill.
The Akron Beacon Journal, taking an opposite tack accused Hull

of one-sided testimony and condemmed Roosevelt for his attack

on Wheeler.22

Yhen Stimson resumed the witness chair for the third

21New York Times, January 17, 1941; Cong. Record, 77
Cong., 1 Sess., 16[, 178 (January lé, 1941),

22
Emporia Gazette, January 16, 19l1; Cleveland Plain
Desler, January 156, 17, 19l1; New York Times, January 17, 1941;
Akron Beacon Journal, January 16, 1941.
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day of the House hearings George Tinkham was again in the
forefront with a barragc of questions. But no matter how
strongly he tried to beat the Secretary out of his stand on
a wide range of issues, he was un'formly unsuccessful.
Ranging from the possibility of buying French warships lying
at Martinique, through aid to China, to the question of ships
in belligerent waters and the use of manpower, Tinkham was
foiled. 1In reply to a question from Bartel J. Jonkman of
Michigan, however, Stimson was agaln able to assert the
necessity of the bill to Britain's survival, and finally under
friendly questioning from Luther Johnson, he was able to
emphasize the need for spezd,

"Mr. Johnson," he replied, "I cannot state too
emphatically the apprehension that I feel as to the possibility
of a crisis, wvhich I think even my friends on the richt would

recognize as a crisis, within the next 60, or at most, 90
days."23

Colonel Frank Knox, the ruddy and tough Secretary of
the Navy, followed Stimson on the stand. EHEe had listened to
the finel quarter hour of questioning directed at Stimson and
had received the chair from Stimson with his comment, "I resign
this rather warm chair to you." Stimson left the room amid
aprlause from the committee members and the standing-room-only
crowd that included many other congressional members since the
House was not in session.

Knox launched into his testimony combatively and strongly

defended the importance of Britaln and the British navy to

23House Hearings, pp. 107-110, 112-133, 115, 1L6, 150-151.
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American defense. He emphasized the fact that the British
navy really made the Monroe Doctrine possible, and that it
would be six years until the United States had an effective
two ocean navy. He made the danger of a British defeat
clear once more, and reiterated Stimson's 60 to 90 day
crisis mrediction. Then he defended his views stoutly from
the questioners.zu

And again, the events outside of the Ways and Means
Committee room were almost as important as those within. In
Great Britain Winston Churchill made an unexpected appearance
before a large audience in Glasgow. Seated with him on the
platform was Harry Hopkins. Churchill made a point of
introducing Hopkins to the audience and then made a widely
halled speech, denying the need for American troops in 19&1,
but calling for weapons, ships, and planes beyond Britain's
capacity to pay.

Almost automatically Senator Wheeler had a statement
that he had learned from "reliable sources" that Churchill
had been pressing for an American declaration of war and that
Hopkins was in Britain to see what steps short of a declaration
could be taken. In his haste to condemn he aprarcntly
overlooked the fact that this might be exactly the '"short-
of-war" formula which practically everyone supported verbally.

Sol Bloom was quick to point out the similarity between the

2l ow York Times, Jamuary 18, 1941; Cleveland Plain
Dealer, January 18, 10L1; Time, January 27, 1941, p. IL;
House Hearings, pp. 155-187.
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the views of most Americans and those of Churchill's speech.25
This same day the Los Angeles Times had another reminder
that neutrality was meaningless anyway, and labeled the lend-
lease bill, interestingly, "The Arms Pool Plan." On January 18
the Chicago Tribune also jumped back into the publicity battle
over aid, and for it dictatarship, with an attack reading
Wendell Willkie out of the Republican party for his support
of the Roosevelt bill. "Mr. Willkie entered the Republican
party as a mysterious stranger, suddenly and to the astonishment
of thousands of the party members who didn't recall the face
or the name," it wrote. "He may now take his leave, quite as
suddenly, still a stranger to the party's principles, altho
no longer mysterious." Neither did 1t miss a chance to attack
the bill, and warned that passage would make congress "only

another reichstag." On the nineteenth it made another attack

on Willk:le.26

Coneluding the initial testimony for the administration
and for the best and simplest plan, William S. Knudsen,
Danish-American and newly appointed head of the Office of
Production Management, had the briefest time on the stand,
and in essense made two important points. The first was
that it was essential to arm rapidly, and the second was that
it was essential to aid Britain whether or not the United States
was ever paid, He defended the bill on the grounds that the

25New York Times, January 18, 1941; Cleveland Plain
Dealer, January 18, 19[1.

26Chicago Daily Tribune, January 18, 19, 19L1;
Los Angeles Times, January 17, 1941.
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combination of purchases and procurement would make his job
simpler.27

The Washington Post took the opportunity to point out
that Knudsen's testimony was evidence of '"yet another
intelligent man who has the wit to see the ugly shape of
things to come under the heels of Axis victory." They took
the view that his testimony made clear the need to furnish
British needs out of existing stocks of weapons. But their
analysis could be easily lost in the sea of surrounding events.
The Los Angeles Times was pralsing Hoover's letter to Bloom,
and the preceeding testimony of Knox was eliciting critical

comment from the Akron Beacon Journal, which claiming that

"The Truth Becomes Plainer," wrote: "His statement should be
rejected by every self-respecting American." It concluded,

in capitals, "THE ADMINISTRATION DOZS NOT TRUST CONGRESS TO
DECLARE WAR SOON ENOUGH." Demonstrating clearly at least

part of the sectional differences in point of view the Atlanta
Constitution editorialized on the numerical designation of the

bill, and hoped '"that it will bring to the congress something
of the spirit that animated the men of the year designated

by the same numerals - 1776." Wendell Willkie, in an apt reply
to the Chicago Tribune's attack upon him warned Republicans

they would never regain control of the government if they made

2THouse Hearings, pp. 194-195, 197, 21lli; Cleveland
Plain Dealer, January 19, 1941; Time, Jsnuary 27, 1941, p. 1b;
New York Times, Jonuery 19, 1941.




blind opposition to the lend-lease bill.28

But the real attention was focused away from Knudsen
and toward Joseph P. Kennedy, for his radio address the
evenling of Knudsen's testimony. In the face of statements
made the same day by such varied souﬁces as Ernest Gibson,
the newly elected head of the Committee to Defend America
by Aiding the Allies, Sir Arthur Salter of the British
Ministry of Shipping, and by salty old Senator Carter Glass,
Kennedy made a clear but ambivalent speech which left him
approximately where he began - in favor of the "utmost aid
to England" but opvosed to the lend-lease bill. Among
those who had fear of the extensive powers which were
supposedly claimed by the President under this legislation,
this was not an unusual position.

It was, however, a position which left him open to
attack. Dorothy Thompson, concluded in her column that "he
had out-Hamleted Hamlet, for instead of posing the question,
'to be or not to be,!' he managed to make it 'To be and not
to be.'" The Washington Post wrote that "The negativeness

in Mr. Kennedy's speech, in short, doesn't comport with his

constructive approach," while the Cleveland Plain Dealer
decided that the people were with Willkle and Roosevelt rather
than Kennedy. Of course, he had his supporters too. The

St. Louls Post-Dispatch evaluated his address as "Sensible,

temperate, realistic, patriotic . . ." and the Akron Beacon

28Washington Post, January 19, 1941; Akron Beacon
Journal, January 18, 1941; Atlanta Constitution, January 18,
I9Ei; Cleveland Plain Desler, January 19, lQET; Los Angeles
Times, January 18, 19L1; New York Times, January 19, 1941.
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Journal wrote, "Naturally we consider his speech an excellent
work, "29

For those in doubt, Kennedy would soon have a chance
to either redeem or prove himself when the hearings reopened
after Roosevelt's inauguration, for he was scheduled as the

witness to appear on January 2.

ITI. Away From Democracy

On Sunday, January 19, another in a lengthening series
of unprecented acts was taken when President Roosevelt
received VWlendell Willkie at the VWhite House. He personally
wished Willkie a good trip to England, and gave his defeated
rival a note of introduction to Churchill. Written with his

own hand, it said:

To a Certain Naval Person:
Dear Churchill:
Wendell Willkie 1s taking this to you. He 1is
being a true help in keeping politics out of things.
I think this verse applies to you people as well
as to us:
"Sail on, O Ship of State!
Sail on, O Union, strong and great!
Humanity with all its fears,
With all the hopes of future years

Is hanging breathless on thy fate!" 30
Franklin D. Roosevelt

The third inauguration of Roosevelt as President of
the United States took place on the following Monday. The

same day John G. Winant was announced as the new United States

29New York Times, January 19, 1941; Cleveland Plain
Dealer, January 19, 20, 19l1; Washington Post, January 20, 22,
10[]1; St. Louis Post-Dispatch, January 20, 19)1; Akron Beacon
Journal, January 2., 1941; House Hearincs, pp. 20l-265.

30F,D.R. Letters, II, 1109; Cleveland Plain Dealer,
January 20, 1941; New York Times, January 20, 191.




71

Ambassador to the Court of St. James. He was to succeed
Joseph Kennedy whose appearance before the House Committee
was eagerly awaited. The first of the proposed opposition
witnesses, he was expected to indicate something of the drift
away from democracy in his testimony.

In this appearance on January 21, Kennedy frequently
brought applause from the crowd and Chairman Bloom
occasionally had to warn them against displays of approval
or disavproval. But Kennedy completely failed to make clear
his own position on the proposed legisletion. Having no
qualms at all about stating, "I am against the bill in its
present form," in reply to a question by Robert B. Chiperfield,
he nonetheless had no amendments or suggestions to offer,
and the questioning on the whole tended to confirm him in
the camp of those who would cive greater powers to the
executive.31

Kennedy was questioned extensively and sharply, and in
reply to a query from Hamilton Fish on the very 1ssue of the
possible power of the President to give away the United States
Navy, the farmer ambasgsador was able to affirm his belief in
the administration. He replied to Fish, "Very frankly, as
I said in a speech I made on Saturday night, I am a great
believer in authority going with responsibility, and I cannot
for the 1life of me believe that there is anybody in these
United States that would give away the American Navy."32

3lHouse Hearings, pp. 282-283; New York Timss, January
21, 22, 19L1. -

32House Hearings, p. 226
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The real failure of Kennedy before the cormittee was
his inability to hold any single position against the
Congressmen. More than once he seemed to be moved from one
camp to the other. Fish, just a few minutes after the
statement on giving away the navy, was able to accomplish
Just such a move in regard to convoying ships.

He asked: "Would you object to an amendment going
into this bill stating that ouwr ships should not be convoyed
without the consent of Congress?"

Kennedy replied, "I would.,"

This apparently placed him in opposition to the proposed
amendment, but Fish went on, undaunted, to ask, "That is, you
would not object?"

Completely reversing himself, Kennedy agreed, "I would
not object."33

While Kennedy was eventually found in opposition to
most of the arguments presented by Stimson and Knox the
preceding week, when specific questions came up Kennedy was
not willing really to commit himself to the opposition point
of Qiew. He was unable to place himself on record against
repairing British ships in American yards, nor could he really
see that giving material to Britain would lead directly to war.
He certainly adopted the administration polnt of view on‘the
reasons why aid should be extended when he put it on the basis

of gaining time for the United States itself to arm.:ﬂL

3311d., pp. 226-227.
3L"House Hearinss, pp. 227<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>