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ABSTRACT

FREDERICK LIBBY AND THE AMERICAN
PEACE MOVEMENT, 1921-1941

By

George Peter Marabell

Disillusionment and the fear of war after World
War I led to the emergence of impatient peace activists
like Frederick Joseph Libby. Stung by the horror of war
and encouraged by pacifist beliefs, Libby organized the
National Council for the Prevention of VWar as a clearing-
house for peace work. Libby believed that the "forces
of war" exerted pressure on policy makers because they
were organized, thus, he organized the "forces of peace."
Peace activists welcomed the NCPW and quickly joined
Libby to influence the proceedings of the Washington
Conference of 1921-1922,

During the twenties, as Libby organized one
successful campaign after another, he constantly sought
support for his analysis of international affairs and
his solution to international political problems. The
world was divided into "have" and "have-not" nations,

he argued, in which the "haves" controlled the
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"have-nots" until the "have-nots" challenged the status-
quo in order to enjoy equal access to the world's
resources and markets. Libby advocated an end to
colonial empires and the dropping of all trade restric-
tions so that "have" and "have-not" alike might acquire
their fair share. He also suggested that the best way
to avoid war was to deal with a problem before it became
a crisis. In order to accomplish this he advocated the
establishment of peace machinery: a world organization,
a world court and the outlawry of war.

Libby was primarily a political organizer and
therefore he concentrated his efforts on coordinating
peace activists. To this end, he refined as yet unsophis-
ticated mass communications techniques--letters, petitions,
telegrams, news releases--for his own purposes. Libby
brought into the NCPW nonpeace groups who expressed an
interest in avoiding war but who had never before had a
voice in Washington. The peace groups and nonpeace groups
who comprised the NCPW could, at Libby's request, flood
Congress or the President with letters and petitions.

Libby also created an effective lobbying force
through the use of staff personnel and allies in Congress.
On several occasions significant pressure was exerted to
accomplish a specific task. Libby's belief in the neces-

sity of pressure politics brought him and the NCPW into
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the political arena where his decisions reflected not only
his moral and ethical beliefs but his political judgment.

As long as Libby focused his efforts on the
attainment of internationalist goals like disarmament,
as he did in the twenties, Libby enjoyed substantial
support from the peace movement. But, as the inter-
national order began to crumble, first in Manchuria and
finally in Europe, many peace activists withdrew their
support. The internationalists increasingly advocated
collective action to halt the aggressors while Libby
ignored internationalist goals in his pursuit of
American isolation from war. Libby now directed all
his efforts at keeping America out of war and advocated
learning "to live in a world dominated by Hitler." The
distaste for that position cost Libby his influence and
support within the peace movement. The leadership and
flexibility he had shown in the 1920s was superseded by
his fear of war and the spiritual and physical devas-
tation it caused. His fanatical determination to keep
America out of war was not in keeping with his judgments
in the twenties and was unacceptable in a world on the
brink of global war.

It is unfortunate that much of what Libby had
worked so hard to achieve should be obscured by the
rigidity of his position in the thirties. He helped

remove the negative connotations from the word "pacifist"
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and brought peace activism a new respectability it
deserved. But through his advocacy of isolationism
Libby allowed pacifists and peace activists to again be
judged within the confines of rigid moral guidelines.

In the preparation of this dissertation the public
and private writings of Frederick Libby were examined.
Particular attention was paid to the newsletters which
Libby edited for thirty-three years. Also consulted were
his two books, his diaries and his correspondence. Many
of the more important secondary works on the interwar

period were also examined.
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CHAPTER 1

The Metropolitan police estimated that on
November 12, 1921 almost 1,500 people withstood a cold
wind to watch the foreign dignitaries arrive: Briand
from France, Balfour from England, Shidehara and Kato
from Japan and Schanzer from Italy. To Congress,
Secretary of State Charles Evans Hughes and President
Warren G. Harding the visitors were representing their
governments in discussions that would lead to new agree-
ments on armaments. But to the people in the streets
they represented the belief that people around the world
agreed on the necessity of arms limitations.

The atmosphere of post-war America was charac-
terized by disillusionment over the horror of war, the
failure of the Senate to ratify the Versailles Treaty
and the failure of the United States to join the League
of Nations. But disillusionment was tempered by a faint
optimism brought on by the acknowledged necessity of
coming to grips with the problems of war and peace,
armaments limitations and the settlement of disputes if
the world was to have any chance of avoiding another

holocaust. Such feelings were nothing new and the



National Council for the Limitations of Armaments was
organized to effectively express American opinion on

the subject and to make " . . . an outstanding success

of the Hughes Conference."1 Many people such as Frederick
J. Libby, founder of the Council, worked actively toward

the resolution of these problems.

I

The 1920s have frequently been described by
observers as "normalcy" at home and as a time of isolation
from world affairs. But the validity of these judgments
depended largely on the perspective used. If the domestic
scene was viewed as a return to the nostalgic calm of an
earlier time, of jazz, automobiles and F. Scott Fitzgerald
then "Normalcy" is as useful a label as any. If the per-
spective is enlarged somewhat, prohibition, the Ku Klux
Klan, Teapot Dome and the "Red Scare" quickly come to
mind. It was not if a person was a "flapper" that
mattered, but whether one was a "radical" or a "one-
hundred percent American." Only those of British stock
were above suspicion; all others were suspect and the
intensity of suspicion depended on one's reaffirmation
of America's traditions, beliefs and symbols. Not

adhering to these vague standards could result in being

lFrederick J. Libby, To End War: The Story of
the National Council for the Prevention of War (Nyack,
N.Y.: Fellowship Publications, 1969), p. 10.




railroaded out of town by the local constable or being
shipped out of the country by an enterprising Attorney
General with eyes on the White House.2

The degree to which America was judged to be
isolationist presented similar problems. Compared with
America's participation in the war, in the peace con-
ference and her brief attempts at internationalism through
the League of Nations, the 1920s did indeed seem isola-
tionist. But viewed within a larger framework encom-
passing at least the pre-war years, America's partici-
pation in world affairs was significant. Cooperative
efforts with other governments on the problem of armaments
and arbitration of disputes and the expansion of economic
interests were important concerns to America's policy
makers.

Perhaps a more accurate description of the mood
of the period (also frequently used) was disillusionment.
It was the mental void of disillusionment that would be
filled by "Red Scares" and the rise of economic nation-
alism. "The events of 1919," said Scott Fitzgerald,
"left us cynical . . . " about America's entrance in

the Great War and about continued participation in the

2Stanley Coben, "A Study in Nativism: The
American Red Scare of 1919-1920," Political Science
Quarterly 79 (March 1964): 73. For a different assess-
ment see William J. Preston, Jr., Aliens and Dissenters:
Federal Suppression of Radicals, 1903-1933 (New York:
Harper & Row, 1963; Harper Torchbooks), pp. 181-276.




3 This war had been dif-

political affairs of the world.
ferent. There were few songs sung or romantic adventures
told to trigger the memory about the war. Instead people
questioned the rationale President Wilson used as he led
the nation to war and measured it against the results of
the Treaty of Paris. In attempting to gain enthusiastic
support for the war, Wilson resorted to rhetoric and
moralistic images rather than concrete issues. By con-
trasting the nature and motives of autocratic and demo-
cratic governments, he hoped to arouse the moral indig-
nation of the people against Germany for putting an end

to world peace. "A steadfast concert for peace," he
argued, "can never be maintained except by a partnership

of democratic nations. No autocratic government could be
trusted to keep faith within it or observe its covenents."4
Wilson's assertions about the illegitimacy of autocratic
governments and their tendency to ignore such vague con-
cepts as neutral rights were difficult concepts for the
average American to comprehend. Had he chosen less lofty

reasons for fighting; that a victorious Germany would

threaten the United States or that the defeat of the

3F. Scott Fitzgerald, "The Crack-up," in The
Diversity of Modern America: Essays in History Since
World War One, ed. David Burner (New York: Appleton-
Crofts, 1970), p. 56.

4W'oodrow Wilson, Congressional Record, 65th Con-
gress, lst Session, April 2, 1917, vol. 55, Part I,
p. 104.




Allies would have destroyed the community of interest
between Atlantic neighbors, the nation probably would
have understood. But, as Walter Lippmann argued shortly
before the United States began fighting, "If we put the
matter on the basis of neutral rights we shall never know
whether we have vindicated them or not, and our partici-
pation in the war would be as futile as a duel of honor."5
By linking entrance in the war with its outcome, Wilson
tied the validity of his rationale for intervention to
the perceived accomplishments of the treaty conference.
Adverse reaction to the treaty negotiated by the
Allied representatives at Paris thus contributed to the
feeling of disillusionment. What Americans observed was
not the acceptance of fourteen honorable points but the
assertion of nationalistic desires by the victors, and a
compromise of ideals by Wilson. The world, it seemed,
was no better off than before the war. The bitter debate
at home that followed, symbolized by Wilson and Senator
Henry Cabot Lodge, added to the confusion. The futile
battle over the Treaty, the League and Article X led
Americans into the 1920s with the determination to avoid
another war and maintain the peace. In this atmosphere
pacifist thought was to gain wider acceptance than any-

time before or since.

5Walter Lippmann, "The Defense of the Atlantic
World," New Republic 10 (February 17, 1917): 61.




Pacifist sentiment has always lived on the fringe

of respectability.6

It has gained marginal acceptance
only when joining movements with wider support. Such was
the case during the interwar years. Historically, the
nature of pacifism has been either religious or ethical.
Positive and optimistic, the religious pacifist valued
such things as trust, good will and love. Their personal
relationships, particularly the family set the standards
by which all other relationships were measured including
a pattern for operating in the national and international
world. For the religious pacifist, this approach to life
was the example they offered for others to follow.

Less theologically oriented, the secular pacifist
focused on the value of humanity and the consequences of
war and violence on the human spirit. The secular
pacifists were those who saw violence and war as irra-
tional and costly in terms of its effects on human pro-

gress and society and in terms of money, lives and

property wasted.7

6Several useful works, of varying quality, were

used for this overview, including: Peter Brock, Pacifism
in the United States: From the Colonial Era to the First
World War (Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press,

; Merle Curti, Peace or War: The American Struggle
(New York: W. W. Norton, 1936); and C. Roland Marchand,
The American Peace Movement and Social Reform, 1898-1918
(Princeton, N.J.: University of Princeton Press, 1972).

7John K. Nelson, The Peace Prophets: American
Pacifist Thought, 1919-1941 (Chapel Hill: University of
North Carolina Press, 1967), p. 5.




The American pacifist experience has manifested
itself in several forms with significant yet subtle
intellectual differences. The Mennonites, for example,
adhere to the separation of church and state quite
literally and refuse participation in worldly-govern-
mental affairs. Although they oppose war and violence
they refuse participation in activities working to alle-
viate them. Quakers, on the other hand, are more likely
to be activists, working tirelessly toward their goal of
changing the order of things. Because they are not bound
by dogma, Quakers are constantly questioning and changing
the tactics used. Their attempts to change the order of
things have led them to oppose not only war and violence
but oppression of the human spirit. It would not be until
after the war that the Quaker ideal of working for a new
social order would gain pre-eminence. Political action
was still a secondary tactic to education and discussion.8

Before 1917, many pacifists joined nonpacifist
peace societies as an outlet for their ideas on the con-
duct of national and international affairs. Two of the
earliest societies, the Massachusetts Peace Society
(1815) and the first New York Peace Society (1828),

argued not only against war but were influenced by

8Charles Chatfield, "World War I and the Liberal
Pacifist in the United States," American Historical Review
75 (December 1970): 1921.




humanitarian motives as they opposed social ills ranging
from the disenfranchisement of women to slavery.9 With
the establishment by Andrew Carnegie of the Carnegie
Endowment for International Peace in 1910, peace socie-
ties were cast in a different light. Their primary goal
was now the prevention of war and their activities were
called pacifistic. Although the label was incorrect, it
was one that would remain through, and following, the war
to describe any and all peace efforts irrespective of

10 The label would

gfoup membership, aims or methods.
also take on negative connotations--Communist, draft
dodger--and the accepted definition of the day was
governed not by principles or ideology but by rapidly
changing circumstances in foreign affairs. As the
nation progressed toward involvement in World War I

the definition narrowed to "opposition to all war" with
decidedly negative descriptions. As the desire for
peace gained wider acceptance, as it did in the 1920s,
the definition broadened with equally favorable

descriptions.11

9Curti, Peace or War, p. 35. For a discussion of
early peace society activity see Curti, Peace or War,
pp. 16-103 and Peter Brock, Pacifism in the United States,
pp. 333-866.

10Norman Angell, "Pacifism," Encyclopedia of the
Social Sciences, vol. 11, 527-28.

llCharles Chatfield, For Peace and Justice:
Pacifism in America, 1914-1941 (Knoxville: University
of Tennessee Press, 1971), p. 4. '




In understanding the mind and methods of pacifists
like Frederick Libby, a narrow definition of pacifism is
misleading. A more appropriate label, one that leads to
greater understanding of post-war motives and tactics,
would be "peace activist." The term permits flexibility
in our understanding and it grants, to those under exami-
nation, flexibility not allowed by the narrow confines of
the term "pacifist." All too often those studying
pacifism have evaluated pacifists only in terms of the
rigid moral guidelines that that term permits. This
built-in qualification has led to restricted and often
shallow judgments of those working for peace, allowing
for little or no intellectual change, of cynically calling
intellectual change opportunistic and of such crude
appraisals of pacifism as too idealistic, overly moral
and irrelevant.12 It will be seen shortly that to define
a person like Frederick Libby solely in terms of his
pacifism restricts not only accurate judgments but limits
an appreciation of a man who was intellectually open,
broadminded and never ceasing in his efforts to expand

his thinking.

12For example, see the treatment of pacifists
and pac1flsm in Robert Osgood, Ideals and Self-Interest
in America's Fore1 n Relations (Chicago: University of
Chicago Press, ); Selig Adler, The Isolationist
Impulse: Its Twentleth Century Reaction (New York:
KSEIara-Schuman, 1957); and Donald B. Meyers, The Pro-
testant Search for Political Realism, 1919-1941
(Berkley: University of California Press, 1960).
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Despite the stereotypes imposed on pacifists,
they frequently confused their contemporaries with
several opinions on issues many nonpacifists believed
had only one position. Their emphasis on tactics and
the use of worldly apparatus, for example, led to varying
opinions on the legitimacy of the use of force. The
seriousness of this debate manifested itself as pacifists
joined so-called internationalists prior to World War I
in an attempt to establish some form of machinery for
settling disputes. The argument focused on the role, if
any, the use of force through sanctions and mutual defense
agreements should play in the mechanism of an organization.
Those who " . . . thought in terms of an organic function-
ing body," the "internationalists," supported, in varying
degrees and methods, the use of economic and military
sanctions as a means of enforcing compliance with the
will of the organization.13

Although most pacifists accepted the use of
diplomatic sanctions, the debate over sanctions of force
can be seen by briefly examining the League to Enforce

14

Peace. Considered the " . . .‘most active and

influential . . . " of the pre-war internationalist

13Warren F. Kuehl, Seeking World Order: The
United States and International Organization to 1920
‘(Nashville: Vanderbilt University Press, 1969),
pp. viii, 200-19.

14Nelson, The Peace Prophets, p. 1l1l1l.
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societies, the League came into being following a series
of organizational meetings leading to a statement of
principles.15 That statement--the League's program--was
deliberately worded to encourage wide support among dis-
organized internationalists. Although its tenets sug-
gested the supremacy of dispute settlement by methods
generally referred to as arbitration and conciliation,
which pleased pacifists, its advocacy of force produced
dissent. Nicholas Murray Butler of the Carnegie Endowment
argued that the use of sanctions was unacceptable. He
suggested that if any organization was forthcoming it

should be based on a system of justice via courts,

15kuehl, Seeking World Order, pp. 200, 214. The
final resolutions of the group were:

"l. That it is the opinion of those present that it
is desirable for the United States to form a
League of all great nations in which all jus-
ticiable questions between them would be sub-
mitted to a judicial tribunal.

2. That members of the League shall jointly use
their military force to prevent any one of their
number from going to war or committing acts of
hostility against any member before the question
at issue has been submitted to the tribunal.

3. That nations shall be compelled to submit non-
justiciable questions to a Council of Concili-
ation before going to war, under the same penalty
as provided above.

4. That conferences between the parties to this
agreement shall be held from time to time to
formulate and to codify rules of international
law which, unless some nation shall signify its
dissent within a stated period, shall thereafter
govern in the decision of the aforementioned
tribunal." p. 190.
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inquiries and commissions.16 Other pacifists argued that
some form of neutral enforcement agency was permissible.
Their rationale was based on the analogy of the domestic
police force which was necessary to maintain order but
was not considered, at least theoretically, a military
unit, but an impartial administrator of the law. The
distinction was not one clearly understood by inter-
nationalists. During the crises of the inter-war years,
pacifists would reluctantly advocate economic sanctions
ranging from simple threats to complete blockades and
boycotts.

The argument over sanctions in the pre-war years
was clearly symptomatic of a deeper, more fundamental
dispute over the nature of man and the ability of an
international organization to succeed in a hostile
environment. The internationalists believed that a
workable system could be imposed to accomplish highly
desirable ends regardless of the environment, but
sanctions would be needed to enforce compliance. The
pacifists responded that no imposed system could succeed
without a basic change in the outlook of people. They
felt that if people believed in and actively sought the
benefits of peace, resorting to sanctions and force would
be unnecessary. Pacifists refused support for inter-

nationalists as the debate continued and neither group

161pida., p. 208.
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was to be satisfied with the international organization
that came out of Paris. The problems of that organization
and its environment would be left largely to a new gen-
eration--"liberal pacifists" Charles Chatfield called
them--whose opposition to war and violence developed
during and immediately following World War I. They

included A. J. Muste, Kirby Page and Frederick J. Libby.

II

The Libby heritage was firmly rooted in south-
eastern Maine farming beginning with John Libby in 1637.
On November 24, 1874, in the small town of Richmond,
Frederick Joseph Libby was born into a family in which
community service was both vocation and avocation. His
father, Abial Libby, who rejected farming to study
medicine at Bowdoin College, was the epitome of the
country doctor. Using an "open sleigh in winter and a
buggy in summer . . . " he never refused a patient's
request for help and payment was often made with apples
or potatoes.17 At great personal risk, Abial Libby often
advocated Democratic politics in solidly Republican Maine
and taught his son to be an independent thinker.

Libby's mother, Susan Lennan Libby, also served
the community well as a schoolteacher. Libby called her

a "born teacher," the truth of which was reflected in her

17Libby, To End War, p. 2.
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preparing him so well that he began college at the age

of fifteen--after waiting a year to mature. Like his
father, Libby attended Bowdoin College in nearby Brunswick.
In 1894, at the age of nineteen, he graduated " . . .
second in a class of forty-eight and 'magna cum laude'

lest anyone should think I was too young for college."18

Uncertain of his future, Libby followed the
family's tradition of community service as high school
principal in Boothbay Harbor and Richmond, Maine. He
rather vaguely defined his goals as international travel
and expanding his education, and for the next twenty
years he would do both. His experiences in England and
the Continent, the Middle East, the Pacific and the Far
East contributed to his fundamental understanding of
people and lay the foundations for his pacifist senti-
ments and his dedication to working for peace.

After the death of his father in 1898, Libby
made his first trip to Germany, where he studied German
philosophy. He returned to Germany in 1902 after grad-
uating from Andover Theological Seminary with a two-year
travel/study fellowship award. He traveled extensively
throughout the Continent and the Middle East during
vacations from study at universities in Marburg and
Berlin, Germany and Oxford, England. Libby felt that

he had profited from study in two completely different

18Ibid., p. 3.
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educational systems: " . . . the accurate and precise
scholarship . . . " of the German university and the

" . . . broad grasp of principles . . . " offered at

Oxford.19
It was while studying at the Congregational

Mansfield College (Oxford) that Libby met pacifist Leyton
Richards. Richards gained prominence while a pastor in
Melbourne, Australia fighting that country's conscription
laws and was a leader of the British Fellowship of Recon-
ciliation. Through his friendship with Richards, Libby
gained a broad understanding of pacifism and pacifist
thinking prior to his peace activism in the twenties.20
He recalled Richards answering all the hard questions put
to him on the subject. Libby was no doubt impressed by
his willingness to discuss issues ranging from simple to
complex and with his well thought-out answers. Several
years later, in preparation for an interview that pro-

bably began with questions as basic as those he first

asked Richards, Libby wrote a long memo entitled "Answers

19:piq.

onhree sermons on pacifism by Libby, 1904-05;
Libby letters to parents, August 17, 1918 and December 15,
1918; Frederick J. Libby Papers, MS Division, Library of
Congress (hereafter cited as Libby Papers).
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to Hard Questions.”21

After dispensing with the mundane,
he offered some responses that, although directed to
personal conduct, were indicative of his outlook on the
conduct of international affairs.22 Responding to an
either-or question; would he take the life of an attacker
if that was the only way to prevent the death of a loved
one, Libby said, "Probably I should if I allowed the
situation to reach that (point) . . . w23 The impli-
cations for conduct were clear; all necessary steps
should be taken to prevent tension from turning into
crigis. Furthermore, steps should be taken to reduce
tension and discourage policies that lead to it. At the
time this was written, Libby was actively engaged in
efforts to influence policy along precisely those lines.
Answering the question, "Do you 'turn the other cheek'
when anybody hits you?," Libby said, "Nobody lives up to

n24

his ideals. This statement predated by ten years

21F. J. Libby Memo, August 24, 1928, Archives of
the National Council for the Prevention of War (hereafter
cited as NCPW files), Swarthmore College Peace Collection,
Swarthmore, Pennsylvania.

22Not without a certain degree of humor, the
memo went, in part:
"Question: Would you fight for your wife?
Answer: I am not married.
Question: Would you fight for your mother?
Answer: My mother is dead. . . ."

23 24

Ibid., p. 1. Ibid., p. 2.
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Libby's moral predicament over the use of sanctions as
the world crept closer to another war. His "ideals"
were based on his understanding of pacifism, to which
Richards contributed so much. Their friendship was one
of the two most important influences directing Libby
towards a life devoted to peace activism,

Libby was an intellectual adventurer, always
questioning, seeking and explaining. Although a person
of firm convictions, he was always allowing them to be
challenged on the theory that great harm was done by
closing one's mind to new ideas. If beliefs were soundly
based on evidence and morality they would not suffer from
re-examination. If they were unsound, the only acceptable
alternative was change. A brief examination of Libby's
evolving attitude toward the struggle of blacks for
acceptance and equality exemplifies this point. In 1908
Libby spent a month touring the states of the 0ld Con-
federacy " . . . to study the Negro problem. . . . 25
In his journal of the trip, after many pages of descrip-
tion, anecdote and personal observation, Libby concluded
by paternalistically speculating on the future of blacks
in this country, focusing on blacks not on whites, or on
white racism. The solution to the "Negro problem" was

through "Industrial education for the masses. . . . They

25Journal of Southern Trip, September 23-
October 17, 1908, Libby Papers.
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need development of their powers. They are but ignorant
children else ([sic]." Regarding social and political
justice, Libby suggested that whites must "give it,"

that by "clamoring for it" blacks only weaken their
position. "The Negro must depend on the sense of justice
of the best whites" if not for himself then "for his

children."26

The origins of anti-black bias are fre-
quently debated, but the effects of that bias are long
term and usually strengthen with age. And yet, in 1930
at the age of fifty-six, while speculating on what the
empires of Africa and Asia would be like in twenty years,
he argued that " . . . the white man loved to boss other
people around for their own good and for his own . . .
the white man with one-eighth of the population of the
world dominates three-fourths of the earth's surface."
But in the 1930s black people were "clamoring" for social
and political justice; "The principle of self-determi-
nation is loose in the world." The quelling of discon-
tented peoples " . . . would certainly require the aid
of force," which Libby d4id not condone. Thus, he advo-

cated a voluntary end to white domination.27

26Ibid., last three pages of Journal. (pages
unnumbered)

27"Where Shall We Be in 1950?," July 10, 1930,
NCPW files.
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It could, of course, be argued that Libby's new
attitude reflected sixty years of changed circumstances,
but this would be only partially correct. Changing con-
ditions alone are no guarantee of flexibility unless one
is predisposed to such mental activity. Libby's open-
mindedness existed before his acceptance of pacifist
thought and his evolving attitude toward the black struggle
was indicative of his application of both to explain the
causes of war. Minority oppression was a major cause of
conflict and war, which the ethnic problems of Central
Europe prior to World War I clearly demonstrated. "A
nation is judged by its treatment of minorities," he
argued, and there was little doubt in his mind that the
"underprivileged nations" and "exploited peoples of Africa
and the Orient are 'on the move.' . . . The colored races
are not content with a white man's world and the 'Have
Nots' are determined to resist the domination of the
more fortunate 'Haves.' . . . We are confronted with
the problem of achieving peace in the whole world and

28 phus, to Libby,

not in a small portion of it."
whatever threatened peace--imperialism, economic
exploitation or, in this case, oppression--must be
eliminated to reduce tensions that ultimately lead to

violence and war.

28Notes by Libby, 1943, NCPW files; Notes on
"Peace" by Libby, late 1930s (no date), NCPW files.
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The important point, for understanding Libby,
was his ability and willingness to change because cir-
cumstances had indeed changed, but also because the
accomplishment of desirable goals (peace) necessitated
changing the means (opposition to oppression, etc.) by
which those goals were attained. Since he was convinced
that his own willingness to change had furthered his
efforts for peace, Libby argqued that change also played
a significant role in international affairs and the quest
for peace. "We shall have to begin by ridding our minds
. « . and the world of the notion that peace means pre-
servation of the status-quo." Belief in this "fallacy"
has caused numerous conflicts. "The plain fact is that
there is no 'status-quo' to be disturbed . . . change is
the only constant in human relations." Libby argued that
the Versailles Treaty was an attempt to preserve the
status-quo that was doomed to failure because change
was "inevitable." " . . . Our choice is only between
violent change and peaceful change.“29 The political
world, unfortunately, was not as openminded as Frederick
Libby.

Except for a year (1911) of travel in the Pacific
and the Far East, Libby remained in the United States

from 1904 to 1917 as pastor of Union Congregational

29"The Problem of Peace," June 11, 1937, NCPW
files.
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Church in Magnolia, Massachusetts and then as a member
of the faculty at Phillips Exeter Academy teaching
Religion and German and as an advisor to the Christian

Fraternity.30

As the stability of the European alliance
system deteriorated into war, he spoke out against the
inhumanity and destructiveness of it and cautioned the
United States against involvement. But in the Spring of
1917 American participation was a fact, and like millions
of people on both sides of the Atlantic, Libby's future
was directly affected by his experiences with the war.
Following considerable anti-pacifist pressure from some
Exeter alumni, Libby was among nine faculty members who
tendered their resignation from the school. Rather than
agree to his resignation, the trustees of the Academy
offered Libby a leave of absence, which he accepted.31
He now turned his attention to the task of how
best to serve the cause of peace and humanity in the
midst of war. As an ordained Congregational minister
who also happened to be forty-four years old, Libby was

not subject to the draft. He offered his services to

the Young Mens Christian Association which was working

3oMyron R. Williams, The Story of Phillips Exeter
(Exeter, N.H.: Phillips Exeter Academy, 1957), pp. 157-
58.

31Libby, To End War, p. 5; Laurence M. Crosbie,
The Phillips Exeter Academy: A History (Norwood, Mass.:
Plimpton Press, 1924), p. 261.
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in German prisoner of war camps. Despite his fluency in
German, the application was rejected because of mounting
criticism that the YMCA was a refuge for conscientious
objectors. OQuite by accident--"God took a hand in my
affairs. . . . " Libby reflected--he read in the New
York Post, which he subscribed to "out of loyalty" to
its pacifist publisher, Oswald Garrison Villard, that
conscientious objectors were authorized by the Secretary

32 The work

of War to help in restoring French villages.
was being done by a newly organized Quaker group, the
American Friends Service Committee. This time his offer
of help was accepted and Libby sailed for France in

July, 1918. Through the AFSC, Libby's experience with
the aftermath of war was to be the other important
influence leading him to a life dedicated to working

for peace. Visiting a recent battlefield, Libby wrote:
"We happened upon several bodies that had been overlooked.
There sprawled the remains of husbands, fathers . . .
sons, sodden bodies rotting in the sun. The roots of my
pacifism sank deep into that rich earth."33

In the Spring of 1920, after a brief stay at

Phillips Exeter Academy, Libby returned to Europe at the

32Libby, To End War, p. 5.

33Ibid., p. 6. Libby letter to parents,
February 15, 1919, Libby Papers.
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invitation of the AFSC as European Commissioner to
coordinate Friends missions in Central Europe. After
visiting Germany, Austria and Poland, Libby returned to
the United States to help make public opinion aware of
the need for food and clothing by the victims of the war.

It had been more than two years since Libby stood
in that French battlefield and he wrote later that

" . . . the purpose of my life was growing clearer and

n34 The culmination of events and emotions sur-

clearer.
rounding World War I left many "cynical," but Libby's
resolve led him to what was left of the peace movement.
"The growth of peace sentiment in our country in the
Spring of 1921," he said, "was as striking as was the
lack of coordination among the many peace movements."35
After joining the Religious Society of Friends in Phila-
delphia, Libby, who had resigned from the AFSC, and
several leading Friends exchanged ideas about the "next"
war, and the future of the peace movement. Their first
decisive step was the founding of the ten-member Friends
Disarmament Council, the nucleus for a larger organization

that would act as a clearinghouse for those dedicated to

working for peace. The calling of the Washington

341pid., p. 6.

35Libby biographical information sheet,
December 6, 1924, NCPW files.
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Conferehce provided them with their first opportunity
for effective action.

In the years immediately preceding the 1921 Con-
ference, Libby's decision to dedicate his life to working
for peace was based on his pacifism, his relief work and
his estimate of the nation's sentiment for peace. The
Friends Disarmament Council was his first practical step
toward organizing peace advocates. Libby's intention
was to bring them together not on an ideological basis,

but with a clear view of real-world problems and real-

world solutions.



CHAPTER 2

The goals had been peace, security and an end to
war. But publication of the Versailles Treaty and its
rejection by the United States Senate made those goals
seem just as illusive as before. Many people who had
supported Wilson and the war became cynical and with their
despair indulged in the trivia of the 1920s--the "Lost
Generation," Gertrude Stein called them. But at the
same time there were those, Frederick Libby among them,
who did not resign from the world, who embraced not trivia

but the belief that those goals were still attainable.

I

Explaining why some were disillusioned and some
were not is a difficult task but for Libby and others
like him one thing seemed certain: unlike the reformers
and liberal intellectuals such as John Dewey who had
accepted Wilson's lofty rhetoric, Libby had no illusions
about the reality of war. He was not persuaded by
Wilson that the war was a positive good or that its
outcome would mean security or the realization of
idealism. Libby would have agreed with Randolph

Bourne, the war's anti-hero, that:

25
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. . « values such as artistic creation, knowledge,
reason, beauty, the enhancement of life, are
instantly and almost unanimously sacrificed.
. « « The war--or American promise: one must
choose. One cannot be interested in both. For
the effect of war will be to impoverish American
promise.
With this thought in mind, many peace activists began
thinking about the methods and tactics needed to face
the challenges of the post-war era and they hoped for
the right opportunity to act.

Libby was convinced that the disillusionment of
both activist and average American was so widespread
that the desire for peace was a deeply felt emotion.
He was correct, but the problem was how to translate
that desire into effective, meaningful action. By the
Spring of 1921, there were literally dozens of peace
societies in addition to numerous groups, like the
YMCA, the Parent-Teachers Association and the newly
formed National League of Women Voters whose secondary
concern was peace. They all acted independently on
peace-related issues resulting in needless duplication

of effort and expense. According to Libby, the "chief

subject of conversation everywhere" was the "next war."

lRandolph S. Bourne, War and the Intellectuals:
Collected Essays, 1915-1919, ed. Carl Resek (New York:
Harper & Row, 1964; Harper Torchbooks), pp. 46, 71.

2Libby, To End War, p. 8.

2
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The impetus for action came from fear and des-
peration felt by many activists over the armament pro-
grams of the United States, Great Britain and Japan.
The rivalry among these nations expressed itself in a
race to build naval armaments "but it went much deeper,
it had its origins in a shifting distribution of world

power.”3

The crucial point for understanding this
rivalry was the rise in power of Japan and the United
States and the relative decline of Germany and Great
Britain. In the Pacific, defeated Germany was gone and
victorious England had reduced her presence considerably.
Thus it was left for the United States to meet the
increasingly powerful Japanese. But, Tokyo was clearly
distrustful of Washington's intentions. Their relation-
ship had been characterized by America's opposition to
Japanese rights in Shantung, by continuing immigration
restrictions and by continuing anti-Japanese sentiment
on the West Coast. Across the Atlantic, England, weak-
ened financially by the war, refused to relinquish her
superior position at sea but found underwriting that
position extremely costly. Most important for the
Japanese and the British was America's stronger phy-

sical and financial position should a naval race continue

unabated. Faced with just such a prospect and a massive

3Osgood, Ideals and Self-Interest in America's
Foreign Relations, p. 334.
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building request from the Navy Department, Idaho Senator
William E. Borah, who later became Chairman of the

Senate Foreign Relations Committee, introduced a reso-
lution in December, 1920 calling on President Harding

to initiate a three-way conference to discuss the dangers
of, and hopefully an end to, the armaments race.

Robert Endicott Osgood argued that these two
events—--the Naval appropriations request and the Borah
Resolution--made the desire for arms limitations "a
full-fledged movement in December, 1920." But this
judgment seems premature. Libby, certainly at the
center of any "movement," found it difficult to rally
any sizable support until the late Spring of the
following year. Charles Chatfield has argued that
even peace societies were slow to act and John Chalmers
Vinson argued more cautiously that the appropriations
request and the resolution "awakened an SR enthu-
siastic response from the American people," but little
else.4 It was only after numerous groups like the
National League of Women Voters and the Federal Council
of Churches took up the cause of disarmament that public

momentum really began.

4Chatfield, For Peace and Justice, p. 149; John
Chalmers Vinson, The Parchment Peace: The United States
Senate and the Washington Conference, 1921-1922 (Athens:
University of Georgia Press, 1955), pp. 51-52. Also
see Vinson, William E. Borah and the Outlawry of War
(Athens: University of Georgia Press, 1957), pp. 37, 38.
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Disarmament, or more properly, arms limitation,
was of high priority with many of the groups interested
in securing peace. It was an issue easily comprehended,
for the "connection" between arms and war missed no one.
A limitation on armaments was seen by peace activists
as a preventative to war. According to their line of
thinking, armament building programs always led to war;
the arms were built to be used. Thus, any government
that reduced its armament program was thought to be more
interested in securing peace than in preparing for war.
Furthermore, a reduction in arms building would have
been in keeping with America's traditional policy of
disarming at the conclusion of a war. Peace activists
also argued that a reduction in arms building would
mean a reduction in taxes on the average citizen since
tax revenues financed the armaments programs.

Disarmament advocates also believed that a con-
ference for arms limitation would appeal to those like
Senator Borah who argued against cooperation with any
League of Nations efforts at arms limitation. According
to Borah, by taking the initiative for reducing armaments
itself,' the United States could preserve the sovereignty
it would lose by cooperating with the League. Such
voluntary action would result in specific requirements
agreed to in writing instead of adhering to the vague

pronouncements of the League. Thus, the United States
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could not be caught off guard by unforeseen contingencies.
California Senator, Hiram Johnson, a long-time opponent
of international cooperation, voiced his support for
Borah's resolution. So, two of the most stalwart, vocal
opponents of international cooperation through the
League, came out in favor of international cooperation
sponsored by the United States because they believed

her freedom of action was preserved.

Throughout the Winter of 1920-21, Libby spoke
on behalf of peace and the necessity of arms limitation
but he was frustrated that the Quaker Speakers Bureau
limited his speaking engagements to audiences so pre-
disposed to their line of thinking. Libby pleaded with
the Bureau to schedule appearances before groups with
more diverse opinions on peace and war. He believed
that those most in need of hearing his speeches were
the opponents of arms limitation and those who had
decided for peace but had yet to become actively
involved in working for it.

On June 22,. 1921, shortly before Congress was
to consider the Borah Resolution, Libby was invited by
the leaders of several Philadelphia Quaker groups to
join them in discussions concerning tactics and the
limitation of armaments. Sympathetic to Libby's desire
to reach more people, these Quaker leaders hoped Libby

could contribute to the development of some type of



31

coordinated, effective plan to further the cause of arms
reduction. The outcome of this meeting was the formation
of the Friends Disarmament Council whose objective was
"to coordinate the disarmament work of Friends while
not displacing . . . (other) peace committees . . . (and)
to articulate . . . the great disarmament sentiment of
America and the world." It was the hope of those present
that the Council would be the forerunner of a larger
clearinghouse of the nation's diversified groups that
sought peace; "we should appeal not only to friends but
to the general public . . . (and) farmer organizations,
labor, women's clubs, churches, etc. . . . w3
The formation of the Council did not initially
meet with universal Quaker approval. The American

Friends Service Committee objected to the political

nature of the Council's raison d'etre. The AFSC was

organized to conduct relief work and its brief but
solid tradition, pointedly nonpolitical, frowned on
political action by its workers. Since most of the
Council's members belonged to the AFSC, the Committee
felt its traditions and policies were being violated.
Libby, apparently aware of the problem ahead of time,
was prepared to defend the Council against the Com-

mittee's objections. The Friends Disarmament Council,

5"Suggestions for Consideration," F. J. Libby
memo, Spring, 1921, NCPW files.
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he argued, "will not concern itself with relief work;
will be from the start politically active at Washington
and will extend its influence as rapidly as possible
throughout the country . . . ; will need to break its
own path in a new field unhampered by traditions; and
will demand of those who determine policy . . . to make
wise decisions unhurried by the unrelated specific
problem of feeding children. . . . n6 Libby further
contended that the purpose, function and objective of
the two groups was "related only . . . in that both . .
serve the cause of peace." It would be dysfunctional
to put a politically oriented group under the direction
of a relief committee since "decentralization" was what
would best serve the needs of the AFSC and the Disarma-
ment Council. Libby's rationale overcame the AFSC's
objections and the Council began its work "limited
to the propogation and organization . . . of sentiment
for disarmament, to render it effective to the point of
making every nation secure and . . . safe."7

Through the Spring of 1921, Libby's speaking
engagements emphasized the subject of disarmament. It
had been decided by the members of the Council that
rather than spread themselves too thin by dealing with

too many peace-related topics, they would focus on dis-

armament and capitalize on its growing popularity

6rbid., p. 3. 'Ibid., pp. 3, 4.
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around the nation.8 The handling of too many topics
was one of the chief criticisms they had of most peace
groups. Emphasizing one objective at a time was here-
after characteristic of Libby's work in the 1920s and
1930s.

Senate consideration of the Borah Resolution
calling on Harding to initiate an arms limitation con-
ference began in the Spring of 1921 without Administration
support. Generally, Harding was opposed to international
cooperation through the League of Nations favoring
instead an "association of nations," a vague concept
he never defined but used effectively in the campaign
of 1920. The President also spoke favorably about the
need for disarmament, but his continued advocacy of a
strong United States Navy implied he favored more tra-
ditional avenues toward peace and security.

Despite Administration objections, Senator Borah
eventually won the day and the Senate passed his reso-
lution on May 25 by a vote of 74-0. The Senate's
unanimous adoption of the Borah Resolution was also
the result of increased public pressure from organized

groups. It was the activities of these groups that

8Letter from M. Albert Linton to Allen T. Hole,
August 19, 1921, NCPW files. Linton wrote to fellow
Council-member Hole: Our speakers should "not take
up the broad question of peace excepting as it relates
to the disarmament issue."
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convinced members of the Senate of the public sentiment
favoring an arms limitation conference.9 It was also
these pressure groups that Libby hoped to coordinate
because they could effectively compel participation from
their members to write letters and circulate petitions.
What would help keep them enthusiastic and convince them
that their work was not being done in vain, would be the
figure of Senator Borah, powerful, influential and, most
important, vocally supportive of their efforts. With
such a person on their side, they believed that success
was only a matter of time.

A month later, on June 29, the House adopted the
Borah Resolution 332-4. Congressional acceptance of
Borah's call for a conference on arms limitation
reflected both the public pressure in favor of such
action and the desire of Congress to move the President
away from his preoccupation with American naval strength.
These pressures helped change the Administration's mind
and invitations to the conference were issued in
August, 1921.10

Libby and the Friends Disarmament Council did
not ignore the effectiveness of the groups that helped

gain passage of the Borah Resolution. Libby saw the

9Vinson, The Parchment Peace, pp. 92-95.

101pid., pp. 97-98, 114-16.



35

calling of the conference as the opportunity he had

hoped for and he quickly urged the Council to take the
initiative of organizing a clearinghouse for disarmament
work. Most of the organizations mentioned by Vinson as
being most influential on Congress and the Administration;
The Women's Committee for World Disarmament, The National
League of Women Voters, The National Consumer League,

The National Council of Jewish Women and The Women's
Christian Temperance Union soon accepted invitations to

a meeting to discuss the formation of a clearinghouse.

II1

The issuing of invitations to a conference on
arms limitation was a positive step toward international
cooperation and peace. In the 1920s, when the mood of
America was divided between disillusionment and the faded
idealism of Wilson, the conference seemed to be a compro-
mise for those like Libby who sought cooperation for
peace and those who sought a return to traditional pre-
war isolation. Several of America's peace societies
tried to alter the conduct of foreign affairs to suit
their particular vision of the world. The Women's Peace
Union, for example, tried to gain support for a Consti-
tutional amendment outlawing war while pacifist Kirby
Page advocated the establishment of a cabinet level
post entitled "Department of Peace." 1In addition to

these various methods of securing peace, most societies
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supported the calling of the arms conference as a step

in the right direction.ll

Frederick Libby's first con-
cern was to seize the moment and not let the opportunity
of the conference pass.

Sharing Libby's concern for peace and sympathetic
with his impatience, AFSC member Harold Evans discussed
the formation of a clearinghouse with Christina Merriman,
Executive Secretary of the Foreign Policy Association.

As a member of the Association and as a representative
of the National League of Women Voters, Ms. Merriman
was, according to Libby, experienced in foreign affairs.
Respected by her colleagues and influential among then,
her knowledge of, and contacts in, a wide assortment

of civic groups was to prove indispensable to Libby's
efforts. Evans was able to convince her of the need
for a nationwide clearinghouse and she soon became
enthusiastic about its chances for success. After dis-
cussing some preliminary matters with the Disafmament
Council, Ms. Merriman issued invitations in the name

of the Foreign Policy Association to all "concerned"
groups to attend an organizational meeting in Washington,
D.C.

On the morning of September 8, 1921, thirty-one
men and women met at the Shoreham Hotel "filled with

determination to prevent America's involvement in

llChatfield, For Peace and Justice, p. 147.
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another war. America's recent participation in one of
Europe's wars had been a costly experience," Libby wrote

12 They met because

later, "It must not be repeated."
they shared a desire to influence the forthcoming con-
ference not simply by creating another peace society,
but by forming a group to coordinate the activities of
those societies already in existence. The problem in
the past of needlessly duplicated efforts by the over-
lapping goals of many societies had created more con-
fusion than anything else. If a new organization could
establish some sense of order, and if a list of priori-
ties for all the peace societies could be established,
the effectiveness of campaigns on behalf of specific
goals would definitely be increased.

That first meeting and two that quickly followed
were largely organizational. Libby's recollections of
the initial gathering reflected his confidence in the
organization's attractiveness to diverse segments of
America: "We represented nearly the whole range of
American life," he wrote, "farm organizations . . .
women's organizations, all three of the great religious
groups . . . the National Education Association and the

Parent-Teacher Association . . . the National League of

12Libby, To End War, p. 1.
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Women Voters and two labor unions."13 Since the task
was to influence the Conference on the Limitation and
Reduction of Armaments, they constituted themselves as
the National Council for the Limitation of Armaments
(NCLA) . Each member group would be represented on the
Council whose activities would be directed by an execu-
tive board. An Executive Secretary, Frederick J. Libby,
was chosen to run the organization.

It was clear from the beginning that Libby saw
the NCLA as an ongoing organization whose work would not
end with the conclusion of the Conference. 1In the first
Bulletin issued by the Council, he stated unequivocally
that the Conference "will constitute chapter one of our
work. Chapter two will begin when the conference is
over. . . . nld In the same issue of the Bulletin,
Libby discussed the functions of the new organization
and the tactics they planned to use to influence the
Washington Conference. "To coordinate the work of the
member organizations . . . to cooperate with them in
maintaining an information service (and) . . . to sug-

gest . . . possible lines of action based on the findings

13Ibid., PP. 9-10; "Bulletin for Workers Among
Friends," September 19, 1921; "Bulletin . . . ,"
October 14, 1921.

14"Disarmament Up to the Minute: Bulletin for
Workers Among Friends," September 9, 1921, p. 2, NCPW
files.
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of the executive board" were listed as its primary

15 These would serve as a framework for the

functions.
members as they began to employ the tactics outlined by
Libby. The tactics were designed to arouse and maintain
grass roots enthusiasm because Libby was convinced that
"the people" were always more peace oriented than the
governmental bureaucracy but were without effective
means to make their views known and felt. Therefore,
he suggested "rousing" the local newspaper editor through
the use of pamphlets, books and speakers on the need for
disarmament. He urged that each library have a "Dis-
armament shelf"; that schools award prizes for the "best
essays on Disarmament"; and that disarmament should be
discussed at all fraternal or civic association meetings.
The ultimate goal of all this was "a great outpouring
of the people" during the week prior to the opening of
the Conference on November 12.16

With very little time to spare, Libby began the
task of putting together a working organization. He

opened the NCLA headquarters on Seventeenth Street,

N.W. in Washington, a mere two blocks from the site of

131pid., p. 1.

161pid., p. 4. A few of the titles for the "dis-
armament shelf"; Will Irwin's The Next War, Kirby Page's
The Sword and the Cross, and John Maynard Keynes' The
Economic Consequences of the Peace.
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the Conference and directly across the street from the
departments of Navy, State and War. Assembling an
efficient office was his next responsibility. Gladys
Gould Mackenzie was chosen by Libby to run the office
and Laura Puffer Morgan became the resident expert on

foreign affairs.17

Most important in terms of her con-
tribution was Florence Brewer Boeckel, the chief pub-
licist of the Council. Quite literally walking in off
the street one day to offer her services, Ms. Boeckel

was at one time editor of the Suffragist and was pub-

licity director and a founder of the National Women's
Press Club. These three people, the heart of the
organization, would remain with Libby through the 1930s.
In the weeks before November twelfth the staff sent
hundreds of mailings to its members. Posters, pamphlets,
reprints and peace bibliographies were aimed at informing

and explaining the task at hand.

III
As the Washington Conference convened on
November 12, 1921, the NCLA began a campaign aimed at
informing the public of Conference activities. The
Council's weekly Bulletin provided a constant flow of

information to NCLA members about the "trend of thought

17To Ms. Mackenzie fell the task of the prelimi-
nary arrangement of the NCPW files for presentation
to the Swarthmore College Peace Collection.
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in Washington."l8 The staff also sent mailings to

members relating progress on specific items under dis-
cussion. Libby also asked members to help in their area
by organizing study groups, holding public meetings

and keeping themselves well informed.19

The most impor-
tant, and certainly the most useful, activity of the
Council during the months of the Conference was forty-one
international forums held at NCLA headquarters. Under
the direction of Laura Puffer Morgan, the forums pro-
vided up-to-date information about the Conference and
presented many speakers, including delegates to the
Conference. Since most of the Conference sessions were
closed to the public, the forums were an important and
popular source of information. As Libby wrote later,
"They kept the Washington Conference before the public
and at the same time introduced our infant Council to
Washington and the world."20
When the Washington Conference adjourned in

February, 1922, it had concluded three important

treaties, the first of which was the Four-Power Treaty

18"Statement of the National Council for the
Limitation of Armaments," December 6, 1921, NCPW files.

19Ibid.; "Statement of Activities," March 31,
NCPW files.

20Libby, To End War, p. 13.
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of December 13, 1921. Under the terms of this agreement
the United States, Great Britain, France and Japan each
agreed to support the Pacific Ocean possessions of the
others. All disputes among the four were to be settled
by negotiation and, in the event of attack by another
power, the signatories were obliged to confer before
action was taken. The treaty was to expire in ten years.

On February 6, 1922, the Five-Power Treaty was
signed and for the first time large nations voluntarily
agreed to restrictions in naval armaments. The United
States, Great Britain, Japan, France and Italy agreed to
end all capital ship (battleship) programs for at least
ten years and to place limits on their size. Most impor-
tant, however, was the tonnage ratios for the countries
involved which were distributed on a 5:5:3:1.7:1.7 basis
for the United States, Britain, Japan, France and Italy
respectively. Finally, there were to be no new for-
tifications built by the signatories on their Pacific
possessions.

The last treaty, also signed on February 6, was
designed to respect the territorial integrity of China.
Under the terms of the Nine-Power Treaty, the United
States, Britain, Japan, France, Italy, Portugal, Belgium,
the Netherlands and China agreed to allow the Chinese
people to be masters of their own fate and agreed not

to seek special privileges, either legal or economic.
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Reaction to the treaties was generally favorable
and all were finally ratified by the Senate. Only the
Four-Power Treaty was received critically, largely
because many people, including some Senators who voted
against it, saw its nonaggression agreement as an
entangling alliance to be avoided.

Libby's appraisal of the Conference was also
favorable. "The treaties complimented one another," he
wrote later. "Their aim was to make war impossible across
the Pacific and to remove the possible causes of future

21

war." More specifically, he saw the 5:5:3 ratio as

a step in the right direction toward the "gradual
reduction in armaments advocated by the Council," and

the Four-Power Treaty "as a small step toward the world

22

organization which (the Council) advocates." "Has

the Washington Conference been a success?" Libby asked
rhetorically in an address given to the League of Women
Voters.

Yes . . . if only for the better understanding
that it has brought among nations, particularly
between the English speaking nations and between
America and Japan. The United States and Japan
were drifting rapidly towards war . . . at the
time the Conference was called.?23

2l1pia., p. 17.

22;, 3. Libby memo, March 28, 1922, p. 1, NCPW

files.

23January 25, 1922, NCPW files.
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Libby had hoped for more, like a greater, more all
encompassing, reduction in armaments and that more
nations would have been included in the Four-Power
Treaty, but he and the NCLA were pleased. Before the
Washington Conference adjourned in February, 1922, the
Council voted unanimously to remain constituted and
changed its name to the National Council for the
Reduction of Armaments. "Some limitations (had been)
achieved, " Libby suggested as he cast his vote in
favor of the name change, and the next step was the
"worldwide reduction of armaments by international
a.greement."24
Libby also gained a great deal of satisfaction
from the accomplishments of the new clearinghouse. He
had a right to be satisfied, for they had come together
quickly, almost haphazardly, and had created an efficient
operation coordinating activities of so many independent
and diverse groups. Much of the success of the NCLA
was due to the competency of its workers, but Libby
overlooked the fact that they were able to capitalize
on the slow, steady growth of disarmament sentiment
and its prestigious advocate, Borah. Although the

Washington Conference had been the "rallying point for

24NCLA form letter; "Constitution of the
National Council for the Reduction of Armaments,"
January, 1922, NCPW files.
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our group," Libby wrote later, it remained to be seen
if public enthusiasm and support would surface as
quickly the next time he issued a call to action.

Allen A. Kuusisto argued that the influence of
the NCLA on the Washington Conference "was probably not
too great"; that the "lion's share" of the credit should
go to the Federal Council of Churches.25 While it is
true that the NCLA did not officially come into being
until shortly before the Conference convened, it must
be remembered that the Friends Disarmament Council (the
nucleus of the NCLA) was at work five months earlier
in the Spring of 1921. Since real momentum for calling
the Conference did not begin until that time, the Dis-
armament Council functioned at the same time to arouse
support. This is not to suggest that the role of the
Federal Council of Churches was less than Kuusisto
argues, but rather to elevate the efforts of Libby
and his peace activists. The NCLA also pulled many
groups into concerted activity between September and
November, 1921, and the respect that Libby and the Dis-

armament Council gained among these groups during the

Spring and Summer was aptly rewarded.

25Allen Kuusisto, "The Influence of the National
Council for the Prevention of War on United States
Foreign Policy, 1935-1939" (Ph.D. dissertation, Harvard
University, 1950), p. 35ff.
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One last problem, however, was that Libby's
enthusiasm for the success of the NCLA obscured his
assessment of the overall impact of the Conference.

His assumption that "future wars" were "impossible"
overlooked not only changing circumstances, to which

he seemed so attuned, but the strength and determination
of the "opposition." No sooner had he stated his belief
that the shipbuilding ratios defined maximum naval
strength, than the Navy Department, with the aid of

the NCLA's opposite number, the Navy League, urged the
necessity of "building up to the Washington Treaty."

As if this was not enough, the Navy then called for an
increase in personnel and Libby described the "astonish-
ment" of the Council as they read the proposed increase.26
Frustration turned their thoughts to educating the people
as well as themselves for what they saw as a continuing
fight. Libby believed that if the "forces of war" had
not ceased their efforts, neither could the "forces of
peace." The decision facing Libby was the direction the
NCLA should now take. It seemed that if the enemy was
the forces of war, their efforts should now turn toward
the prevention of war.

The first test of Libby's new coordinating group
was passed successfully because he correctly assessed

both the need for the Council and the popular sentiment

26Libby, To End War, p. 18.
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for limits on armaments. By mobilizing the latter
through the effective use of the former, Libby estab-
lished his credentials among peace advocates. He clearly
demonstrated the need for coordinated action on the very
practical level of informing Congress and the President
of public attitudes on peace-related issues. Libby
learned much about popular and elite opinion from this
early episode and he now sought ways to improve the

Council's effectiveness.



CHAPTER 3

The realization that fighting for peace did not
end with the limited accomplishments of the Washington
Conference, nor would it end with international dis-
armamenﬁ, persuaded Libby and the NCLA staff to rethink
their position. Libby determined that the focus of the

National Council for the Reduction of Armaments (NCRA)

was too narrow. Although Libby would continue to con-

centrate on each issue as it arose, the outlook and

orientation of the NCRA had to change to meet the

challenge of the "forces of war."

I
Although it was not until October 31, 1922 that
the executive board voted unanimously to change the
NCRA's name to the National Council for the Prevention
of War, an evolution of outlook was taking place. With
the end of the Washington Conference, popular momentum
foxr disarmament and arms limitation quietly declined.

What worried Libby most was how the staff would hold the

member organizations together so the clearinghouse would

continue to function. The Council had come into being

48
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and gained support by its advocacy of arms limitation
which, as a topical issue, was now gone. By mid-1922

the Council's Bulletin had a circulation of almost 10,000,
most of whom were affiliated with a member group.1 Since
to most of these people the aims of the NCPW were ranked
behind the primary aims of the group to which they
belonged, Libby wanted to use the Bulletin to broaden

the NCPW's appeal and keep the clearinghouse alive. He
therefore emphasized an earlier theme, the substitution
of law for war, hoping to capitalize on their inclination
for reason and logic. He urged members to "keep a con-
stant watch" on the activities and statements of Congress
and the Administration and to scrutinize legislation
"from the point of view of . . . (being) for or against
war." Readers were urged to support, as the Council did,
the Washington Conference treaties as steps toward world
organization and disarmament. They were encouraged to
write their Congressmen and demand a "50 per cent cut

in army and navy appropriations . . . " and "government
control" of the manufacturing of munitions. Support for
American participation in the World Court was also

advocated.2

lF. J. Libby, "Statement of Activities of the
National Council for the Reduction of Armaments,"
March 31, 1922, p. 2, NCPW files.

21bid., p. 1.
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What Libby was trying to do seemed clear. He
was emphasizing policy positions that the NCLA/NCRA had
always advocated but which had been given only secondary
attention to the primary objective of arms limitation.

As that topic faded, the more general concerns involved
with opposing war surfaced.

From March until July, 1922, Libby had no real
indication whether his messages were favorably received,
much less listened to. But in late July, the opportunity
came to test the response. Libby learned that the
British National Peace Council was planning mass demon-
strations for July 29 and 30, the eighth anniversary of
the outbreak of World War I. It was to be called "Inter-
national No More War Day." Realizing that a summer
weekend was not the best time for organizing a demon-
stration, Florence Boeckel suggested printing cheap
"No More War" window stickers to be used that weekend
as part of the demonstration and offering them in the
Bulletin. By the time "No More War Day" arrived, almost
two hundred thousand copies of the sticker had been

3 The staff was encouraged by this

requested and mailed.
response and Libby believed it was indicative of a
general feeling among the NCPW's members that the pre-
vention of war was important and that the clearinghouse

was still a useful mechanism for expressing that feeling

3Libby, To End War, p. 21.
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and furthering public education on peace-related matters.
But competition for the public attention was not left

to the peace activists alone. Responding to "No More
War Day," the Navy League held (on Teddy Roosevelt's
birthday, no less) "Navy Day," filled with pomp and
circumstance and supported by the Administration. The
Navy League even opened its new office just down the
street from the NCPW headquarters. After his earlier
experience with the League, this episode merely con-
firmed Libby's suspicion, and stiffened his resolve to

keep the NCPW at the forefront of the peace movement.

II

The National Council for the Prevention of War,
which was chartered for one hundred years in the District
of Columbia in 1922, was similar to its predecessors in
terms of its principles, its staff, its middle-of-the-
road outlook and its middle-class constituency.4 But
it was more tightly organized, more efficient and bore
little resemblance to genteel pre-war peace societies.

In fact it resembled only a handful of other peace

4Libby, "What Is the NCPW," in "Program of the
NCPW-1923," NCPW files; Chatfield, For Peace and Justice,
pp. 107-08; Kuusisto, "The Influence of the NCPW,"
pp. 27-28, 54-55; also see James Wechsler, "War in the
Peace Movement," Nation, March 19, 1938.
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societies (characterized as radical by Robert H. Ferrell)
because they were "impatient for peace."5

During the twenties, the relationship between
Libby and the leaders of other peace societies was cordial
and productive. But in the thirties, it became strained
and counter-productive. Libby's original intention in
organizing the Council was to coordinate peace group
activity by emphasizing common goals. In the twenties
the most important goals--disarmament and world organi-
zation--were common to several important peace leaders:
James T. Shotwell (Carnegie Endowment), Clark Eichelberger
(League of Nations Association), Dorothy Detzer (Women's
International League) and John Nevin Sayre (Fellowship
of Reconciliation). The general overlap of goals among
these groups made cooperation for their attainment
through Libby's NCPW attractive.

Libby worked most effectively with Detzer and
Sayre whose groups were participating members of the
NCPW.

The organizational structure of the Council
resembled a confederation; each member group was, in
theory, autonomous and had a voice in the decision-

making process. Thus, when the Council met annually

5Robert H. Ferrell, "The Peace Movement," in
Isolation and Security, ed. Alexander DeConde (Durham,
N.C.: Duke University Press, 1957), pp. 100-03.
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to decide policy matters each participating group sent
one representative.6 In practice, however, the Executive
Board, run by Libby, made the important decisions which
were then ratified by the representatives. The relation-
ship between Libby's Washington staff and the member
groups was mutually dependent. Libby needed the groups
because of the public access they offered him for money,
letters and petitions. On the other hand, the groups
needed the NCPW, as long as it generally reflected their
sentiments on peace issues, to voice their beliefs in
Washington. Should either side fail to meet the needs
of the other, the relationship would break down. This
was precisely what happened in the late 1930s when
Libby's increasingly isolationist stand no longer
reflected the feeling of the members. As a result
his influence and support in the movement declined.
Despite agreement on goals in the twenties,
there were disagreements on other matters. Shotwell
and Eichelberger and their organizations were represen-
tative of those groups who sought to influence political
elites and officials in high places. They endeavored
to educate the people on the necessity of disarmament
or international organization. They promoted inter-

national agreements and were generally satisfied with

6"The By-Laws of the National Council for the
Prevention of War," NCPW files.
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the existing relationships among nations. They saw no
need for basic political or economic change; the exist-
ing system did not hinder the path to peace.

Libby, Detzer and Sayre agreed with their col-
leagues on the need for education and the promotion of
disarmament or international agreements. But they sought
to organize public opinion, to rally it to the cause of
peace by exerting pressure on the President or Congress.
But this was a matter of approach and technique and did
not pose a problem for coordinated action between the
"conservative" groups and those "impatient for peace."
Libby was simply of the opinion that peace forces could
be organized and that advocates needed to work to achieve
their goals.

What differentiated these segments of the peace
movement was Libby's attitude toward existing political
and economic relationships. Unlike the "conservative"
groups, Libby saw the political and economic order that
followed the Versailles Treaty as a threat to peace
because of its inherent antagonisms. Rivalries that
could lead to violence and war were an integral part
of colonial empires. Not only were colonies a constant
threat to peace should they challenge their mother
country, but competing imperial powers often collided
in their quest for more colonies to renew the balance

of power. Competition for the world's resources and
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access to the world's markets also produced rivalries
that could lead to war. This situation only hindered
the chances for peace and therefore, Libby, Detzer and
Sayre argued that the status-quo had to be changed in
order to attain a peace system. Thus, by advocating
political and economic change, Libby was to the "left"
of Shotwell and Eichelberger who felt there was no need
for such change.

Although the label of "radical" was attached to
Libby or Detzer in the twenties because they sought to
change the status-quo, it still did not prevent cooper-
ative efforts with the "conservative" groups when common
goals were at stake. Thus, Libby could call on Shotwell
to help rally peace forces during the Mexican war scare
of 1927 and virtually all peace groups could, without
hesitation, join to push for ratification of the Kellogg-
Briand Pact in 1928.

This loose, but amicable, relationship began to
sour in the thirties as Shotwell and Eichelberger
increasingly advocated collective security at the risk
of American involvement while Libby and Detzer argued
for mandatory neutrality to keep America out of war.

As the split widened, the opposing sides could still
join in two movement-wide campaigns in the mid-thirties:
the National Peace Conference and the Emergency Peace

Campaign. When friends asked Libby how well he was
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working with Clark Eichelberger, his colleague on the
steering committee of the NPC, Libby responded,
"Admirablyl"7 But below this facade of cooperation
existed divergent opinions on neutrality. Libby and
Detzer adamantly demanded isolation from foreign con-
flicts while Eichelberger and Shotwell supported col-
lective action to halt aggressors. Illustrative of the
depth of division between these peace movement leaders
was a two-author symposium answering the question "How
Can (the) United States Serve Peace?" The authors,
Libby and Eichelberger, agreed only on the desirability
of peace. Eichelberger ridiculed Libby's naive adherence
to negotiation and arbitration. We have reached a stage
in world affairs, he argued, "at which practices of the
past must be abandoned for better ones" in which a
society of nations "guarantees the security of its
members." Libby criticized Eichelberger for adhering

to the status-quo which "resists peaceful change" and to
"0ld fashioned military and naval alliances." He con-
cluded by wondering why Eichelberger "should continue

to put faith in the blind and stupid unrealities of
militarism when its bankruptcy . . . (was) so strikingly

manifested in the quick reversal of the outcome of the

7Peace Action 2 (April 1936): 2.
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World War."8

The disagreement over method and outlook
between the "radicals" (Libby) and the "conservatives"
(Eichelberger) in the twenties was qualitatively dif-
ferent from the degree of division evident in that
exchange. Even the very fundamental argument over
the necessity for changing the status-quo could be
overlooked while common goals were being pursued. But
when Libby ranked those goals behind isolation, dif-
ferences became division and the movement was split
irrevocably.

Libby worked with other peace leaders, like A. J.
Muste and Kirby Page, who continued to support him even
after the movement divided in the thirties. Like
Libby, Muste and Page were strongly influenced by their
wartime experiences and sought to develop a peace system
as an alternative to war. They agreed with Libby on
the need for changes in existing political and economic
relationships, and so, they too were labeled "radical."
Their work brought Muste and Page a higher degree of
public recognition than Libby achieved. Page was a

prolific writer whose works (like War: 1Its Causes,

Consequences and Cure, 1923) were widely distributed

among church organizations, civic groups and peace
societies. Muste's notoriety resulted from his

integrating his peace work with labor organizing and

8Christian Science Monitor, May 18, 1938.
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the establishment of Brookwood Labor College for the
education of workers. While Libby agreed with them on
the need to educate the public on the wisdom of a peace
system based on peaceful change, he saw education not as
an end (as did Muste and Page) but a beginning. Edu-
cation was the foundation upon which Libby organized
pressure to try and influence policy making. Thus,
Libby spent more of his time away from the public eye,
attempting to use the ideas popularized by people like
Muste and Page to marshall the grass roots into an

effective voice for peace sentiment.

III

When Libby organized the Council in 1921 the
staff totaled five people including himself. Since
their attention was aimed at the Washington Conference
little time was left for fund raising among the twenty-
six participating groups. As a result, the Council's
initial budget of $10,000 came from the three Phila-
delphia Friends organizations that were instrumental
in forming the Friends Disarmament Council several
months earlier.9

After incorporation, Libby devoted more time to

the necessities of organization and finance. At the end

9The three Friends groups were the Five Year
Meeting, the Philadelphia Orthodox and the Philadelphia
Hicksite. "Details of Plans for National Council for
Limitation of Armaments," January 13, 1922, NCPW files.
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of the NCPW's first year of operation, Libby reported
that the Council had receipts of $42,179 and expenditures
of $42,103. Slightly over half of that income was the
result of small contributions ($1 to $5) from Quakers
throughout the country. The remaining money came from
unsolicited contributions, subscriptions to the News
Bulletin (circulation: 10,000), and the sale of
pamphlets, reprints, peace literature and speaker's
fees. During that year the NCPW increased its official
membership to thirty-nine groups.10

The growth of the Council can be seen by compar-
ing these early figures with the statistics for 1931
after ten years of operation when the NCPW was at the
height of its influence and popularity. Throughout the
twenties, contributions, subscriptions to the News
Bulletin, and the budget (which averaged $130,000 a
year) all increased. At the close of its tenth year,
Libby reported that expenditures for 1931 ($170,000)
exceeded income ($165,000) by $5,000. Over half of its
income (60%) still came from Quakers ($1 to $10) and

subscriptions to the News Bulletin doubled to 20,000.

The remaining money was raised through the sale of
peace literature, speaker's fees and unsolicited

contributions. The most impressive growth, however,

10"Report of the NCPW," October 31, 1922, NCPW

files.
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NCLA Member Groups, 1921

Participating

American Association of University Women

Anerican Farm Bureau Federation

American School Citizenship League

American Union Against Militarism

Association to Abolish War

D.C. Women's Council for Limitation of Armaments

Farmer's National Council

Fellowship of Reconciliation

Foreign Policy Association

Friends' Disarmament Council

Girl's Friendly Society of America

International Lyceum and Chautauqua Association

National Board of Farm Organizations

National Board of YMCA

National Congress of Mothers

Parent-Teacher Associations

National Federation of Business and Professional
Women's Clubs

National Education Association

National League of Women Voters

National Milk Producers Federation

National Women's Trade Union League

Society to Eliminate the Economic Causes of War

Veterans of Foreign Wars

Women's Committee for World Disarmament

Women's Christian Temperance Union

Women's International League for Peace and Freedom

World Friendship Information Bureau

Cooperating

Central Conference of American Rabbis

Church Peace Union

Commission on International Justice and Good Will
of the Federal Council of Churches

Council of Women for Home Missions

General Federation of Women's Clubs

Federal Council of Churches

Intercollegiate Liberal League

International Association of Machinists

National Committee on American-Japanese Relations

National Consumers League

National Council of Jewish Women

United Society of Christian Endeavor
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was in the size of the staff. In 1931, it totaled
fifty-two workers in six offices in the Midwest, West
and, the most important, in Washington. Libby also
noted other graphic statistics: a mailing list of
125,000 names, receipt of 36,000 letters and the mailing
of 2,000,000 pieces of literature. Libby's salary
during these ten years increased $500 to $4500 in 1931.ll
From 1931 to 1936 the Council's income and
financial activity declined slightly during the depres-
sion. 1In 1934, a representative year, the budget was set
at $115,000 based on receipts ($100,000) from the usual
sources that included individual contributions ranging

from 50¢ to $11,000. Subscriptions to the new news-

letter, Peace Action, remained at the 20,000 level of

ite predecessor while the mailing list dropped to 115,000
names. The staff made 2,030 speeches (Libby made 250)

to over a half million people in forty states during the
year and they distributed one and one-half million

pieces of literature. Thus, during its first fifteen
years, the NCPW increased its activity, contributions

and budget and remained mostly debt free.l2

11"Report of the Executive Secretary of the
NCPW," October 30, 1931, NCPW files.

12Peace Action 1 (November, 1934), 4-7, 13.




62

By 1939, however, the situation had changed
considerably. In 1937-38, contributions dropped to the
point of placing the Council $70,000 in debt.13 In
1939 Libby was forced to restrict NCPW activity: the
staff was pared to twelve in the only remaining office
in Washington, the budget was cut to a meager $76,000
and 10 percent was cut from all salaries.14 Libby
sadly noted in his diary that for the last six months
of 1939 only $18,600 in contributions could be counted

on.15 Although subscriptions to Peace Action remained

at their pre-1937 level, Libby was forced to replace the
June-July-August edition with a single issue because of

"curtailed income."16

Further complicating this grim
financial picture, the Internal Revenue Service billed
Libby for $11,000 in back taxes owed since the Council's

tax-exempt status was lifted for "lobbying."

13"Minutes of the Executive Board Meeting,"
January 18, 1939, NCPW files.

14"Minutes of the Executive Board Meeting,"
January 21, 1940, NCPW files.

15January 18, 1939, Libby Papers.

16Peace Action 5 (Summer 1939): 2.
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Libby attributed declining revenues primarily
to differences over his stand on neutrality.17 As he
aligned himself more and more with isolationism regular
supporters withheld contributions because the NCPW was
no longer a clearinghouse but a voice for a single cause.
The extent of dissatisfaction with Libby was reflected
by the 1939 mailing list which had lost nearly 100,000
names over the 1931 list. Numerous staff resignations
were also blamed on the neutrality controversy.18 It
seemed quite likely that the general recession in 1937-38
also affected contributions to the NCPW since over half
of them in any given year were from individuals.

During the twenty years under examination
Libby frequently organized fund raising events to meet
unexpected expenses. One example of this type of
activity was the Peace Bond Drive of 1935-36 which
had as its goal the raising of $1,000,000. The motives
for the Drive were to erase a $30,000 debt and to aug-
mept Libby's "hopelessly inadequate" anti-war budget.19

The Drive was launched with a great deal of fanfare

including pictures of Libby selling bonds to a Senator

17"Minutes of the Executive Board Meeting,"
January 18, 1939.

lalt was now 32,000 names. "Minutes of the
Executive Board Meeting," January 21, 1940.

19Peace Action 2 (September 1935): 5.
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and a film star and dozens of press releases stressing

the advantages of buying bonds.20

Prominent people also
offered their support: "a splendid idea" said Senator
Gerald Nye and James T. Shotwell offered his approval

and cooperation "at this critical time."z1

Fortunately
for Libby, Washingtonian Mrs. Bancroft C. Davis con-
tributed $50,000 to wipe out the 1935 debt because the
Peace Bond Drive was a failure. By January, 1936,
Libby noted that it had not received the backing he

had hoped for and once the Drive had ended little
mention was made of its success or failure in Peace

22 According to the New York Times the Drive

23

Action.

netted the NCPW a disappointing $50,000.

IV
Libby listed the general principles which served
as guidelines for the Council and its member organi-
zations as: progressive world organization, worldwide
reduction of armaments to "police status" and education

for world peace.

20peace Action 2 (October 1935): 1; Peace
Action 2 (November 1935): 15.

21Peace Action 2 (October 1935): 6.

22Peace Action 2 (January 1936): 1; Peace Action
3 (December 1936); Peace Action 3 (January 1937).

23

New York Times, February 11, 1938.
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The philosophy behind the NCPW's three-point
program was based on Libby's personal philosophy. The
purpose of Libby's life, and therefore, the NCPW's, was
the creation of a "more secure, abundant, free life for
the American people and for all the world. (Our) desire
is for a world at peace--not because peace is good in
itself, but because human welfare can advance only in
the conditions of peace."24 He fully realized that the
NCPW was no panacea, but he believed it could contribute
to the development of a peaceful world. Progress could
be made by strengthening the machinery for peace and
opposing preparation for war, which leads to inter-
national rivalries and, eventually, war itself. Thus,
like the leaders of other peace societies, he urged his
followers to join the World Court and encouraged them to
rally public opinion to support the Court's decisions.

Libby had great faith in the "weight" of public
opinion, no doubt sustained by popular support for the
Washington Conference. At speaking engagements he was
often faced with difficult questions concerning the
ability of public opinion to compel adherence to a
World Court decision. The rationale he most frequently
used to defend his position was the analogy of the

United States Supreme Court. "The founders of the

24"'I‘he Program of the National Council for the
Prevention of War," undated, NCPW files.
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Republic," he arqgued, gave the Supreme Court "no force

25 "Wise

but public opinion to support its decisions."
men" did not need to make threats, or call for sanctions
or boycotts, because of the tragic consequences that
would result if decision makers had to back such threats
with actions. On the surface his analogy was most
appealing, but, as is usually the case, analogies can
be dangerous. Certainly the weight of public and
official opinion help legitimize the decisions of the
American judicial system, especially the Supreme Court.
Although the Executive is required to implement Court
decisions, the foundation of this legitimacy is trust.
Generally, the Supreme Court justices have been among
the most respected, if not revered, individuals in the
public eye. American tradition has given the law almost
unquestioned authority. When this reverence for the law
is added to the prestige of the nine justices, it forms
an almost unbeatable combination. The Court has attained
the status of an "institution" in this country, one that
is trusted by the people to represent both the freedom
of the individual and the limits of society.

The problem with Libby's Supreme Court analogy
was its inapplicability to a world where "trust" was

more often exemplified by alliance systems, economic

25F. J. Libby, "My Theory of World Peace,"
Bulletin of the National Council for the Prevention of
War, December 13, 1924, pp. 3-4.
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rivalry and Machiavellian politics. Even in situations
where trust had a modicum of tradition behind it, such
as the Anglo-American heritage, suspicion often occurred,
as it did with the heated arguments over the role British
propaganda played in America's entrance into World War I.
Libby's fondness for the World Court rested on
his belief in arbitration for the settlement of disputes.
He frequently offered all the right reasons (lives
wasted, dignity lost, etc.) to explain why this method
was preferable to the use of force. But the basis of his
belief went deeper than what was best for mankind in the
19208. He often referred to the early years of his life,
and in various ways suggested that "in Maine we had both
a court and a town meeting to keep us out of war. The
court dealt with our legal disputes and the town meeting
with the rest." He enlarged on his home town experience
to suggest that "the essential institutions" for peace--
the court and the town meeting--"are those with which
New Englanders are familiar. . . . The system worked."26
This seems like obvious naivete, and perhaps it was.
But for someone so convinced of the essential goodness
and dignity of people, it was easy to understand why
he believed such a system could work given half a chance.
If trust could have replaced suspicion, then perhaps

Libby would have been proven correct. But how could

261pida., p. 2.
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all suspicion and doubt be removed even among friendly
nations, let alone antagonists? He never really sug-
gested how suspicion could be eliminated beyond offering
a few vague generalities about equality, trade and anti-
imperialism. Even if suspicion could be resolved, Libby
never recommended that the country's nationalistic
desires should be forgotten. Protecting one's freedom
to act--sovereignty--was essential to the United States,
as the experiences with the League and disarmament had
just demonstrated.

Libby himself had problems with questions of
sovereignty. The "town meeting" of world affairs he
referred to was the League of Nations. He was initially
opposed to America's participation in the League because
it was "so tied to the Versailles Treaty (which he also
opposed) that it was more likely to cause war than pre-
vent it," but by 1924 Libby favored the United States
joining it.27 His change of mind was based on his
realization that the League was here to stay and its
deliberations were crucial. "Important decisions are
being made by the League," he argued, "America should
have a part in making all such decisions, because they
inevitably affect our future. The world is now a com-
munity, and the welfare of each nation is closely wrapped

28

up with the decisions of the rest.” Despite his

27 28

Ibid., pp. 1, 3. Ibid., p. 3.
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changed attitude, Libby took exception to America becoming
a member of the League as it was constituted. Although
his reservations had to do with unforeseen circumstances
that may involve the United States in war, the basic
question was one of sovereignty. He considered Article X
(collective commitment) and Article XVI (sanctions)
"coercive features" that were dangerous and impracticable.
If the United States joined, it should do so with reser-
vations that would "relieve us from every legal and moral
obligation to go to war or to undertake any coercive
economic measures that might lead to war." He also
wanted the United States to be free of any "obligations

29 Thus, he argued to

under the Versailles Treaty."
preserve America's freedom of action, albeit for dif-
ferent reasons than, say, Borah or Senator Henry Cabot
Lodge.

The next phase of Libby's outline for preventing
war was the outlawry of war. He envisioned this step
to follow the prerequisite establishment of the court
and town meeting because "the honest outlawry of war
demands a higher development of the will to peace and
justice than has been observed among great nations in

30 Presumably, this "higher development"

the past."
would be the result of American participation in the

World Court and the League of Nations. If this "higher

29 30

Ibid. Ibid.
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development" occurred then there would be "a general
willingness on the part of nations to be just and by
such an appreciation of others' problems as will lead
to a friendly spirit of 'give and take.'" If it did
not occur, the outlawry of war would be little more than
"political chicanery" protecting injustice and oppres-
sion.31
Libby also believed that for war to be success-
fully outlawed and branded a crime, "jealous nationalism"
and "national honor" must not be made exceptions. Nor
could domestic questions "that are not exclusively

32 What

domestic" be subject to "private treatment."
he failed to come to grips with was the incompatibility
of this statement with his own reservations concerning
League membership for the United States. By advocating
reservations to Article X and Article XVI, Libby was
asking for the "private treatment" he claimed was
inconsistent with the demands of a peaceful world.
Furthermore, who was to determine the exact meaning

of "exclusively domestic" questions: the United States,
or Great Britain, or Germany or Russia. It is doubtful
they could have arrived at a mutually agreeable defi-
nition. It is more doubtful that anyone of them could

have accepted a definition offered by another, colored

311pia. 32 pia.
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as it surely would have been by "jealous nationalism,"”
"national honor" and each nation's unique biases, fears
and frustrations.

Libby's conviction that peace machinery could be
successfully established was supported by his belief
that international relations were nothing more than
extensions of very human problems. "The spirit that
'removes' our personal 'mountains,'" he wrote "will be

n33  rphe initial

similarly triumphant between nations.
task was the re-indoctrination of school children with
love and respect, not hate and war. "If the old style
militant nationalism continues to be taught . . . there
is no hope." All of us were taught, he suggested, the
glorification of war which resulted in hatred--"sometimes
it is called patriotism"--of England and love of France
or resulted in the inability of North and South to write
a mutually acceptable history. If goodwill replaced
hate then international law could be expanded and
developed to concern itself with the rights of man, not
simply the rights of belligerents.34 "Our realists,"
Libby wrote, "are going to discover some day to their
astonishment that the 'practical’' policy that will bring

security with justice and peace, is the very policy of

34

331pid., p. 5. Ibid., pp. 4, 5.
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audacious friendliness functioning through appropriate

machinery. We can climb to peace in no other way."35
While the peace machinery hopefully was being

erected, Libby offered some interim suggestions to help

the cause of peace. Not surprisingly, preparedness was

thought to be the villain of the peace movement. Although

the Washington Conference had just placed limits on arma-

ments, by 1925 the military was again suggesting that

preparing for war was the best way to secure peace.

Libby argued that there was no such thing as an adequate

military defense because what might be considered "ade-

quate" against one nation, or two, was not adequate

against the whole world. "National security from the

rest is unobtainable . . . (but) cooperation with the

rest is within our reach."36 His argument rested on

the belief that the growing interdependence of the

nations in the 1920s--economically, financially and

culturally--precluded isolated activity required by

"hostile" armament programs. Despite the urging of

militarists to arm and the isolationists to "keep away,"

Libby knew that through expanding American investments

the United States was involved with the rest of the

world. "Nothing can happen anywhere that does not

331pid., p. 5.

36F. J. Libby memo, August, 1929, NCPW files.
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affect our economic interests. . . . The causes of war

37 Furthermore, when

« « « (include) economic disputes."
those disputes arose, extensive military preparedness
only increased the probability of resorting to armed
conflict to resolve them. The chief problem with
increasing a nation's capacity to fight was that it
was not done in a vacuum. Other nations were preparing
also. Thus, at a time of confrontation the only cer-
tainty was an expanded level of fighting among the
antagonists. The ideal solution, of course, was not
to let any situation reach the point of confrontation
which required the use of force for its resolution.
This was precisely why Libby advocated the development
of peace machinery. It could be used to settle minor
disputes before they could become major ones. But since
that machinery had not yet developed, or America was not
yet a participant, the risks of preparedness were even
more perilous. Nations whose leaders had yet to discover
the benefits of "audacious friendliness" were all too
willing to resort to force to solve major disputes with-
out ever having tried to solve them peaceably while they
were still minor disputes.

Libby never objected to the right or necessity

of a nation to have adequate defenses. But to him,

37F. J. Libby, "Why A Peace Movement," December,
1926, NCPW files.



74

adequate meant that a nation maintained its armaments
at the level of "police status." Although he never
specifically elaborated on what he meant by that phrase,
it seems clear that the amount of force adequate to
maintain order--a police force--was considerably lower
than the amount of force President Coolidge or the War
Department believed was necessary to fight a war. Libby
believed that the power behind such a police force was
the power of world opinion, which, theoretically, "no
nation (would dare) defy. . . . n38
Commensurate with Libby's opposition to prepared-
ness was his desire for economic justice in the years
following the war. He was critical of the reparations
requirements of the Versailles Treaty because of the
connection between war debts and reparations and because
of the growing economic interdependence of the world's
nations and the crucial role America's expanding invest-
ments played in it. Libby's suggestions for economic
stability were founded on his faith in cooperative
effort. Thus, to alleviate the inequities drawn up
at Paris, he urged the calling of a conference on
European reconstruction. Libby did not oppose either
payment of reparations to injured nations or payment of

Allied war debts to the United States. What he did

38?. J. Libby, "My Theory of World Peace," p. 1l.
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39 Continued

oppose was the unrealistic amounts involved.
insistence on payments of debts and reparations at their
original levels would surely "destroy (the) peace in
Europe." Thus Libby quite rightly suggested that "in
the interest of world recovery," both should be reduced
to reasonable levels. He argued that the United States
must "contribute reasonably" to recovery, not by can-
celling all debts owed, but by setting new, lower limits.
But, he added, "definite and reasonable reduction to the
countries that owe us money (would be made) on condition
that they will make similar reasonable concessions for
the common good.”40
In 1924, and again in 1926, when echoes of
Wilson's call for self-determination were still being
heard, Libby questioned the continuing colonial policy
of many European nations. He addressed himself not
only to the oppressive status of the colonial relation-
ship but to the antagonisms they produced. The exploited
African people were "on the move" and would increasingly
resist imperial policies. This would cause problems

not only within a colonial empire, like the British

system, but between imperial powers as well. As the

39F. J. Libby, "After 'No More War Day' What,"
pp. 1-2, NCPW files.

40ypia., p. 2.
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"have not" colonies attempted to break imperial rule,
they cared very little if their efforts caused tension
between the powers. From their perspective such tension
could only help their awkward position. Libby recognized
that these potentially dangerous situations were threats
to peace because the extension of European influence
into Africa and elsewhere was simply a quest to renew
the balance of power after expansion in Europe was no
longer possible without war. Since the colonial
relationship was in part an economic one, Libby hoped
that the nations of Europe would release their colonies
in favor of freely negotiated trade agreements. This
would enable the colonial power to ensure itself of
sufficient resources and a market for its goods, but
without the international rivalry colonies so often
produced. Libby believed that the resolution of these
inequities, existing before the Versailles Treaty and

as a result of it, would aid world peace not only eco-
nomically, but by helping to reduce the tension that so

often led to confrontation or war.41

v
The foundation upon which the peace machinery
was to be erected was the re-education of the American

people including peace activists. The substitution

41Libby, "My Theory of World Peace"; Libby,
"Why a Peace Movement."



77

of law for war could only succeed if hate could be
erased. By 1925 those channels of communication already
proven successful (the Bulletin, pamphlets, etc.) were
being relied on even more heavily and Libby's speaking
engagements increased by almost half. But new programs
were needed if the effort was to succeed.

Under the direction of the NCPW's publicist,
Florence Brewer Boeckel, two new avenues of education
were developed. Although they were of equal importance,
they aimed at different audiences. The first plan dealt
with evaluating the historical reading material of the
"grammar school" student. Libby strongly endorsed such
an effort to help school administrators recognize what
he believed was the teaching of "hate" through stereo-
typing the prejudices of an earlier day.

More than thirty elementary history texts were
examined by the staff to determine, for example, what
percentage of each was given to discussions of war and
what percentage to discussions of peace. More specifi-
cally, they searched for examinations of peace-making
efforts like the negotiations leading to Jay's treaty

in 1794.42

The survey results predictably demonstrated
the emphasis given to war and violence in the nation's

past. Libby believed that one of the reasons history

42; ibby, To End War, pp. 32-33.
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texts were weighted to violence was the bias of the
author who had received similar scholastic training.
Apparently he gave little or no thought to the propo-
sition that the texts were geared to youngsters who,
for the most part, had little or no interest in the
subject and were more enthusiastic about reading of

the "excitement" of war than the inherent dullness of
negotiations. Furthermore, history was but one subject
taught by most elementary school teachers, whose sophis-
tication and enthusiasm for discussing the nation's
past was often considerably less than his own. But,
then, awakening teacher-administrator awareness was

the point of the program.

Hoping to correct this imbalance, the staff
mailed the survey to the teaching members of the NCPW
and to school administrators in selected areas. Libby
hoped that awakening the attention of administrators
would lead to changes in reading material. Furthermore,
he assumed that the teachers in the NCPW would pressure
their superiors to make the necessary changes. The
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