Chairman of the Senate Foreign Relations Committee Henry Cabot Lodge, Senate speech
opposing the League of Nations, February 28, 1919.

Mr. President, all people, men and women alike, who are capable of connected thought abhor
war and desire nothing so much as to make secure the future peace of the world. Everybody
hates war. Everyone longs to make it impossible. We ought to lay aside once and for all the
unfounded and really evil suggestion that because men differ as to the best method of securing
the world's peace in the future, anyone is against permanent peace, if it can be obtained, among
all the nations of mankind...We all earnestly desire to advance toward the preservation of the
world's peace, and difference in method makes no distinction in purpose. It is almost needless to
say that the question now before us is so momentous that it transcends all party lines...No
question has ever confronted the United States Senate which equals in importance that which is
involved in the league of nations intended to secure the future peace of the world. There should
be no undue haste in considering it. My one desire is that not only the Senate, which is charged
with responsibility, but that the press and the people of the country should investigate every
proposal with the utmost thoroughness and weigh them all carefully before they make up their
minds. If there is any proposition or any plan which will not bear, which will not court the most
thorough and most public discussion, that fact makes it an object of suspicion at the very outset...

In the first place, the terms of the league--the agreements which we make,--must be so plain and
so explicit that no man can misunderstand them....The Senate can take no action upon it, but it
lies open before us for criticism and discussion. What is said in the Senate ought to be placed
before the peace conference and published in Paris, so that the foreign Governments may be
informed as to the various views expressed here.

In this draft prepared for a constitution of a league of nations, which is now before the world,
there is hardly a clause about the interpretation of which men do not already differ. As it stands
there is serious danger that the very nations which sign the constitution of the league will quarrel
about the meaning of the various articles before a twelvemonth has passed. It seems to have been
very hastily drafted, and the result is crudeness and looseness of expression, unintentional, I
hope. There are certainly many doubtful passages and open questions obvious in the articles
which cannot be settled by individual inference, but which must be made so clear and so distinct
that we may all understand the exact meaning of the instrument to which we are asked to set our
hands. The language of these articles does not appear to me to have the precision and
unmistakable character which a constitution, a treaty, or a law ought to present. The language
only too frequently is not the language of laws or statues. The article concerning mandatories, for
example, contains an argument and a statement of existing conditions. Arguments and historical
facts have no place in a statute or a treaty. Statutory and legal language must assert and
command, not argue and describe. I press this point because there is nothing so vital to the peace
of the world as the sanctity of treaties. The suggestion that we can safely sign because we can
always violate or abrogate is fatal not only to any league but to peace itself. You can not found
world peace upon the cynical "scrap of paper" doctrine so dear to Germany. To whatever
instrument the United States sets its hand it must carry out the provisions of that instrument to
the last jot and tittle, and observe it absolutely both in letter and in spirit. If this is not done the
instrument will become a source of controversy instead of agreement, of dissension instead of
harmony. This is all the more essential because it is evident, although not expressly stated, that
this league is intended to be indissoluble, for there is no provision for its termination or for the



withdrawal of any signatory. We are left to infer that any nation withdrawing from the league
exposes itself to penalties and probably to war. Therefore, before we ratify, the terms and
language in which the terms are stated must be exact and precise, as free from any possibility of
conflicting interpretations, as it is possible to make them.

The explanation or interpretation of any of these doubtful passages is not sufficient if made by
one man, whether that man be the President of the United States, or a Senator, or anyone else.
These questions and doubts must be answered and removed by the instrument itself.

It is to be remembered that if there is any dispute about the terms of this constitution there is no
court provided that I can find to pass upon differences of opinion as to the terms of the
constitution itself, There is no court to fulfill the function which our Supreme Court fulfills.
There is provision for tribunals to decide questions submitted for arbitration, but there is no
authority to decide differing interpretations as to the terms of the instrument itself.

What I have just said indicates the vast importance of the form and the manner in which the
agreements which we are to sign shall be stated. I now come to questions of substance, which
seem to me to demand the most careful thought of the entire American people, and particularly
of those charged with the responsibility of ratification. We abandon entirely by the proposed
constitution the policy laid down by Washington in his Farewell Address and the Monroe
doctrine. It is worse than idle, it is not honest, to evade or deny this fact, and every fairminded
supporter of this draft plan for a league admits it. I know that some of the ardent advocates of the
plan submitted to us regard any suggestion of the importance of the Washington policy as foolish
and irrelevant. Perhaps it is. Perhaps the time has come when the policies of Washington should
be abandoned; but if we are to cast them aside I think that at least it should be done respectfully
and with a sense of gratitude to the great man who formulated them. For nearly a century and a
quarter the policies laid down in the Farewell Address have been followed and adhered to by the
Government of the United States and by the American people. I doubt if any purely political
declaration has ever been observed by any people for so long a time. The principles of the
Farewell Address in regard to our foreign relations have been sustained and acted upon by the
American people. I doubt if any purely political declaration has ever been observed by any
people for so long a time. The principles of the Farewell Address in regard to our foreign
relations have been sustained and acted upon by the American people down to the present
moment. Washington declared against permanent alliances. He did not close the door on
temporary alliances. He did not close the door on temporary alliances for particular purposes.
Our entry in the great war just closed was entirely in accord with and violated in no respect the
policy laid down by Washington. When we went to war with Germany we made no treaties with
the nations engaged in the war against the German Government. The President was so careful in
this direction that he did not permit himself ever to refer to the nations by whose side we fought
as "allies," but always as "nations associated with us in the war." The attitude reccommended by
Washington was scrupulously maintained even under the pressue of the great conflict. Now, in
the twinkling of an eye, while passion and emotion reign, the Washington policy is to be entirely
laid aside and we are to enter upon a permanent and indissoluble alliance. That which we refuse
to do in war we are to do in peace, deliberately, coolly, and with no war exigency. Let us not
overlook the profound gravity of this step.



Washington was not only a very great man but he was also a very wise man. He looked far into
the future and he never omitted human nature from his calculations. He knew well that human
nature had not changed fundamentally since mankind had a history. Moreover, he was destitute
of any personal ambitions to a degree never equaled by any other very great man known to us. In
all the vital questions with which he dealt it was not merely that he thought of his country first
and never thought of himself at all. He was so great a man that the fact that this country had
produced him was enough of itself to justify the Revolution and our existence as a Nation. Do
not think that I overstate this in the fondness of patriotism and with the partiality of one of his
countrymen. The opinion I have expressed is the opinion of the world....

That was the opinion of mankind then, and it is the opinion of mankind to-day, when his statue
has been erected in Paris and is about to be erected in London. If we throw aside the political
testament of such a man, which has been of living force down to the present instant, because
altered circumstances demand it, it is a subject for deep regret and not for rejoicing....

But if we put aside forever the Washington policy in regard to our foreign relations we must
always remember that it carries with it the corollary known as the Monroe doctrine. Under the
terms of this league draft reported by the committee to the peace conference the Monroe doctrine
disappears. It has been our cherished guide and guard for nearly a century. The Monroe doctrine
is based on the principle of self-preservation. To say that it is a question of protecting the
boundaries, the political integrity, or the American States, is not to state the Monroe
doctrine....The real essence of that doctrine is that American questions shall be settled by
Americans alone; that the Americas shall be separated from Europe in purely American
questions. That is the vital principle of the doctrine.

I have seen it said that the Monroe doctrine is preserved under article 10 [calling for a collective
security agreement among League members]; that we do not abandon the Monroe doctrine, we
merely extend it to all the world. How anyone can say this passes my comprehension. The
Monroe doctrine exists solely for the protection of the American Hemisphere, and to that
hemisphere it was limited. If you extend it to all the world, it ceases to exist, because it rests on
nothing but the differentiation of the American Hemisphere from the rest of the world. Under
this draft of the constitution of the league of nations, American questions and European
questions and Asian and African questions are all alike put within the control and jurisdiction of
the league. Europe will have the right to take part in the settlement of all American questions,
and we, of course, shall have the right to share in the settlement of all questions in Europe and
Asia and Africa. Europe and Asia are to take part in policing the American continent and the
Panama Canal, and in return we are to have, by way of compensation, the right to police the
Balkans and Asia Minor when we are asked to do so. Perhaps the time has come when it is
necessary to do this, but it is a very grave step, and I wish now merely to point out that the
American people ought never to abandon the Washington policy and the Monroe doctrine
without being perfectly certain that they earnestly wish to do so. Standing always firmly by these
great policies, we have thriven and prospered and have done more to preserve the world's peace
than any nation, league, or alliance which ever existed. For this reason I ask the press and the
public and, of course, the Senate to consider well the gravity of this proposition before it takes
the heavy responsibility of finally casting aside these policies which we have adhered to for a
century and more and under which we have greatly served the cause of peace both at home and
abroad....



Reproduced below is a speech given by Cabot Lodge in Washington D.C. on 12 August 1919 in
which he set forth his objections to the League.

Mr. President:

The independence of the United States is not only more precious to ourselves but to the world
than any single possession. Look at the United States today. We have made mistakes in the
past. We have had shortcomings. We shall make mistakes in the future and fall short of our own
best hopes. But none the less is there any country today on the face of the earth which can
compare with this in ordered liberty, in peace, and in the largest freedom?

I feel that I can say this without being accused of undue boastfulness, for it is the simple fact, and
in making this treaty and taking on these obligations all that we do is in a spirit of unselfishness
and in a desire for the good of mankind. But it is well to remember that we are dealing with
nations every one of which has a direct individual interest to serve, and there is grave danger in
an unshared idealism.

Contrast the United States with any country on the face of the earth today and ask yourself
whether the situation of the United States is not the best to be found. I will go as far as anyone in
world service, but the first step to world service is the maintenance of the United States.

[ have always loved one flag and I cannot share that devotion [with] a mongrel banner created
for a League.

You may call me selfish if you will, conservative or reactionary, or use any other harsh adjective
you see fit to apply, but an American I was born, an American I have remained all my life. Ican
never be anything else but an American, and I must think of the United States first, and when I
think of the United States first in an arrangement like this I am thinking of what is best for the
world, for if the United States fails, the best hopes of mankind fail with it.

I have never had but one allegiance - I cannot divide it now. I have loved but one flag and I
cannot share that devotion and give affection to the mongrel banner invented for a

league. Internationalism, illustrated by the Bolshevik and by the men to whom all countries are
alike provided they can make money out of them, is to me repulsive.

National I must remain, and in that way I like all other Americans can render the amplest service
to the world. The United States is the world's best hope, but if you fetter her in the interests and
quarrels of other nations, if you tangle her in the intrigues of Europe, you will destroy her power
for good and endanger her very existence. Leave her to march freely through the centuries to
come as in the years that have gone.

Strong, generous, and confident, she has nobly served mankind. Beware how you trifle with
your marvellous inheritance, this great land of ordered liberty, for if we stumble and fall freedom
and civilization everywhere will go down in ruin.



We are told that we shall 'break the heart of the world' if we do not take this league just as it
stands. I fear that the hearts of the vast majority of mankind would beat on strongly and steadily
and without any quickening if the league were to perish altogether. If it should be effectively
and beneficently changed the people who would lie awake in sorrow for a single night could be
easily gathered in one not very large room but those who would draw a long breath of relief
would reach to millions.

We hear much of visions and I trust we shall continue to have visions and dream dreams of a
fairer future for the race. But visions are one thing and visionaries are another, and the
mechanical appliances of the rhetorician designed to give a picture of a present which does not
exist and of a future which no man can predict are as unreal and short-lived as the steam or
canvas clouds, the angels suspended on wires and the artificial lights of the stage.

They pass with the moment of effect and are shabby and tawdry in the daylight. Let us at least
be real. Washington's entire honesty of mind and his fearless look into the face of all facts are
qualities which can never go out of fashion and which we should all do well to imitate.

Ideals have been thrust upon us as an argument for the league until the healthy mind which
rejects cant revolts from them. Are ideals confined to this deformed experiment upon a noble
purpose, tainted, as it is, with bargains and tied to a peace treaty which might have been disposed
of long ago to the great benefit of the world if it had not been compelled to carry this rider on its
back? "Post equitem sedet atra cura,’ Horace tells us, but no blacker care ever sat behind any rider
than we shall find in this covenant of doubtful and disputed interpretation as it now perches upon
the treaty of pcacc.

No doubt many excellent and patriotic people see a coming fulfilment of noble ideals in the
words 'league for peace.' We all respect and share these aspirations and desires, but some of us
see no hope, but rather defeat, for them in this murky covenant. For we, too, have our ideals,
even if we differ from those who have tried to establish a monopoly of idealism.

Our first ideal is our country, and we see her in the future, as in the past, giving service to all her
people and to the world. Our ideal of the future is that she should continue to render that service
of her own free will. She has great problems of her own to solve, very grim and perilous
problems, and a right solution, if we can attain to it, would largely benefit mankind.

We would have our country strong to resist a peril from the West, as she has flung back the
German menace from the East. We would not have our politics distracted and embittered by the
dissensions of other lands. We would not have our country's vigour exhausted or her moral force
abated, by everlasting meddling and muddling in every quarrel, great and small, which afflicts
the world.

Our ideal is to make her ever stronger and better and finer, because in that way alone, as we
believe, can she be of the greatest service to the world's peace and to the welfare of mankind.



