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PREFACE

This paper 1is an oxamination of the foreign policy

attitudes of Indiana's United States Senators and Repre-

sentatives during the critical years before the Second

World War. My purpose is to determine whether these par-

ticular Mid-Westerners were a part of the jsolationist

bloc in Congress which exerted a significant influence

of forelgn policy.

ation of the individual

on the formulation The scope of the

study is 1imited to an elucid

views as expressed jn Congress by the members of the
delegation and an analysis of the campaign for re-elec-
it relates to the broader

tion waged by ecach of them as

issue.

The principal source 18 the Congressional Record

and Third Sessions of the Seventy-

for the First, second,
nd the First Ses

h committee hearings were con-

sixth Congress & sion of the Seventy-

seventh Congress. Althoug

sulted, there proved to pe inadequate participation in

ovide supplemental information. Iow-

the hearings to PT
ever, comments made during floor debatc on the critical

jews of most members so as to pro-

measures enunciate the Vv
nsight into th

ed with the roll call votes

vide an invaluable 5 ¢ opinions of the dele-

gation. FlooT discussion coupl

iil

T oy ot =T
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on the bills which clearly delineate the positions held by

t . - .
he members permit certain conclusions to be made regarding

the posture of the delegation as individuals and as an entity

The election of 1940 was analyzed by reading articles

from at least one newspaper from each congressional district

for the months of September, October, and November of 1940,
However, the congressional campaigns that year were not given
extensive coverage by the mnewspapers, which concentrated on

the Wilkie-Roosevelt presidential campaigns. The only avail-
able manuscript collections in Indiana are the Ludlow and
Halleck papers which are & part of the Lilly Library Col-
lection at Bloomington. The Halleck papers for these years
are almost exclusively concerned with constituent services
and contain no mention of foreign affairs. On the other
hand, the Ludlow papers are primarily concerned with his
ional amendment to re-

resolutions calling for a constitut

Because he was a Representative

quire a war referendum.

and frequently, Ludlow's attitudes

who spoke out openly

and the manuscript materials

were casily ascertained

ation of his views. Manuscript

further affirTm

merely supply
ble for the Representatives and Scna-

materials are unavaila
jess vocal in expressil
d have been immensely valuable.

tors who were ng their opinions and

for whom such materials woul

The most important secondary sources are Robert A.

£ Neutrality which is a detailed

Divine's The Illusion O
e over neutrality

e congressional debat

Presentation of th
ren Kimball's The Most

legislation through 1939 and War
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gﬂég{é}é_égg) a description of the genesis of Lend-Lease and

its passage by the Congress. Also useful for general back-

Isolationism in Amcrica

ground information are Manfred Jonas'

and William Langer and Everett Gleason's two books on this

nege to Isolation and The Undeclared War.

period, The Challe
and The Biographical Directory

The Congressional Directories
s are the sources of biographical

of the American Congres

erning each member of the del

information CONC egation. Pages
on which this information is found are listed in the Bibli-

ography and will not be footnoted in the introductory section.
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INTRODUCTION

American foreign policy may be viewed historically as

a quest for compromise between internationalism and isolation-

ism. One approach advocated a prominent and active role in
world affairs for the United States while the other warned

against entanglements in centuries-old European hatreds and

jealousies. Reconciliation of the two philosophies occurred

because Americans conceived of their country as a nation com-
mitted to expansion of its foreign commerce, as & haven for
immigrants, and as a nation hopeful that its institutions

would serve as a model for the rest of the world.

Consequently, the intense battle over foreign policy

during the 1930's was not fought to restore or to continue
Instead, 1t was a struggle to preserve

a genuine isolation.

the American government's absolute control over its foreign
policy by avoiding any long-term political commitments to
The isolationists of this era advocated a

other nations.
kind of unilateralism which would allow the United States

the dictates of national self-

to act in accordance with

interest.

e debate took place during the years beforc

An intens
the war because the two groups: the internationalists and the
isolationists, were unable to agree upon which coursc of

1
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action would actually best serve the national interests.
During the three critical years before the United States
entered the war, the debate was acted out in Congress where

a small group of isolationist-minded Senators and Represcnt-

atives were able to play a substantial role in the formula-

tion of the nation's foreign policy. Their greatest achieve-

ment was the passage of a series of neutrality measures which
by 1939 President Roosevelt wished to revise. [His efforts to

repeal various sections of the Neutrality Act of 1937 provide

a continuous thread running throughout the period, ending

Finally less than one month before the United States declared
war against Germany and Japan,

A measure which provoked a violent and emotional
reaction from the isolationists in Congress was the Presi-

dent's request in 1940 for authorization to conscript men

for military service. This was the first time in the na-
tion's history that peacetime conscription had becn pro-
posed. Such a request by the President confirmed the anti-
interventionists' suspicions that Roosevelt was intent upon

leading the nation into war.

The third major issue to come before the Congress and

incite massive resistance from the isolationists was the

Although the President was assured of

Lend-Lease proposal.
the minority opposing

sufficient votes to pass Lend-Leasc,

it in the House and Senate fought to impose crippling re-

strictions on the measure.



These, then, were the significant issues before the

Congress during 1939, 1940, and 1941 against which an unre-

lenting group of Senators and Representatives rallied. Such

isolationism has traditionally been identified with the Mid-

dle Western region of America. The corollary that the Indiana

congressional delegation wWas composed of men with isolationist

convictions begs to be investigated. Under careful scrutiny

do the attitudes of Tndianat's Senators and Represcntatives ex-

hibit characteristics of isolationist convictions and do they
support the proposition of Mid-Western isolationism?

Preliminary to a discussion of the issues and atti-
tudes, a brief comment on the political situation in Indiana
during the 1930's and an introduction to the members of the

congressional delegation follows:

Significant changes 1in the economic well-being of
large portions of the population are usually reflected in
political activities. The Depression affected Indiana as
it did the entire United States, and economic instability
became a personal problem for many families. The Republi-

cans who were in control of the state as well as the nation
were held responsible for their misfortunes by the voters

of Indiana.

The election of 1932 was @ sweeping and decisive
Roosevelt and Garner

Victory for the Democratic party.
e for Governor, Paul V. McNutt,

and the Democratic nomine

and his state ticket carried Indiana., Democrat Frederick



Van Nuys was elected to the Senate in place of the third-

term incumbent James Watson. A solidly Democratic delega-
1

tion was sent to the U.S. House of Representatives.

Most of the agencies created by President Roosevelt

for relief, recovery, and reform purposes operated in Indiana,
and the mid-term elections of 1934 thus favored the Democrats,

although not in the 1andslide proportions of two years earl-

ier. The Republicans were able to elect one congressman, but

the Republican senatorial incumbent was defeated by Sherman

Minton. 2

The elections of 1936 in Indiana were largely dominated
by national issues and national candidates. The Roosevelt

Administration was ondorsed by the Indiana voters who gave
the Democrats nearly a two—hundred—fifty—thousand vote mar-
gin. M, Clifford Townsend, the Democratic nominee for Gov-
ernor, defeated his Republican opponent, Raymond F. Springer,

icans managed only to retain their one seat in

and the Republ

COngress.3

president Rooscvelt's efforts to reorganize the Su-
preme Court in 1937 had serious repercussions within the Demo-

Senator Van Nuys was among those

Cratic party in Indiana.
tg attack on the Court although he had

who opposed Roosevelt

e
arnhart and ponald F, Carmony, Indiana From
1John D, Ba 2l Commonwealth, Volume II (New York:

Fr i lustril
ngEljfi;jgl?gglgiiﬂ;rfgﬁing Company, Inc., 1954) pp. 476-479.

6wis Historical P

21pid., p. 479-

5[pid., p. 481



otherwise supported the New Deal. Substantial ill-feeling

within the party in Indiana was created when President

Roosevelt decided to purge Van Nuys from the Scnate and

gained the support of Governor Townsend in this effort. The

Republicans saw in the 1938 elections an opportunity to cap-
ture a Senate seat and nominated Raymond [. Willis, an Angola
newspaper cditor and publisher. However, at the last minute

Governor Townsend retracted his opposition to Van Nuys, who

had declared he would run as an independent if denied the

nomination by his party, and the Democrats renominated him,

By this time the New Deal was not going well in Ind-
iana even though many benefits accrued to the citizens of
the state as a result of the relief and recovery programs,
increased agricultural prices, and establishment of unem-
ployment insurance. However, pooOT relief necessitated high

d agricultural benefits had resulted in near

ome increasingly hostile to

local taxes an

regimentation. Business had bec
the regulatory provisilons of the reform measures. Prosperity
was slow in returning, and a serious recession had interrupted

Indiana citizens became restive, and

the recovery in 1937.
their traditional conservatism began to reassert itself.
Senateor Van Nuys was re-elected although by a margin of less
than five thousand votes. The Republican vote was greater
than at any election since 1932 and the Democratic vote
and 1936. Republican candidates for

smaller than in 1932
n seven districts while the Demo-

Congress were successful 1



4  The Indiana delegation to the

crats retained five seats.
was composed of two Democratic Senators

76th Congress, thus,

and five Democratic and seven Republican members of the House

of Representatives.

William Theodore Schulte, a forty-eight-year-old

Democrat from Hammond, represented +the First Congressional

District composed entirely of Lake County, the highly in-

dustrialized, immigrantvpopulated northwestern corner of
had served from 1918 to

the state. Representative Schulte

1922 as a member of the city council of Hammond prior to

his election to Congress in 193Z2.

From the lower northwestern, primarily rural, Sccond
District, Charles A. Halleck was sent to Washington by the

voters of Benton, carroll, Cass, Fulton, Jasper, Kosciusko,
Marshall, Newton, Porter, pulaski, Starke, Tippecanoe, and
White Counties. Included in this District were the cities
of Lafayette and Logansport as well as the smaller towns of
Fowler, Winamac, and Delphi, Halleck, who was born in Jasper

County in 1906, had graduated from Indiana University in 1922
and its law school in 1924. For a time he had practiced law
in Rensselaer and served as a prosecuting attorncy for the
1 circuit for ten years. [lalieck was first

30th judicia
a Republican to the 74th

1e death of the Congressman-elect.

clected as Congress to fill the

vacancy created by tl

Another Republican attorney was elected to his first

e

41bid., p. 480.
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term in 1938 to represent the northern border counties of

Elkhart, LaPorte, and St. Joseph which comprised the Third

Indiana Congressional District. These three counties, like

Lake, had a substantial proportion of foreign-born population

living in their principal cities of South Bend, LaPorte, and

Elkhart. The youngest member of the delegation, Robert A,

Grant, thirty-three at the time of his election, represented

this area.

The son of Scottish parents who moved to the United
States in 1882 with their two-year-old son, George W. Gillie,

a Republican from Fort Wayne, was another freshman member of

the 76th Congress. Gillie was a doctor of veterinary medi-
cine whose previous public service had consisted of six years
as sheriff of Allen County. He represented the northeastern

counties of Adams, Allen, Dekalb, LaGrange, Noble, Steuben,

Wells, and Whitley, which by this time were becoming more

densely populated as they turned from agriculture to manu-

facturinge Decatur, Auburn, and Angola were in this District,

The north central counties of Blackford, Clinton,
Grant, lloward, Huntington, Jay, Miami, Tipton, and Wabash
belonged to the Fifth District and another first-termer,
Forest A. Harness. In this District Frankfort, Marion,
Huntington, and Kokomo were growing into small cities, Born
in 1895, Harness had graduated

at Kokomo in Howard County

Georgetovwn University in 1917 and

from the law department of

served overseas during the World War as 4 first lileutenant
in the infantry, remaining a captain 1n the Infantry Reserve



He practiced law at Kokomo, was

of the Army from 1920-1949.

prosecuting attorney for Howard County for four years and was

a special assistant to the Attorney General of the United

States from 1931 until 1935 when he resumed the private prac-

tice of law until his election in 1938 as a Republican to the

United States llouse Of Representatives.

Legal practice and service as both deputy and prose-

cuting attorney were a1so in the background of Noble Johnson
of Terre laute, a Vigo County resident since his birth there
in 1887. Johnson, a Republican, was first elected to Congress

in 1924 and served through the two succecding Congresses. Al-

though he ran and lost 1in 1930 and again in 1936, Johnson was
victorious in 1938. His was the Sixth District, composed of

the centrally—located counties of Boone, Fountain, Hamilton,

Hendricks, MontgomeTry, parke, Putnam, Vermillion, Vigo, and

Terre Haute was the largest city in this primarily

also included the smaller towns of

Warren.

agricultural area which

Lebanon, Noblesville, and Rockville.

The former athletic director and business and law in-

structor of the Linton High School, Gerald Landis was clected

in 1938 from the Seventh District countics of Clay, Daviess,
and Sullivan. Landis was a forty-three ycar-

Gibson, Knox,
1 area including Sullivan, Brazil, and

0ld native of this rura
Vincennes.

John William Boehne, Jr., the son of a former member

of Congress from the Eighth District, was elected to his fifth
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term in the United States House of Representatives in 1938,

Born in Evansville in 1895, Boehne graduated from the Univer-

sity of Wisconsin in 1918, served one year with the U.S. Army

during the World War, and returned to Evansville, the major

city of the District, to become secretary and treasurcr of

Indiana Stone Works, The vanderburgh County Democrat also

represented Crawford, Dubois, Floyd, Marrison, Perry, Pike,

Spencer, and Warrick Counties which composed the rural south-

western corner of the state.

Another Democrat fifth-termer from southern Indiana,
Eugene Crowe, was & sixty~year~01d former businessman. His
Ninth District included the sparsely populated rural counties

of Bartholomew, Clark, pearborn, Franklin, Jackson, Jefferson,
Jennings, Lawrence, Ohio, Orange, Ripley, Scott, Switzerland,
Columbus and Madison were the principal cities

we was the only Indiana Congressman to

and Washington.

in this District. C10
be defeated in the election of 1940. He was replaced by Re-
publican Earl Wilson, & thirty«four—year~old high school

teacher and principal from Bedford.

n Raymond Springer of the Tenth District

Republica
was born in 1882 and attended Earlham College, Butler Uni-
versity, and the Indiana University Law School at Indianapolis
from which he was graduated in 1904. He practiced law for
twelve years and was judge of the 37th judicial circuit from
1916 until 1922. During the World War Springer served as an

and was a 1jeutenant colonel in the Officers

infantry captain
Reserve Corps from 1918 until 1946. The unsuccessful Repub-
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lican candidate for Governor of Indiana in 1932 and 1936,

Springer was elected to the U.S House of Representatives

in 1938 to represent the eastern counties of Decatur, Dela-

ware, Fayctte, Henry, Randolph, Rush, Shelby, Union, and

Wayne. Another District much like the Fifth with its small

town configuration, the Tenth included Elwood, Muncie, Alex-

andria, and Richmond.

The eldest member of the Indiana delegation was

William Larrabee, who was born in 1870. He began practicing
medicine and surgery at New Palestine in 1898 and served as
secretary of the Hancock County Board of Health and as a
member of the New Palestine City Council before his election
to the Indiana House of Representatives in 1923 and 1925.
Elected from the urban Eleventh District to the 72nd Congress
in 1930, Larrabee represented Hancock and Madison Counties
as well as the Marion County townships of Franklin, Lawrcnce,
Perry, Warren, and all of Center except the area northeast

of Ward 6, including nine wards of the city of Indianapolis.

The remaining Marion County townships of Decatur, Pike,
Washington, Wayne, and that part of Center not in Doctor

Larrabee's District were represented by the most colorful
member of the Indiana delegation, Democrat Louis Ludlow. Born
in rural Indiana near Connersville, Ludlow went to work in
[ndianapolis in 1892 at age nineteen as 4 reporter for the
IndianaEO{i§_§g§g is beat included the State lousc and
Ludlow met many important figures in Indiana politics before

he left the state in 1901 to become the Washington correspond-



ent for a number of Ohio and Indiana newspapers., A member

of the Congressional FPress Galleries until 1928, Ludlow was

then elected to represent Tndiana in the House of Representa-
tives.

From Cornfield to Press Gallery,

In an autobiography,

written in 1924 just four years before his clection, Ludlow
explained that he had difficulty classifying himself politi-

cally even though his father had been a staunch Democrat.

I had no trouble keeping my politics on
fairly straight until Woodrow Wilson be-
gan to project America into the inter-
national sphere and to proclaim Uncle
Sam as the partner and paymaster for all
of the unruly, trouble-breeding, busted
nations of the world. As nearly as I
careful introspection,

can ascertain from ]
I am today a Democrat natlogally and a

Republican internationally.”

Ludlow discussed hls belief in the Jeffersonian principles of
equal rights and democracy. Coupled with his father's rigid
the Democratic party this belief must have been

adherance to
o consider himself a Democrat when

sufficient to causc him t

he decided to run for office.

There is no discernible evidence such as an intenscly
religious upbringing to suggest why Ludlow was to become such
en pacifist. [lowever, by 1924 his con-

an ardent and outspok
already strong cno

he so-called isolation
o not know whereof they

victions were ugh for him to write,

decry t

Persons who
1fish d

policy as s¢€
R

Spouis L. Ludlov, From Cornfield to Press Galler
(Washington, D.C.: W.FE. Roberts Company, Inc., L9247, 7
p. 400,
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speak, It is the only way America can pre-
serve its strength and capacity for doing
good dgeds for the benefit of humanity every-
where.

At the same time, Ludiow stated his firm belief in the nced
For an amendment to the Constitution to provide for a refer-
endum on war, an objective which was to become the primary

Focus of his efforts as a Congressman during the ycars ahcad.

Two Democrats represented Indiana in the Unitcd States

Senate during the 76th Congress. Sherman Minton of New Al-
bany was a forty—eight—yearﬂold attorney who had reccived
from Indiana University in 1915 and an LL.M. from

his LL.B.
He had served as a captain in the

Yale University in 1916.
Army during the World War and then as a captain in the Of-
Minton was first elected to the Senate

ficers Reserve Corps.

in 1934, following a term as public counselor for the state
He

of Indiana in the Administration of Governor McNutt.
alfter his

made known his sympathies with the New Deal soon
was offered the Scnate's assistant

arrival in Washington and
the death of Senator Joscph Robin-

Nemocrat leadership after
Lobby Com-

son. The Indiana Senator was most active on the
up to investigate the entirce lobby-

set
of the Committce

mittce of the Scnate,
ing situation in Washington. lle was a member

in 1935 and its chairman in 1937, a position which causcd
In 1941 President

‘Minton to become a subject of controversy.

Roosevelt appointed Minton to the White llousc stalf as Ad-

ministrative Assistant and then as judge of the Scventh

O1pid., p. 402.
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Circuit Court of Appeals where he remained until 1949 when

he was appointed an Associate Justice of the United States

Supreme Court by President Harry S, Truman.

Frederick Van Nuys, was

Indiana's senior Scnator,
first sent to the U.S. Senate in 1932, Another attorney,

Van Nuys had served in the Indiana Scnate f{rom 1913

thirough 1916 and was chairman of the Indiana State Demo-

cratic Committee during 1917 and 1918. Van Nuys, born in

1874 in Rush County, was a graduate of Earlham College and

Indiana University Law School in Indianapolis.

Indiana's senatorial delegation changed with the 77th
Congress as a result of the defeat of Sherman Minton in the

election of 1940 by Raymond Willis, an Angola ncwspaper cdi-

tor and publisher. Sixty-five years old when elected, Willis
had been a member of the Indiana llousc of Represcntatives

during the 1919 and 1921 Gemeral Assemblics.



CHAPTER ONE

NEUTRALITY REVISION

76TIl CONGRESS, 18T SESSION

During the ycars folloving the World War, the United
States gradually began turning inward as evidenced first by

its failure to join the League of Nations. The advocates of

collective security met with great frustration during the

1920's and carly 1930's as evidenced by their untiring and

cqually unsuccessful efforts to bring the United States into

membership on the World Court.

The War had made America the world's creditor, a

status of increasingly grave conscquence in the shaping of

attitudes during the inter-war ycars. The tangled war debts
problem resulted from the inability of the Germans to mect

their rcparations obligations which in turn prevented the

Allies from meceting their loan repayments. Proposals to

cancel the Allied War Debts were becoming more frequent by

the late 1920's. Finally, becausc of the world-wide cconomic
crisis the Hoover Moratorium on reparations and war debts was
established. When the Moratorium cxpired a settlement was
reached which for all intents and purposcs repudiated the

war debts. This result of the Depression intensificd the

growing isolationism in the United States.

14
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The widespread publicity surrounding the investigation
of the munitions industry conducted by a specially created
Senate committee under the direction of Senator Gerald Nye
of North Dakota increascd the disillusionment of the American

people. Nye, who himself had long been convinced that the
United States had been drawn into the war becausc of profit-

sceking weapons makers, was able to popularize his theory.

fecling became widespread that American cntry into

Lventually,
the war had been a tragic mistake which should not be repeated

and a pervasive desire for noninvolvement resulted.

However, German activity in lLurope and Japanese
activity in the Far ELast caused the question of America's
Both

role in international affairs to be posed once again.

those who believed the United States should remain uninvolved
and thosec who preferred a system of collective security in

the world arrived at agreement upon the need for a change in

the nation's neutrality policy.
With the impending Italo-Eithiopian war acting as the

catalyst, pressures for neutrality revision increascd during
the carly months of 1935.1 The problem of formulating an
American policy toward foreign aggression had occupicd the
Congress, the Department of State, and international lawyers

for some time. With the imminent thrcat to world pcace, the
public became morc aware of the possible cffcct cvents taking

place abroad could have upon the security of the United States.

1Robert A. Divine, The Illusion of Neutrality, 1937-
1941 (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 19062}, p. 81.
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As the foreign situation worsened, the impulse grew within
America to insulate the nation from any possibility of being
drawn into another foreign war. The push for neutrality re-
vision was being transformed into a drive to establish a

rigid program of isolation.

Therefore, with agreement reached upon the necessity
for ncutrality revision, there remained the question of
what form a new policy should take. Congressional opinion
favored an impartial arms embargo to be imposcd by the Presi-
dent when he recognized that a state of war existed between
two countries. President Roosevelt approved an embargo but
preferred that it be of a discretionary nature allowing him
to name the aggressor nation. A bill was preparcd by the
State Department and introduced in Congress embodying the
views of the President. This measure was opposced by the
growing bloc of Congressmen and Senators who inclined to-
ward an isolationist position. The Senate Forecign Relations
Committce, chaired by Key Pittman of Nevada, introduced the
bill which was finally passed by Congress. The Ncutrality
Act of 1935 required the President, in the cvent of a for-
cign war, to proclaim its existence and to withhold the ship-
ment of arms to or for all belligerents. This mandatory cm-
bargo featurc did allow the President discretion in defining
arms, ammunition, and implements of war and in applying the
embargo to other states when they centered a war alrcady in
progress., American vessels were prohibited from carrying such

embargoed goods for the warrirg nations, and the President was
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authorized to warn American citizens that they could travel
on belligerent ships only at their own risk. Also provided

for was the creation of a National Munitions Control Board,

headed by the Secretary of State, to licensc and supervisc
all arms shipments. President Rooscvelt signed the ncutrality

act on August 31, 1935.°
The 1935 act did not resolve the neutrality debate

bccause the vital arms embargo feature was duc to expire

Thus congressional attcention assuredly

February 29, 1936.3
The focal point of

would be directed again to this issue.

the debate during the Second Session of the 74th Congress
was the question of restricting trade in materials other than

arms. A drastic measure supported by only a few cxtreme
isolationists was introduced by Represcntative Louis Ludlow,

Democrat of Indianapolis, which would have placed an absolute
embargo on all trade with belligcrents.4 Morc modecrate mea-

sures were proposed by both the Administration and the ncu-
trality bloc in the Congress, which worked frantically to
enact new legislation by the time the 1935 act was to cx-

pire. Passed and signed by the President was an extension
of the original law for fourteen months which stiffened the

embargo provisions. While the first law had mercly author-
ized the President to extend the embargo when an cxisting

war spread, the new law required him to do so. Also included

21pid., p. 117.

31bid., p. 134.
Yrhid., p. 139.
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was a prohibition on loans to belligerent powers made through

purchase of their securities or in any other way, long a goal

of neutrality enthusiasts. The primary debate of the session

was resolved in a manner that further curtailed the President's
freedom in the conduct of foreign policy in the event of war

abroad by denying him authority to restrict tradc in raw
materials.

This problem of trade with belligerent nations was

trcated in the first permanent neutrality lecgislation, which

was enacted just as the previous act expired. Passcd on April

30, 1937, and signed into law the following day, the Third

Neutrality Act extended indefinitely the arms embargo and

the prohibition against loans. Included were two new fea-

tures. Instcad of merely discouraging travel of Americans

on belligerent ships the new law forbade such activity. Fur-
ther, for a period of two ycars the President was permitted

to allow the export of certain non-military goods to belliger-
ents if those commodities werc paid for in cash and carried
away in foreign ships. This cash and carry provision

was never put into cffect as it expired before the outbreak

of general war.

Also occurring during these years and important in this
study becausc of the prominent position in the effort occupicd

by Tndiana Congressman Ludlow was the movement to adopt a con-
&

stitutional amendment requiring any declaration of war by the

SAlexander DeConde, A History of American Foreign Poli-
¢y (New York: Charles Scribner's Sons, 1963), p. 509.
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United States to be subjected to a national referendum.

Ludlow had long supported this concept, mentioning it in his
autobiography published in 1924. Such a proposal was first
introduced in 1917 by Senator Thomas Gore of Oklahoma and

similar proposals were made in every subsequent Congress ex-
cept the Sixty-sixth., All such resolutions were referred to
the appropriate Judiciary sub-committce and remained buried
there. However, in 1935 Representative Ludlow, who was to
become the most persistent and encrgetic advocate the war

referendum movement gained, introduced yet another such pro-

posal. He actively sought support for his measure both in
the Congress and among organizations in the pcacc movement.
d the enthusiastic support of most iso-

Although he receive
his amendment proposal again died in committec

lationists,
at the end of the session.

At the beginning of the next Congress in 1937 Ludlow

At this same time, Ludlow pub-

reintroduced his resolution.
Lished lell or Heaven, a book written
to show that America 1s sitting on a powder
keg: that it 1s without any adequate safc-
ouards against war; that its peace and sccur-
ity are constantly imperilled by selfish in-
tercsts lured by profits; that its position
is extremely precari-

in a world of strife 1 _
and that it's likely at any timec to be

ous : .

dragged into another foreign conflict.”

n this book Ludlow presented the casc for his war referen-

Ostanfred Jonas, Isolationism in Amcrica, 1935-1941
Corncll University Press, 1966), p. I58.

(I'thaca:
7Louis . Ludlow, Hell or Hecaven (Boston: The Strat-

1937), p. il.

ford Company,
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dum amendment and made a plea for support. When the House

Judiciary Committee failed to report out his resolution, Ludlow

introduced a new resolution to bring the amendment proposal

directly to the floor as a special order of business, However
b
the new resolution was I‘efeI‘I‘ed to the R.U.].CS COmmittee WhiCh

took no further action, Ludlow's diligence eventually resulted
in the obtaining of sufficient signatures to discharge his

resolution from Committec and allowed him to move that his war
referendum proposal Dbe brought to the floor. His motion was
defeated by only a 188 to 209 vote margin, another indication

jonist sentiment within the Congress,8

of the strength of isolat

Meanwhile, the seemingly inexorable march of events dur-
ing 1938 including Hitler's Austrian coup, the Munich confer-

ence, and increasing Japanese activity in the Pacific, led the
President to conclude that the foreign policy of the United
States should be re-evaluated. In his annual message to the
Congress given in January, 1939, he expressed his dissatis-

faction with existing neutrality legislation and declared that
n operated to permit aid to

aggression. with the cash and

such laws ofte aggressor nations

and deny it to the victims of
carry provision of the current law due to expire May 1, and
the President's obvious wish for ncutrality revision, the 76th

and involved discussion of the

Congress faced the most complex

issue yet to be held.

Fearing those who had opposed his domestic programs

—

Isolationism, P. 162.

8Jonas,
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would be equally intransigent toward any foreign policy closely
identified with him, President Roosevelt agrced to allow Sena-
tor Key Pittman and his Foreign Relations Committece take charge
of revision of the existing neutrality legislation. Although
Pittman announced in January that his committee would hold
hearings to discuss the neutrality issuc, no action camc until
after the German seizure of Czechoslovakia in March ol 1939.
Senator Pittman met with State Department officials and
drafted a comprehensive neutrality bill embodying the basic
position the Department had been urging since the previous
winter. The bill privided for repeal of the arms embargo and
adoption of cash and carry for all trade with belligerents.
It forbade any American ship to enter a belligerent port and
required American citizens to transfer title to all cxports
to nations at war before the goods left the United States,

In addition, the Pittman Bill continued the other provisions

Two changes were written in, requiring the

of the 1937 act.
put the law into cffect within thirty days aflter

President to
of either a declared or undeclarcd war and giving

the outbreak
him the discretionary authority to proclaim combat zoncs from

which he could ban all American ships and travelers, even if
they were cnroutc to a ncutral port,

Congressional rcaction to the Pittman Bill was indica-
tive of the ensuing struggle which consumed the next three

yvears. Formal consideration of the ncutrality issuc began

9%.0. Wilcox, "Neutrality PFight in Congress: 1939,V
American Political Science Review, XLVIT (Junc, 1953), 813.
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April 5, 1939, when the Senate Foreign Relations Committee

opened public hearings on the various proposals to revisec

the 1937 act,10 The committee hearings continued through

the first week in May and heard testimony from representa-
tives of nacifist groups, veterans organizations, labor

unions, women's clubs, and ethnic societies, in addition

to such distinguished witnesses as the former Secretary of

State, Henry Stimson, and Bernard Baruch. Frederick Van

Nuys, the senior senator from Indiana and a Democrat, was
the only member of the Foreign Relations Committee who
failed to attend even one of the hearings, thus preclud-

ing an expression of his vicws which would have been pro-

vided had he participated in the hearings.l1

When in mid-May Senator Pittman announced he was
planning to postpone any further consideration of ncu-
trality revision for several weeks, the Administration dec-
cided to move the fight into the lliouse of Representatives
under the direction of Representative Solomon Bloom of
New York who was chairman of the Forcign Affairs Committec.
Although Bloom was judged by the Administration to Dbe no
more competent and forceful a lecader than Pittman, he intro-

duced a new neutrality resolution on May 29 which embodied

lDDivinc, I1lusion, p. 246.

llHearings hefore the Scnatz Foreign Relations Com-
mittee, Neutrality, Peace Legislation, and Our Forecign
Policy, 76th Congrcss, 1st Session (Washington, D.C.:

U S Government Printing Office, 1339).
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the program Cordell Hull had fornulated.12 The Bloom Bill,
as rceported out of the Foreign Affairs Committee, on which
no members of the Indiana delegation served, had undergone
slight modification but still proposed significant changes

In the existing neutrality act. It repealed the arms em-

bargo, granted the President discretion to invoke the act
only when necessary to promote the security and prescrve
the peace of the United States, allowed the President to
decide when to apply the transfer of title provisions as
well as to select the types of exports to be covered by
this clause, and authorized the President to designate
combat zones which would be closed to both Amcrican ships

and travelers.lJ

Debate on the Bloom Bill began on the floor of the

lHouse on June 27, 1939.14 Representative Ludlow of Indiana-

polis was one of the leaders of the group of Democrats
Firmly opposed to any changes in the 1937 act. Ludlow, who
had once again introduced his resclution calling for a war
referendum amendment to the Constitution, labelled thc Bloom

Bill one of the most dangerous brought before the Congress

during his tenure there. lle contended the bill would push

America into world power politics, making it casy to get
into war and difficult, if not impossiblec, to stay out of

war. The cash and carry provisions, according to Ludlow,

12pivine, Illusion, pp. 262-266.

~

IJWiICOX, "Neutrality TFight,' 818,

Mrpia., s21.
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would convert America into an arsenal, storechouse, and source
Great Britain because in any war Britain and

of supply for
Voicing the revisionist linec

France would control the seas,
developed by the Nye Committee, the Indianapolis Congressman

mentioned the lure of war profits and prophesied that a
lucrative war trade would be built up. Ile questioned whether

a professedly Christian people were willing to furnish imple-

ments of war and declared,
Tf we are going to furnish war-mad nations with
implements for killing and torturing human beings
by wholesale we had better burn our Bibles and
our churches and confess that we have no love
left in our hearts for the living God.l>

Representative Gillie of Fort Waync spoke the next

day. Although he expressed his agreement with Ludlow, he
made a less emotional though equally vehement statement,

Gillie saw the critical situation facing Great Britain and
as completely outside the national interests of the

France
He defined neutrality in terms of an absolute

United States.
refusal to give any support to either side in a foreign war

and advocatsd a policy forbidding ecxports of all kinds and
loans and credits to all belligerents upon outbreak of war.
Congressman Gillie added that a 'preponderant majority' ol
his constituents had made known to him their confidence that
such a program would do more than any other neutrality bill

to keep the United States out of war and cntanglement,16 How -

IScongressional Record, 76th Congress, lst Session

(June 27,71939), 8017.
16 (June 28, 1939), 8177,

Ibid.
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ever, he did not explain the specific manner in which thesc
views had been conveyed to him.

This feeling that avoidance of war was paramount to
21l other considerations was also shared by Republican Cong-

ITalleck of Indiana's Second District. On

rcssman Charles A.
May 1, Ilalleck had stated that nothing was morc lmportant

at that time than keeping the United States out of war.

Furthermore, "If we're involved in another war it will mean

the end of democracy in this land. It will mcan the estab-
17

lishment of a Fascist regime of government."

Another staunch and vocal supporter of strict ncu-
trality was Republican Raymond Springer who thought that
the formulation of foreign policy should remain vested in

the representatives of the people rather than be given up

to the executive branch. He cxpressed his faith in an cm-

bargo against the transportation of arms, munitions, and
war supplies as the secure way of maintaining ncutrality.
Springer suggested that the United States should abstain

from committing any overt act which might possibly involve
, . . . 18
the nation in the foreign war.

Although no other members of the Indiana delegation
spokc out on the Bloom Bill, threce roll call votes talen

on the bhill provide a clecar indication of where they stood.

Perhaps most illustrative of attitude is the vote on the

171pid. (May 1, 1939), 4957,

18 (June 29, 1939), 8249,

Thid.
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Vorys Amendment, Representative John Vorys, 4 Republican
from another Mid-Western state, Ohio, offered the crucial
amendment which was to virtually nullify the Administration's
He proposed the cnactment of

revision program that session.
ammunition but excluding

a limited embargo covering arms and
Vorys argued that since the latter catc-
also used for

gory included items such as aircraft ¢t
. 1 C
al was a rcasonable compromise., 19

implements of war.
hat werc

pcaceful purposes his propos
The Vorys Amendment was accepted by a 214 to 1753 vote.
both Democrats, opposed this effort to

Eugene Crowce and Dr. William

Only two from Indiana,
cripple neutrality revision.
the minority favoring repeal of the arms

The en-

Larrabec voted with
hne recorded as not voting.

embargo, with William Boe
favored this measurce

Indiansi

tire Republican contingent from
advocate of mandatory neu-

and was joined by the staunch

trality, Democrat Ludlow. Also voting with
. )

am Schulte of Lake County.~o

the majority

was Democrat Willi
Schulte opposed only the arms embargo repeal and not
pill and joined Crowe and Larrabee

the other sections of the
to opposec recommital of the bill to committec which was an
attempt to kill any chance of revision that scssion.ZI The
e supports the conclusion that Schulte

vote on final passag
411 neutrality revision as he

was not firmly opposed to

1ODivine, Illusion, p- 272,
1939), 8511,

20, . ]
Congressional ecord (June 30

2lrpid., 8512.

s
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again joined Crowe and Larrabee to vote with the majority

to pass the Bloom Bill, 201 to 196.22 With Representative

Boehne again recorded as not voting, the remainder of the

Indiana delegation chose to oppose even the emasculated at-

tempt to revise foreign policy which the amended Bloom Bill

would provide.

Attention next shifted to the Senate where Pittman

had deferred meeting his committee until the Iouse acted,

Finally on July 11, the Foreign Relations Committee met
and quickly accepted a motion to postpone any further con-
sideration of neutrality revision until the next session of
Congress in 1940. The vote was twclve to ten on the motion
with Senator Van Nuys voting with the isolationist majority,
Because he neither attended the public hearings of the com-
mittee nor spoke out on the floor of the Senate, it is dif-
ficult to learn Van Nuys' views. However, in Robert Divine's
account of the subject, for which he had access to vast re-

the Indiana SenatoT is not mentioned as onc of the

reign Relations Committee but
23

sources,

cquivocating members of the Fo
rather is included among the isolationists.

With the vote of the Senate Foreign Relations Com-
mittee to postpone action on the Pittman Bill, the chance
ended for neutrality revision during the First Session of
¢ho opposed the involvement of

the 76th Congress. Those

W'
221pid,, 8513,

23p;vine, Illusion, p. 279.
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America in the critical situation in Furope succeceded at
least temporarily in their attempt to prevent repcal of the

arms embargo,

was a significant part of that group. On August 5, 1939,

2
the Congress adjourned.

241pia,, p. 282,

t

The Indiana delegation almost in its entircty




CHAPTER TWO

NEUTRALITY REVISION ACHIEVLED
SPECIAL SLESSION

The long-developing EHuropean crisis finally cul-
minated in world war on September 3, 1939, following

the march of the German Army into Poland two days earl-
ier.l When the formal declaration of war against Germany
was issued by Great Britain and France, President Roosc-
velt invoked the Neutrality Act of 1937, which applied

the arms embargo to all belligerents. However, he soon

announced that he would call Congress into special ses-

sion on September 21 for the express purposc of repealing

the arms embargo. Indiana Dcmocratic Senator Sherman
Minton attended a meeting with the President and several

other Congressional leaders on the day before the new
session began and was one of those entrusted with stcer-

ing repeal of the arms embargo through the Scnatc.

In order to avoid the legislative dclay that would
face a new bill, the Administration chose to usc the Bloom

Bill which had already passed the House as the vchicle for
neutrality revision. The Senate Foreign Relations Committec

1Divine, Illusion, p. 280.

2Thid., p. 292.
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would draft a substitute and, following Senate action on
this substitute, the House could agree to the new legisla-

tion simply by instructing its conferees to agree to the

Senate version. The new measure was reported out of the

Foreign Relations Committee on September 28. While Senator

Van Nuys had voted in June to postpone neutrality revision,
this time he voted to report the measure out of Committece
rather than with those who still voted against sending the
bill to the floor to try to block embargo repea1.3 The
chief features of the bill approved by the Committee were

repeal of the arms embargo and a sweeping application of
the cash and carry formula. All American exports to
belligerent ports would have to be carried in foreign ships

with transfer of title taking place before the goods left
the United States. The president was given authority to ban
the entry of American ships, aircraft, or citizens into any
area which he designated as & combat zone. In addition, the
bill continued the ban on loans and on American travel on
belligerent ships as well as forbade the arming of American

merchant vessels,

On October 2, the genate began the debate on the

bill which was to continue for four weeks.” Administration
spokesmen, following the advice of Vice-President John Nance
Garner, allowed the isolationists to dominate the debate,

e
31pid,, p. 313.

41pid,, p. 314,

5tpid., p. 315.
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However, Sherman Minton, who was the Senate Democratic

whip, sometimes replied to the charges made by opponents

of embargo repeal. He joined Democratic Senator Tom

Connally of Texas in attacking the isolationists' conten-
tion that the export of arms had caused American involve-

ment in the World War. Minton asserted, '"Never in the

history of our country OT of any other country did the

sale of munitions ever drag a country into war."

Senator Minton responded to the charges of Repub-

lican Senator Henry Cabot Lodge, Jr., Massachusetds, that

the effects of repeal would actually be the creation of

a state of unneutrality in favor of France and Great Bri-

tain. Minton did admit repeal would help Britain and
France but held that the advantage stemmed from the fact
that the two countries had hetter navies than their adver-
sary. Thus, their advantageous position would not exist

because of any favor the United States had granted them. ’
In spite of such intricate reasoning, Senator Minton's

desire to see Great Britain aided was not obfuscated.

onsideration of amendments to the

On October 24, €
8 Tor the next three days a series of restrict-

bill began.
y the isolationists, all of

ive amendments were offered b
which were voted down. Both Senator Minton and Senator

S
pecord, 76th Congress, Z2nd Session

45,

6Congressional
(October™ 16, 1939),

71pid. (October 14, 19397,
324.

435,

8pivine, Illusion, p.
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majority to defeat these efforts.?

Van Nuys voted with the

The only clue to the shift in position of Senator Van Nuys

from June, when he had voted to postpone neutrality re-

vision, was a statement he made while participating in a

discussion of the issue on & radio program which was re-

printed in the Record. He stated that he wanted the Ameri-
can public aware that no one willing to pass the Pittman
Bill wanted America involved in the war. Rather, the ques-
tion was how best to accomplish a stop to the spread of
Hitlerism, 0 After voting down threce amendments which would
on October 27, by a vote of

have restored the arms embargo,

ate passed the revised Bloom Bill, with

63 to 30, the Sen
11

both Indiana Senators voting yea.

The HHouse of Representatives then accepted a motion

from its Rules Committee t© disagree with the Senate amend -

Bill and called for a conference. De-

ments to the Bloom
bate in the llouse centered on whether or not to instruct

any amendments to the bill as

the conferees to insist On

passed by the Senate.

Indiana penresentatives from both political parties
, Rey
the proposed neutrality rc-

took part in the discussion of

Vision Democyat Eugene crowe of the Ninth Indiana Congres-
sional District, while affirming his opposition to American
’

" SRR

9Congressional R
, 841,

107p1id. (october 11,

ccord (October 24-26, 1939), 794,
800
1939), App. 243.
016, 986, 1023, 1024.

1154, (october 27, 1939),
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entry into any foreign war, declared that the best way to

keep the United States out of war would be to keep American

ships out of combat zomnes and away from belligerent ports,

He offered his support for the cash and carry provisions of
the neutrality proposal then under consideration. Repre-

sentative Crowe was the only member of the Indiana delega-

tion to speak out in favor of the proposed legislation,

Louis Ludlow, one of the leaders of the House Demo-
Crats opposing the Administration's program, delivered a
defense of their position. In this country of ours we
have two ideologies 1in respect to war," he began.
Those ideologiles have come to a clashing point
and a choice must Dbe made. If we adopt as our
permanent policy one ideology, sometimes con-
temptuously called isolation but which 1s not
isolationist at all, we may safely count on re-
maining at peace with the world.

he continued, adoption of the inter-

On the other hand,
it simply a question of

ventionist ideology would make

time before America was dragged into war. Ludlow ex-
plained the isolationist idcology as one which
does not suggest or even intimate that America
should isolate itself from the world. It merc-
ly suggests that we should isolate ourselves
from the wars that eternally are brewing 1n
the cockpit of Europe and in other forcign
trouble areas of the globe.
An embargo levied on all goods to belligerents was sug-
dlow as a truc neutrality policy.13

gested by Congressman Lu
T
12114, (October 25, 1939), App. 502.

131pid. (October 16, 1939), 485
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Representatives Halleck, Republican from Rensselaer,

and Springer, Republican from Muncie, made short speeches
voici hei iti 1 of the arms be

ng their opposition to repeal of e arms embargo., A.
more impassioned speech was delivered by a first-term Re-
publican from South Bend, George Grant, who proclaimed,
11se of patriotism
eration of real Americanism LmD
against repeal of the embargo on arms,
tion, and implements of war.

and every consid-
els me to vote

Every impt
ammuni -

His speech assigned the outbreak of war in Furope to a cul-
mination of age-old hatreds, class conflicts, religious an-
tagonisms, and boundary disputes. Grant called Europe a

£ diplomatic intrigues and real estate

"seething cauldron O
we will continue to hold

[f we maintain peace,
15

aggressions.
aloft the beacon light of freedom for all humanity.

Reiterating the same theme, Representative Gerald
Landis, Republican from the Seventh District, in a speech
on the floor of the House€ during debate on repeal of the
arms embargo said, «Now that Lurope is back again at 1ts
1100-year-old job of wal, the primary job of the U.S. 1s
In stating that those who opposed

to keep out of war,"
the changes in the heutrality law were not isolationilsts

t becomlng enta

an internal Buropean one and

but were simply agains ngled in war, Landis

stressed that the conflict was

reign to the conc he United States,

i 5 -t
essentially fo erns of

SE—
141pid. (NovembeT 1,

1939), 1219.

151pid,, 1220.
16154, , 1225

e
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He gave his support to a cash and carry program for all non-

military supplies and to retention of the arms embargo.

Representative Gillie informed the Congress on
November 1 that during the previous five weeks he had re-
ceived correspondence from nearly 15,000 citizens of the
Fourth District who almost unanimously called for retention

of the arms embargo. Charging that opponents of the cmbargo

had tricd to cloud the issue by saying that cash and carry
and the embargo were incompatible, Gillie expressed his

approval of a cash and carry program for all general supplies

without repeal of the embargo on arms. 7

Representative James Shanley, a Connecticut Democrat,

moved to instruct the llouse confzrees to insist on the re-

tention of the embargo when they met in conference committce.

Before voting on the Shanley motion, the Illouse considered a
compromise proposal by Ohio Representative Vorys to amend
a

the Shanley motion to instruct the conferees to insist on
limited cmbargo which would forbid the sale of arms and am-
munition but permit the cxport of implements of war. This
motion was identical to the amendment which Vorys had suc-
cecded in attaching to the Bloom Bill the previous spring.
lfowever, this time the llouse rejected the limited embargo,

Congressman Ludlow joined the Republican members from Indiana

in voting in favor of keceping an cmbargo on arms and ammuni -

171bid., 1220,
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tion,18 Next, the House voted down the more stringent
Shanley proposal, and again only the Indiana Democratic
Congressmen Boehne, Crowe, and Schulte opposed retention
of the embargo, Republicans Gillie, Grant, Halleck, larness,
Johnson, Landis, and Springer, joined by the vocal anti-inter-
ventionist Democrat rudlow favored the Shanley motion.19

On the next morning, the conference committee met,
and the House conferees accepted the revised bill as amended

by the Senate. Both Houses quickly accepted the conference

1939, with a final vote
20

November 3,

report that same day,
and 55 to 24 in the Senate.

of 243 to 172 in the Hous€
The vote of the Indiana members was predictable. Boehne,

and Schulte in the Ilouse and Senators

Crowe, Larrabee,
oted to agree to the conferencce report.

Minton and Van Nuys V
y revision was achieve

ing such a program. In essence,

Thus, neutralit d with a majority of

the Indiana delegation Oppos

e only two vital changes in American

the new legislation mad

with the signing of the act, Americans

neutrality policy.
and implements of war to bel-

could ship arms, ammunition,
e with nations at war in Lurope had

ligerents, but all trad

n foreign ships, with transfer of title to

to be conducted 1
oods left the United States.

ace before the ¢

cargoes taking pl
assenger travel 1n the 1937

The restrictions on loans and p

R
181pid. (November 2, 1939), 1343,
191p54d,, 1344.

20pid, (November 3, 1939); 1389, 1356.
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act were continued under the new legislation. American
as proclaimed by the Presi-

21

ships could not enter war 2zOones

dent even if destined for a neutral port.

21pivine, Illusion, p. 53¢



CHAPTER THREE

PASSAGE OF PEACETIMZ CONSCRIPTION

76TII CONGRESS, 3RD SESSION

Following the 1lull in the war during the winter of

1939”1940, events in Europe once again reached the critical

stage when spring came., Hitler launched the great western
offensive which culminated with the fall of France. [His

armics occupied Denmark, Norway, Belgium, the Netherlands,
and Luxembourg during April and May .1

In the United States public opinion had shifted suffi-
ciently to permit Congress to pass programs with little op-
position providing for rearmament and military preparcdness,
However, when the question of peacetime conscription was

raised, controversy surrounded it and once again the isola-
tionists werc given an issue. America had never conscripted

men for military service in time of peace, and the idea of
compulsory service was repugnant. But at this time, the rep-

ular army was limited by law to 375,000 men, with 1ts actual

strength including the National Guard at not morc than half

a million. Such a force was obviocusly inadequatc to cope

with an invasion. Consequently, the Burke-Wadsworth Selective

1DcCondc, American Foreign Policy, p. 584.

38
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Service Bill was introduced in Congress on June 21, 19407

By the time debate in Ccngress began on August 9, a
state-by-state survey taken by George Gallup's American In-
stitute of Public Opinion showed cvery state in favor of peace-

time conscription, with the closest division of opinion in
Indiana where only 55% supported the measure. [lowever, 1n
spite of public opinion in favor of conscription and the en-
dorsement of Republican presidential candidate Wendell Wilkie,

the Tndiana delcgation exhibited rcluctance to support the

measure. [Lven Senator Minton, vho was a member of the Mili-
tary Affairs Committee and Democratic whip, remained, for the
the de-

most part, silent on the issue. FHis comments during

bate in the Senate were primarily of an informationul naturec
and were not cxpressions of his opinion of the bill, although
he did support the President's goal of Strongthening the pre-
parcdness of the United States. Earlier in the summer, Minton
isolationist foreign policy 1in

had assailed the efficacy of an
The Indiana

an exchange with Senator Nye of North Dakota.
Democrat defended the President as a "patriotlC nigh-minded
public servant' with no purpose of leading the nation into
var. Minton declared his respecct for thosc who sincercly
n had not

held isolationist views but added that isolationis

recently led to peace. DPointing out that 1lolland, Belgium,

2 1 i 3 N E o) NP M ] -
William L. Langer and S. TLverett (leason, LQQ_ChAI
- and Brothers,

lenge to Isolation, 1937-1940 (New York: lIarpel

1952) y P 5@0.

*Bvansville Press, August 11, 1940, p. $.
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Denmark, Norway, and Luxembourg had been isolationist,

M1 .
Minton reminded Nye that those states had been invaded and

Crushed. "No, Mr. president, he continued, "isolationism
does not lead to peace, The world today knows the sad les-
wd

son that isolationism leads to war, total war.

Representative Landis appended a statement to the
BESQEQ on August 12 explaining his opposition to peacetime

r Army lieutenant called such action

Conscription. The forme
"foreign to the fundamental principles of democracy and the

only after it was proven that vol-

American way of 1ife."
untary enlistments had not provided sufficient numbers for

as there justification for the passage

an adequate defense W

worth Bill according to Landis.

of the Burke-Wads
's RepresentatiVes had been so taciturn re-

Indiana
ime conscription that on the

o . - . ~
garding their views O peacet

sed the House the Muncie Evening

day Burke-Wadsworth pas
t only Representat
he amendments and the bill it-

ive Crowe favored the

Press reported tha

bi11,% Actually, votes on 't
1 others for the bill or at least

self reveal support {10l

some of its provisions.

The Senate acted before the House and ended debate
he vote on passage of the bill

on August 28, 1940. Before t

T
4Congressional Record,

(June 21 T940), 8800-8802.

S1pid. (August 12, 1040), App. 4932.

76th Congress, 3rd Session

1940, p. 4.

Opuncie Evening Press, September 7,
Muncie LVC - e ———
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was taken, two amendments were offered to postpone the

enactment of the bill until after voluntary enlistments had

been given an opportunity to provide adequate numbers. Both

amendments were voted down with Senator Van Nuys supporting
postponement and Senator Minton opposing it. The bill passed
58 to 31, including Senator Minton in the majority and Senator

Van Nuys in the minority. As passed by the Senate, the bill
authorized the President to select for training and induction

for service such numbers of men as were required in the na-
tional interest whether OT not a state of war existed. A
system of deferments for those engaged 1in occupations in the
jectors was included.

national interest and for conscientious ob

of a trial period for voluntary enlistments

Advocates

h an amendment 1in the House to the con-

Were able to attac
scription bill. The Fish Amendment, sponsored by Republican
Hamilton Fish of New York, provided for postponement of reg-
s and gained the support of

istration of men for SixXty day

ana Congressmen.9 Only Representa-

eleven of the twelve Indi

postponement of registration. On

tive Larrabee opposed
final passage of the bill, Fugene Crowe, as predicted by the
Muncie newspaper, did vote 1in favor of the establishment of
4 system of selective service. Represenative Larrabee was
he Indiana delegation to vote with

ember of t
e bill by a vote margin of 263

the only other m

the majority which passed th

—— _
yecord (August 28, 1940), 11124-11125,

"Congressional Recors

8Ibid., 11142,

91,1d. (September 7, 1940), 11748.
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to 149,10

The House of Representatives requested a conflerence
to reconcile the two bills, The major differences between
the House and Senate versions werc the louse amendment pro-
viding for a sixty-day delay in conscription pending further
trial of voluntary enlistments and the expandcd age bracket
for registration passed by the House of twenty-onc years
to forty-four ycars instead of twenty-one ycars to thirty-
one years as set by the Senate. Senator Bennett C. Clark
of Missouri, one of the most ardent isolationists in Congress, ' |
moved to instruct the conferees to disagrec to the change in

the age bracket for registration and to agrce to the Fish

Amendment providing for postponement of registration for

TAANT WA AR PRN e e ST

sixty days. Both instructions were votsd down. Senator
Minton voted with the majority which favored the immediate
implementation of a Selective Service System, while Scnator

Van Nuys voted to postpone cnactment.11

The conference report incorporated a compromise age
bracket for registration and provided for the immediate
cstablishment of a Selective Service System. The votc on
agrecment to the conference rceport taken on September 14,
1940, showed only four members, Senator Minton and Repre-
sentatives Crowe, Larrabee, and Schulte, of the fourtcen

member Indiana delegation were willing to vote with the

loibgg,, 11754.

11£hgg, (September 9, 1940), 11792,
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majority to conscript men during peacetime to strengthen

the standing army of the United States.lz

—————

121bid. (September 14, 1940), 12227.



CHAPTER FOUR
THE ELECTION OF 1940

The election of 1940 marks the end of a period of
Democratic control in the state of Indiana, In that clcc-
tion all twelve of Indiana's U.S, Representatives and one
U,s, Senator, Sherman Minton, asked the voters of the state
to return them to Congress. An analysis of the campaigns
reéveals what the candidates said or (equally important)
what they did not say in order to gain re-elcction. Al-
though newspaper coverage of the congressional campaigns
was not extensive, a district by district examination of
articles during the fall of 1940 gives an indication of
the foreign policy posture of the Congressmen at that time
as well as an indication of the relative importance of for-

cign and domestic issues to the voters.

Most attention, of course, centered on the presi-
dential campaign, not only because Franklin Roosecvelt was
running for a third term but also becausc the Republican
nominee Wendell Wilkie was a nazive of Indiana. Wilkie did
not have the isolationist convictions of many Republicans
in Congress and early in the canpaign cndorscd Rooscvelt's
general foreign policy goals, criticizing only the means
the President employed. Conscquently, foreign policy was

44
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neutralized as the major presidential campaign issue with
both men making sweeping promises to keep America out of the
war if elected. Wilkie attacked the New Deal and Roosevelt
defended the success of his domestic srogram. Perhaps partly
because of this nature of the presidential campaign, the

congressional races did not provoke sharp differences in

opinion on external affairs.

Of the state campaigns the most widely covered was
that for the senatorial seat held by Sherman Minton, the
Senate Democratic whip and a staunch defender of President
Roosevelt. Minton's Republican opponent, Angola newspaper
publisher Raymond Willis, having run a close contcst for
the Senate two years earlier against Senator Van Nuys, was

a formidable candidate. Willis had tte advantage of having

already participated in a state-wide campaign and was not
unknown to the voters. Another significant factor was the
decision of the State Election Board to attach the scna-
torial candidates to the national rather than the state
ticket on the paper ballots. The coupling of scnatorial
and presidential candidates was viewed as an advantage for
Willis as he would appear with the Indiana-born Wilki_c.1
Further, Minton's close identification with the President
and the New Deal was a liability in his home statc, which

was becoming disenchanted with the New Deal as evidenced

by an editorial, typical of many which appcarcd during the

the campaign.

IGary Post-Tribune, September 6, 1940, v». 4.
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Senator Minton, who has boasted that he is a New
Deal rubber stamp, 1s probably the most easily
controlled Senator in Congress. His record has
been one of unvarying submission to White llouse
orders, and he has at times subordinated the
interests of his constituents to the wishes of
the New Deal administration at Washington. Iiis
defeat should be a certainty.
With anti-Roosevelt sentiment growing in Indiana,
Willis quite naturally devoted much of his campaign to
attacks upon the Democratic incumbent's support of the
New Deal. Th e Indiana Republican Editorial Asscciation lent
their substantial support to the Angola puolisher, one of their own

members,, o I . " .+ who waged an

intensive campaign from mid-September until election day.

Senator Minton, on the other hand, was not able to
open his campaign until October 2, on which evening he spoke
at Sullivan upholding his allegiance to the President and
the New Deal.? Newspaper accounts of the speeches of the
two candidates indicate Minton concentrated morc on the
foreign situation than did his Republican opponent, per-
haps because he was aware his actions in the arca of domestic
affairs were unpopular in Indiana. In a speech on October
15, Minton accused the Republican party of appeascement by
opposing many Roosevelt-sponsored measures to strengthen
American defonses.4 Although he made relatively few specches

during the campaign, Minton advocated building up the strength

qer—t

2(Goshen) News-Democrat, October 30, 1940, p. 4.

3South Bend Tribune, October 3, 1940, p. 4.

Y1bid., october 16, 1940, p. 2.
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of the United States and repeatedly assured the people that

Roosevelt was not leading them into war,

The foreign policy comments of Willis were primarily
charges that Roosevelt was using the international situation
as a smoke-screen to distract attention from his failure to
solve domestic problems. In a speech at Madison, Willis
declared, "] am not an isolationist. I am not now an inter-
ventionist in the true sense of the word."S> Assuring the
people that although he favored arming for the protection
of the country, Willis pledged never to vote to send Ameri-
cans to fight in a Buropean war. Newspapcer coverage indi-
cates Willis concentrated on linking Minton with the Presi-
dent and then attacking the New Deal domestic policics. The
Republican candidate discounted the foreign situation, ac-
Cusing Rooscvelt of creating a war scare to divert emphasis
from domestic affairs. His statements regarding the war
in Furope were of a cautious naturc designed to alicnate
no one and avoided a concrete pcsition. Minton defended
the President and his own part as a pro-Administration
Senator without discussing that role and his record in de-
tail. He talked national defense but did not dircctly en-
courage greater participation of the United States in the
European war effort. Both men identified themsclves closely

with their party's presidential candidate,

On clection day, Tucsday, November 5, 1940, the voters

5Thid., October 3, 1940, p. 4.
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of Indiana rejected their incumbent U.S., Senator and chose

instead the Republican candidate they had turned down two

The vote closely parallele
Roosevelt 899,248 to

years earlier. d that cast for

President with Wilkie winning over

875,418 and Willis over Minton 884,194 to 868,689.0 The
lack of any significant difference in foreign policy aims
enunciated by Wilkie and Roosevelt as well as the unpopu-
larity of the New Deal with Indiana voters indicate Minton's
defeat was not due in any large measure to his anti-isola-
tionist stand in Congress. Minton's support of meuttality
revision and selective service were not mentioned in any
of his opponent’s attacks upon him. The

nNewspaper accounts
obvious conclusion is that many citizens of Indiand were
Franklin Roosevelt and eagerly grasped

disillusioned with
lecting a native of their

own state

at the opportunity of e
nefits to the Republ

e of the pro-Roosevelt Democratic

with substantial be ican senatorial cand-

idate and to the disadvantag

Senator.
Similarity exists petween the plight of Scnator
T Democratic incumbe

nad served in Congress since

Minton and the othe nt defeated in 1940,
r-old Eugene (Towe
prcsenting the prcdominantly rural

The veteran CoOngress-

Sixty-two-yea

the clection of 1930,
n of the state.

southeastern sectio
man was defeated by @ young Republican high school principal,
—

61pid,, November 7, 1940, p. 1.
al Dlrectory, 76th Congress, lst
.S Government

ongression

7OfflC1d C
“Tst edition iWasthgton,

Se831on 193 297,

)ffﬁffﬁy office,
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Earl Wilson, in a District often called the "'solid South
Democratic, Ninth,District,” a District which Crowe had

carried by spectacular margins of up to 20,000 votes in

Previous elections.

Candidate Wilson conducted a vigorous campalgn and
enjoyed the support of 2 strong old-age pension pressure
group. He made frequent appearances throughout the five
counties which made up the District, generally speaking

out against the weaknesses of Roosevelt's domestic policies.
However, in a speech in Eton near the close of the campaign,

s main objective,
w9  References to the camr

Wilson declared hi if elected, would be

"to keep America out of the War.

sman Crowe indicate he emphasized

paign speeches of Congres
1olehearted support
posed a New Deal measure.

little but his wl of President Roosevelt

and the fact that he had never OP

When the votes were counted Earl Wilson had defeated
Crowe by a 2639 vote margin in what was considered an upset

iters.lo Wilson's victory was at-

by Indiana political wT
test by the resid
e New Deal since Crowe in his

tributed to a pro ents of the five southern
Indiana counties against th
campaign had cited his record of full support of Roosecvelt's

jor issue and Wilson had acccepted that is-

pPolicies as the ma
Consequently, if reports

sue and attacked those policies.
—
epublican, November 7, 1940, p. 1.

8(Columbus) Evening R
ibune, October 29, 1940, p. 1,

95cymour Daily TTiDURZ
10 (co1umbus) EW}_L&“’NOVC“W 7, 1940, p. 1.
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a . . . s
t the time by those considered authorities can be accepted
N »

Crowe's defeat was not due tO his refusal to espouse isola-
tionism as much as to his complete support of the domestic

D - . . . . .
programs of a President unpopular in his District,

four Democratic incumbents, none of

The remaining
whom were as closely identified with Franklin Roosevelt and

nd Crowe, were re-elected. Lighth

the New Deal as Minton a

n William Boehne, member of a prominent

District Congressma
al family, ran for hi
acetime conscription of men

Evansville politic s sixth term in Con-

gress. He had voted against Pe
in September in spite of its endorsement by his hometown
Newspaper. The Republican candidate, Charles Werner, who
ne in every electio

gn affairs were not mentioned

had run against Boeh n since 1934 did not
wage a vigorous campaign: Foreil

of the campa
oehne's 17,000 vote re-election mar-

ign and cannot be considered to

1n any accounts
have piayed a part in B

gin over Werner.l1

Another rematch was held in the First Congressional

of the highly ind
Wwilliam Schulte, who had

District composed ustrialized and heavily
ake County.

immigrant-populated L
e 1932, was opposed by

area sinc Elliott
rney, whose first

against Schulte,

represented this
attempt to gain

Belshaw, a Hammond atto
12

public office was his 1938 candidacy

nd Wayne L. Francis, eds. Indiana
ates Representative, Flcc-
, bl

11gharron E. Doerner and.

Votes: Election Returns for United states Rej
Tion Returns for State Gonoral Asscmbl T977-1058 (Bloomington:
Tndiana university, 1962), p.47.

tion Returns
Bureau of Government Reseﬂ?&ﬁ',"‘_
1940, p. 15.

post-Tribune, November 2,

12Gary Post-TriDURZ
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Newspaper articles which appeared during the fall indicate

neither candidate conducted a vigoroas campaign in Lake

County, a traditionally Democratic stronghold. Representa-

tive Schulte was re-clected by the greatest percentage mar-

gin received by any Indiana Congressman in the election, 60.85%

of the total vote cast 1n the District.13 Lake County also

voted to elect President Roosevelt and Senator Minton in con-

trast to the preference indicated by the state as a wholc.

In the 11th District re-election was less assured

for seventy-year-old Democratic Representative William

Larrabee who was seeking his sixth term. In the judgment

of one newspaper from outside the District, the Republicans

offered an
unusually capable congressionsl nominec in Maurice
(Red) Robison, a young Andersen lawyer . . - Robi-
son is without doubt the ablest orator the party
has seen since the days of the immortal Beveridge,
the campaign is already worrying Dr. Larrabec, 14

Composed of Ilancock and Madison Counties and Perry, Warren,
Franklin, Lawrence, and most of Centcr Township of Marion
County, the Eleventh District historically voted Democratic
and Dr. Larrabee had been active in Indiana politics long

. o
ecnough to be awarc of that pattern.l5

Campaign appearances by Dr. Larrabee were mentioned

rarely by the newspapers wvhile {requent mention was made ofl

13poerner and Francis, Indiana Votes, p. 47.

14§3£X_£9§ELIIEEEEEJ October 12, 1940, p. 11L.

1552922392FB§31Y Bulletin, November 6, 1940, p. L.
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Robison's appearances. The young Republican attorney's

efforts were nearly successful as he lost to Larrabee by
the smallest margin in the congressional elections. Dr,
Larrabee was returned to Washington with only 51.7% of the
votes cast, 10 As he had not been a vocal anti-isolationist
Supporter of Franklin Roosevelt's foreign policies, the
Voters' disaffection with Larrabee cannot casily be tied to

his support of neutrality revision and peacetime conscription,

The fourth Democrat to be re-elected, Louis Ludlow of
Indianapolis, was the most outspoken and independent member

of his party in Congress from Indiana. Supporting President

Roosevelt's domestic program almost without deviation, Ludlow

just as consistently opposed his foreign policy. In Hgll~9£

HEEKEQ, Ludlow had stated,

If we could be assured that all of our Presidents
through all the years to come would be imbued with
the altruism and humanitarianism that motivate Pres-
ldent Roosevelt, there would be no need to worry.l7
However, because of the lack of any such assurance, hc had
again introduced his proposed constitutional amendment call-
ing for a national referendum on the participation of the

United States in a foreign war and continued to vehemently

champion the isolationist cause.

On October 31 he made the only spcech of his campaign.
le declared the Atlantic seaboard was hysterical about the

situation in Burope, He stated his willingness to do any-

Lopoerner and Francis, Indiana Votes, p. 48,

17Ludlow, lfell or Heaven, p. 187.
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thing to defend America but pledged to vote against sending

American boys to fight foreign wars,18 The local newspapers
made little mention of his Republican opponent,
st Ludlow's forthright

James A,

Collins, who did not campalgn again
isolationism as this was the foreign policy stand of many
congressional Republicans. When Ludlow was re-elected, the
Indianapolis Star commented that he had led his ticket in

every election he had TUn.
He has never made & partisan speech in Congress
or in his district. Ludlow who did practically
no campaigning this time, arriving here from
Washington less than a week before the election,
believes his re-election exXpresses the people's
strong feelings against the war,

In the seven contests in which Republicans were rc-
the Third District

elected, the closest race occurred in
LaPorte,

Joseph County nearly elected

composed of Elkhart, and St. Joseph Counties. A

Democratic landslide in St.

ands over the first-term incumbent

Ccounty attorney (eoYrge S
post-Tribune characterized Grant

Robert Grant. The Gary 0> —————

as facing an older
a former State Senator, 20

and more seasoned

as a young man who W

politician in the person of Sands,
Sands spoke out against '@ war of sympathy" and said, "We
are not concerned in the quarrels of others."?l Grant's
uch the same as he accused the

Comments on the subject WeTe m

—
18 [pdjanapolis Hews, November 1. 1940, p. 18.
1940, p. 5.

1971hdianapolis Stal, November 7,

Gary Post—Tribune,
th Bend Tribune,

2lgouth Bend “X1Z-—=

october 12, 1940, p. 11,

october 31, 1940, p. 7.
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ing to pursue & policy for peace. Their

area of domestic policy,

President of fail

e . N .
ssential differences were 1Tt the

as a result of Sands' support of the economic programs of

ause of the size of the vote cast in his

the New Deal. Bec
favor in Elkhart and LaPorte Counties, Grant was able to
offset the Democratic vote in St. Joseph County and win

re-election,

Representatives Springer, Halleck, and Marness were
returned to Congress bY comfortable vete margins and without
extensive campaigning. Newspaper accounts of the campaigns
n attacked president Roosevelt and warned

indicate all three M€

e dictatorship as a result of a third-term.

against a possibl
Springer was a Well-known Republican who had TUun for Governor
went toO Washington following the clec-

in 1932 and 1936, then

1eck had made t
can National Convention at

tion of 1938. Hal he nominating speech for
Wendell Wilkie at the pepubli
but had not mentione
ar to Roosevelt's while

Philadelphia, June 26, d Wilkie's for-
nich were Very S
jrect opposition to the Presi-

eign policy views W imil

Halleck's own views weTe® in d

dent's 22 In spite of their differences in this area, Halleck
Piayed a prominent national role in the Wilkie campaign. n
diana newspapers, Halleck avoided

appearing in In
¢ion and instead e

WO presidential contenders as

the accounts
mphasized the domestic

the foreign policy ques
policy differences petween the t
he had in his nominating sp66Ch.
—
220he A. Halleck np Man Big Enough to be President,”
Charles ihe Day., §olume yI1, No. 9, July 15, 1940, s

Vital Speeches of th
pPp, 586-580,



55

Forest Harness, who was seeking his second term in
CongTeSS, was able toO spend 1ittle more than one week cam-
Paigning in his Fifth District because he was a member of
the Military Affairs Committec which had a heavy schedule
of national defense legislation that fall, Nevertheless,
and lost only Blackford County of

I
¢ won by 13,491 votes
23

the ni A - ; .
nine comprising his District,

hnson and Landis had more closely con-

Congressmen JO
tested and intensively waged campalgns. Noble Johnson, who

had . . .
d represented the gixth District durin
and was returned by the voters in

g the late 1920's,

SE

at out four Congresscs
1

938, was opposed by Lenhardt Bauer, a young Democratic

attorney and former member 0f the Indiana llouse of Repre-

te., Bauer made frequent appear-

ntatives from Terre Hau
and summarized the campaign

anc ) .
nces throughout the pistrict

With the question,
y processcs of human

t of this govern-
and confusion
ted before

Are we to preserve the orderl
relief that have become & par .
ment, or are we Lo turn in despalrl
to the misfit relatiggs that we attemp
President Roosevelt? ’

the voters of th a1 Indiana countics

Perhaps then e ten centr
?
of the District wished to register their displeasurc with the

they returned Johnson to Congress.

as

Policies of Roosevelt
Johnson who

o County went for

al Vig
istrict had given any cand -

B ]
ven traditionally liber
won with the largest pajority the b

S
23Doerner and Francis, Indiana Votes, Do 47,
october 10, 1940, p. 3.

e Tribunc,

24perre Haute Tribune



idate in recent years.

The Franklin Evening Star reported, "old age pensions

are definitely the number OnNC issue in the Seventh District

Congressional contest' between the incumbent Gerald Landis

and his opponent Charles Bedwell,20 An attorney, Bedwell

was widely known throughout the District as a result of

a long political career which included a term as Spcaker
of the Indiana House of Representatives. lHowever, Landis,

supported by the Townsend 01d Age Pension Clubs, was able

to gain re-election in this usually Democratic southern

Indiana District in spite of considerable newspaper edi-

torial sentiment favoring Bedwell.,

The only candidate who chose to make foreign policy
his major campaign issue was George Gillie of Fort Wayne

and the traditionally~Repub1ican Second District. Gillie
campaigned against his Democratic opponent Frank Corbett,
the pledge never to send Ameri-

a Fort Wayne attorney, with

nt and die on luropean battlefields, Re-

can soldiers to fig

peatedly stating that the primary issue facing the voters
was the choice between war and peace, Gillie won his seccond

term in Congress by a greater vote than that cast in his
District For Wendell Wilkic.27 Gillie was a popular candi-
minated by his party.

date in a District normally do

o

—‘-——v—‘—""_"“"_—(_ﬂ—ﬂ—""_m‘
251pid., November 7, 1940, p. 1.

26Fr§gklin Evening Star, October 19, 1940, p. 1,
1.

27[Fort Wayne ) News-Sentinel, November 6, 1940, p.
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Thus, of the thirteen men seeking re-election only

Both men, Sherman Minton

two were rejected by the voters.
| and Eugene Crowe, emphasized during the campalign their alleg-
; iance to President Roosevelt and their records of total sup -~
Given

port of his programs, foreign as well as domesticC.

the considerable disillusionment with the New Dcal which

prevailed in Indiana by 1940, it is not surprising that ¢.0
Also t4

o closely identified with it were defeated.
Raymond

men s
be considered are the two Republican opponents.
Willis had run two years earlier and was alrcady known tg
Earl Wilson was cndorsed by a strong

the electorate,
All in all it would scem

pressurc group in his District.
Minton and Crowe were defecated not because they had voteq

in favor of neutrality revision which would allow the Uni,tcd
States to aid Great Britain or for peacetime conscription
Rather their support of Franklin D, Reoosevelt's domestic
policies with which the people of Indiana were growing dig _

enchanted would appear the more immediate cause of the de-

feat of Minton and Crowe,

Of the cleven incumbent members of the lousc ol Rep.

7,

resentatives re-elected, the war issuc dominated the campai
te

of only the Democratic Ludlow and the Republican Gillie.
absence of any campalgn involving men who held opposing v:ie\\,S
on the subject and who made forecign policy the principal is.
suc makes it difficult to determinc the nature and strength
of the voters' opinions regarding international affairs,

"1.1

However, precisely because there was no campaign in which ty
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issue was clearly presented to the voters in alternative

ways, it would be reasonable to conclude that the people

of Indiana were primarily concerned with domestic matters.

Newspaper articles tend to corroborate this conclusion. The

clection, then did not serve as a referendum on the foreign

the candidates for re-election, In a

policy attitudes of
Republican year for Indiana politics, two Democratic in-

cumbents were defeated and sewven Republicans were re-clected,



CHAPTER FIVIE

LEND-LEASE, FURTHER NEUTRALITY REVISION,
EXTENSION OF SELECTIVE SERVICE, AND WAR

77TII CONGRESS, 18T SESSION

By late 1940 the plight of Great Britain had become
quite perilous. Following the fall of France, llitlcr con-
centrated on defeating the British in order to have the
western fFront under control so that he could turn to the
cast and devote full attention to the Russians. [t was
almost certain that Britain could never defeat Germany,
and it was doubtful whether the British could withstand a
German attack for any length of time without somec kind of
assistance. The destroyers for bases decal was fimally
worked out to fill Britain's desperate need for ships,
llowever, as the ycar cnded it was apparent that Great
Britain had a critical need for massively incrcascd aid
from the United States, but at the same time was in the

midst of a steadily worsening financial crisis which made
the situation even nore severc.

At a press conference on Deccember 17, 1940, the

President first mentioned that one of many possible mecthods
of aiding the British would be to lecasc nceded jtems, basing

such action on the grounds that defending Great Britain was

59
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in the best interests of the national security of the United

States and the American people. Public opinion polls taken

at this same time indicate considerable popular support had

developed for aid to Britain even at the risk of war, and

about 70% favored revising the Neutrality Act in order to
aid the British more effectively.?
In his annual message to Congress at the beginning of

the Tirst Session of the 77th Congress, the President em-

phasized that the fate of the United States was linked to the

outcome of the Furopean war, and he asked for authority and

funds to manufacture war equipment of all kinds for opponents

of the aggressor nations to be paid for at the cnd of the war

in goods and services. The drafting of the bill which was

to become the vehicle to allow Rooscvelt to achieve his

stated goal began on January 2, 1941, and was donc by the
legal staff of the Treasury Department uader the guidance of

Secretary Henry Morgenthau. It was not a hastily contrived

bill as it had resulted from months of careful thought of

several within the Administration. The bill was introduced
by the majority leaders in both houses January 10, 1941, and

was aSSigllCd the nu]nbe'r II|}{| 1776 in the lHouse.

As originally proposed on the floor of Congress, the

Lyarren A, Kimball, The Most Unsordid Act: Lend-Lease
1939-1941 (Baltimore: Johns lopkins Press, 1969), p. L[2T.

21pid., p. 126,
5Ibid., p. 132.

4 .. . P
DeConde, American Foreign Policy, p. 593.
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Lend-Lease Bill were the authori-

principal features of the

zation for the President to manufacture or otherwise procure

defense articles for any country whose defense he decemed vital

to the defense of the United States and the permission for him

to scll, transfer, exchange, leasc, lend, or otherwisec dispose

of any defense article to such a goverament, Also permitted

was the passing on of information needed for the use of any
hs e >

goods transferred leaving the terms of such transfers of

goods and information completely to the discretion of the

President., Another section of the bill forbade reciplents

of Lend-Leasc to transfer such goods or information to an-

other country without the President's »ermission.

The opposition tO the bill from the isolationist minor-

ity centered around the major theme that the cxtensive grant
of powers to the president made him a virtual dictator who
could take America into the war. The traditional clements
of isolationist thinking werc present in the remarks made by
members of the Indiana delegation regarding ILR. 1776, TDarly
in the debatce Congressman Ludlow delivered an impassioncd
speech against Lend-Leasc. lHe charged that the

hill involves changes of the most fundamental,

vital, and epochal character in American policy

which in the public interest should be studied

E -3 T 1
and debated before cmbarking on a policy which

has in it the possibility of altering or cven,
abolishing our democratic form of government.>

Represcentative Gillie pointed out that, in his opinion,

-
“Congressional Record, 77th Congress, lst Scssion
(January 30, 1941), 422.
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the danger in the bill lay in its "unwarranted delegation of

vast war-making powers'' to the Executive. According to its

proponcents the principal purpose of the bill was to provide

aid to Great Britain which cillie doubted could be accomplished

without the weakening of the defenses of the United States. Ille

voiced his conviction that passage of the bill would be another

step in the "steady progress toward our active participation in

this war.”6

Congressman Johnson called H,R. 1776 "one of the most

important issues ever before Congress,' and stated that he

had received much correspondence from his constituents who

were overwhelmingly opposed to passage of the bill. Jlle re-
iterated the objection expressed by the others that the bill
gave the President the power to take the United States into

side of any country he chose and to run the cntire

) 7
war eflfort without consulting Congress.

war on the

The inevitability of being drawn into the war 1Ff
Lend-Lease passed was also the theme of Indiana Republican
Gerald Landis. He further commented that the cost of 3
national defense program as well as an aid program for
England would imposc a heavy burden on the individual Amer-
ican citizen. Landis concluded his remarks with a state-
ment containing the traditional isolationist dogma ;

I believe the Administration has departed from the

01bid. (February 5, 1941), 655,

71hid,, 625.



established foreign policy made by the founders of

our Nation and that it would be a grave mistake to

involve us in European wars. We can preserve Amer-
ican demogracy by entirely keeping out of the Turo-
pean war.

Representative Springer also questioned the financial
aspects of the proposed bill and stated that the pcople should
be made aware of what the costs would be. He deplorced the
great power the bill vested In the President and for thesc
reasons said he could not lend his support to the bill.9 Per-
haps the most scathing comment came from Earl Wilson who
stoted that he firmly believed the Lend-Leasc bill had as its

hidden purpose the direct involvemen: of the United Statcs in

a foreign war, 10

The only member from Indiana to speak out favorably
about the bill in the House was Dr. ¥illiam Larrabee, the
veteran Democratic Representative from New Palestine. llc
saw the bill as the best means of protecting the intcrests
of the United States by providing articles of defensc to
other nations already engaged in the hostilitics. Rather
than an abdication of power to the President, Larrabee viewcd
the bill as a means for Congress to assume its powers in an
emcrgency by eliminating the nccessity for future delays by
placing authorization and responsibility of carrying out the

desires of the Congress in the hands of the Chief ixccutive. 1}

81bid, (February 4, 1941), 563.
91pid. (rebruary 5, 1941), 671.
101hid,, 655.

11ypid. (February 18, 1941), App. 725.
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Lend-Lease faced several attempts at modification by
the few but battling isolationists still in the Iouse, The
bill was reported out of the Foreign Affairs Committee on
January 30 with only Administration-approved amendments. !
Of the plethora of restrictive amendments proposed during
floor debate on the bill the most sweeping was that of

I[le proposed to strike out the

Hamilton Fish of New York.
t it to the Forcign Affairs Com-

heart of the bill and recommi
ctions to insert instead a provision auth-

mittee with instrd
orizing the president to grant credits to Great Britain in
o exceed two billion dollars to be uscd for
The

an amount not t
states of defense articles.

purchase in the United
d by a vote of 263 to 160 although only

amendment was defeate
embers of the Indiana delegation opposcd

three Democratic N
it.13 pepresentatives Boehne, Larrabec, and Schulte voted
Amendment, while the entire Republican

against the Fish
y the indefatigable isolationist Ludlow,

delegation, joined D
voted for the proposal: This same pattern was repeated
age of the hill was taken, Again

when the vote on final pass
only the Democrats Boehne, schulte, and Larrabece, voted with
Y H d Lo
the bill 260 to 165 on February 8, 1041.%1

the majority to pass
nly twenty-£ive Democrats who defected from
15

Ludlow was one of ©
n to vote against Lend-Lease,

the party positio
p. 203,

1ZKi.mball, Moqﬁfﬁnsordid Act,
record (February 8, 1941), 814.

1JCon,qrossional
g e g e i M

815.
Most Unsordid Act, p

14

Tbid.,
200.

lSKimball,
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Senate hearings began before H.R. 1776 was passed
b
y the House, but the Foreign Relations Committee dropped

rked with the House version after

its own version and WO
Passage of the [ouse bill, Although attempts were made to
it was reporte
ary 13 and a long floor de-

Cri R
ipple the bill, d out of the Foreign Rela-

t1 ~ . .
ons Committee intact on Febru

enate side of Capitol Hill, Lend-

bate ensued,'® on the S
Lease did not receive from the Indiana delegation even such
scant vocal support as it had enjoyed in the House from Dr.
junlor Senator Willis spoke

Leg
arrabee, The newly—elected

e bill. Although he favored aid

out s
ut at length against th

is thought such an objective could

t Y . . .
0 Great Britain, Will
ished by 4 meas

ing

ure allowing a grant of

bet
etter be accompl
g means to reach the cnd

e opposed US

direct loans.
of that means resul

of a3 L. .
f aid to Britain if use ted in the in-
ed States in war. Upholding the tradi-

v . .
olvement of the Unit
t] . . R . . ir e -

ional isolationist doctrine€, willis asked,
Have we grown SO strong, SO eager for a part in
world affairs, S© world-conscious that we cannot
resist the war> that are not ours or the intru-
sions of our philosophy on the people of Europe
who do not understand and cannot apply it?
ar a very Jjogical one entirely explainable

g He called the we
£ the DasteTn Hemispl

nd policies ©
nly in that its d

iere, long-

by conditions a
ate or the strength

e ~ - -
xpected and surprising ©

ction of 1ts aggression had been some-

he dire

of Germany or t
probably De

cause he realized the term

what miscalculated.

S
211.

161bid., P-

—
T

Record (March 7, 1941), 1963.

L7gongressional 22>
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i L, | ) ,
solationist had become one of opprobhrium, Willis explained
the . , . .

hat opposed to the doctrine of the internationalists 1s the

doctrine

not of isolation, but of loyalty to the nation,
of realism that takes into 9ccount human nature
and the divergent construction of people and
philosophies that places value on %gyalty to
one home, one VOW, and one nation.

1-fated attempts were made to amend Lend-

Several il
o 1limit the authority and dis-

Lease in the Senate so as t
Cretion of the President. The only significant amendment
sal originally of-

passed was a modified version of a propo

ender of Louisiana. As introduced

fered by Senator Allen E11
e Ellender Amendment
t should be construed to give

on February 18, th inserted a clause

Stating that nothing in the ac
the President any additional powers to employ United States
1tside the Wester

h was finally included.

n Hemisphere. MHowever,

Military forces Ol
it was a revision of this whicl The

111is supported,
arding the use of Ameri-

stated that nothing

modification, which Wi
in the act changed existing law reg
Can military forcesvlg when the final vote of 00 to 31
e on March 8,

at thelr vote woul

211 ninety-five Senators

20

Ce . .
ame in the Senat
d have been.

cither voted or announced wh
n divided along pa
4 Democratic Senator Van Nuys

The Tndiana delegatio rty lines. Republi-

is voted nay an

ad he been present. Senator Willis

can Senator Will

announced as a yea vote h

e
181pid,, 1964-1965:

191pid,, 1984.

207134, (March 8, 19410 2097.
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was a part of the group of staunch

Senators Arthur Vandenmberg, Burton

Robert Taft, and Bennett Clark who

After passing the bill, the

amendments and appointed conferees

the House to reach a compromise,

ship proposed a resolutio
Following a two-hou¥ debate on the
Cepted the bill as

margin of 317 to 71.21  Onl

ana, Democrats Boehne, Larrabee,

ter nine congres

majority, The otl

group of die-hard non-inter
the bill into conferenc
be taken on the bil

Roosevelt signed the pill int

the act to sell, 1easé lend,

such terms as he thought propeTl,
other defense articles to an
Vital to the defense€ of the United

the Navy to convoy vessels carryl

During the spring

the war increased greatly.

of his submarines and suf

the flow of American supplies t©

R —
217pid. (March 11,

[RREREE

However,

n to agree to the Senate

amended by the Senate by

y three Representative

ventionists

e committee so that

1 in its entirety. That same day President

o law.
or otherwise
arms, munitions,
y country whose defe
States.

ng Lend-L

and summer of

[ritler extended t1

face raiders
Great Britain by sending

isolationists including
Wheeler, Gerald Nye,

opposed the measure.

Genate insisted upon its
to work with thoss from

the House leader-
amendments.
resolution, the House ac-

an overwhelming

s from Indi-

and Schulte, were with the

smen were a part of the small

who sought to force

another vote could

He was authorized by

dispose of under
food and
nse he decmed

The act forbade

ease equipment.

1941 the tempo of

he combat areca

and tried to stop

1941), 2178,
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his air force and u-boats into the battle of the Atlantic,
In response, Roosevelt set up a system of patrol ships to
Serve, in fact, as escorts for ships carrying Lend-Lease
equipment. Meanwhile, American policy toward Japan was
becoming more restrictive, mainly by the application of

€conomic sanctions.

The question of the future of the American army was
becoming one of great importance and urgency by this time.
In June of 1941 the Selective Service Act permitting the
Army to conscript up to 900,000 men for the period of one
year was nearly nine months old, and a modern force had not
yet been built up‘ZZ It was evident that if in the autumn
of that year the men conscripted were to be discharged,
the army would disintegrate and an entirely new start would
have to be made, Tn a period of mounting crisis, the country
would have no army in the modern sensc. On June 21, 1941,
President Roosevelt gave the War Department permission to
Propose to Congress that the period of service be extended
and that the provision of the current law forbidding the
use of conscripted men outside the Western Iemisphere be
removed. 23  This was in accordance with the Selective Service
Act which had provided for extension of the scrvice period
whenever Congress might declare the national intcrest to be

imperilled,

e —————

ZZWilliam I, Langer and $S. Lverett Glecason, The Unde-
clared War, 1940-1941 (New York: IHarper and Brothers, 1953),

5. 570,

31bid., p. 571.



e gt SRR R I

69

suggestion of such action evoked opposition

nbers of both houses pro-

The mere
Isolationist mei

in the Congress.
fting the restriction on the use

t . . .
ested, especially against 11
yond the hemispheric Iimits, Two pri-

of ¢ .
conscripted troops he
mary .

Yy arguments were made against the proposed revision and ex-
ts Representative Landis enunci-

t s
ension of the act. Tndiana

ated one of the principal objections when he declared,
It is important to morale at home
that the Government should keep f
men whom it has COHSCfiPteda Cong
contract with ‘ lectees that they stay in
service for only on€ year. Let Us keep that
contract and 1et2%5 keep our promises to the

American people.

and in camp
aith with the
ress made a

Representative Halleck raised the second objection and

o the proposal.

s me is that the request
for the draft extension was first coupled with
a demand that the 1imitation against taking our
men out of the Western Hemisphere be removed.
That demand, at Jeast for the moment , has been
ahandoned, but does the fact that it was made
hose who are seek-

indicate the intentions of t
In other words, are they
in this

ing this oxtension? !
afraid of an attack here at home OT .
hemisphere, OT are they wanting this extension
to get ready @S quickly @35 possible to send

another American Expeditionary Force to Europe

f
ear of those opposed t

One thing that disturb

225

The President dropped the proposal to 1ift the re-

of conscripte
ion leaders in Co

d men overseas in return

Striction on the use
m Administrat
jon to the problem of

the Fear had been arouscd

ngress to

f .
Oor a promise fro
extending

work out an acceptable solut

the term of service. Nevertheless,

I
24Congressional Rec

——
1941), App. 3578.

ori (July 24,

251pid. (August 8, 1941), 6913.
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among many that there was an intention toO find an entering

wedge for use of American troops overseas.

The Military'AffairS Committee in the Senate finally
accepted a declaration that the national security was im-

the term of service be extended

perilled and recommended

e number of selectees be 1ifted. On

and the limit on th
1941, the Senate approved a

vided for a pay raise as

six-month extension

August 7,
well

of the term of service and pro

as for the release S© far as possible for men of age twenty-

eight., The vote WasS 45 to 30 with Senator yan Nuys voting
with the majority this time, reversing his position from
acetime conscription.ZG A state-

the initial enactment of pe

as read explaining that he was un-~

ment by Senator Willis W
for the vote because

However, had he been present

able to be present he had suffered a

jer that day.
voted against the measure.,

broken arm earl
unced he would have He

nsidered the exte

he anno
nsion of service a

objected because he €O

breach of faith with the men conscripted. Also, Senator
ed he had not heen convinced the national saflety

d,27

Willis stat
was indeed imperille

In the llouse opposition to the bill was firm and
aken on August 12, the bill

widespread, When the vote was t

ajority of one, 203 to 2n2. Of the Indiana

was passed by a T
am Larrabee supported the

delegation, only Democrat Willil

e
261pid, (August 7, 1941), 6881.

271pid,, 6880,
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measure as he had supported estahlishment of conscription

one year earlier.z8 The other members of the delegation had
opposed the original bill and reaffirmed their opposition,

Thus, less than four months before Pearl Harbor, only two

of the fourteen member Indiana contingent admitted the need

for the United States to have 4 strong military force,

The situation in the North Atlantic worsened until

Roosevelt finally gave the Navy orders to shoot on sight all
German and Italian ships of war in the American patrol zone,
This logically led to his next step which was to ask for re-
vision of the Neutrality Act, Since the United States was,

in reality, no longer neutral and the 1939 act prevented un-
cted aid to Great Britain, the President considered

restri
On October 9, Roosevelt asked

repeal or revision urgent,
Congress for revision to permit the arming of merchant shilps
var zones so that American

and indirectly to abolish the v

ships could go into pelligerent poTts.

Even before the president appealed to (Congress,

ative Larrabee told the Congress the time

Democratic Represent

e to consider either drastic revision or outright re-

had com
vThe Act has been rendered in-

peal of the Neutrality Act.
£ the Lend-Lease

129

operative to a large extent by enactment o
Act and the remaining provisions should be repealed.
Dr. Larrabec was the only member of the Indiana delcgation

BEUSSENRSSSS L o st

281pid. (August 12, 1941),
(October 7, 1941), App. 4536.

7074,

291bid,
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to speak out in favor of further revision of the existing
neutrality legislation. On October 16, Representative Gillie
presented a petition prﬂtesting repeal of the Neutrality Act

veral hundred Fort Wayne area resi-

bearing signatures of se
he views of the peti-

dents, He expressed his accord with t

tioners, In Gillie's opinion, participation of the United
States as an active belligerent in the Buropean war would

al of the Neutrality Act. While Dr.

inevitably follow repe
Larrabee viewed the arming of American merchant ships as a

aken for thelx own protection, Gillie looked

measure to be t
at another aspect of the step., He asked,
Who is to doubt that if we arm our merchant ships,
load themn with munitions‘and send them into the
Atlantic war zOnes, we will not be in the war in
another year?

jcan accused the Administration of seek-

The Fort Wayne Republ
tion of the 1ast safeguard for peace.

ing the destruc

Ludlow exhibited his customary ve-

RepresentatiVe

hemence against such measures in a speech made the day be-

fore the House voted on the resolution to repeal section

y Act of 1939 which would permit the

six of the Neutralit

merchant ships. fLudlow was prescient in

arming of U.S.
t would be to allow armed ships

at the next reques

warning th
Repeal of these neutrality mea-

to travel into war ZODes.
sures, Ludlow predicted, would be equal to & declaration of

war ., 31

e T T

(October 16, 1941), 8000,

[INEEE—————— e e
3O;bid,
31Tpid., 7986-7987,
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On the following day, October 17, 1941, the House of

voted 259 to 139 to pass House Resolution

Representatives
237 which repealed section siX of the 1939 act, Democrats

Boehne, Larrabee, and Schulte were the only members from

ajority in favor of arming United

Indiana to vote with the m

States merchant ships.sz

When the bill reached the Senate, the Foreign Relation
mmended the repeal of sections two and threce

Committee reco
to permit armed U.S. ships to g9 into belligerent ports and
to remove the provisions requiring the President to define
the combat zones around warring nations into which ships

puring final debate on the bill in the

could not travel,
Senator Willis spoke out against

Senate, Indiana's Republican
it., Willis reiterated the opinion expressed by Indiana's

members of the House that the arming of merchant ships would
Pursuit of a course of actiol

n step 1into the war.

be a certai
which admittedly meant war assumed a cause existed for which

j1lis took exception to that assumption

to fight and Senator W

e modification of the neutrality law because

“] am against th
if we have any grievance with the Axis powers, WC have not
exhausted the means foT peaceful settlement,”JS

Senator Van Nuys, who had voted against carlier cf-~
did not comment. However, cxam

forts at neutrality revision,

roll call votes sndicates his opposition to

ination of the

g

321pid. (October 17, 1941),

8041,

331pid. (November 7, 1941), 8601.
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repeal of further sections of the Act. An amendment was nro
L& L -

nosed to retain section three of the Act pertaining to the

definition of combat zones., Both Indiana Senators voted to

retain this section, but the amendment was defeated 50 to 38

When the vote on the committee amendment was taken the vote

was identical except the yeas and nays were reversed so that

the amendment was accepted, The bill then passed the Senate

with sections two and three repealed as well as section six

as provided for by the House. Neither Indiana Scnator voted

in favor of the bill.34

The bill was sent back to the House for concurrence

with the Senate amendments, As could be expected, further

weakening of the Neutrality Act did not gain support for the

bill from the Indiana delegation in the Illouse, Reprecscnta-

tive Landis credited the existing provisions of the Act with

success in keeping the nation out of war and saw repcal as

the final step toward active belligerency. Of cven more

importance, as he viewed the situation, it was not a war
to defend his native land but a war in EBurope, Asia, and
Africa which would weaken the defensive abititics of the

U.S. "I believe our participation in this war is a fatal

mistake."3° The cxhortations of Congressman Landis werce

not sufficiently persuasive to his comrades as the louse

voted the next day, November 13, 1941, to concur In the
Senate amendments to House Resolution 237. Agcain only the

341bid., 8675-8680.

351bid. (November 12, 1941), 8802,
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Democrats Boehne, Larrabee, and Schulte voted with the

majority. The other Democrat, Ludlow, maintained his record

of complete opposition tO the foreign policy of his party's

President. 30

Roosevelt signed the resolution into law and from that
time armed American merchant ships carrying any kind of cargo
were free to sail for belligerent ports. With an undeclared
naval war with Germany already underway, the possibility of
future conflicts between the two countries was increased by
permitting armed American vessels to sail into combat zoncs.

tion of the isolationists that such activity

The central objec
ably draw the United State
en right or wrong. Only cight

would inevit s into full-scale war

was not given time tO be prov
days after the president signed the new law, the Japancse at-

tack on Pearl HarborT occurred.37

President Roosevelt addressed a joint meeting of the

Congress on December g and asked for a declaration of war
All eighty-two Senators present voted in
In the Iouse of Representatives,

38

against Japan.

favor of the Declaration.

n of Montana cast a dissenting vote.

only Jeanette Ranki

The isolationist—dominated Indiana delegation voted for a
declaration of war with the exception of Dr. wWwilliam Larrabec
who was recorded as not voting. Threc days later Rooscvelt

361hbid,, (November 13, 1941), 8891.
The Isolationist [mpulsc: [ts Twentieth
“The Crec Press, 10577, D. 208.

1941), 9506, 9536.

37Selig Adler,
Century Reaction (New York:

38congressional Record (December 8,
gressional WeLil -
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asked Congress to recognize the existence of a state of war

between the United States and Germany and the United States

and Italy following Germany's declaration of war against the

sent Senators voted in favor

United States. Once again all pre

of the resolution and only Miss Rankin in the House voted

against the measure.39

Thus, the entry of the United States into another world

war came in such a manner as to unite the isolationists in Con-

gress behind a president whose foreign policy they had attacked

only a few weeks earlier,

59lbid. (December 11, 1941), 9652-53, 96065-67.



CHAPTER SIX

CONCLUSION

During the years between 1939 and 1941 many Ameri-

cans, including pPresident Roosevelt, became convinced that
the conflict in Europe revolved around significant moral

issues and that the United States had an interest in its

outcome. Consequently, there were several measures brought

before the Congress aimed at modifying U.S5. foreign policy
in order to provide greater assistance to Great Britain and
Also, the first peacetime

the other victims of aggression.

men for military service was proposed to as-

conscription of

gtates an adequate armed force. At the same

sure the United
time, a resolute minority persisted in its isolationist con-

victions that America could remain aloof from the events in
the Eastecrn llemisphere. The controversy between those of on-
was most vividly acted out on the floor of Con-

posing views
not occur until after Pearl

gress where agrecment did llarbor.

The continuing effort to achieve revision of neutrality
legislation, the passage and extension of peacetime conscrip-
tion, and Lend-Lease are the most pertinent foreign policy
issues of the years before the war. An examination of roll
call votes taken on these 1ssues reveals that the Middle
Western section of the United States was somewhat out of line

77
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with the rest of the country. Sentiment against the major

foreign policy questions was greater in that section than
elsewherc. Though the factor of political party affiliation
must be considered, sectional characteristics which transcended

party lines appearcd. One study has carefully separated sec-
tionlism from party loyalty by first establishing a standard
of nation-wide party support of particular issues and then de-

deviation from the party mean to make

veloping a profile of

sectional differences outstanding.2

A section by section breakdown reveals that the New
England and North Atlantic states were the most internation-
alist during the years before the war. Their congressmen

from both parties and in both houses voted most consistently

s which increased the United States' com-

for those measurc

mitment to international participation. The Representatives

and Senators from the South also greatly supported the Pres-

However, becausc this was the most

ident's foreign policy.
solidly Democratic bloc in Congress, it becomes more diffi-
n regional sentiment and

cult to make a distinction betwee

party loyalty in the case of this section.

For the Border states, both Democrats and Republicans
foreign policy programs more than did

supported the major

"Tsolationism and the Middle

1Wi11iam G. Carleton,
XXXITI, (Decem-

West," Mississippi valley listorical Review,
ber, 1946), 385.

ZGeorge .. Grassmuck, §ectiona1 Biascs in Congress Ol
Foreign Policy (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins Press, 1951), pp.
141-174.
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their party contingents as a whole. The Pacific Coast IHouse

delegations favored internationalism more frequently than did
the senatorial contingent from the area. The inclusion of the
vocal isolationist Senator Hiram Johnson of California con-

tributes to the difference between [House and Senate attitudes

for the Coast area.

Both the Rocky Mountaln and Great Plains area delega-

the participa-

tions exhibited great reluctance to jncrease

tion of the United States 1n foreign a
Indiana, and Ohio most con-

ffairs. However, the

Lake States of Illinois, Michigan,
sistently opposed such foreign policy measures. Legislators

es from this area supported t

s than did the nation as a

of both parti he foreign affairs
ation of the President les

legisl
inority bloc in Congress was largely

whole. The jsolationist m

egations from Illinois, Michigan, Indiana,

composed of the del
n though some of the more VvocC
The Lake States provided

and Ohio eve al anti-intervention-

ists were from outside the region.

the bulk of the votes against the major foreign policy mea-

sures to come bhefore Congress, and the Indiana delegation 1in
ater international parti-

particular voted heavily against gre

cipation of the United States.

The preceding detailed examination of the comments and

presentatives and Scnators from Indi-

recorded votes of the Re
ana regarding these issues reveals their minority position in
Only three Representatives, Boehne, Larrabec,

the Congress.
of the

and Schulte, all Democrats, consistently voted in favor
President's foreign policy proposals. Congressman Crowe sup-
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ported the Selective Service System but both Boehne and

Schulte defected on that issue, Democratic Congressman Ludlow

and Senator Van Nuys both opposed programs supported by their

party's President, Ludlow's opposition was passionate and un-
relenting. Thus, the attitudes of the Indiana delegation were
more than a Republican reaction to Democratic foreign policy.
t easily be accused of mere parti-

Even the Republicans canno
omments were too frequent and too zealous

sanship as their C
to be discounted as tenacity to the party line. Nor can pres-
sure from their constituents be given as the simple explana-

rds of the Indiana delegation, Cer-

tion for the voting reco

anti-interventionist sentiment in Indi-

tainly there was much
ana and this was most likely a significant factor in shaping

the attitudes of the elected representatives of the people.

foreign policy as a domin

ns waged in 1940 by the Representa-

However, the absence of ant issue

during the election campalg

Senator Minton jndicates that the men in Congress

of their own.

tives and
While the candi-

held very strong convictions

s foreign policy, newspaper accounts

dates assailed Roosevelt'

£ much more compelled to attack his domestic

indicate they fel
programs as & campaign issue.

s than a month before the Pecarl Harbor attack only

of the Indiana delegation were

Les

three of the twelve members

willing to admit that the national interests of the United
States were linked to the success of Great Britain. The
in favor of repeal of

other nine members refused to vote

three sections of the Neutrality Act which the President and
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a majority in the Congress deemed an urgent demand.

Only after the Japanese attack on Pearl Iarbor did
a majority of the congressional delegation from Indiana admit

that the United States was not unassailable and that a uni-
lateral foreign policy was not possible., During the previous
ents during floor debate and their vot-

three years their comn

ing records on the pertinent issues were jllustrative of the
isolationist viewpoint. Therefore, the questions poscd re-
garding the attitudes of the delegation are answered in the
affirmative by this study. The majority of the Representar-
tives and Senators representing Indiana in the United States
ately prior to the Second

Congress during the years immedi

red the isolationist approac
do support the proposition that
e Middle

World War favo h to foreign poli-

cy, Further, their attitudes

isolationism was a sectional characteristic of th
Western states during those years, & characteristic which
caused that region's elected representatives to be clearly

jority of those from the rest of the

out of line with a ma

United States.
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