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President Franklin D. Roosevelt operated from aremarkably consistent view of
the world that grew naturally from his experiences. Before he entered the White House,
Roosevelt already possessed a coherent worldview that influenced his thinking and
informed his decisions as president. The product of his background and education, his
experiences, and his exposure to contemporary ideas, Roosevelt’ s worldview fully
coalesced by the mid 1920s and provided a durable and coherent foundation for
Roosevelt’ s thinking as president and his strategic direction in response to the
deteriorating situation in Europe in the late 1930s and toward the Second World War.

Roosevelt’s “worldview” was his broad perspective and sweeping understanding of the
impact and interplay of states, parties, groups, and individual people on the progressive
advance of world civilization. His background and persona experiences, understanding
of historical events, and ideology shaped Roosevelt’s perspective and enabled him to
formulate and deliberately pursue long-range strategic goals as part of hisforeign policy.

The foundation of Roosevelt’s worldview was a progressive, libera outlook that provided



adurable basis for how he interpreted and responded to events at home and abroad. An
essential aspect of that outlook was Roosevelt’ s deep conviction that he had a personal
responsibility to advance civilization and safeguard the cause of liberal reform and
democracy. He believed that he was an agent of progress.

Examining several of Roosevelt’s wartime policies within the context of his overall
perspective alows new insights and a deeper appreciation for the depth and complexity
of histhinking. Aswartime leader, he remained focused on his fundamental strategic
goals of defeating Nazi Germany and totalitarianism while crafting and implementing an
enduring peace. As part of the enduring peace, he envisioned a postwar world marked by
continued cooperation between the great powers, the reestablishment of republican

France, and the revitaization of German liberalism.
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Preface

Tales of the exploits of the Second World War have been part of the fabric of my
entire life, and the political story of Franklin D. Roosevelt and United States entry into
the war attracted my interest over twenty years ago. | first encountered Wayne S. Cole's
masterful Roosevelt and the Isolationists while a cadet at the United States Military
Academy at West Point. Since then, my fascination with Roosevelt and the Second
World War has remained strong. The period offers many insights that are invaluable
today.

During Operations Desert Shield and Desert Storm, service in the Kingdom of Saudi
Arabiaand Iraq awakened my interest in how prewar perceptions and assumptions
influence United States entry into foreign conflicts. Related to that issue is the extent
those perceptions and assumptions also shape, inform, or limit the manner in which the
United States wages the subsequent war. As acitizen and a soldier, | find these to be vital
issues. Events since 9/11 have served to sustain and reinforce my curiosity concerning the
assumptions underpinning strategic direction and decision-making as the United States
transitions from peace to war.

This study developed out of my master’ s thesis at the University of Maryland. Under
the direction of Wayne Cole, my thesis examined United States relations with the French
State between the Fall of France and the Anglo-American invasion of North Africa
During that study, | came to appreciate three circumstances. The first was the central role
Franklin D. Roosevelt played in the foreign policy and strategic direction of his

administration. The second was the extent to which United States policies derived from



attitudes, perceptions, and influences in the United States that did not always reflect what
was happening overseas. The third was that in Roosevelt’ s thinking there seemed to be a
symbiotic relationship between France and Germany. With these as a point of departure, |
began my dissertation research and had the great fortune to return to the Hudson Valley
as amember of the Department of History at West Point. With the assistance of a
generous research grant from the United States Military Academy’s Faculty Devel opment
Research Fund, | began detailed exploration into Roosevelt’s personal direction of policy,
his background, and his experiences in the collection at the Franklin D. Roosevelt
Presidential Library, Hyde Park, New Y ork and at other repositories.

This study could not have succeeded without the kind and professional assistance
provided by the staff at the National Archives and the Roosevelt Library. | would like to
offer my particular appreciation to National Archives staff archivists: John Taylor, from
the modern military record branch, Larry McDonald, in the records of the Office of
Strategic Services, and Rich Boylan, at the Suitland Federal Records Center and College
Park. | also owe atremendous debt of gratitude to the superb staff of the Roosevelt
Library, especially Raymond Teichman, Robert Parks, Mark Renovitch, Nancy
Schnedecker, and Virginia Lewick. Their character made very visit to Hyde Park a
rewarding one.

Throughout this study | have benefited from the professional advice and helpful
encouragement of colleagues and friends. Historians Wayne Cole, George Herring, and
Mark Stoler encouraged, supported, and inspired my efforts. Herman Belz, Rose-Marie
Oster, and Shu Guang Zhang at the University of Maryland and J. Samuel Walker, the

historian of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission, provided critical analyses and



invaluable feedback. To Keith Olson, who directed my doctoral studies, | owe alasting
debt of gratitude for his counsel, patience, insight, and commitment. | am deeply grateful
to him.

As aways, my greatest acknowledgement isto my wife, Terri, and our wonderful
children: Elise, Michael, and Mary Ellen. They have supported mein every way. What

follows is atestament to their love, inspiration, and encouragement.
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Chapter 1: Introduction
He has an amazingly retentive memory and constantly floors his family
with knowledge of events, geography and history, factual concrete

knowledge.
Joseph Lash’s diary description of Franklin D. Roosevelt, 1940

Before he entered the White House, Franklin D. Roosevelt already possessed a
coherent and consistent worldview that influenced his thinking and informed his
decisions as president.? That worldview shaped how he understood and responded to
eventsin Europe as war threatened and his conduct of the Second World War. Asa
result, Roosevelt pursued what he believed was a steady and rational foreign policy and
strategic concept. The consistency in Roosevelt’s major decisions and strategic direction
for waging the war against Nazi Germany and totalitarianism emanated from his
particular worldview.

Roosevelt operated from aremarkably consistent view of the world that grew naturally

from his experiences. His worldview developed over more than forty years and fully

! Entry for August 6, 1940, Joseph P. Lash Journal, 1939-42, Folder 3, Box 31, Speeches
and Writings, The Papers of Joseph P. Lash, Franklin D. Roosevelt Presidentia Library,
Hyde Park, New Y ork (hereafter cited as FDRL).

2 Although Roosevelt has remained a subject of historical scrutiny for over half a century,
thereis no scholarly consensus on his actions with regard to World War 1. Historians
Justus Doenecke and Gerhard Weinberg assert that previously untapped or classified
sources may lead to a greater understanding of Roosevelt’s actions. With those, Weinberg
suggests, historians may develop a more compl ete assessment of the influence of
Roosevelt’ s experiences, particularly from the Great War and immediate post war era, on
Roosevelt’ s perceptions and the impact of those perceptions on some of his most
important decisions and wartime policies. Justus D. Doenecke, “U.S. Policy and the
European War, 1939-1941,” Diplomatic History, Fall 1995, vol. 19, number 4, pp. 673,
696; Gerhard L. Weinberg, “World War 11: Comments on the Roundtable,” Diplomatic
History, Summer 2001, vol. 25, number 3, p. 492; Gerhard L. Weinberg, Germany,
Hitler, and World War 11: Essaysin Modern German and World History (Cambridge,
Great Britain: Cambridge University Press, 1995), pp. 186-7, 299-301.




coalesced by the mid 1920s. As a young man, Roosevelt’s family background and his
boyhood travels, reading, and experiences provided a solid foundation for his emerging
perspective. As he matured during the progressive era, his formal education
complemented those views and his subsequent entry into public life further exposed him
to contemporary attitudes and strategic thinking. In world affairs, he thought the United
States had a responsibility to promote liberty and progress, wielding significant influence
through moral suasion and sea power. As Roosevelt entered public life, hisideas
underwent further refinement, particularly in association with the two presidents and
statesmen whom he admired most: Theodore Roosevelt and Woodrow Wilson. Postwar
events affirmed his progressive perspective. His tenure in Woodrow Wilson's
administration as assistant secretary of the navy proved to be aformative experience
solidifying his strategic views and progressive inclination. By the mid 1920s, the lessons
he derived from the Great War and from the postwar setbacks led Roosevelt to formulate
aremarkably clear strategic blueprint for resolving future conflicts and left him enduring
images of France and Germany that remained powerful frames of reference throughout

hislife3

3 Gerhard L. Weinberg notes, “A significant factor in the understanding of international
relationsis the perception of countries and issues by those in position to make policy.”
Weinberg added, “ The more policy formulation is restricted to one man or asmall group,
the more important this factor becomes.” Weinberg's study examines the thinking of
Adolph Hitler in order better to understand Hitler and how his views and perceptions
shaped his decisions. Justus Doenecke notes that no similar study has attempted to assess
the views of Roosevelt and that such awork is sorely needed. In this paper, | attempt to
provide an assessment of Roosevelt’s thinking and perceptions with respect to World
War |l in Europe. Gerhard L. Weinberg, “Hitler’ s Image of the United States,” in World
in the Balance: Behind the Scenes of World War 11 (Hanover, New Hampshire:
University Press of New England, 1981), pp. 53-74. Justus D. Doenecke, “U.S. Policy
and the European War, 1939-1941,” Diplomatic History, Fall 1995, vol. 19, number 4.




For the purposes of this study, | have defined Roosevelt’s “worldview” as his broad
perspective and sweeping understanding of the impact and interplay of states, parties,
groups, and individual people on the progressive advance of world civilization. His
background and personal experiences, understanding of historical events, and ideology
shaped a perspective that encompassed politics, foreign affairs, geography, and military
strategy.” It enabled Roosevelt to formulate and deliberately pursue long-range strategic
goals as part of hisforeign policy. The foundation of Roosevelt’s worldview was a
progressive, liberal outlook that provided a durable basis for how he interpreted and
responded to events at home and abroad. An essential aspect of that outlook was
Roosevelt’s deep conviction that he had a personal responsibility to advance civilization
and safeguard the cause of liberal reform and democracy. He believed that he was an
agent of progress.

Roosevelt’ s worldview possessed two salient features, the first being his absolute
confidence that certain nations represented higher expressions of civilizations than others,
with the United States being the highest. From that derived the unshakeable faith in
American exceptionalism that Roosevelt inherited from his grandfather 1saac Roosevelt.
It aso reflected contemporary Social Darwinism and the ideas of progressive historians
such as Frederick Jackson Turner that the American experience refined and strengthened
the attributes of superior Anglo-Saxon racia stock. He operated from the conviction that

the United States represented amajor moral force in the world for democratic progress.

* Although he does not elaborate further on Roosevelt’s thinking, Gerhard Weinberg
asserts, “Roosevelt had a view of the world which was indeed geographically global.”
Gerhard L. Weinberg, Germany, Hitler, and World War I1: Essaysin Modern German
and World History (Cambridge, Great Britain: Cambridge University Press, 1995), p.
301.




As an adult, domestic politics held primacy for Roosevelt because of his sense that the
maintenance of democracy in the United States remained the most vital precondition for
the continued advance of civilization in the 20" century.

From Roosevelt’s perspective, the superior civilization that developed in the United
States derived from English, Dutch, and northern European stock; those European nations
represented the next tier of civilization in his thinking. For Roosevelt, Britain possessed
the most advanced form of civilization in the old world, and he deeply respected English
institutions and liberal politicians. Roosevelt considered the Dutch on par with their
English neighbors. Rounding out the most advanced nations were France and Germany,
both on a slightly lower tier due to the inherent tensions that Roosevelt perceived in each.
Roosevelt believed that in both France and Germany reactionary and conservative forces
often set back the course of progress. Roosevelt sensed atension between liberal,
intellectual, and industrial Germany and the impulses of Prussian militarism and Junker
conservatism. Likewise, he believed that the “true” France, republican, anti-clerical, and
anti-colonial, struggled against the influences of the mixed racial heritage of France, the
Catholic Church, colonial imperialism, and monarchism. Coming of age in the aftermath
of the Franco-Prussian War and German unification and conditioned by the Great War,
throughout his life Roosevelt typically perceived France and Germany in relation to each
other. Ultimately, the conclusions that he reached about both countries fundamentally
shaped his policies as president and the strategic direction he provided for prosecuting
World War Il in Europe.

Beyond the United States, Britain, the Netherlands, France, and Germany, Roosevelt

saw relatively weaker nationa expressions of civilization. He believed that the mixed



heritage of the Latin states of southern Europe resulted in archaic and heterogeneous
institutionsin their countries and in their colonies in the western hemisphere. Beyond
Western Europe, Roosevelt probably placed the greatest faith in the potentia of the
Russian people who he believed possessed a democratic character by virtue of their own
frontier experience. Although fascinated with stories of trade with China and his mother’s
time there, there was no particular prominence given East Asiain his thinking about
civilization. Roosevelt, furthermore, seems to have taken little notice of the native and
aboriginal peoples; they remained on the periphery of hisworld. Although he favored
their independence, he envisioned a period of great power paternalism in order to prepare
them for eventual self-rule.

Despite his primary geographic focus on the United States and Western Europe, the
second feature of Roosevelt’s worldview provided its universal character and gave him a
powerful and compelling sense of mission. Roosevelt perceived states, groups, activities,
and individuals either as the agents of democratic progress or as the reactionary and
conservative opponents of the advance of civilization. Roosevelt’s pervasive outlook
provided the perspective from which he interpreted and understood historical events as
well as contemporary international affairs and conflicts, domestic political struggles, and
the competition between individuas. For Roosevelt, it illuminated the roles that his
kinsmen had played in furthering liberal democratic reformsin his particular version of
the advance of western civilization. An essential product of that was Roosevelt’s faith
that he was an agent of progress and as such had a personal responsibility to further the

cause of progressive civilization.



In spite of the fact that the progressive label lost much of its allure by the early 1920s,
Roosevelt’s progressive outlook remained a powerful and all encompassing aspect of his
worldview. In Roosevelt’ s thinking, the forces of reaction arrayed against his notion of
progress and democracy were monolithic. He paid little, if any, regard to their ideological
differences. It did not matter to Roosevelt whether the opponents from the so-called
forces of reaction were Republicans in the United States, isolationist critics, industrialists,
politicians of the French Right, Fascists, members of Adolph Hitler's Nazi Party,
conservative Prussians, or Catholic French générals. From his perspective, they all
belonged to the same group and were united by their opposition to the continued
advancement of a progressive and liberal world. Roosevelt believed that across time, the
forces of reaction worked for complementary, if not for identical, goals. Roosevelt judged
that the reactionary leaders of those groups could not enjoy the popular support of an
informed population and only maintained their hold on power by keeping their subjectsin
the dark, misinformed and deceived. In the White House, Roosevelt tended to surround
himself with advisors who viewed the world in a similar manner.

Roosevelt’ s worldview had several implications for this thinking. Because of the
gravity of assuming the role as an agent of progressin the 20" century, it is not surprising
that Roosevelt thought seriously about the strategic concepts and the strategic means that
might best accomplish his fundamental goals. By the 1920s, Roosevelt developed a
strategic blueprint for achieving United States objectives while potentially avoiding
formal belligerency. In his thinking, economic sanctions and blockade could complement
the use of public information and moral suasion to deter aggressor states. In the event that

dissuasion failed, he believed the application of naval and air power might achieve



victory without having to resort to sending an American Expeditionary Force to fight
overseas. In Roosevelt’s strategic thinking, Britain, France, and Germany figured
prominently. The advance of world civilization required liberal, reform-minded leadersin
each country.

During wartime, however, the consistency of Roosevelt’ s thinking was not always
evident from his tactica maneuvering and political methods; instead, it emerges from an
examination of his policies and actions within the larger context of his background, ideas,
and aspirations. Roosevelt’s views and ideas make sense when examined in relation to
contemporary attitudes and culture, his family and experiences, and his sense of world
geography, history, and current events. Those influences shaped particular views of
France and Germany in Roosevelt’s thinking. At the same time, his thinking about
military force and the effectiveness of different elements of national power also coalesced
into lucid strategic concepts well before he became president. The product was a durable
and coherent worldview that provided the foundation of Roosevelt’s thinking and the
strategic direction that his administration took in response to the deteriorating situation in
Europein the late 1930s and toward the Second World War.

Examining several of Roosevelt’s key policies within the context of his overall
perspective alows new insights and a deeper appreciation for the depth and complexity
of histhinking. In office, he conscioudly reflected on the experiences of Theodore
Roosevelt and Woodrow Wilson, and others such as Georges Clemenceau who provided
him with both positive and negative examples of presidential leadership and
statesmanship. As wartime leader, he remained focused on his fundamental strategic

goals of defeating Nazi Germany and totalitarianism while crafting and implementing an



enduring peace. As part of the enduring peace, he envisioned a postwar world of
continued cooperation between the great powers, the reestablishment of republican
France, and the revitalization of German liberalism.

During the Second World War, Roosevelt was not the only major figure to possess a
worldview and avision for the future. The aims and desires of Adolph Hitler and British
Prime Minister Winston Churchill have been well documented.” Hitler' s racial vision of
German lebensraum did not survive his death and the end of the war in Europe. Asthe
defeat of Nazi Germany seemed assured, tensions emerged in the Grand Alliance because
of differing views among the Allied leaders that were evident during the summit
conference at Y altain early 1945. Nonetheless, the war against Nazi totalitarianism also
weakened British power and quickened the spread of national consciousnessin Britain's
colonial populations, hastening the eclipse of Churchill’s Britannic empire. While Soviet
leader Josef Stalin’s vision lasted decades longer than those of Hitler of Churchill, the fall
of the Berlin Wall and the dissolution of the Soviet Union marked the demise of Stalin’s
worldview. In contrast to its wartime alternatives, Roosevelt’s liberal worldview has
endured.

Examination of the influences on Roosevelt’ s thinking and the development his

perspective and strategic views produces conclusions that challenge the popular

® Eberhard Jéackel and Gerhard L. Weinberg provide compelling portrayals of Hitler’s
worldview. Eberhard Jackel, Hitler’ sWorld View: A Blueprint for Power, translated by
Herbert Arnold (Cambridge, M assachusetts: Harvard University Press, 1981) and
Gerhard L. Weinberg, World in the Balance: Behind the Scenes of World War 11
(Hanover, New Hampshire: University Press of New England, 1981). Concerning
Churchill, see Martin Gilbert, Churchill: A Life (New York: Holt, 1991) and Churchill’s
multi-volume series, Winston S. Churchill, The Second World War (Boston: Houghton
Mifflin Company, 1949-51). British author David Irving provides controversia accounts
of both Hitler and Churchill in Hitler’ sWar (New Y ork: Avon Books, 1990) and
Churchill’s War (New Y ork: Avon Books, 1987).




interpretations of Roosevelt and his motivations. Historians have tended to portray the
young Roosevelt as a poor student with a shallow intellect who possessed limited
academic interests. Among Roosevelt’ s adherents the experiences of his early life are
depicted as preparation for pragmatic political activities and maneuvering as president,
not from the perspective of philosophica pragmatism but in a practical and opportunistic
sense. Rather than influence his thinking or perspective, his experiences, and his bout
with polio in particular, are viewed as honing the traits of his character and refining the
qualities of an adept political operator.® Roosevelt's critics have taken a similar approach,
portraying him as a political opportunist whose foreign policy derived from political
expediency rather than out of any coherent or fundamental strategy.”

Although Roosevelt was politically adept, his thinking also reflected aremarkable
coherence. There existed a clear foundation for his thinking, actions, and strategic
policies as president. Research reveals Roosevelt to have been a bright and curious young
man with a sense of optimism and assurance that derived from hisinherited station in life
and was reflected in his apparent lack of lasting concern for academic degrees or the
attainment of specific grades. As a student at Harvard, he already had developed a
discernable historical perspective and a sense of family and personal agency that shaped

and informed his view of events. The progressive ferment in the United States further

® See for instance, James MacGregor Burns, Roosevelt: The Lion and the Fox (San
Diego, Cdlifornia: Harvest, 1984); Frank Friedel, Franklin D. Roosevelt: A Rendezvous
With Destiny (Boston: Little, Brown and Company, 1990); Roy Jenkins, American
Presidents Series: Franklin Delano Roosevelt, ed. Arthur M. Schlesinger, Jr. (New Y ork:
Henry Holt and Company, 2003).

" Historian Frederick Marks characterizes Roosevelt’ s foreign policy as “drift and
indecision” without “any clearly defined strategy.” Frederick W. Marks I11, Wind Over
Sand: The Diplomacy of Franklin Roosevelt (Athens, Georgia: University of Georgia
Press, 1988), p. 287.




reinforced those inclinations in Roosevelt’ s thinking. His tenure in the Wilson
administration also had a major influence on his attitudes, and even before the United
States entered the Great War, he had considered effective strategic options as evidenced
by his advocacy for air power in 1915 or for apolicy of armed neutrality in early 1917.
Rather than alter Roosevelt’s character, his struggle with polio in the 1920s was
important because it provided him with arelatively uninterrupted opportunity for
reflection. His strategic thinking coalesced during the mid 1920s as he considered how in
the future to avoid the mistakes of the Great War and its immediate aftermath in order to

advance civilization.
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Chapter 2: The Development of Roosevelt’s Worldview, 1882-1913
It iswise for us to recur to the history of our ancestors. Those who do not
look upon themselves as a link connecting the past with the future, do not
perform their duty to the world.
Daniel Webster®

By the time he entered Woodrow Wilson's administration in 1913 at the age of thirty-
one, Franklin D. Roosevelt had developed a durable and consistent perspective of history,
Europe, and the role of the United States in world affairs. That worldview lasted
throughout the remainder of his life. Three complementary influences fundamentally
shaped the development of Roosevelt’s early thinking about Germany, France, and the
nature of American power. Those influences were: hisfamily, their background, and his
fascination with hislineage; his education and exposure to contemporary attitudes and
historical interpretations; and his own travelsin Europe.

Because of those key influences four ideas coal esced in Roosevelt’s mind prior to the
outbreak of World War One in Europe. The first was afundamental belief in American
exceptionalism and in the superiority of Anglo-Saxon civilization over any found on the
continent of Europe. Second, that France, despite its cultural achievements, was a
civilization in decline, that French imperialism was artificial and archaic, that French
politics and society were divided, perhaps hopelessly so, and that French administration
remained old fashioned and obsolescent. Third, that Germany represented a level of
civilization superior to that found in France. Although disdainful of common Germans,

Roosevelt believed that German intellectuals had the potential to liberalize Germany and

8 Quoted on the title page of a pamphlet entitled “ The Royal Descent of Y our Colonial
Ancestry,” dated 1936, “ Genealogy: Delano I,” Subject File, Box 16, Franklin D.
Roosevelt: Family, Business, and Personal Papers, Franklin D. Roosevelt Library, Hyde
Park, New Y ork. Hereafter cited as FDRL.

11



advance civilization. Germany was, however, anation in tension between the influences
of the liberal and intellectua southern German states and militaristic and autocratic
Prussia. Fourth, that the United States exerted significant influence in world affairs,
particularly as amoral force and through its sea power. Therefore, American policy,

Roosevelt believed, had aresponsibility to promote liberty and progress.

Franklin D. Roosevelt’ s father, James Roosevelt, led the life of a Hudson Valley squire
and gentleman-capitalist.’ Bornin his father’s Poughkeepsie homein 1828, James was
well educated, graduating from Union College in 1847 at the age of nineteen. Following
his graduation, James embarked on atwo year Grand Tour of Europe.™® The tour began in
England where James Roosevelt mingled with and came to admire Britain’s landed
gentry. One of hisrelatives later suggested, “Hetried to pattern himself on Lord

L andsdowne, sideburns and all.” ! His son, however, reflected that James Roosevelt “was

¥ James Roosevelt and Sidney Shalett, Affectionately, F.D.R.: A Son’s Story of a Lonely
Man (New Y ork: Harcourt, Brace and Company, 1959), p. 19.

19 National Cyclopedia of American Biography pamphlet, “James Roosevelt,” in
Roosevelt |1, Genealogy, Box 17, Subject File, Franklin D. Roosevelt: Family, Business
and Personal Papers, FDRL.

1 Allen Churchill, The Roosevelts: American Aristocrats (New York: Harper and Row,
1965), pp. 143-4; Karl Schriftgiesser, The Amazing Roosevelt Family, 1613-1942 (New
York: Wilfred Funk, 1942), p. 188.

12



no snob” and emphasized that “He was the most generous and kindly of men and always
liberal in his outlook.”*?

Following his stay in England, James Roosevelt journeyed through France, the German
states, Switzerland, Austria-Hungary, Greece, Italy, Egypt, and the Middle East.*®
Perhaps influenced by the spirit of Italian nationalism or caught up in the liberal mood of
Europe in 1848, Roosevelt enlisted in Guiseppe Garibaldi’ s red shirts. The red shirts,
however, were between battles, and, after a month, the boredom convinced James to
forsake the legions and continue his tour.** Upon learning of his son’s exploits, his father
Isaac Roosevelt cautioned, “Do not incur further danger by risking your life amid
revolutionary scenes--"*°

Isaac Roosevelt’s letters to his son in 1848 revea a strong belief in American
exceptionalism and a particular view of French Catholic society that influenced the
thinking of his son and grandson. That summer, glad to learn that his son had left Italy,

Isaac Roosevelt asserted, “Liberty in Europeisfar different from the liberty we enjoy in

our country - & | hope you will continue to take no active part in the revolutions which

12 Entry for September 8, 1942 in William D. Hassett, Off the Record with F.D.R., 1942-
1945 (New Brunswick, New Jersey: Rutgers University Press, 1958), p. 124.

13 Passport of James Roosevelt, Box 53, Papers of James (I1) Roosevelt, Roosevelt
Family Papers, FDRL.

4 Churchill, The Roosevelts, p. 144. Although in a 1941 memorandum Franklin
Roosevelt heavily embellished the tale of his father joining the Red Shirts, biographer
Geoffrey C. Ward supports the essentia facts of the incident as having happened.
Geoffrey C. Ward, Before the Trumpet: Y oung Franklin Roosevelt, 1882-1905 (New
Y ork: Harper and Row, 1985), p. 31.

> |saac Roosevelt to James Roosevelt, March 31, 1848, Box 52, Papers of James (1)
Roosevelt, Roosevelt Family Papers, FDRL.
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are agitating the old world.”*® Several months later, he praised his son’s ability to
preserve his“moral character” “amid many perils.” He added, “1 esteem the morality of
our people far superior to that of any other.” 1saac Roosevelt suggested that “the welfare
and happiness of nations & individuals depends on the strict observance of the laws of
morality & justice - of truereligion - not of forms - but of the spirit and affections.”
Contrasting the “true religion” of Americawith the “forms” of Catholic France, |saac
Roosevelt further noted that “the French people were without religion, they only had a
religion of forms - not influencing the life or conduct.”*’

After returning from his Grand Tour, James Roosevelt resumed the life expected of a
gentleman of his station. He received a degree from Harvard Law School in 1851 and
briefly practiced law in New Y ork City. In 1853, he married his cousin Rebecca Brien
Howland and she bore him a son, James Roosevelt Roosevelt. Almost immediately,
however, his professional interests turned to business, and he became a prominent
financier, serving as president of three railroads and two transportation companies. In
addition to owning mining interests in Appalachia and the Old Northwest, he hel ped
organize one of thefirst “holding companies’ in the United States and incorporate New

York’s City Trust Company. His philanthropic activities included service on the State

Board of Charities and as director of the State Hospital for the Insane in Poughkeepsie. In

1° | saac Roosevelt to James Roosevelt, July 10, 1848, Box 52, Papers of James (11)
Roosevelt, Roosevelt Family Papers, FDRL.

17" |saac Roosevelt to James Roosevelt, October 2, 1848, Box 52, Papers of James (11)
Roosevelt, Roosevelt Family Papers, FDRL.

14



1893, he was one of the New Y ork State representatives at the World' s Columbian
Exposition.*®

James Roosevelt’ s first wife died in 1876, and in 1880 he married Sara Delano, the
daughter of awealthy shipping merchant.'® The two had met at a dinner given by Mrs.
Theodore Roosevelt, Sr. at her homein New Y ork City. He was fifty-six; she was
twenty-six.

Although for several generations the Delanos had been deeply immersed in the China
trade, the family proudly traced its lineage to Phillipe de la Noye, the first Huguenot in
America. Descended from Norman nobility, the de Lannoy family had settled in Leyden
after leaving France at the end of the sixteenth century. Born in 1602, Phillipe grew up
under the teachings of the English Separatists in Leyden and became closely affiliated
with the Pilgrims. In 1621 he reached Plymouth Colony on the companion ship to the
Mayflower, and the name became de la Noye and |ater Delano.?® The coat of arms of
ancestor Jean de Lannoy, aknight of the Golden Fleece, hung on a shield over the door of

the family house in Fairhaven, Massachusetts.?* Proud of her heritage, Sara Delano

18 National Cyclopediaof American Biography pamphlet, “ James Roosevelt,” in
Roosevelt 11, Geneadlogy, Box 17, Subject File, Franklin D. Roosevelt: Family, Business
and Personal Papers, FDRL.

19 |bid.

20 Newspaper clipping “Facts Concerning Y our Ancestors,” Delano |, Genealogy,
Subject File, Box 16, Franklin D. Roosevelt: Family, Business, and Personal Papers,
FDRL.

21 [Anna] Eleanor Roosevelt, This IsMy Story (New Y ork: Harper and Brothers, 1937),
p. 119.
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Roosevelt would often comment to her grandchildren, “Franklin is a Delano, not a
Roosevelt at all.”#

Asachild, SaraDelano had lived in Hong-Kong for a year and a half, but the chartered
clipper ship and its crew that took her to Canton seems to have left a deeper impression
on her than did China. The seven-year-old girl who turned eight at sea later recalled that
she and her brother made friends with the crew, “learned the sailors' songs,” and thrilled
at their “wonderful tales of the sea” Furthermore, in China, the Delanos lived “much as
we had at home” and had little contact with the Chinese people and their culture. She
recalled that the family rarely ate the Chinese foods that seemed “very strange to us.”?®

When Sara Delano’ s father Warren Delano decided to send four of his children back to
the United States from China, he chose to send them by way of Egypt and the
Mediterranean. The route avoided the one hundred day journey around either Cape Horn
or the Cape of Good Hope, and also exposed his children to new sights. Returning to the
United States, the Delano children essentially followed the same route that their father
had traveled twenty years earlier, before the completion of the Suez Canal.* “We

returned by ‘Messagerie Imperiale to France,” Sara Delano Roosevelt recounted,

“stopped at Saigon, Singapore, Aden, Suez; thence by train to Cairo for two or three

2 Roosevelt and Shalett, Affectionately, F.D.R., p. 17. see also Elliott Roosevelt and
James Brough, An Untold Story: The Roosevelts of Hyde Park (New York: G. P.
Putnam’s Sons, 1973), p. 108.

23 Sara Delano Roosevelt memorandum, July 24, 1931, pp. 4-7, Delano |, Genealogy,
Subject File, Box 16, Franklin D. Roosevelt: Farty, Business, and Personal Papers,
FDRL.

% Hall Roosevelt and Samuel Duff McCoy, Odyssey of an American Family: An
Account of the Roosevelts and Their Kin as Travelers, from 1613 to 1938 (New Y ork:
Harper and Brothers, 1939), p. 273.
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days, and to Alexandria; then by steamer to Marseilles and by rail to Paris.” At the age of
ten she got her first glimpse of Paris, spending several weeks there, followed by aweek
or two in London prior to finally sailing home.®

In 1866 the Delano family moved to Europe, and Sara Delano lived there until 1870.
Those four yearsin Europe had a profound impact on her views. During the first year in
Europe her family lived in Paris on the rue de Presbourg.”® Throughout her life, she
remained fascinated with the images of France that she knew as a young woman,
recalling “that happy winter so long ago” in Paris and the glimpses she caught of the
Empress Eugénie and her court.”” The following spring, the Delano family went to
Dresden and spent a year there. In 1868, athough most of the family returned to the
United States, Sara Delano, a brother, and a sister remained in Germany with an aunt and
uncle and accompanied them to Hannover. She spent her final year in Europe living with
a German family in Celle and returned to the United States in the summer of 1870,

immediately prior to the outbreak of the Franco-Prussian War.”

%> Sara Delano Roosevelt memorandum, July 24, 1931, p. 7, Delano |, Genealogy,
Subject File, Box 16, Franklin D. Roosevelt: Family, Business, and Personal Papers,
FDRL.

%6 Sgra Delano Roosevelt memorandum, July 24, 1931, p. 9, Delano |, Genealogy,
Subject File, Box 16, Franklin D. Roosevelt: Family, Business, and Personal Papers,
FDRL.

2" Sara Delano Roosevelt, Isabel Leighton, and Gabrielle Forbush, My Boy, Franklin
(New York: Ray Long and Richard Smith, 1933), p. 10.

8 Sara Delano Roosevelt memorandum, July 24, 1931, pp. 9-10, Delano |, Genealogy,
Subject File, Box 16, Franklin D. Roosevelt: Family, Business, and Personal Papers; and
entry for May 1881, Sara Delano Roosevelt Diary 1880-1897, Book 1, Papers of Sara
Delano Roosevelt, Box 67, Roosevelt Family Papers, FDRL.
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The four years that Sara Delano Roosevelt spent in France and Germany as a young
woman had a profound impact on how she viewed the two nations. She noted that during
the Franco-Prussian War her “sympathies were thoroughly German,” despite the fact
“that Papa was absolutely French.” Her sympathies, however, reflected the attitudes that
she developed in Saxony, one of the south German states that maintained its
independence from the Prussian-dominated North German Confederation until 1871, and
Hannover, where she noted the people “ still clung to their own royal family.” She
recalled that “the attitude against Prussiawas very strong” as aresult of “the overbearing
behavior of Prussiatoward the smaller states of Germany.”? Those attitudes are not
surprising, however, given the fact that both the Kingdom of Saxony and the Kingdom of
Hannover had been allied to defeated Austria during the 1866 Austro-Prussian War. In
1866, Prussia absorbed defeated Hannover.*

Sara Delano married James Roosevelt on October 7, 1880 in her parent’ s home outside
of Newburgh, and in early November, the couple began their honeymoon in Europe.
Toward the end of the ten month long honeymoon, Sara Delano Roosevelt noted in her
diary, “James was wonderful in the way he did it all, and we had such happy days all
along.”*! Throughout the vacation, the couple spent agreat deal of their time with

relatives. Kinsman Elliott Roosevelt, the son of Theodore Roosevelt, Sr., was on his way

2 Sgra Delano Roosevelt memorandum, July 24, 1931, p. 10, Delano |, Genealogy,
Subject File, Box 16, Franklin D. Roosevelt: Family, Business, and Personal Papers,
FDRL.

% Donald S. Detwiler, Germany: A Short History (Carbondale, Illinois: Southern Illinois
University Press, 1989, 2nd ed.), pp. 126-7, 132-3.

31 Undated entry from August 1881, Sara Delano Roosevelt Diary, Roosevelt Family
Papers, FDRL.
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to India but joined them for the transatlantic passage; at their request he made their rooms
in London his headquarters. Like Sara Delano Roosevelt, Elliott Roosevelt and his
brother Theodore had lived with German familiesin Dresden, spending 1873 in
Saxony.* In addition, her sister and brother-in-law, Dora Delano Forbes and husband
Will Forbes, met them in Italy and stayed with them at the Forbes villain Pegli. The
Forbeses also joined them for three weeks in Rome, amost a month in Paris, and severa
daysin London. Sara Delano Roosevelt assessed that they “saw a good deal of the
Forbes.” Most of the Delano family, which had been touring Italy, also joined them in
Paris. The couple aso found timeto visit several of James Roosevelt’s “cousins’ from
the Howland side of the family in Italy and Paris.®

The people and the places that the couple visited also reflected their particular interests
and previous travels in Europe. Asif retracing much of James Roosevelt’s Grand Tour,
the Roosevelts toured Italy, the Riviera, Spain, Paris, Brussels and Antwerp, the Rhine
Valley and the Black Forest, the resorts of Switzerland, and finally England and Scotland.
Sara Delano Roosevelt noted that they “met a good many friends and acquaintances’ in
Paris and during their month at the mineral baths at Bad Homburg, particularly members
of the English upper class who were “old friends of James.” In England, the Roosevelt’s

stayed with “James’ friends Sir Hugh and Lady Cholmeley” at their estate Grantham and

2 Joseph P. Lash, Eleanor and Franklin: The Story of Their Relationship, Based on
Eleanor Roosevelt’s Private Papers (New York: W. W. Norton and Company, 1971), pp.
6, 11.

3 Undated entry for April 1881, Sara Delano Roosevelt Diary, Roosevelt Family Papers,
FDRL.
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met others that he had known “years ago.”* In addition to previous acquaintances of
James Roosevelt, the couple also visited Madame de Stuers, afriend of Sara Delano
Roosevelt from her youth in Dresden. They also spent five and a half daysin Hanover
and Celle meeting old friends “who seemed enchanted to see us,” pointing out her “old
school,” and reminiscencing over familiar places.® Furthermore, it was probably at Sara
Delano Roosevelt’ s request that the couple made a specidl trip to Leyden and to the
“interesting old cathedral” at Ghent that contained the coat of “Arms of Jehan de

Lannoye (knight of the Golden Fleece).”*

In September 1881, Sara Delano Roosevelt returned home from her honeymoon
pregnant, apparently having conceived a child in Paris that spring. She gave birth to their
son Franklin Delano Roosevelt at Hyde Park on January 30, 1882.%” James and Sara

Delano Roosevelt had their son christened on March 20, 1882. The godfathers were

3 Undated entry from July 1881, Sara Delano Roosevelt Diary, Roosevelt Family
Papers, FDRL.

% Undated entry for March 1881 and entry dated May 1881, Sara Delano Roosevelt
Diary, Roosevelt Family Papers, FDRL.

% Entry dated May 1881, Sara Delano Roosevelt Diary, Roosevelt Family Papers,
FDRL.

37 Entry by James Roosevelt for January 30, 1882, Sara Delano Roosevelt Diary,
Roosevelt Family Papers, FDRL.
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Franklin D. Roosevelt’s uncle Will Forbes, then living in Paris, and Elliott Roosevelt, the
father of Franklin D. Roosevelt’s future wife.®

At Hyde Park, Franklin D. Roosevelt’s haf-brother James Roosevelt Roosevelt, Rosy,
and his wife, the former Helen Astor, lived in the house next door.* Their children were
James Roosevelt Roosevelt, Jr., Taddy, born in 1879, and Helen Rebecca Roosevelt, born
in the fall of 1881.“° The two children remained Franklin D. Roosevelt's playmates until
1893 when half-brother Rosy became the first secretary of the United States embassy in
London as areward for his substantial donation to Grover Cleveland’s campaign.** Rosy
also remained close to the Oyster Bay Roosevelts, and when Rosy’ s wife died while they
werein London, Elliott Roosevelt’s sister Anna, “Cousin Bammie,” went to London to
act as hostess and to care for Taddy and Helen.*

With the exception of three children of neighboring Hyde Park gentry, Franklin D.

Roosevelt’ s circle of boyhood friends did not extend beyond hisimmediate family and an

3 Entry for March 20, 1882, Sara Delano Roosevelt Diary, Roosevelt Family Papers,
FDRL.

%9 Entry for September 25, 1881, Sara Delano Roosevelt Diary, Roosevelt Family
Papers, FDRL.

0 Taddy married beneath his social station in 1900, an act that ostracized him from the
family. Helen later married her sixth cousin, Theodore Douglas Robinson, a nephew of
Franklin D. Roosevelt’s godfather Elliott Roosevelt. Elliott Roosevelt, ed., F.D.R.: His
Personal Letters, volume 1, Early Years (New York: Duell, Sloan and Pearce, 1947), pp.
Vii-ix.

“L Elliott Roosevelt, ed., F.D.R.: His Personal Letters, volume 2, 1905-1928 (New Y ork:
Duell, Sloan and Pearce, 1948), p. 15.

“2 Elliott Roosevelt, ed., F.D.R.: His Personal Letters, vol. 1, p. 224.
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extended family of aunts, uncles, and “ cousins.”*® His future wife recounted that when
she was two, her family visited Hyde Park, and * Franklin rode me around the nursery on
his back.”** She also recalled attending a party at Hyde Park in which “all the other
guests were mostly his cousins.”* Nevertheless, distance frequently meant that most of
Franklin D. Roosevelt’s time was spent with his parents.*®

From ayoung age, Franklin D. Roosevelt’s interests mirrored those of his parents, and
the boy recelved constant exposure to aspects of France and Germany and their
respective cultures. The images that he received, however, whether of hisfather in
Europe in 1848 or his mother’s lifein Paris, Saxony, and Hanover as a young woman,
were highly romanticized. While at Campobello in August 1883, his mother, Sara Delano
Roosevelt, noted that she would “read German or French aoud with several people here
who care for these languages.”*” In addition to itsinterest in both languages and in
German literature and music, particularly Wagnerian opera, the family also treasured its
genealogy and lore detailing the exploits of many generations of forebears. “| have

always been a great believer in heredity,” Sara Delano Roosevelt confided, and she

*3 The three neighbors were Mary Newbold and Archibald and Edmund Rogers. Entry
for January 1, 1887, Sara Delano Roosevelt Diary, Roosevelt Family Papers, FDRL.

“ [Anna] Eleanor Roosevelt, This Is My Story, p. 104.

> [Anna] Eleanor Roosevelt, This Is My Story, p. 104.

6 Believing that “the sources’ of Franklin Roosevelt’s “vivid personality” can be found
“in his youth and young manhood,” Geoffrey Ward credits Franklin Roosevelt’s parents
with “molding their son’s personality and character.” Ward asserts that Roosevelt's
parents “ingtilled in him the rudiments of responsibility toward his community” from a
young age. Geoffrey C. Ward, Before the Trumpet: Y oung Franklin Roosevelt, 1882-
1905 (New York: Harper and Row, 1985), pp. vii-viii, 153.

4" Entry for August 21, 1883, Sara Delano Roosevelt Diary, Roosevelt Family Papers,
FDRL.
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passed her “own love of ships and distant horizons” on to her son. From her perspective,
however, her son’s “mythical excursions’ were more extensive than his physical
travels.*®

Throughout hislife, Franklin Roosevelt, in particular, remained enamored with his
ancestors and the stories that had grown up around them. Despite the fact that she
considered that Roosevelt was “not a great student,” one member of his cabinet, Frances
Perkins, later characterized him “as one who knows all the old stories and folklore” and
who had “listened eagerly to the tales” spun by his elders. Perkins credited family
influence in awakening Roosevelt’ s interest in history.*® His son James |ater recalled,
“Father was awalking encyclopedia of knowledge of the family tree.”*

Roosevelt painstakingly traced his colonial lineage and never seems to have lost
interest in the exploits of his ancestral cousins. Claus Martenszen, of Roosevelt,
supposedly aided in mapping New Netherlands in 1616, and cousins John Howland and
Isaac Allerton were on the Mayflower.>! The first Huguenot in America, Phillipedela
Noye, reached Plymouth Colony on the companion ship to the Mayflower in 1621.%

Franklin D. Roosevelt’ s great-great-grandfather was “a noted Revolutionary patriot,” a

delegate to the Continental Congressin 1775, and one of the founders of the Bank of

8 Sara Delano Roosevelt, et ., My Boy, Franklin, p. 7.

9 Frances Perkins, The Roosevelt | Knew (New Y ork: Viking Press, 1946), p. 34.

0 Roosevelt and Shalett, Affectionately, F.D.R., p. 18.

*1 Hall Roosevelt and Samuel Duff McCoy, Odyssey of an American Family, pp. 337-8.

>2 Newspaper clipping “Facts Concerning Y our Ancestors,” Delano |, Genealogy,
Subject File, Box 16, Franklin D. Roosevelt: Family, Busigss, and Personal Papers,
FDRL.
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New York.>® The family tree also boasted Anne Hutchinson, Captain Ephraim Bill who
oversaw the construction of two of the first ships for the American Navy, and Robert
Livingston, the negotiator of the Louisiana Purchase.>* Roosevelt later boasted, “I am
descended from a number of people who came over on the Mayflower but, more than
that, every one of my ancestors, both sides -- . . . without exception, wasin thisland in
1776. And there was only one Tory among them.”*

Other, more distant, ancestors claimed by the family influenced how Roosevelt came
to view the history of Europe. Thelist of “Brave leaders of men” included the Frankish
kings Charles Martel and Pepin the Great, the Emperor Charlemagne, King Henry | of
France, Bourbon Huguenot Henry of Navarre who proclaimed the Edict of Nantes,
Norman Earl Robert de Bellmont who accompanied William the Conqueror to England in
1066, and the Earl of Winchester, “one of the insurrectionary barons’ who compelled
King John to grant the Magna Carta.®® Another English ancestor opposed Charles | and

became “Cromwell’ s right hand” but ultimately placed himself in opposition to Cromwell

too when “Cromwell made himself dictator.”®’ It is not surprising, furthermore, that

>3 National Cyclopediaof American Biography pamphlet, “ James Roosevelt,” in
Roosevelt 11, Genealogy, Box 17, Subject File, Franklin D. Roosevelt: Family, Business
and Personal Papers, FDRL.

* Hall Roosevelt and Samuel Duff McCoy, Odyssey of an American Family, p. 338.

*> |nformal, extemporaneous remarks before the Daughters of the American Revolution
Convention, April 21, 1938, Stenographer’s copy, Master Speech File Number 1131,
FDRL.

% “Some notable ancestors of Franklin Delano Roosevelt, by his Ancestor Richerd

Lyman,” undated, Roosevelt |1, Genealogy, Box 17, Subject File, Franklin D. Roosevelt:
Family, Business and Persona Papers, FDRL.

>" Hall Roosevelt and Samuel Duff McCoy, Odyssey of an American Family, pp. 131-2.
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Roosevelt family lore tended to be the story of good cousins and their struggles against
the unenlightened of their day.

With respect to the continent of Europe, however, Roosevelt’s family tree seemed
rather sparse for the period between the Magna Carta and the arrival of his colonial
ancestors to North Americain the seventeenth century. Although documentary evidence
of the Roosevelt branch of the family only went back to 1658, family tradition enabled
the Roosevelts to push back their lineage to Claus Martenszen, of Roosevelt, and the year
1616.> Nevertheless, concerning Dutch ancestors and their fortunes prior to the arrival of
“Roosevelts’ to New Netherlands, the family appears to have had no details. To fill the
gap, the family turned to their comparatively well-documented Huguenot ancestors,
particularly the de Lannoy family.

Evidently Franklin D. Roosevelt’sinitial exposure to the history of continental Europe
during the later Middle Ages and the Reformation was from the perspective of the
Huguenots. Franklin D. Roosevelt documented his Delano line back to a knight who had
been born in 1267 and settled in Flanders near the town of Lannoy in 1310 or 1312.
Three generations later, Baudoin de Lannoy, “le Bégue,” Seigneur de Molembais,
became one of the origina knights of the Order of the Golden Fleece in 1429.>° During
the Reformation the grandson of “le Bégue,” Philippe Comte de Lannoy, Seigneur de

Molembais, became a Calvinist, and to escape religious persecution in France, the family

*8 Hall Roosevelt and Samuel Duff McCoy, Odyssey of an American Family, p. 337.

9 Untitled genealogy of the de Lannoy line, Delano |, Genealogy, Box 16, Subject File,
Franklin D. Roosevelt: Family, Business and Personal Papers, FDRL.
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went to Leyden in the Netherlands during the last half of the sixteenth century.®® Clearly,
from the perspective of the Roosevelts, Calvinists were the true agents of progress and
liberty during the Reformation; arrayed against them were the forces of reaction
embodied in absolutist monarchs and the Catholic Church.

Another group of Huguenots, the de Veaux family, provides one of the few links
between the Roosevelts and ancestors who had settled in the German states for any
appreciable length of time. Around 1651, the de Veaux family and other Huguenots
sought shelter in Mannheim in the Pal atinate under the protection of Elector Charles
Lewis. Although their parents remained in Mannheim hoping to someday return to
France and their old estates, the de Veaux sons eventually sailed to America. Two sons
arrived in Harlem in 1675, with one eventually settling in the village of Rhinebeck near
Hyde Park. Another son, Frederick de Veaux, became the Burgomaster of Mannheim
prior to joining his brothersin Harlem. He purchased severa “plantations’ near
Westchester, New York, and later settled in New Rochelle. Jacob de Veaux remained in
his birthplace longer than his other brothers, sailing to Harlem around 1685 following the
death of their parents. Being a man of “considerable means’ and finding the climate in
New Y ork too cold, he went south, becoming prominent around Beaufort in the colony of
South Carolina. Theodore Roosevelt, Sr. married Martha Bullock, a direct descendant of

Jacob de Veaux.®

% 1bid and newspaper clipping “ Facts Concerning Y our Ancestors,” Delano |,
Genealogy, Subject File, Box 16, Franklin D. Roosevelt: Family, Business, and Personal
Papers, FDRL.

®. |da Dudley Dale, “Huguenot Pioneers of America,” The Huguenot, vol. 1, no. 6

(December 1931) and “Theodore Roosevelt’s Huguenot Ancestry: The DeV eaux
Family,” The Huguenot, vol. 2, number 2 (February 1932) in Roosevelt 11, Genealogy,
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In the Roosevelt family lore, the exploits of another cousin, Daniel Ludlow, also hold a
place of prominence. Ludlow had been in Paris during the French Revolution and the
family account of his experiencesin 1793 undoubtedly colored how Franklin Roosevelt
came to view that event. According to family lore, soon after hisarrival in Paris, Ludlow
soon found himself on a crowded street “lustily” singing “the march of the men of
Marseilles.” Perceiving the existence of a special bond between the United States and the
French, Ludlow observed, “The English are in disfavor here, but Americans need fear no
molestation.” In the family lore the French crowd is purposeful, controlled, and conscious
of how its actions might be perceived overseas; the message received by later generations
of the Roosevelt family was “that the affection of the French for America was too strong
to permit any action which would give offense to every American.” With ared rag tied
around his head, Ludlow reputedly watched as the delegates of the Convention decided
that the king had to be executed.®?

Two incidents in the story of Daniel Ludlow’ s visit to revolutionary Paris deserve
further attention. After the Convention voted to execute the king, Daniel Ludlow
supposedly contacted the head of the finance committee of the National Assembly and
offered an immediate loan of four hundred thousand francs to the French Republic.
Reputedly, Ludlow was the first foreigner to do so. The assemblyman accepted Ludlow’s
offer in the name of “France.” Family lore also held that Ludlow met a conceited young

artillery captain while in Paris that he dubbed “ Captain Cannon,” Napoleon Bonaparte.

Subject File, Box 17, Franklin D. Roosevelt: Family, Business, and Personal Papers,
FDRL.

%2 Hall Roosevelt and Samuel Duff McCoy, Odyssey of an American Family, pp. 95, 99,
100, 105-6.
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Roosevelt lore portrayed Bonaparte as a brash, malicious man who was disdainful of
popular sovereignty and advocated power in the hands of asingle man. Asif to provide a
contrast between Bonaparte and the true French citizens on the crowded streets of Paris,
Bonaparte reputedly told cousin Ludlow, “They are not my countrymen.” The family lore
emphasized that Bonaparte was not French at all but was instead aforeigner, a Corsican,

who wore the French uniform only as only an avenue to power and domination.*®

Concerning Franklin Roosevelt’s formal education as the son of an affluent Hudson
valley landowner, gentlemen tutors, a French governess, and a German governess
prepared him to enter Groton boarding school at the age of fourteen in September 1896.%
His parents, however, seem to have chosen his governesses carefully. In accord with their
own preferences, they selected Swiss Protestants to teach their son French and German
governesses from southern Germany and Viennarather than the Prussian lands.*®
Franklin Roosevelt’s mother and father frequently traveled, and at the age of two and a
half, he accompanied them to Europe for the first time.?® Although it seemed probablein

1887 that James Roosevelt might take a foreign appointment, Sara Delano Roosevelt

% Hall Roosevelt and Samuel Duff McCoy, Odyssey of an American Family, pp. 109-
10, 122-3, 126-7, 131-3.

% Elliott Roosevelt, ed., F.D.R.: His Personal Letters, vol. 1, p. 5.

% Entriesfor April 19, 1890, September 2 and October 24, 1891, Sara Delano Roosevelt
Diary, Roosevelt Family Papers, FDRL; Sara Delano Roosevelt, et a., My Boy, Franklin,
p. 23.

% Sara Delano Roosevelt, et a., My Boy, Franklin, p. 11.
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hoped for Vienna, his declining health precluded him from accepting the offers of the
Cleveland administration.®’” Because of James Roosevelt's health, however, the family
began to take annual tripsto Europe so that he could “take the cure.” By thetime
Franklin Roosevelt was fourteen, he had made seven trips to Europe ranging from two to
nine monthsin duration.®

Roosevelt’ s boyhood experiences on the continent of Europe, however, remained
narrow, exclusive, and largely aristocratic. Outside of Britain, the Europe that he cameto
know consisted of sightseeing in Paris, Pau, aresort in the Pyrenees, and the spa town of
Bad Nauheim. Short excursionsto Frankfurt, Cologne, Heidelberg, Baden Baden,
Nurnberg, and afive-day visit to see the complete Ring cycle in Bayreuth rounded out his
childhood exposure to Germany.®® Clearly, his travels complemented the romanticized
views of south-central Germany and Paris that he acquired from his parents. Those
romantic excursions, however, had amajor impact on Roosevelt’s views. His secretary
later recalled that much of Roosevelt’s conception of Germany seemed “bound up in
Roosevelt's mind with his own trips to Germany as a boy.” ™

It is not clear where the Roosevelt family traveled in Europe when their son was two,

and the trip seems to have left no impression on Franklin Roosevelt. Roosevelt’s direct

" Entry for April 12, 1887 in the Sara Delano Roosevelt Diary, Roosevelt Family
Papers, FDRL.

% Six of FDR'sfirst seven trips to Europe can be followed in the Sara Delano Roosevelt
Diary, Roosevelt Family Papers, FDRL.

% Entries for May 20 and 21, 1891, July 3, 1891, July 4, 1895, July 25, 26, 27, 28, 29, 30,
and 31, 1896, August 17, 1896, Sara Delano Roosevelt Diary, Roosevelt Family Papers,
FDRL.

" Grace Tully, F.D.R., My Boss (New Y ork: Charles Scribner’s Sons, 1949), p. 70.

29



exposure to France as a boy came exclusively during his second trip to Europe between
October 1889 and April 1890. His family spent nearly five months in Pau that winter. His
mother noted, “We have been very busy with dinners, races, hunt breakfasts, . . . golf,
lovely drives, etc.” ™" At the resort, the socially active Roosevelts mingled with the upper
class of Europe. Sara Roosevelt noted that her husband “knew many Pau people

before.” "> Nevertheless, with the exception of two other American families at Pau, the
friends of the Roosevelt family were British aristocrats, the Duke and Duchess of
Rutland, Sir Cameron and Lady Gull, Sir Hugh and Lady Cholmeley, and the Earl and
Countess of Clanwilliam.”

The Roosevelt’s also spent approximately two weeks visiting Paris in the autumn of
1889 and spring of 1890. Although the family spent most of its timein the French capital
at various lunches, teas, or dinners, Sara Delano Roosevelt observed that her eight-year-
old son “enjoys seeing something of Paris.” * A variety of Forbes and Howland aunts,
uncles, and “cousins’ lived in the French capital, and James Roosevelt even provided the
funds to support the lifestyle of “cousin Hortense,” Madame Meredith Howland, in

Parisian society. Among the circle of her Paris salon was novelist Marcel Proust.” In

™ Entry for April 10, 1890 in the Sara Delano Roosevelt Diary, Roosevelt Family
Papers, FDRL.

2 Entry for November 15, 1889 in the Sara Delano Roosevelt Diary, Roosevelt Family
Papers, FDRL.

® RitaHalle Kleeman, Gracious Lady: The Life of Sara Delano Roosevelt (New Y ork:
D. Appleton-Century Company, 1935), pp. 156-9.

™ Entriesfor March 3, April 10, April 16, April 17, April 19, April 20, April 21, 1890 in
the Sara Delano Roosevelt Diary, Roosevelt Family Papers, FDRL.

> Marcel Proust to Robert de Billy, June 9, 1893 in Philip Kolb, ed., Marcel Proust:
Selected Letters, vol. 1, 1880-1903, Trans. Ralph Manheim (Garden City, New Y ork:
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addition to visiting relatives, Franklin Roosevelt spent two days sightseeing at the Jardin
des Tuileries, the Champs-Elysées, and the Eiffel Tower.™

In the summer of 1891, James Roosevelt took his family to Bad Nauheim for what
became an annual event for a month or two each summer until his death in 1900. The
Roosevelts arrived at Bad Nauheim on May 20, 1891, and severa weeks later, Sara
Delano Roosevelt lamented the fact that “ There are hardly any English or Americans
here.” " Nevertheless, Bad Nauheim quickly became comfortable and familiar for the
Roosevelts. Sir Cameron and Lady Gull, two of their friends from Pau, did join themin
Bad Nauheim, and the Cholmeleys and the Duke and Duchess of Rutland were in nearby
Bad Homburg.” After 1895, Lord Clanwilliam also joined them at Bad Nauheim.”
Additionally, Delano relatives regularly visited the Rooseveltsin Bad Nauheim, so the
family had little need to socialize with any local German commoners.® The Roosevelts

quickly settled into aroutine at Bad Nauheim, even to the point of occupying the same

Doubleday and Company, 1983), pp. 47-8. Also, I. H. E. Dunlop, “Proust and Painting,”
in Peter Quennell, ed., Marcel Proust: A Centennial Volume, 1871-1922 (New Y ork:
Simon and Schuster, 1971), p. 112.
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Roosevelt Family Papers, FDRL.
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hotel rooms year after year.®' By 1892, the German church in Bad Nauheim began
offering aservicein English, and two years later, the Roosevelts were part of a group
pushing to build “an Anglo-American Church here.”?

Soon after his arrival in Bad Nauheim in 1891, nine-year-old Franklin Roosevelt wrote
to hiscousins, “1 go to the public school with alot of little mickies and we have German
reading, German dictation, the history of Siegfried, and arithmetic.”® His mother
reflected, “Franklin goes daily to the *Volkschul€', it is rather amusing but | doubt if he
learns much.”® Roosevelt, however, only remained in the school less than one month
before the family left Bad Nauheim to spend nearly a month at Badenweiler. When they

returned, Franklin received “adaily German lesson” rather than return to the German

school.® Although he enjoyed the town of Bad Nauheim, Roosevelt remained disdainful

81 Entriesfor August 21, 1893, May 22, 1895, July 17, 1896 in the Sara Delano
Roosevelt Diary, Roosevelt Family Papers, FDRL.

8 Entriesfor June 5, 1892 and June 24, 1894 in the Sara Delano Roosevelt Diary,
Roosevelt Family Papers, FDRL.

8 Franklin D. Roosevelt to Muriel Delano Roosevelt and Warren Delano Robbins, May
30, 1891 in F.D.R.: His Persona Letters, vol. 1, p. 20.

8 Entry for June 16, 1891 in the Sara Delano Roosevelt Diary, Roosevelt Family Papers,
FDRL.

% Entry for August 8, 1891 in the Sara Delano Roosevelt Diary, Roosevelt Family
Papers, FDRL. Historians have paid scant attention to Roosevelt’ s boyhood experiences
in Germany, assessing them as having little impact on the future president. Frank Freidel
characterizes the annual visits as “interludes in Europe”’ during which the sheltered,
privileged boy would have had “no awareness of the tensions and arms race quarrels over
empire were generating.” Freidel places Roosevelt in the school at Bad Nauheim for six
weeks, but Sara Delano Roosevelt’ s diary reflects a period of only three weeks. James
MacGregor Burns glosses over Roosevelt’ s annual visits to what he incorrectly refers to
as “Nauheim” and notes that Roosevelt attended the local public school for “one
summer.” Political scientist, John Lamberton Harper, however, finds root in Roosevelt’s
boyhood of the degp-seated ideas and principles that ultimately gave logic and
consistency to his dealings with the Old World. One of those ideas, Harper mentions, was
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of the common Germans he encountered there, referring to them as “dirty” or by
derogatory nicknames such as “mickies’ or “ Frau Juggernaut.” %

Franklin Roosevelt’ s disdain for Hessian commoners was in sharp contrast to his
family’ s enthusiasm to meet German aristocracy. His mother noted the “ great
excitement” over the visit of the “much loved” Grand Duke and Duchess of Baden. At
Bad Nauheim, James and Sara Delano Roosevelt befriended Baron von Falkenberg and
hiswife in addition to their friends from the English gentry. With apparent pride, Sara
Delano Roosevelt recorded in her diary that she had “been presented to Princess Helena
(Christian of Schleswig Holstein).”®

With the exception of short sightseeing trips with his mother, the Germany that
Franklin Roosevelt experienced as aboy was largely confined to the Wetterau valley

north of Frankfurt-am-Main in the Grand Duchy of Hesse.?® Far removed from

Brandenberg-Prussia, the Hessian towns that Franklin Roosevelt came to know, Bad

the emerging difference in Roosevelt’ thinking “ between the benevolent old and the
misguided new Germany.” Frank Freidel, Franklin D. Roosevelt: A Rendezvous With
Destiny (Boston: Little, Brown and Company, 1990), p. 7; James MacGregor Burns,
Roosevelt: The Lion and the Fox, 1882-1940 (San Diego, California: Harvest, 1984), pp.
9-10. John Lamberton Harper, American Visions of Europe: Franklin D. Roosevelt,
George F. Kennan, and Dean G. Acheson (New Y ork: Cambridge University Press,
1994), pp. 12-3, 18.

8 Franklin D. Roosevelt to Dora Delano Forbes, September 10, 1892, Folder 16,
“Forbes, Dora Delano, 1892-1940,” Box 17, Roosevelt Family Papers Donated By the
Children, FDRL,; Franklin D. Roosevelt to hisfather and mother, May 18, 1897 in
F.D.R.: His Personal Letters, vol. 1, p. 100.

87 Entries for July 4, 1894, May 30 and June 5, 1897, and September 14, 1893 in the Sara
Delano Roosevelt Diary, Roosevelt Family Papers, FDRL.

8 | visited Hessen briefly in 1985 and again in 1986. In 1997, | moved to Friedberg and
lived there for two years. The following three paragraphs are an interpretation drawn
from my incursions into the local history of the Wetterau region.
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Nauheim, Friedberg, Bad Homburg, and Frankfurt itself, boasted rich Roman,
Carolingian, and medieval histories, atradition of independence, and persistent anti-
Prussian attitudes. About eighteen miles north of Frankfurt, the waters of Bad Nauheim
had attracted bathers since Roman times, and by the 1890s, the fashionable town and its
park had become a place for the wealthy to take the “cure’ for circulatory problems and
heart conditions. Until the Romans withdrew west of the Rhine by 260 A.D., the valley
around Bad Nauheim constituted the most northern extent of the Roman occupation of
Germania east of the river. The Limes, the Roman palisade separating Germania from the
barbarian tribes, ran aong the hills to the west, north, and east of Bad Nauheim. It is
likely that Roosevelt visited the archeological excavations at one of the Roman legion
forts that he passed on family trips to Bad Homburg.

The history of Wetterau, the region around Bad Nauheim, would certainly have held
Roosevelt’sinterest. Scarcely a mile from Bad Nauheim, Friedberg, where Franklin
Roosevelt took swimming lessons, featured an imperia town built by Emperor Frederick
Barbarrosa, partially dominated by a picturesque fortress tower from the fourteenth
century. In Friedberg, the imposing evangelical church provided the focal point for the
other half of the old town; nearby stood a ceremonia Jewish bath from the thirteenth
century. Since the Reformation, the predominant religion in Hesse north of Frankfurt had
been the Reformed faith. Marburg, fifty-eight miles north of Frankfurt, possessed the
world’ sfirst Protestant university and, in 1529, was the site of an unsuccessful meeting
between Martin Luther and Ulrich Zwingli intended to reconcile the two reformers.
Eleven miles north of Frankfurt, Bad Homburg, where James and Sara Delano Roosevelt

had spent a month of their honeymoon, was a fashionable spa and casino town and the



residence of the popular Landgraves of Hesse-Homburg prior to the incorporation of the
Electorate of Hesse into the Kingdom of Prussiain 1866.

Frankfurt, likewise, would have held a personal and historic charm for young
Roosevelt. As aboy, Roosevelt had been in the city at least half a dozen times to see
visiting Delano relatives and to tour museums.®® The Emperor Charlemange, a kinsman
claimed in Delano family lore, held court in Frankfurt in the eighth century. Certainly,
Franklin Roosevelt’ s visits to the museums of Frankfurt led him past the ruins of the
Romerberg, afort built by Charlemange and later destroyed in World War 1. Starting in
the twelfth century, Frankfurt had provided the venue for the election of German
emperors. Declared a Free Imperia City in 1530, Frankfurt hosted imperial coronations
aswell until the collapse of the Holy Roman Empire in 1806. The Frankfurt that Franklin
Roosevelt visited was a vibrant bustling town of technological innovation and liberal
ideas. It had been the birthplace of Johann Wolfgang von Goethe and the scene of the
German Constituent National Assembly in 1848-9.

The German states, to include the Electorate of Hesse and the Free City of Frankfurt,
allied themselves with Austria against Prussia and afew small principalities in 1866.
During the three-week long Austro-Prussian War in the summer of 1866, three Prussian
armies successfully attacked the Austrians and their Saxon allies while other Prussian
troops forced the capitulation of Hannover and advanced through Hesse toward
Frankfurt, the capital of the German Confederation. Prussian battlefield success at
Sadowa and subsequent diplomatic triumphs resulted in the abolishment of the German

Confederation and the Prussian annexation of the Kingdom of Hannover, Electoral

89 Seeentriesfor August 11, 14, 17 and 26, 1891, June 20, 1892, August 9 and 31, 1896
in Sara Delano Roosevelt Diary, Roosevelt Family Papers, FDRL.
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Hesse, and Frankfurt.®® It is not surprising that independent attitudes and liberal, anti-
Prussian sentiments persisted in Frankfurt through the turn of the twentieth century.**
Clearly, the nascent anti-Prussian attitudes that he took from Frankfurt and the Wetterau
region laid a deep foundation for Franklin Roosevelt’s perspective of Germany in his

emerging worldview.

Sparked by travels to Europe and the interests of his family, Franklin Roosevelt
developed an avid curiosity for history and sea power at ayoung age. The Delanos were a
family with a deep maritime tradition of ships and overseas trade, and his mother
believed that she had passed her “own love of ships’ on to her son.* His father, however,
also had afondness for the seaand sailing.® At Pau, Roosevelt had listened intently to
his father’ s long conversations with Richard James Earl, the fourth Earl of Clanwilliam, a

career officer in the Royal Navy who had risen to the rank of Admiral of the Fleet.**

% Donald S. Detwiler, Germany: A Short History (Carbondale, Illinois: Southern Illinois
University Press, 1989, 2nd ed.), pp. 126-7; Gordon A. Craig, The Politics of the Prussian
Army, 1640-1945 (London: Oxford University Press, 1964 paperback edition), pp. 196-8,
203; Larry H. Addington, Patterns of War Since the Eighteenth Century (Bloomington,
Indiana: Indiana University Press, 1994, second edition), pp. 94-7.

L On anti-Prussian sentiments, see for example, Gordon A. Craig, The Germans (New
York: Meridian, 1991 paperback edition), pp. 26-7.

%2 Sara Delano Roosevelt, et a., My Boy, Franklin, p. 7.

% Tully, E.D.R., My Boss, pp. 2-3.

% Kleeman, Gracious Lady, p. 156. Nearly nine and a half years later, Roosevelt wrote
to his parents in Europe, “hope you will be able to dine with the Clanwilliams. Give Mr.
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Franklin Roosevelt reveled in the liners that took him across the Atlantic, and whilein
England in 1891, his parents took him to anaval exhibition.*

Closer to home, uncle James Russell Soley served as assistant secretary of the navy
from 1890 to 1893 and had taught at the United States Naval Academy. Convinced of the
value of history, Soley strongly encouraged its pursuit. He was one of the original
members of the American Historical Association, and his prodding persuaded Rear
Admiral Alfred Thayer Mahan to publish his monumenta book, The Influence of Sea
Power Upon History. No stranger to Franklin Roosevelt, Soley aso recognized and
encouraged the interests of his nephew. He prompted Roosevelt to consider attending the
United States Naval Academy and forwarded to Groton his book about the Navy in the
Civil War.*® Soley’s ideas certainly resonated with a young nephew enamored with
history and hislineage. Asif addressing Roosevelt, Soley wrote, “It is part of wisdom to
study the lessons of the past, and to learn what we may from the successes or failures of
our fathers.” ¥’

Encouragement also came from the Oyster Bay branch of the Roosevelt family.

Franklin Roosevelt and his mother were no strangers to their Oyster Bay cousins, and the

C., I mean Lord, my kind regards.” Letter dated June 10, 1899 in F.D.R.: His Persona
Letters, vol. 1, pp. 324-7.

% Entry for May 15, 1891, Sara Delano Roosevelt Diary, Roosevelt Family Papers,
FDRL.

% Soley’ s book included the activities of kinsman Captain James D. Bulloch in London
as an agent of the Confederate government. The inscribed copy of Soley’sbook isin the
Charles Scribner’s Sons, 1898 edition); letter from Franklin D. Roosevelt to his mother
and father, September 25, 1898, F.D.R.: His Personal Letters, vol. 1, pp. 207-8.

9 James Russell Soley, “Our Naval Policy—A Lesson From 1861,” Scribner’s Magazine,
vol. 1, issue 2, February 1887, p. 235.
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two visited Theodore Roosevelt’s family in the summer of 1896.% Franklin Roosevelt's
visits to Oyster Bay certainly included a substantial dose of history. Theodore Roosevelt,
apresident of the American Historical Association and the author of anaval history of
the War of 1812, had atalent for sparking the historical curiosity of the children at Oyster
Bay. His daughter Alice recalled that “ history was made vivid to us by father.”*® History,
as Theodore Roosevelt saw it, contained definite heroes, and he celebrated the exploits of
citizen-soldier statesmen such as Timoleon, John Hampden, and George Washington.'®
That same year, Theodore Roosevelt published the fourth and final volume of his history
entitled The Winning of the West. It is not surprising that those volumes, as well as his
earlier Naval War of 1812, found their way to the collection at Hyde Park.'**

In The Winning of the West, Theodore Roosevelt presented a sweeping interpretation
of “the spread of the English speaking peoples,” an event that he considered “the most

striking feature in the world’ s history.” Roosevelt traced the “ perfectly continuous

history” of Anglo-American progress and exceptionalism back to “the Germanic peoples’

% Entries for June 12-3, 1896, Sara Delano Roosevelt Diary, Roosevelt Family Papers,
FDRL.

% Alice Roosevelt Longworth, Crowded Hours (New Y ork: Charles Scribner’s Sons,
1933), p. 12.

1% Timoleon was a Greek statesman and general who was sent to aid the Greek city
statesin Sicily against the tyrants of Syracuse. John Hampden was a member of
England’s Short Parliament in 1640 who led the opposition to the king. Impeached in
1642, he escaped arrest, raised an infantry regiment for the Parliamentary Army, and was
mortally wounded leading it in battle the next year. Theodore Roosevelt |etter to Sir
George Trevelyan, October 1, 1911, page 84, Series 4A, Reel 416, Theodore Roosevelt
Papers, Presidential Papers Microfilm, Manuscript Division, Library of Congress,
Washington, D.C. Hereafter cited as LCMD.

191 Theodore Roosevelt, The Winning of the West, 4 volumes (New York: G. P.
Putnam’ s Sons, 1894-1896) and The Naval War of 1812; or, The History of the United
States During the Last War with Great Britain (New York: G. P. Putnam’s Sons, 1882).
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of the Roman era and their success over “the all-conquering Roman power” during the
battle of the Teutoberger Wald. During the feudal period, Roosevelt argued that “the
Germanic tribes conquered Europe’ and strengthened “the mixed races of the south--the
Latin nations” with an infusion of their vigorous blood. Nevertheless, greater than any
success of the Germanic peoples on the continent of Europe was the spread of “Germanic
stock” to England, an event that enabled that branch of the Germanic race “in the end to
grasp amost literally world-wide power.” In England, he argued, the Germanic race
developed into a distinct nationality that differed not only from that found in the
Germanic countries but also from all other nationalities on the continent of Europe.
Roosevelt attributed much of the success of the United States to its Germanic stock; he
asserted, “ The Germanic strain is dominant in the blood of the average Englishman,
exactly asthe English strain is dominant in the blood of the average American.” Besides
Germanic stock, Roosevelt believed that the only “new blood” of “importance’ to
America came from Dutch, Scandinavian, Irish, and French Huguenot sources.'%
Consistent with Herbert Spencer’ s theory of Social Darwinism, Theodore Roosevelt
established a clear hierarchy of the races of European descent. He considered the English-
speaking peoples the most advanced, followed by the Germanic race on the continent of
Europe. He placed the “Latin” races of southern Europe at the bottom of the European
scale; because of their “mixed blood,” Roosevelt believed that the people of those races
developed into more heterogeneous and | ess coherent nations than their Teutonic
counterparts. Roosevelt viewed France and Spain, “the so-called Latin nations,” as a

hopel ess mixture of races and cultures. In hisway of thinking, the medieval successes of

192 Theodore Roosevelt, The Winning of the West, vol. 1, From the Alleghenies to the
Mississippi, 1769-1776 (New York: G. P. Putnam’s Sons, 1894), pp. 1-7, 12, 20-1.
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France, Normandy, Lombardy, and Burgundy were due to an infusion of Germanic rulers
and systems on the remnants of archaic Roman practices. Nevertheless, despite an
occasional infusion of Teutonic blood, fundamental divisionsin France and Spain
doomed those nations to a lower tier in the hierarchy of races. Roosevelt saw the ancestry
of “the modern Frenchman or Spaniard” particularly confusing because they derived
“portions of their governmental system and general policy from one race, most of their
blood from another, and their language, law, and culture from a third.”*%

That mixed heritage had proven particularly disastrous for the French. In North
America, the French had been able to prolong their struggle with their English neighbors
only by resorting to the use of Indian allies.*® To Roosevelt the French were “ utterly
unsuited for liberty.” % As colonists the French had failed because they “were not very
industrious’ and “were often lazy and improvident.” Under a system of “ancient
customs,” areligion of superstitious practices, and priests that possessed “ unquestioned
rule” over their congregations, their Catholic, patriarchal society left the French
“unacquainted with what the Americans caled liberty.” Asif echoing kinsman Isaac
Roosevelt’s comments from 1848, Theodore Roosevelt observed that the “average”
Frenchman “though often loose in his morals, was very religious.” *®

In his study The Naval War of 1812, Theodore Roosevelt a'so came to several

conclusions about United States military power and preparedness. Roosevelt asserted that

193 Theodore Roosevelt, The Winning of the West, vol. 1, pp. 3, 5.
1% Theodore Roosevelt, The Winning of the West, val. 1, p. 17.

1% Theodore Roosevelt, The Winning of the West, vol. 2, From the Alleghenies to the
Mississippi, 1777-1783 (New York: G. P. Putnam’s Sons, 1894), p. 169.

1% Theodore Roosevelt, The Winning of the West, vol. 1, pp. 41-5.



the “striking and unexpected successes’ of the U.S. Navy against the British was due to
excellent training, particularly in seamanship and marksmanship, and to the fact that the
“few vessels’ in the U.S. Navy during the war were qualitatively superior to any other
shipsin their class. Roosevelt found that the excellence of American seamen had been a
result of the conditions in which the American merchant fleet had operated while the
Napoleonic Wars raged in Europe. He believed that the conditions of the day produced
men of “resolute and hardy character” who relied on themselves for protection. Unlike
British merchantmen that moved in large convoys guarded by the Royal Navy, Roosevelt
observed that American commercial vesselstypically sailed alone and were forced to
defend themselves with both cannon and musket against pirates and privateers around the
globe or run the blockades of Europe. Roosevelt praised the product of those armed
merchantmen, and he labeled them “as fine a set of seamen as ever manned a navy.”
Naval service, Roosevelt conjectured, also strengthened the American race and devel oped
vital “habits of independent thought and action.”*”

As he considered the contemporary state of readiness of the U.S. Navy, Theodore
Roosevelt observed “that our navy in 1812 was the exact reverse of what our navy is
now, in 1882.” In 1882, as the Civil War-era ships of the U.S. Navy rotted, Roosevelt
conjectured that the United States wasted more money trying “to patch up a hundred
antiquated hulks” than if it constructed “half a dozen ships on the most effective model.”
Over the years, he argued, lack of “Congressional forethought” and “political short-

sightedness’ had prevented the U.S. Navy from maintaining a state of readiness during

197 Theodore Roosevelt, The Naval War of 1812 reprinted in Mario R. DiNuzio, ed.,
Theodore Roosevelt: An American Mind: Selected Writings (New Y ork: Penguin Books,
1994), pp. 80-2 and 84.
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years of peace. Although he doubted that political realities would ever allow the United
States “to have anavy that isfirst-classin point of size,” Roosevelt advocated that the
ships of the U.S. Navy “be of the very best quality.” Peacetime readiness, Roosevelt
asserted, would enable the U.S. Navy to “produce results of weight” upon the outbreak of
war. Those results could be significant either materially or moraly. While militarily
inconsequential, Roosevelt noted that American victories against the Royal Navy during
the War of 1812 produced amoral result of “inestimable benefit to the United States’ by

raising American spirits and enhancing the reputation of the United States overseas.'®

In the fall of 1896 Franklin Roosevelt entered Groton, and although he seems to have
studied diligently, his overall grades suggest that he was not a particularly remarkable
student.'® For example, in March 1898 he reported his monthly grades with the
comment, “I, as usual got aB.”*° His specific grades, however, demonstrated an interest
in, and perhaps atalent for, political economy, French, German, and history. Although

his average grade in nine subjects during hisfirst term at Groton was 81, a B-, he scored

1% Theodore Roosevelt, The Naval War of 1812 reprinted in Mario R. DiNunzio, ed.,
Theodore Roosevelt: An American Mind: Selected Writings (New Y ork: Penguin Books,
1994), pp. 84, 92.

199 Entry for October 25, 1896 in the Sara Delano Roosevelt Diary, Roosevelt Family
Papers, FDRL.

110 | etter from Franklin D. Roosevelt to his mother and father, March 2, 1898 in E.D.R.:
His Personal Letters, vol. 1, p. 182.
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95 and 90, respectively, in French and political economy.™ Consistent in his letters from
Groton was his confidence that he “easily” passed his French examinations or that he had
done so well in the course that he was not required to take them.**? Roosevelt did even
better in the German courses that he took during his third and fourth years at the boarding
school. He confided to his parents during histhird year that “so far” German “is awfully
easy.” At the start of hisfinal year at Groton, he expressed his fear that the “tyrannical”
rector might not let him take German because he “ could easily passit.”*** Ultimately, he
scored high B'sand A’sin the language and “led the form all right in German.”*** In
addition to languages, Roosevelt consistently “got through my History all right” with

high B’s, and based on his professed interest in the subject, it is not surprising that he

completed his 1898 Easter examinations with only asingle A, in history.™

11 % mas Exams 1896, “Classroom Papers, Third Form,” Box 17, Groton School,
Subject File, Franklin D. Roosevelt: Family, Business and Personal Papers, FDRL.

12 Franklin D. Roosevelt |etters to his mother and father, December 15, 1897, March 18,
1898, September 22, 1898, and September 27, 1898 in F.D.R.: His Personal Letters, vol.
1, pp. 151, 188, 205, 209.

113 Franklin D. Roosevelt |etters to his mother and father, September 25, 1898 and June
7,1899 in E.D.R.: His Personal Letters, vol. 1, pp. 207, 323. Italicsin the originals.

114 Franklin D. Roosevelt letters to his mother and father, October 19, 1898, December
20, 1898, and April 2, 1899 in E.D.R.: His Personal Letters, vol. 1, pp. 223, 247, 287.

5 Franklin D. Roosevelt letters to his mother and father, September 27, 1898, January
24,1899, and March 28, 1899 in E.D.R.: His Personal Letters, vol. 1, pp. 209, 250-1,
285; Easter Examinations 1898, “Classroom Papers, Fourth Form,” Box 18, Groton
School, Subject File, Franklin D. Roosevelt: Family, Business and Personal Papers,
FDRL. Friedel credits Groton with giving Roosevelt a general “impetus for public
service” and rates his performance as undistinguished, even though Roosevelt managed
to complete hisfirst year of college courses and aso won the Latin prize. Burns
characterized Roosevelt’ s Groton letters as containing “hardly a hint of any intellectual
excitement.” Burns downplayed the Groton experience as having no impact on
Roosevelt’ s future political views, values, or decisions other than shaping his “basic
attitudes toward socia problems.” In contrast to Burns and Freidel, Ward finds that
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During hisfirst year at Groton, the ideas in Franklin Roosevelt’s political economy
class probably had implications for how he viewed Germany and France. Although a
Democrat, Roosevelt’ s father had favored “ Sound Money,” currency based solely on
gold, and he was “especialy relieved” when the Republicans won the election of 1896.1%
Franklin Roosevelt’s Groton political economy notebook reveals that, at the time, he
shared hisfather’ sfaith in the gold standard. “ A measure must be stable,” he noted,
“Gold is stable, silver is unstable, therefore gold is the only suitable standard of value.”**’
Furthermore, Franklin Roosevelt’ s views about the gold standard may have had broader
implications beyond the stability of the dollar. Contemporaries argued that the gold

standard was the hallmark of more advanced nations such as Britain and Germany while

less advanced or declining nations had currencies based on bimetallism or silver. France

Roosevelt “displayed more than ordinary intelligence” while a student at Groton. The
school experience, Ward asserts, reinforced the optimism and confidence in the future
that his parents had passed to their son. Political scientist John Lamberton Harper goes
even further than Ward and finds that Roosevelt “ experienced an intellectual awakening
of sorts’ at Groton stimulated by the events of 1898 and what he read. Frank Freidel,
Franklin D. Roosevelt: A Rendezvous With Destiny (Boston: Little, Brown and
Company, 1990), pp. 9-10; James MacGregor Burns, Roosevelt: The Lion and the Fox,
1882-1940 (San Diego, Cdlifornia: Harvest, 1984), pp. 14-6. Geoffrey C. Ward, Before
the Trumpet: Y oung Franklin Roosevelt, 1882-1905 (New Y ork: Harper and Row, 1985),
pp. 180, 191, and 194. John Lamberton Harper, American Visions of Germany: Franklin
D. Roosevelt, George F. Kennan, and Dean G. Acheson (New Y ork: Cambridge
University Press, 1994), p. 23.
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Papers, FDRL.
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had been in the later category, and its defeat in the Franco-Prussian War seemed to
validate the view that French civilization was in decline.*®

At Groton and, later, while attending Harvard, Roosevelt “delighted” in the
subscription to Scientific American that his parents had given him.**® An article that was
undoubtedly of interest to Roosevelt was an account of how his*cousin” Assistant
Secretary of the Navy Theodore Roosevelt “inspected, participated in, and, no doubt,
infused with some of his own energy and decision” the gunnery training of the North
Atlantic Squadron.’® Evidently, the magazine also interested Franklin Roosevelt because
its articles reinforced the direction that his thinking already had began to take. While his
political economy class studied stable currency, Scientific American argued that “there
are certain economic laws which belong to the very nature and essence of things’ and
cannot be changed. The magazine called for “the calm judgment of the farming and
artisan class’ to assert itself against the “ subversive and perilous teaching” of the
movement for the coinage of silver.'*

In its treatment of nations, Scientific American reflected afaith in Social Darwinism,
addressing issues of “national character” and mirroring contemporary pseudoscientific

stereotypes about different races and nationalities. In fact, the magazine termed the

118 Nell I. Painter, Standing at Armageddon: The United States, 1877-1919 (New Y ork:
W. W. Norton and Company, 1987), p. 86.
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practice of anthropometric measurements as an “ingenious and scientific method.” 12

While at Groton, such theories would have seemed natural to Roosevelt who underwent
regular anthropometric examinations. The fifty measurements taken in each exam
compared Roosevelt’ s body size “to the Normal Standard of the Same Age” in “any
American Community.”**® After one such round of measurements, the growing boy
proudly reported his “marked improvement” to his parents.***

Scientific American provided its readers with a clear contrast between the national
character of France and the United States. As if addressing Roosevelt, the magazine
exclaimed, “If the American temperament is enthusiastic and impulsive, the American
mind is thoughtful, logical and practical, and delights to get down to first principles.”
Asserting, “Here-in we differ from the French nation,” the magazine argued that, unlike
France, the United States has “a passion for improvement, not merely in our mechanical
industries but in our socia life and in our municipal and national government.” “The
Frenchman,” in contrast, “lacks the strong individualism, the power of independent
judgment, the patient determination to study the merits of a question and get to the
foundation truth.” Far from experiencing constant improvement like the United States,

France historically had “been at the mercy” of “the demagogue” preaching what

Sientific American considered “subversive and perilous’ ideas, “a Robespierre or a

122 «The Bertillon System of Identification by Measurement,” Scientific American, Vol.
LXXVI, No. 14 (April 3, 1897), p. 214.

123 Anthropometric Chart, 1898-1899, “Miscellaneous Memorabilia,” Box 18, Groton
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Marat, quick to rush into the excess of a Reign of Terror or the bloodshed of a
Commune.” The implication for its readers was evident, due to its unique and distinctive
nationa character, France would never enjoy the same “remarkable progress’ that
American “civilization” was experiencing.'?®

The French colonial empire portrayed in Scientific American provided virtually no
impetus for the advancement of French civilization. To readers such as Franklin
Roosevelt interested in the progress of civilization, the contributions of France's colonies
must have seemed insignificant and irrelevant. Senegal supplied a new hippopotamus for
the Garden of Plants in Paris.*® In China, a French officer from Tonkin conducted a
geographical exploration in an area” not previously traversed by Europeans’ and made
“important correctionsin the map of the Y ang-tse-Kiang and its tributaries.” **" Although
in French North Africa French archeologists and military officers had uncovered
extensive Punic and Roman ruins, the fruits of their labors remained sequestered
exclusively in museums in Tunis, Algiers, and Carthage.*®

The French military reflected in the pages of Scientific American was an institution
locked in the past. Characterizing the massed French cavalry attacks in the Franco-

Prussian War as “ brilliant though unfortunate,” the magazine noted how “useless’ such
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47



tactics had become.® Clinging to similarly anachronistic ways, French military
engineers put up twenty years of “systemic opposition” to proposals to demolish the
fortifications of Paris despite the fact that those fortifications “ counted for nothing in the
defense of Parisin 1871” and presented a barrier to the growth and progress of the city.**
Surveying the armies of Europe, the magazine noted that while the German army was
probably “the most perfect of all” the French army was “still embarrassed by certain
sources of weakness’ despite its complete reorgani zation and the brave men in its ranks.
The magazine pointed to corrupt contracts in the supply departments, large numbers of
“inefficient” officers, and the fact that military service does not suit the “brilliant” but
“giddy and thoughtless’ temperament of the French people.** The editors of Scientific
American saw little in the French national character that suited them for the discipline
necessary in modern military or industry. The French seemed more suited for the “world
of fashion” and the “pursuit of pleasure.” The magazine noted, “The French stand easily
first among the peoples of the world in the matter of getting up fetes and showsand in
arranging pageants which shall have the highest spectacul ar effects.” %

In contrast to its portrayal of France, Scientific American consistently praised the

advancement and progress of Germany. According to Scientific American, Germany’s

129 «Cavalry in Future Wars,” Scientific American, Vol. LXXVIII, No. 9 (February 26,
1898), p. 140.

130 «Recent Archadogical News,” Scientific American, Vol. LXXVIII, No. 7 (February
12, 1898), p. 102.

131 «“The Armies of Europe,” Scientific American, Vol. LXXVI, No. 16 (April 17, 1897),
p. 245,

132 “The Paris Exposition of 1900,” Scientific American, Vol. LXXVII, No. 10
(September 4, 1897), p. 147.
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industrial success was the product of a unique German character or “mind”’ which was
“essentialy scientific and methodical,” the “qualities that contributed largely to the signal
triumph of the German armsin the memorable war of 1870.” The magazine suggested
that the same “restless energy” and “ scientific methods” that had enabled Germansto
triumph over the French twenty-five years earlier were being applied to “the arts of
peace.” *® The pages of Scientific American catalogued German scientific achievements
ranging from suspension bridge and ship design, incandescent lighting and surgical
instruments, to a prototype dirigible and an early automobile in service as an urban
ambulance.**

Already in the late 1890s Scientific American portrayed Germany as afuture rival of
the United States. On one hand, Germany was not immune from the European race to
acquire colonies, and the magazine noted in its survey of 1897 that “ Germany has just
seized a Chinese port.” **> Nevertheless, the magazine portrayed the majority of German
expansionism as part of a much more subtle economic process. Germany owed its
“commanding position” in the world market to its ability to make “rapid encroachments’
into the foreign trade of other nations. In addition to scientific training in schools, and the

alliance between universities and industries, government played akey role in the

133 “The Secrets of Germany’s Industrial Success,” Scientific American, Vol. LXXV,
No. 13 (September 26, 1896), p. 246.

134 “The Rigid Suspension Bridge at Loschwitz, Saxony,” Scientific American, VVol.
LXXV, No. 13 (September 26, 1896), p. 245; “The Leipsic Exhibition,” Vol. LXXXVI,
No. 23 (June 5, 1897), p. 355; “The Twin Screw Passenger Ships of the North German
Lloyd Company,” Vol. LXXVI, No. 20 (May 15, 1897), p. 307; “A New Dirigible
Balloon,” Vol. LXXV, No. 14 (October 3, 1896), p. 271; “A Ve ocipede Ambulance,”
Vol. LXXV, No. 15 (October 10, 1896), p. 284.
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expansion of commerce. According to Scientific American, the expansion of German
trade was a “carefully planned and carried out” process that relied on a network of
commercial attachés or “agents’ overseas.’* One United States consul in Germany
reported that, through representatives who possessed “a knowledge of the language of the
country they may visit,” Germany built up its foreign trade to the point that it had become
“One of the greatest competitors of the United States for the foreign trade of the

world.” %’

VI.

After spring 1897 when Roosevelt joined a debating group at Groton, his thinking
about international affairs began to coalesce. Over the next two years, Roosevelt never
lost adebate, and it islikely that the positions he argued reflected his own views and
familial interests. After viewing one of his final debates his mother appraised, “He did
well.”**® Early topics of debate included the issue of a canal across the Nicaraguan
Isthmus and increasing the size of the United States navy.*® Roosevelt was no stranger to

either topic. His father had been one of the directors in a Nicaraguan canal company and

136 “The Secrets of Germany’s Industrial Success,” Scientific American, Vol. LXXV,
No. 13 (September 26, 1896), p. 246.

137 “How to Win Foreign Markets,” Scientific American, Vol. LXXV, No. 14 (October
3, 1896), p. 269.

38 Entry for March 7, 1899 in the Sara Delano Roosevelt Diary Jan 1898-July 1905,
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his uncle James Russell Soley had served as assistant secretary of the navy when
Congress authorized a major naval construction program. Theodore Roosevelt, another
advocate of atransisthmian canal and naval expansion, became the assistant secretary of
the navy in the spring of 1897.

Itislikely that the “splendid” visit of Roosevelt’s fifth cousin Theodore Roosevelt to
Groton in June 1897 and Roosevelt’ s subsequent visit with his“ Cousin Theodore” at
Oyster Bay, Long Island the following month further reinforced his views.**® Clearly,
Theodore Roosevelt’ s ideas and example continued to exert afundamental influence on
the thinking of his younger kinsman. Despite some pressure from his parents to spend his
Fourth of July holiday at Hyde Park, for Franklin Roosevelt the |etter on the stationary of
the Assistant Secretary of the Navy inviting him to Oyster Bay for “aslong as you can
stay” proved to beirresistible ***

Earlier that month, Theodore Roosevelt had delivered a speech at the Naval War
College calling for naval preparedness. Roosevelt based his speech on George
Washington’s maxim, “To be prepared for war is the most effectual means to promote
peace.” Asserting that the best way for the United States to avoid war was by being

prepared for war, Roosevelt caled for “building a proper navy and carrying out a proper

foreign policy.” Reecting the argument that military readiness would lead to “wanton

140 Eranklin D. Roosevelt letters to his mother and father, June 4, and June 8, 1897 in
F.D.R.: His Personal Letters, val. 1, pp. 110, 112.

141 Franklin D. Roosevelt letter to his mother and father, June 11, 1897 in F.D.R.: His
Personal Letters, vol. 1, p. 115; Letter from Theodore Roosevelt to Franklin D.
Roosevelt, June 11, 1897, folder 11, “Roosevelt, Theodore. 1883-1944,”
Correspondence: Family Members, Box 20, Roosevelt Family Papers Donated by the
Children, FDRL. A copy of the last letter is also on Reel 313, Series 2, Volume 1,
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aggression” by the United States, he observed that the only war since the Revolution
between the United States and a European power, the War of 1812, had been due to lack
of preparedness. He assessed that “again and again we have owed peace to the fact that
we were prepared for war.” Considering the potentia threats to the United States,
Roosevelt admitted “that no nation can actually conquer us, owing to our isolated
position,” but cautioned that the United States could “be seriously harmed, even
materialy, by disasters that stopped far short of conquest.” Roosevelt predicted, “If in the
future we have war, it will almost certainly come because of some action, or lack of
action, on our part in the way of refusing to accept responsibilities at the proper time, or
failing to prepare for war when war does not threaten.” **?

Theodore Roosevelt, however, was not the only advocate of naval preparednessin
Franklin Roosevelt’ sfamily. A few years earlier, James Russell Soley, Franklin
Roosevelt’s uncle, had been the first man to hold the newly created position of assistant
secretary of the navy. A teacher, prolific writer, international lawyer, and naval advocate,
Soley graduated from Harvard in 1870 and in 1871 joined the faculty of the United States
Naval Academy in Annapolis, Maryland as professor of ethics and English. In 1873, he
became the head of the academy’ s Department of English Studies, History, and Law. He
married Mary Woolsey Howland two years later. From 1882 until 1890, he served as the
librarian of the Navy Department and the Superintendent of the Naval War Records
Office. During his tenure in the Navy Department library, he gathered rare books, prints,

and photographs, subscribed to scientific and technical journals, and catalogued the

192 Theodore Roosevelt address at the Naval War College, Newport, Rhode Island, June
2, 1897, “Washington’ s Forgotten Maxim,” reprinted in Mario R. DiNunzio, ed.,
Theodore Roosevelt: An American Mind: Selected Writings (New Y ork: Penguin Books,
1994), pp. 173-9.
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Navy’s diverse collection. After 1885, he also lectured at the Naval War College and at
the Lowell Institute in Boston on international law and naval history. In 1890, Soley
resigned his commission and President Benjamin Harrison nominated him to fill the
newly created post of assistant secretary of the navy. After leaving the Navy Department
in 1893, Soley practiced international law in New York City.** In 1898, at the outbreak
of the Spanish —American War, Soley reportedly was under consideration to return to the
post of assistant secretary upon the resignation of Theodore Roosevelt.*

When Soley began his tenure as assistant secretary, the Navy was in the process of
modernizing and the first three steel cruisers, the ABC ships: Atlanta, Boston, and
Chicago, had recently joined the fleet. The first American battleships, Maine and Texas,
were still under construction. Soley worried, however, that there might not be sufficient
impetus to go beyond that modest initial start. When he assumed his duties, the U.S.
Navy was ranked twelfth in the world. Acting aggressively, the Harrison administration’s
Navy Bill of 1890 called for the rapid construction of one hundred vessels, to include the
battleships Oregon, Indiana, and Massachusetts. By the time Soley left Washington in
1893, the U.S. Navy ranked seventh in the world. It was during his tenure, moreover, that

the policy and strategy of the Navy Department shifted away from the defense of North

143 Biography of “James Russell Soley, Assistant Secretary of the Navy 1890 to 1893,”
May 31, 1949, Box 205, ZB Files, Navy Department Library, Washington Navy Y ard;
“Resigned to be Promoted: Prof. Soley to be Made Secretary Tracy’s Assistant,” The
New York Times, July 17, 1890, p. 5; “Assistant Secretary Soley,” The New Y ork Times,
December 29, 1892, p. 9.

144 «Will Mr. Roosevelt Resign?’ The New York Times, April 22, 1898, p. 4.
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American coastal shoresto the concept of defending the United States by taking
offensive action to threaten and divert the forces of an opponent.'*®

Soley shared aview of the world that was similar to that imparted on Franklin
Roosevelt by hisfather. Soley’ s perspective was based on his fundamental belief in
Anglo-American exceptionalism and the steady progress of their superior institutions. He
advised, “ Americans can never lose sight of the fact that England stands to-day in
European politics for the same idea of constitutional liberty that they themselves believe
in.” He pointed out, however, that Anglo-American constitutional liberty was unique and
“markedly different from that which prevailsin France, and still more from that of
Germany.” More than just acommon heritage bound the United Statesto Britainin his
way of thinking. Soley expressed his conviction that the people of the United States had
to consider “a serious calamity to England” as “a*“caamity to the United States and the
entireworld.”**

From his study of naval operations during the Civil War, Soley reached some
important conclusions. In The Blockade and the Cruisers, Soley observed that the vital
commerce of the United States was extremely vulnerable. The Confederacy, being
powerless to raise the Union blockade and acquiring few ships-of-war for strictly naval
warfare, immediately turned to commerce raiding against the merchant fleet of the United

States. He noted the asymmetric and effective application of relatively weak Confederate

naval power, “In warfare against commerce, the Confederacy could strike heavy blows,

%5 James Russell Soley, “The Effect on American Commerce of an Anglo-Continental
War,” Scribner’s Magazine, vol. 6, issue 5, November 1889, p. 551.

148 James Russell Soley, “The Effect on American Commerce of an Anglo-Continental
War,” Scribner’s Magazine, vol. 6, issue 5, November 1889, pp. 545-6.




without fear of being struck in return.” Presaging the impact of the submarinein the
world wars of the next century, Soley noted that “afew cruisers well adapted for the
purpose’ of commerce raiding by the Confederacy “inflicted injuries on the American
merchant fleet from which it never recovered.”**’

Surveying the condition of the U.S. Navy in 1861, Soley also made his case for
deliberate naval preparedness before the onset of hostilities. He related that the U.S. Navy
in 1861 “was by no means in a condition of readiness for war” and had no plans for
transforming the force from a “peace footing” in case war broke out. Exacerbating
problems within the U.S. Navy, Soley believed, was “the general policy of inaction” of
the Buchanan administration “which forbade any measures pointing even remotely to
coercion” to the extent that even the “most ordinary preparations were neglected.” He
contended that the luxury of beginning military preparations after the onset of hostilities
succeeded in 1861 because of the Confederacy’ s military weakness and inability to
mount offensive operations. Soley predicted that similar “good fortune” might not be
possible in the future against a prepared adversary. He theorized that in the first few
months of a modern conflict “the issue of the war is generally decided” and that “the
most telling blows” would already have landed.'*®

Another factor contributing to the “failure of preparation during peace”’ of the U.S.
Navy in 1861 was what Soley described as the “ conservative tendencies’ of officersto

resist change or realize the potential of new or improving technologies. Rapid advances

Sons, 1895 edition), pp. 1-2, 13, 21, 231-2, and 237.
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in technology in the years immediately preceding and during the Civil War convinced
Soley that naval warfare had become a*“new art” and a*“living a growing science.”
Future success in modern war, he argued, required “men of progressive minds and of
energetic and rapid action.” Soley admitted that talented men would rise to the top during
war but cautioned that the requirement for preparedness “can only be attained by having
the ablest and most energetic men in the foremost places.” “Unless such aprovisionis
made, and made before war begins,” he warned, “the possibilities of naval development
will be neglected; the vigor and audacity that should mark the earlier operations of awar
will be wanting; and the opportunity of striking sharp and sudden blows at the outset will
be lost.” 1

Soley’ sideas and his case for naval preparedness certainly left their mark on Franklin
Roosevelt’s views of sea power. Soley continued to advocate that the U.S. Navy be ready
for war. Admitting that while the U.S. Navy had many peacetime missions and that it
“protects American interests, chiefly by the exercise of moral force,” he believed that
only anavy in an “excellent state of preparation” could avert war. Initially making the
case for naval preparednessin 1887, when only the cruiser Atlanta had joined the fleet,
he feared that additiona naval appropriations might be halted, leaving the country in
grave danger due to the misinformed popular belief that those few ships would be
sufficient. He labeled the initia plans to complete the Boston and Chicago “arespectable
beginning, but nothing more.” What he envisioned was replacing the sixty-odd rotting
ships of the Civil War-eraU.S. Navy with a“modern fleet” comprised of “vesselsin

considerable numbers,” eighty to one hundred warships, ranging from seagoing “ monster

Sons, 1895 edition), pp. 2-4.
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ironclads’ or battleships, to cruisers, light draft gunboats carrying one or two guns, and
swift torpedo boats. Acknowledging the lead-time that naval construction required, he
asserted, “Potential strength will not deter foreign states from a policy of aggression.”
Rather than provoke war as the Buchanan administration feared, Soley conceived that
military preparations could avert war.*

Because of the serious consequences it would have for the United States, Soley
considered the nature of amajor war between Britain on one side arrayed against a
continental European enemy on the other. Given British naval superiority and the
immense difficulty an enemy would have adequately blockading the British Isles, he
predicted that Britain’s European enemy would employ “commerce-destroyers’ along
much the same lines as the Confederate raiders. He theorized that in a modern war the
conditions would become “much more favorabl e to the destruction of commerce than
formerly.” Soley argued that even a dozen raiding vessels “would produce a famine
immediately” in Britain. International law, furthermore, offered no relief. He observed
that the direction of contemporary international law supported declaring food as
contraband in order to starve out an enemy and induce the enemy population to force
their government to come to terms. Although Britain and the United States opposed the
broad definition of food as contraband, Soley noted that the continental powers of
Europe, namely France, Germany, and AustriaHungary, either assented or made no

objections to the policy of treating provisions as |egitimate targets.™

30 James Russell Soley, “Our Naval Policy—A Lesson From 1861,” Scribner’s
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Soley put significant thought into the proper policy for the United States to follow in
the event of an “Anglo-Continental War.” Rather than forcing the United Statesto
abandon itstraditional neutrality, he believed that the United States would not be drawn
inevitably into such awar as abelligerent if it pursued “its true policy, of armed
neutrality.” If backed by awar-ready fleet, he asserted the United States could “convoy
its transatlantic trade” and secure it against “an illegitimate extension of the rights of
capture.” With aforce “ of reasonable size” the United States would aso be ableto
conduct reprisals against any offender, an act he considered “a perfectly proper form of
coercion.” He suggested, however, that coercion or bravado would not be necessary if the
United States possessed aready fleet; in which case, American threats could “remain
unuttered.” > Over nine years before the Spanish-American War, Soley had formulated
what Theodore Roosevelt later popularized as speaking softly and carrying a*“big stick.”

Soley also formulated some specific actions to support a policy of armed neutrality by
the United States. Rejecting the notion that the United States could ever build a fleet
capable of totally securing its merchant marine from commerce raiders, he advocated the
protection of commercial shipping in two ways. Fast steamships, supplemented with “a
few rapid firing guns,” would rely on their speed and upon dispersion for security. In
contrast, slow steamers were much more vulnerable. He believed that the U.S. Navy
would have to resort to the “clumsy process’ of convoying the slower steamers and
providing partial security. Convoys should continue, he advocated, until there was afleet
large enough to guard and patrol the sea-lanes. He aso predicted that on the outset of any

Anglo-Continental War that a significant number of British merchant shipswould seek to

152 James Russell Soley, “The Effect on American Commerce of an Anglo-Continental
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be reflagged as neutrals. Protectionist United States laws, however, would prevent those
ships from acquiring American registry because they had been built abroad, something
Soley lamented as a missed opportunity for American business. Although those laws
could be suspended, he speculated that any “opportunity would be long gone before
Congress met.” To overcome that unfortunate condition, Soley advocated presidential
action and argued for the development of “a provision for executive suspension” of
statutes in such emergencies.*>®

In addition to Soley, the writings of Rear Admiral Alfred Thayer Mahan represented
another major influence upon Franklin Roosevelt’s early thinking. Like so many other
thingsin hislife, it was relatives that introduced Roosevelt to Mahan' s writings. For
Christmas 1897, an aunt and uncle presented Franklin Roosevelt with a copy of Mahan's
The Influence of Sea Power Upon History, 1660-1783."** His mother recalled that her son
“used to pore over Admiral Mahan's ‘History of Sea Power’ until he had practically
memorized the whole book.”*>®> Mahan, however, had only initially published the work at

the prodding of another of Franklin Roosevelt’s uncles, James Russell Soley, the former
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assistant secretary of the navy on the faculty at the Naval War Collegein Newport,
Rhode Island. Soley also recognized and encouraged his nephew’ s naval interests and
forwarded to Groton his own book about the navy in the Civil War.**®

In The Influence of Sea Power Upon History, Mahan attempted to establish a historical
explanation for British success, and for apparent French decline, throughout the
eighteenth and nineteenth centuries. Reflecting the ideas of many contemporaries, Mahan
attributed “ England’ s unique and wonderful success as agreat colonizing nation” to
particular traits of English “nationa character.” In contrast, Mahan noted that the French,
unlike the British, possessed “a supercilious contempt for peaceful trade” that had
persisted since the Middle Ages and “anational trait” of “excessive prudence or financial
timidity” that stagnated the French population and its commerce. For those reasons,
Mahan believed that although France was “a fine country” with “an industrious people” it
would never become amajor power or achieve anything “more than arespectable
position” in the rivalries between nations.™’

In histreatment of the Seven Y ears War, Mahan emphasized his theme that France
lacked suitable character to be amajor power, and his portrayal reveaed greater respect
for Prussiathan for France. Mahan related how the empress of Austria, “working on the
religious superstitions of the [French] king and upon the anger of the king's mistress,”
united “the two Catholic powers’ against Frederick the Great, “a Protestant king.” During

the war, Frederick’s “thrifty and able hands” put “the abundant wealth and credit of

1% Theinscribed copy isin the library at Hyde Park. James Russell Soley, The Blockade
and the Cruisers (New York: C. Scribner’s Sons, 1898); letter from Franklin D. Roosevelt
to his mother and father, September 25, 1898, F.D.R.: His Personal Letters, vol. 1, pp.
207-8.

157 Mahan, The Influence of Sea Power Upon History, pp. 53-4, 56-7.
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England” to good effect; while, “the blindness and unwillingness’ of France'srulers
destined that they only “grudgingly” funded their own fleet. To Mahan, the traditional
preoccupation of the French navy with commerce raiding, rather than concentrated fleet
action, reflected the “national bias of the French” and guaranteed that France would never
“achieve more substantial results“ from war. In Canada, careful planning enabled
Montcalm to delay a British victory despite the “character and habits of the French
settlers’ and a neglectful monarchy whose “paternal centralizing system of French rule
had taught the colonists to look to the mother-country, and then failed to take care of
them.”*>®

In the text, Mahan aso made a case for what he considered to be the proper focus of
military preparedness. In addition to pursuing a flawed maritime strategy, Mahan argued
that France had foolishly neglected its sea power while seeking continental hegemony.
Mahan observed, “A false policy of continental expansion swallowed up the resources of
the country, and was doubly injurious.” Mahan, however, warned that history revealed
that “the simplicity of an absolute monarchy” enablesit to use “the influence of
government” to rapidly build its sea power. As aresult, Mahan advocated greater United
States naval preparedness “because a peaceful, gain-loving nation is not far-sighted, and
far-sightedness is needed for adequate military preparation, especially in these days.”**°
The direction of Roosevelt’s thinking is evident from an address that he delivered in a

debate on January 18, 1898 opposing the annexation of Hawaii. Opening with a strategic

argument that borrowed heavily from Mahan, Roosevelt claimed that annexation would
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mean that “we should for the first timein our history have a vulnerable point” that could
“be cut off by anaval enemy.” Citing Mahan’s warning about the cost of fortifying the
islands, Roosevelt favored the United States merely retaining Pearl Harbor as a coaling
station. If in the future another major power had designs on Hawaii, Roosevelt predicted
that “the expression of the feelings of the United States would be enough to stop it.” In
Roosevelt’s mind, European governments took heed of the American opinions. As an
example, Roosevelt cited the substantial influence that the United States had wielded
over France when “the feeling of Americaled Louis Napoleon to withdraw his troops
from Mexico, anumber of years ago.” %

Roosevelt then switched from strategic considerations to a more moralistic tack. He
argued against the United States taking “ away the nationality of afree people” and
annexing the islands without the “ consent” of their inhabitants. Revealing a strong strain
of American exceptionalism and a deep opposition to colonialism, he argued against
annexation on the grounds that only nations “ruled upon the monarchic plan, have seized
territory for commercia reasons.” In contrast to European colonialism, he argued that all
the United States wanted with the Hawaiian Islands was “a favorable trade treaty.”
Continuing, Roosevelt suggested that “not only are foreign colonies expensive, but they
are dangerous children and may bring political difficulties upon the mother country at
any moment.” Surveying the colonial record he asked, “Why should we soil our hands

with colonies?” After characterizing Italy’s colonial system as an utter failure, he made

180 Franklin D. Roosevelt's notes for his address, January 19, 1898 in F.D.R.: His
Personal Letters, vol. 1, pp. 160-3. The origina is located in Master Speech File Number
1, FDRL.
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hisfinal point with another reference to France. He urged his audience, “ask yourself
what good France's colonies do her.”***

From the address, the direction of Roosevelt’s conception of France is discernible.
From his comments about French colonialism, it is clear that he saw France as a power in
decline. In fact, when addressing the possibility that one of the major powers might
attempt to seize the Hawaiian Islands, Roosevelt considered only the actions of England,
Japan, and Germany, not France. Furthermore, Roosevelt’s comment about “ nations of
modern times ruled upon the monarchic plan” seemsto place the blame for French
decline with Louis Napoleon and the government of the Second Empire.*®® For
Roosevelt, the rapid defeat of “monarchic” France during the Franco-Prussian War must
have presented a vivid contrast to hisimage of the First Republic. Among his Groton
papers, Roosevelt had made a specia point to save an English trandation entitled “THE
MARSEILLAISE” that lauded an earlier French “day of glory,” the heroic resistance of
“France’s children” during the Revolution.'®

Less than two weeks after his debate, Franklin D. Roosevelt’s aunt and uncle presented
him with another of Mahan’s books, The Interest of America in Sea Power, Present and

Future. In addition, the following summer, his mother presented her son with Mahan's

biography, The Life of Nelson: The Embodiment of the Sea Power of Great Britain.’®*

181 Franklin D. Roosevelt's notes for his address, January 19, 1898 in F.D.R.: His
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Roosevelt proved totally receptive to Mahan and hisideas. In 1936, Roosevelt
acknowledged, “As ayoung man | had the pleasure of knowing Admiral Mahan and |
have an almost complete collection of his books and magazine articles.” *°

Francis Parkman was another author whose ideas interested young Franklin D.
Roosevelt. Descended from Pilgrim forebears, Parkman belonged to awealthy Boston
family with whom Sara Delano Roosevelt was familiar, and in January 1899, she
introduced her son to Parkman’s Montcalm and Wolfe.*®® When he got back to Groton,
Franklin Roosevelt reported to his parents, “You'll be pleased to hear that I’ ve found a
Montcalm and Wolfein the library.” He added, “1 will surely finish it as| am much
interested.” **” Writing from the Romantic or Whig school of historical interpretation,
Parkman narrated for his readers the story of progress and its struggle against the forces
of reaction and evil. Historian C. Vann Woodward later characterized the book as the
triumph of “the Anglo-American forces of progress’ over the medieval remnants of

“French absolutism, feudalism, and Roman Catholicism.” 16

Present and Future (Boston: Little, Brown, and Company, 1897) and The Life of Nelson:
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Several aspects of Parkman'’ s interpretation would have been particularly appealing to
Roosevelt. According to Parkman, Louis XV'’s persecution of the Huguenots cost France
“the most industrious and virtuous part of her population, and robbed her of those most fit
toresist” the monarchy and the Catholic Church. He portrayed France as a fragmented
and divided nation “ of digointed parts’ held together “by a meshwork of arbitrary
power.” The arbitrary power that Parkman referred to was the Bourbon monarchy, “one
great machine of centralized administration.” Furthermore, in Parkman’s portrait, behind
the throne of the French monarchy was the dominant Catholic Church, areactionary
power that “clung to its policy of rule and ruin” and carried out the persecution of the
Huguenots with either “priestly fanaticism” or “selfishness masked with fanaticism.” In
Parkman’staleit is fortuitous to the advancement of liberty that many of those
Huguenots “ escaped to the British colonies, and became part of them.” Parkman’s
message to his readers was that the Catholic Church robbed the people “ of every vestige
of civil liberty” and “isfatal to mental robustness and moral courage.” Catholicism was
the antithesis of progress, and the implication for French society was that in order to
“fulfil its aspirations it must cease to be one of the most priest-ridden communities of the
modern world.” *®°

In conjunction with the portrait of the French military found in Scientific American and
in Mahan’ s writings, Parkman’s Montcalm and Wolfe seems to have awakened
Roosevelt’sinterest in French politicsin early 1899. Although the details of his thinking
are not entirely clear from his correspondence, the Dreyfus Affair excited Roosevelt, and

he probably accepted the contemporary warnings of areactionary conspiracy at work in

189 parkman, Montcalm and Wolfe, pp. 6, 8, 12, 546-7.
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France. In 1894, Captain Alfred Dreyfus, an Alsatian Jew on the French General Staff,
had been sentenced to life imprisonment on Devil’ s Island for treason. By 1898, the case
had become a political scandal after novelist Emile Zola denounced the verdict and
warned of amilitary-clerical conspiracy against the Republic. Later that year, a colonel
on the General Staff committed suicide after admitting that he had forged evidence of
Dreyfus's guilt. The French army, however, did not consent to aretrial. In response,
during the winter and spring of 1899, calls for aresolution of the “Affair” became
increasingly compelling. Roosevelt’ sinterest in the “ Affair” came during those callsfor a
retrial of Dreyfus. In April 1899, Roosevelt requested that his parents send him abook on
the " Affair” so that he could compose an article for the school paper. Animated,
Roosevelt related to his parents that “when | get any spare time | shall work on the
‘Dreyfus case.”” The editor of the paper, however, seemsto have rejected the article prior
to its completion because the paper had carried an article on the “ Affair” the year
before.'”

While at Groton Roosevelt aso echoed the views of expansionist advocates such as
Josiah Strong who argued that in the future the “ Anglo-Saxon race” would dominate the
world. Roosevelt sympathized with the Boers upon the outbreak of the Anglo-Boer War
and thought that the unnecessary war could have been avoided. At Harvard, he collected
money for the Boer Relief Fund. Nevertheless, in the interest of progress, he favored a

British victory. Roosevelt reasoned that “it will be best from the humanitarian standpoint

70 Franklin D. Roosevelt to his mother and father, April 18, 23, and 25, 1899, in F.D.R.:
His Personal Letters, vol. 1, pp. 288, 292, 295.
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for the British to win speedily and civilization will be hurried on.”*"* While accepting the
notion of Anglo-Saxon superiority, Strong, like Theodore Roosevelt, had argued for
American exceptionalism, believing that the Anglo-Saxon race in the United States
represented “the highest type of Anglo-Saxon civilization.” " Reflecting those views as
well asthose of his grandfather 1saac Roosevelt, Roosevelt noted in aletter to his parents,

“Y ou see the Old World is behind the new in everything--"*"

VII.

Although Franklin Roosevelt had hoped to join the U.S. Navy after Groton, in
accordance with his father’ s wishes he entered Harvard in the fall of 1899 instead.™™
Although Roosevelt spent much of histime at Harvard in socia activities and athletics,
beyond those two pursuits, he devoted time for the school paper, the Harvard Crimson,

and for studiesin history. Occasionally, he would make the comment in histerse diary,

1 Franklin D. Roosevelt to his mother and father, November 10, 1899 and January 21,
1900, in E.D.R.: His Personal Letters, vol. 1, pp. 358, 378 and Franklin D. Roosevelt to
E. Reeve Merritt, May 26, 1902, Series 1, Reel 27, Theodore Roosevelt Papers,
Presidential Papers Microfilm, LCMD.

172 Excerpt from Josiah Strong, Our Country, printed in Richard and Beatrice K.
Hofstadter, Great Issuesin American History, vol. 3, From Reconstruction to the Present
Day, 1864-1981 (New Y ork: Vintage, 1982), p. 176.

173 Franklin D. Roosevelt to his mother and father, April 25, 1899, in F.D.R.: His
Personal Letters, vol. 1, p. 296.

174 [ Anna] Eleanor Roosevelt, This Is My Story, p. 122.
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“Working on History.”*”® Much of Roosevelt’s historical study at Harvard focused on
genealogy and on understanding the role that his ancestors played in the past. In his
|letters home, he would proudly relate finding “ some additions to our family tree.”*"
Advisor, Archibald Cary Coolidge, whose brother taught at Groton and who had served
as hisuncle's secretary while the later was minister to France in 1892, assisted Roosevelt
in selecting courses. He took Coolidge' s course on medieval and modern European
history his freshman year, along with courses in French and English literature, geology,
and a course on government given by history professor Silas Marcus Macvane. In his
sophomore year, he chose a two-semester course on American history that devoted afull
semester to the Colonia and Revolutionary periods and a two-semester course on English
history since 1688 also given by Professor Macvane. Courses in economics, public
speaking, and composition rounded out his second year. In hisjunior year, in addition to
courses in English and government, he took a course on United States constitutional and
political history to 1865 under Professor Edward Channing.*”’

Roosevelt’ s European history and French literature courses crafted an image of France

heavily influenced by French Republican historical interpretation, namely celebrating the

17> Entry for February 2, 1902, “FDR’s Diary 1901(-1903),” Box 39, FDR as Author,
Writing and Statement File, Franklin D. Roosevelt: Family, Business, and Personal
Papers, FDRL.

176 Franklin D. Roosevelt to Sara Delano Roosevelt, January 21, 1901, in F.D.R.: His
Personal Letters, vol. 1, p. 443. Biographer James MacGregor Burns has a different
interpretation. Discounting Roosevelt’s clear interest in history and genealogy, Burns
suggests that Roosevelt displayed no “interest in the intellectual side of Harvard beyond
meeting course requirements and cramming for examinations.” Burns dismisses “the
doctrines taught Roosevelt at Harvard” as having little relation to the views of the
politician of the 1930s.” James MacGregor Burns, Roosevelt: The Lion and the Fox,
1882-1940 (San Diego, Cdlifornia: Harvest, 1984), p. 19.

177 Elliott Roosevelt, ed., F.D.R.: His Personal Letters, vol. 1, pp. 423-5, 460-1, 479-80.
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Revolution of 1789 and its ideals while condemning the reactionary Bonapartists,
Royalists, and Catholic clergy that consistently opposed democratic France. After
completing European history and French literature, Roosevelt identified a shortcoming in
the Harvard library collection, and in May 1902, he received a check from his parents so
that the Harvard library could purchase “needed” works by French political philosopher
Jean Jacques Rousseau.*™® Conducted in English, the intent of “French Prose and Poetry”
was to acquaint the student “with afew of the great writers of the last 3 centuries.”
Clearly structured to reveal the progress of the republican tradition over three centuries,
the course featured writers such as Racine, a prominent Jansenist who resisted the
Catholic Church hierarchy and the absolutism of Louis X1V, and Lamartine, a convert to
republicanism in 1848 and a member of the government of the Second Republic. The
final quarter of the course was devoted solely to the writings of Victor Hugo.” Until his
death in 1885, Hugo had been a consistent critic of Bonapartists, a supporter of the
political views of French Socialists and extreme Republicans, and, after 1871, a defender

of the Communards.*®® Apparently, Hugo' s writings interested Roosevelt to the extent

178 Franklin D. Roosevelt to Sara Delano Roosevelt, May 5, 1902, in F.D.R.: His
Personal Letters, vol. 1, p. 471.

1 French 2-C, Course catalog, Department of French and other Romance Languages and
Literatures 1900-01, Box 764, HUC 8900.130.2, Harvard University Archives,
Cambridge, M assachusetts.

180 James F. McMillan, Twentieth-Century France: Politics and Society, 1898-1991
(London: Edward Arnold, 1992 ed.), p. 31; Alistair Horne, The Fall of Paris, The Siege
and the Commune, 1870-71 (New Y ork: Penguin Books, 1985 ed.), pp. 28, 50-1, 233,
506.
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that two years later he entertained himself during the passage to Europe with one of
Hugo's books.*®

Roosevelt’s studies, however, also led him to develop a broader historical view. In his
history thesis on the Roosevelt family, written while “cousin” Theodore Roosevelt
occupied the White House, he concluded that the success of his ancestors was due to the
fact that they possessed “progressiveness and a true democratic spirit.” *? By the time that
Roosevelt completed his undergraduate courses at Harvard, he was well on his way
toward developing what his son later characterized as a“sweeping view of history.” %
Increasingly, Franklin D. Roosevelt came to view his ancestors as the agents of reform.
In hisview, severd traits made his ancestors “good citizens,” leaders, and reformers.
Those included their sense of “duty” “instilled into them from their birth,” their “very

democratic spirit,” and the fact that they married “the best New Y ork families’ and

thereby “kept virile and abreast of the times.”*®*

181 Franklin D. Roosevelt to Sara Delano Roosevelt, July 24, 1903, in F.D.R.: His
Personal Letters, vol. 1, p. 493.

182 «“The Roosevelt Family in New Amsterdam Before the Revolution,” Notes and
Papers, Harvard College, Box 18, Subject File, Franklin D. Roosevelt: Family, Business,
and Personal Papers, FDRL.

183 Elliott Roosevelt and James Brough, An Untold Story: The Roosevelts of Hyde Park
(New York: G. P. Putnam’s Sons, 1973), p. 59.

184 «“The Roosevelt Family in New Amsterdam Before the Revolution,” Notes and
Papers, Harvard College, Box 18, Subject File, Franklin D. Roosevelt: Family, Business,
and Personal Papers, FDRL. Although acknowledging that Harvard would provide
Roosevelt with some of the ideas that he would take into public service, Frank Freidel
dismisses the impact of the Harvard education on Roosevelt, believing that
extracurricular and social activities, rather than scholarship, were his priorities. Freidel
characterizes Roosevelt’ s writing as “mediocre and uncritical.” Geoffrey Ward asserts
that Roosevelt “was rarely overly concerned with what anyone tried to teach him” at
Harvard. Ward finds Roosevelt most concerned with his crowded social life, displaying
no interest in achieving academic brilliance. Frank Freidel, Franklin D. Roosevelt: A
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While astudent at Harvard, Roosevelt admired Germany. Although his family stopped
their annual retreat to Bad Nauheim following his father’ s death in 1900, his mother till
made occasional visits to Europe. In 1901, Sara Delano Roosevelt and her son toured
Europe. While touring Norwegian fjords with severa of Franklin Roosevelt’s friends,
they came upon Kaiser Wilhelm’s yacht, Hohenzollern. In an otherwise terse diary,
Franklin Roosevelt noted, “Wil.[helm] Il came on board [our ship the] P.[rinzessin]

V [ictorig] L.[ouise] for afew minutes & then we al went on the Hohenzollern and saw
her.” % Although Sara Delano Roosevelt remained on their cruise ship, she proudly
related the incident to her sister. She noted that her son and his friends boarded the
Hohenzollern and then Franklin “ passed the Emperor and bowed.” She observed that in
response to her son’s courtesy, the Kaiser “& his two companions’ turned and looked
“quite distinctly” at her son.*®®

During that same 1901 vacation, Franklin Roosevelt and his mother also spent ten days
in Germany. It was then that Franklin Roosevelt made his only visit to Berlin. He and his
mother spent two days in the capital. She noted, “F.[ranklin] and | drove all over the city

to get an idea of it.” They found the sights “all very interesting.”*®’ Sara Delano

Rendezvous With Destiny (Boston: Little, Brown and Company, 1990), pp. 10-1.
Geoffrey C. Ward, Before the Trumpet: Y oung Franklin Roosevelt, 1882-1905 (New
Y ork: Harper and Row, 1985), pp. 215-7.

185 Entry for July 28, 1901, FDR's Diary 1901(-1903), Box 39, FDR as Author, Writing
and Statement File, Franklin D. Roosevelt: Family, Business and Personal Papers, FDRL.

186 Sara Delano Roosevelt to Dora Delano Forbes, July 29, 1901, Box 17, Folder 17,
“Forbes, Dora Delano, 1892-1940,” Roosevelt Family Papers Donated by the Children,
FDRL.

187 Entries for August 13 and 14, 1901, Sara Delano Roosevelt Diary, Roosevelt Family
Papers, FDRL.

71



Roosevelt, however, seemed much more interested in taking her son to Dresden for a
longer stay. Their visit in Dresden included opera, plays, sightseeing, avisit to the
Meissen porcelain factory, and church services in English. Sara Delano Roosevelt
proclaimed the city to be “such a fascinating place.” On a more somber note, however,
she noted that that she “found great changes here since our winter herein 1868,” referring
to the changes that had taken place in Saxony after 1871 as aresult of German unification
under Prussian leadership.'®®

Franklin Roosevelt’s editorials in the Harvard Crimson in 1903 and 1904 reflected his
positive regard for German culture and efficiency. Harvard, he asserted, could “ produce
better results’ by imitating the “recognized custom” in German universities of beginning
and ending lectures punctually.*®® Commenting on a gift to Harvard from German Kaiser
Wilhelm I1, Roosevelt noted, “The University countsitself fortunate in having . . . the
token of good-will which the head of the German race has shown.”**°

Roosevelt had very little direct exposure to France while he was at Harvard. During
their 1901 vacation, he and his mother took the train from Geneva and spent four daysin
Paris. The two stayed with Aunt Dora Delano Forbes in her Paris apartment. The brief

visit consisted of lunches and teas with Delano and Howland relatives in addition to

sightseeing at the Louvre and Versailles. The only other French town that the two visited

188 Entriesfor August 15, 16, 17, and 18, 1901, Sara Delano Roosevelt Diary, Roosevelt
Family Papers, FDRL.

189 Editorial for January 8, 1904, “Harvard Crimson: Editorials by FDR 1903-1904,” Box
19, Harvard College, Subject File, Franklin D. Roosevelt: Family, Business and Personal
Papers, FDRL.

190 Editorial for November 10, 1903, “Harvard Crimson: Editorials by FDR 1903-1904,”
Box 19, Harvard College, Subject File, Franklin D. Roosevelt: Family, Business and
Personal Papers, FDRL.
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in 1901 was Dieppe. Having taken the evening train from Paris, Franklin Roosevelt and
his mother caught the cross-Channel steamer in Dieppe later that night and arrived in
London the following morning.***

After receiving his bachelor’ s degree in 1903, Roosevelt remained at Harvard for an
additional year to take economics and history courses that interested him. He selected
history courses by Marcus Silas Macvane, John B. Merriman, and Frederick Jackson
Turner. Evidently the ideas of the aged Professor Macvane had impressed Roosevelt.
Although he had aready studied under Macvane for three semesters of government and
English history, he took Macvane's year long course on the history of Continental Europe
covering the period from the Peace of Utrecht, through the fall of Napoleon I, to the
present. Under Professor Merriman, Roosevelt spent one semester studying Tudor and
Stuart England and another on the history of Germany from the Reformation to the end of
the Thirty Years' War. Roosevelt also took Turner’s course: “The Development of the
West.” *? Those courses solidified the connection between the Whiggism of Roosevelt’s
family lore and the progressivism emerging in the United States early in the twentieth
century.

Franklin D. Roosevelt enjoyed history and that attitude that probably made his decision
to take additional courses by Professor Macvane that much easier. With the exception of

the three Bs that he received in Professor Macvane' s courses in history and government,

19 Entries for September 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, and 9, 1901, Sara Delano Roosevelt Diary,
Roosevelt Family Papers, FDRL.

192 Elliott Roosevelt, ed., F.D.R.: His Personal Letters, vol. 1, pp. 505.
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d.1*3 Concerned

Roosevelt was a consistent C student while an undergraduate at Harvar
with his students discovering the “truth,” Macvane argued that the “value of historical
study is not so much the amount of exact information that one carries away from it, as the
insight it givesinto the life and thought of other times.”*%*

The “truth” that Macvane imparted to his students portrayed the history of Europe as
the constant struggl e between the friends of progress and the forces of reaction. Clearly
an adherent of the Whig school of historical interpretation, Macvane portrayed history as
the emergence of Anglo-Saxon civilization and liberty as aresult of the alliance between
Protestants and Whigs and despite the obstructionism of Catholics and Tories.*
According to Macvane, the history of the period between 1600 and 1750 could be
distilled into three episodes of Catholic, monarchical autocracy and reaction. Of those,
his primary focus was the struggle in England between Parliament and the Stuart kings.
In keeping with his whiggish perspective, Macvane noted that “it is best to devote
attention mainly to the course of affairs in England--the history of the continental states
being on the whole rather arid.” Although in considerably less detail, Macvane also

covered “the Catholic reaction in Germany” that, he argued, ultimately led to both the

Thirty Years War and “the practical disruption of the empire.” Hisfina topic for the

198 Marks in courses of Freshman year, Sophomore year, and Junior year, Memoranda
page, FDR’s Diary 1901(-1903), Box 39, FDR as Author, Writing and Statement File,
Franklin D. Roosevelt: Family, Business and Personal Papers, FDRL.

194 gjlas M. Macvane, European History.--Course C (New York: J. J. Little and
Company, 1889), p. 8.

1% Herbert Butterfield, The Whig Interpretation of History (New York: W. W. Norton
and Company, 1965 ed.), pp. 4-5, 12-3, 39-42. An ardent Anglophile quick to take
offense at any criticism of Britain, Macvane viewed amicable relations between Britain
and the United States as vital. Marcus Silas Macvane, “A Century of American
Diplomacy,” The Atlantic Monthly, vol. 87, number 520, pp. 270-1.
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period up to 1750 was the growth of absolute monarchy and “French ascendancy in
Europe’ and the subsequent struggle “against the unscrupul ous ambition of Louis XIV.”
With regard to France, however, Macvane only briefly covered Cardinal Richelieu’s
policies and the reign of Louis X1V ; instead, he placed greater emphasis on the rise of the
Huguenots and their dispersion.’*

Macvane' s portrayal of the period of the French Revolution and First Empire
continued his established theme. Macvane considered the French Revolution “a socia
upheaval against the state of affairs’ created by the Catholic Church and the monarchy.
Concerning the French Constitution of 1791, Macvane judged that “ Frenchmen took it all
too lightly” by “trusting too much in the Rousseau conception of the human race, that it
was all good.” In Macvane' s lectures there was no recognition that the revolution ever
went to excess, no terror. Instead, with an apparent air of Anglo-Saxon superiority,
Macvane argued that the Republic failed because the people “w[oul]d not take advice
from [the] example of Eng[land].”**

In Macvane' s portrait, Napoleon had no redeeming qualities and, starting in 1796, his
career was nothing more than a series of great excesses. Seeing something sinister in the
rapprochement between Napoleon and the Pope, Macvane emphasized to his students that
France was not a Catholic country and that, instead, it contained many Protestants and
Jews. Clearly sympathetic toward Britain and the forces arrayed against Napoleon,
Macvane termed Austerlitz the “terrible defeat” after which “Napoleon became master of

Europe.” Macvane emphasized the dark and oppressive nature of the French Empire and

1% Macvane, European History.--Course C, p. 4, 11-2.

97 Entry for March 3, 1900, Roger Bigelow Merriman, Notes in History 12, 1899-1900,
Box 1201, HUC 8899.338.12.54, Harvard University Archives.
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decried “Napoleon’ swork of destruction in Germany.” Continuing, he observed that the
“One gleam of light was [the] naval fight & victory of Trafalgar by Nelson over France &
Spain.” 198

Macvane' s view of the course of European history after Napoleon is found in a book
that he published in 1900, the year Roosevelt arrived at Harvard. The book was a heavily
edited and revised translation of a European political history survey by French republican
Charles Seignobos. The work provided “an explanatory history of political evolution” in
Europe by emphasizing a cyclic, recurring pattern of revolution followed by “long
periods of conservation.” It was an interpretation that reflected Seignobos's, aswell as
Macvane's, “preference for aliberal, unclerical, democratic, Western government.”**°

It is not surprising that Macvane, who edited Seignobos work while the Dreyfus Affair
raged in France, portrayed France as being “divided into irreconcilable factions’ after
1815. According to Macvane, “the Bourbons were restored by aforeign power” instead
of allowing “the French the free exercise of their right to choose their government.”
Unlike the other Allies, however, England had pursued awise policy of not recognizing
the legitimacy of any French government during the Napoleonic Wars and of waiting
until after the conflict for the French people themselves to chose their rulers. In
Macvane' s narrative, France' s “progressive party” opposed monarchy and clericalism
and with the Revolution of 1848 it “converted France into ademocracy.” Paris, Macvane

argued, was the center of the French yearning for democracy because in both 1830 and

1% Entries for October 17, 1899, March 16 and April 5, 1900, Roger Bigelow Merriman,
Notesin History 12, 1899-1900, Box 1201, HUC 8899.338.12.54, Harvard University
Archives.

199 5jlas Marcus Macvane, ed., Charles Seignobos, A Political History of Europe Since
1814 (New York: Henry Holt and Company, 1900), pp. iii, X.
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1848 “the revolution made in Paris was passively accepted by the rest of the nation.”
France, however, remained plagued by its antiquated administrative system and, asa
result, had to copy the practices followed by more advanced countries. For example, the
French Constitution of 1814 copied the English, in 1848 France imitated the United
States government, and, after its defeat in 1870, France’s schools and military reforms
mirrored Prussian institutions.”®

Familiar with his mother’ s recollections of Saxony and Hannover during her youth,
Macvane' s portrayal of Prussia and the German states must have struck afamiliar chord
in Roosevelt’s mind. Macvane observed that after the annexation of Hannover, Hesse-
Kassel, Nassau, and Frankfurt by Prussia, “alarge body of people’ in Hannover hoped
“for areturn of the old dynasty” and “gave the most emphatic signs of hostility” to the
Prussian system. Meanwhile, “the repressive actions of Prussian generalsin Schleswig
and Frankfort . . . gave Europe the impression of a barbarous power greedy for
conguests.” Meanwhile, the “four independent states’ in southern Germany had no desire
for closer attachment to the north, and “the people” demonstrated an “aversion to the
Prussians and their military service.” Macvane argued that in southern Germany after
1868 “the opposition to Prussiaincreased.”**

Nevertheless, in Macvane' s portrait the status of liberalism and progress in Germany
after unification was not entirely bleak. Rather than exclusively dominated by Prussian
autocracy, Macvane portrayed Germany as a nation in tension between that impulse and

liberalism. He observed,

200 Macvane, ed., Seignobos, A Political History of Europe Since 1814, pp. 115, 122,
103, 134-5, 155, 159, 224, 107, 164-5, 226.

201 Macvane, ed., Seignobos, A Political History of Europe Since 1814, pp. 473, 480-1.
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German society since the founding of the Empire, seems drawn in two

opposite directions by two conflicting tendencies. The oneis

monarchical, bureaucratic, and military; springing from the Prussian

government, it tends to mold all Germany on the Prussian model, by

extending to it the old régime of divine right and ecclesiastical

authority. The other tendency is democratic, springing from the new

populations of the great cities and manufacturing districts, but now

beginning to extend to the rural sections and to affect even the

Conservatives . . 2%
Consequently, he characterized German politics as being in a state of “confused but
undeniable unrest” between the “ champions of a monarchy in aliance with the Church”
and the “democratic, anti-clerical, and industrial” impulse of the socialists, a party
strengthened by the infusion of radical republicans after the extermination of their own
party in 1849. 23

Macvane considered the German Empire to be a compromise between Prussian

absolutism and the liberal democracy of 1848, but a compromise in which Prussia held
the predominant share. He described the German constitutional system as the “personal
government of the King, who retains all his bureaucratic and military apparatus, slightly
controlled by a democratic representative assembly.” Macvane also portrayed the
unification of Germany as a compromise between popular wishes and the dictates of
Prussia, but a compromise in which the King of Prussia“reserved for himself the greater
share of the advantage.” As aresult, Macvane warned that the German Empire was “a
daughter of Borussia,” the barbarian land at the southeastern corner of the Baltic sea

during the Roman era, “not of Teutonia (ancient Germany).” 2%

202 Macvane, ed., Seignobos, A Political History of Europe Since 1814, p. 516.

203 Macvane, ed., Seignobos, A Political History of Europe Since 1814, pp. 515-6.
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In the spring of 1904, Roosevelt also took Frederick Jackson Turner’s course on “The
History of the West.” One of the attractions of the course may have been the fact that
Turner’s assigned readings included President Theodore Roosevelt’s Winning of the
West. Given Franklin Roosevelt’ sinterest in history and family, it islikely that the course
reinforced his thinking about the German people. Turner lectured about the earliest
Germans that migrated to America, Protestants from the Rhine River valley and
Palatinate. According to Turner, those members of “agreat religious movement” sought
peace in Americafrom the depredations of Catholicsin the Thirty Years War and from
the armies of Louis X1V. Turner even noted how the governor of New Y ork settled one
group of four thousand “favored German protestants’ on aNew Y ork manor in 1709.%%®

Frederick Jackson Turner showed less sympathy for the French in his lectures. He
noted that although “French exploration was vast, from the snows of Canada to the cane
brakes of L[ouisian]a,” in sharp contrast to England, France had no intention of
establishing settlements “and consolidating her power on the Ohio.” Instead, Turner
suggested, “Desire for the western ocean drove them westward.” 2% Turner’s | ater lectures

painted a picture of French intrigue in North America after the American Revolution. He

argued that the French hoped to prevent the United States from growing powerful by

205 Entry for March 7, 1904, Albert G. Waite (‘05) Notesin History 10B-1904, Box 745,
HUC 8903.338.10.92, Harvard University Archives. Roosevelt took a Caribbean cruise
early in the term and missed the lecture on March 7, but it seems likely that he would
have gotten the contents of the lecture from a classmate’ s notes. He returned to
Cambridge on March 14, 1904. Franklin D. Roosevelt letter to his mother, March 14,
1904 in E.D.R.: His Personal Letters, vol. 1, p. 527. Roosevelt had been visiting the
Columbian Expedition in Chicago with his uncle when Turner first presented his “frontier
thesis.”

206 Entry for March 11, 1904, Albert G. Waite (‘05) Notesin History 10B-1904, Box
745, HUC 8903.338.10.92, Harvard University Archives.

79



keeping Americans east of the Allegheny Mountains, a desire supported by French plans
for “two Indian protectorates in west.”*’

Turner, however, suggested that both President George Washington and his secretary
of state, Thomas Jefferson, viewed France with sympathy after the French Revolution.
Turner argued that, at the time, the two believed “that France was our aly.” Washington
and Jefferson, furthermore, “may have secretly favored [an] expedition” proposed by the
French “to help South Americato revolt” against Spanish rule and to “aid France in
getting L[ouisian]a.”*®

According to Turner, the establishment of the Directory in 1795 seems to have turned
both Washington and Jefferson against France. Turner noted that, in the spring of 1796,
the new government in France “feared” the growth of the United States and, as aresullt,
“wished to help Spain if possible.”® Clearly, in Turner’s view, authoritarian France was

not afriend of the United States. Turner asserted, “Napoleon was determined to secure

entire Miss. valey, by detaching the west from the union, & have checked the U.S. at the

Alleghanies.” Probably to Roosevelt’s delight, Turner echoed Mahan’s general thesis

about the Napoleonic Wars, noting that the only thing that stopped Napoleon was “the

lack of sea power.”?°

27 Entry for March 28, 1904, Albert G. Waite (‘05) Notes in History 10B-1904, Box 745,
HUC 8903.338.10.92, Harvard University Archives.

208 Entry for April 1, 1904, Albert G. Waite (‘05) Notes in History 10B-1904, Box 745,
HUC 8903.338.10.92, Harvard University Archives.

209 Entry for April 4, 1904, Albert G. Waite (‘05) Notes in History 10B-1904, Box 745,
HUC 8903.338.10.92, Harvard University Archives.

210 Entry for April 6, 1904, Albert G. Waite (‘05) Notes in History 10B-1904, Box 745,
HUC 8903.338.10.92, Harvard University Archives. For Alfred Thayer Mahan's views of
the Napoleonic Wars see The Influence of Sea Power Upon the French Revolution and
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Turner’s lectures also offered broad proposals for the tenor of American foreign
relations. Taking adim view of French colonialism in Asia, Turner argued explicitly that
“Oriental questions” should only “be settled by countries with experience with vast
territory; Russia & Eng[land].” The United States, he maintained, exerted valuable
international influence through its “will power & imagination.” Asif alluding to
President Theodore Roosevelt, Turner acknowledged that “wetalk big & think big” and
portrayed naval power as an effective force in world affairs.?** Turner’s prescription for
American security against Napoleonic designs was an alliance with England.?*?

Roosevelt’s decision to stay at Harvard and pursue his interests by taking an additional
year of classes and working on the Crimson reflected his distinct lack of concern with
earning specific grades or degrees. What emerges from an examination of Roosevelt's
time at Harvard isaportrait of a young man concerned with gaining a practical
understanding about himself, his heritage, and his world. His emphasis on the practical
application of history was consistent with the urgings of historians of the progressive
school such as Turner. As aresult, throughout the remainder of hislife, Roosevelt
possessed a deep practical knowledge of historical events within a broad interpretive

framework built around the advance of civilization. Rather than a man with little

intellectual curiosity, Roosevelt emerged from his Harvard experience as an assiduous

Empire: 1793-1812. 2 Vols. Boston: Little, Brown, 1892. Theodore Roosevelt provided a
review the book. Atlantic Monthly 71 (April 1893).

21 Entries for February 17 and April 6, 1904, Albert G. Waite (‘05) Notes in History
10B-1904, Box 745, HUC 8903.338.10.92, Harvard University Archives.

212 Entry for April 6, 1904, Albert G. Waite (‘05) Notes in History 10B-1904, Box 745,
HUC 8903.338.10.92, Harvard University Archives.
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reader with what Joseph Lash described as “an amazingly retentive memory” and an

impressive “knowledge of events, geography and history, factual concrete knowledge.”

VIII.

When it came time to marry, the Roosevelts tended to look to their relatives. One
cousin, attempting to “unravel” the family tree of “the mixed up Roosevelt’s,
Aspinwall’s, Woolsey’s & Howland's,” noted, “They just had to marry cousins - the
whole family seems to have preferred themselves to any others!”?* Franklin D.
Roosevelt’ s immediate family was no exception. James Roosevelt’ sfirst marriage in
1853 was to his cousin, Rebecca Brien Howland. Furthermore, the case of half-brother
Rosy Roosevelt’s children suggests that marrying relatives met with familial approval.
Taddy married beneath his socia station in 1900, an act that ostracized him from the
family. After the “disgusting business about Taddy” hit the newspapers, Franklin D.
Roosevelt noted that it would be best for Taddy “not only to go to parts unknown, but to
stay there and begin life anew.” Taddy’s sister Helen, however, chose more judiciously.
Helen later married her sixth cousin, Theodore Douglas Robinson, a nephew of Franklin

D. Roosevelt's godfather Elliott Roosevelt.?*

213 Entry for August 6, 1940, Joseph P. Lash Journal, 1939-42, Folder 3, Box 31,
Speeches and Writings, The Papers of Joseph P. Lash, FDRL.

214 U. Connfelt to M. Suckley, January 28, 1943, “Genealogy: Howland,” Subject File,
Box 16, Franklin D. Roosevelt: Family, Business, and Personal Papers, FDRL.

215 Franklin D. Roosevelt's comments from aletter to his mother, Joseph P. Lash, Love,
Eleanor: Eleanor Roosevelt and Her Friends (Garden City, New Y ork: Doubleday and
Company, 1982), p. 43; Elliott Roosevelt, ed., F.D.R.: His Personal Letters, vol. 1, pp.
vii-ix, 430.
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Given his background, Franklin D. Roosevelt’s marriage to his fifth cousin, Anna
Eleanor Roosevelt, on March 17, 1905 comes as no surprise. Eleanor had her debutante
debut in the winter of 1902 after her return from school in England, and she began to see
her cousin at “occasional dances’ and “ahouse party at Hyde Park where all the other
guests were mostly his cousins.”#*® At the White House on December 31, 1902, Franklin
Roosevelt attended alarge lunch and later had tea with Theodore Roosevelt’ s daughter
Alice and his niece Eleanor.?’ The couple became engaged in late 1903 and announced
their formal engagement a year later.?*® The wedding took place at the Ludlow house on
Fifth Avenue in New Y ork City, and President Theodore Roosevelt gave the bride away.

Clearly Franklin Roosevelt’s marriage to Eleanor Roosevelt reinforced his ideas about
both France and Germany, particularly his sense of the sharp contrasts inherent in both
countries. Eleanor’s perspectives, like her life prior to her marriage, had been
fundamentally shaped by two influential people. Those two were her father, Elliott
Roosevelt, and the headmistress of the English boarding school that she attended from
1899 to 1902, Mlle. Marie Souvestre. The autobiography that Eleanor wrote in 1936
reveals that, under their influence, her images and memories concerning both France and

Germany fell into one of two extremes: harsh, dark, and unhappy, or dreamlike, beautiful,

216 [Anna] Eleanor Roosevelt, This Is My Story, pp. 103-4.

217 Entry for December 31, 1902, FDR's Diary 1901(-1903), Box 39, FDR as Author,
Writing and Statement File, Franklin D. Roosevelt: Family, Business and Personal
Papers, FDRL.

218 Elliott Roosevelt, ed. F.D.R.: His Personal Letters, vol. 1, p. 517.
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and delightful.*® Those images easily translated into a view that equated those two
extremes with the forces of reaction and the forces of progress.

Asachild, Eleanor Roosevelt was never close to her mother because, as she perceived
it, “her mother had been so disappointed that she wasn’t beautiful.” She confided that, as
aresult, she always had a “great devotion” to her father.??® As his deteriorating health
worsened due to acoholism, however, life was not happy for his family. Hoping to find a
cure, he took his family to Europe in 1890, stopping initially in Berlin. In the capital,
Count Otto von Bismarck provided the family with excellent seatsto a military review of
the Berlin garrison, and a German count took them to see cavalry drill. After Berlin, the
family stayed in asmall Bavarian town for amonth, so that Elliott could bathe and drink
from the mineral springs, and visited Munich and Oberammergau. Although Eleanor
began to speak alittle German, the family had little to do with Bavarian commoners.
Accustomed to European aristocracy, Eleanor’ s mother noted that the Germansin the
town were “all of aclass that no one would think of meeting.”#?* Although Eleanor’s
reactions to her first visit to Germany are not clear, it seems reasonabl e that the entire
experience, to include the martial display in the former Prussian capital, must have been
bewildering to the sheltered young girl who did not speak the language.

From Bavaria, the Roosevelt family continued to Italy where it toured Venice,
Florence, and Naples. In Italy Elliott Roosevelt resumed heavy drinking. Consequently,

on the advice of doctors, the family went to Graz, Austria, and soon Elliott entered a

219 See[Anna] Eleanor Roosevelt, This Is My Story, pp. 8-12, 67-9.

220 Entry for July 15, 1940 in Journal, 1939-42, folder 3, box 31, Speeches and Writings,
Joseph P. Lash Papers, FDRL.

221 | ash, Eleanor and Franklin, p. 34.




sanitarium in Viennafor treatment.””? Nevertheless, according to Eleanor’ s recollections,
her father had been in a sanitarium in Germany, and the only incident that she recounted
from the time was one that left her “adisillusioned and disappointed child.”?* It seems
significant that, over time, Eleanor came to associate that unpleasant episode with
Germany rather than Austria.

Eleanor Roosevelt’s earliest recollections of France were as dark and unhappy as those
of Germany. In the spring of 1891, Elliott Roosevelt and his pregnant wife rushed to
Paris, leaving Eleanor and her brother to travel with their servants. Somehow Eleanor and
her nurse got off the train at a station and, unable to find their tickets, were left behind.
That night, “after much telegraphing,” the two boarded another train for Paris, where
Eleanor’s “distinctly annoyed” parents met them.??* Given her sensitive nature and desire
to please her father, her reception in Paris undoubtedly upset Eleanor immensely. She
commented, “| was not yet six years old, and | must have been very sensitive, with an
inordinate desire for affection and praise.” > She later recalled her “despair” asachild
when her father merely gave her a“disapproving look” and how “she had aggravated
over this for weeks.”??® Her reception in Paris had been much more than just a

disapproving glance.

222 | ash, Eleanor and Franklin, p. 36.

223 [ Anna] Eleanor Roosevelt, This Is My Story, pp. 9-10.
224 1Anna] Eleanor Roosevelt, This Is My Story, p. 10.
225 [Anna] Eleanor Roosevelt, This Is My Story, p. 11.

226 Entry for July 16, 1940 in Journal, 1939-42, folder 3, box 31, Speeches and Writings,
Joseph P. Lash Papers, FDRL.
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Following her sharp reception in Paris, Eleanor’ s life became increasingly bleak.
Expecting to deliver ababy at the end of June, her mother settled down for several
monthsin asmall house in Neuilly and her father entered a sanitarium. Eleanor’ s parents
sent their five-year-old daughter to a convent, ostensibly “to learn French” and to keep
her “out of the way when the baby arrived.” In the Catholic convent, Eleanor felt
ostracized due to the fact that she “did not speak their language and did not belong to
their religion.” In a desperate attempt to get attention, Eleanor told an apparent lie to one
of the sisters, and refusing to recant, the convent contacted Eleanor’ s mother who took
her daughter “away in disgrace.” Eleanor recalled, “ The convent experience was avery
unhappy one.” %’

Eleanor Roosevelt’s experiences at Allenswood with its French headmistress, Mlle.
Souvestre, between 1899 and 1902 stood at the opposite end of the spectrum from her
earlier experiences in Europe. The experience changed Eleanor’ s thinking and
perspective. Upon Eleanor Roosevelt’ s departure from Allenswood in 1902, Souvestre
was “happy in the thought that these three years of such sustained and productive work”
had proven to be “a period of joy and rest” for her young student.??®
Initially shocked by the self-proclaimed atheist, Eleanor Roosevelt ultimately praised

Souvestre as a “woman who was not in the habit of hiding her feelings.”** Souvestre's

father had been a staunchly anti-Royalist writer and philosopher whose sympathies

221 1Anna] Eleanor Roosevelt, This Is My Story, pp. 10-12.

228 Marie Souvestre to Eleanor Roosevelt, July 7, 1902, Allenswood: Souvestre, Marie,
Box 3, Eleanor Roosevelt Papers, FDRL.

229 [Anna] Eleanor Roosevelt, This Is My Story, p. 70.
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bordered on radical, forcing him to flee France to Geneva on several occasions.*° Prior
to the Franco-Prussian War, Mlle. Souvestre had run a school outside of Paris at Les
Ruches, but, according to Eleanor, “ The siege of Paris had been such an ordeal that Mlle.
Souvestre had |eft France and moved to England.” %3

Nevertheless, it was probably more than merely the “ordeal” of the Prussian siege of
Paris that induced Mlle. Souvestre to depart France. It seems more likely that the
destruction of the Paris Commune in 1871 was the event that compelled Souvestre to
move to England. An adherent disciple of French Radicalism, Souvestre was a self-styled
“radical freethinker” and nonconformist with anti-clerical views and a deep interest in
politics; later she became a passionate Dreyfusard.”*? Fundamentally, Radicalism was a
militant form of Republicanism committed to regenerating France by the creation of a
strong, secular Republic. Free Thought was one Radical organization committed to the
militant secularization of marriages, baptisms, and festivals. Along with moderate
Republicans, Radical Republicans shared a particular view of French history. They
accepted the Revolution of 1789, viewed it as the foundation of popular sovereignty, and
believed that the essence of the political struggle was to defend the Republic against the
forces of reaction: Royalists, Bonapartists, and the Catholic Church. From the Radical

viewpoint, the Dreyfus Affair revealed the existence of areactionary plot, and most

230 | ash, Eleanor and Franklin, p. 80.

231 [Anna] Eleanor Roosevelt, This IsMy Story, p. 54.

232 | ash, Eleanor and Franklin, p. 80.
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Dreyfusards saw the injustice against Captain Alfred Dreyfus symbolically as apolitica
opportunity to discredit the clerical-military threat to the Republic.**

At meals, Eleanor Roosevelt sat across from Mlle. Souvestre whom she considered
“far and away the most fascinating person.” Additionally, Mlle. Souvestre occasionally
invited Eleanor and several othersto spend afew hours after dinner with her in the study.
Apparently, the Dreyfus case was one of Souvestre' s favorite topics of conversation, and
she often recounted the details of the affair for the spellbound girls listening to her. In
addition to her duties as headmistress at Allenswood, Mlle. Souvestre also taught French
literature and history.?** Presumably, her historical interpretation mirrored or validated
her own French radical and anti-clerical views. Thirty-six years later, Eleanor Roosevelt
noted, “I still say all my historical names in French, harking back to this early
teaching.”?*® Given Souvestre’ s convictions, however, it seems certain that Eleanor
Roosevelt retained more than simply “historical names” from Souvestre' s instruction and
that Eleanor undoubtedly accepted many of her teacher’s characterizations, perspectives,
and assumptions about the past. Testifying to Eleanor Roosevelt’ s attentiveness,
Souvestre found her “highly interested in all her work” and noted, “ She works admirably

in French and history and is the 1st out of aclass of 9.7%%

233 James F. McMillan, Twentieth-Century France: Politics and Society, 1898-1991
(London: Edward Arnold, 1992), pp. 4, 7-8, 13-5.

234 [Anna] Eleanor Roosevelt, This Is My Story, pp. 58, 64, 72; Lash, Eleanor and
Franklin, p. 80.
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2% souvestre’s comments for the January to April 1900 term, Allenswood: Report Cards,
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88



Mlle. Souvestre also shaped Eleanor Roosevelt’s thinking beyond the daily regimen at
Allenswood. A “warm affection” devel oped between the two.?*” Souvestre made a point
of occasionally introducing her guests to Eleanor Roosevelt and actively planned her
student’ s vacations on the continent. After Christmas 1899, Souvestre arranged for
Eleanor Roosevelt “to live in a French family for the rest of my holiday, in order to study
French.” The family turned out to be “two very charming, cultivated women” who lived
with their mother in Paris. Souvestre joined Eleanor in Paris for the last few days of her
stay. Having forgotten any details of Parisfrom her first visit as a child, Eleanor
characterized her visit as“amost like a dream.” >

Souvestre not only assisted Eleanor in planning her holidays, shejoined her on a
number of vacations. One of Mlle. Souvestre' s consistent themes was that while on
vacation they “see the people of the country.” In practice, the two spent a great deal of
time with friends of Mlle. Souvestre, presumably friends whose thoughts ran along
similar lines. In 1901 Souvestre joined her student during her summer vacation; the two
traveled through Marseilles, visited Pisa, and stayed in Florence with “an artist friend of
Mlle. Souvestre.” On their return trip, they spent several daysin Paris. Eleanor Roosevelt
considered the trip “one of the most important things that happened in my education.” %>
That Christmas, Mlle. Souvestre took Eleanor and another student to Rome, and in the

spring of 1902, Souvestre asked Eleanor to travel with her again. The two crossed the

Channel into France where they stayed with her friends, the Ribots, near Calais. Eleanor

23" [Anna] Eleanor Roosevelt, This Is My Story, p. 58.
pp. 67-8.
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238 Anna] Eleanor Roosevelt, This Is My Story,
239 [Anna] Eleanor Roosevelt, This Is My Story, pp. 80-9.



recalled that she “felt somewhat awed by our two dignified and kindly hosts,” host
Alexandre Ribot, a Republican politician, later became premier of Francein 1917. In
Belgium they visited other friends of Mlle. Souvestre and in Frankfurt stayed with the
family of two girls who had been students at Allenswood so that Eleanor might catch a
“glimpse of German family life and customs.”?%

A transformation took place in Eleanor’ s attitudes and thinking as aresult of her
exposure to Mlle. Souvestre. She recalled that her father had taken her to Venice during
thelir visit to Europe when she was five. In Venice, she seemed almost overawed by a
statue of Saint Peter. As a young woman armed with new ideas, however, she returned to
Venice and found the Catholic icon “to be alittle affair.”**" In Florence she had asimilar
experience. Considering the impact of Mlle. Souvestre on her changed perspective,
Eleanor Roosevelt posed the rhetorical question, “Isn’t it queer how children take things
for granted until something wakes them up?’ As Souvestre saw it, Eleanor Roosevelt’s
three years at Allenswood had created alife for her that was “entirely new and entirely

different, and, in several respects entirely contradictory,” from the life that she had

known.**? Souvestre passed away in March 1905 before she saw Eleanor Roosevelt

again.

240 1Anna] Eleanor Roosevelt, This Is My Story, pp. 92-5.
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Franklin Roosevelt entered Columbia Law School in the fall of 1904, and in March
1905, during his second term at Columbia, he married Eleanor Roosevelt. Upon the
completion of his second term, the couple sailed to Europe in June 1905 for athree-
month honeymoon. Not surprisingly, the route the couple followed in Europe resembled
the path followed by his parents twenty-five years earlier. After landing in Liverpool, the
coupleinitially stayed in London for several days, acity that Eleanor recalled “my
husband loves.”?*® London was followed by four daysin Paris at the end of June. From
Paris, the couple traveled to Italy and spent aweek near Venice. After Italy, they traveled
through the Alps, spent seven days at the Palace Hotel in St. Moritz and then toured
through Switzerland, southern Germany, Augsburg, Ulm, and the Black Forest. Franklin
Roosevelt had visited many of those places with his parents years before. After stopping
in Strasbourg and Nancy, the couple returned to their Aunt Dora Delano Forbes' s Paris
apartment “which is always the center for the entire family when they go to Paris.” After
reveling in the sights of Paris with their Forbes and Howland relatives, the couple
traveled back to London and sailed for the United Statesin early September.?* Their first
child, Anna Eleanor Roosevelt, was born in early May 1906, apparently conceived, like
her father, in Europe.

The people and places that the couple saw on their honeymoon were familiar and

comfortable; clearly, their honeymoon exposed them to little, if anything, new. Their

243 1Anna] Eleanor Roosevelt, This Is My Story, p. 128.

244 Several years before, Aunt Dora's husband and Franklin Roosevelt’s godfather, Will
Forbes, had passed away, and in 1903 Aunt Dora married her former husband’ s younger
brother Paul Forbes. [Anna] Eleanor Roosevelt, This Is My Story, pp. 127-38.
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Maxwell and Bulloch relatives met them at the dock in Liverpool and got them “quickly
through the custom house.” They spent their first evening in Europe at the Bulloch home
“talking over old days, family history, etc.”** In London, Franklin and Eleanor met with
his mother’ s sister, Aunt Kassie, and her daughter Muriel Delano Robbins. One of
Eleanor’ s roommates from Allenswood also met them in London, and together they paid
ashort visit to the old school and then toured the art exhibit at the Royal Academy. In
London, they aso saw many friends and acquaintances of Franklin Roosevelt’s parents to
include the Cholmeleys, the Edwardeses, and the United States ambassador in London,
Whitelaw Reid.?* Franklin and Eleanor spent their time in Paris with Aunt Dora,
shopping and visiting their Forbes and Howland relations. In Venice they toured the
Grand Canal with “an excellent gondolier recommended by Cousin JuliaDelano” and
dined with Charles Forbes, Aunt Dora's brother-in-law.**” Eleanor recalled, “We went to
one or two of the old pal aces, thanksto Mr. Forbes' kind offices, and visited some friends
of Franklin’s mother and father who lived there.”?*® During the their stay in Cortina, they

met acquai ntances of Sara Delano Roosevelt from Campobello “who were very nice and

2% James and Irvine Bulloch were half-brothers of Eleanor Roosevelt’s grandmother and
agents of the Confederate States of Americawho elected to settle in England after the
Civil War. James Bulloch’s eldest daughter married a Maxwell, who like the Bullochs
was a prominent official in the Cunard Steamship Company. Franklin D. Roosevelt |etter
to hismother, June 16, 1905 in F.D.R.: His Personal Letters, vol. 2, p. 10.

246 Eleanor Roosevelt letter to Sara Delano Roosevelt, June 19, 1905 in F.D.R.: His
Personal Letters, vol. 2, pp. 12-4.

247 Franklin D. Roosevelt letters to his mother, June 22, June 26, and July 3, 1905, and
Eleanor Roosevelt |etters to Sara Delano Roosevelt, June 23, June 29, and July 5, 1905 in
F.D.R.: His Personal Letters, vol. 2, pp. 16-7, 19, 20-1, 22-3, 24-5, 26-8.

248 [ Anna] Eleanor Roosevelt, This Is My Story, p. 129.
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made the hotel seem quite homelike.”** Eleanor’'s Aunt Tissie and Uncle Stanley
Mortimer were in St. Moritz when the couple arrived. Meals, golf, and walks with the
Mortimers, whose cottage was next to the Palace Hotel, occupied the majority of the time
Franklin and Eleanor spent at St. Moritz outside of their hotel room.?*

The week and a half that Franklin and Eleanor spent in southern Germany and northern
Switzerland was the only period of their honeymoon that they did not spend with
relatives. Even then, however, Franklin Roosevelt clung to the familiar, making a point to
seek lodging in the hotels where he had stayed as a youth.”* Throughout their
honeymoon on the continent of Europe, Franklin and Eleanor seem to have had no social
interaction with any native Europeans, the only exception being Meredith Howland in
Paris and her half-French, half-American children.

Envious of cousin Muriel Delano Robbins's opportunity to dine with the Kaiser, the
couple remained aloof from European commoners and disdainful of their actions. Eleanor
proudly reported that her husband had received the “great compliment” of being confused
for an Englishman because “he was so handsome and had the real English profile!” With
the air of traveling patricians, Franklin and Eleanor deliberately avoided talking with
“common” Americans as well as lower class Germans. For instance, Eleanor reported the

rudeness of “four large and burly Germans” who shared the compartment on their train.

%9 Franklin D. Roosevelt |etter to his mother, July 15, 1905, F.D.R.: His Personal
Letters, vol. 2, p. 35.

20 Eleanor Roosevelt |etter to Sara Delano Roosevelt, July 19, 1905 and Franklin D. and
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She also noted with satisfaction that they managed to take a photograph of “a German
hen party who sat near us” in arestaurant. It is apparent, furthermore, that Eleanor could
not relate to the interests of the common Germans that she met. In Augsburg, “the little
old lady caretaker” of the town hall “endeavored” to explain the fine detailsin the
building to Eleanor and Franklin, but, Eleanor noted, “1 don’t think she found me too
sympathetic so she finally gave it up.” She displayed asimilar lack of sympathy during a
tour of an old church in the city and “came away with the creeps’ after “the small boy
who kept the keys. . . exhibited with triumph the skeleton” of St. Afra®*? For mealsat St.
Blasien, Franklin Roosevelt commented that they were fortunate to secure atable “on the
verandah - the dining room has four long pigsties where the strange assortment of mortals
(swine are mortal, n’ est ce pas?) consume victuals.” >

It was during his honeymoon that Franklin Roosevelt seems to have accepted Professor
Macvane' s warnings about the spread of Prussian domination and bureaucracy in liberal
Germany. On his honeymoon, Franklin Roosevelt encountered a Germany that was
different from the images of his youth and his mother’s recollections. After seeing
changesin the Black Forest town of Freiburg, he lamented, “In fact it isso
unromantic.”** Prussian bureaucratization provided a plausible explanation for many of
the unwel come changes. The couple observed that in southern Germany and northern

Switzerland “they have all kinds of strange rules and regulations!” Franklin and Eleanor,

2 Fleanor Roosevelt letters to Sara Delano Roosevelt, June 13, July 25 and August 1,
1905 in E.D.R.: His Personal Letters, vol. 2, pp. 9, 46-8, 52-5.

233 Franklin D. Roosevelt letter to his mother, July 30, 1905 in F.D.R.: His Personal
Letters, vol. 2, p. 51.

4 Franklin D. Roosevelt letter to his mother, August 7, 1905 in F.D.R.: His Personal
Letters, vol. 2, p. 57.
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however, blatantly violated the posted regulations.”® Thirteen years later, Franklin
Roosevelt characterized the regimentation that they encountered in Germany on their
honeymoon as “preparation for the first stages of their war machine.”?*® When news of
Theodore Roosevelt’s mediation in the Moroccan crisis reached him at the end of his
honeymoon, Franklin Roosevelt observed that the tone of the German government
revealed “a certain animosity and jealousy as usual.” %’

Franklin Roosevelt’ s reaction to the Moroccan crisis also provides an indication of the
direction of histhinking in several other areas. Clearly, he had developed the highest
regard for statesmen who could preserve peace between the major powers or serve as
peacemakers. Reflecting on the unexpected “ peace”’ between the major powers after the
tension over Morocco, he noted, “1 think Uncle Ted must be gratified to have done so
much towards it.”?*® Franklin Roosevelt expressed surprise, however, that his kinsman's
efforts to keep the peace had been well received not only in Britain but in France as well.
He observed, “Even the French were quite enthusiastic.” In Roosevelt’s mind, attitudesin

Britain and France had undergone a noticeable shift. He perceived that over the previous

few years those two countries had begun * adopting towards our country in general a most

2% Eleanor Roosevelt letter to Sara Delano Roosevelt, August 1, 1905 in F.D.R.: His
Personal Letters, val. 2, p. 55.
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Letters, vol. 2, p. 84.
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respectful and amost loving tone.”**° Perhaps the attitude of the French government
signaled to Franklin Roosevelt that the Republicans in France had gained the upper hand
over the forces of reaction: imperialists, army officers, and revanchists seeking an
opportunity to avenge France' s defeat in 1870.

Following his honeymoon, Franklin Roosevelt returned to Columbia Law School.
Initially, Franklin and Eleanor rented an apartment in New Y ork City. Not wanting to be
far from her son, his mother lived three blocks away in a house on Madison Avenue,
returning to Hyde Park during the summer months. Later, Sara Delano Roosevelt had
adjoining houses built so that they could live side by side. Eleanor Roosevelt considered
her mother-in-law “avery strong character” and quickly found herself “growing very
dependent” on her. Meanwhile, Franklin Roosevelt passed the bar exam in 1907 and went
to work for aNew York City law firm that fall.?®® For severa years, he occupied himself
with work and his new familial responsibilities, his interest in France and Germany
seemingly confined to new additions to his stamp collection.?®* Nevertheless, the
example, and the prodding, of Theodore Roosevelt helped to convince him to enter
politicsin 1910, winning election to the New Y ork State senate in November.?%?

Although Franklin Roosevelt entered politics as a Democrat, the party of his half-brother

%9 Franklin D. Roosevelt letter to his mother, September 7, 1905 in F.D.R.: His Persond
Letters, vol. 2, p. 84.
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261 Franklin D. Roosevelt letter to his mother, August 23, 1907 in F.D.R.: His Personal
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and their father, after his nomination by the Dutchess County Democratsin 1910, he
immediately sought the approval of Theodore Roosevelt, and it was quickly granted.?*

Until his death in 1919, Theodore Roosevelt remained an influential figurein Franklin
Roosevelt’slife. While at Harvard, Franklin lead a student group that supported Theodore
Roosevelt’s election in the 1904 presidential race.?®* On March 4, 1905, Franklin and
Eleanor “were thrilled” to attend “Uncle Ted’ sinauguration” followed by lunch at the
White House. Eleven days later, Theodore Roosevelt came to New Y ork for the couple's
wedding.?®® Over the next few years, Franklin and Eleanor remained close to Theodore
Roosevelt and frequently visited him at the White House.**®

After leaving office in 1909, Theodore Roosevelt began along safari in Africaand a
tour through Europe, returning to the United States in 1910. Upon his return, he shared
hisimpressions from his trip with close friends and family, presumably Franklin and
Eleanor were among those taken into his confidence. Theodore Roosevelt classified those
that he met throughout Europe as either proponents of progress or reactionaries.

Roosevelt thought that the city of Rome provided “the very sharpest contrasts’ between

263 Theodore Roosevelt letter to hissister A. R. Cowles, August 10, 1910, Series 3A,
Reel 363, Theodore Roosevelt Papers, Presidential Papers Microfilm, LCMD; Frank
Freidel, Franklin D. Roosevelt: A Rendezvous With Destiny (Boston: Little, Brown and
Company, 1990), p. 17.

264 John Milton Cooper, Jr., The Warrior and the Priest: Woodrow Wilson and Theodore
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1983), p. 420, fn. 5.
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%5 Grace Tully, F.D.R.: My Boss (Chicago: Peoples Book Club, 1949), p. 41.For one
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Clubs at the Willard Hotel in Washington, D.C., May 1, 1920, Master Speech File No.
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“radical modern progress. . . and the extremes of opposition.” Although not opposed to
Catholicism per se, Roosevelt believed the Catholic Church to be “the baleful enemy of
mankind” whenever and wherever “priestly reactionaries’ had “the upper hand.” He
described the pope as “a worthy, narrowly limited parish priest” but a man under the
control of “afuriously bigoted reactionary, and in fact a good type of sixteenth century
Spanish ecclesiastic.” In contrast to the Vatican, he praised Garibaldi for leading “the
movement that turned Rome into what it now is’ and lauded “the free-thinking Jew
mayor, agood fellow, and his Socialist backersin the Town Council.”®" In Italy, France,
Spain, and much of Germany, he believed that an incompatibility existed between
“Liberalism and very strong religious feelings.” He asserted that particularly in Italy and
France “devout Catholics were amost always reactionary” whereas “Liberals were
always anti-clerical - - probably inevitably so.”?%®

Despite hisloathing of Catholic reactionaries, Theodore Roosevelt returned from his
trip with a higher opinion of France. He noted that although France's “royalist press,
being Catholic” criticized him, his comments “delighted republican leaders.” He also
confessed that his meetings with “members of the various ministries’ forced him to
overcome some of his*own complacent Anglo-Saxon ignorance” and view “French
public men” with greater regard. Roosevelt found that “in talking with these French
republicans’ that he “had a sense of kinship” and a feeling of “sympathy somewhat akin

to that which | felt in talking with English Liberals.” He particularly praised “the able and

27 Theodore Roosevelt letter to Sir George Trevelyan, October 1, 1911, pages 1, 11, 12,
Series 4A, Redl 416, Theodore Roosevelt Papers, Presidential Papers Microfilm, LCMD.

288 Theodore Roosevelt letter to Sir George Trevelyan, October 1, 1911, pages 42-3,
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cultivated” Republican “public men” and French intellectual s that he met, declaring,
“What a charming man a charming Frenchman is!” %

Despite his optimism for French progress behind the vanguard of the able and
cultivated, Theodore Roosevelt was less laudatory of the capricious French political
system. In hisway of thinking, politics had undermined each of the successive
governments in France between 1789 and 1871, and politics flourished in the French
parliamentary system of “a government by groups, where the people do not mind
changing their leaders continually.” Fundamentally, the problem in France derived from
the mixed heritage of France' s institutions and culture. Roosevelt postulated that the
combination of France’s unique national character and its political system produced a
nation where the people “are so afraid of themselves that, unlike the English and
Americans, they do not dare trust anyone[sic] man with atemporary exercise of large
power for fear they will be weak enough to let him assume it permanently.”?” Despite its
cultural and intellectual achievements, heterogeneous France remained on atier behind
the United States and Britain, by implication, relegated to play arole, perhaps, asamajor,
regional power, but not as a great, progressive international power.

In sharp contrast to the exuberant, warm reception given him by the people of Paris
and the French government, Theodore Roosevelt related that in Berlin he had been
received correctly, but coolly, by the German authorities and the people. He noted, “But
excepting the university folk, they really did not want to see me.” Roosevelt perceived

that the United States, like Britain, had become extremely unpopular in Germany. He laid

269 Theodore Roosevelt |etter to Sir George Trevelyan, October 1, 1911, pages 55-7.
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the blame for that hostility on the German upper classes. Emphasizing the Prussian
system that had come to dominate Germany, he noted that the “stiff, domineering,
formal” upper classes had “the organized army, the organized bureaucracy, [and] the
organized industry of their great, highly-civilized and admirably-administered country
behind them.”*"*

There seemed to be little immediate prospect for liberal, democratic vauesin anation
dominated by the Prussian upper class and not by German intellectuals. Although
admitting individual exceptions, Roosevelt perceived that “the German upper class, alone
among the European upper classes - so far as | knew - really did not like the socia type
represented.” The German upper class, according to Roosevelt, regarded “loose
democratic governmental methods” and liberal ideas “as irregular, unnatural, and
debasing, and were rendered uncomfortable by them.”?”? In Roosevelt’s mind, the unique
character of the Junker class accounted for their disdain of liberal democracy. Despite
their “fine domestic qualities,” Roosevelt considered ‘the North German women of the
upper classes’ the least attractive of any he saw in Europe. He ventured that they,
perhaps, “are cowed in their homelife” by husbands who *not only wish to domineer
over the rest of mankind - which is not always possible - but wish to, and do, domineer
over their own wives.”?"

Roosevelt suggested, however, that those attitudes were not universal in Germany. He

experienced a particular affinity with the German intellectuals, “the professors and the

2™ Theodore Roosevelt |etter to Sir George Trevelyan, October 1, 1911, pages 75-6.
22 Theodore Roosevelt letter to Sir George Trevelyan, October 1, 1911, pages 76-7.

2’3 Theodore Roosevelt |etter to Sir George Trevelyan, October 1, 1911, pages 82-3.
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peopl€e’ at the Berlin university, and “ other African explorers and scientific men whom |
met whilein Berlin.” Roosevelt aso enjoyed the company of the army officer assigned
him as an aide, a descendant of the German patriot and lyric poet Karl Theodor Korner
who died fighting against Napoleon in 1813 during the Wars of Liberation, and the
“able” men “at the head of politics and the Administration.”?”* He considered Admiral
Alfred von Tirpitz “an exceedingly able man” and “enjoyed meeting the various other
ministers.” "

Theodore Roosevelt also offered hisimpressions of his*“chief interest at Berlin,”
Kaiser Wilhelm 1. After spending the better part of three afternoons with Kaiser
Wilhelm, Roosevelt assessed the emperor as “an able and powerful man.”?"® “In the
fundamentals of domestic morality, and as regards all that side of religion whichis
moral,” Roosevelt confided, “we agreed heartily; but thereis a good deal of dogmatic
theology which to him means much and to meis entirely meaningless.” Roosevelt
contrasted his own views in international affairs with those of the Kaiser who had been
“brought up in the school of Frederick the Great and Bismarck,” noting that “there were
many points in international morality where he and | were completely asunder.” "’
Roosevelt observed that “ Germany has the arrogance of avery strong power” and that the

Kaiser’'s references to Britain contained a* a curious mixture of admiration and

resentment.” Nevertheless, he judged that the Kaiser, although jealous of Britain, never

2" Theodore Roosevelt letter to Sir George Trevelyan, October 1, 1911, pages 75, 78-O.
2> Theodore Roosevelt |etter to Sir George Trevelyan, October 1, 1911, pages 79, 82 83.
2" Theodore Roosevelt letter to Sir George Trevelyan, October 1, 1911, page 83.

2" Theodore Roosevelt |etter to Sir George Trevelyan, October 1, 1911, page 84.
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conscioudly entertained any idea of “the conquest of England.” Othersin Germany,
however, clearly entertained such views, and, therefore, if Germany had a navy as large
as Britain’s, Roosevelt believed it likely that incidents would occur which might induce
Germany to useiits fleet “for the destruction of England.”?"®

Despite his basic admiration for the Kaiser and respect for his power, Roosevelt
assessed that Kaiser Wilhelm 11 “was not supreme.” Many people in Berlin stressed to
Roosevelt that, in fact, the Kaiser “must yield to the Nation on any point as to which the
Nation had decided views.”?"® After hours of intimate conversation with the Kaiser,
Roosevelt assessed, “Down at the bottom of his heart, he knew perfectly well that he
himself was not an absolute sovereign.” Perceiving limitations on the Kaiser’ s freedom of
action, Roosevelt believed that “whenever Germany made up its mind to go in agiven
direction he could only stay at the head of affairs by scampering to take the lead in going
that direction.”?*® By 1910, however, the Prussian upper class, not German intellectuals
and public servants, seemed to have dominated fundamental attitudes in Germany and,
therefore, the essentia direction of the Kaiser’s policy.

Germany and, to alesser extent, France figured prominently in Theodore Roosevelt’'s
conception of internationa relations and cooperation. Of the two nations, Roosevelt had a
greater attraction toward the German people. To the Kaiser, he expressed his belief “that

the English, Germans and Americans ought to be fundamentally in accord; and that

%8 Theodore Roosevelt |etter to Sir George Trevelyan, October 1, 1911, pages 85-6.
2" Theodore Roosevelt letter to Sir George Trevelyan, October 1, 1911, pages 79-80.

280 Theodore Roosevelt |etter to Sir George Trevelyan, October 1, 1911, page 87.
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nothing would so make for the peace and progress of the world.”*** Concerning the
conduct of international relations, however, Theodore Roosevelt found that his own
views not only differed from those of the Kaiser but diverged even sharper from the
views held by others shaping German policy. The Kaiser’ s brother, for example, seemed
to espouse “the theory that might rules, and that the one crimein international mattersis
weakness.” As aresult, Roosevelt found Germany’s ambition almost limitless, unchecked
by any concern for “international equity” or responsibility.?®* Roosevelt could not
condone such attitudes, shaped as they were by the Prussian upper class, preferring the
current leadership of Franceto that of Germany. In the area of statesmanship, Roosevelt
confessed his affinity for French Republicans, English Liberals, and American
progressives. He noted that “the radical libera” in those three countries “is at least
working toward the end for which | think we should al of us strive.” Continuing, he
observed that “when he adds sanity and moderation to courage and enthusiasm for high
ideals he devel ops into the kind of statesman whom alone | can whole-heartedly
support.” 2%
Theodore Roosevelt, however, had little use for the “washy movement for international
peace” associated with Andrew Carnegi€ s name and, instead, saw a need for military
power. Along with power, Roosevelt also believed that there had to be the resolve to use
that power, in order to enforce a nation’s “ engagements’ and “the equities of other

peoples.” During Roosevelt’s presidency, the United States had became a power that

%81 Theodore Roosevelt |etter to Sir George Trevelyan, October 1, 1911, page 86.
282 Theodore Roosevelt |etter to Sir George Trevelyan, October 1, 1911, page 85.
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exerted considerable influence in international affairs; his decision to send the “Great
White Fleet” around the world recognized and strengthened that influence. Roosevelt told
von Tirpitz that he “thought it a good thing that the Japanese should know there were
fleets of the white races which were totaly different from the fleet of poor [Russian
Admiral Zinovy Petrovitch] Rodjestvensky” whose Baltic fleet the Japanese sunk at
Tsushimain 1905. Roosevelt, furthermore, seemed flattered that Admiral Tirpitz and the
Kaiser both regarded the “voyage of the [American] battlefleet as having done more for

peace in the Orient than anything else that could have happened.”?%*

Throughout hislife, Franklin D. Roosevelt displayed an avid interest in genealogy and
history.?® One close observer |ater observed, “He has an amazingly retentive memory
and constantly floors his family with [his] knowledge of events, geography and history,
factual concrete knowledge.”?®® Roosevelt, however, consciously sought to avoid
“dwelling on facts and on facts alone.” Admittedly, he sought “benefit in the present from
the lessons which undoubtedly exist in history.”*®” Prodded by his professors at Harvard,

particularly Frederick Jackson Turner and Marcus Macvane, to “think big” and value

84 Theodore Roosevelt letter to Sir George Trevelyan, October 1, 1911, pages 82, 84-5.
% Tully, E.D.R., My Boss, pp. 10, 12-3.

28 Entry for August 6, 1940, Journal, 1939-42, Folder 3, Box 31, Speeches and Writings,
Lash Papers, FDRL.

287 gpeech entitled “Montcalm’s Victory and its Lesson,” Oswego, New Y ork,

September 30, 1913, Master Speech File Number 24, FDRL.
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history for theinsightsit provides, Roosevelt developed a broad, sweeping historical
perspective. His thinking meshed the romantic impressions of his parents and his own
parochial travels in Europe with the contemporary ideas of Theodore Roosevelt, Francis
Parkman, A. T. Mahan, Macvane, and Turner. Taken together, those influences produced
in Roosevelt aremarkably coherent view of history and of Western Europe by the time he
departed the New Y ork |egislature and accepted President Woodrow Wilson's offer to
become assistant secretary of the navy in 1913.

Hisideas reflected the liberal, progressive view of history and world events. In 1912,
he observed that “the history of the past thousand years” was the story of “the Aryan
races . . . struggling to obtain individual freedom.” He argued,

The Reformation, for instance, and the Renaissance in Europe are too

commonly regarded as religious or educational struggles and have not,

by teachers of history, been sufficiently explained as efforts. . . to

obtain individual liberty. In the same way the American revolution, the

French revolution and at alater date the general European uprisings of

1848.288
As afunction of his perspective, Roosevelt tended to view people and groups as either
agents of progress and individual liberty or as a manifestation of the forces of reaction.
From his point of view, American progressives, English Liberals and Whigs, Calvinists,
Puritans and Parliamentarians filled the ranks of history’s reformers. He believed that in
France the agents of progress consistently were Republican, anti-clerical, civilian, and

secular. In Germany, they were the liberal intellectuals of central Germany, in the

tradition of Martin Luther and the revolutionaries of 1848.

28 Address before the People’ s Forum, Troy, New York, March 3, 1912, Master Speech
File Number 14, FDRL.
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Against those reformers, Roosevelt’ s thinking arrayed the opponents of liberty and the
forces of reaction: conservatives, Tories, advocates of monarchy and absolutism,
professional militarists and proponents of imperial expansion, clerics and the Catholic
Church. He believed that throughout history “the forces of reaction so often defeat the
forces of progress.”?®® He conceived history as the cyclic interplay between the two
forces with periods of conservative, reaction punctuated by periods of reform that
ultimately moved the people closer to attaining individual liberty. That conception
persisted throughout hislife. In 1940, for instance, he observed, “There have been
occasions. . . when reactions in the march of democracy have set in, and forward-looking
progress has seemed to stop. But such periods have been followed by liberal and
progressive times.” >

Roosevelt’s comments about France in 1912 and 1913 reveal a mixture of admiration
and disdain. Clearly, he was sympathetic to the efforts of French Republicansin 1789 and

1848, and he prized French cultural and artistic achievements.**

Despite its progressive
aspects, however, it seemed to Roosevelt that many archaic institutions and impul ses
persisted in the French nation, aspects that Roosevelt labeled “un-American.” Concerning
society, Roosevelt believed that vestiges “of an outworn socia system” dominated by the

monarchy and the Catholic Church remained in France despite the anti-clerical efforts of

89 Radio Address to the Y oung Democratic Clubs of America Meeting in Milwaukee,
August 24, 1935, Master Speech File Number 795, FDRL.

20 A cceptance Speech to the Democratic National Convention, July 19, 1940, Master
Speech File Number 1291, FDRL.

21 Address before the People’ s Forum, Troy, New York, March 3, 1912, Master Speech
File Number 14, FDRL. On his attitude toward French culture, see, for example, Franklin
and Eleanor Roosevelt letter to Sara Delano Roosevelt, August 16, 1905 in E.D.R.: His
Personal Letters, val. 2, p. 69.

106



French Republicans. In addition, French political life remained sharply divided and
included monarchists and Bonapartists, advocates of what Roosevelt considered “a
discredited form of government.” In Roosevelt’s mind, closely linked to the French
monarchy was the impulse in France for overseas colonies and empire. Unlike “healthy”
British colonization, French efforts had been “comparatively artificial” efforts driven by
antiquated religious, military, and political motives. Considering France's colonial
record, he commented, “But what had they gained besides the knowledge of the trails and
streams?" % Evidently, Roosevelt also viewed the French administrative system, both at
home and inits colonial ventures, as an ineffective holdover from the past. In Panamain
1912, Roosevelt found the country “clean and fairly orderly--avery different Panama
than under the French.”?*® On account of its inherent divisions and heterogeneous
national character, it seems evident that Roosevelt viewed France as a nation that did not
belong in the ranks of the great colonial or world powers. Nevertheless, he seems to have
believed that under responsible and progressive Republican leadership France was a
country that would continue to play an important role in European affairs.

By 1913, Roosevelt perceived that, although Prussian militarism dominated Germany,
the tension in the nation between the conflicting impulses of autocracy and liberalism
remained. He described the impulse as “the inevitable conflict between the past and the

future.” Inthe New Y ork State senate Roosevelt had served as chairman of the Forest,

292 «“Montcalm’s Victory and its Lesson”- Oswego, New Y ork, September 30, 1913,
Master Speech File Number 24, FDRL.

2% Franklin D. Roosevelt letter to his mother, April 22, 1912 in F.D.R.: His Personal
Letters, vol. 2, p. 185.
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Fish and Game committee.?®* In that capacity, he found conservation effortsin Germany
to be more farsighted than those in the United States. Praising the impact of the German
intellectual as aforce for progress, Roosevelt observed, “ It was recognized in Germany
for instance a hundred years ago that the trees on the land were necessary for the
preservation of the water power and indeed for the general health and prosperity of the
people.” ** For the time being, however, Prussian autocracy and militarism increasingly
dominated liberal Germany. Clearly, Roosevelt considered the government of Germany
in 1913 and the French monarchy during the Seven Y ears War to be analogous. He
warned that absolutist governments, because of their “highly concentrated organization,”
had the ability to arm rapidly. Whilhelmine Germany’ s aggressive nava building
program exemplified that ability. Roosevelt, furthermore, suggested that Germany’s
military expansion constituted more than athreat to Great Britain aone; it represented a
global threat to all of the “Anglo-Saxon peoples.” %%

Roosevelt’ s perspective had clear implications for the direction he thought United
States policy should take. In 1913, he urged expanding the United States navy in order to
avoid “the usual weakness of Anglo-Saxon peoples, alack of preparation for armed
conflict.” His primary purpose for advocating military preparation, however, was

peaceful; American military power would allow the nation to deter or avoid war rather

294 « Autobiographical sketch for the New Y ork Red Book February 9, 1911, Folder 12,
Box 39, Writing and Statement File, Franklin D. Roosevelt: Family, Business, and
Personal Papers, FDRL.

2% Address before the People’ s Forum, Troy, New York, March 3, 1912, Master Speech
File Number 14, FDRL.
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than wage it. Concerning war, he claimed, “We are all striving - army and navy aike - to
prevent its occurrence.” Roosevelt, nevertheless, viewed preparation as essential because
“Nno one can guarantee to the American people that there will be no more war.” From his
perspective, if the United States did not improve its naval power and prepare to “fight
with fourteen-inch guns at ranges of ten miles,” then it not only invited a potential attack
but also risked losing a future conflict initsinitial stages before the nation could
effectively mobilize its strength and resources. Roosevelt, however, believed that the
United States possessed an inherent advantage over autocratic governments despite the
fact that autocracies “may have armies and navies of the greatest.” He perceived that the
power of absolute rulers was fragile. He surmised that military strength “isinitself of no
avail” and that ultimately an autocratic government “will go down in defeat if the people
at home on the farms or in the towns are weak in resources, in endurance, in fundamental
ideals.” *’

Although he emphasized the defensive value of military preparedness, it seems evident
that Roosevelt in no way espoused a passive policy for the United States. In that respect,
the activism that he urged against trusts and monopolies, which ran on an “out of date”
theory, presumably applied to autocratic governments as well. Considering the progress
of liberty and civilization, he argued, “The trust is evil because it monopolizes for afew
and as long as this keeps up it will be necessary for acommunity to change its features.”
Clearly, Roosevelt believed that the policies of the United States government needed to
further progressive goals. The people of United States, he further asserted, had a definite

responsibility to “care what happens after they are gone.. . . and even care what happens

297 “Montcalm’s Victory and its Lesson”- Oswego, New Y ork, September 30, 1913,
Master Speech File Number 24, FDRL.
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to their neighbors.” Mindful of that responsibility to the world and future generations,
Roosevelt offered the following prescription, “When men are serfs or are ruled by tyrants

they need first of all, individual freedom.”?®

2% Address before the People’ s Forum, Troy, New York, March 3, 1912, Master Speech
File Number 14, FDRL.
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Chapter 3: The Great War and the Confirmation of a Progressive Worldview, 1913-1918
To understand the present gigantic conflict one must have at least a
glimmering of understanding of foreign nations and their histories.
Eleanor Roosevelt to Franklin D. Roosevelt
August 7, 1914*
Events from March 1913, when Franklin D. Roosevelt first entered nationa public life,
to the end of the Great War in November 1918 |eft an indelible mark on Roosevelt's

thinking.? During Roosevelt’s tenure as assistant secretary of the navy, his progressive

worldview coalesced and his views of France and Germany matured. Influenced by

! Eleanor Roosevelt letter to Franklin D. Roosevelt, August 7, 1914, quoted in Joseph P.
Lash, Eleanor and Franklin: The Story of Their Relationship, Based on Eleanor
Roosevelt’s Private Papers (New York: W. W. Norton and Company, 1971), p. 202.

2 Roosevelt's biographers have expressed a broad range of opinions concerning the
importance of Roosevelt’s experiences as assistant secretary of the navy. Biographer
Geoffrey Ward downplays Roosevelt’s actions in the Wilson administration and finds
him “more cheerleader and expediter than maker of decisions.” Frank Friedel finds
Roosevelt “impressionable” and notes that circumstances caused Roosevelt to alter his
views. Brushing through the Great War and ignoring the ideas that motivated Roosevelt’s
actions, Friedel casually assesses Roosevelt to have been contradictory during the Great
War, characterizing him as “abig navy man and an imperialist” who somehow came to
support the League of Nations by the end of the war. Friedel, however, notes that many
of Roosevelt’s experiences during that period “affected his later course of action.”
Concerned with the emergence of Roosevelt as a politician, James MacGregor Burns
assesses that the experience had a maturing effect on Roosevelt’s political judgment and
turned “him into a seasoned politician-administrator.” Gerhard Weinberg suggests,
however, that historians need to develop a more complete assessment of the influence of
Roosevelt’s experiences, particularly from the Great War and immediate post war era, on
Roosevelt’ s perceptions and the impact of those perceptions on some of his most
important decisions and policies during the Second World War. Geoffrey C. Ward, A
First-Class Temperament: The Emergence of Franklin Roosevelt (New Y ork: Harper and
Row, 1989), p. 433; Frank Friedel, Franklin D. Roosevelt: A Rendezvous With Destiny
(Boston: Little, Brown and Company, 1990), pp. 31-2; James MacGregor Burns, The
Lion and the Fox: Roosevelt, 1882-1940 (San Diego, California: Harcourt Brace
Jovanovich, 1984), pp. 61-5, 67; Gerhard L. Weinberg, “World War I1: Comments on the
Roundtable,” Diplomatic History, Summer 2001, vol. 25, number 3, p. 492. Weinberg,
Germany, Hitler, and World War 11: Essays in Modern German and World History
(Cambridge, Great Britain: Cambridge University Press, 1995), pp. 186-7, 299-301.

111



contemporary progressive ideas amid helghtened wartime sensitivities, Roosevelt
developed an enduring progressive outlook in which he perceived internationa events
from the perspective that groups and national |eaders served either as the agents or the
opponents of progress. As Roosevelt matured as a politician, his experiences in the
Wilson administration also strengthened his appreciation for the primacy of domestic
political concerns. With his perspective shaded by the belief that he ranked among the
agents of progress, he devel oped an approach to foreign policy consistently conditioned
by his particular, partisan political perspective, awareness, and sensitivities.

The Great War taught Roosevelt some fundamental strategic lessons and reinforced his
thinking about military preparedness. Events convinced Roosevelt that the United States
exerted amajor moral force in world affairs. The United States represented a powerful
force for democratic progress, and even symbolic American gestures represented a
significant psychological weapon to assist friends and allies. Building on the advocacy of
James Russell Soley, Alfred Thayer Mahan, and Theodore Roosevelt, the circumstances
surrounding United States entry into the Great War solidified Roosevelt’ s thinking about
the value of military preparedness to avert war or, if necessary, to wageit.

By the end of the war Roosevelt aso had gained tremendous confidence in the ability
of the French soldier and guarded optimism for the future of the French political system.
He found the poiliu fierce and resolute and believed French soldiers particularly adept at
responding to and recovering from battlefield setbacks. Despite the fragmented,
heterogeneous nature of French society and political life, Roosevelt thought that French
morale and national will were not always hopelessly divided. Prime Minister Georges

Clemenceau’ s wartime leadership provided him an enduring frame of reference. In
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Roosevelt’ s thinking, the solution for France was a strong, progressive leader drawn from
the Radical or Republican ranksin the liberal center between the extremes of the French
Left and Right. Roosevelt believed that only with a man such as Clemenceau in power in
France would the French be capable of national unity. Given such leadership and resolve,
he believed that the French soldier would enable France to persevere.

In contrast to hisimage of French martial abilities and political life, Roosevelt
envisioned German morale as much more fragile. In the progressive spirit, Roosevelt
perceived a sharp dichotomy between the militaristic Prussian upper class and
industriaists in power in Imperial Germany and the submerged liberal and intellectual
masses of the old German states. Although he hoped that the idyllic libera Germany of
his youthful recollections would ultimately reemerge in the post war period, Roosevelt
perceived the absol ute dominance of an autocratic government supported by a
militaristic, Prussian upper class throughout the Great War. Consistent with hisdisdain
for German commoners, he pictured the unintelligent and brutal German soldiery as
prone to committing atrocities when they had the upper hand but highly susceptiblein
defeat. Consequently, Roosevelt thought that a German battlefield setback potentially
would have a more decisive impact on the Prussian war machine and the Imperial

German government than a similar blow against French soldiers.

Between 1890 and the end of the Great War in 1918, a generation of American

reformers responding to the problemsin their urban-industrial society labeled themselves
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as progressives. Although not a unified movement, progressivism encompassed many
diverse domestic reform impulses in the United States around the turn of the century. As
agroup, those who considered themselves progressive shared an acceptance of
industrialization and faith in progress. Progressives believed that people could intervene
in economic and social affairsin order to improve their environment, to protect those hurt
by industrialization, and to advance civilization.® Although normally regarded as a
domestic reform impulse, progressivism also guided the way policy makers and opinion
leaders in the United States viewed Germany during the Great War. Progressive ideology
shaped the antagonism toward Germany of many Americans and their affinity with the
French Republic. Ultimately, progressivism influenced how Woodrow Wilson and his
administration waged war against Germany on the side of the Allies.

Like Franklin D. Roosevelt, the maority of the men who later became advisors during
his presidency had considered themselves progressive in 1914. With the exception of
Cordell Hull, an agrarian progressive from Tennessee, the prominent men of the
Roosevelt administration essentially came from the ranks of mid western insurgents and
the upper class of the northeastern United States. In addition to Hull, progressive
Democrats included Breckinridge Long and Henry Morgenthau, Jr. Many of those later
advisors, however, not only hailed from the Democratic Party but formerly had belonged
to the insurgent wing of the Republican Party and the Progressive Party as well. Harold
L. Ickes, William H. Woodin, Henry A. Wallace, Henry L. Stimson, Frank Knox, Felix
Frankfurter, and William J. Donovan had been members of the insurgent wing of the

Republican Party; in 1912, many of them had supported the Bull Moose or Progressive

3 Arthur S. Link and Richard L. McCormick, Progressivism (Arlington Heights, Illinois:
Harlan Davidson, 1983), pp. 2-3, 21-2.
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Party candidate, Theodore Roosevelt, as well. Certainly among the ranks of progressive
reformers were others whose earlier political affiliations were less distinct, for example,
settlement house worker Harry Hopkins. Others presumably shared the progressive
perspective by virtue of similar educationa backgrounds at elite schools in New England.
Like Roosevelt, Sumner Welles attended Groton, Harvard, and Columbia Law School.
Similarly, Jay Pierrepont Moffat attended Groton and Harvard before embarking upon a
diplomatic career. Alumni of Harvard or Harvard Law included Adolph A. Berle,
William Phillips, William C. Bullitt, Archibald MacLeish, Stimson, and Frankfurter, and,
in addition to their studies at Harvard, Bullitt, Stimson, and MacL eish also attended Yale
University prior to United States entry into the Great War.

Hoping to restore power to the “people,” progressive reformers constantly attacked the
“interests’ that, in their mind, had subverted opportunity and freedom in the United
States: monopolies and trusts, investment bankers, the industrial oligarchy, urban party
bosses, and political machines.* American reformers and opinion leaders applied that
same outlook to Germany around the turn of the century. Germany had been an example
to American reformers since the 1880s. In the late nineteenth century, concessions to
labor in the United States fell far short of the legislation enacted by the German
government to protect workers. In contrast, after 1900, Germany rounded out the social

legislation inaugurated in the 1880s.”

* Richard Hofstadter, The Age of Reform: From Bryan to F.D.R. (New York: Vintage
Books, 1955), pp. 204, 230-1.
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Although American reformers found support for their proposals in the precedents set
by Bismarckian welfare legislation, it would have been impossible for them to ignore the
criticism coming from intellectuals inside Imperial Germany. For instance, German
historian Theodor Mommsen decried the “ pseudo-constitutional absolutism under which

we live and which our spineless people has inwardly accepted.”®

Consequently, between
the turn of the century and United States entry into the Great War, many Americans
increasingly accepted the view that unified Germany was a nation in tension between a
militaristic Prussian oligarchy and the liberal and democratic mass of the people. On a
speaking tour of eight mid-western statesin early April 1917, Henry L. Stimson noted
that the distinction “ between the German people and their autocratic government was
everywhere recognized.”’

German actions during the first decade of the twentieth century, however, convinced
American policy makers that the autocratic and militaristic Prussian system increasingly
dominated liberal Germany. Acquisition of the Philippines following the Spanish-
American War had raised tensions between the United States and Imperial Germany, and
during Theodore Roosevelt’s presidency, his friends Senator Henry Cabot Lodge and
diplomat Henry White were strongly anti-German. In the same vein, Roosevelt’s

Secretary of State John Hay perceived “ something monstrous” in “the German mind”

with respect to war. In contrast to his friends and advisors, Theodore Roosevelt’ s feelings

® Melvyn Dubofsky, Industrialism and the American Worker, 1865-1920 (Arlington
Heights, Illinois. Harlan Davidson, 1985 ed.), pp. 80-1; Donad S. Detwiler, Germany: A
Short History (Carbondale, Illinois: Southern Illinois University Press, 1989 ed.), pp.
132, 134, 138-9.
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were mixed, but he maintained an attitude of good will toward Germany during most of
his tenure in the White House. The threat of German, and to alesser extent British, naval
intervention against Venezuelain 1901 and 1902 induced Roosevelt to improve the
readiness of the U.S. Navy and formulate his corollary to the Monroe Doctrine. Roosevelt
admired German leaders such as Frederick the Great and Otto von Bismarck and initially
displayed qualified admiration for Kaiser Wilhelm 11. The Kaiser had sought improved
relations with the United States after the Venezuelan affair, and in 1902, Roosevelt’s
daughter Alice christened the Kaiser’ s yacht, part of Wilhelm’s policy of consistent
flattery toward Roosevelt. Nevertheless, by 1908, Theodore Roosevelt also came to
distrust the Kaiser and the German government’s antagonism toward Britain.®

Following Theodore Roosevelt’ s departure from the White House in early 19009,
distrust of German aspirations persisted among members of the United States government
and the press. In 1910, a confidential estimate by the Navy General Board predicted a
break with Germany likely on account of its expansionist drivesin the Pacific and

Caribbean. Between 1910 and 1912, the War and Navy Departments repeatedly protested

8 Howard K. Beale, Theodore Roosevelt and the Rise of Americato World Power
(Batimore: The Johns Hopkins University Press, 1989 ed.), pp. 390-1, 442, 446-7; Lewis
L. Gould, The Presidency of Theodore Roosevelt (Lawrence, Kansas. University Press of
Kansas, 1991), pp. 75-81. At Harvard at the time, Franklin D. Roosevelt did not attend
the launching of the Kaiser’s yacht on February 25, 1902. Many of hisfamily and
relations from New Y ork City, however, did attend the ceremony near Jersey City. In
addition to President Theodore Roosevelt’s immediate family, the guest list included
Franklin Roosevelt’s mother, his haf-sister Helen Roosevelt, and cousins Douglas M.
Robinson and Corrine Roosevelt Robinson. For a copy of the guest list see the untitled
memorandum, ca. February 1904, Series 13H, Reel 450, Theodore Roosevelt Papers,
Presidential Papers Microfilm, Library of Congress Manuscript Division. Theodore
Roosevelt’s daughter’ s brief account of the launching and the visit of the Kaiser’ s brother
to the United States can be found in Alice Roosevelt Longworth, Crowded Hours:
Reminiscences of Alice Roosevelt Longworth (New Y ork: Charles Scribner’s Sons,
1934), pp. 48-9.
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to the Department of State concerning alleged German designs on the Gal apagos Islands
and Haiti, acquisitions that would threaten American dominance in the Caribbean and the
safety of the Panama Canal nearing completion. American periodicals expressed similar
concerns. For example, writing in 1909, Amos S. Hershey, a political science professor
from the University of Indiana, urged the creation of an Anglo-American alliance to
counter the German menace to American security, economic interests, and world peace.
Career diplomat Lewis Einstein was among the group of writers who emphasized the
importance of friendly ties with Britain and the danger represented by German naval
supremacy. Einstein predicted that German victory in afuture war with Britain would
undermine United States economic and diplomatic interests in both the Caribbean and the
Far East.”

In contrast to the growing distrust and unease that marked American attitudes toward
Germany, attitudes toward France improved in the years immediately preceding the
outbreak of the Great War. One man, French ambassador Jean Adrien Antoine Jules
Jusserand, was particularly active and influential. Fully accepted in the United States,
Jusserand was a unique figure in American diplomatic history. Long serving, he first
presented his credentials in Washington, D.C. in February 1903 and was only recalled
over twenty-one years later. No stranger to American society, hiswife, Mme. Elise
Jusserand, had been born in France of Bostonian parents. Furthermore, after arriving in
Washington, D.C., he quickly devel oped a close relationship with President Theodore
Roosevelt. That relationship, strengthened by frequent, strenuous walks with the

president in Rock Creek Park, resulted in hisinclusion in Roosevelt’s “tennis cabinet.”

® Daniel M. Smith, The Great Departure: The United States and World War [, 1914-1920
(New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 1965), pp. 10-13.
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Jusserand effectively influenced Roosevelt’ sideas, especialy those concerning France
and Germany, and it isrevealing that Jusserand is said to have persuaded Roosevelt to
read Chanson de Roland rather than the Nibelungenlied. The French diplomat aso
appealed to Roosevelt as a historian. Jusserand, like Roosevelt, became president of the
American Historical Society, the only non-American ever to do so, and in 1917, he won
the Pulitzer Prizein history.™

The amicabl e relations established between Jusserand and Theodore Roosevelt ushered
in aperiod of increasingly favorable attitudes toward France on the part of the United
States. In 1911, President William H. Taft pressed for arbitration treaties with both
France and Britain. By March 1912, although the Senate had watered down the treaties
and Taft refused to ratify them, in the American press it seemed that France had
undergone a fundamental transformation since the Agadir incident the previous year. The
editors of The New York Times declared that France “has obviously awakened now,
recovered from its disabilities, and prepared to fulfill its duties in the world of
progress.”

The divisions that had apparently led to the French defeat during the Franco-Prussian
War and had persisted for forty yearsin French politics and society seemed healed.
American correspondents in Paris reported a“wave of buoyant optimism which is
sweeping over the country.” That optimism manifested itself in patriotic signs and

gestures, in support for the French army, in greater emphasis on “ orderliness and self-

19 Stanley J. Kunitz and Howard Haycraft, Twentieth Century Authors: A Biographical
Dictionary of Modern Literature (New York: H. W. Wilson, 1942), pp. 739-40.

1 “The Awakening in France,” The New York Times, March 24, 1912, p. 14; Thomas A.
Bailey, A Diplomatic History of the American People, tenth edition (Englewood Cliffs,
New Jersey: Prentice Hall, 1980), pp. 540-1.

119



discipline,” and in a strong campaign against immorality. The failure of a genera strike
in the coal industry, hopeful observers suggested, was further evidence that “even the
Socidlists arefalling into line” with a popular patriotic movement. According to the
report from Paris, the movement resulted in a fundamental transformation in French
society and accounted for “great improvement in the national physique and a
modification of certain traitsin the French character.”*

The American press argued that the “new France’ that they were seeing in 1912 sprang
from the deep-seated aspirations of the French people. What the writers described was a
phenomenon that their progressive readers in the United States would have immediately
recognized. The New York Times reported that it appeared to “ attentive observers’ that
France was “ at the beginning of one of those periods of moral and material renaissance
from the depths of the people, and not from elsewhere." The enthusiastic patriotism in
France reportedly represented the desires of the French people and was “too
spontaneous’ to have been the product of inspiration or manipulation by “the
Bonapartists, with the considerable amount of private influence they have and the
newspapers they control.” Indeed, the military impulse in France, Americans reported,
was wholly unlike that existing in Germany. Progressive rather than autocratic, French
“democracy isamilitary one, for defensive, not offensive, measures.” Suggesting the
sharp contrast between the Prussianized German war machine and the French military,

writers explained that the enthusiasm of the French people for their army reflected the

2 “France Reborn in Patriotism,” The New Y ork Times, March 24, 1912, p. 2C.
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fact that the French army “is the only one that exists at present in Europe created in
perfect liberty.”*3

In retrospect it is clear that the nationalist revival in France after 1912 was not the
manifestation of broad popular support that Americans perceived. American progressives
tended see events as being part of adichotomy. The logical extension of that view was
that if the patriotic movement in France was not a reflection of popular will then it must
be a product of the conservative, reactionary, anti-democratic interests. Bonapartists,
Royalists, and the clergy. The nationalist revival in France, however, was neither. It was
largely aproduct of the efforts of asmall group of conservative Republican politicians,
journalists, and the military. The key figure in that group was Raymond Poincaré, an
aloof but successful lawyer from Lorraine. Troubled by what he perceived as a distinct
lack of patriotism, Poincaré, as prime minister in 1912 and president of the Republic the
following year, deliberately set out to make nationalism the dominant issue on the
political agenda. He did so not only because he was conscious of the growing danger of
war with Germany but also to further his own political cause aswell. Under Poincaré' s
leadership, the conservative Republicans hoped to break up the political power of the
Left, the Radical-Socialist bloc, and replace it with a Center-Right bloc that could contain
the threat posed to the Republic by the extremists on the Right.**

Notwithstanding the actual situation in France, many prominent Americans accepted

the reports that France was undergoing a popular rejuvenation and did their best to

13 « Awakened France Feels Her Strength,” The New York Times, March 31, 1912, part
I, p. 1.
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(London: Edward Arnold, 1992), pp. 36-8.
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encourage the progressive transition that they perceived. In New Y ork City, diplomat
Henry White served as the toastmaster at a dinner commemorating the 125" anniversary
of the treaty of alliance between France and the American colonies and celebrating
negotiations for Taft’ s proposed Franco-American arbitration treaty. In addition to
Ambassador Jusserand, those in attendance included former Senator Chauncey M.
Depew, Attorney General George W. Wickersham, and the mayor of New Y ork City. At
the dinner, the mayor expressed surprise “that there were so many Franco-American
philanthropic organizations in existence.” The entire crowd of two hundred applauded
after White stated “that there could never be awar between the United States and
France.”*®

At the time, the number of Franco-American societiesin New Y ork alone was
growing. Among the societies there was the Alliance Francai se. Organized by a specia
act of the New York State legislature, alegislature that included Franklin Roosevelt, the
membership of the Alliance Francaise included financiers J. Pierpont Morgan and
Andrew Carnegie, former senator Depew, and members of the faculty at Columbia
University.™ In October 1912, the New Y ork Supreme Court also approved the
incorporation of the Franco-American Committee, an organization created “to develop
and strengthen relations of all kinds between France and this country.” The directors of

the new committee included Henry White and J. P. Morgan, Jr. but also a group of

1> “French Diners Cheer For Peace Treaties,” The New Y ork Times, February 7, 1912, p.
6. Depew, born in Peekskill on the Hudson in 1834, had been arailroad president, state
assemblyman during the Civil War, and U.S. senator. Depew was the principal speaker at
the unveiling of the Statue of Liberty. National Cyclopaedia of American Biography, Vol.
23 (New York: James T. White and Company, 1933), pp. 96-7.

16 «prof. Jordan Decorated,” The New Y ork Times, September 27, 1912, p. 7.
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philanthropists and financiers prominent in Franklin Roosevelt’s world: Henry Van
Dyke, W. K. Vanderhilt, A. Barton Hepburn, and George Foster Peabody."’

With the directors that it possessed, the formation of the Franco-American Committee
could not have escaped Franklin Roosevelt’s attention and interest. Like Roosevelt,
Henry Van Dyke was the scion of a proud colonial Dutch family and the son of a New
Y ork railroad president and financier.’® W. K. Vanderbilt, whose brother lived up the
road from Hyde Park, was director of the Metropolitan Opera Company, a horse racing
and yachting enthusiast, and a generous contributor to Columbia and Vanderbilt
Universities and the American hospital in Neuilly. Several years later, Vanderbilt
founded and funded the Lafayette Escadrille, a group of American volunteers who flew
for France prior to United States entry into the Great War.'® New Y ork City banker and
philanthropist A. Barton Hepburn was a scholarly writer on financial and economic
subjects and an active member of the chamber of commerce.?® George Foster Peabodly,
another financier and philanthropist, had served as the chairman of the Democratic
National Committee and was chairman of the first New Y ork State Conservation
Commission between 1910 and 1915. During that time he became a close friend of
Franklin Roosevelt, who chaired the State Forest, Fish and Game Committee. After
refusing several of Woodrow Wilson's nominations, in 1916, Peabody became the vice

chairman of New Y ork City’s Federal Reserve Bank. A Georgian by birth, iswas
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Peabody in 1924 who urged Roosevelt to try the therapeutic waters of Warm Springs,
Georgia, and he was active in promoting the Warm Springs Foundation until to his death
in 19382

The election of Woodrow Wilson in November 1912 did not arrest the growing affinity
that influential Americans had for France. Although a Republican appointee, Ambassador
Myron T. Herrick in Paris offered his assurance that Wilson’s election “will have no
effect on the foreign policy or the economic relations of Americawith France, which
make of her almost a sister nation.”?* The Paris press, however, was less restrained than
Herrick. Le Temps, “voicing the unanimous sentiments of France,” declared, “A man of
great worth has been elected to preside over the destinies of agreat nation.”* In light of
the fact that the French press had been so critical of Theodore Roosevelt only afew years
earlier, the comments of the French pressin late 1912 must have further confirmed in the
minds of many Americans the extent of the progressive awakening in France.

During the first week in officein March 1913, President Woodrow Wilson and his
cabinet unanimously agreed to the need for a public statement outlining the essence of the
administration’s foreign policy. In what Secretary Daniels considered a“singularly clear
and impressive declaration,” Wilson announced, “We can have no sympathy with those

who seek to seize the power of government to advance their own personal interests or

21 National Cyclopasdia of American Biography, Vol. 27 (New York: James T. White
and Company, 1939), pp. 64-5.
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ambition.”?* Applying that formulation to Europe, it seems evident that members of the
Wilson administration perceived aclear distinction between the autocratic oligarchy in
power in Germany and a progressive, patriotic, and republican France. That attitude
formed the basis of the administration’s critical view of Imperial Germany and its

favorable, sympathetic reception of the French Republic.

After arriving in Washington, D.C. in the spring of 1913, Franklin and Eleanor
Roosevelt quickly developed a close, personal relationship with key figures in the British
and French embassies. Cousin Theodore Roosevelt’s friendships facilitated the process.
The elder Roosevelt’s circle of friendsin the capital included Sir Cecil Spring-Rice, a
former secretary in the embassy in Washington, D.C. who returned as ambassador from
Great Britain in 1913, and the long-serving French ambassador, Jules J. Jusserand.?® Both
embassies made Franklin and Eleanor Roosevelt welcome. In addition to their contacts
with the ambassadors and their wives, sherecalled that “we did get to know a great
number of the younger members of the embassy staff quite well, and with some of them

we have always kept in touch.” Eleanor Roosevelt and Marie de Laboulaye, the wife of

24 Entry for March 11, 1913 in Josephus Daniels, The Cabinet Diaries of Josephus
Daniels, 1913-1921, edited by E. David Cronon (Lincoln, Nebraska: University of
Nebraska Press, 1963), p. 67.

% [Anna] Eleanor Roosevelt, This IsMy Story (New Y ork: Harper and Brothers, 1937),
pp. 234-6, 263-4. The fact that the Roosevelt’s moved into the house of Theodore
Roosevelt’ s sister, Mrs. William Sheffield Cowles or Auntie Bye, on N Street probably
hel ped.

125



the second secretary of the French embassy, “became great friends.”?® What devel oped
was a unique working and social relationship between the Roosevelt family and the two
diplomatic missions. For example, Franklin and Eleanor Roosevelt’ s children took
dancing lessons at the British embassy sponsored by Lady Spring-Rice, and games of
field hockey and baseball organized by Franklin Roosevelt mixed members of the British
embassy, such as future British ambassador Sir Ronald Lindsay, with the Roosevelt
children and their friends.”” On amore formal level, it was not uncommon for Franklin
Roosevelt to dine with the British ambassador, and every Friday Eleanor Roosevelt called
on the wives of diplomats.?® When Sara Delano Roosevelt visited Washington, she made
apoint of calling at the British and French embassies.

The events of 1914 served to reinforce favorabl e attitudes toward France and suspicion
of Germany in the United States and directly affected how Americans viewed the
outbreak of war in Europe that August. On Independence Day, 1914, while newspaper
columns debated the assassination of an Austrian archduke that had taken placein
Sargjevo aweek earlier, Secretary of State William Jennings Bryan announced that “the

finishing touches” had been applied to an arbitration treaty between the United States and
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its sister republic, France. Bryan commented that the so-called French peace treaty would
soon be transmitted to the Senate along with a similar Anglo-American treaty.*
Ultimately, the existence of those conciliation treaties with France and Britain, and the
absence of asimilar agreement with Imperial Germany, had some bearing on sympathy in
the United States, and especially within the Wilson administration, for the Allied cause.*
In late August 1914, the first month of the Great War in Europe, in afull page
interview in the New York Times, the German ambassador to the United States expressed
his regret for what he identified as “a general American hostility toward Germany.”
Hoping to counter American attitudes, Count Johann von Bernstorff commented, “I
cannot too strongly emphasize the error of the view which seems so general here—the
view that Germany, gone mad with lust for power and gain, has declared war on the
world.” Suggesting that people in the United States had only received a slanted British
view of the war after Britain cut the transatlantic cable, the ambassador argued that
Germany’ s aims were entirely defensive and that the sympathy of the American people
should be with Germany.* Eleanor Roosevelt assessed the German ambassador’ s appeal
asafailurein aletter to aformer schoolmate from Germany. She observed, “1 think

Count Bernstorff has been unfortunate in talking too much at first” and that “he has

%0 “French Treaty Ready,” The New York Times, July 4, 1914, p. 6.
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alienated many who felt he was trying to appeal to the popular sympathy over the heads
of the[U. S] Government.”®

The letters to the editor following the German ambassador’ s appeal likewise showed
little acceptance of von Bernstorff’s reasoning. Citing the German bombing of “the
slegping women and children of Antwerp,” one reader rejected the characterization of
German aims as defensive. He countered, “Germany/[,] in the lust of success],] slaysthe
innocent and the defenseless.” Another found no “proof of German friendship for
America’ that von Bernstorff had lauded. He instead recalled the aggressive action of the
German Asiatic Squadron against Admiral George Dewey in Manila Bay and the German
arms flowing to the antagonistic Huerta government in Mexico. The writer recounted in
detail aversion of the events of April 1914 off Vera Cruz when nineteen Americans died
attempting to prevent a German merchant ship from unloading its cargo of guns and
ammunition. Although United States action had prevented the cargo from being landed at
Vera Cruz, the German ship, which the reader argued “had been taken over by the
Government in Berlin,” was able to land its deadly cargo in another port following the
diplomatic intervention of Argentina, Brazil, and Chili.*

The association of Germany with the Victoriano Huerta government in Mexico
strengthened Woodrow Wilson's suspicions of German intentions. Huerta having come
to power in acoup, President Wilson had likened the regime in Mexico to a group of

cold-blooded murderers, and he withheld diplomatic recognition of the Huerta

3 Eleanor Roosevelt to Carola von Passavant, May 14, 1915, quoted in Lash, Eleanor
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government on the progressive grounds that it did not represent the Mexican people. “My
ideal,” Wilson confided, “is for an orderly and righteous government in Mexico; but my
passion is for the submerged eighty-five per cent of the people of that Republic who are
now struggling toward liberty.”* Certainly, overt German assistance for Huerta further
convinced Wilson that the government in Berlin pursued anti-democratic aims that
reflected neither the wishes of the Mexican people nor those of the German people.

To Wilson’s ambassador in Berlin, the domination of Prussian autocracy in Germany
seemed compl ete before the outbreak of war in 1914. Arriving in Germany in 1913,
James W. Gerard, observed, “Prussia, which has imposed its will, aswell as its methods
of thought and life on all the rest of Germany, is undoubtedly a military nation.” The
power in Imperial Germany, according to Gerard, rested not only in the officer corps and
the Prussian military system but also in “the class of noblesin Prussiawho owns the
army.” Gerard likened the selection process for German officersto an exclusive club
where the members, in that case all of the officers of a particular regiment, had the power
to “black-ball” officer candidates. He observed that in practice the system essentially
reserved admission to the ranks of professional officers to the nobility. Although Gerard
perceived the existence of antagonism in German society between those professional
military officers and the civilian population, he emphasi zed the general reluctance of
civiliansto protest the arrogant behavior of Prussian officers and their complete
submission to “the devils of autocracy and of war.” Furthermore, from his perspective,

the intentions of those “advocates of the old military system of Germany” were not
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peaceful, having already decided between December 1913 and May 1914 “in favor of a
European war.” %

From the progressive point of view, people either abdicated power because they had
relaxed their vigilance, or their power was taken away from them by plotting, corrupt
“interests.”*’ Furthermore, because progressives feared that the “interests’ would
conspire to consolidate and expand their economic and political power, thereby
establishing virtual monopolies, they tended to view the aspirations of Imperial Germany
in asimilar manner. Consistent with that formulation, Ambassador Gerard believed that
“fear” of their neighbors had actuated “the mass of Germans” prior to 1914, allowing
them to be dominated by a military autocracy owned by “the class of noblesin Prussia.”*®
The American ambassador believed the ambitions of the Prussian upper classto be
insatiable. Gerard observed that the Prussian autocracy promised the German people a
war that would bring “not only security but riches untold and the dominion of the
world.”*

The progressive American perspective was that Germany represented an economic
threat to world commerce. Since the 1890s, Germany had made mgjor encroachments on
the foreign trade of other countries, particularly Britain. It seemed as though Germany’s

“industrial armies were going to occupy the broad fields of international commerce with

the same restless energy with which her battalions marched from Saarbruck[en] to Sedan
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aquarter of a century ago.”* In 1919 Woodrow Wilson surmised, “If Germany had
waited a single generation, she would have had a commercial empire of the world.”**
Although the United States had hoped to remain neutral in the World War, the Wilson
administration perceived German commercial gains asadistinct threat. In early 1917,
Secretary Daniels warned that German efforts to control trade “by unfair and
monopolistic methods’ would force the countries of the world to stand together in self-
defense.*

To many progressives, however, Germany also posed amilitary aswell asan
economic threat to the United States. German economic expansion, many surmised, not
only laid the foundation for future political influence but also for possible military
intervention. Observersin the United States believed the military staffs of Imperial
Germany had possessed plans for war with the United States for years. Assessing in 1887
“what is known of the methods of administration” in Germany, James Russell Soley in
the Navy Department surmised,

that the Genera Staff of the German Admiralty...have a plan of
operations with the details of the campaign aready prepared, carefully
modified in accordance with every variation for the better or the worsein

our effective force, and ready to be put in operation at afew hours
notice.®
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Apparently, similar views persisted in the Navy and War Departments. In 1909-1910, the
War Department drafted plans for defeating a German attack and portrayed German
economic expansion in Latin America and the Far East as well-planned moves that would
produce war.* The contemporary view was that German economic penetration provided
afoundation for future political, and ultimately military, hegemony.

From the very first stages of the Great War in Europe, Franklin Roosevelt and his
family favored Britain and France. On August 2, 1914, the day before Germany declared
war on France, and two days before German armies crossed the Belgian frontier and
Britain declared war on Germany, Roosevelt stated his preference for the outcome of the
war. He noted, “Rather than along drawn-out struggle | hope England will joinin and
with France and Russia force peace at Berlin!”* Five days |ater, he added, “Everybody
here feels that this country as awhole sympathizes with the allies against Germany.”*® At
home, Eleanor Roosevelt comforted her English and French domestic servants whose
relatives in Europe had been called into military service.’

Given the close relationship between the Roosevelts and the British embassy in
Washington, D.C., Franklin Roosevelt’s enthusiasm for the British cause is not
surprising. Roosevelt’s background further strengthened his affinity with Britain. Raised

a staunch Episcopalian by parents who befriended English gentry during their visits to

“4 Daniel M. Smith, The Great Departure: The United States and World War 1, 1914-
1920 (New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 1965), p. 11.

% Franklin D. Roosevelt to Eleanor Roosevelt, August 2, 1914, F.D.R.: His Personal
Letters, vol. 2, 1905-1928 (New York: Duell, Sloan and Pearce, 1948), p. 246.

“ Franklin D. Roosevelt to Eleanor Roosevelt, August 7, 1914, F.D.R.: Hs Personal
Letters, vol. 2, 1905-1928 (New York: Duell, Sloan and Pearce, 1948), p. 246.

4" |ash, Eleanor and Franklin, p. 202.

132



Europe, Roosevelt’ s extended kinship network of cousins stretched into Britain. In his
immediate family, Eleanor Roosevelt had gone to school in England, and her father’'s
older sister Anna, Auntie Bye, had lived in London as hostess for Franklin’s half-brother
James Roosevelt Roosevelt, the widowed first secretary of the U.S. embassy, when she
met and married the American naval attaché there. James R. Roosevelt |ater remarried
and lived in retirement with “his enchanting English second wife” as Sara Delano
Roosevelt’s Hyde Park neighbor.*®

While not as deeply rooted as their family ties with Britain, the Roosevelts displayed
solid sympathy for France after 1914. To a certain extent, that sympathy derived from the
fact that France was a British ally. On amore basic level, in 1914 Franklin Roosevelt had
several Howland and Forbes relatives living in Paris. Family support for France,
however, was by no means a foregone conclusion. For instance, Sara Delano Roosevelt
described her sympathies during the Franco-Prussian War as having been “thoroughly
German.” In contrast, she recalled that at the time her father “was absolutely French.”
After 1914, however, she found no such differences of opinion in the family. By then, she
had come to share her father’ s enthusiasm for the French cause and thought that everyone
esein the United States did so aswell between 1914 and 1918.%

France, it seemed to the Roosevelts, possessed a new vitality in 1914 that the nation

had lacked in the Franco-Prussian War. Clearly, the Roosevelts accepted the notion of a
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spirit of popular patriotism motivating French actions. Franklin Roosevelt’s aunt, Dora
Delano Forbes, aresident of Paris, expressed admiration for the French fighting spirit and
the “sacred union” proclaimed by President Poincaré. In aletter to her nephew written
one month after the outbreak of the war, she related that “it is wonderful to see the
French[,] their current quiet patriotism united and with no factions now.”*® In April 1915,
she wrote again following her visit to a French military hospital. She found that “it was
distressing and pitiful to see the wounded and suffering, so many head and face and eye
wounds. Great portions shot-away forever—It brings the horror very near[,] but thereis
not ‘aword’ of complaint[,] all want to get well to go back and fight again—""*
Although President Wilson had asked Americans to remain neutral in the European
War, Roosevelt’ sties to the British cause and sympathy for France made him
apprehensive that he would be able to comply with the president’ s request. One night
while dining with Ambassador Spring-Rice, Roosevelt realized that the German
ambassador, Count von Bernstorff, was sitting at the next table. From the perspective of
members of the administration, Bernstorff was “an affable though dangerous antagonist.”
State Department counselor and Secretary of State Robert Lansing recalled, “1 felt that it

was always necessary to be on my guard in talking with him and to be extremely cautious

in whatever | said because | knew that he would take advantage of the least dlip of the
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tongue and utilize it later.”>* After the dinner Roosevelt commented, “I just know | shall
do some awful unneutral thing before | get through!” >3

The widespread belief among progressives that Germany had aggressive designs in the
western hemisphere made it difficult for them to be objective about United States
neutrality despite Wilson's appeal. Following the outbreak of war in Europein 1914,
Theodore Roosevelt believed that “the German Genera Staff has carefully considered the
guestion of hostilities with America’ and suggested that their plans called for “the seizure
of some of our great coast cities and the terrorization of those cities.”>* Kinsman Franklin
Roosevelt harbored similar fears of German aspirationsin August 1914. Anxious about
German naval activity and subversion, Franklin Roosevelt appraised, “The Germans may
be doing more than we suspect.” > His wife Eleanor recalled the reports of German
submarines along the coast and of one having landed its officers, and Sara Delano
Roosevelt relayed that “the big gray building of the German Brothers across the river
from Hyde Park (North of it) is full of anmunition.”®

President Wilson not only feared that “something might happen on the high seas,” he

also believed that German subversives were hard at work in the Western Hemisphere.

2 Robert Lansing, War Memoirs of Robert Lansing (Indianapolis, Indiana: Bobbs-
Merrill Company, 1935; repr. Westport, Connecticut: Greenwood Press, 1971), p. 356.
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Personal Letters, vol. 2, 1905-1928 (New Y ork: Duell, Sloan and Pearce, 1948), p. 267
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Wilson observed that German propagandists were in Mexico “fomenting strife and
trouble between our countries.”>” Recalling the mood in Washington, D.C. in 1916,
Eleanor Roosevelt reflected that “there was a sense of impending disaster hanging over
al of us”*

Asthe war in Europe continued, members of the Wilson administration began to fear
increasingly widespread subversion by the Central Powersin the United States. In mid
1915, Wilson authorized the U.S. Navy to take over the operation of two German-owned
radio transmitting stations in New Jersey and on Long Island.”® At the same time,
evidence received by the State Department from British sources implicated the Austro-
Hungarian and German diplomatic missions in the United States with spying and
fomenting strikes, forcing the recall of Ambassador Constantin Dumba and Germany’s
military attachés.® Lansing believed that von Bernstorff, “a dangerous man” who
“required constant watching,” was responsible for “handling various propaganda and
activities launched by German agents in this country” but “wastoo clever to leave any

proofs of his sharein them.”®* Ambassador Jusserand warned Franklin Roosevelt in 1915

that because German subversion was “certainly even worse than the public knows, too

> Joseph P. Tumulty, Woodrow Wilson As | Know Him (Garden City, New York:
Doubleday, Page and Company, 1924), pp. 159, 186.
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many precautions can not be taken.”® In a cabinet meeting in early 1917, Wilson
expressed his concern about German “plots’ in Cuba and related a story from
Ambassador Gerard. According to Wilson, the German foreign secretary, Gottlieb von
Jagow, told Gerard that in the event that the United States entered the war against
Germany that it would “find that there are 500,000 German reservists ready to take up
arms for [their] mother country & you will have civil war.”® Wilson also surmised that
Germany might find a pretext to seize anaval base in Cubaas a*“most convenient” base
for submarines to operate against the United States.** Later that year, following United
States entry into the war, Wilson publicly accused Germany of having designs on the
Americas and asserted that “their sinister and secret diplomacy has sought to take our
very territory away from us.”®

One product of the progressive American viewpoint was the increasing perception of
the war in Europe as the struggle between two incompatible political philosophies. The

logical extension of such aview was the belief that there could be no neutrals in modern,

industrial strugglesin the future. From early in the war, Theodore Roosevelt believed that
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the war in Europe represented a political struggle with moral implications. He asserted
that “if one side was right this country must throw its strength on the side which was
right.” His niece recalled that “aneutral position was a difficult position for him to hold
for any length of time.”®
Increasingly, Woodrow Wilson also viewed the war as a global struggle between
competing and diametrically opposed ideologies rather than as a military contest between
European states. Although he had urged the American people to remain neutral, German
treatment of Belgium “stirred his passionate indignation” and by 1916 Wilson seemsto
have chosen sides in favor of the Allies.®” Rather than awar between states and alliance
systems, immediately after the Great War, Wilson portrayed the conflict as
awar between systems of culture—the one system the aggressive system,
using science without conscience, stripping learning of its moral restraints,
and using every faculty of the human mind to do wrong to the whole race;
the other system reminiscent of the high traditions of men . . . struggling
toward the right and seeking above al things else to be free.%®
To American progressives the war in Europe took on Darwinian significance as a
struggle between nations and ideologies. Franklin Roosevelt viewed military instruments

of power only effectiveif they reflected national will and determination. He argued “that

moneyl[,] in spite of what the bankers say[,] is not an essential to the conduct of awar by
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adetermined nation.”®® From his perspective, a determined people would always be “able
to find money with which to carry on war.” ™ Theimplication of his viewpoint was that
the military power of governments that did not have the backing of their people would be
fragile. Such governments would be unable to sustain awar against a resolute,

democratic opponent.

Franklin D. Roosevelt arrived in Washington in March 1913 to begin his duties as the
assistant secretary of the navy. During the 1912 presidential campaign, Roosevelt had
actively supported Woodrow Wilson's election bid and impressed party |eaders as being
“asingularly attractive and honorable courageous young Democratic leader.” ™* Prior to
Wilson' sinauguration, Roosevelt had made it known that if asked to serve in the new
administration that he preferred the post in the navy department that his distinguished

cousin had held previously.” For Roosevelt, however, the position of assistant secretary

% Franklin D. Roosevelt to Eleanor Roosevelt, August 2, 1914, F.D.R.: His Persona
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was not an end in itself. Roosevelt entered the administration imbued with the
progressive spirit, displaying the drive and enthusiasm to accomplish “great work . . . for
the public good.”

From the onset, the members of the Wilson administration had |ofty ambitions. They
were, according to Secretary of the Navy Josephus Danidls, “sincerely desirous of
promoting the peace of the world and to that end they were prepared to lead or inaugurate
movements that will result in hastening the day when war shall be ended.” " That is not to
say, however, that the administration either ruled out the United States going to war or
rejected any use of American military power. Early in his administration, Wilson
delineated his position with respect to war, refusing to totally reject war as an instrument
of national policy. He emphasized, “We must not have war except in an honorable
way."

Military preparedness directly supported the administration’s foreign policy goals, and
Franklin Roosevelt quickly became one of the administration’s most consistent advocates
for military preparedness. Roosevelt’s primary concern during the summer of 1914 was
the readiness of the United States navy for war. Although Roosevelt expected German

intrigue and subversion in the western hemisphere, he did not believe that the German

military posed as much of adirect threat to the United States as the Japanese navy did.

he wishesto ridein front.” Josephus Daniels, The Wilson Era: Y ears of Peace—1910-
1917 (Chapel Hill, North Carolina: The University of North Carolina Press, 1944), p.
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Nevertheless, he did not want to take any chances. As the European capitals declared war
in 1914, he confided to hiswife that “it is my duty to keep the Navy in a position where
no chances, even the most remote, are taken.” "

To counter the “political and sectional” pressures to divide the fleet between the
Atlantic and Pacific Oceans in the summer and fall of 1914, Roosevelt enlisted the
assistance of Admira Alfred T. Mahan and Theodore Roosevelt. Answering his
nephew’ s request for articles, Theodore Roosevelt replied, “All right! 1 will do that. | will
get at it as soon as possible.” "’ Franklin Roosevelt confided to Mahan, “1 wish it were
possible to speak quite frankly, and in public, about the excess of our danger in the
Pacific over that in the Atlantic.””® Mahan complied with Roosevelt’ s request, preparing
an article for North American Review and providing an interview with the Saturday
Evening Post. With the outbreak of war, Mahan warned the assistant secretary that “the
war fever is extremely contagious’ and advised, “1 venture to submit that the fleet should
be brought into immediate readiness, and so disposed as to permit of very rapid

concentration, ready to proceed when desired.”
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Mahan's attitudes toward the belligerent powers mirrored Roosevelt’s own thinking.
“As| seeit,” Mahan confessed during the first week of the war, “al our interests favor
British success.” Two weeks later, Mahan wrote to Roosevelt again because, Mahan
admitted, he knew “no one else in the Administration to whom | should careto write.”
The admiral offered, “My own sympathies have been strongly against Germany, because
| have believed her definitely the state responsible for the general war.” He added,
however, that he loved “fair play” and detected “ disingenuousness’ in the Japanese
actions in the Pacific.®

In addition to the clamor to split the fleet, in early 1915 domestic pressures to cut the
federal budget threatened the level of military readiness that Roosevelt sought. In
response to those pressures, President Wilson considered cutting at least one battleship
from the navy and reducing the budget of the War Department to five million dollars.®! In
that climate, military expansion seemed unlikely at best. Secretary of the Navy Josephus
Danielsrecalled that “at first against odds’ he and his assistant secretary labored to attain
the goal of their three-year program of 1915, to have the strongest navy in the world. Of
Roosevelt, Daniels observed, “ There was nothing in naval efficiency that did not
command his interest.”

The budget threat to his preparedness program in 1915 forced Franklin Roosevelt to

elaborate clearly and to present his ideas about military, particularly naval and aeronautic,
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preparedness. He responded to the situation in a distinctly progressive manner by taking
the issue to the people. Admiral Mahan having passed away in the fall of 1914, Roosevelt
wrote a series of articles between 1915 and the spring of 1917. Writings by his kinsman
Theodore Roosevelt once again lent credence to his views. The intent of the articles was
to protect the existing size of the U.S. Navy and a so generate support for further
increases in tonnage. In hisfirst article, Franklin Roosevelt appealed to the “ people of the
country [who] are beginning to take an intelligent interest in a reasonable preparation
against any sudden or unwarranted attack.” Although he considered the battleship “the
backbone of afleet,” he argued for the creation of a balanced force that also included
scouting vessels, aircraft, cruisers, destroyers, submarines, and supply ships. Roosevelt
warned that the United States was “far behind other nations,” particularly in scout vessels
and aircraft. To highlight that deficiency and the danger that it posed to the United States,
he noted that during arecent war game held by the navy, an “attacking fleet,” by
implication the German Imperial Navy, eluded the defending naval force and made a
successful landing in the Chesapeake Bay.®

Theodore Roosevelt took a similar tack in an article intended to sway “our
congressmen and, above al, our people,” arguing that with the U.S. Navy there had been
“agreat faling off relatively to other nations” under the Wilson administration. He too
advocated a balanced fleet, built over the next two to three years that included not only
“cruisers and great fighting craft” but also submarines, destroyers, and “air-ships.” He

asserted, “ The navy of the United Statesis the right arm of the United Statesand is

8 Franklin D. Roosevelt article, “War at Sea and its Weapons,” published September 27,
1915, Writing and Statement File, Box 40, Folder 5, Franklin D. Roosevelt: Family,
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emphatically the peacemaker.” After citing the efficiency of German cruiser and
submarine operations during the first year of the war, Theodore Roosevelt expressed his
opinion that army forts constituted an ineffective defense and that the navy was not
prepared to accomplish the offensive operations vital for the defense of the continental
United States.®

In the articles that followed, Franklin Roosevelt and his kinsman pursued three
consistent themes that built upon their initial arguments. The first was the primacy of the
navy. Taking a cue from the former president’s article, Franklin Roosevelt commented
that “the average citizen has come to realize that the primary safety of the nation rests
with the Navy.”® He further declared the army’ s system of coastal defenses to be
inadequate and asserted that the “country need have nothing to fear” if the navy is
equipped in the correct proportions.®® In addition, Theodore Roosevelt added that the first
step necessary to mitigate disaster and prevent future wartime disgrace would be for the
» 87

United States to “immediately strengthen its navy and provide for its steady training.

His perspective, shared by his younger “cousin,” was that military preparedness served
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two purposes. It served both as “a partial insurance” to prevent the outbreak of war and as
“apartial guarantee that if war comes’ the nation “will certainly escape dishonor.”#
Franklin Roosevelt’ s second mgjor theme was that “comprehensive and modern plans’
drawn up by professionas would correct the “dangerously weakened condition” of
American defenses.®® He asserted that men such as he “have lately realized . . . the short-
comings of our preparation.” Citing science and the “facts’ of “the profession of war on
land and sea,” he claimed that it was imperative that “the aeronautic arms of the Army
and Navy beincreased . . . ahundredfold.”® Several months later, he propounded that
only “partisans or narrow-minded-specialists” would dispute his position on aeronautic
matters. As “thefirst practical step” toward progressive efficiency, he favored a program
of national defense based on “all the scientific knowledge of military experts.”**
Roosevelt further urged the American people to accept the scientific naval construction
program proposed by professionals and authorities such as himself, rather than give

credence to the speculations of laymen, the “cranks’ as well as “well-meaning people’

who lack “sufficient knowledge,” about the needs of “scientific warfare.” % In Theodore

174.
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Roosevelt’ s writings, “incompetents’ such as Secretary of State Bryan and Secretary of
the Navy Daniels received particular scorn. The former president predicted that their
actions like the actions of many political appointees before them, “the clergymen, college
president’s, editors, and humanitarians,” would result in military disaster. As aremedy,
he urged that Congress “summon before its committees the best naval experts and
provide the battleships, cruisers, submarines, floating mines, and aircraft that these
experts declare to be necessary for the full protection of the United States.”® In private,
Franklin Roosevelt had expressed similar views about the secretaries of state and the
navy. He confided, “These dear good people like W.J.B. and J.D. have as much
conception of what a general European war means as Elliott has of higher
mathematics.”**

The third theme centered on the belief that naval service improved citizenship. Men
that enlisted in the navy, Franklin Roosevelt suggested, returned home “in every way
better citizens than when they went in -- physically stronger, mentally more alert, and in
general cleaner and finer specimens of American manhood.”*® His cousin Theodore
agreed. The former Rough Rider and president observed that military service provided

young men the opportunity to develop the habits that would enable them to efficiently

perform their “civic duties in afree democracy” and thereby “increase our social and
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industria efficiency.” Theodore Roosevelt noted, however, that the military service and
preparedness that he advocated was not “militarism” but efficiency for the well being of
the nation.* Franklin Roosevelt made a similar distinction between militarism and
progressive efficiency, placing himself among the far-sighted men who advocated the
later course. For example, in an effort to preserve naval service and preparedness after the
Great War, he explained to an audience, “1’m not the least bit, as you know, of a
militarist, but | believe that we' ve got to tell the truth to the country—"*"

Franklin Roosevelt’ s advocacy of military preparedness in 1915, furthermore, taught
him the political significance of such an approach. By late 1915, switching from his
earlier position favoring reduction of the battleship fleet, Wilson began urging increases
in the army and navy, seeking support among Democrats for his policies toward the war
in Europe. No doubt, Theodore Roosevelt’ s attacks against Wilson's preparedness record
accounted for part of Wilson’sreversal from his previous stand. The position that Wilson
took, however, also allowed him to overcome Bryan'sinfluence in the Democratic Party.
Bryan had warned of the danger of military preparations, to which Wilson countered,
“We have in mind to be prepared, but not for war, but only for defense.” Solely with the
preparedness issue, Wilson, by February 1916, had established primacy among the
Democrats, winning the support of all but two Democratic Senators and over three-

quarters of the Democrats in the House.”® Wilson had used the issue to place himself in a
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powerful position for the coming presidential campaign. His secretary recalled that by
“demanding preparedness,” Wilson “had cleverly outwitted his enemies,” namely “the
pacifists whose feelings had been nurtured by Bryan” and the Republican Party, to win a
resounding victory in the 1916 campaign.*

Franklin Roosevelt certainly recognized the significance of the election of 1916. In the
election, Wilson received nearly three million popular votes over histally of 1912. The
campaign was also significant because it created a Democratic coalition that included
nearly all independent progressives, many leaders of the Progressive Party repudiating
Theodore Roosevelt for Wilson and the left wing of the progressive movement joining
Wilson's ranks en masse. Significantly, the campaign resulted in the Democratic Party
becoming the advocate of domestic reform and produced the fusion of progressivism with
the peace issue.'® Although early returns predicted a Republican victory, Wilson's
election demonstrated in Franklin Roosevelt’s mind “that the American people cannot
always be bought.” In 1916, he declared Election Day to have been “the most
extraordinary day” in hislife.*®* On amore personal level, the 1916 campaign marked a
deeper appreciation for the primacy of domestic politics and the growing influence of

Woodrow Wilson on Franklin Roosevelt as well.

V.
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The Great War in Europe provoked controversy in Washington, D.C. over the direction
that United States policy should take. Twenty years later, Eleanor Roosevelt suggested
that the controversy reflected “differences between Theodore Roosevelt’ s philosophy and
that of President Wilson and his Administration in general.” 1% The conflict, however,
was not drawn along the neat, partisan lines that she recalled. Clearly, Woodrow Wilson
did not accept the necessity of United States intervention in the war until April 1917.
Prior to that time, he gradually came to appreciate the view that a decisive German
victory in Europe, although unlikely, would represent a danger to the United States.
Although he justified greater expenditures on the navy and army after late 1915, his goal
was to avert trouble on the high seas and protect American economic interests in the
Western Hemisphere. Sympathetic to the Allied cause, he believed that benevolent
neutrality on the part of the United States would check the spread of war and military
autocracy across the Atlantic. Wilson's advisor Edward M. House, who went by the
honorary title of colonel, initially advised maintaining United States neutrality. By mid
1915, however, Colonel House recommended a policy of strong opposition to Germany,
even at the risk of war. In contrast, from the onset of the war, Secretary of State William
Jennings Bryan favored pursuing United States neutrality as a moral example to the
world so that the administration might eventually be able to mediate the struggle and

restore peace.’®
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Opposition to the policy of benevolent, pro-Allied neutrality pursued by Wilson came
from several quarters and increased after the sinking of the passenger liner Lusitania by a
German submarine in May 1915. German actions, particularly the invasion of neutral
Belgium, embellished by an effective British propaganda organization, enabled American
newspapermen and other influential Americans, many of them Rhodes scholars, to
convey British views to a shocked American public. For its part, the skeptical American
public generally came to accept as fact most British fabrications of German atrocities,
particularly stories of German soap factories that used human corpses, of a crucified
Canadian, and of Belgian babies with their hands cut off.*** Nonetheless, fully in touch
with the British and French views, Franklin Roosevelt saw it as unfortunate that the
American people displayed “a singular unwillingness’ to accept fully all official British
and French accounts of German atrocities and wanton destruction.'®

Nevertheless, some German military actions needed no embellishment from pro-Allied
spokesmen to shock the American public. The brutality of submarine warfare, aerial
bombardment, and the employment of poison gas seemed to go beyond the accepted
bounds of civilized warfare and shook progressive faith in legal restraints on German
barbarity. German strategic bombing provides a casein point. In late August 1914, amid
reports of German Zeppelin raids on Antwerp, the editors of The New York Times

predicted that “the German military authorities would hesitate long before deciding to
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repeat over London the performance that has terrorized Antwerp.”**® Nevertheless,
German actions soon proved their predictions wrong. In January 1915, German Zeppelins
initiated a strategic bombing campaign against Britain and particularly against London.
The Zeppelin raids continued for the next two and a half years until German fixed-wing
bombers took over the campaign.’®” Consistently, the eastern press called for a stronger
United States response to those outrages.

In the press and in public, one of the fiercest critics of the Wilson administration in late
1914 and 1915 was Theodore Roosevelt. Because the former president considered the
German invasion of neutral Belgium a “breach of international morality,” he attacked the
administration for allowing “our own selfish ease” to prevent the United States from
fulfilling its “explicit obligations to small neutral nations when they are deeply wronged.”
The apparent timidity of President Wilson drew Roosevelt’s particular criticism and
hostility, and he maintained that diplomatic action by the administration in late July 1914
“might possibly have resulted in either putting a stop to the war or in localizing and
narrowly circumscribing its area.” Roosevelt saw the war in Europe as “terrible and evil”

but believed that the United States had to take a stand.'® Consequently, he damned
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Wilson and his policies with the comment, “Dante reserved a specia place of infamy in
the inferno for those base angels who dared side neither with evil nor with good.”**®

From Theodore Roosevelt’ s perspective, the struggle in Europe was atimeless one that
pitted the forces of reaction and autocracy against the peaceful and democratic aspirations
of the people. German ideology and actions convinced him that Imperial Germany
represented autocracy. Roosevelt reaffirmed his affection for German patriots such as
Gerhard von Scharnhorst and the soldier-poet Theodor Korner, and noted, “As regards
Germany, my stand is for the real interest of the mass of the German people.” Roosevelt
believed that ninety per cent of the German people lived in fear, oppressed by a Prussian
autocracy that numbered less than ten per cent of the population. Peace was not possible
with Imperia Germany, he contended, because of the Prussian aristocracy’ s acceptance
of an ideology that recognized no international morality, only force. He considered
German actions in Belgium in 1914-15 to be analogous to Turrene’ s brutal treatment of
the Palatinate, Oliver Cromwell’ s conquest of Ireland, and Napoleon’s despotism in
Spain, Prussia, and throughout the German states. Roosevelt believed that France, faced
with such athreat, acted rightly in 1914 by taking a stand against Germany. Roosevelt
conceived the war in Europe as being part of the broader history of men struggling for
progress and liberty, and he thought that the war might ultimately result in the growth of

democracy in Europe.*®
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Clearly Roosevelt believed that he had aresponsibility to criticize Wilson's policy
toward the war. Wilson's failure to take afirmer stand, Roosevelt thought, not only
reflected timidity but also might result in the defeat of the forces of democracy and
progress. He commented, “1 regard the Wilson-Bryan attitude of trusting to fantastic
peace tredties, to impossible promises, to al kinds of scraps of paper without any backing
in efficient force, as abhorrent.” !

Significant opposition to Wilson's policy also existed within the administration itself.
Much of that opposition coalesced around Robert Lansing, the counselor of the State
Department. Wilson's response to the sinking of the Lusitania prompted the resignation
of William Jennings Bryan in June 1915, and Lansing replaced Bryan as the secretary of
state. Although recognizing that “chief officials’ of the administration and leading
members of Congress favored continuing neutrality, Lansing believed that the United
States must “be prepared to risk everything” to prevent either Germany winning or
breaking even. The German government, he believed, was “utterly hostile to all nations
with democratic institutions.” Evidence of German agentsin Mexico, Latin America, and
the Caribbean convinced Lansing that Germany hoped to parayze the United States into
inaction in the event of another Lusitania outrage; he concluded * democracy throughout
the world is threatened.” Lansing further believed that in anegotiated settlement, onein
which Germany would be allowed “to break even,” Germany would use the opportunity

to prepare with “its usual vigor and thoroughness” to resume “its attack on democracy” in

He Can Render, Ed., Elting E. Morison (Cambridge, M assachusetts: Harvard University
Press, 1954), pp. 822-4.

1 Theodore Roosevelt letter to Hugo M insterberg, October 3, 1914, The Letters of
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(Cambridge, Massachusetts: Harvard University Press, 1954), p. 824.
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the future. In the meantime, he believed it essential that American public opinion “be
prepared for thetime.. . . when we will have to cast aside our neutrality and become one
of the champions of democracy.”**?

In addition to Lansing, other officialsin the Wilson Administration held views
comparable to those of the new secretary of state. Among those in the State Department
and foreign service that were strongly pro-Ally and believed that German victory
endangered the United States were William Phillips and Frank L. Polk.*® Franklin
Roosevelt also shared their views. It seems natural that he would, particularly since the
views of histwo friends coincided with those of his cousin Theodore Roosevelt. Franklin
and Eleanor Roosevelt described Assistant Secretary of State William Phillips and his
wife Caroline as “intimate friends’ and “old friends of ours.” The two men attended
Harvard together, and Eleanor had known the former Caroline Astor Drayton since her
visits to St. Moritz as a youth.™* During the Roosevelt's honeymoon in 1905, Frank Polk
sailed with Franklin and Eleanor across the Atlantic. In Washington, the Roosevelts came

to know Frank Polk, the counselor of the State Department, and hiswife Livy quite

well.*> Working in close proximity in the old State, War, and Navy Building, Franklin

112 Memorandum entitled “ Consideration and Outline of Policies,” July 11, 1915,
reprinted in Robert Lansing, The War Memoirs of Robert Lansing (Westport,
Connecticut: Greenwood Press, 1970), pp. 19-21.
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Roosevelt’ s friendship with Phillips and Polk brought him into personal contact with
Lansing and his views.

Asearly as August 1915, Roosevelt and Lansing seem to have shared similar views
about United States policy and the war in Europe. Franklin Roosevelt’ s wife and mother
expressed similar attitudes as well. Roosevelt met with Secretary Lansing two days after
a German submarine apparently torpedoed the liner Arabic. Although President Wilson
wanted to postpone taking any action until al of the details had been ascertained,
Roosevelt noted, “1 personally doubt if | should be so polite.”**® Eleanor Roosevelt
declared the incident “ An outrage” and wondered “whether there are to be more words or
action of some sort over the Arabic.” Sara Delano Roosevelt related to her son, “| feel a
littleas T.R. feels, in fact agood deal.” She added that “one thing” Wilson “must
remember—the time for dealings with German criminalsis over. Diplomatic relations
with Germany are henceforth impossible.”**” A couple days later, Lansing wrote the
president expressing his opinion that the usefulness of the United States “in the
restoration of peace would certainly not be lessened by a state of war between this
country and Germany, and it might even be increased.” **® Although Lansing considered

the severance of diplomatic relations, Wilson’s methods seemed to triumph, and the

116 Franklin D. Roosevelt letter to Eleanor Roosevelt, August 21, 1915 in F.D.R.: His
Personal Letters, vol. 2, p. 283.
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118 |_etter from Robert Lansing to Woodrow Wilson, August 24, 1915, reprinted in Robert
Lansing, War Memoirs of Robert Lansing (Westport, Connecticut: Greenwood Press,
1935; 1970 reprint ed.), p. 45.

155



German government yielded to United States representations, offering to pay an

indemnity and assuring that further attacks against passenger liners would not occur.**

In January 1917, the situation in Europe seemed bleak and prospects for peace
increasingly remote. From Berlin Ambassador Gerard reported the “most depressing”
mood. He observed, “All hands seem cross.” Gerard relayed that the Kaiser had stated
“that he did not expect peace now” and believed that Germany would defeat any major
British offensive in the spring. Gerard sketched a picture of total military control in
Germany that subverted al vestiges of liberalism in the government. He appraised that
the Imperial German supreme commander Field Marsha Paul von Beneckendorff und
Hindenburg “was thereal ruler of Germany.” According to Gerard’ s sources, the Kaiser
“was losing his mind” and, having been reduced to little more than a figurehead, “ spent
all histime praying and learning Hebrew.” 1n addition, Hindenburg supposedly
“censored”’ any remarks by Chancellor Theobald von Bethmann-Hollweg and had his
spies watching Grand Admiral Alfred von Tirpitz. Gerard also noted that “the Germans
areviolating al the pledgesin Belgium” and have instituted “an absolute reign of terror”
marked by “ Sudden and arbitrary arrests,” deportations, and confiscation of food. He
related that Hindenburg's chief of staff General Erich Ludendorff had demanded the
German actionsin Belgium as “amilitary measure.” Assessing the possibility of

Germany resuming submarine warfare, Gerard believed that Hindenburg controlled that

19 Thomas A. Bailey, A Diplomatic History of the American People (Englewood Cliffs,
New Jersey: Prentice Hall, 1980, tenth edition), pp. 580-1.
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policy and that he might resort to “reckless submarine war” to offset the impact of “any
substantial defeats in the field.”**°

At the end of January 1917, the Wilson administration received word that Germany
would resume unrestricted submarine warfare in February in the war zone around the
British Isles. Contemplating the German message, Wilson feared that it would lead to
war. Hetold his secretary, “ The break that we have tried so hard to prevent now seems
inevitable.” ! Secretary of State Lansing believed that if Germany adopted a policy “to
renew unrestricted submarine warfare” that all hope for a constructive dial ogue that
might lead to peace would “vanish.” Lansing thought that unless the United States took
“astrong position” that the German government would only be encouraged “to act with
ruthlessness.” In response to “the danger which seemsimminent,” Lansing asserted “that
the wisest course is to adopt afirm and uncompromising position as to the right of
merchant vessels to arm for defense.” %

Considering the decision of the German government to resume unrestricted submarine
warfare, Lansing noted, “If our people only realized the insatiable greed of those German

autocrats at Berlin and their sinister purpose to dominate the world, we would be at war

today.” The defeat of the Allies, he believed, “would mean the triumph of Autocracy over

120 Robert Lansing to Woodrow Wilson, February 23, 1917 with enclosure James Watson
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40, November 20, 1916—January 23, 1917, Arthur S. Link, et. al., editors (Princeton,
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121 Joseph P. Tumulty, Woodrow Wilson As | Know Him (Garden City, New Y ork:
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Democracy.” His perspective convinced him that it was a matter of time before the
United States would be “in this war against the Kaiser and his military gang who rule
over Germany.”*? Lansing aso believed that “the establishment of democratic
institutions throughout the world . . . would be impossible if Prussian militarism after the
war controlled Germany.”*#*

On February 3, 1917, Wilson severed diplomatic relations with Germany. His
administration, however, was less certain as to what subsequent steps should be taken.'?
In a cabinet meeting on February 2, Wilson had “said that he didn’t wish to see either
sidewin” but had contrasted German brutality toward neutrals with British confiscations
of “property.” According to Secretary of the Interior Franklin K. Lane, the president
expressed his desire “to see the neutrals unite” but acknowledged that it “would put some
of the small powersin adelicate position.” Wilson concluded “that nothing should be
done now,” preferring to wait for “the ‘overt act’ by Germany” which would enable him
to ask Congress for the power to respond.*?

During cabinet meetings in February, the debate turned to whether the United States
should convoy or arm its merchant ships. Daniels apparently argued against convoying

and in favor of dispersion. Determined to avoid “any act that would look like hostility” to

123 Robert Lansing, War Memoirs of Robert Lansing (Westport, Connecticut: Greenwood
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pp. 591-2.

126 Franklin K. Lane to George Whitfield Lane, February 9, 1917, The Papers of
Woodrow Wilson, vol. 41, January 24—April 6, 1917 (Princeton, New Jersey: Princeton
University Press, 1983), pp. 183-4.
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Germany, Wilson decided against convoying because it represented “a double” hazard
that endangered not only the merchant ships but al so risked an engagement between
escorting American warships and German submarines. The president authorized a
statement telling ship owners “that they might arm” their ships but believed that the
United States government could not provide “guns and gunners’ unlessit received “new
power from Congress.”*?’

In January 1917, craving action, Roosevelt had taken an inspection tour of San
Domingo and Haiti. Eleanor Roosevelt viewed her husband’ s visit to Haiti, an island not
entirely pacified by the Marines, as an effort to “do something with the spice of risk in
it.”*? During that tour, he suddenly received a cable notifying him that Ambassador von
Bernstorff had been given his papers. The cable aso requested Roosevelt’simmediate
return to Washington. Roosevelt had expected that the summons marked an end to the
procrastination and indecision that he perceived in Wilson's policies. He was mistaken.
Roosevelt later commented, “When | returned to the capital | expected to see the nation
mobilized for military action. Frankly, | was astonished to see that we were apparently
doing nothing.”*%°
Upon his return to Washington Roosevelt found an impasse and immediately sought a

solution that would enable the administration to adopt a policy of armed neutrality in a

27 Franklin K. Lane to George Whitfield Lane, February 9, 1917, The Papers of
Woodrow Wilson, vol. 41, January 24—April 6, 1917 (Princeton, New Jersey: Princeton
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Cabinet Diaries of Josephus Daniels, p. 105.
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matter of days. Apparently taking a cue from the arguments of his uncle James Russell
Soley for pursuing armed neutrality under executive order rather than Congressional
authorization, Roosevelt prepared a memorandum that he requested Daniels forward to
Wilson. Roosevelt asserted “that an intolerable situation is beginning to arise” because
the only suitable guns were in the hands of the government, and ships would not leave
port unless they had protection. He confessed that some guns could be “condemned” and
sold as obsol ete but rejected that “ subterfuge” based on the age and quality of the suitable
6-inch gunsin the U.S. Navy inventory. Roosevelt, instead, advocated |oaning the gunsto
the ship owners. He asserted, “Under the law, however, guns may be loaned provided a
suitable bond be given.” Roosevelt envisioned that with presidential authorization armed
merchant ships “ could be made ready to sail” after aslittle as“four or five days

work.” 1%

Roosevelt’ s arguments seemed to have swayed Wilson’'s thinking but not as far as
Roosevelt hoped. At the time Wilson, House, and Lansing favored pursuing a policy of
armed neutrality similar to that of Russia, Denmark, Sweden, Prussia, and Austria during
the Revolutionary War, of the Baltic powers during the Napoleonic Wars, and of the

United States against France in 1798. On February 23, the cabinet debated arming

merchant ships and whether such a course required Congressional authorization. After the
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meeting Daniels assessed a shift in the president’ s thinking. He noted that “Wilson
believed that he had that authority but wished the power of Congress behind him.” 3

On February 26, 1917, Wilson appeared before ajoint session of Congress and asked
for the power to arm merchant ships. Wilson argued that “there may be no recourse but to
armed neutrality, which we shall know how to maintain and for which there is abundant
American precedent.” ** Although the House of Representatives voted 403 to 14 to
approve Wilson's request, afilibuster by twelve Senators blocked Wilson's request for
Congressional authorization. Congress adjourned without action on March 4. Wilson’s
advisor Colonel House bitterly noted that a“small band of Senators’ had used “the
arbitrary rules of the Senate to defeat the wishes of the majority.” In progressive terms,
Wilson characterized his political opponents in the Senate as a“little group of willful
men” who represented “no opinion but their own.” %
After hisbid in Congress failed, Wilson ordered the arming of merchant ships under

his executive authority. On March 6, Wilson called on the Navy Department to discuss

“arming ships.” Several days later, Wilson met with Daniels at the White House. Wilson
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related that he had decided to arm the ships but “wished it all kept quiet.” Daniels, no
doubt assisted by Roosevelt, had the regulations aready prepared and ready for the
president’s approval .*** Due to Wilson's reluctance to make any public announcement
that might provoke the German government, on March 12 the State Department notified
the embassies and legations in Washington that the United States “determined to place
upon al American merchant vessels...an armed guard for the protection of the vessels
and the lives of the persons on board.” ** On March 13, after reviewing the final orders
with Roosevelt, Daniels sent them to the president, secretary of state, and attorney
genera for their approval. Danielsimplementing instructions to the U.S. Navy officers
commanding the armed contingent on each merchant ship also admonished them “not to
mention aword of your instructions.”**®

Although consistent with Wilson’ s intent, the secret orders presumably lacked the
public resolve that Lansing and Roosevelt favored. In March 1917, fearing that Wilson
would “maintain his policy of inaction,” Lansing outlined his thoughts in a memorandum

to the president and Lansing argued for a declaration of war against Germany, the

“enemy of liberalism.” Such a public declaration, Lansing believed “would give mora
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support to the Entente Powers’ and “put heart into the democratic element in Germany,
who are already beginning to speak boldly and show their teeth at their rulers.”**’

In response to the inaction Roosevelt perceived, he candidly expressed his views both
with members of the administration and with the administration’s most vocal critics. In
conversations with Colonel House in March 1917, Roosevelt attributed the “ principal
weakness of [the] Navy” to the procrastination of Secretary Daniels and his refusal to let
the department “make plans with France and England and study their methods.” **®
Roosevelt also felt comfortable debating the merits of the administration’s policies
toward Germany among a circle of Republican critics that included Elihu Root, General
Leonard Wood, J. P. Morgan, and Theodore Roosevelt. At one such meeting in early
March 1917, the position that Franklin Roosevelt took is clear; he advocated a more
vigorous course for American policy than Wilson followed and demanded further
increases in the army and navy. He noted in his diary, “I backed T.R.’s theory.”** Later
that same month, Roosevelt also defended General Wood' s public criticism that
“ America could be taken” because it “had no army and no navy to defend itself.” %

To his credit, Roosevelt also brought up his views with Secretary Daniels and
President Wilson. In February and March 1917, Roosevelt hoped to improve the

readiness of the navy for awar that he believed the United States might to soon enter.
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Military preparedness, he believed, would not automatically lead to war.*** Following a
brief tour of East Coast facilities, Roosevelt noted, “Told J.D. things not satisfactory [in]
Boston and worse [in] N.Y.” Unfortunately, from Roosevelt’ s perspective, “He said
nothing.” In addition to inertiain the readiness for war of the U.S. Navy, the
administration was still in the process of drafting presidentia instructionsto arm
merchantmen to implement the policy of armed neutrality that Roosevelt advocated.
Roosevelt hoped that the president would take action without “ equivocation.” *#2

Briefly serving as acting secretary with Daniels out of town, Roosevelt requested an
appointment with the president to urge a higher level of preparedness. Roosevelt hoped to
get the Atlantic Fleet into port in order to bring it to peak efficiency and to prevent
German submarines from being able to sink the battleships at Guantanamo Bay, Cuba.
An“enthusiastic” Roosevelt carried his “pleainto high — very high circles.” “In fact,” he
recalled, “I went all the way to the top.” Wilson, however, refused Roosevelt’ s request.
Nevertheless, Wilson's reasons for apparent inaction seemed to have left an impression
on Roosevelt, and, after meeting with the president, he came to view Wilson's efforts as
intentional and studied rather than equivocating. Wilson commented that such a move
might be seen as “an act of war,” precisely the kind of signal that he consciously wanted
to avoid sending. Roosevelt related that Wilson told him, “1 want history to show not

only that we have tried every diplomatic means to keep out of the war; to show that the
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war has been forced upon us deliberately by Germany, but also that we have comeinto

the court of history with clean hands.”**

VI.

The United States entered the Great War in April 1917. Woodrow Wilson's
message to Congress on April 2, 1917 reflected his thoughts about the nature of the war
and his perspective of the German government and people. On that occasion, Wilson
asked Congress for a declaration of war and made a clear distinction between the German
people and their government. He asserted that the United States had “no quarrel with the
German people’ and that the American attitude toward them was one of “sympathy and
friendship.” Furthermore, although the German government waged what he considered
“warfare against mankind,” Wilson made it clear that he believed that the Kaiser’s

government had acted on its own “impulse” not the popular will. As Wilson saw it, the

%3 Franklin D. Roosevelt speech at Chautauqua, New Y ork, August 30, 1919, Master
Speech File Number 101, FDRL. Edward M. House to Woodrow Wilson, February 13,
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assessment is that Roosevelt took a different lesson from Wilson's 1917 actions. Rather
than seek to avoid war as Wilson had done by not doing anything that somehow might be
construed as antagonistic, Roosevelt followed the prescription offered by his uncle James
Russell Soley. Far from leading directly to war, Roosevelt believed that more advanced
naval preparations and the implementation of apolicy of armed neutrality might enable
the United States to avoid entering the European War against Germany.
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fight was not only “for the ultimate peace of the world” but also to bring about “the
liberation of its peoples, the German peoples included.”***

With an American declaration of war, Theodore Roosevelt’s public criticism of the
administration came to an end, and he expressed views similar to those of Wilson.
Consistent with his progressive perspective, Roosevelt characterized the conflict as“a
war for liberty and democracy against the ruthless militaristic tyranny of the Prussianized
Germany of the Hohenzollerns.” He observed that far from the civilized application of
military power, on the battlefields of the Western Front “Germany has re-introduced from
the dark ages poison gas and liquid fire, so asto kill her enemies with torture.” He
declared that the United States was fighting for an “ overwhelming victory” over “the
tyrannous Prussianized autocracy which now menaces the entire peace-loving world.”
Presaging the policy of unconditional surrender, he urged that the United States not stop
“until we have brought down the whole fabric of Prussianized militarism.”**

Given the comments of Woodrow Wilson and Theodore Roosevelt, it is not surprising
that Franklin Roosevelt expressed similar views after United States entry into the war.

Both Franklin and Eleanor Roosevelt accepted accounts of German atrocities as

authentic.’*® He believed that he had a responsibility “to warn the United States” about
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“the great dangers” facing the country.**” Consequently, at Chautauqua, in July 1917, he
announced to his audience, “The United Statesis not safe for your children if Germany
wins the war.”**® Clearly, Franklin Roosevelt accepted the notion that the United States
had entered the war “to liberate Germany and the world from the domination of Prussian
Junkerdom.” Prussia dominated the old Germany and posed athreat to the liberal world.
“[T]he *Junker’ class, the mortal enemies of liberalism and the sworn devotees of
autocracy, militarism and Pan-Germanism” controlled the Kaiser’s actions during World
War | and the direction of German foreign policy during the decade prior to 1914.*° In
that respect, Roosevelt reflected the view advertised by the administration that the
purpose of the war was the destruction of “MILITARISM AND KAISERISM.”**
Wilson's next message to Congress in December 1917 demonstrates the extent that
progressivism shaped his administration’s conduct of the war. In terms of domestic
reforms, progressives believed that they could restore power to the people through “the
education of public opinion” and by awakening “the popular conscience.” The creation of
“an enlightened public opinion” then would enabl e the people to reclaim the power that

they had lost or abdicated and, at the same time, refashion the instruments of government
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to guarantee popul ar sovereignty.*>! Wilson applied the same prescription to the
American conduct of the war. As he saw the problem, “the sinister masters of Germany”
continued to deceive the people of Germany. “Prussian military and commercial
autocracy,” furthermore, could not be trusted to either wage war within the bounds of
international law or negotiate a future peace. He argued that the United States “ can
discuss peace” only “when the German people have spokesmen whose word we can
believe.” The main focus of Wilson’s strategy would be to wage a war to educate the
German people by providing “the truth” as the “only possible antidote” to the “fal sehoods
that have kept the German peoplein the dark.”*>? That strategy of reaching the German
people, the administration believed would be successful because as Lansing put it, “The

easiest man in the world to fool is a German officer.” >3

VII.

The ideology of progressive reformers exerted a maor impact on how the Wilson
administration viewed Wilhelmine Germany and, after April 1917, how it waged war to
overthrow it. Perceiving the German people and the German government as two separate
entities, the administration envisioned a strategy designed to educate and inspire the

German people to overthrow their government and replace it with ademocratic system.
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In so doing, the administration took an approach to war that shaped how the
administration of Franklin D. Roosevelt would respond to another war in Europe twenty-
two years later. Wilson's overall strategy for the defeat of Imperial Germany was clear:
educate and devel op the popular conscience of the German people in order for them to
reclaim their power from their Prussian “masters’ and refashion their government along
democratic lines.

The United States government was less certain how it should implement Wilson's
strategic vision for the defeat of Imperial Germany. Army Chief of Staff General Peyton
C. March noted that after the United States entered the war that “the Administration was
not entirely clear in its own mind what our role in the struggle should be.”*>* Somein
administration circles thought that the downfall of the Imperial German government
could take place at little direct cost to the United States. In April 1917, one Marine Corps
brigadier general offered his prediction to the secretary of the navy that Germany “cannot
hold out very much longer because people lack food.”*> In retrospect, Eleanor Roosevelt
noted that “many foolish people like myself said that only our financia resources would
be needed and that the only branch of service which would be called upon to fight would
be the Navy.” Others envisioned sending an army to Europe, but not immediately.**
Walter Lippmann of The New Republic had asserted to President Wilson that any army

“raised would probably be unready to fight before the war was drawing to a close” but
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that it would “give the country a sense of security.”*>” General March observed that
“many military men, even, supposed that our assistance, as far as men were concerned,
would be limited to a show of the flag by asmall force.”**®

From the administration’ s perspective, American soldiers would not be needed on the
Western Front for their combat potential but for their symbolic, moral impact both at
home and abroad. Along those lines, editors of the Scripps-McRae |eague advocated that
the administration “send an army to France” or do something “to stir up our people.” **°
Eleanor Roosevelt recalled the contemporary belief that “the sight of new uniforms and
of fresh men at the front would restore” Allied “morale.” *® General March recalled that
no one then in authority “completely grasped the fact that if we did not get men to France
by the million, instead of by the thousand, the war would unquestionably be won by the
Central Powers.”*®* Ultimately, the task fell to the French mission that arrived in the
United States on April 25, 1917 to convince the Wilson administration to dispatch large
numbers of soldiersto France immediately.

The Vice President of the Council of Ministers, René Viviani, an e oquent Socialist

with an excellent command of English, lead the French mission to the United States;

Maréchal Joseph Joffre, the hero of the Marne, accompanied him. Their message to the
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American people and the Wilson administration was clear: “France wants American
troops on the Western Front and wants them at once.” In pursuit of that goal, the mission
spent nearly aweek in Washington meeting administration officials, cabinet members,
and Congressmen. Escorted by Ambassador Jusserand, Viviani and Joffre attended a
boisterous, cheering session of the Senate and later visited the House of Representatives,
they al'so met with President Wilson. After the arrival of asimilar British mission lead by
Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs Arthur J. Balfour, both delegations conferred,
which led to further meetings with administration officials. 12

The Roosevelt family played amajor role in meeting and entertaining the French
mission and assisting them broadcast their appeal for assistance. Their Washington social
circles and ties with the British and French embassies guaranteed the Roosevelts would
socialize with both the British and French missions during their visit. Eleanor Roosevelt
noted that after the United States entry into the war that she and her husband “were less
and less concerned with socid life except where it could be termed useful or necessary to
the work which had to be done.” **® The Roosevelts thought that the French mission was
important. Upon their arrival to the United States, Franklin Roosevelt greeted Viviani,
Joffre, Marquis Pierre de Chambrun and the others in the French mission at Hampton
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Roads, Virginia™" Roosevelt’s cousin Warren Robbins from the State Department
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escorted the party and was responsible for their comfort. In Washington, Eleanor
Roosevelt remained “very busy” entertaining members of the French and British missions
seeking American cooperation.'®® The Roosevelt’ s were among the government officials
who sailed down the Potomac to Mount Vernon with Joffre, Viviani, and Balfour to lay a

wreath on George Washington’ s tomb.*%

The Roosevelt’s close friend William Phillips
escorted the British mission.'®” In Washington, Viviani and Joffre stayed with diplomat
Henry White, aformer American minister in Paris and Theodore Roosevelt’s
representative at the Algeciras Conference.*®

When Franklin Roosevelt met Joffre and Viviani a Hampton Roads, he urged them to
request the fullest assistance from the United States.'® Theodore Roosevelt’s daughter
Alice and her husband Congressman Nicholas Longworth made asimilar point to de

Chambrun, their cousin by marriage.*”® The French leaders quickly complied and called

for the amost immediate dispatch of United States soldiers. Eleanor Roosevelt recalled
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that “the first plea made by the French mission was that some American soldiers be sent
to France in July.”*"* Viviani asked President Wilson to send American troops within two
months. In atalk to the War College and in discussions with the president and the
secretary of war, Joffre made an immediate appeal for troops as soon as possible, even if
only adivision.*"

The William Phillipses hosted aluncheon that included the Roosevelts, their cousin
Alice and her husband Nicholas Longworth, and Secretary of the Interior Franklin K.
Lane and hiswife Anne. At the luncheon, Joffre made the French desire for United States
troops explicit. The marshal stated, “Y ou should send 25,000 troops at once, then again
25,000 and again and again, just asfast as possible.” Praising Joffre’'s “fair words,”
Franklin Roosevelt insisted “on action at once. Action that will give something definite—
definite ships, definite men—on a definite day.”*”® On April 30, Phillips forwarded the
State Department to Roosevelt such a detailed request from the French vice admiral

seeking United States naval cooperation.'” By April 30, furthermore, Lane, Treasury

172 [ Anna] Eleanor Roosevelt, This Is My Story (New Y ork: Harper and Brothers, 1937),
p. 247.

172 Alice Roosevelt Longworth, Crowded Hours: Reminiscences of Alice Roosevelt
Longworth (New Y ork: Charles Scribner’s Sons, 1934), pp. 248-9.

173 |_ash, Eleanor and Franklin, p. 208.

174 William Phillips memorandum to Roosevelt, April 30, 1917 and Admiral
Chocheprat’s Note: U.S. Government’ s Cooperation to French Naval Requirements,
Genera Correspondence: France, Interdepartmental Correspondence, Official Files, Box
14, Franklin D. Roosevelt: Papers as Assistant Secretary of the Navy, 1913-1920, FDRL.

173



Secretary William Gibbs McAdoo, and Secretary of Agriculture David F. Houston
reportedly were in favor of satisfying Joffre’s plea’’

Increasing support for Joffre from both inside and outside of the administration
pressured Wilson to grant the French request. According to the press report following a
cabinet meeting on May 1, many in the cabinet favored granting the French appedl;
athough, Wilson had not indicated his position.*”® Amid growing cabinet and bipartisan
congressional support to honor the French pleafor United States soldiers, Wilson's critic
Theodore Roosevelt publicly came out in favor of supporting Joffre’ s wishes. Hoping to
be at the head of a contingent of between one and four American divisionsin France,
Roosevelt stated, “1 most earnestly hope that the request of General Joffre to the
American people that we, at the earliest possible moment, send American troops to the
front will be granted.” "’

Wilson's actions quickly undercut Roosevelt’s bid. On May 2, 1917, the press
announced that the Wilson administration assured the French mission that it would grant

their pleato have an American division in France as soon as sufficient transportation was

available.'”® The following day, the press reported it unlikely that Theodore Roosevelt
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would be leading the American troops.}” Also on May 3, both Viviani and Joffre visited
Wilson. For an hour Wilson and Joffre discussed a number of technical issues, with Joffre
offering the president his opinion as to what should be done. Wilson agreed to Joffre's
request that the American general who was to command in France arrive in advance of
hisarmy. It isalso likely that during this meeting Wilson agreed with Joffre’s position
that American divisions complete their intensive training in France rather than delay
deployment until fully trained and prepared as advocated by Secretary of War Baker and
members of the General Staff. Afterwards Joffre noted that he had been favorably
surprised by Wilson’s promptness in accepting his views and by the degree to which
Wilson seemed to be a practical strategist conversant with military operations.*® In
addition, Viviani’s delegation secured an immediate |oan of $ 200,000,000 and a monthly
loan of $ 160,000,000 that would start in July.*®*

With the formal aspect of its mission largely accomplished, on the afternoon of May 4,

the French mission departed Washington on aten-day tour of the United States. In a

private railroad car provided by the State Department, Viviani and Joffre visited Chicago,
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Kansas City, St. Louis, Abraham Lincoln’stomb in Springfield, 1llinois, before going on
to Philadelphiaand New Y ork, West Point, Boston, Baltimore, and then back to
Washington for afarewell on May 15.'®? Throughout the visit of the French mission,
crowds met Joffre with great enthusiasm.*® Following their tour through the Mid West,
the members of the French mission received an overwhelming reception from the people
of New York City. The New Y ork Times reported that the Frenchmen “found such a
welcome as the city had never before accorded to any man or group of men.” Although
the weather was windy with intermittent rain on May 10, 1917, many thousands waited
for hoursto glimpse the French mission and Maréchal Joffre. The paper assessed that “no
demonstration in the city’s history ever brought forth the number of people that came out
yesterday to look at the victor of the Marne.”*®* The city held areception for Viviani and
Joffre in amansion on Fifth Avenue that same day. Determined that her grandchildren
should meet Joffre, Sara Delano Roosevelt took Anna, James, and Elliott from Hyde Park
to Fifth Avenue just to introduce them to the French soldier. In spite of the children
having whooping cough, the old général gave each of the children akiss and treated them

and their grandmother with great kindness. An awestruck Sara Delano Roosevelt also
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related to Franklin and Eleanor that “the perfectly charming brave Joffre” was extremely
complementary about her son.*®®

The next evening, more than one thousand prominent New Y orkers honored the
delegates of both the French and the British missions with adiner at the Waldorf-Astoria.
The mayor of New Y ork was the host, and his Committee to the British and French
commissions included J. P. Morgan and Bernard M. Baruch. In addition, the audience
boasted former President Theodore Roosevelt and his successor William H. Taft, former
presidential candidates Charles Evans Hughes and Alton B. Parker, the governor of New
Y ork, a United States senator, and Mg or General Leonard Wood. Speeches by Viviani
and Balfour and the presence of Roosevelt evoked clamorous enthusiasm from the crowd,
particularly when Roosevelt and Joffre shook hands. Eloquently, Viviani praised the
United States, “ The soul of Americais so great and noble that it isfitting that America
should arise to fight for the cause of freedom and justice.” In contrast, Viviani told his
audience that the philosophy of Germany, and the force behind the German army, was
“brutal and savage.” Noting the tension in Germany, he remarked, “The kultur of
Germany isall very well so long asitsinterests are not crossed, but when they are, itis
like awild beast.” Theodore Roosevelt spent the dinner seated next to Joffre, engaged in

adeep discussion in French.'®
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To ageneration of Americans who had followed the scandals of the Dreyfus Affair and
sympathized with the Dreyfusards, Maréchal Joffre must have seemed an idea officer to
represent arevitalized French Republic. Staunchly republican, anti-clerical, and
progressive, Joffre was a Freemason who openly ate meat on Good Friday. In 1911, he
had been selected as the Chief of the French General Staff less for his tactical or strategic
acumen than for his qualities as a“good Republican.” Nonetheless, observers of Joffre's
bearing and demeanor found that he was “unmistakably a soldier.” Hisvictory in 1914
during the First Battle of the Marne made him one of the most popular men in France.*®’
It seems particularly fitting that among Joffre’ s party when he came to the United States

in 1917 was Major Dreyfus.'®®

VIII.

United States entry into the war and the French request for the dispatch of American
soldiers to France forced the Wilson Administration to consider how it would raise an
army of over one million men. It was amajor task, one inconceivable to the War
Department and the General Staff at the time. In April 1917, the United States had fewer

than 200,000 soldiers under arms; it was, in the words of one senior officer, “scarcely
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enough to form a police force for emergencies within the territorial limits of the United
States.” The Regular Army boasted atotal strength of 127,588 and 66,594 National
Guardsmen in Federal service, previously activated due to trouble with Mexico.*® Henry
L. Stimson, William H. Taft's Secretary of War, estimated that in April 1917 the United
States Army could field amobile force of about 24,000 soldiers with sufficient
ammunition for aday and a half in amodern battle.**® A woefully inadequate force
considering that just during the Battle of Verdun in 1916, French and German casualties
amounted to 420,000 dead and 800,000 wounded.**!

Previous efforts during the Wilson administration to improve the preparedness of the
United States Army had met with meager results, at best. During the summer of 1914,
1915, and 1916, Mg or General Leonard Wood ran Plattsburg camps to provide
rudimentary officer training for civilian leaders, ultimately training ten thousand reserve
officers. Stimson’s successor in the War Department, Lindley L. Garrison, had hoped to
build alarge, effective reserve force that could avoid the local politics and
unpreparedness of the National Guard. Lindley had urged atough line against Germany
and intervention in the war. During 1916, a presidential election year, Wilson rejected
Lindley’ splan for a“Continental Army” in favor of congressional supporters of the
National Guard. Believing Wilson to be a half-hearted advocate of preparedness, Lindley

resigned in 1916, and the administration took no further action to improve the state of the
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Regular Army beforeit entered the war.'® Instead of Lindley’s plan, Wilson had come
out in favor of adifferent approach to preparedness that included funding for a*“navy
second to none” and expansion of the National Guard to 400,000 men. Nevertheless, in
May 1917, Congress passed a bill to raise amass army by conscription and recruitment of
volunteers, approximately one-third would be Regular Army, one-third National Guard,
and one-third the National Army. Existing regular and guard regiments became part of
newly formed divisions and prepared for transport to France. Captain George C.
Marshall, adivision staff officer in the First Division, the first sent to France, noted that
the members of the division staff met each other at sea and then had to be told the
organization of their new unit.*®

It was during the visit of the French mission and the General Staff’sinitial attempts to
form combat divisions that Theodore Roosevelt publicly proposed to raise aforce of up
to four volunteer divisions and take them to France. The former Rough Rider argued that
the request of Marshal Joffre and the French mission “best could be realized by
permitting him to take volunteers to the trenches of France.”*** An earlier request by

Roosevelt to Secretary of War Newton D. Baker in February 1917 to raise asingle

division met with no action.'®> Roosevelt explained his desire to Ambassador Jusserand,
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“I intend to do everything that isin meto serve in amanner that will be of most benefit to
my people, to France, and to Belgium, and to the Allies generally, and to humanity.”
Roosevelt continued, “| believe that the best service | can render as an ex-President of the
United States, is to be sent with my division to the front, just as soon asit is possible to
get my men in shape....”** On April 10, 1917, Theodore Roosevelt met with President
Wilson to make his request again. Although Wilson would not commit to the venture,
Roosevelt believed that on the whole the interview had been “satisfactory.”*®” Franklin
Roosevelt gave his enthusiastic support to Theodore Roosevelt’ s attempt. Despite
additional support for Roosevelt’s proposal from members of Congress, French
ambassador Jusserand, and Georges Clemenceau, Wilson rejected the proposal. Backed
by the War Department, Wilson justified his refusal on the grounds that Roosevelt’s
actions would strip valuable officers away from the divisions that would be formed as
part of the national army. Franklin and Eleanor saw their degected uncle after Wilson's
decision became evident. Eleanor Roosevelt recalled, “1 think the decision was a bitter
blow from which he never quite recovered.”**®

The officers of the organization that Theodore Roosevelt proposed to field would have

come largely from the ranks of former Rough Riders, officers he had known in Cuba, and
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from members of the New Y ork National Guard. Among the twenty men who were hand
chosen by Roosevelt were William J. Donovan, Henry L. Stimson, and Frank Knox. As
early as 1916, Stimson, aformer secretary of war, had helped Roosevelt devel op tentative
lists of officersto lead the units he intended to raise. Following his meeting with Wilson,
Theodore Roosevelt gave up his plan, and on May 21, 1917 he released Donovan,
Stimson, Knox, and the others for other service.*

Given Theodore Roosevelt’ s active encouragement, the allure of military service was
strong on the Roosevelt family throughout the Great War. During the summer of 1917,
Eleanor’s brother Hall Roosevelt and her cousin Quentin, Theodore Roosevelt’s youngest
son, enlisted in the aviation branch together.?®® Theodore Roosevelt, Jr. joined the First
Infantry Division, the first United States division to sail to France; his brother Archie
quickly followed. Their other brother Kermit served with the British Army in
Mesopotamia and later transferred to the American Army in France. While Woodrow
Wilson urged Franklin Roosevelt to run for Governor of New Y ork, kinsman Theodore

Roosevelt urged his nephew to get into the war.?* Throughout 1917 and 1918, Theodore
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Roosevelt’ s ideas fundamentally shaped Franklin Roosevelt’ s views of wartime service,
leadership, and duty. The elder Roosevelt’s martial judgment provided a powerful frame
of reference for his nephew during the Great War and throughout his future.

Franklin Roosevelt pined to serve in uniform. Soon after United States entry into the
war, Roosevelt told Daniels “that he wished to enter the armed forces.” Considering the
impact of Theodore Roosevelt’s experiences as a Rough Rider on his subsequent political
rise, Daniels believed that his assistant “thought actual fighting in the war was the
necessary step toward reaching the White House.” Although President Wilson told
Daniels that Franklin Roosevelt’s “only and best war service isto remain where heis,”
the assistant secretary |obbied the president to make a personal appeal.** Rejecting
Wilson's suggestion that he run for governor, in mid 1918 Franklin Roosevelt told the
president that if he left the Navy Department “it could only be for active service.”**

Wilson refused Roosevelt’ s request to resign and serve in uniform. In the summer of

1918, a persistent Roosevelt managed to take an inspection tour of the Western Front.

In retrospect, it becomes evident that the course of the war during 1918 had a major
impact on how Franklin Roosevelt and his generation viewed both German and American

power. By late 1917, the Central Powers seemed triumphant almost everywhere: Russia
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had left the war, the Italian front had collapsed, the major French offensive of the
summer had disintegrated and there seemed no impetus for a successful Allied offensive
on the Western Front. After the winter lull, March 1918 witnessed the initiation of a
succession of German offensives that would last until July 1918 and reach within thirty-
five miles of Paris. The offensives, however, exhausted all German reserves of manpower
and morale, and the initiative on the battlefield passed to the Allies and the United States.
The experience of those Americans committed to battle after mid 1918 proved to be a
unigue and particular one. Having gambled and committed al of the divisionsin its
strategic reserve in May and June 1918, Germany had no forces with which to stem the
advance of the armies of the Allied and Associated powers, infused with large, fresh
American divisions, in the autumn of 1918. In Europe to tour the front, Roosevelt
perceptively noted in late July 1918, “The past month has | think clearly marked the
turning point of the war.”?*

Not even Roosevelt, however, predicted the speed of the German collapse in the
autumn of 1918. After histrip to the front, he had hoped to return to the United States,
resign his position as assistant secretary of the navy, and join a battery of naval railway
gunsin Europe as alieutenant commander in the U.S. Navy.*® Events, however, moved
too swiftly. Although German power seemed at its apex in June 1918, by October and

early November, the will of German soldiers and civilians to continue the war had

evaporated, and the mass movement for peace assumed the proportions of asocia
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revolution.?®® The suddenness of the German collapse undoubtedly came as a shock to
Roosevelt. Helanded in New Y ork City with influenza and pneumoniain September
1918, and, after recovering, he returned to Washington in mid October to finalize his
reports. Unfortunately for his aspirations, in October word a so arrived from Germany
that it would discuss peace terms.?’

Roosevelt’ s visit to the front in 1918 reinforced his conceptions of German and French
soldiers. German morale, he believed, was fragile. Y ears later, he observed, “The facts of
the year 1918 are proof that a mighty German army and atired German people can
crumble rapidly and go to pieces when they are faced with successful resistance.”?® In
contrast, French poilus epitomized intelligence and determination. Roosevelt rated
French sentries as “ noticeably more aert” than their counterparts and was impressed with
the “two ferocious |ooking Poilus armed with rifles” who escorted him during his visit.
Seeing a group of dirty, tired German prisoners along the road, he offered, “They did not

impress me as being physically unfit, but there is an awful contrast between the amount

of intelligence in their faces compared with the French Poilus.” That night, observing a
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French division being pulled out of the line near Chateau Thierry, he commented that
“these Poilus after many days of constant fighting and shell fire still looked awake and
intelligent, very different from the stolid, stupid look on the faces of the German
prisoners.”?® Nowhere in Roosevelt’s account of histravelsin Franceis there any
indication of a contemporary awareness of the mutinies that immobilized the French
army the previous summer.

Roosevelt’ s experiences during his tour validated his views of sea power and further
convinced him that air power might enable civilization to avoid the horrors of the
Western Front Again. Concerning naval activity and the implementation of the blockade,
he appraised offensive operations and coastal bombardment to be very effective and
assessed that improved patrolling and escorting, “with which | had something to do in the
summer of 1917,” had made the waters around Britain safe again. In northern France, he
visited several U.S. Navy aero squadrons that would soon be operational. He saw first
had the effect of German bombing raids. After inspecting the devastation caused by
German raids at severa airfields and in French towns, he noted the blast radius of the
latest 800 to 1200 pound German bombs and saw the potentia of heavier bombs. He
confidently believed that the United States “ happens to have an answer” in the form of a
1750 pound bomb dlated to be dropped by American night bombers. He envisioned the
great potential of heavy bombs dropped behind the front lines on transportation facilities,

“ammunition dumps, air dromes and military objectives.”?!°

299 Entry for August 4, 1918, Diary 1918, Personal Files, Box 33, Franklin D. Roosevelt:
Papers as Assistant Secretary of the Navy, 1913-1920, FDRL.

219 Entry for August 3, 1918, Diary 1918, Personal Files, Box 33, Franklin D. Roosevelt:
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Roosevelt also noted the seemingly indomitable spirit of French public officials that he
observed and heard about in France. He praised the dedication of local French officials
and public servants who remained at their posts even “during the ‘touch-and-go’ days of
1914.” He hypothesized that the French people “seem to lose their heads even less than
the Anglo-Saxons.” Although he consistently lauded the intelligence and tenacity of the
French soldier, Roosevelt directly attributed French success during the Great War to
France’ s Radical leaders, particularly Georges Clemenceau. Roosevelt met Clemenceau
in August 1918 and declared him to be the “ greatest civilian in France.” "

Clemenceau fueled the imagination of American progressives. His early militant
republicanism brought him in conflict with the regime of Napoleon 111, and Clemenceau
spent severa yearsin the United States as a teacher and journalist prior to returning to
Francein 1869. His political career began as mayor of Montmartre after the overthrow of
Napoleon I11. A vigorous and stormy politician, his skills as a duelist and debater won
him the sobriquet, “ The Tiger.” Despite areputation for extreme Radicalism earned in the
Chamber of Deputiesin the early Third Republic, the Clemenceau of the late 1890s and
early 1900s was someone with whom progressives could relate. After failing to win
reelection in 1893, Clemenceau dedicated himself to journalism and became a passionate
Dreyfusard. In 1898, he published Emile Zola's sensational open |etter denouncing the
French Army’s conspiracy against Captain Alfred Dreyfus and the Republic. He returned
to parliament in 1902 as the Radical Party donned the mantle of progressin France.

During Clemenceau’ sfirst term as President of the Council of Ministers, or Prime

21 Entry for August 2, 1918, Diary 1918, Personal Files, Box 33, Franklin D. Roosevelt:
Papers as Assistant Secretary of the Navy, 1913-1920, FDRL. Roosevelt aso noted the
absence of Clemenceau at alunch given by President Raymond Poincaré at the Elysee
Palace in honor of Herbert Hoover.
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Minister, from 1906 to 1909, he proposed a package of progressive legislation that
included the ten-hour workday, an income tax, and pensions for the elderly. Like Franklin
Roosevelt, Clemenceau was a Freemason. Prior to hisinstallment as Prime Minister and
Minister of War in November 1917 at the age of seventy-six, Clemenceau had been a
consistent critic of the government’ s defeatism and inability to win a decisive victory. He
publicly supported initiatives to bolster French morale and determination like Theodore
Roosevelt’ s proposal to deploy and command an American volunteer unit in France. In
March 1918, Clemenceau characterized his policy, “Internal policy, | wage war; foreign
policy, | still wage war.”?*? The chairman of Wilson’s War Industries Board, Bernard
Baruch, considered Clemenceau to be a“great Frenchman” with “indomitable will and
courage.” According to Baruch, in 1917 and 1918 Clemenceau “was the savior of
France.”*"

From Roosevelt’s perspective, Clemenceau ably provided civilian leadership to control
and direct the French war effort, taking a more involved and personal role than Wilson
did in the United States. In Clemenceau’ s office, the prime minister showed Roosevelt
his “big map with all the latest troop movements’ and areport detailing the latest
progress at the front “up to one hour before.” Roosevelt also observed how Clemenceau
directed the nationa effort through the services of trusted agents such as André Tardieu
working through a series of ad hoc executive agencies tailored to specific wartime needs.

Characterizing Tardieu as the “best executive administrator in the French Cabinet,”

12 James F. McMillan, Twentieth Century France: Politics and Society, 1898-1991
(London: Edward Arnold, 1992) pp. 6, 14, 18-20, 74-5.

213 Bernard M. Baruch, Baruch: The Public Years (New York: Holt, Rinehart and
Winston, 1960), p. 112.
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Roosevelt was fascinated how Tardieu essentially had “authority over the Ministers of the
other departments’ and expected that a good many resented Tardieu’s interference and
were jealous of him. The process of executive agencies, however, produced tangible
results that benefited United States forces and the coalition war effort; Roosevelt noted,
“It isabeautiful and practical plan and it is showing results every day because everyone
knows what French Government ‘Red Tape’ still is, and it is even more difficult for an
American to untie.” **

Closer to the front, Roosevelt visited the headquarters of French Maréchal Ferdinand
Foch, the commander-in-chief of all the armies of the Allied and Associated Powersin
France. Spending an hour with Foch, Roosevelt was impressed with the calmness and
complete sense of control evident in the headquarters staffed by “half a dozen officers
and perhaps a dozen enlisted men.” Roosevelt noted that as commander-in-chief Foch
concerned himself with major results and the objectives of his strategy and with his
potential reserves of manpower, guns, and ammunition. He also assessed that in his
actions Foch gave “constant and necessary attention” to his political leaders and the
national efforts “to keep the Allied Armies in a position to make victory a certainty.” %
The trip also provided Roosevelt with an opportunity to pay avisit to Maréchal Joffre.

The two talked about “the daysin May 1917 when our decision to send areally great

army to Europe hung in the balance.” Roosevelt assessed that without the efforts of Joffre

214 Entry for August 2, 1918, Diary 1918, Personal Files, Box 33, Franklin D. Roosevelt:
Papers as Assistant Secretary of the Navy, 1913-1920, FDRL. In contrast to Tardieu,
Roosevelt noted that the Minister for Foreign Affairs “does not carry as much weight as
his title would indicate.”
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and the French mission “that only asmall part of the million and a quarter men now in
France would be here.” Joffre spoke frankly telling Roosevelt of his discouragement in
Washington and the inability of the Secretary of War and the General Staff to provide
“any definite statement” of United States plans or anything more than generalizations “as
to the numbers of troops, time of departure, program for guns, deliveries of materia,
etc.[,] etc.” Roosevelt took pride in Joffre’ sinsistence that it was Roosevelt’s “friendly
advice’ from the very first day after meeting the French mission at Hampton Roads that
“in the end enabled him to obtain the answers for which he had come to America.” *°
During his tour of the front in the summer of 1918, Franklin Roosevelt never
recognized the fragile nature of morale in the French Army. Roosevelt saw, instead, only
the indomitable spirit of the French poilu. The previous year, mutinies had spread
throughout half of the French Army following afailed and bloody offensive at Chemin
des Dames directed by Général Robert Nivelle. In April and May 1917, after the French
Army sustained 110,000 casualties, 40,000 men refused to go to the front. Several
regiments had attempted to march on Paris. The French Grand Quartier Général
recorded mutiniesin 113 infantry regiments, twelve artillery regiments, a dragoon
regiment, and 25 additional battalion-sized units, in all affecting sixteen French corps.?*’
The French government managed to conceal the extent of the 1917 mutinies, and the

American image of the indomitable French soldier remained intact.
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Despite Wilson' s rejection of Theodore Roosevelt’s plans to raise volunteer divisions
for service in France, Franklin Roosevelt remained a staunch believer in Theodore
Roosevelt’ s military abilities. In August 1917, after news arrived that German drives had
taken Riga and threatened Petrograd, Franklin Roosevelt announced that if the
administration had “sent TR over to Russiawith 100,000 men,” then, “ This would not
have happened.”#*® The force Theodore Roosevelt hoped to raise for duty on the Western
Front included Henry L. Stimson, Frank Knox, and William J. Donovan, men who
considered themselves to be progressive Republicans. Theodore Roosevelt’s martial
judgment clearly made alasting impression on his younger kinsman. In the summer of
1940, when Franklin Roosevelt wanted to bolster United States military preparedness and
security, he offered cabinet positions to Stimson and Knox.

In 1918, Stimson and Knox each commanded artillery units in France. Both men,
however, served with units supporting divisions that only entered combat in active
sectors after the German spring offensives of 1918 had been halted. Stimson’s combat
experience consisted of one month as an observer with the British 51% Division at the
front near Cambrai and three weeks in the line commanding an artillery battalion in the
305™ Artillery Regiment, 77" Division. Despite the relative quiet of the sectors where he
served, Stimson took great pride in the fact that “ he was actually in command of troops in

the line” and that his unit was “holding our little sector against the Boche line and to that

218 Entry for August 21, 1917 in Daniels, The Cabinet Diaries of Josephus Daniels, p.
194.
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small extent responsible for civilization.”# In early August 1918, Stimson was ordered
home, promoted to colonel, and given command of a new artillery regiment being readied
a Camp Meade, Maryland for “the great operations being planned for 1919.”%%°

Before the Great War, Stimson’s early career brought him into contact with Theodore
Roosevelt and ultimately owed a great deal to the former Rough Rider. Fascinated with
the American West as a young man, Stimson became alaw partner in Elihu Root’s Wall
Street firm in 1893 and first met Theodore Roosevelt the following year. In the wave of
excitement over the outbreak of war with Spain in 1898, Stimson joined a cavalry troop
inthe New Y ork National Guard, serving with the troop for nine years. Root became
President Theodore Roosevelt’s secretary of war in 1899, and while in the presidency
Roosevelt referred to Root’ s former law partner as “ Sergeant Stimson” and in 1902
hailed him as “young Lochinvar.” In December 1905, Roosevelt called Stimson to the
White House and subsequently appointed him to the post of United States Attorney for
the Southern District of New Y ork. When President William H. Taft offered Stimson the
position of secretary of war, Stimson replied that he had to confer with four people first:
hiswife, hisfather, hislaw partner, and Theodore Roosevelt. At the state convention in
1910, Theodore Roosevelt nominated Stimson to run for governor of New Y ork.

Although the campaign of 1912 and Stimson’s loyalty to Taft caused arift between

Stimson and Theodore Roosevelt, the rift largely mended by late 1915 after the outbreak

219 Entry for July 11, 1918, Henry L. Stimson Diaries, 1V:147-8, Yae University
Library.
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of war in Europe and the criticism that both men had for Wilson’s handling of United
States foreign policy.”*

Shared interests and mutual acquaintances brought Franklin Roosevelt into direct
contact with Stimson. It islikely that one of Stimson’s assistants as U.S. Attorney in New
Y ork, Felix Frankfurter, first introduced Stimson to Franklin Roosevelt.”** Theodore
Roosevelt also constituted a powerful link between the two. In 1909, Theodore Roosevelt
asked Stimson “to act as his personal counsel and advisor” and their “families saw a great
deal of each other” after Roosevelt returned from Africa, living only eight miles apart.
Occasional contact between Franklin Roosevelt and Stimson probably occurred due to
the proximity of the Stimson residence with Oyster Bay. For instance, in September 1911

Secretary of War Stimson and former Rough Rider General Leonard Wood went for a

221 «Memorandum of interesting (to me) occasions & eventsin my life during the past
few years—Begun Jan 17" 1909,” “Personal Reminiscences, 1911-1912,” and “Previous
Relations With Colonel Roosevelt,” microfilm edition of the Henry L. Stimson Diaries,
1:1-4, 11:8-19, Yae University Library, New Haven, Connecticut. See also Henry L.
Stimson and McGeorge Bundy, On Active Service in Peace and War (New Y ork: Harper
and Brothers, 1947), p. 91 and Godfrey Hodgson, The Colonel: The Life and Wars of
Henry Stimson, 1867-1950 (New Y ork: Alfred A. Knopf, 1990), pp. 7-8, 52-3, 58-9, 61.
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edition of the Henry L. Stimson Diaries, 11:12, 19, Yae University Library. In 1910,
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campaign, Felix Frankfurter, then serving with the Bureau of Insular Affairs, earned
Theodore Roosevelt’ s praise as one of the “associates and counselors’ that he would like
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Ewert, July 5, 1912, Elting E. Morison, ed., The Letters of Theodore Roosevelt, Vol. 7,
The Days of Armageddon, 1909-1914 (Cambridge, Massachusetts. Harvard University
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long horseback ride with Theodore Roosevelt and his nephew.? Coincidentally,
Theodore Roosevelt prodded both progressives into New Y ork politicsin 1910. The
former president nominated Stimson to be governor of New Y ork; while, Franklin
Roosevelt ran for state senator.”**

Franklin Roosevelt’s criticism of Wilson's policies prior to United States entry into the
Great War, his support for Theodore Roosevelt’ s theories, and his sessions with
Republicans publicly critical of the Wilson administration brought him into direct contact
with Stimson’s Wall Street partner Elihu Root, General Wood, and, presumably, Stimson
himself.?* Stimson considered Theodore Roosevelt's “ personal crusade in favor of a
strong American stand against Germany” to have been the former president’ s greatest
service to his country.??® In May 1917, when Theodore Roosevelt abandoned his plans to
raise four volunteer divisions, he released Stimson who subsequently served at the War

College in Washington, D.C. before joining the 77" Division that autumn.?’
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Reflecting the attitudes of progressive America, Stimson characterized France as “ till
standing nobly on guard for us and for civilization.”**® Stimson believed that the war in
Europe was a direct result of “the Prussian doctrine of state supremacy” and the theory
“that all rights belonged to the state.” The world, Stimson perceived, was “divided
between those who believed in the individual and democracy and those who believed in
the state and autocracy.” Although submarine attacks had been an immediate cause for
the United States to enter the war, he believed that “the basic enemy was Prussianism.”*?
In Stimson’s mind, the Great War had become a conflict between political ideologies,
ideas, and national will.

Stimson’ s experiences on the Western Front shaped his views of the combatants and
the dynamics of the war. He found French soldiers “inspiring” and noted that “British and
French morale seems perfectly good and they are confident.”**° Stimson believed that the
French character was particularly adept at responding to temporary battlefield setbacks.
During amagjor German offensive on the Somme in late March 1918, he observed, “ Only
the French seem calm.” Stimson added, “It isreally asign of their superior knowledge of

military affairs that they take the rather startling situations calmly and make their

dispositions asif it were al in aday’swork.”?** In contrast, Stimson believed that
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German and Austrian morale was much more fragile than that of either France or Britain.
He envisioned that a successful defense against German and Austrian offensives might be
sufficient to turn their people against continuing the war. If the Allies could “ check”
offensives by either Germany or Austria, then it would “be fatal to them.”*? He predicted
that if the German offensives of mid 1918 could be stopped then “the crisiswill be
over.”?* Stimson surmised “that if the Boche ever cracked he would crack badly[,] and if
he gets a good sock dolager of a set back this summer . . . that he will go up in the air.”?**
Several days later he reported the German offensive on Paris stopped and offered, “From
now on he will decline and, | hope, decline rapidly.”#** Despite Stimson’ s optimism
about arapid German decline, he saw little prospect that the end of the war would come
in 1918 even though the effect of an unsuccessful offensive “on Germany will be
tremendous.” >

Stimson admired the French soldiers he encountered and praised their martial qualities.

He contrasted American soldiers who “looked vigorous and young and powerful” with

their French counterparts “who looked older and rather worn although showing afine
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spirit and elan.”?*” Stimson, who had lived in Paris as a boy, noted with pleasure his
encounters and dinners with French officers.”®

Stimson, nonetheless, held aless favorable view of German soldiers. He inherited his
father's disgust for “the martial swagger” of Imperia Germany.?* Indicative of his
attitude, Stimson occasionally referred to German soldiers as “the Prussians.”?*° He
characterized German soldiers as “those creatures’ and blamed the “Boche” for “the
blight he has put upon this sad land.”?** Unlike the morale of the French, Stimson
believed that a sharp battlefield setback would be sufficient to destroy the morale of the
German soldiery and people and, ultimately, topple their militaristic and autocratic
society. In histhinking, German battlefield setbacks were the mechanism that would lead
to the awakening of the German people. Concerning the individual Germans that he

believed had been tricked by the autocratic Prussian oligarchy into supporting the war,
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Stimson thought that after a battlefield defeat “ his government can no longer hide the
truth from him”2*

Like Stimson, William Franklin Knox aso served with the artillery during the Great
War. Following completion of college in 1898, Frank Knox volunteered for servicein the
Spanish-American War. He joined the 1¥ Volunteer Cavalry Regiment, the “Rough
Riders,” at Tampa, Florida and fought with Theodore Roosevelt in Cuba. A newspaper
reporter and, later, editor and publisher, Knox became politically prominent after the
Spanish-American War. In 1910, he became the chairman of the Michigan Republican
Party central committee and a political appointee to the board of Indian commissioners
the following year. In 1912, he managed Theodore Roosevelt’s campaign for the
Republican nomination in the west and subsequently supported him as the candidate for
the Progressive Party. When the United States entered the war in 1917, Knox enlisted as
aprivate soldier. He received orders to attend officers’ training school and an
appointment as a captain of cavalry. Hisinitial assignment found him serving at Camp
Dix, New Jersey as adivision personnel officer. In December 1917, Knox earned
promotion to major and assignment as the commander of the ammunition train of the
153" Artillery Brigade, 78" Division. As Knox prepared to deploy to France, Theodore
Roosevelt noted, “Lord, how | wish | was going over with you!” In France, Knox served

with the 78" Division from M ay 1918 through the Armistice, pa