THE LEGEND OF ISOLATIONISM IN THE 1920's
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The widely accepted assumption that the United States was isolationist from 1920 through
1932 is no more than a legend. Sir Francis Bacon might have classed this myth of isolation as one
of his Idols of the Market-Place An "ill and unfit choice of words," he cautioned, "leads men away
into innumerable and inane controversies and fancies." And certainly the application of the terms
isolation and isolationism to a period and a policy that were characterized by vigorous involvement
in the affairs of the world with consciousness of purpose qualifies as an "ill and unfit choice of
words." Thus the purpose of this essay: on the basis of an investigation of the record to suggest
that, far from isolation, the foreign relations of the United States from 1920 through 1932 were
marked by express and extended involvement with-and intervention in the affairs of-other nations
of the world.
It is both more accurate and more helpful to consider the twenties as contiguous with the
present instead of viewing those years as a quixotic interlude of low-down jazz and lower-grade
gin, fluttering flappers and Faulkner's fiction, and bootlegging millionaires and millionaire
bootleggers. For in foreign policy there is far less of a sharp break between 1923 and 1953 than
generally is acknowledged. A closer examination of the so-called isolationists of the twenties
reveals that many of them were in fact busily engaged in extending American power. Those
individuals and groups have not dramatically changed their outlook on foreign affairs. Their
policies and objectives may differ with those of others (including professors), but they have never
sought to isolate the United States.
This interpretation runs counter to the folklore of American foreign relations. Harvard
places isolationism "in the saddle." Columbia sees "Americans retiring within their own shell."
Yale judges that policy "degenerated" into isolation-among other things. Others, less picturesque
but equally positive, refer to a "marked increase of isolationist sentiment" and to "those years of
isolationism." Another group diagnoses the populace as having "ingrained isolationism," analyzes it
as "sullen and selfish" in consequence, and characterizes it as doing "its best to forget international
subjects." Related verdicts describe the Republican party as "predominantly isolationist" and as an
organization that "fostered a policy of deliberate isolation."
Most pointed of these specifications is a terse two word summary of the diplomacy of the
period: "Isolation Perfected." Popularizers have transcribed this theme into a burlesque. Their
articles and books convey the impression that the Secretaries of State were in semi-retirement and
that the citizenry wished to do away with the Department itself. Columnists and commentators have
made the concept an eerie example of George Orwell's double-think. They label as isolationists the
most vigorous interventionists.
The case would seem to be closed and judgment given if it were not for the ambivalence of
some observers and the brief dissents filed by a few others. The scholar who used the phrase "those
years of isolationism," for example, remarks elsewhere in the same book that "expansionism . . .
really was long a major expression of isolationism." Another writes of the "return to an earlier
policy of isolation," and on the next page notes a "shift in policy during the twenties amounting
almost to a "diplomatic revolution." A recent biographer states that Henry Cabot Lodge "did not
propose an isolationist attitude," but then proceeds to characterize the Monroe Doctrine-upon which
Lodge stood in his fight against the League of Nations treaty-as a philosophy of "isolation." And in
the last volume of his trilogy, the late Professor Frederick L. Paxton summed up a long review of

the many diplomatic activities of the years 1919-1923 with the remark that this was a foreign policy
of "avoidance rather than of action. "
But a few scholars, toying with the Idol of the Market Place, have made bold to rock the
image. Yet Professor Richard Van Aistyne was doing more than playing the iconoclast when he
observed that the "militant manifest destiny men were the isolationists of the nineteenth century."
For with this insight we can translate those who maintain that Lodge "led the movement to
perpetuate the traditional policy of isolation." Perhaps William G. Carleton was even more
forthright. In 1946 he pointed out that the fight over the League treaty was not between isolationists
and internationalists, and added that many of the mislabeled isolationists were actually "nationalists
and imperialists." Equally discerning was Charles Beard's comment in 1933 that the twenties were
marked by a "return to the more aggressive ways . . . [used] to protect and advance the claims of
American business enterprise." All these interpretations were based on facts that prompted another
scholar to change his earlier conclusion and declare in1953 that "the thought was all of keeping
American freedom of action."
These are perceptive comments. Additional help has recently been supplied by two other
students of the period. One of these is Robert E. Osgood, who approached the problem in terms of
Ideals and Self-Interest in American Foreign Relations. Though primarily concerned with the
argument that Americans should cease being naive, Osgood suggests that certain stereotypes are
misleading. One might differ with his analysis of the struggle over the Treaty of Versailles, but not
with his insistence that there were fundamental differences between Senators Lodge and William E.
Borah, as well as between those two and President Woodrow Wilson. Osgood likewise raises
questions about the reputed withdrawal of the American public. Over a thousand organizations for
the study of international relations existed in 1926, to say nothing of the groups that sought
constantly to make or modify foreign policy.
Osgood gives little attention to this latter aspect of foreign relations, a surprising omission
on the part of a realist. But the underlying assumption of his inquiry cannot be challenged. The
foreign policy issue of the twenties was never isolationism. The controversy and competition were
waged between those who entertained different concepts of the national interest and disagreed over
the means to be employed to secure that objective. Secretary of State Charles Evans Hughes was
merely more eloquent, not less explicit. "Foreign policies," he explained in 1923, "are not built
upon abstractions. They are the result of practical conceptions of national interest arising from
some immediate exigency or standing out vividly in historical perspective."
Historian George L. Grassmuck used this old-fashioned premise of the politician as a tool
with which to probe the Sectional Biases in Congress on Foreign Policy. Disciplining himself more
rigorously in the search for primary facts than did Osgood, Grassmuck's findings prompted him to
conclude that "the sheep and goats technique" of historical research is eminently unproductive.
From 1921 to 1933, for example, the Republicans in both houses of Congress were "more favorable
to both Army and Navy measures than . . . Democrats." Eighty-five percent of the same
Republicans supported international economic measures and agreements. As for the Middle West,
that much condemned section did not reveal any "extraordinary indication of a . . . tendency to
withdraw." Nor was there "an intense isolationism" on the part of [its] legislators with regard to
membership in a world organization." And what opposition there was seems to have been as much
the consequence of dust bowls and depression as the product of disillusioned scholars in ivory
towers.
These investigations and correlations have two implications. First, the United States was
neither isolated nor did it pursue a policy of isolationism from 1920 to 1933. Second, if the policy

of that era, so generally accepted as the product of traditional isolationist sentiment, proves nonisolationist, then the validity and usefulness of the concept when applied to earlier or later periods
may seriously be challenged.
Indeed, it would seem more probable that the central theme of American foreign relations
has been the expansion of the United States. Alexander Hamilton made astute use of the phrase "no
entangling alliances" during the negotiation of Jay's Treaty in 1794, but his object was a de facto
affiliation with the British Fleet-not isolation. Nor was Thomas Jefferson seeking to withdraw when
he made of Monticello a counseling center for those seeking to emulate the success of the
American Revolution. A century later Senator Lodge sought to revise the Treaty of Versailles and
the Covenant of the League of Nations with reservations that seemed no more than a restatement of
Hamilton's remarks. Yet the maneuvers of Lodge were no more isolationist in character and
purpose than Hamilton's earlier action. And while surely no latter-day Jefferson, Senator Borah was
anything but an isolationist in his concept of the power of economics and ideas. Borah not only
favored the recognition of the Soviet Union in order to influence the development of the Bolshevik
Revolution and as a check against Japanese expansion in Asia, but also argued that American
economic policies were intimately connected with foreign political crises. All those men were
concerned with the extension of one or more aspects of American influence, power, and authority.
Approached in this manner, the record of American foreign policy in the twenties verifies
the judgments of two remarkably dissimilar students: historian Richard W. Leopold and Senator
Lodge. The professor warns that the era was more complex than most glib generalizations . . .
would suggest"; and the scholastic politician concludes that, excepting wars, there "never [was] a
period when the United States [was] more active and its influence more felt internationally than
between 1921 and 1924." The admonition about perplexity was offered as helpful advice, not as an
invitation to anti- intellectualism. For, as the remarks of the Senator implied, recognition that a
problem is involved does not mean that it cannot be resolved.
Paradox and complexity can often be clarified by rearranging the data around a new focal
point that is common to all aspects of the apparent contradiction. The confusion of certainty and
ambiguity that characterizes most accounts of American foreign policy in the twenties stems from
the fact that they are centered on the issue of membership in the League of Nations. Those
Americans who wanted to join are called internationalists. Opponents of that move became
isolationists. But the subsequent action of most of those who fought participation in the League
belies this simple classification. And the later policies of many who favored adherence to the
League casts serious doubts upon the assumption that they were willing to negotiate or arbitrate
questions that they defined as involving the national interest. More pertinent is an examination of
why certain groups and individuals favored or disapproved of the League, coupled with a review of
the programs they supported after that question was decided.
Yet such a re-study of the League fight is in itself insufficient. Equally important is a close
analysis of the American reaction to the Bolshevik Revolution. Both the League Covenant and the
Treaty of Versailles were written on a table shaken by that upheaval. The argument over the
ratification of the combined documents was waged in a context determined as much by Nikolai
Lenin's Appeal to the Toiling, Oppressed, and Exhausted Peoples of Europe and the Soviet
Declaration to the Chinese People as by George Washington's Farewell Address.
Considered within the setting of the Bolshevik Revolution, the basic question was far
greater than whether or not to enter the League. At issue was what response was to be made to the
domestic and international division of labor that had accompanied the Industrial Revolution.
Challenges from organized urban labor, dissatisfied farmers, frightened men of property, searching

intellectual critics, and colonial peoples rudely interrupted almost every meeting of the Big Four in
Paris and were echoed in many Senate debates over the treaty. And those who determined
American policy through the decade of the twenties were consciously concerned with the same
problem.
An inquiry into this controversy over the broad question of how to end the war reveals
certain divisions within American society. These groupings were composed of individuals and
organizations whose position on the League of Nations was coincident with and part of their
response to the Bolsheviks; or, in a wider sense, with their answer to that general unrest, described
by Woodrow Wilson as a "feeling of revolt against the large vested interests which influenced
the world both in the economic and the political sphere." Once this breakdown has been made it is
then possible to follow the ideas and actions of these various associations of influence and power
through the years 1920 to 1933.
At the core of the American reaction to the League and the Bolshevik Revolution was the
quandary between fidelity to ideals and the urge to power. Jefferson faced a less acute version of
the same predicament in terms of whether to force citizenship on settlers west of the Mississippi
who were reluctant to be absorbed in the Louisiana Purchase. A century later the anti-imperialists
posed the same issue in the more sharply defined circumstances of the Spanish-American War. The
League and the Bolsheviks raised the question in its most dramatic context and in unavoidable
terms.
There were four broad responses to this reopening of the age old dilemma. At one pole
stood the pure idealists and pacifists, led by William Jennings Bryan. A tiny minority in
themselves, they were joined, in terms of general consequences if not in action, by those Americans
who were preoccupied with their own solutions to the problem. Many American business men, for
example, were concerned primarily with the expansion of trade and were apathetic toward or
impatient with the hullabaloo over the League. Diametrically opposed to the idealists were the
vigorous expansionists. All these exponents of the main chance did not insist upon an overt crusade
to run the world, but they were united on Senator Lodge's proposition that the United States should
dominate world politics. Association with other nations they accepted, but not equality of
membership or mutuality of decision.
Caught in the middle were those Americans who declined to support either extreme. A large
number of these people clustered around Woodrow Wilson, and can be called the Wilsonites.
Though aware of the dangers and temptations involved, Wilson declared his intention to extend
American power for the purpose of strengthening the ideals. However noble that effort, it failed for
two reasons. Wilson delegated power and initiative to men and organizations that did not share his
objectives, and on his own part the president ultimately "cast in his lot" with the defenders of the
status quo.
Led by the Sons of the Wild Jackass, the remaining group usually followed Senator Borah
in foreign relations. These men had few illusions about the importance of power in human affairs or
concerning the authority of the United States in international politics. Prior to the world war they
supported either positively or passively-such vigorous expansionists as Theodore Roosevelt, who
led their Progressive Party. But the war and the Bolshevik Revolution jarred some of these
Progressives into a closer examination of of their assumptions. These reflections and new
conclusions widened the breach with those of their old comrades who had moved toward a
conservative position on domestic issues. Some of those earlier allies, like Senator Albert J.
Beveridge, continued to agitate for an American century. Others, such as Bambridge Colby, sided
with Wilson in 1916 and went along with the president on foreign policy.

But a handful had become firm anti-expansionists by 1919. No attempt was made by these
men to deny the power of the United States. Nor did they think that the nation could become selfsufficient and impregnable in its strength. Borah, for example, insisted that America must stand
with Russia if Japan and Germany were to be checked. And Johnson constantly pointed out that the
question was not whether to withdraw, but at what time and under what circumstances to use the
country's influence. What these men did maintain was that any effort to run the world by
establishing an American system comparable to the British Empire was both futile and
unAmerican.
In this they agreed with Henry Adams, who debated the same issue with his brother Brooks
Adams, Theodore Roosevelt, and Henry Cabot Lodge in the years after 1898. "I incline now to
anti-imperialism, and very strongly to anti-militarism," Henry warned. "If we try to rule politically,
we take the chances against us." By the end of the first world war another generation of
expansionists tended to agree with Henry Adams about ruling politically, but planned to build and
maintain a similar pattern of control through the use of America's economic might. Replying to
these later expansionists, Borah and other anti-expansionists of the nineteen-twenties argued that if
Washington's influence was to be effective it would have to be used to support the movements of
reform and colonial nationalism rather than deployed in an effort to dam up and dominate those
forces.
For these reasons they opposed Wilson's reorganization of the international banking
consortium, fearing that the financiers would either influence strongly or veto-as they didAmerican foreign policies. With Senator Albert B. Cummins of Iowa they voted against the
Wilson-approved Webb-Pomerene Act, which repealed the anti-trust laws for export associations.
In the same vein they tried to prevent passage of the Edge Act, an amendment to the Federal
Reserve Act that authorized foreign banking corporations.19 Led by Borah, they bitterly attacked
the Versailles Treaty because, in their view, it committed the United States to oppose colonial
movements for self government and to support an unjust and indefensible status quo. From the
same perspective they criticized and fought to end intervention in Russia and the suppression of
civil liberties at home.
Contrary to the standard criticism of their actions, however, these anti-expansionists were
not just negative diehards. Senator Cummins maintained from the first that American loans to the
allies should be considered gifts. Borah spoke out on the same issue, hammered away against
armed intervention in Latin America, played a key role in securing the appointment of Dwight
Morrow as Ambassador to Mexico, and sought to align the United States with, instead of against,
the Chinese Revolution. On these and other issues the anti-expansionists were not always of one
mind, but as in the case of the Washington Conference Treaties the majority of them were far more
positive in their actions than has been acknowledged.
Within this framework the key to the defeat of the League treaty was the defection from the
Wilsonites of a group who declined to accept the restrictions that Article X of the League Covenant
threatened to impose upon the United States. A morally binding guarantee of the "territorial
integrity and existing political integrity of all members of the League" was too much for these men.
First they tried to modify that limitation. Failing there, they followed Elihu Root and William
Howard Taft, both old time expansionists, to a new position behind Senator Lodge. Among those
who abandoned Wilson on this issue were Herbert Hoover, Calvin Coolidge, Charles Evans
Hughes, and Henry L. Stimson.
Not all these men were at ease with the vigorous expansionists. Stimson, for one, thought
the Lodge reservations "harsh and unpleasant," and later adjusted other of his views. Hoover and

Hughes tried to revive their version of the League after the Republicans returned to power in 1920.
But at the time all of them were more uneasy about what one writer has termed Wilson's "moral
imperialism." They were not eager to identify themselves with the memories of that blatant
imperialism of the years 1895 to 1905, but neither did they like Article X. That proviso caught
them from both sides, it illegalized changes initiated by the United States, and obligated America to
restore a status quo to some aspects of which they were either indifferent or antagonistic. But least
of all were they anxious to run the risk that the Wilsonian rhetoric of freedom and liberty might be
taken seriously in an age of revolution. Either by choice or default they supported the idea of a
community of interest among the industrialized powers of the world led by an American-British
entente as against the colonial areas and the Soviet Union.
This postwar concept of the community of interest was the first generation intellectual offspring of Herbert Croly's Promise of American Life and Herbert Hoover's American Individualism.
Croly's opportunistic nationalism provided direction for Hoover's "greater mutuality of interest."
The latter was to be expressed in an alliance between the government and the "great trade
associations and the powerful corporations. " Pushed by the Croly- Hoover wing of the old
Progressive Party, the idea enjoyed great prestige during the twenties. Among its most ardent
exponents were Samuel Gompers and Matthew Woll of the labor movement, Owen D. Young of
management, and Bernard Baruch of finance.
What emerged was an American corporatism. The avowed goals were order, stability, and
social peace. The means to those objectives were labor-management co-operation, arbitration, and
the elimination of waste and inefficiency by closing out unrestrained competition. State
intervention was to be firm, but moderated through the cultivation and legalization of trade
associations which would, in turn, advise the national government and supply leaders for the
federal bureaucracy. The ideal was union in place of diversity and conflict.
Other than Hoover, the chief spokesmen of this new community of interest as applied to
foreign affairs were Secretaries of State Hughes and Stimson. In the late months of 1931 Stimson
was to shift his ground, but until that time he supported the principle. All three men agreed that
American economic power should be used to build, strengthen, and maintain the co-operation they
sought. As a condition for his entry into the cabinet, Hoover demanded-and received-a major voice
in "all important economic policies of the administration." With the energetic assistance of Julius
Klein, lauded by the National Foreign Trade Council as the "international business gogetter of
Uncle Sam," Hoover changed the Department of Commerce from an agency primarily concerned
with interstate commerce to one that concentrated on foreign markets and loans, and control of
import sources. Hughes and Stimson handled the political aspects of establishing a "community of
ideals, interests and purposes. "
These men were not imperialists in the traditional sense of that much abused term. All
agreed with Klein that the object was to eliminate "the old imperialistic trappings of politicoeconomic exploitation." They sought instead the "internationalization of business." Through the use
of economic power they wanted to establish a common bond, forged of similar assumptions and
purposes, with both the industrialized nations and the native business community in the colonial
areas of the world. Their deployment of America's material strength is unquestioned. President
Calvin Coolidge reviewed their success, and indicated the political implications thereof, on
Memorial Day, 1928. "Our investments and trade relations are such," he summarized, "that it is
almost impossible to conceive of any conflict anywhere on earth which would not affect us
injuriously."

Internationalization through the avoidance of conflict was the key objective. This did not
mean a negative foreign policy. Positive action was the basic theme. The transposition of
corporatist principles to the area of foreign relations produced a parallel policy. American
leadership and intervention would build a world community regulated by agreement among the
industrialized nations. The prevention of revolution and the preservation of the sanctity of private
property were vital objectives. Hughes was very clear when he formulated the idea for Latin
America. "We are seeking to establish a Pax Americana maintained not by arms but by mutual
respect and good will and the tranquilizing processes of reason." There would be, he admitted,
"interpositions of a temporary character" -the Secretary did not like the connotations of the word
intervention-but only to facilitate the establishment of the United States as the "exemplar of
justice."
Extension to the world of this pattern developed in Latin America was more involved.
There were five main difficulties, four in the realm of foreign relations and one in domestic affairs.
The internal problem was to establish and integrate a concert of decision between the government
and private economic groups. Abroad the objectives were more sharply defined: circumscribe the
impact of the Soviet Union, forestall and control potential] resistance of colonial areas, pamper and
cajole Germany and Japan into acceptance of the basic proposition, and secure from Great Britain
practical recognition of the fact that Washington had become the center of Anglo-Saxon
collaboration. Several examples will serve to illustrate the general outline of this diplomacy, and to
indicate the friction between the office holders and the office dwellers.
Wilson's Administration left the incoming Republicans a plurality of tools designed for the
purpose of extending American power. The Webb-Pomerene Law, the Edge Act, and the banking
consortium were but three of the more obvious and important of these. Certain polishing and
sharpening remained to be done, as exemplified by Hoover's generous interpretation of the WebbPomerene legislation, but this was a minor problem. Hoover and Hughes added to these implements
with such laws as the one designed to give American customs officials diplomatic immunity so that
they could do cost accounting surveys of foreign firms. This procedure was part of the plan to
provide equal opportunity abroad, under which circumstances Secretary Hughes was confident that
"American business men would take care of themselves."
It was harder to deal with the British, who persisted in annoying indications that they
considered themselves equal partners in the enterprise. Bambridge Colby, Wilson's last Secretary of
State, ran into the same trouble. Unless England came "to our way of thinking," Colby feared that
"agreement [would] be impossible." A bit later Hughes told the British Ambassador that the time
had come for London's expressions of cordial sentiment to be "translated into something definite."
After many harangues about oil, access to mandated areas, and trade with Russia, it was with great
relief that Stimson spoke of the United States and Great Britain "working together like two old
shoes."
Deep concern over revolutionary ferment produced great anxiety. Hughes quite agreed with
Colby that the problem was to prevent revolutions without making martyrs of the leaders of
colonial or other dissident movements. The dispatches of the period are filled with such expressions
as "very grave concern," "further depressed," and "deeply regret," in connection with revolutionary
activity in China, Latin America, and Europe. American foreign service personnel abroad were
constantly reminded to report all indications of such unrest. This sensitivity reached a high point
when one representative telegraphed as "an example of the failure to assure public safety . . . the
throwing of a rock yesterday into the state hospital here." Quite in keeping with this pattern was

Washington's conclusion that it would support "any provisional government which gave
satisfactory evidence of an intention to reestablish constitutional order."
Central to American diplomacy of the twenties was the issue of Germany and Japan. And it
was in this area that the government ran into trouble with its partners, the large associations of
capital. The snag was to convince the bankers of the validity of the long range view. Hoover,
Hughes and Stimson all agreed that it was vital to integrate Germany and Japan into the American
community. Thus Hughes opposed the French diplomacy of force on the Rhine, and for his own
part initiated the Dawes Plan. But the delegation of so much authority to the financiers backfired in
1931. The depression scared the House of Morgan and it refused to extend further credits to
Germany. Stimson "blew up." He angrily told the Morgan representative in Paris that this
strengthened France and thereby undercut the American program. Interrupted in the midst of this
argument by a transatlantic phone call from Hoover, Stimson explained to the president that "if you
want to help the cause you are speaking of you will not do it by calling me up, but by calling Tom
Lamont." Stimson then turned back to Lamont's agent in Europe and, using "unregulated language,"
told the man to abandon his "narrow banking axioms."
Similar difficulties faced the government in dealing with Japan and China. The main
problem was to convince Japan, by persuasion, concession, and the delicate use of diplomatic force,
to join the United States in an application of its Latin American policy to China. Washington
argued that the era of the crude exploitation of, and the exercise of direct political sovereignty over,
backward peoples was past. Instead, the interested powers should agree to develop and exercise a
system of absentee authority while increasing the productive capacity and administrative efficiency
of China. Japan seemed amenable to the proposal, and at the Washington Conference, Secretary
Hughes went a great distance to convince Tokyo of American sincerity. Some writers, such as
George Frost Kennan and Adolf A. Berle, claim that the United States "did not go far enough."
This is something of a mystery. For in his efforts to establish "cooperation in the Far East,' as
Hughes termed it, the Secretary consciously gave Japan "an extraordinarily favorable position."
Perhaps what Kennan and Berle have in mind is the attitude of Thomas Lamont. In contrast
to their perspective on Europe, the bankers took an extremely long range view of Asia. Accepting
the implications of the Four and Nine Power Treaties, Lamont began to finance Japan's penetration
of the mainland. Hughes and Stimson were trapped. They continued to think in terms of American
business men taking care of themselves if given an opportunity, and thus strengthening
Washington's position in the world community. Hughes wrote Morgan that he hoped the
consortium would become an "important instrumentality of our open door policy." But the
American members of the banking group refused to antagonize their Japanese and British
colleagues, and so vetoed Washington's hope to finance the Chinese Eastern Railway and its efforts
to support the Federal Telegraph Company in China.
In this context it is easy to sympathize with Stimson's discomfort when the Japanese Army
roared across Manchuria. As he constantly reiterated to the Japanese Ambassador in Washington,
Tokyo had come far along the road "of bringing itself into alignment with the methods and opinion
of the Western World." Stimson not only wanted to, but did in fact give Japan every chance to
continue along that path. So too did President Hoover, whose concern with revolution was so great
that he was inclined to view Japanese sovereignty in Manchuria as the best solution. Key men in
the State Department shared the president's conclusion.
Stimson's insight was not so limited. He realized that his predecessor, Secretary of State
Frank B. Kellogg, had been right: the community of interest that America should seek was with the
Chinese. The Secretary acknowledged his error to Senator Borah, who had argued just such a thesis

since 1917. Stimson's letter to Borah of February 23, 1932, did not say that America should
abandon her isolationism, but rather that she had gone too far with the wrong friends. The long and
painful process of America's great awakening had begun. But in the meantime President Hoover's
insistence that no move should be made toward the Soviet Union, and that the nonrecognition of
Manchuko should be considered as a formula looking toward conciliation, had opened the door to
appeasement.
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