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Option 1
Progressive Internationalists: Support the Treaty

he Great War has changed the nature of international relations, and we Americans

need to be at the forefront. The Great War has taught us that our old reliance on
isolationism and a unilateral foreign policy is no longer feasible. The world has become
smaller with the advent of modern transportation and communication. The United States
needs to embrace this change. The old methods of rule, centered on the balance of power
and wartime alliances, can no longer hold sway. International trade and overseas markets
are more and more important to our economic well being. Because of these changes and
the fact that our old buffers of the Atlantic and Pacific Oceans can no longer shield us from
the rest of the world, we must accept the mantle of leadership that has been thrust upon
us. We did not seek this role, but we have an obligation to future generations to fulfill it.

The League of Nations will insure the peace by providing economic, legal, and security
organizations to address global problems. This “general assembly of states” will offer a
place for nations to come together with issues and complaints to be discussed with other
members in order to solve problems before conflict occurs. The League’s International Labor
Organization would provide a forum for labor disputes to be resolved between workers

and business and provide global workers’ rights—a need demonstrated by the Bolshevik
Revolution in Russia. The League’s International Court of Justice would provide legal norms
by which all countries would abide and to which they would be held accountable. The
confusion surrounding the “freedom of the seas” provisions during the War demonstrated
the need for international laws to be codified and enforced by an international court.

The provisions in Article X do not require the United States to send forces to every situation.
As President Wilson said, “when you have a fire in Omaha, you don’t send to Oklahoma

for the fire department.” Furthermgre, military force is not the only means to protect the
territorial integrity of the borders drawn

at Versailles. Economic sanctions will also
be a powerfully persuasive force to coerce
belligerents to abide by the treaty. League
members, led by its Council, of which

the United States would be a permanent
member, would assess every situation

on its own merit and decide on the
appropriate action. In addition, the United
States will not assume any control over
mandates that have been established by
the Versailles Treaty. The Monroe Doctrine,
and its declaration of hegemony over the
Western Hemisphere, is maintained under
the League as is the right of Congress to
declare war before U.S. forces would be
introduced. The League is essential to the
peace of the world, and we must support it.
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Reservationists: Make Changes to the Treaty

he Great War demonstrated that the world is a very dangerous place when nations

base their actions solely on their own interests. The idea that the slaughter of the
Western Front has somehow changed that basic rule is folly. The terms of the Versailles
Treaty do not guarantee that international relations have changed. We are greatly concerned
that the allied leaders at Versailles redrew the map of the world. The concept of self-
rule, although noble in scope, is based upon idealistic rhetoric that does not represent
the world as it exists. We have great concerns that an outbreak of war between the
hastily formed new states of Europe and elsewhere could result in Americans having
to fight and die in areas completely alien to our national interests in order to fulfill

PSS

President Wilson’s “obligation” as found in Article X of the League’s Covenant.

Accusations that we are isolationist are completely false. We support America playing

an active role in the new world order, and we have no problems accepting membership
into a league of nations. However, long-held traditions governing American foreign policy
such as “avoiding foreign entanglements,” are just as true today as they were before 1914.
Article X, with its declaration that all members would be obligated to enforce postwar
borders, violates this principle. President Wilson'’s insistence that Article X does not
require that American forces be sent every time a conflict occurs sets a bad precedent.
What would the world think about the United States if it is asked to fulfill this obligation
in a particular crisis, and it decides not to? The dishonor the United States would bring
upon itself would cause it to lose international standing. If Europe wants security, we have
no problem entering into a security alliance with Britain or France to keep Germany from
threatening them again. The “collective security” proposed by Article X is too vague.

Another major concern lies with tife protection of American sovereignty. The Versailles
Treaty provides for too many instances in which a body other than Congress makes laws
concerning the citizens of the United States.
For instance, the treaty requires member
nations to submit to arbitration, permanently
reduce armaments, contribute to expenses
of the League, and it regulates future U.S.
relations with Germany. All domestic and
political questions relating to internal affairs
of the United States should be left to the
elected officials of American government to
decide, not members of any multinational
Council. The United States should also be
free to enter into any relations with other
nations in manners it sees fit. Discussions
with the British and French authorities
have shown that they will accept our
reservations without reopening the entire
treaty to discussion as the Wilsonians have
charged. It is time to permit America to
assume its proper role on the world stage.
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Irreconcilables: Reject the Treaty

B ecause of Europe’s incessant wars of ancient hatreds and power politics, it has
always been in our interest to separate ourselves as far as possible from that volatile
continent. President Wilson’s attempt to make “the world safe for democracy” was
doomed from the start as it presupposed that the Europeans and others were actually
interested in democracy. Even the British and French with their supposed democratic
heritage were not interested in allowing their vast colonial subjects to obtain self-rule.
It is obvious from their insistence in maintaining their colonies and adding new ones
from the spoils of the defunct German and Ottoman Empires that self-rule was a sham
from the start. In addition, we now have the contagion of international Bolshevism that
threatens the very existence of democracy throughout the world. The Russian Czars
were tyrannical enough, but now Lenin and his gang imperil Europe. Why would the
United States want to risk infection from the Bolshevik virus by maintaining a presence
in Europe? We've already witnessed labor unrest in this country, and the risk of the “Red
Menace” will only increase unless we cut ourselves off from its home base: Europe.

Those who put any faith in “collective security” through the proposed League of Nations
are deluding themselves. Membership in any such organization would risk our security
and embroil us in constant wars. The same holds true for those who advocate our entering
into a security alliance with Britain and France to check Germany’s recovery. President
Washington’s warning about “entangling alliances” holds true more today than ever before.
Any loss of American sovereignty and self-reliance is unacceptable. Both the original and
the revised versions of this treaty would threaten our sovereignty and send us into war.

The argument that our economic ties to Europe force us to maintain relations with that
region also lacks substance. The ever.growing Asian trade with the United States seems

to be the most logical pursuit if we think that international trade is vital to our continued
growth. There are those that point out that
our own domestic markets and those in
Latin America are more than sufficient to
meet those demands. Why should we risk
more infringements on our freedom of the
seas by European powers that are always
warring against one another? They have
never respected our rights as a neutral. Our
insistence on such brought us the War of
1812 and the most recent Great War. We
saw the end result: 100,000 Americans
died to fulfill Wilson’s fuzzy, idealistic
view of international relations. Have we
not learned from our mistakes? The time
has come to cut off our relationship with
the troubled continent of Europe. We
should not ratify the Versailles Treaty.





