
4 

A 

* 

• 

* f 

V 

I 
v 

. 

x 
/ ' 

The 

V* 

• 

A 

•^*v 
* 

i 

• • . 
t . .V 

• • 

• 

a -
• 

» • i £ 

• 

i 

* 

\ / * " 

/ 

f 

* • * > 

> , J 

/ ^ 

) 

)• Among The Nations 

W 



UNIVERSITY OF ILLINOIS BULLETIN 

VOL. XXV 

ISSUED WEEKLY 

NOVEMBER 1, 1927 Noi 9>U 
I Entered as second-class matter December I I , 1912, at the post office a t Urbana, Illinois, 

under the Act of August 24. 1912- Acceptance for mailing at the special rate of 
postage provided for in section 1103, Act of October 3, 1917, authorized July 31, 
1918.] 

H£ 

T H E U N I T E D STATES AMONG 
T H E NATIONS 

AN ADDRESS 

Delivered at the 

FIFTY-SIXTH COMMENCEMENT 

of the 

UNIVERSITY OF ILLINOIS 

JUNE 15, 1927 

HV 

DA\ ID KINLEY, PH.D., LL.D. 
PRI IDI \ i "i [HE UNIV1 RSI rv 

j'i I'.i f id I) 1 n i l UNIVKKSI 1 \ 01 II I IN01 

I 1 \NA 



THK UNITED STATES AMONG 
T H E NATIONS 

T EN YEARS AGO we engaged in a war for causes which we 
thought were great but to some minds were selfish. 

Some people regarded the World War as a struggle among 
the nations of Europe merely for more territory and 
wealth. Some hold to the opinion that our entry into the 
war was due to self interest only. In short, the issues lead
ing to the war were, in the minds of some people, narrow, 
sellish, or special interests, and not any broad, general 
principles. 

Such differences of opinion as to the causes of every 
war are traceable in the minds of historical writers and 
critics according to their personality, their nationality, 
their prejudices, and their moral standards. In the minds 
of some people the struggle between King John and the 
English barons was a mere local struggle for power while 
to others it was a contest for the great principles of Magna 
Chart a. To the minds of some, the struggle between the 
king of France and the States General in 1789 was mereh 
a contest for power. Yet it, too, produced far-reaching 
consequences and great principles of government. With 
reference to the World War, about which similar differ
ences developed, my beloved and honored predecessor, 
President James, who discussed this subject some nine 
years ago, remarked: 

v'\Vith one noble and sweeping gesture President Wilson wiped 
Out all the «• items on the slate of world division and organization 

11c 1 wrote down as our goal the safeguarding ol human libeitx 
throughout the earth: to all people—not merely to ourselves—to the 
sn II well as to the great to the weak as to the strong—the 
l88Uran that the\ ' may older their own lives as freemen." 

And 
"The gi it thin which President Wilson has done is to make 

this pn m of his the program of the United State . the po uun 
of th Allies—nay, tie- pi«<:-iam ol (he world." 
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From this point of view we w< n; to w r fired w th a i 
mination to make the world .sale for democi and I r 

freedom Our slogan became th< lo n f the Allies and 
wo wore dod as having pled ?d 

Movement 
purpose, that each nation should order for itseli die man
ner of its government and lite. 

A year and a half later the war ended. The nations sat 
down around the council table to put into effect the pro -
ises, expressed and implied, to establish this condition in 
the world—to realize this ideal—to make substantial the 
dreams of people who had been living under oppression 

Success in the war brought about a relaxation ol the 
moral tension that had underlain these promises and 
ideals. Concrete losses and the sufferings of the different 
nations came more prominently once more before the eyes 
of their representatives. Matters pertaining to their own 
welfare became more urgent in their minds, blunted the 
keen moral sense which they had attained under the stre.-
of war, and brought about results not in accord with the 
high moral purposes described. So the critics fell to work. 
The cynic declared that the world was disillusions 
and that the very declaration of high moral purpose in the 
war was itself but an expression of seltishness. The hard-
headed student of diplomacy pointed out that nations did 
not go to war for high moral purposes, but only in their 
own selfish interests. The humanitarian critic, icnorin. 
the actual conditions under which such negotiations a: 
carried on, declared that the negotiators were false to tin r 
ideals and their promises. The critic who cot nothing out o 
the war was particularly severe on those who profited by it. 
especially in a money way—and Heaven knows there were 
too many of these!—and insisted that the war was engi
neered by the "manufacturers of munitions and\ \ i\\ St a 
speculators." Even those people who were the recipients of 
our aid, finding that they were not getting all they wantc 
as a result of our intervention, joined the chorus oi criti-

which questioned the honesty of our a< tions. And s< 
•orld is disillusioned! Never again, sa> som . shall 

sm 
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we engage in a war away from our own shores! No more, 
they cry, shall American life and wealth be poured out for 
an abstract principle, especially if the establishment of that 
abstract principle benefits other people! 

The discussion has been going on through the period 
of eight or nine years that have elapsed since the close of 
the war. New dislikes, and even hatreds, have developed, 
largely from attempts to apply the principle of so-called 
self-determination under conditions in which it is not 
practicable,—to give each nation or group all in the way 
of economic and political right and privilege which it 
thought it was entitled to. Perhaps the agitation is not so 
fierce as it was three or four years ago. Perhaps the time 
has come, or is near at hand, when the people of this coun
try, at any rate, may consider with calmness just what our 
purposes were, how far they have been accomplished, and 
whether, after all, the world has not attained all that could 
be reasonably expected in the application of those pur
poses. 

We must remember that it is easv for a conflict 
to degenerate; easy for those that engage in it to forget 
high purposes and moral aims; but that in spite of such 
forgetting, in spite of fixing attention on smaller issues, 
the great principles underlying these smaller issues may 
yet show up in the long run as the main purpose and the 
main result of the conflict. Referring again to the address 
of President James, he points out that in spite of the an
nouncement in the Declaration of Independence "which 
sounded a new note in the history of the world . . . it 
was nearly ninety years before we in this country were 
willing to draw the logical conclusion and to take the de
cisive step in our own policy so imperatively called for b> 
the sentiments and language of this declaration. Eighty-
five years after the Declaration of Independence was given 
to the world, calling for sentiments and aspirations that 
seemed to have died out in the world's breast, a considera
ble proportion of the intelligent, liberty-loving, warm
hearted Ann in citizens pledged their li\ A\K\ fortunes 
and sacred honor to a war in defense of this same institu-
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tion of African slavery." The Declaration of [n pcnd 
ence proclaimed the great principle of equality of men 
before God and the law. For that principle our War of 
Independence was fought. Yet those who proclaimed the 
principle and fought the war accepted the principle only 
partly in practice. t . 

The adoption of the Federal Constitution was in sub
stance a declaration in favor of a United country. Yet 
that perfect union was not attained until long after the 
Civil War. Indeed, our national unity, such as it is, is of 
very recent origin and its completion is attributable, per
haps, partly to the foreign wars in which we have engaged. 

Thus we see that when a great people take action on 
important matters under the urge of political or moral 
principle and the struggle to accomplish their purpose is 
prolonged beyond expectation, producing weariness and 
disappointment, mental and moral depression usually re
sults. The principle which animated them grows dim. The 
high proposals with which they set out fade away and 
attention becomes fixed on details. Yet. in time, the Drin-

possible. 
human 

force and affect 
first had been 1 

War. 
similar reflection may apply in the case of 

moral purpos 

mi 

on our part, carried to a successful conclusion so that 
conflicting interests were free again to develop, conse
quences evolved which seemed to contradict our high 
moral Duroose so that we either forgot it or felt that its 

In the light of history, however 
may we not now expect that the great principles which w< 
avowed in the beginning are being more firmly estab
lished and widely applied in consequence of our participa
tion? We fought the war to "end war." War is not ended 
It is with us. It threatens on several hands. Petty minded 

•le think to end it by eliminatin 
militarv drill. Yet I believe the 

date is growing less fro 
efforts of people who think 
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that if they destroy the mechanism of conflict they destroy 
its spirit; but because of the resurgence in a mi hty tide 
of that spirit in the hearts of men which found expression 
in the desire that the World War should be the last; an 
ever growing belief that we can find a better way to settle 
our international differences, as we have found a better 
way to settle our individual differences. May not we ex
pect that the high purposes which led us into the war will 
break forth in new strength in the ten or twenty year 
period on which we are entering now? Within those years 
it is not unlikely that we may go farther towards reaching 
a more permanent settlement of our relations with other 
nations, making a clearer definition of our world policies, 
than we have yet done. If so, it will be for you, and men 
and women like you, to determine these things. You and 
your generation will go back to the great purposes which 
animated us ten years ago and your work will be to re
establish and perpetuate the moral leadership of your 
country in its dealings with other peoples. 

It is impossible entirely to disentangle our interests 
from those of the rest of the world. Even some so-called 
''domestic matters" have important connections with our 
foreign relations. We need but mention immigration to 
illustrate this statement. Our recent policy on this matter 
has led to the assertion of a theory of international rela
tionship almost exactly contrary to the principle of self-
determination. We are told that we have no moral right 
to prevent other people from coming into and possessing 
our country and sharing the resources which nature has 
so bountifully supplied here. We are told that any nation 
which possesses the raw materials of industry in greater 
abundance than others should be willing to have them 
pportioned among the nations of the world according to 

their needs. 
With reference to the first of these two matters, it 

seems to me that each people or nation has, so to speak, 
an individuality of its own, and that each is entitled to 
follow its own life under its own conditions and become 
so to speak, a nation,!I personality among other national 
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personalities. This cannot occur if the I 1 Oi crna-
tionalism which means identit; ,hould pre The best 
internationalism, it seems to in is the >d of the co
operation of independent national ind iduaht: J-or m 
this kind of internationalism we have the be efit of the 
rich diversity of national peculiaritie . 

As for the suggested distribution of ( nic re
sources, it is as fallacious as a propOi 1 to redi ibute the 
land of the United States so that new im dgr nts shall 
have access to it on the same terms as tl se > > came in 
the past century. But it is not my purpose to discu > these 
two domestic issues. T mention them s npl to show he 
difficult, if not impossible, it is to disentangle our domestic 
problems from our foreign ones. We 1 iv it ided that e 
shall not now, at any rate, be a member of th World' 
League or the World Court, although the id< nd char
acter of the latter are American in their origin. Bt 
acting independently, we can apply in ur inter; itional 
relations the principles which are claimed to e fundam 
tal to their purposes, as conditions develop and >et ni 
circumstances justify. 

Of the aims that we, as a people must e to k ep in 
view, the first, of course, is to do everythi 2 we an 
promotepeace among the nations. A second i ict 
on the right of each nation to manage its own at! \ 
third is the use of arbitration for the settle :ient o fTei 
ences. A fourth is the right of our national o - r U at-
ment and protection in foreign countries. u:

 a(_ 
mentofforei nersin all countries, undei their law I fi 
are other important matters, but the e pcrtup nih e 
our four principal aims. 

The influence of our nation should always be thrown 
in the interest of peace. It is not for us to nposi 
upon the re t of the world. In the \\ Is of 1 M 

C oohdge, 
"Ii is oui desire that it ihould be n t a p< m i bj V.-., 

a hut |x ihlishi l i • h nation for it \\ 
relation .dip with oilu-i n.tu I not on .» m< \\\ V 
hni II ,t in tin in,! \ \V w.uii , , „ , j l U r l >u, 
" i just i nd f.m aliiii: and the rauuul «>b 

I 8 



rightful obligations in accordance with international custom and 
law. We have sufficient reserve resources SO that we need not !>• 
hasty in asserting our rights. We can afford to let our patience be 

immensurate with our power/' 
How shall we exert our influence for peace? Certain 

it is that we cannot influence world affairs as we would 
like to do without participating in the discussion of them. 
We are in the position of the greatest power and therefore 
of the greatest potential influence of all the nations of the 
earth. Hence our influence is sought, naturally enough, 
by others for the promotion of their particular aims and 
interests. Our position of strength is for that reason a 
source of danger to us. As a country we must avoid get
ting into a position where our influence can be used for 
the promotion of the interests of particular nations rather 
than for the world welfare, or our own. In my opinion it 
was this danger which Washington had in mind when he 
used the phrase "entangling alliances." 

Although we have decided thus far not to join either 
the League or the Court, it is still open to us to promote 
world peace through arbitration. I t is difficult to see how 
the negotiation of a treaty with each nation of the world 
providing that our disputes with each shall be settled by 
arbitration can do otherwise than good. In negotiating 
these treaties we should try to make as few reservations 
as possible. True, treaties, as history shows, are not invio
lable and they can always be terminated on notice. They 
cannot be regarded as settling anything for all time. But 
their sacredness is greater in public opinion as the world 
grows older. While, therefore, treaties to "outlaw" war 
will not prevent it, they are to be welcomed as more than 
idle estures. They strengthen belief in the potency of dis-
ussion, of conciliation, of friendship among the peoples of 

the earth. 'They are likely to delay and make more difficult 
resort to war. 

We con ede to other peoples the right which we claim 
for ourselves—to manage their own affairs without 
pressure from us. The appli( it ion of this genera] principle, 
like the appli< it ion of all general principles, is not always 
e v. There arc many affairs of each nation that are also 
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the affairs of one or more other nation However, the 
recognition of the principle, with an earne .1 d >rt to apply 
it in concrete cases, will go far to < Wish mutual respect 
and good will and to maintain pea< 

In admitting the right o( each people to ma 
own affai on fa r 
treatment and protection for the person and property of 
Americans residing abroad. On this and other matters it 
seems to me that the policy of our country ol late has been 
judicious and reasonable. To quote from President 
Coolidge's Memorial Day Address, as reported in the 
newspapers, 

"It is the settled policy of our government to deal with other 
nations not on the basis of force and compulsion, but on the basi 
of understanding and good will. . . . Our own greatness will be 
measured by the justice and forbearance which we manifest toward 
others. . . . It is because of our belief in these princip! ^ that we 
wish to see all the world relieved from strife and conflict, and brought 
under the humanizing influence of a reign of law." 

While in conformity with our established and correct 
d have retained 

0 n 

our independence of action, we should endeavor to have 
good "understandings" with all other nations, particularly 
with the English speaking peoples of the world. An En
tente Cordiale, for our purpose, is far preferable 
alliance. I may add that it is better, too, for the world. 

In order that we may successfully follow in our rd -
tions with other nations the principles of conduct wh b 
I have mentioned, it is imperative that from now on there 
shall be a deeper unity among our own people. We cam 
dispassionately make national decisions on international 
matters in which there is a conflict of interests between 
ourselves and some particular nation if large sections < 
our people permit their judgment to be influenced by their 
racial or former political connections. Our "meltin pot 
may have melted, but it has not fused, the various element 
of our population. Whatever the American type of char-

may be after fu 
elements, but (T\ 
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should be able to order our international relations with 
loss bias. 

The ethical principles that control individual conduct 
,;pply in the relations oi nations to one another. In my 
opinion there is some confusion o( thoughl about what i 

| called morality, both in relation to the individual and to 
roups. We hear a great deal about the "new ethics," the 

I "new morality," the "new education," and new this and 
that. We are told that morality nun- vary with the latitude 

• 0 « 

I or the topographical character of a country. The statement 
I is true of what may be called "applied" el hies or morality. 

1 do not believe it IS a correct statement with reference to 
| underlying principles. I believe on the contrary that there 

are certain eternal, immutable principles of right, as con-
I trasted with wrong, for the guidance o( the conduct o( man. 

These principles, whatever they are, have become better 
known and better understood by men as the generations 
and centuries have passed. Being better known and better 
understood their application to conduct has produced in 
successive generations and centuries what may fairly be 
c IK i new "practical" morality. This does not mean new 
principles. The sun and moon and stars move according 
to immutable laws, although men, from time to time, with 
imperfc t knowledge, have given different explanations of 
these laws; have accounted for the universe under the 
Ptolemaic hypothesis, the Copernican, Newtonian, or 
what not. 'The revelation of ethical principles, as of the 
ph\ il universe, is eternally progressive. 1 lence the prac
tical pplh it ion of growing knowledge in both spheres 
leads in time to changes in the practices aiTi ted by these 
law . 

So in the pre ess oi the centuries a clearer and wider 
k: >uledge of the eternal principles of righteousness have 
led to their wider applii Ton in human affairs, and there
fore to the abolition of "tic evil after another. Thus it 
happen that the good of today 18 the evil oi tomorrow, to 
be al ndoned for newer and I tter ways. 

Tli ie thoughts are appli tble to OUr international re-
lati us. i >nce the It ran er, the I rei ner, was our natural 
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enemy. Slowly, under the influence mainly of Chri ianity, 
this view has been replaced with the idea of the brother
hood of man. The principle of this relationship of broth
erhood is more widely accepted now than it used to 1 
Its application in practical life is still limited but slowly 
spreading. It is for us to encourage its spread and make 
it a world ideal. 

You are going into a world in whose affairs it will be 
your duty to apply these principles of international con
duct. You have had, at the expense of the people, a better 
education than falls to the lot of some. This, I believe 
entails on you correspondingly greater responsibility in 
the discharge of your duties of citizenship. I commend 
these principles of national conduct to your careful con
sideration. 

Your adherence to them will put and keep our country 
in the leadership of the nations,—not in mere economic 
power nor in mere political dominance, but in that greatest 
of all influences—the moral leadership of the world. 

By your adherence you will keep true to Illini tradi
tions and ideals. 
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