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Tories and Patriots 

TH E United States knows little of its own 
past, and what it does know is largely 
wrong. Races that live in one community 

generation after generation have a fund of tradi
tion that corrects formal history; they are them
selves history projected into the present. But in 
America one moves into a new tradition with each 
removal to another section, or acquires a reudy-
made national history on arrival. History for 
most Americans is like the sacred formulas of 
savage tribes which have to be memorized by 
adopted members. I t is reduced to a patter, and 
the more widely such standardized history is taught 
the deeper conventional ideas of the past with 
little relation to reality are imprinted \ipon the 
American mind. 

Fortunately early America has at last beciJiiif 
fashionable. American antiques bring high prices, 
American chronicles come upon the screen (nd 
the stage. Lincoln has succeeded in drama, Jack
son has twice failed but will yet be dramatized, 
The Civil W a r will soon have its literary day. 
And more important still for right understanding, 
an array of early records of American life are 
being printed and reprinted. It is easier than be
fore to learn what the infant America was nnlly 
like. 

T w o figures of the common imagination will 
be overhauled in the process, the supposcdlv liun-
dred percent American of the days before l.llis 
Island, and the hated Tory of the Revolution. St, 
John de Crevecoeur's "Letters from an AmerH ,'U'i 
Fa rmer" first published in 1782, now supjile-
mented by his recently discovered "Sketches of 
Eighteenth Century America"* arc as instrucvivf 
in this re,spect as thev are interesting. Criivec'if nr 
was an energetic and cultivated Norman ivh<i 
travelled in the French service through Freticii 
America, changed his allegiance when the F r ind i 
empire fell in 1759, married, and settled down 
in the frontier district of what is now (]>r.ingr 
County, New York. There he farmed, and .ins ikr 
the incredible labors of a pioneer saw witli .1 
travelled eye and described the novelty of Ins ex
perience. He was one of the earliest, and te-
mains one of the best, of our nature writers. 

And what was this American neighborhood .as 
the French American knew it? Dutch, slow hit 
industrious. Jonathan Edwards speaks of tlie 
frontier Dutch as spiritually degraded .diriost lo 
the level of Indians, but Crevecoeur praises their 
caution and steadiness. Irish, who were the p,Kir 
whites of the district; Germans, good and desir
able ix'ighbors; Yankees from Connectirut, red 
Americajis these of many generations, kecii, iu't 
officious, sanctimonious, tricky, admired for their 
shrewdness, but disliked as the New Englanders 
very generally were when they left home, as they 
were constantly doing; Scotch Irish, energrnc 
trouble makers; Indians, whose way of life nns 
so fascinating that if white youth went with tiKin 
they could seldom be brought back. And th.cse 
were the ancestors of those who say witl.'out dis
crimination that the country is ruined because w ;> 
let in the foreigner! " T h e strength of the i h-
mate," says the author, has the same effect on 
dogs and men. " In the course of a few gener.i-
tions they become American dogs as well as \v<; 
American men." 

Crevecoeur's rough but authentic idyll was 
shattered by the Revolution. Wha t happened to 
moderate men, doubtful of the wisdom of re
bellion, "Landscapes^' in the new volume tells. 

-And tl'.ere is an e uivalent story in Jonathan 

Dusk: N, Y. C. 
By S. FOSTER D A M O N 

TH E round and hot sun lingers, softly 
lighting 

A solitary cloud with violet. 
On the rich sky an aeroplane is writing 
In smoke the name of a cheap cigarette. 

The skyscrapers, as placid as young sibyls, 
Smile on the traffic's pandemonium. 
A hand, gigantic and invisible, scribbles 
In flame the name of a new chewing gum. 

( ) mob, you have formed the world to your desire! 
You are your own God: the old gods are dead. 
These are your pillar of cloud, your pillar of fire; 

These are your substitutes for wine and bread. 
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Boucher's "Reminiscences of an American Loyal
ist''** just published. T h e American Revolution 
was social and domestic as well as political and 
national. The liave-nots spoiled the haves. British 
sympathizers, like the McFingal of John T r u m 
bull's admirable (though forgotten) satire, es
caped early to the ports, having converted their 
wealth, but temperate men, like Crevecoeur, who 
waited, hoping for peace, suffered most. No 
matter what they had done or been in the com
munity, their lands were confiscated, and they 
were hunted like wolves through the forests. 
Crevecoeur, who was more than half Quaker, 
thought of removing his whole family to the In
dian wilderness, but feared the after effects upon 
his children. In the end he had to fly, his house 
was burned, his wife died, his children were lost, 
and not until he returned as French consul after 
the war did he find them in Boston. 

Indeed it is a fair question whether the really 

(Cont'tnued on -page 257) 

• last hope had gone, 
rhe abyss 01 war—war 
M had never seen. Hf 

An Epic Work 
By A. L. G A R D I N E R 

Editor, London Daxl-j News 

I F I T is in the power of books to influence hu
man affairs, I do not think it can be doubted 
that Lord Grey's apologia* will have a high 

place among the events of history. I t deals with 
the vastest drama in the secular annals of m.an-
kind, and it deals with it with a noble simplicity 
that gives it something of the emotion of cosmic 
tragedy. T h e impression is the stronger because 
it is so clearly unsought and even unthought of. 
Lord Grey writes as he speaks. In my experi
ence—and I have been familiar with the oratory 
of the House of Commons since the days of 
Gladstone—there has beer no speaker of distinc
tion in our time whose method was so plain and 
unadorned, or who sustained his argument with 
such unanswerable force as Lord Grey. He has 
the gift of what one may call naked oratory be
yond contemporary precedent. The secret of his 
power is indicated in his reference to his mo
mentous speech in the .1 i '̂ ^ .f Commons on 
August 3rd, 1914. No c . -vii,. heard that SJKO.I 
will ever forget it. T 
Europe was plunging int-
on a scale such as the W;. 
rose in a House shaken with the agony ui ih" .-i 
ment, torn with the bitterest dissensions, the bulk 
of his own supporters gloomily distrustful of the 
policy that was sweeping the nation into the gen
eral vortex. He sat down-—and I speak as one 
who had been publicly critical of his diplomacy— 
with the House silent, sorrowful, but convinced. 
It was that speech and it was his personality that 
carried the nation into the war at once and with 
practical unanimity. "When I stood up in the 
House of Commons," he says, referring to this 
occasion, " I do not recall feeling nervous. At 
such a moment there could be neither hope of per
sonal success nor fear of personal failure. In a 
great crisis a man who has to act or speak, stands 
bare and stripped of choice. He has to do what 
it is in him to do; just this is what he will do 
and must do and he can do no other." 

, \nd he writes as he speaks, with the same 
simplicity, honesty, directness. You may doubt 
his wisdom, but you cannot doubt the high and 
chivalrous quality of character that shines through 
his utterance. You cannot doubt the nobility of 
his aims nor the large, humane disinterestedness 
with which he pursues them. His candor disarma 
criticism. I f he thinks he was wrong here or 
there he says he was wrong. I f he has changed 
his view of a given situation in the light of fuller 
knowledge, he admits it. He regrets that the mili
tary conversations with France in igo6 were not 
disclosed to the full Cabinet, though with char
acteristic restraint he does not recall the fact that 
the neglect was mainly due to the domestic trag
edy which at that moment shattered his private 
life. He admits that his view, that in the twelve 
day crisis that preceded the war, Austria was only 
the instrument of Germany, has been qualified. 
He thinks now that Austria's part was more in
dependent than he had supposed. He disclaims 
any title to present the whole vast complex of 
things in its true proportions and relations. He 
sees the drama from one angle only, is careful to 
define his own limitations, and is conspicuously 
fair to the opposing views. Thus , referring to the 

*TWENTY-FIVE YEARS: 1892-1916. By VISCOUNT 
GRI;V OF FAI.LODON. New York: Frederick A. Stokes 
Co. 1925. 2 vols. $10. 
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struggle with the Cabinet on the eve of the war, 
he says: "It must be admitted that if there were 
not an anti-war group in the Cabinet there ought 
to have been. . . If this feeling had not 
been represented in the Cabinet the Government 
would have been out of touch with the country, an 
unsafe position in any circumstances, a most dan
gerous one in a crisis." 

He does not pietend that the Entente did not 
involve irritations to Germany and he confesses 
to the discomfort in his mind, "of finding us 
somehow engaged in blocking Germany's projects 
in other parts of the world. We were bound 
to oppose her plans when they were inimical and 
dangerous to British interests, but was it necessary 
to assume that everything everywhere that Ger
many wanted was dangerous to us?" He rejoiced 
in the opportunity of satisfying the German aspira
tions in Asia Minor by the Bagdad railway agree
ment, and he ingenuously admits that in 1906 he 
was anxious to concede a coaling station to Ger
many in West Africa, until he discovered that in 
the previous year his predecessor at the Foreign 
Office, Lord Lansdowne, had encouraged France 
to resist pressure from Germany for the conces
sion of a coaling station in Morocco. In short, 
the attitude throughout is that of a dispassionate 
observer of events, recording his own motives, his 
own thoughts, and his own share in the action with 
studied moderation and detachment. 

The result gives the reader the impression of 
sitting beside a patient tossing in a fever. The 
patient is Europe, and the fever lasts a generation 
before it culminates in the catastrophe. Some
times the fever subsides, sometimes the patient is 
quiescent, sometimes the danger point seems even 
to have passed, as in 1913, but always the high 
temperature returns, the peril reappears, and the 
agony is renewed. Was the disease too deep-seated 
to be beyond cure? Was the peril avoidable by the 
wisdom of men, or was the catastrophe inherent 
in the conditions? 

4 ^ t^v (^v 

Let us look at the progress of the fever as Grey 
saw it, and as he records it. Whatever view may 
be taken of his own part in the story there can be 
no doubt that from the beginning to the end he 
was actuated by the single motive of preserving 
the peace of Europe. That can be said more con
fidently of him than of any other principal in 
the vast sweep of events. His story begins in 
1892, when, the foremost figure among the young
er politicians of the time, he became under-secre-
tary t® Lord Rosebery at the Foreign Office. 
The loom of fate had already begun to weave 
its pattern. The Triple Alliance of Germany, 
Austria, and Italy had called into being the count
er alliance of France and Russia. England stood 
aloof. It was the period of "splendid isolation" 
with its complementary aspiration for the Concert 
of Europe. In so far as England had sympathies, 
they were German sympathies inspired in part by 
an unbroken historical amity, in part by the senti
ment of the Victorian court. They were expressed 
by successive Prime Ministers of unusual authority 
and of both parties—Gladstone, Salisbury, Rose
bery. Throughout the 'nineties those sympathies 
prevailed. If there was fear, it was fear of 
France and Russia, and all the preparations for 
naval security were made on the Franco-Russian 
calculation. Twice we were on the brink of war 
with France, over the Bangkok incident in 1893, 
and the Fashoda incident in 1898. The pinpricks 
of France and the menace of the incalculable des
potism of Russia were tending to strengthen the 
German sympathies of the country and pave the 
way, if "splendid isolation" had to be sacrificed, 
to an understanding with that country. This ten
dency, implicit in the policy of Salisbury and 
Rosebery alike, took form in 1899 when Cham
berlain made his memorable speech suggesting an 
Anglo-Saxon-Teutonic understanding, which should 
cover not merely England and Germany, but, if 
she were disposed, America also. 

That gesture, made under the impression that 
it would be welcomed, evoked no response from 
GeTinany,_JLt:««5ked3iQ.isspojnLScJjccauae thvaugh-^ 
out the 'nineties, while the hostility of France 
was open and flagrant, there was no compensat
ing spirit of friendship from Germany. Bis
marck had fallen, the you^rg Kaiser was in the 
saddle, and the Bismarckian tradition of Con
tinental dominance had given place to the dream 
of world power. That dream had changed the 

orientation of Germany. "Our future is on the 
sea," said the Kaiser at Stettin in 1898, and there 
began that development of the sea power of Ger
many in which collision with the sea power of 
Britain was implicit. The significance of this 
change of attitude was not realized in England in 
the 'nineties in spite of such unfriendly incidents 
as the Kaiser's telegram to Kruger, and at the 
very time that Chamberlain was making his over
ture to Germany, Billow, the Chancellor, was 
writing a private memorandum in which he said: 

On the whole it is certain that opinion in England i> 
far less anti-German than opinion in Germany is anti-
English; therefore those Englishmen like Chirol and Saun
ders (the Times correspond-*nt who was subsequently ban
ished from Berlin) are the most dangerous to us since they 
know from their own observations the depth and bitter
ness of German antipathy against England. 

The practical rejection of the Chamberlain over
ture did not sensibly increase suspicion in England 
and even as late as 1902 the disposition of the 
Government to work with Germany was illus
trated, and most unfortunately illustrated, by its 
association in the Venezulean episode. It can 
hardly be doubted that the Kaiser's purpose in that 
affair was to challenge the Monroe doctrine and to 
involve England in the challenge. The peril was 
fortunately realized before events had gone too 
far, and when the cloud passed and it was seen 
how near the country had been brought to a grave 
rupture with the United States, public opinion 
was deeply aroused. From this incident sprang 
the widespread suspicion of Germany and the 
definite impulse to sacrifice the doctrine of "splen
did isolation". That doctrine was valid while it 
was believed that the feelings of Germany were 
friendly, but that belief seemed no longer tenable 
in view of the spirit of German relations and 
the now unconcealed challenge to the naval su
premacy of England. 

This change of mentality was the opportunity 
for Delcasse, whose mind had dominated French 
foreign policy for ten years and who was the true 
author and begetter of the Entente. Grey, then 
out of office, welcomed the Anglo-French under
standing. He had no personal enthusiasm for 
France and no hostility to Germany, but he was 
alarmed by the drift of events and was seized with 
the conviction that England must have cordial re
lations with somebody. When he came into office 
as Foreign Secretary in 1906 he had two motives, 
the first was to stop the drift of Europe to war, 
the other was to secure the position of his own 
country in the event of failure. " I re-entered 
office," he says, "with the fixed resolve not to 
lose the one friendship we had made, not to slip 
back again into the friction of 1892-5. With 
Germany I wanted to be as friendly as I could be, 
without sacrificing friendships already made." 

(5* t^ *^ 

The history of the next eight years was the his
tory of the failure of the one motive and the 
success of the other. Perhaps they were irre
concilable. Perhaps "splendid isolation" still rep
resented the true function of England in Conti
nental affairs—we shall never know. But the 
pauseless challenge of Germany at sea was the 
rock on which Grey's major motive split. Gesture 
after gesture was made to Germany without re
sponse. We stopped building capital ships: Ger
many went on building more. We offered a 
ten years' naval holiday: Tirpitz produced a new 
and more formidable naval programme. We sent 
Haldane to negotiate privately with the Kaiser: 
he returned with the confession of failure. Mean
while Germany was testing the reality of the En
tente. The first Moroccan crisis in 1905, the 
Bosnia-Herzgovina crisis in 1908, the second Mo
roccan crisis in ig i i—in turn aimed at trying 
the ice. With each incident the universal ten
sion increased. Then with the Balkan war in 
1912 and the success of the London Conference 
there came a momentary lift of the cloud. It 
was Grey's hour of triumph. He seemed to have 
restored the Concert of Europe. The Kaiser paid 
iTim a handsome tribute, and for a few brief 
months the sky of Europe was clearer than it had 
been for seven years. Then, almost out of the 
blue, came the catastrophe. Grey acquits the 
Kaiser of a desire for war. He wanted another 
"shining armor" victory of diplomacy, but he had 
lost prestige with the military autocrats by the 

compromise of 19H and was swept into the cur
rent. 

Grey fairly emphasizes the refusal by Germany 
to accept a conference as the crucial test of re
sponsibility for the war. Only a little more 
than a year before the London Conference of 
Ambassadors had saved Europe. All the mem
bers of that conference were still in London. 
Their intervention would have checked the mad 
torrent of events, changed the atmospiiere, perhaps 
averted the disaster. But Germany said "No," 
and in saying "No," proclaimed war. 

Jt Jt jIt 

By far the most important revelation of Grey's 
book deals, not with the origins of the war, but 
with President Wilson's peace overture in Feb
ruary, 1916, and Grey's attitude towards it. If 
Grey in history, is burdened with a share of the 
responsibility of the tragedy, it will not be be
cause of his motives, but because of his methods. 
His motives were high and noble: his methods 
were rigid and official. He had static force, not 
dynamic force. His loyalty was excessive: his 
quality of initiative deficient. All this is illus
trated in the Wilson episode. Colonel House told 
Grey in February, 1916, that the President, on 
hearing from France and England that the mo
ment was opportune, would propose a conference 
to put an end to the war. Should the allies ac
cept this proposal and should Germany refuse it, 
the United States would probably enter into war 
against Germany. As to the conditions of peace 
Colonel House, speaking for Wilson, expressed 
an opinion decidedly favorable to the restoration 
of Belgium, the transference of Alsace-Lorraine 
to France, and the acquisition of an outlet to the 
sea by Russia, with certain compensations to Ger
many outside Europe. This overture was disre
garded. Beyond being forwarded by the French 
ambassador to M. Briand, it might as well have 
been dropped in the wastepaper basket. Apparently 
no mention of the subject directly was made to 
Briand and no pressure was applied to give it ef
fect. This was not because Grey did not realize 
its gravity. It was because he feared to give 
France the impression that we were weakening by 
mentioning the word, "peace." He left the in-
itiativ^e, if initiative there was to be, to Briand. 
He did not ask him to consider it: he waited for 
Briand to act. Briand was as much afraid of 
talking of peace as Grey and remained silent. 
It was not until nine months later, on the eve of 
the fall of the Asquith Coalition, that Grey com
municated the House memorandum to the Cabinet 
with the cautious suggestion that in certain circum
stances—that is the weakening of one of the 
Allies—the Wilson overture should be considered. 

I do not think that the final judgment will ac
quit Grey in this great matter. It is true, of course, 
that in February, 1916, such a peace proposal as 
Wilson contemplated would not have been accepted 
by Germany, but the consideration of that pro
posal was the plain, obvious duty of the Allies, and 
the fact that it was not considered will remain a 
grave blot on the statesmanship of Grey. The in
cident did not reflect any lack of appreciation on 
Grey's part of the importance of America. There 
is no more striking feature of his story than that 
dealing with his relations with the U. S. A. prior 
to its intervention in the war. In those relations 
his wisdom, patience, and goodwill were unfailing 
and his friendship with Page, Roosevelt, and 
House was a priceless service. That feeling was 
abundantly reciprocated and among the memorable 
things of the book is a letter from Roosevelt to 
Grey written at the most critical stage of the con
troversy over the right of search at sea, in which 
Roosevelt quotes from a letter from John Bright 
to Sumner during the Civil War: "At all ha
zards," said Bright, "you must not let this mat
ter grow to a war with England; even if you are 
right and we are wrong." "With the reversal 
of names," added Roosevelt, "the advice I am 
giving is the same as John Bright gave and my 
reason's are thc-satne." 

Grey speaks in one place of how "after the out
break of the war I sometimes lay awake asking 
myself again and again whether the war could 
have been prevented by anything that I could 
have done in the preceding \ears ." That ques
tion does not admit of an "bsolute answer, but 
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