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John Cole: 

Good evening, and welcome to the Library of Congress (the Library), and happy Halloween.  I’m John Cole.  I’m the director of the Center for the Book, the Library of Congress’s reading and book promotion office. The center was established in 1977 by Librarian of Congress Daniel Boorstin.  It was created to use the resources and prestige of the Library of Congress to stimulate public interest in books and in reading.  And it has been my good fortune to head the little Center for the Book since that beginning, nearly 30 years ago.   

A small office of four people, we promote books and reading, as well as literacy and libraries, including, of course the Library of Congress, across our entire country.  We do so primarily through two partnership networks.  First, statewide affiliates in all 50 states, plus the District of Columbia, and secondly, through organizations that serve as national reading promotion partners.  It is a group of private, nonprofit and government organizations that now numbers more than 85.  We are also the program arm of the National Book Festival, a cooperative effort of first lady Laura Bush and the Library of Congress.  We had a very successful National Book Festival on the Mall, on the National Mall on September 30th, which attracted more than 70 authors, illustrators and poets and a crowd of more than 100,000 booklovers on the Mall.   

Here at the Library of Congress, we host events, symposia and book talks, such as tonight’s presentation.  All of these activities are described on our Web site and as you leave tonight, I encourage you to pick up a copy of our schedule of forthcoming events, which also, of course, includes our Web site address.  Our book -- our author book talk and signing program, which we label “Books and Beyond,” features new books that have a special connection to the Library of Congress.  

Tonight’s presentation by Godfrey Hodgson is co-sponsored with the Library’s Manuscript Division, which is the home of the Woodrow Wilson Presidential Collection.  In fact, few people know that the Library’s Manuscript Division, which has in its custody papers of 23 presidents, is this nation’s oldest and most comprehensive presidential library.  Wilson’s papers came to the Library through his second wife, Edith Bolling Galt Wilson.  The collection began arriving in 1939 and was made available the following year, to those receiving Mrs. Wilson’s permission, a practice that was followed until her death in 1961.  In 1946, Mrs. Wilson donated her husband’s 9,000-volume personal library to the Library of Congress, and today it is kept separately and on display in the Woodrow Wilson Room, the specially named room, which now is in the Library’s Jefferson Building across the street. 

Our subject tonight, of course, is Col. Edward M. House, Wilson’s chief diplomat and right hand man.  Mr. Hodgson will be telling us about Col. House, and of course his relationship to Woodrow Wilson.  But, first, I offer two final Wilson historical tidbits, both unearthed from the Library’s archives.  In the spring of 1913, the Librarian of Congress, Herbert Putnam, found himself supplying Mr. Wilson with a steady diet of detective novels, a service that the president very much appreciated.  And, six years later, the Library of Congress provided a variety of books to the Peace Conference at Versailles for the use of the American delegation there, including, when it appeared, the “Economic Consequences of the Peace,” by John Maynard Keynes.

And now to tonight’s book, and our speaker, Godfrey Hodgson.  He is an associate fellow at the Rothermere American Institute at Oxford University.  He is the author of 11 books on American politics and history, including one that’s been on my bookshelf since it appeared, “America in Our Time: The History of America in the 1960s.”  He also is the author of biographies of Henry L. Stimson and Daniel Patrick Moynihan.  Moynihan’s papers, like Wilson’s papers, are here at the Library of Congress, so Mr. Hodgson has told me [inaudible] research adventures here in the papers of these two subjects of his biographies.  


As a journalist, Mr. Hodgson worked for the “Times of London,” the “London Observer” and the “London Sunday Times.”  He was one of the original anchors of “Channel 4 News” in London and has been a commentator for BBC Radio 4, BBC Radio World, NPR and CNN.  He holds master’s degrees in history from Oxford University and the University of Pennsylvania.  We are privileged to have him with us tonight.  May I present Godfrey Hodgson. 

[applause] 

Godfrey Hodgson: 

Thank you.  The question is, why should one write and why should one read a biography of Col. Edward House now?  I have tried to rehabilitate Col. House’s reputation because I think it’s been unjustly presented, and many people have read histories in which his true role has, I think, been slighted and unfairly diminished.  That isn’t to take anything away from Woodrow Wilson’s reputation; this is not a zero sum game, as they say.  But, I think it is the case that -- it’s time that we recognize the very substantial achievements of Col. House, and also that there are some lessons to be drawn from his life, which are of acute relevance today.  

Now, a number of reviewers have said that Col. House was the Karl Rove of his day.  It’s not entirely true.  For one thing, Col. House’s major achievements were not in domestic politics, though he played a role there, which I’ll come to, but in international politics.  Rather, I think he was the first, and by no means the least able, of that series of presidential aides, counselors and agents, which has become a permanent part of the structure of American government, and over the years has come to rival the role of the secretary of state himself, Harry Hopkins with FDR, George Bundy with President Kennedy and President Johnson, Henry Kissinger of course with President Nixon, Zbig Brzezinski with Jimmy Carter, and most recently I suppose, Brent Scowcroft in the Bush 41 administration. 

On thing I want to try to persuade you is that the second decade of the 20th century was not really as remote and as different from our time as you might suppose.  It was an age of globalization; changes in trade and transportation were bringing countries together, for better or for worse.  It was an age of high technology; aviation, radio, film, indeed the automobile, had all been invented the previous 20 years.  It was an age of acute nationalism and it was above all, of course, an age of revolution.   

Many of the vital issues today, in fact, first surfaced in the years when Col. House was a key player in the international scene, those years between 1914 and 1919.  He was dealing with the aftermath of World War I.  He first tried to stop World War I and then he tried to end it, and then finally he tried to help clear up the mess it had left.  It was also an age of American world leadership.  In fact, it was really the first moment when the United States became the most important and influential power. You could say, if you like, the United States joined the world powers under Teddy Roosevelt and became the most important of them under Woodrow Wilson.   

It was the age of the Wilsonian idea, that it was America’s destiny to spread an American version of democracy as widely as possible.  And, the style and tone and the structures with which the United States dealt with the outside world, with other countries, received kind of definitive form in Col. House’s time and to some extent, as I’ll show, as a result of his initiatives.  That classic diplomatic -- I think he would have preferred the old fashioned term “diplomatist” -- Harold Nicolson said in what must be called a mildly patronizing manner that Col. House was the best diplomatic brain America has yet produced.  Other’s who knew a thing or two about the business, like two admired British foreign secretaries, Sir Edward Grey and A. J. Balfour, held an equally high opinion of House’s abilities, and so too did the great wartime premier of France, Georges Clemenceau, who memorably I think, he said, “Mr. House, a super civilized person, coming from the wilds of Texas.”   

[laughter] 

I will touch later on why I think House’s reputation has suffered, and unjustly suffered, with the result that he is by no means as well known as in my opinion he deserves to be.  But, first let me run rather briefly through his political life and, and his achievements. 

House was a Texan of independent means.  His father had emigrated from England, just before the War Between the States.  He started as a pastry cook and ended up owning just under 300,000 acres, as well as a department store, a bank and other property in Houston.  It was long before oil had been discovered.  Col. House, the son, became a gray eminence in -- or if you like, a king maker, in Texas politics in the 1890s and in the early years of the 20th century.  Then, he became Woodrow Wilson’s intimate friend and trusted advisor.  House, for health reasons, hated hot weather and he used to spend much of -- many of his summers on the north shore of Massachusetts and also to travel in Europe.  

And, in 1914, because I think of his awareness of the danger of war, he made a strange, single handed effort, his own idea but encouraged, known to and encouraged by Wilson, to prevent the coming world war.  The idea has an oddly modern ring.  The idea was that, Britain, Germany, the United States, and the French if they wanted to, should get together and join in a scheme for investing in what House called the “worst places of the earth,” in which he included China, South America, and interestingly, Iran.  The idea was low rates of interest, massive investment I think essentially in infrastructure, what we would call infrastructure projects.  He tried to get Paris involved too, but unfortunately, as happens from time to time, that city was more interested in a crime passionnel.  The wife of the finance minister had been -- had shot dead the editor of “Le Figaro,” the leading newspaper, which had published some of her love letters.  

Whether or not House’s idea ever had a chance, it came just too late.  Within weeks, the American ambassador to Germany describes how the motorboats were crisscrossing the regatta, the kaiser’s regatta at Kiel he said, like dragon flies.  And, what they were doing was bringing the news of the archdukes assassination in Sarajevo; the countdown to meltdown had begun.   

Once the war in Europe had begun, House spent a great deal of his time, series of visits, as Woodrow Wilson’s confidential agent.  He was trying to persuade the British, the French and the Germans to agree to a negotiated peace.  The closest he came was in 1916, when he actually persuaded Edward Grey to sign the House-Grey Memorandum.  This was a proposal that the president of the United States would convene an international conference to negotiate a peace, and that if the Germans refused to join, then the United States would probably enter the war against Germany.  The word “probably” was inserted by Wilson, and although House tried loyally to maintain that it made no difference, of course it did.  It killed the plan.  

House continued to seek a negotiated peace.  He accumulated an extraordinary range of contacts in the belligerent countries, both directly by his own meetings and indirectly through a group of bright young American newspapermen, including Walter Lippman, William C. Bullitt, John Reed of “Reds,” and a man called Stephen Bonsal who became very close friend of House’s.  They encouraged him in his belief that the United States could work with the pacifists left in Europe, and in that way put pressure on the European governments to end the war.  I believe that the prospects for such an intervention and a negotiated peace were greatly exaggerated by -- both by House and by Wilson.  But -- well because ironically when the peace feelers did come, they came from very surprising directions.  

House and Wilson believed that war had been foisted on Europe by the aristocracies, but actually the people who made the first peace feelers were the emperor of Austria, the pope, the prince Sixtus of Bourbon-Parma, the king of Spain.  It was the aristocracies who wanted to end the war, because they saw clearly enough that it was likely to lead to revolution and that they would -- they would lose all.  I think also, that like many Americans, Wilson and House underestimated the surge of patriotism that had been unleashed by the war in the European peoples.  There’s a poignant moment when one of House’s friends, a British diplomat called William Tyrrell, says -- I’m not sure how explicit he was -- he was basically saying, “Don’t ask me to work for a negotiated peace, because,” he said, “the second of my two sons was killed at the front last week.”  And I think people’s -- people’s blood was up and it was very -- would have been very hard to end the war. 

In September 1917, after the United States had gotten involved in the war, Wilson wrote to House, asking him to “quietly gather a group of men to plan America’s war aims.”  The motive, frankly, was Wilson’s and House’s suspicion of the European powers war aims.  Wilson was very shocked by what were called “the secret treaties,” which were offers made by Britain and France to Russia, to Italy and to other countries, such as Romania and Greece, to -- offering to give them territories as -- in effect, as a reward for joining in.  Wilson was so shocked by this that he actually refused to call Britain and France allies, even when a large American army was fighting shoulder to shoulder with French and British troops in France.  He preferred the term “associated powers.”  He didn’t want to be called an ally.   

In any case, in order to have an American plan for the post-war, House brought together a group of men, and later some, but not many, women, to form what came to be called “The Inquiry.”  By the end of the war, it had grown into a substantial research enterprise, employing well over a hundred professional scholars and producing literally hundreds of papers, some of them book length.  I believe that The Inquiry had lasting influence on the -- on the style of American diplomacy.  The -- among other things, the origins of the Council on Foreign Relations can be traced back to an initiative.  

What happened is that a lot of these young American scholars went to Paris, and there they made friends with French, but more particularly British, colleagues, and they came up with an idea of founding a joint Anglo-American research institution.  For reasons that are perhaps obvious now, that was not possible.  Instead, two research institutions came into existence; one was the Council on Foreign Relations in New York, and the other was the Royal Institute of International Affairs at Chatham House in London.  Both still thrive.   

It wasn’t very easy in 1917 to find Americans who were really knowledgeable about European affairs.  Even the State Department’s maps for example, were two Balkan wars out of date.  At one point, The Inquiry had to send an emissary by liner, of course, ocean liner, to London to buy maps from Stanford’s Map Shop in Covent Garden, which still, I’m glad to say, survives.   

So, House and his colleagues found that what they had to was to staff this enterprise from two kinds of people, who I call the “Brahmins” and the “Refugees.”  The Brahmins, if I can call them that, included some of the brilliant young scholars who would go on to be the major academic figures of their generation.  The constitutional historian E. S. Corwin, the medievalist Charles Homer Haskins, the great Mycenaean archaeologist Carl Blegen, and Wallace Notestein, the historian of “The British People on the Eve of Colonization.”  They also included Charles Seymour, who was to go on to be the editor of the so-called “Intimate Papers of Col. House,” and later that President of Yale so ferociously assailed in William F. Buckley’s “God and Man at Yale.”  The émigrés, on the other hand, were people who knew Europe, and particularly central Europe, all too well, and many of them rather shamelessly ground the axis of various particular groups in their native lands. 

The most important achievement of The Inquiry, arguably, came about almost before its research work had properly begun, because it was a small group from the Inquiry who drafted a paper, which became Wilson’s most -- probably most influential and famous speech, the “Fourteen Points [of Peace].”  What happened was that Lippman produced a document, in fact two versions of the same document, laying out what should be the main thrust of American diplomacy in the post-war period.  Col. House took the paper down to the White House with him and it became the basis for the speech.  House boasted with unpardonable pride in his diary -- he said, “We sat down at half past 10 in the morning and we finished remaking the map of the world by half past 12.”  

Efforts have been made by some historians, following the great editor of Wilson’s papers, Arthur Stanley Link, to minimize House’s influence on this, and indeed on others of Wilson’s speeches.  But the evidence for House’s and The Inquiry’s on the “Fourteen Points [of Peace]” does not lie simply in anybody’s assertions.  If you look at the documents themselves, it’s quite plain.  The order of the paragraphs, the language, the shape as well as the substance of the two documents are close to identical.   

The same point can be made, in fact, of another major achievement, which House shared with President Wilson, which was the “Covenant of the League of Nations.”  Now, the idea of some league of Nations, or association of Nations, was not new at all. It was not an innovation. It was very much in the air in Britain and France and indeed for that matter elsewhere, as well as in the United States. But what House did was to turn an idea into a specific policy, and indeed to work with Wilson and some of his other associates on turning this policy into a document.   

In August 1918, as the decisive battles were finally shaking the German army to pieces on the Western Front, Wilson and his wife visited the Houses at Magnolia, Massachusetts, and there on the portico of the Jefferson Coolidge mansion, House and Wilson sat down with their maps and papers and they drafted -- they produced a draft of the “Covenant [of the League of Nations]”, which essentially survived both months of further editing, and also the arguments and horse trading of the peace conference.  It did not, of course, however, survive scrutiny by the United States Senate.  

House was also the point man in what must count I think as his and Wilson’s most successful diplomatic coup.  This was the way they responded to the first German inquiries about an armistice in October 1918.  Field Marshal Ludendorff, who was to all intents by then the military dictator of Germany, wanted an armistice, and he wanted it really because he wanted to give his armies a breathing space and he also wanted to stick the social democratic parliamentarians with responsibility for the peace.  And, he also wanted, of course, to deal with the revolution, which was at that very moment breaking out across Germany.  

So, what Wilson and House did, rather skillfully, was to finesse Ludendorff.  They insisted that Germany must accept -- the armistice must be on the basis of the “Fourteen Points.”  And, in so doing, of course, he finessed the other allies as well, because they had to decide, would they accept the “Fourteen Points” as the -- as the basis for a peace settlement, or would they continue fighting Germany without American aid?  In the end, House and Wilson played it completely straight, they didn’t attempt to deceive or to hide anything from Paris or London, but they forced the British and the French in effect to accept their ideas as the basis for peace. 

Now, House privately thought all along that Wilson should stay in Washington and leave him to handle the peace conference.  There was an element, I think, if you like, of egotism in that, but I think it was also solid reason, which was House’s idea was that, if Wilson stayed above the fray as the arbiter of the scene, he would be in effect a trump card, and he could be -- he could be played whenever an impasse had been reached.  As it was, by being in Paris, although he started as a kind of almost a messiah and was greeted both -- you know, huge crowds in Europe, almost with adulation.  The fact is that Wilson soon got sucked into the horse trading and the rather bad tempered competition and rivalries of the conference.   

In any case, trouble began when Wilson went home for the end of the congressional elections, that was in the middle of February 1919.  The crucial thing was that the Democrats had lost control of both houses of Congress.  Henry Cabot Lodge, who was already a bitter personal enemy of Wilson’s, was chairman of the Senate Foreign Relations Committee and was also the Republican majority leader.  What had happened was that many years before Henry Cabot Lodge was the editor of a learned journal and Wilson submitted an article, a historical article which Lodge turned down on the grounds it wasn’t good enough. Well this kind of thing of course is -- in the academic world, is never forgiven.  

House suggested that the thing to do would be to invite some of the key players to a dinner at the White House and friends would be made, and in that way it would be possible perhaps to create the momentum for -- to pass the, the League of Nations.  The dinner was a disaster.  The Wilsons served Apollinaris water, and many senators were extremely annoyed that there was no wine, let alone no whiskey.  The cigars, Senator Brandegee of Connecticut said, the cigars were of “inferior quality.”  Interestingly of course, the vice president was most famous for saying that what the country needed was a good 5-cent cigar.   This obviously was not even a 5 cent-cigar, presumably a 3-cent cigar.  In any case -- oh, worst of all, I should say, Henry Cabot Lodge noticed that the first lady’s fingernails were dirty.  The whole, the whole event was a complete disaster.  

Wilson returned to France and that was the moment where the breach with House appears to have taken place.  I say appears to have taken place because most people have followed the rather emotional account, which Mrs. Wilson herself gave many years later, which enraged [unintelligible] Victorian novelist by, you know, “the president turns white.”  He says, “My God, House has given away all that I’ve fought for.’”  It’s very unlikely it happened exactly like that.  There are all kinds of detailed reasons, apart from [unintelligible].  The meeting took place at the end of a very long meeting with the French ambassador, and it almost certainly didn’t happen the way she said it happened.  

But it is true in that Wilson was, I think, shocked to discover how much of his power he’d lost by losing the congressional elections.  There may be, for some, some might say a contemporary lesson in that.  So, Wilson was shocked by that.  Wilson was also I think, frustrated and tired, and after all, quite ill, and found the whole context of the -- of the conference very tiresome.  And, it’s quite clear that he felt House had gone too far in trying to reach something which the French in particular would sign off on, but also possible -- it’s been suggested to me by a quite distinguished historian that it’s possible to some extent that Wilson was actually trying to turn House into a scapegoat for his own frustrations and failures.  At any rate, this is not the place to evaluate in detail the claims and counter claims.  

But, it is certainly plain that Edith Wilson did not like or trust Col. House, and the reason for that I believe is a rather peculiar one.  In 1915, Woodrow Wilson’s first wife had died.  And a very few months after that, he fell in love with Edith Bolling Galt, and they were on the point of deciding to get married when a love letter which Wilson had written to another lady, a divorcee, described as a lively divorcee, who he met in Bermuda, were leaked in California.  Now, the second Mrs. Wilson, Edith Wilson, always believed that Col. House had done this in order to prevent their marriage, and in particular, because he was afraid that a marriage so soon after the death of Ellen Wilson would be a disaster in the 1916 campaign.  

The truth of the matter is that Col. House did disapprove of the marriage.  Significantly, he refused to go to the wedding, or -- didn’t refuse to go to the wedding; he just didn’t go to the wedding.  And, what is the case, however, is that Col. House did not leak the letters.  That was done by William Gibbs McAdoo, who was not only Wilson’s campaign manager and his treasury secretary, but also his son-in-law.  At any rate, Edith House continued to mistrust Col. House -- Edith Wilson, I’m sorry, continued to mistrust Col. House, and this was the sort of bad feeling which surfaced at the crisis of the Paris Peace Conference.  

Wilson was not well, his health had deteriorated, he had a series of minor strokes and one not-so-minor stroke, even before the famous one, which really incapacitated him.  His temper was unreliable.  He’d come to believe passionately in his own recipe for world peace.  He was as House put it in the privacy of his own diary, “Essentially a rhetorician, a man who was able to take a noble vision of how the world ought to be and to clothe it in eloquent but also grandiloquent prose.”  

House, I believe, did not differ in significant ways from Wilson’s vision.  He fully shared the president’s suspicion of the old secret diplomacy, and he fully shared the view that the United States would be able to deal better with the ordinary people of Europe and that they would -- and that, if that was explained to them in the right way, reject most of the policies of their own leaders.  Wilson actually told members of The Inquiry, on the ship going over to Paris, that -- he said, “You realize, I’m the only person who has democratic credentials, and the men I’ll be meeting in Paris have no democratic legitimacy.”  

Well, at this point, David Lloyd George just controlled a larger majority in the House of Commons than anybody before or since, including Tony Blair.  And, Clemenceau had just been reelected Prime Minister with the vote of 80 percent of the Assembly, and House had just received a drubbing, a thrashing in the midterm elections .  I’m sorry, Wilson had been hammered in the midterm elections.  So, I think Wilson did have this very strong point of view that he had democratic legitimacy and nobody else at the conference did.  And, I think to some extent, House shared that view.  I think he was loyal to Wilson’s vision.  

House certainly shared Wilson’s commitment to the League [of Nations]; he agreed, too, for example, that Britain must concede the freedom of the seas, even if that meant stripping Britain of the historic advantages of naval blockade.  

I think that House’s realism, and I mean that not in the -- I mean that in the common meaning of the word, realism, not in the technical jargon of IR.  I think that House felt that realism must be applied not only to the politics of Europe, but also to the domestic politics of the United States.  As a veteran practicing politician from Texas, he understood that the Republican successes in the midterm elections, which Wilson scarcely seemed even to notice, made all the difference to the prospects for the -- for the treaty and the League [of Nations].  House believed that the essence of the League of Nations could be salvaged from the skepticism, not to say hostility, of Lodge, if it were possible to sit down and talk and find areas of common belief and common ground.  

I think the differences between Wilson and House were not so much on policy; they were rather differences of political style and above all of personal temperament.  Where House differed from Wilson was not in fundamental ideas about political philosophy, but in his instinctive talent, sharpened by decades of experience, for political action.  Wilson, I think, saw the world as a -- as a white blank sheet of paper on which he could inscribe, etch with his oratorical brilliance, theorems how the world ought to be.  House, on the contrary, saw the world more as a map full of intractable, real features, rivers, mountains, cities, nations, policies, interests.  And, where Wilson saw what he thought ought to happen, House saw how things could perhaps be made to happen. 

House certainly made many mistakes.  The most catastrophic, from his own point of view, was to [unintelligible] even briefly, that he had no power or influence or even standing on his own, and that once he lost the president’s confidence, then he was out of the game.  Those mistakes were not entirely of his own making.  His successes weren’t as visible as some of the ringing pronouncements of Woodrow Wilson’s great speeches, but they were no mere reflections of Wilson’s glory.  Still less, to anyone who examines the record with a fair mind, I believe, was he the mere toady or hanger-on that he’s often been portrayed as.  House understood that the promised land could not be won by even the most iambic and exalted rhetoric.  To bring world peace, it was necessary to understand the complexities of the angers and the interests and the ambitions that had led to war, and that meant attempting to understand Europe and the world as they were, and not as Wilsonian ideology proclaimed them to be.   

Certainly, Col. House understood earlier and more clearly than Wilson that the United States was now too strong, and that at the same time its strength was too bound up with the fate of other countries, to remain aloof from the world’s urgent moral conflicts.  He saw too that American entry onto the world scene as the greatest of the powers could best be achieved not by boasting about the exceptional virtue of the American society or the purity of American motives, but by finding partners where ever they could be found in other societies who were willing to work together towards the same goals. 

I don’t think I have to spell out to you that this judgment, if I’m right, is not a purely historic one.  We live, after all, in an age where presidents of both parties have claimed Woodrow Wilson as a model.  In the early days of the last Democratic administration, President Clinton, his national security advisor, Tony Lake, his first secretary of state, Warren Christopher, and his second, Madeline Albright, all made speeches in which they explicitly claimed that their policy would be Wilsonian, and what, after all, is the project for a new American century in a Republican administration than a projection of a Wilsonian vision for exporting an American version of democracy, admittedly with more nationalistic and even militaristic overtones.   

I offer Col. House, therefore, due consideration, not as an alternative to the Wilsonian project, the vision of sharing with the world the best of American democratic ideals, but as the quiet craftsman who understood the practical adjustments that would have to be made if that noble dream was to be realized.  House stood for information, for analysis, for political action, for harnessing as far as possible the visions and ambitions of others to his own and his country’s purposes.  

Not only through The Inquiry, but through one of the most extensive personal intelligence networks ever assembled, House kept himself informed about what was going on all over the place.  He sought the best minds to help him make sense of this intelligence.  One of his advisors and close friends was the great French philosopher Henri Bergson, but he also listened and learned from Chaim Weizman and from Walter Lippman.  And it was this patient sifting of fact and opinion that enabled him to sit down with and reach understanding with the men of power, and to arrive at some kind of consensus.  

There was a time, you know, when this was the very hallmark of American diplomacy, with elaborate respect for the sovereignty and the conflicting interests of ancient, proud and bloody-minded European states.  The Truman administration, and particularly its great servants, George Marshall and Dean Atchison, did succeed in creating multi-national institutions to rebuild European societies and to guarantee a kind of prospect of peace.  As recently as 15 years ago, the administration of George Herbert Walker Bush constructed, with tact and patience, an international coalition, including Muslim as well as other powers, to throw Saddam Hussein out of Kuwait.  

Those things were done, I would contend, in the spirit of Edward Mandell House.  No one could have been more committed to the success of the United States, more convinced of what American beliefs had to offer.  He differed from Woodrow Wilson in his insistence that one must work with the grain of the world as it is.  His vision may have been limited, his policy prescriptions occasionally contradictory, his actions certainly were not always successful.  All I do say is that his work and his career richly deserve to be rescued from oblivion, to be studied and to be learned from. 

[end of transcript]


