


Congressman Richard P. Gale

ing the week following Pearl Harbor the
executive council of the Minneapolis unit
of the Committee to Defend Amenrica seri-
ously considered approving the use of its
name in connection with the publication of
a letter which savagely denounced all that
he represented. The letter demanded that
Shipstead resign and told him “that a part
in the future conduct of the affairs of this
nation cannot be entrusted to one who has
displayed such abysmal ignorance and com-
plete lack of vision and statesmanship.”
After considerable deliberation, the council
failed to give its full support to the letter.
It therefore was published in the Sunday
paper under the writer's name — Willem
Luyten, University of Minnesota professor
who was a member of the committee.5!
This incident dramatizes the dilemma
facing the committee. With the nation at
war the committee’s work was finished. A
few members, however, agreed with na-
tional officials and believed the committee
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should continue under a new name, Citi-
zens for Victory. The new organization, it
was hoped, would serve both to stimulate
support for the war effort and to promote
America’s participation in a postwar organi-
zation. Those who did not want to disband
felt that an organized effort was needed to
eliminate the last vestiges of isolationism
from Minnesota. Even among those who
believed the committee’s work was finished,
there existed a healthy respect for the
vitality of isolationist attitudes. George W.
Morgan, a prominent attorney from St. Paul
and an active member of both the St
Paul and Minnesota units, wrote Eichel-
berger explaining at length why he disliked
continuing the organization under a dif-
ferent name. Significantly, he stressed that
isolationist attitudes would persist as a fac-
tor in the response of Minnesotans to
foreign policy.3?

“There is also in my mind,” wrote Mor-
gan, “the question whether a separate or-
ganization, perhaps loosely affiliated with,
and cooperating with, a national organiza-
tion of this sort, organized for the Midwest
or perhaps for Minnesota alone, might not
be more effective than a mere Chapter of a
national organization with headquarters in
New York, in view of the rather specialized
local problems we have here in Minne-
sota . . . with respect to isolationist senti-
ment and its foundations. As an example
(but by no means the only one that could
be cited) is the attitude of the very large

@ The final draft of the letter is in CDA: Min-
neapolis Unit Papers. See also the minutes of
the Minneapolis unit, December 10, 30, 1941, CDA:
Minneapolis Unit Papers, and the Minneapolis
Sunday Tribune and Star Journal, December 14,
1941, p. 19.

*The St. Paul unit, although organized some-
what earlier than its Minneapolis counterpart, ap-
parently was never as active. Dr. Charles Turck
served as its chairman, Mrs. John W. Thompson as
secretary, and John A. Lagerman as treasurer. See
Theodore Smith of the national committee to Jaeger,
July 26, 1940; Jaeger to Thorold F. Fields of Duluth,
August 24, 1940; and minutes of the Minneapolis
unit, December 6, 1940, all in CDA: Minneapolis
Unit Papers.
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agricultural population in this territory to-
ward economic problems and foreign trade
and their traditional scepticismn as to any
political or economic program which in-
volves relatively free exchange of goods,
particularly of agricultural products of any
kind.” Morgan plainly recognized that an
intimate connection existed between tradi-
tional agrarian suspicions of Wall Street
and isolationist attitudes. Moreover, he as-
sumned that this connection would persist.®?

It is impossible to determine how many
committee members felt the way Morgan

*Morgan to Eichelberger, January 19, 1942
CDA: Minneapolis Unit Papers.

® Mrs. Silas M. Bryan to Marguerite Wells of the
national committee, February 9, 1942; Mrs. Bryan
to Mrs. Harrison Thomas, February 7, February 26,
1942; minutes of the Minpeapolis unit, Febru-
ary 28, 1942, all in CDA: Minneapolis Unit Papers.
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did. Most of the business and professional
men who had provided much of the financial
support for the committee did, however,
reject the idea of sustaining the organiza-
tion during the war years. As a couse-
quence, by February, 1942, both the St
Paul and the Minnesota units had dis-
banded. The Minneapolis unit continued
until after the campaign of 1942, but only as
a skeleton organization.®*

It was the representatives of the latter on
the one hand, and Shipstead and Mickelson
on the other, who carried the struggle into
the 1942 campaign. Early in June, 1942,
four men from the Minneapolis unit met
with Dr. Walter H. Judd and encouraged
him to run against Oscar Youngdahl in the
Republican primary. They were Addison
Lewis, last chairman of the committee, Pro-
fessors Christopher S. Norberg and Willem



Senator Henrik Shipstead

Luyten, and Dr. Charles E. Proshek. Young-
dahl’s support of a policy of isolation had
been a constant irritant to the committee
and those now active in the skeleton organi-
zation were determined to defeat him. Judd
received assurances that the committee
would assist him in obtajning financial sup-
port. As the race took place in the metro-
politan fifth district, the commijttee was able
to support Judd's candidacy because con-
tacts could easily be re-established with
those once active, But that was all that it
could effectively do. The threatened revolt
against the isolationist congressmen who
represented outstate constituencies never
materialized.?®

FOR THEIR PART, those who had sup-
ported a policy of isolation were not
silenced by the war. Mickelson chose to
challenge Ball for the Republican nomina-
tion. He received warm support from Ship-
stead. Basing his campaign upon Ball’s

282

alleged refusal to be guided by sentiment
within the state prior to Pearl Harbor,
Mickelson employed the rhetoric of the
agrarian isolationists by indicting Ball for
representing the Lamonts, the house of Mor-
gan, Wendell Willkie, and John Cowles.?
The primary election of September 8, 1942,
was heralded as a triumph over isolation
as both Ball and Judd captured the nomi-
nations with ease. Judd received 34,835
votes to Youngdahls 25,699; Ball defeated
Mickelson 198,733 votes to 111,834, The
Minneapolis Star Journal was exultant that
Minnesotans had supported “the kind of
leadership — typified by Ball and Judd —
which accepts, for our own greater well-
being, the respousibility of the United
States in the world.” In the larger sense the
Star Journal was right. The war ended the
isolationism of the 1930s. Slowly the con-
gressmen who had supported isolationist
policies died, retired, or were defeated. Of
those who lost their seats in an election, the
isolation issue was not a major factor in
their defeat — except in the case of Ship-
stead. He lost the Republican nomination
to Governor Edward Thye in 1946.%7
Shipstead’s view of America’s relationship
to the world never changed. Of the two
votes against the United Nations charter in
1945, one was cast by Shipstead and the
other by Senator William Langer of North
Dakota. While he attributed his defeat
largely to his vote against the charter, Ship-
stead never regretted jt. Whether he could

* Lewis to Rassell Bennett, Juoe 3, 1942, CDA:
Minneapolis Unit Papers.

* A typescript copy of Mickelson’s speech given
over KSTP August 17, 1942, is in the Shipstead
Papers.

% Minneapolis Star Journal, Scptember 9, 1942,
p- 18. Congressmen Melvin Maas and Richard Gale,
neither of whom weve identified with the more
adamant jsolationists, were defeated in 1944 par-
tially as a result of unification of the Democratic
and Farmer-Labor parties. Interestingly, Repre-
sentative William A. Pittenger, whose eighth dis-
trict became the DFL stronghold in the state,
managed to survive until 1948 because his DFL
opponent jn 1944 — William McKinnon — had
been obdurately opposed to Roosevelt’s foreign
policy.
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have survived Thye’s successful challenge
had he been less intransigent regarding the
United Nations is questionable. In any
event, Shipstead relied upon an old theme
in attempting to secure renomination. He
told the electorate that he believed a small,
secret grou) of men intended to defeat him.
The group was led by Stassen, the New
York bosses, and “the big Eastern Inter-
nationalists.” 38

It was possible to interpret Shipstead’s
defeat without invoking a conspiracy theory
of politics. A onetime admirer from Luverne
in Rock County, for example, wrote the
senator that he had been ousted because his
friends had grown increasingly suspicious
after he had identified himself with the
“reactionary” Republican party. His cor-
respondent said, moreover, that Shipstead
had failed to heed the waming of Mickel-
son’s defeat in 1942, had depended over-
much on the pro-German element, and
consequently had lost his old Norwegian
friends. Hardly sophisticated in his presen-
tation, the correspondent probably came
closer to a correct analysis of the senator’s
defeat than Shipstead himself: “. . . at least
in this county {your friends] deserted you
at a rate of about 3 out of every 5, for they
knew that if all or a majority of the Senate
had voted like you did Hitler would have
written the terms of pease [sic], and where
would that have left Norway or for that
matter the rest of the allied Nations. So
there you are together with Wheeler, Nye,
Clark and others. You have found that iso-
latinoism [sic] like crime, does not pay, all of

* Shipstead to Harry F. Klinefelter of Baltimore,
March 28, 1953; printed copy of Shipstead speech,
March 18, 1948, Shipstead Papers.

* Jacob Ohlsen to Shipstead, July 19, 1946, Ship-
stead Papers.

THE PHOTOGRAPHS on pages 269, 270, 272,
278, 274, and 280 are reproduced through courtesy
of the Minneapolis Star and Tribunc; that on 280 is
from the society’s picture collection. The illustra-
tions on pages 267, 275, 279, and 281 are from the
CDA: Minneapolis Unit Papers; the ad on page 277
appeared in the Minneapolis Tribune, Septem-
ber 13, 1941, p. 14.
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you were obstrukionists [sic] befor [sic]
Pearl harbor.” 39

Shipstead’s defeat in 1946 was only added
confirmation that the isolationism of the
1930s was dead in Minnesota. Yet, the
failure to mount a state-wide challenge to
Minnesota’s isolationist congressmen in
1940 and after illustrates one of the major
problems confronting a democracy in for-
mulating its foreign policy.

Normally responsive only to issues and
events which are persistently and immedi-
ately before it, the public never acquires
the habit of giving consistent attention to
foreign policy questions in congressional
campaigns. Indeed, its opportunity to do so
is severely limited because Americans have
been, for long periods of time, in substan-
tial agreement as to what constitutes a
viable foreign policy for the United States.

Not infrequently, as in the 1930s, this
consensus hardens and becomes intensely
resistant to change. Such was the case in
the nation and particvlarly in Minnesota in
the years immedijately preceding Pearl Har-
bor. Then, it required the momentum of
rapidly breaking events and the efforts of
determined organizations to break the con-
sensus and to assist in establishing a new
one. The Minneapolis unit of the Commit-
tee to Defend America by Aiding the Allies
played such a role in the years 1940 through
1942. It helped elect Walter Judd and re-
elect Joseph Ball. The world view it sup-
ported assisted in establishing attitudes
which were in part responsible for the
defeat of Shipstead. Its presence as an
orgapization even served in a minor way to
advance the political career of Hubert
Humphrey.

More important than these accomplish-
ments, however, was the Minneapolis unit’s
work in helping establish a new consensus —
a consensus which not only emphasized that
the United States had widespread responsi-
bilities in the world bhut which, following
World War II, hardened and became re-
sistant to change just as its predecessor had
in the 1930s.
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