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Price $1.00, from the Author

Since publishing his earlier book, the author has continued
to write and make public addresses regarding the international crisis, with a view to awakening our public to the desperate realities of the situation which they had brought upon
themselves through their failure to save the European democracies. His new book is essentially a collection of these writings and addresses, as "Unheeded Warnings" was a collection of his newspaper articles, letters and addresses written
on the subject of intervention on behalf of the Allies. Many
of the addresses which make up this new book have been
published by the author as pamphlets, and distributed, at his
own expense, to libraries, educators, government officials and
other public men throughout the nation .
"Let's Save What We Can!" is in many respects a sequel
to "Unheeded Warnings," serving to amplify the conclusions
given in the earlier work in the light of subsequent events.
The motive which has inspired the publication of both books .
is the same: namely, to endeavor to point out the truth of
the situation before the nation which will aid in saving the
greatest possible number of American lives, and whatever in
our institutions is fundamentally worthy of survival.
The subject matter of this new book is indicated by the
following list of chapter headings:
Non-Resistance Wiser Than
Resistance
A Letter to Lord Lothian
Let's Save What We Can!
How Shall America Meet the Crisis 7
What Can We Do to be Saved?
America Faces ArmageddonAlone
How Much Aid Shall We Give to
Britain?

Youth and the Crisis
The Challenge to Democracy
Why America Slept
American Youth and the World
Revolution
Is Japan Justified in Establishing
a New Order in the Far East7
America Pays for Its Isolationism
Our Isolationists-An Appraisal
Is Isolationism Defensible Now?

If you would like to have a copy of this book sent you for
free examination, on its publication , fill out and mail the accompanying postage-free card, and the book will be sent you
postpaid. If you decide to keep it, you may remit $1.00.
Otherwise, you may return it.
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It is difficult for the average person to maintain
his mental equilibrium today. Almost every waking
moment, we are subjected to a continuous barrage
of propaganda and counter-propaganda. One newspaper or radio-commentator tells us one thing, another gives us a totally different story. One hardly
knows whom to believe, or whether he can believe
anyone at all. We are in the midst of enormous
activity, busily manufacturing weapons and instruments of human destruction. We are steadily becoming engulfed by a war psychology that is designed to destroy our power of reason and make us
forget every principle of honesty and morality that
we have ever known. Yet if ever there was a time
in our nation's life when sound and logical thinking
was the paramount need, it is today, when the life
of our nation is in greater danger than ever before
throughout its history. I would suggest, therefore,
that in approaching the subject of our discussion,
we endeavor to base our thinking upon the most
simple and fundamental of principles,-principles
whose validity cannot possibly be questioned. I
propose that we accept as the basis for our discussion, (1) the principle of logic and reason, and (2)
the principle of morality. While these principles
are far too simple to be acceptable by the intellectuals of our present age, I believe that their very
simplicity may allow us to arrive at more satisfactory conclusions than could be obtained by methods
that are more complex.
My answer to the question "Is isolationism defensible now?" based upon the foregoing principles,
is that isolationism is defensible now, but that national defense is not defensible. As I see them, isolationism and national defense are completely incompatible with each other: if one is right, the other
is wrong, and vice versa. Two or three years ago, I
considered isolationism for our nation to be wholly
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indefensible, both practically and morally, and I
vigorously championed the cause of interventionism. Today, however, as the result of our nation's
failure to intervene in Europe, we are all but completely isolated, so that whether we like it or not we
must continue to accept isolationism as our national
policy or suffer disastrous defeat. Since the last
great war our nation has consistently pursued an
isolationist policy with respect to world affairs.
From a moral standpoint, this has been a cowardly,
dishonest and murderous policy. From a practical
standpoint it has brought our nation face to face
with ruin. It has been directly responsible for the
destruction of democracy and civilization in Europe
and Asia, and for the loss of millions of human lives.
Had the moral and material strength of this nation
been enlisted on the side of international morality
during the past 20 years, instead of on the side of
supposed national self-interest, there would be no
war today and our nation would not now be faced
with disaster.
From a moral standpoint, war itself is wholly indefensible. I agree with the person who said "There
never was a good war or a bad peace." War is nothing more nor less than cold-blooded murder. There
is nothing glorious or justifiable about it. We are at
present spending billions of dollars and employing
millions of men in a vast defense effort, creating material to be used in the murder of other people. We
regard this as a wholly justifiable procedure. We say
"But we are doing this only for defense. It is surely
right to defend ourselves against an aggressor who
wants to take our land away from us!" In a very
pious manner we have declared to the world, "We
do not want an inch of anyone else's territory on the
globe." But then we go on to say, "All that we want
is the Western Hemisphere. That is our domain,
and if any aggressor tries to encroach upon it, we

will resist him by force." In other words, in spite
of our protestations of morality, we tacitly acknowl . .
edge that we are participants in a war system of life.
We obtained our land by war and we know that we
must hold it in the same way. From the standpoint
of morality, war is a completely barbaric and murderous institution, but we nevertheless owe our lives
to it. We could have had a different system of life
than that of war, had we chosen to support the
League of Nations, but this we declined to do.
Since, then, we accept the war system of life in
our dealings with other nations, what should be our
national attitude toward war? Is it not logical that
we should be a warlike people? Is it honest or reasonable to ask our youth to develop a warlike spirit
and sacrifice their lives, in order to safeguard our
nation, while the rest of our population live their
lives in peace and contentment? The present German attitude toward war is completely logical.
When Hitler declares "No one can be a German and
a Christian at the same time," and "For leaders I
choose bandits," he is being completely consistent
with the war system of life upon which our present
world operates. Since there is nothing gentlemanly
about the killing of one's fellowmen, one may as
well recognize the whol.e business of war for what it
is: as being on the same plane as banditry, thievery,
arson and murder, or as simply crime on a national
scale. One is compelled even to agree with Hitler
that 'in war the most cruel methods are the most
humane,' since they accomplish one's objectives
with the smallest loss of life. If one accepts war as
justifiable, it is surely logical that it be conducted
as efficiently as possible.
There is no such thing as a 'righteous war.' As
Napoleon once said, "God is always on the side with
the heaviest artillery." A nation can never depend
on the rightness of its cause to save it from disaster.

If it really believed that its cause was just it would
not require the use of force to prove it. W~en nations go to war, all considerations of morahtY_ are
cast aside, and the contest becomes a purely ammal
struggle for survival, in which the most ruthless and
powerful of the contestants must finally prevail.
But since we are committed to the war system;
in which morality has no place, when, according to
logic and reason, should a nation go to war? What
things should be worth giving one's life for? One's
life is the most precious thing that he possesses,
and in fairness to our youth we should not ask them
to give their lives unless by this sacrifice som~thi.ng
equally valuable is gained in return. The contu~mty
of one's nation it would seem, should be an ideal
'
.
that is worth giving one's life for. If one could die
in the realization that through his death hundreds
of others might live after him in peace and freedom,
he could feel that his sacrifice would not have been
in vain.
But, I would ask, is it ever worthwhile to give
one's life for one's nation if there is no reasonable
possibility that such a sacrifice will .ensure hi~ nation's continuity? Did the Poles, Fmns, Belgians,
Dutch, French, Yu,goslavs and Greeks who fought
and died in resistance to their enemies actually accomplish anything by their deaths? No war is ever
worth fighting, even in defense, if there is no rea-'
sonable chance of winning. In my opinion the position of our nation today is little different from that
of the Poles, Finns, French, Greeks and others before these nations were invaded, and from the standpoint of cold logic, I fail to see. what our nation has
to gain by resistance to the Axis powers. (If that be
treason, make the most of it.)
It is a principle of logic that if one's premises are
right, his conclusions will also be right: If they are
wrong, his conclusions will be wrong. The attitude

of our nation with regard to war was well expressed
by the president of one of our nation's largest publishing firms, in a statement issued shortly after
the outbreak of the present war, urging our nation
to remain aloof from this conflict. The statement
read, in part, "War is a device of futility-unless it
be waged in defense of our homes, our property or
our rights-in the preservation of our liberty." What
is wrong with this premise? Should not this statement have read, "War is a device of futility-unless
there is a reasonable chance of success?" Was there
anything more futile than the war of Poland against
Germany, of Finland against Russia, of Holland
against Germany, of France against Germany and
Italy, of Greece against Germany and Italy? If a
nation chooses to live under a war system of life, it
must be intelligent enough to know when to fight
and when to give in; when it is confronted by a
superior adversary and when it has an even chance
of winning. And unless one is ready and willing to
fight when there is a reasonable hope of success,
there is no earthly reason why he should fight at all,
any more than there is virtue in resis'&ng an armed
gangster who has you at his mercy.
Since then, this was our premise-to fight only "in
defense of our homes, our property or our rights"
-not to win, mind you, but only to fight when the
enemy was actually at our gates, it is not surprising
that we find ourselves today in the position of having to fight a war in which the odds are overwhelmingly against us. We started with the wrong premise and of necessity had to obtain a wrong conclusion. The predicament in which we find ourselves
today was well described by Congressman Hatton
Sumners of Texas, in a speech made in the House of
Representatives on April 29. Mr. Sumners said:
" I am sad today to see my nation walking in the footsteps
of F ranee, walking toward the common doom of the democ-

racies of the world . . . . We are flirting with defeat . . . . We
have 'had the crazy notion that we are God Almighty's special
charge and ward on earth. We can strut and bluster as we
please and nobody is going to shoot at us first. .. . It has never
gotten through the egotistical hide of the average American
that there is at this very time a chance of America being licked,
a chance of its joining the list of democracies whose course before their destruction was identical with our own now, except
that we have assumed a sort of world-wide responsibility when
we are not even prepared to defend ourselves against those
whose power we challenge."

What is the actual situation before the world today? We see England being steadily defeated and
the prospect of invasion near. She is being driven
from the Mediterranean and soon will face the los§
of the Suez and of the oil fields of Iraq. Her shipping is being destroyed more rapidly than the combined facilities of Britain and America can replace
it. Soon England will be completely dependent
upon supplies from our nation in order to continue
to resist. In order for these supplies to reach England they must be convoyed by our navy. Once we
attempt to convoy war materials, we will be openly
at war with the Axis powers. If England goes down;
despite our aid, we will find ourselves at war with
Germany and Italy in the Atlantic and with Russia
and Japan in the Pacific. It will be a situation that
we are completely unprepared to meet, and will inevitably result in our being disastrously defeated.
Our President has been informed, we are told, that
the battle of the Atlantic can be won within a month
after our fleet goes into action. Does anyone seriously believe that our nation, with a navy and an
air force inferior to those of Britain, could accomplish in one month what Britain was unable to do
in a year and a half? In order for the battle of the
Atlantic to be won, Britain must defeat Hitler. To
do this requires that Great Britain with a population
of some 100 odd millions invade the continent ·o f
Europe, controlled by a population several times as

great. Europe today has been converted by Ger...:
many into a gigantic fortress, and any army would
have the utmost difficulty in effecting a landing
upon its coasts, much less in effecting the conquest
of the entire continent. Before we consent to embark
upon such an adventure, it w ould be well to heed
this sound advice of Col. Lindbergh's given in an
article in Collier's of March 29. Col. Lindbergh
counsels us as follows:
''Before you make your final decision , reason through for
yourself what war would mean to this country. Demand a
practical plan from tho.s e who preach of defending democracy
throughout the world. Ask them to explain how we are to invade success fully the continent of Europe-how we are to
impose our id eology on the people of Germany, Russia, Italy
and Japan com'bined against us. Insist on a n answer that is
clear-couched in s oldiers killed and years o•f war. Stop them
from telling you what should. be done, and make them demonstrate to you what we have the ability to do•. Ask them to
define our war aims; our plan o.f defense and attack. And if
someone says that such questions must be left to 'experts', ask
them: To what experts? To the same experts who, for the last
2 0 years led F ranee to defeat and England to ruin?" . . . To
the same experts who have left us . . . a nation unprepared in
the midst of a world at war? No, such leadership will never
make us a strong and victorious nation."

We should realize that war is a business,-a grim
and criminal business, and operates in accordance
with the same strict rule!? of logic and reason as any
other business. There are no miracles in war any
more than there are miracles in business or in crime.
If we have any regard for the lives of our .youth, we
will not send them to destruction in a hopeless fight
againt a superior adversary.
What, then, is our alternative to entering the war
on the side of England? If we fail to convoy ships
to England, that country will unquestionably fall
and the United States will stand alone, without
allies and completely isolated,-just as we had intended it should. Opposing us will be the combined
forces of Germany, Italy, Russia and Japan. We
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will be completely at the mercy of these nations.
They will not declare war upon us, but will simply
seize our outlying possessions, one by one, take over
our foreign trade, and wait for our economic system
to collapse under the burden of our military expenditures. This will cause revolution and Hitler will
intervene, with or without bloodshed, to save us
from disaster.
In an article entitled "Why Lindbergh Acts That
Way" appearing in Liberty magazine of June 7, the
writer states regarding the effect on our public of
Lindbergh's isolationist speeches, that one section
of our public declares: "If we heed Lindbergh's advice, we are lost," while another section of our public declares, with equal conviction, "If we do not
heed Lindbergh's advice, we are lost." In my judgment, both these attitudes are correct. Because ofi
our nation's isolationist policy throughout the past
two decades we have placed ourselves in the position where we are "damned if we do and damned if
we don't." We are in a dilemma, and the reason for
it is that we have blindly believed that our nation
was strong enough to live above moral law. We
have allowed ourselves to believe that material possessions and achievements could take the place of
character, and that we could accept our inheritance
of wealth as a privilege without attendant responsibility. Our position today resembles that of a person who has followed a criminal career for the
greater part of his life, and is finally overtaken by
the law. The judge might say to such a one, "Is
crime defensible now?" The criminal would doubtless have to acknowledge that it was not, for the
reason that he could no longer succeed in it. In the
same way, it will help us little to ask ourselves today, "Is isolationism defensible now?" for justice has
finally overtaken us and there is little for us to do
but prepare to pay the penalty for our isolationism.

No death-bed repentance on our part can ever atone
for the millions of lives that have been destroyed as
the result of the isolationist policy of our nation,
and I would say that it is the services of a chaplain,
rather than those of military experts, which are
most needed by the American nation to.day.
A book has recently been published regarding the
fall of France entitled, "Suicide of a Democracy."
It was written by a German refugee, Heinz Pol.
Among the various reasons given by the author for
the downfall of France is the fact the government
and army of France were permeated with Communist and Fascist sympathizers. I fear that at no distant date a similar book will be written about the
American nation, for in my opinion democracy itself, in a technological age such as the present, is
nothing other than a system of national suicide.
Most of us seem to have forgotten the proverb, "As
a man thinketh, so is he." The very nature of a
democracy is to permit its people to investigate and
study any type of government under the sun, and
to believe in any doctrine that they may wish to believe in. That to which a person devotes his thought,
he eventually becomes, and if a person is permitted
to investigate forms of government antagonistic to
his own and finds them to be more adapted to the
age in which he lives than is democracy, can he
rightly be accused of treason? He has only done that
which democracy has allowed him to do, namely, to
exercise the right of freedom of thought and speech.
Can it be expected that a person who, with the permission of his government has become sympathetic
with Communist or Fascist doctrines, should in time
of national emergency suddenly become an ardent
believer in democracy? How can he believe in democracy if democracy itself has taught him not to
believe in democracy? And how can he be expected
to regard as an enemy any nation which he has

learned to regard as a friend? Democracy then,
because it does not stand for any one thing, but has
come to stand for everything, is 'a house divided
against itself' which is 'brought to desolation.'
Many persons have said, "If then, it is our form
of government that the dictators do not like, let us
adopt fascism or communism so that we can live at
peace with them.'' There is no question but that a
dictatorship could have saved our nation from its
present predicament, but this could only have resulted through allying our nation with England and
France against the dictators and not by appeasing
them. For Hitler is not interested in the form of
government of other nations; he is only interested
in establishing a new order in the world. He says
to every nation, in effect, "Here are my plans for
world domination. I have given them for all the
world to read in Mein Kampf. I am engaged in creating a new world order which will be compatib)e
with the technological age in which we live. In this
new order the German nation is to be supreme over
the entire world, and all other nations must either
be its allies or slaves. Which do you prefer to be?
I am not proposing to make war upon you, but only
to absorb you into my new order and you can resist
or not, as you choose. If you resist, however, it will
be necessary for us to oppose you and subjugate you
with much bloodshed. If you submit peaceably we
can get along together without bloodshed and it
will be better for both our nation and your own.''
The democracies of Europe could have chosen to
come to terms with Hitler and spared themselves the
destruction and slavery that have come to them.
But the hope that the United States would eventually come to their support and prevent their subjugation nerved them to resist in the face of hopeless odds. England too has fought on in the hope
that we would eventually come to her aid and secure

the defeat of Hitler, but she too has been deceived.
It never seems to occur to these nations that they,
before us, were just as reluctant to go to the aid of
Spain, Austria and Czechoslovakia as America is
today reluctant to help them; nor that they were
just as blind to the vital necessity of saving these
neighboring nations in the interest of their own
preservation, as America has been blind to the need
for saving the European democracies in order to
save itself. In my opinion our nation should have
ceased its support of England following the fall of
France, and have urged England to come to terms
with Hitler. To do this would have prevented the
needless slaughter and destruction that have followed. But we did not dare to do this, knowing as
we did that the existence of England was vital to
our own defense. And so we encouraged England
to fight on, hoping against hope that by our material
support we could enable her to win against Hitler,
or at best, to hold out long enough to enable us to
build up our own def ens es. It has been a thoroughly
cowardly and dishonest procedure and we deserve
nothing better than disaster for our part in it. It
has accomplished precisely nothing, except to prolong the war and cause the loss of thousands of lives
that would otherwise have been saved. It has enabled us to build up our own armed forces so that
we may hold out a little longer when the Axis
powers finally make war upon us, but it will not
prevent our ultimate defeat.
Our conduct in regard to this war has abundantly
proved the incompatibility of war with democracy.
It has shown that if a nation choc:»ses to live by the
war system of life, it must be willing to abide by
the rules of this system, and be ready to fight the
moment that its interests are endangered. Democracy cannot do this, for mankind in the mass are
always reluctant to give their lives and will choose

to avo'id going to war until the enemy is at their
very doors. Neither can humanity in the mass act
with the intelligence and decision that are demanded by modern warfare.
.
War means that some of us must die. No person
ever wants to die, and when each citizen of a nation
is allowed to choose whether or not he will die for
his country, it is perfectly certain that he will
delay his decision until the choice is thrust upon
him by the inexorable logic of events. In the dictator nations the individual has no choice at all as to
whether he will die for his country. The decisions
of the nation are not retarded by the natural reluctance of the masses to give their lives, but are made
for them by those who do not have to give their lives
themselves. These decisions are made by individuals to whom human lives serve only as inanimate
machines. When another nation is to be conquered,
there is no hesitation nor delay to secure the consent
of the populace, but orders are given and men's lives
are thrown away like water to accomplish the given
objective. Democracy, with its inherent regard for
human life, cannot compete in warfare with nations
under dictatorship, and still remain democracy. The
cruel choice that confronts us is, therefore, Which
do we wish to preserve, our nation or democracy?
We cannot have both. You cannot successfully
fight a ruthless foe without resorting to the same
methods he employs, and if you do this you cannot
retain democracy. That has been the dilemma which
has confronted every democratic nation in this
crisis, and which has brought disaster upon us all.
In my judgment we of today are simply living in
'the last days of Pompeii.' We are only waiting for
justice to overtake us,-to receive our just reward
for the immorality of our nation's isolationism. The
feverish activity of our industries today in making
war materials is, in my opinion, a ghastly and alto-

gether suicidal spectacle. It occupies our minds and
creates in us the illusion that we are accomplishing
something. But in reality we are only digging our
own graves. We are creating instruments of mass
murder, and if they are used, we can only expect to
have our own people ruthlessly slaughtered in re- ·
turn. We have cast our lot to uphold the war system
of life, yet we have blindly refused to abide by the
rules of this system and must expect to suffer the
disastrous consquences of such refusal.
I agree with Mrs. Anne Lindbergh that the best
thing that could happen to the world today would
be for England to accept a negotiated peace, for
China to accept a negotiated peace, and for the
wanton destruction of human life throughout the
world to come to an end. I am convinced that we
cannot prevent the triumph of totalitarianism
throughout the world, for we have, through our
enormous technological development, created a
totalitarian age, and nothing which anyone may do
can reverse this fact. The day of democracy is over,
whether we like it or not, and we have only ourselves to blame that this is so. We have permitted
our material progress to outstrip our moral progress,
and nothing which we may do at this late hour can
undo the damage that this attitude has wrought. It
is nothing but our insane egotism that blinds us to
these incontrovertible truths, and causes us to send
our youth to a certain death fighting an irresistible
revolutionary force. I pray that the American people may yet awaken to the tragic truth of the situation that is before them, and resolve to dedicate
their minds and hearts to the saving of human lives,
rather than to the insane and suicidal endeavor to
save our national pride and an outmoded theory of
government.
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"A plea for our nation to support other democracies in their
struggle against Hitlerism."
Th e New y or k T.1mes
"Since the Munich crisis (the author) has been demanding
that coalition between the foes of Hitler towards which
American opinion is now slowly turning. Furthermore, he
has spent the last two years in urging military and naval preparedness. . . . The volume contains complete evidence to
show that Mr. Snell's powers both of analysis and of prophesy
exceed those shown in co ntemporary writings by any political
of the American people.",
Th e M·i·t
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"A startling volume of collected newspaper contributions, addresses, and letters to the president and members of
Congress over a period from September, 1938 to June, 1940.
It is a record of a persiste nt one-man effort to awaken a slumbering nation to its duty and its danger. Mr. Snell has no illusions concerning the menace of Hitler, nor does he underestimate the character and power of the little paper hanger.
"Having accepted Hitler and his power it was Mr. Snell's
idea that the world should see the menace and act. But the
world, like the dwellers in Pompeii refused to see and refused
to awake.
" Early in 1939 he ca lled for the draft. He likewise called
for support for France and England. He pointed out that it
was our war as much as it was England's . He cuts' straight
through the isms and calls it a war of barbarism against
civilization. The world order of today he states cannot stand
with Hitlerism in the ascendant. Triumph for Hitler puts the
German race at the top with all the other peoples in proper
and orderly layers beneath.
"It is a startling volume. It reveals deep study and
prophetic conclusions."
The St. Johnsville (N.Y.) Enterprise and News

