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a 2Most people would agree that World War II was an
()Do

era in which Americans most obviously felt a kinship with
Soviet Russia. During this period the American government
and the Soviet government closely cooperated. But, since
this period of at least ostencible governmental cooperation
ended ultimately with the Cold War, one questions the depth
and breadth of this cooperation. Did the American people,
during World War I1I, ever really feel comfortable with the
strange ally that Hitler's aggression had created? What
attitudes did Americans manifest toward Russia during the
war? Were Americans' attitudes consistent, or did they
change? How did Americans' attitudes foreshadow the advent
of the Cold war?

The objective of this study is to provide at least
tentative answers to these questions by surveying American
attitudes toward Russia from 1939 to 1945. Sources for
making this survey are myriad, and for this reason I have
limited my survey to selected periodicals, primarily those
which were popular during the era and those which commented
frequeﬁ@ly about the Russian-American relationship. Two
periodicals which represent opposing viewpoints are particu-
larly significant in reflecting the pro- and anti-Russian

sentiment in America. The New Republic was consistent in

expressing the viewpoints of those who sympathized with

Russia's aims, and The Commonweal, a conservative Catholic

ii



iii
weekly, expressed anti-communist views.

In addition to the sentiments given by periodicals

(and the New York Times), I have included letters to the

editor (which indicate that readers feel strongly enough
about a subject to go to the trouble to write about it),
and the findings of public opinion polls.

For his direction of this thesis, I would like to
acknowledge my appreciation to Dr. James Harper, and I
would like to thank Dr. David Vigness for his helpful sug-
gestions. I also thank Dr. Timothy Donovan for his sug-

gestion of the topic and his help in the preliminary stages

of my research.
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INTRODUCTION

In order to put the American attitudes toward Russia
during the Second World War into propecr perspective, one
must understand the backgrounds for thesc attitudes;l es-
pecially important was the Amcrican reaction to the Bol-
shevik revolution in Russiua in 1917. Being champions of
democracy, Americans approved of the overthrow of the Rus-
sian monarchy early in 1917, and the United States govern-
ment officially recognized the new provisional government.
American optimism was dashed, however, when the provisional
government itself was overthrown by the Bolsheviks in Novem-
ber, 1917. This revolution, against a popular rather than
an autocratic government, was viewed suspiciously by Ameri-
cans (it was, in fact, fifteen years before the American
government officially recognized the government that this

revolution installed). Because they received news about

P

lThe information contained in this introduction is a
synthesis of material that can be found in several works
dealing with the period. See, for example, Harold Fisher,
America and Russia in the World Community (Claremont, Cali-
fornia: Claremont College Press, 1946); Christopher Lasch,
The American Liberals and the Russian Revolution (New York:
Columbia University Press, 1962); George Kennan, Russia and
the West Under Lenin and Stalin (Boston: Little, Brown and
Company, 1960); Peter G. Filene, American Views of Soviet
Russia, 1917-1965 (Homewood, Illinois: The Dorsey Press,
1968); Thomas A. Bailey, A Diplomatic History of the Ameri-
can People (New York: Appleton-Century-Crofts, 1964);
Norman Gordon Levin, Woodrow Wilson and World Politics:
America's Response to War and Revolution (New York: Oxford
University Press, 1968); George Kennan, Russia Leaves the
War (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1956); George
Kennan, The Decision to Intervene (Princeton: Princeton Uni-
versity Press, 1958).

1



the excesses of thce Bolsheviks and about the violence and
disorder in Russia, Americqps were apprchensive. Their
suspicions of the Bolsheviks scemed Lo have been confirmed
when the Bolsheviks repudiated the Russian debts to America
and when they signed a separatce treaty with Germany (thus
ignoring their obligations to the Allicd cause, a major
concern of Americans at this time). Iun 1918, the United
States government took definite steps against the new
Russian government by sending two separate military expedi-
tions to Russia which were designed, in part, to help those
forces opposed to the Bolsheviks.

After World War I, Americans became even more con-
cerned about the effects of the Bolshevik revolution. What
had been an unfortunate disruption of the democratic plans
of the Russians became an apparently serious threat to the
democracy of the United States. Because the United States
was troubled by postwar labor problems, strikes, and ter-
roristic incidents such as the 1919 bomb scares at a time
when Trotsky was calling for world revolution and the Comin-
tern was founded, America attributed its domestic crises to
the communist conspiracy.

When the declarations of the communists failed to
materialize into world-wide revolﬁtion, and when labor con-
ditions in the United States stabilized, the "Red Scare"
subsided. Americans began to bask in the prosperity of the

postwar period, and regard for the Soviet Union, for the



most part, dwindled into indifference.

Russian economic programs, the New Economic Policy
énd the subsequent Five Year Plans did interest practical
businessmen and idealistic liberals in America, especially
during the Depression. This interest became almost monopo-
lized later by radicals who carried their enthusiasm for
the Soviet Union and its programs to the extreme by claim-
ing that capitalism was dead. Later the infamous Russian
purges~-the charges, trials, and confessions--captured the
attention of the American public; Americans also noticed
that some of the pro-Soviet commentators in the United
States attempted to justify these purges and that others
publicly reaffirmed their faith in the Soviet Union in
spite of the purges.

American attitudes toward Russia during the years
1939 to 1945 were largely responses to specific current
actions of Russia; however, three basic elements--under-
lying American friendliness for the Russian people, dis-
trust and dislike of the Russian government, and a fear of
Soviet sympathizers in the United States--were contributing
factors to the American reactions to, and opinions about,

Russia throughout the course of World War II.

2Franklin Roosevelt, always sensitive to public
opinion, was able to push through American recognition of
the Soviet Union in 1933; this action is indicative of a
change in American attitudes, from fear of communism to
apathy.



CHAPTER I

AMERICA'S DISTRUSY OF RUSSIA: 1939-1940

The principal events in 1939 and 1940 which stimu-
lated Americans' interest in Russia were the Soviet-Nazi
pact of August 21, 1939, and Russia's invasion and over-
whelming of Finland, November 1939-March 1940.

An article appearing in the June 1939 issue of

Harper's, "Europe's Secret Nightmare," indicated that a

Soviet-Nazi pact was feared even before it became a fact in
August. Although some close observers had foreseen a pos-
sible Russian-German friendship, the treaty took many
people by surprise.l The prospect of Russia's joining
forces with Germany, implied by the signing of a ten year
non-aggression and neutrality pact, was difficult for all
but the staunchest sympathizers of Russia to accept. In-
deed, some pro-Soviet supporters were embarrassed when the
object of their admiration seemed to have disregarded pol-
icies that they had publicly endorsed, especially the anti-
Nazi position. The very week of the signing of the pact,

a group of four hundred American intellectuals2 had publicly

lgee "sudden German-Soviet Deal Leaves Europe Thun-
derstruck, " Newsweek, XIV (August 28), 1939, 16; "Power Poli-
tics: Nightmare," Time, XXXIV (August 28, 1939), 20; and
a New York Times editorial, "After the Shock," August 23,
1939, p. 20.

20he 1ist included college professors, journalists,
and people of the literary world such as Granville Hicks,

4



denounced "attempts to bracket the Sovicl Union with the
Fascist states" and in a letter had cited ten basic points
"to make it clear that Soviet and Fascist policies are
diametrically 0pposed."3 A similar lettcr had becen re-

: : 4
ported 1n the New York Times on August 14, Four hundred

leading figures in education and arts and science had writ-
ten an open letter appealing for closer cooperation between
the United States and Soviet Russia. They said that such
cooperation would do much to combat growing reactionary
and fascist movements throughout the world and would fur-
ther the cause of world peace and security. The letter
mentioned that "with the aim of turning anti-fascist feel-
ing against the Soviet Union [fascists and their friends]
have encouraged the fantastic falsehood that the USSR and
the totalitarian states are basically alike."

American magazines noted the incongruity of the in-
tellectuals' ideals with the facts in such articles as

"Blushing Leftists--Nazi-Red Deal Leaves Trail of Embarrass-

ment in the United States," and "The Liberal '400' Hail the

Maxwell Stewart, Max Lerner, Raymond Robins, I. F. Stone,
Louis Untermeyer, James Thurber, William Carlos Williams
and others.

3This full-page letter appeared in The Nation [CIL
(August 26, 1939), 228] which had gone to press before the
news of the signing of the pact broke.

ANew vork Times, August 14, 1939, p. 15. Though
many of the professors signed both letters, the lists are
not identical.

51pid.
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USSR. " In the latter editorial, the "either naive or
malicious attempt of this intelligential '400' to deny the
tyranny and deadening character of Russian government and
culture" was condemned:

The actual end of Communist thought, word and deed

is nobody's idea of democracy and peace--it is

closer to the concept of Stalin's allics, the

Nazis of Germany. Someone should tell "the 400"

that the Popular Front is dead and was a crip-

pling fraud while it existed.’

In an article in Newsweek, Raymond Moley noted the

inconsistency of the Soviet Union's practices with its
stated ideals:

It is one of the grimmest ironies of history that
when Socialism and Communism came into the world
they proclaimed as their purpose the freeing of
workers from their chains, for the two great na-
tions most deeply imbued with those doctrines are
now re-creating forms of slavery that we had
thought had passed away centuries ago.

6Newsweek, X1V (September 4, 1939), 12; and The
Commonweal, XXX (September 1, 1939), 425-426.

T1pid. Interestingly enough, in a later editorial,
The Commonweal warned of the danger that the disillusioned
pro-Soviet intellectuals might turn to "rabid native Ameri-
canism"; chauvinism was a possible domestic condition to
be avoided. "Where Will the Intelligensia Go?" XXX (Sep-
tember 8, 1939), 445-446. Other writers were not concerned
with what would happen to the intellectuals; they were more
indignant at the audacity of the intellectuals' ideas. See
Raymond Moley, "What is Aggression?" Newsweek, XIV (Novem-
ber 13, 1939), 60; and William H. Chamberlin, "Letter to
the Editor," The American Mercury, XLVIII (November, 1939),
380-381.

8Raymond Moley, "Perspective," Newsweek, XIV (Octo-
ber 16, 1939), 64.




Other magazines gleefully published quotations of communists
. _ . . 9
which were invalidated by the Soviet-Nazi pact.
The New Yorhk Times cupressed concern about the pact

in such editorials as "If War Comes": '"Whatever the agree-

ment means, 1t is not peace, it serves only to aggravate

the crisis. . . . The sham fronts arc¢ down and the anti-

democratic systems are on one side and the democracies are
on the other. Inevitably we are more deeply engaged in the
conflict.“lO Other articles stressed the similarity of the

aims and methods of the Soviet and Nazi governments.
American reaction to the pact (reported in the Times) seemed
to indicate that Americans regarded the agreement as a fore-
boding of war; news items included mention of Americans in
Europe making arrangements to come home and Americans at
home praying for peace. Letters to the editor urged an
isolationist stance on the part of the United States; one
writer declared, "Let the United States steer clear of all

dictatorships, Nazi, Fascist or Communist" and "maintain a

12
vigilant neutrality."
9See "Comrades: Quotations," The Saturday Evening
Post, CCXII (September 23, 1939), 34; "Before the Russian
Pact: Statements on Aggression by Soviet Leaders," Current

History, LI (November, 1939), 49; and "Lunacy: Right and
Left," [statements of communists before and after the pact]
compiled by C. Y. Harrison, The American Mercury, XLVIII
(October, 1939), 170-171.

10Nyew York Times, August 24, 1939, p. 18.

1l11pid., August 27, 1939, IV, pp. 3, 4.
121pid., p. 9.
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Two editorials in the Times showed a degree of orig-
inality and thoughtfulness not evident in other articles
commenting about the Sovict-Nazi situation. One, "Shall
Not Have Died in Vain," recognized the irony in the fact
that the agreement was ultimately finalized after both Ger-
man and Russian generals and advisors had been put to death
for suggesting such action. Surely, the Times continued,
the ghosts of those men were in the room with Stalin and
von Ribbentrop as they signed the agreement.13

A later editorial suggested a rather unusual and
imaginative handling of the threat of Russia:

England and France might take a leaf out of the
book of Hitler's predecessors twenty-two years
ago. In 1917 the German Government dispatched

the exiled Nikolai Lenin to Russia for the purpose
of producing chaos in the country and crippling
its military effort, a job which Lenin carried out
to perfection. Today the British and French Gov-
ernments might find it worth while to put Leon
Trotsky on an airplane or a Black Sea Boat and
land him Somewhere in Russia.l4

In general, then, American commentaries about Rus-
sia after the signing of the treaty with Germany seem in-
dicative of American opinion that Russia had revealed her
true self and that those who had expected a profound dif-

ference between Russia and Germany were proven wrong by the

pact.

131§;g., August 23, 1939, p. 20.

141pid., September 13, 1939, p. 24.
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There was a minority opinion, however, and it was

very vocal. The New Republic was decidedly pro-Russian in

its outlook, and became an apologist for the Soviet Union
after the Soviet-Nazi pact.15 While others might have been

"thunderstruck" at the prospect of the pact, The New Re-

public saw no undue cause for alarm: "We do not expect

that out of this appeasement will grow that great bogey--
an offensive and defensive alliance between Soviet commun-
ists and German nazis any more than a firm partnership be-

16 The

tween Britain and the Reich grew out of Munich."
journal predicted that Hitler would keep on "playing his
self-destructive role" which would eventually bring on con-

flict with Russia. Furthermore, The New Republic pointed

out a lesson to be learned by the United States:

It is that we should continue to be distrustful of
idealistic slogans, interested propaganda, and
simple-minded division of "good" and "bad" nations.
Europe's affairs are still full of insincerity,
devious methods, secrets and surprises, and we
should not be taken aback at any treachery or weak-
ness. The utmost possible realism and wariness must
govern our action in relation to foreign affairs.

It will not be argued that since the British Em-
pire is deprived of Russian military help, we must

15In contrast, the liberal magazine The Nation
voiced disillusionment with the Soviet Union and made no
attempt to justify the pact and Russia's subsequent actions.
See "Red Star and Swastika," CIL (August 26, 1939), 211~
212; "Mystery of Moscow," CIL (September 23, 1939), 309-
310; and "Dictators at Work," CIL (September 30, 1939),
337-338.

16"Stalin's Munich," The New Republic, C (August 20,
1939), 88-89.
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step in to save it. Maybe so, but in that case,
let us make the decigsion in terms of hard skepti-—
cism and not pecause of an ideological crusade.

Although The New Republic found Ruscsia's explana-

tion for her action understandable (Russia was pushed into
an alliance with Germany because ncgotiations with England
and France had reached a hopeless impasse), the magazine
was critical of Stalin's timing; after flirting with Brit-
ain and France, his action did the maximum amount of harm
to the Allies and the maximum amount of good to Germany.

But The New Republic defended Russia when Russia's possible

desire for "spheres of influence" in Poland and the Baltic
states was suggested:
Russia denies this and their record of past per-
formances entitles them to the benefit of doubt.
For one thing, the Russian government has not here-
tofore lied about its treaty commitments as most of
the Western powers have done, and for another,
Russia has not sought territory where a majority
of population was hostile.
In a later article, a writer for the magazine speculated
that Stalin's reason for signing the pact was based almost
wholly on the supposed military wvulnerability of Leningrad
and predicted that Stalin might change to the Allied side

as soon as he was confident of his ability to defend Lenin-

19
grad.
171pid.
l8"Why Did Russia Do It?" ibid., C (September 6,
1939), 118.
19

"Saint Peter's Window," ibid. (September 20, 1939),
187 [ J
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Readers of The New Republic were even less likely
to condemn Russia's action than was the magazine itself.
According to the cditor's tabulation of thirty-eight let-
ters commenting upon the Soviet-Nazi pact, twenty-six con-
cluded that Stalin did the best he could for world peace;
three expressed the belief that communism had suffered as
an ideology, but that Russia was doing the best that could
be done for Russia; ten agreed that the pact was Stalin's
"Munich."20

Some of the letters that were published in the same
issue included opinions from "I think that the pact was
Russia's triumph" to "If the trials and purges in Russia
could not completely alienate the fellow travelers, I don't
see how this change of front can do more to alienate them"
to an ironic "Has not communism all these years been the
Beast of [Hitler's] Apocalypse? Must he not now descend,
in the eyes of his simple followers, from the role of
Christ to the role of Judas? Stalin, on the other hand,
n2l

has but forgiven his enemy, like a perfect Christian.

The New Republic did concede that, because of

Stalin's action, people had lost faith in the Soviet Union.
Previously, there had been a widespread faith among "humble

folk" that Russia "constituted a bulwark of honesty and

20ucorrespondence, " ibid. (September 13, 1939), p.
161.

2l1pid., p. 181.
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humanity in a treacherous world," but, with the breaking
of her word when it was to her advantage, she lost this

confidence.22

Following the Soviet-Nazi pact, Americans were not
particularly surprised that Russia joincd Germany in the
invasion of Poland. Since this action occurred shortly
after the signing of the treaty, there was little American
commentary about it; it probably seemed that the action
was an extension of the implications of the pact.23

The Russian invasion of Poland (September 17, 1939)

was reported by The Nation, and another article in the same

issue stated that the move was not surprising, that the

aims of Stalin were to maintain his own power.24

The Com-
monweal was distressed that eastern Poland was in the hands
of militant atheism ("Bolshevist Persecution Marches West").25

Newsweek declared that "Soviet aid in carving up Poland por-

tends new world line—ups."26 The New Republic's only com-

ment about the situation in Poland, however, emphasized the

22"What Stalin Has Lost," ibid (September 27, 1939),
pp. 197-198.

23As a matter of fact, The Nation had maintained
earlier that danger to Poland was intensified by the Soviet-
Nazi pact. See "Red Star and Swastike," op. cit., p. 337.

4 :
"Mystery of Moscow," op. cit., p. 309. See also
"Dictators at wWork," op. cit., p. 337.

5
The Commonweal, XXXI (November 17, 1939), 88-90.
26

Newsweek, XIV (September 25, 1939), 11.
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fact that in the area held by the Soviet Union elections
were held under "the Sovict system of universal franchise,"
in contrast to the fact that no elections were held in the

, 7
Nazi section of Poland. The New York Times castigated

Russia and Germany in editorials such as "Partners in
Plunder,"28 but the only trace of popular American reaction
was implicit in two news items about Polish-Americans offer-
ing money and aid to Poland.

Although American reaction to the invasion of
Poland was limited, the Russian invasion of Finland was
not so calmly accepted by Americans. Finland enjoyed enor-
mous prestige in the United States because she had paid
back her debts from World War I; also her Olympic athletes
had impressed a sports-minded America during the 1920's and
l930's.29 Americans were indignant when a nation of such
attributes had to defend herself against an aggressive Com-

munist bully.30 The invasion was presaged in a photographic

essay in Life's October 30 issue: "Soviet Russia Crowds

27"The Polish Elections," The New Republic, CI
(November 1, 1939), 352.

28

New York Times, September 30, 1939, p. 16.

29Thomas A. Bailey, A Diplomatic History of the
American People, (New York: Appleton-Century-Crofts, 1969),
p. 670.

3QA Gallup poll taken on December 31, 1939, showed
that 88 per cent of Americans were sympathetic to Finland.
See Public Opinion Quarterly, IV (Winter, 1939-1940), 102.
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Nation of Democracy.”31 Captions under the pictures indi-

cated the preference of Life: "Finns are clean . . . honest

. + « brave . . . religious.“32 The New York Timegs indi-

cated the probable course Finland would have to take and
America's attitude toward the threatened country:

The Finns are ready to negotiate with Moscow on
reasonable and honorable terms, but they are not
ready to give up their independence gained when
they broke away from Russia after the war.

The Finns have the sympathy of all Americans;
not only did they establish a unique record in
payling their debts but in twenty years they have
built up a free, sound and enlightened state.

No nation in Europe has done better, or better
deserves to survive.

Later, when invasion was imminent, the Times reiterated
America's sympathy for Finland and forecast a crippled re-
lationship with Russia because of it: "Finland holds a
particularly warm place in the respect and affection of the
American people, and . . . an invasion of that country by
Soviet troops would trouble American-Russian relations for

34
many years to come."

31Ot'her articles concerning Russia's aggression in
the Baltic states include: "Soviet's Spread," Newsweek,
XIV (October 16, 1939), 19-21; "Stalin in Europe: The Bal-
tic," Current History, LI (November, 1939), 19-22; "Stalin's
Shackles, " Time, XXXIV (October 16, 1939), 39-42.

32

Life, VII (October 30, 1939), 69-77.

33New York Times, October 12, 1939, p. 24.

3411i4., November 29, 1939, p. 22.



When the invasion occurred (November 30, 1939),

Life reported it: "Reds Attack Finland by Land, Sea, and

35

Air." Newsweek featured an article about Americans' re-

actions to the Russo-Finnish war which concluded that Ameri-
cans were overwhelmingly sympathetic to the Finns becausec
Americans respected Finland for paying its war debts and
because Americans had a growing antipathy to American com-
munists and their tactics.36 A further cause for American
indignation was Russia's justification (reminiscent of nazi
Germany's tactics) in declaring herself pushed by brazen
aggressive acts of the Finns into "defense of her borders"
(invasion of Finland).37
Whatever the reasons for the sympathetic reaction,
Americans did respond to Finland's predicament. One ex-
ample of positive action generated by a group of private
citizens was reported in Life. 1In El Dorado, Arkansas, 180
people attended a dinner in a hall decorated with Finnish

and American flags and raised $1750 for Finnish relief.38

35
1939), 34.

Major George F. Eliot, Life, VII (December 11,

6"Reaction to the Russo-Finnish War," Newsweek,
XIV (December 11, 1939), 23.

37See "Brazen Provocation," Time, XXXIV (December
4, 1939), 24; "Rabbit Bites Bear," ibid. (December 11, 1939),
pp. 26-29; "By Fire and Sword," The Nation, CIL (December 9,
1939), 639-646; and "Finland Faces Russia," Current History,
LI (December, 1939), 9-10.

38Life, VIII (March 11, 1940), 8.
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News items in the New York Times indicated that, unlike the

similar situation concerning Poland, the incident aroused
widespread American reaction. Americans of Fiannish and
Scandinavian descent were not alone in their support of
Finland. Americans donating time and money to the Finnish
cause included bankers, hotel men, governors and mayors,
women's groups, AFL and CIO members, and artists and actors.
People contributed to the Finnish Relief Fund headed by
Herbert Hoover and to the International Red Cross, and they
attended benefits such as art auctions, concerts, boxing
matches and Madison Square Garden rallies whose proceeds
were designated for the support of Finland. A "Finland
Day" was proclaimed in many cities and states, and atten-
tion and sympathy was illustrated to an even greater degree
when a Finnish colony in Massachusetts agreed to forego
Christmas presents in order to send donations to Finland.39
In the midst of overwhelming popular American sup-
port for Finland, tﬂree incidents indicated a slight dis-
senting opinion. The Abraham Lincoln Brigade, a group of

young Americans who had fought for the Loyalicsts in Spain,

condemned friends of Finland and adopted the slogan "the

. 40 .
Yanks are not coming." Another group, the American

39New York Times, December 12, 1939, p. 5. See
also "Reaction," Time, XXXIV (December 11, 1939), 15, for
other examples of American actions which demonstrated anger
at the invasion of Finland and sympathy for the Finns.

40

New York Times, December 25, 1939, p. 17.
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Student Union, defended the Russian attack upon Finland.41
With similar sentiments, twenty-five communists in Aberdeen,
Washington, held a “victdry dance," but the hall was stormed
and wrecked by uncompromising townspeople.42
At least one American publication saw the Finnish
situation as ultimately involving the United States. De-

claring that "its settlement can only be worldwide," The

Commonweal suggested that "we must hold firmly to another

view of life than the Marxian: we must overcome our sover-—

43

eign isolation before the enemy strikes." The other

view, of course, was the Christian view, and The Common-

weal later voiced American Catholics' concern that the

Catholic Church in Finland might suffer from a Russian

4l1pid., December 10, 1939, p. 60.
42

Ibid., December 4, 1939, p. 10.

43ngipbelius is Forced to Decline," The Commonweal,
XXI (December 15, 1939), 173. American involvement with
Finland meant giving aid to the Finns, not American en-
trance into the war. George Denny, founder and moderator
of the American Town Meeting of the World, conducted a poll
which indicated overwhelming American support for the
Finns, support for America's severing relations with Russia,
but almost unanimous sentiment that the United States should
not intervene. See George Denny, "What's Your Opinion?
What Aid for Finland?" Current History, LI (March, 1940),
42-4%. In "From Poll to Poll," The Nation, CIL (November
4, 1939), 484-485, facts were cited that indicated that.
Americans wanted the Allies to win but did not want the
United States to enter the war. One theory explaining this
American attitude was that nothing had happened to Great
Britain yet; when Great Britain was serious%y epdangered,
the United States would become involved militarily.







