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INTRODUCTION 

The New York Times and The New Republic 

on the Russian Revolution, 

March, 1917 - March, 1918 

The Russian Revolution of 1917 is unquestionably 

one of the most important events of the twentieth century. 

William Henry Chamberlin has called it ". . . the greatest 

revolutionary movement in history, whether measured by the 

number of people and the extent of territory affected or by 

the boldness and scope of the revolutionary objectives." 

The revolution's impact has been felt in every part of the 

world, and, outside of the U.S.S.R. and her satellites, 

probably nowhere more than in the United States. 

The reports and editorial comments in The New Repub

lic and The New York Times during the first year of the 

revolution should give a good idea of the broad spectrum 

of American opinion of that upheaval; The New Republic spoke 

for the vanguard of American intellectual liberalism, while 

The New York Times was a venerable bulwark of conservatism. 

They did share some similarities. Each appealed to a read

ing public of better than average tastes and intelligence; 

each was published by high-principled, ethical men; each saw 

itself as fulfilling an important public function; each was 

very sure of the rightness of its position; but there the 

"'•William Henry Chamberlin, The Russian Revolution 
1917-1921 (New York: The Macmillan Company, 1935), I, 16. 
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similarities ended. Since these periodicals must be con

sidered both molders and reflectors of American attitudes 

toward such an important world development, a comparison of 

their writings about the revolution with those of some of 

its participants and then of later writers on the subject 

seems in order. Before beginning such a study, a brief 

look at the domestic and international setting is important. 

There was much reform sentiment abroad in America 

in the late 1800's and early 1900's, and some of it was 

manifested by both pro- and anti-imperialists. The "white-

man's burden" school made arguments in favor of the more 

"advanced" nations undertaking what they deemed the civili

zation of the non-westernized parts of the world and thus 

gave a moral dimension to the case of the businessmen who 

saw opportunities in underdeveloped areas. Another power

ful argument for obtaining lands or rights in lands abroad 

concerned strategic locations for American security. Some 

of the anti-imperialist feeling was an extension of the 

reformists' outrage at injustice done small, weak groups 

by big powers. Also, they argued that colonies or foreign 

interests would not benefit the majority of the people, and 

would raise taxes in order to maintain a navy large enough 

to use as protection. Anyway, their argument went, having 

armed vessels scattered around the world was more likely 

to promote war than peace. 

^Merle Curti, The Growth of American Thought, 3rd 
ed. (New York: Harper & Row, 1964), pp. 654-658. 



A few people had been making pacifist murmurings 

as early as the 1880's, but after the Spanish Amer-ican War,-

peace organizations increased rapidly. Many influential mer 

and women took an active part in them, but the emphasis was 

different from that of earlier American advocates of peace 

through isolation. Even in the 1900's there was a group 

in America who thought it our particular responsibility to 

take the lead in maintaining peace and order all over the 

world. Richard W. Leopold states that the triumph of im

perialism had convinced most of the American public that 

fuller cooperation with other powers would be necessary to 

reduce international tensions and provide machinery to setti 
4 

disputes peacefully. The State Departments of Presidents 

McKinley through Wilson had tried bilateral compulsory arbi 

tration treaties to provide some instrument for keeping the 

peace between nations, but the old policies of isolation, 

neutrality, and the Monroe Doctrine were so deeply ingrainc 

that the senate defeated nearly all of them. The boards 

created by those treaties accepted never arbitrated a dispu: 

Yet another diplomatic device was attempted to 

maintain world peace: multi-lateral organizations such as 

the Pan American Union and The Hague Conferences based on 

the idea of periodic meetings for discussion of armaments 

^Curti, pp. 659-61. 

4 
Richard W. Leopold, The Growth of American Foreign 

Policy (New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 1962), p. 282. 



reductions, codification of international law and establish

ment of a world court. Though few tangible results could 

be seen from either The Hague Conference of 1699 or 1907, 

they did lead to spreading interest in some sort of inter

national peace-keeping body. Following the second Hague 

conference, there was a movement by a small but eloquent 

group led by Hamilton Holt, editor of The Independent, for 

a world federation, plans for which were worked out in some 

detail. Theodore Roosevelt, in accepting the Nobel Peace 

Prize in May, 1910, stated: 

It would be a master stroke if those great powers 
honestly bent on peace would form a League of 
Peace not only to keep peace among themselves, 
but to prevent, by force if necessary, its being 
broken by others.^ 

President Wilson's presentation of the idea of an inter

national peace-keeping organization had had the groundwork 

laid for it well in advance. 

On the domestic scene, the early 1900's saw the 

great reform efforts of the Progressive Movement, which 
• / 

was an outgrowth of the Populist Party of the late 1800's. 

But while the impetus of the earlier group came largely 

from agrarian circles, with some support from urban workers, 

the Progressive Party found most of its recruits from the 

urban middle class. The period between 1900 and 1914 was 

^Leopold, pp. 284-292. 

^Leopold, p. 292. 

7curti, p. 601. 



dominated by efforts of the Progressives to realize the 

traditional American values of individual freedom, democ

racy, and the preservation of individualism—values v;hich 

they felt had been badly compromised by urbanization, indus

trialization, big business monopolies, big labor unions, and 

by control of politics by bosses and corrupt party machines 

v;hich had developed in the later years of the nineteenth 

century. The Progressives were dedicated to the idea that 

progress was possible, but, like the Populists, they dif

fered from earlier democratic liberals who had believed that 

the best chance for achieving the traditional American goals 

mentioned above was by as little government interference as 

possible. The Progressive group of the early 1900's felt 

that problems caused by changes in the American economic 

base and population patterns from rural to urban required 

positive action by government in order for citizens to enjoy 

their rights as individuals, but the party did not advocate 

socialism. Much public attention and popularity was gained 

for reforms of specific abuses in some large combines such 

as Standard Oil and Amalgamated Copper and in some state and 

municipal governments by the widely-read "muckraking" jour

nals such as McClure's. Cosmopolitan, the American Magazine, 

and LaFollette's Weekly. Even the United States Senate did 

not escape a scathing accusation by David Graham Phillips of 

putting private interests, including those of its members. 
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above the public welfare.^ By 1915, the muckraking activi

ties of these magazines was largely over, partly because 

the public became bored with such exposes; some reforms had 

indeed been made, and large advertising accounts (often the 

big businesses attacked) began to withdraw their advertis

ing necessary to keep the magazines in print. But they had 

served a purpose: besides arousing the public against in

justice and corruption in government and business, they 

had awakened a large segment of it to the inseparability 

of those two institutions. Most of the popular novelists 

of the day had joined the hue and cry; a few of the more 

prominent were William Dean Howells, Hamlin Garland, 

Edwin Markham, Robert Herrick, Upton Sinclair and Jack 

London. Besides the popular v/riters, many others were 

in the movement. Vernon L. Parrington writes: 

With such political leaders as Bob LaFollette and 
Theodore Roosevelt and Woodrow Wilson beating up 
the remotest villages for recruits; with such 
scholars as Thorstein Veblen, Charles A. Beard, 
and John Dewey, and such lawyers as Louis Brandeis, 
Frank P. Walsh and Samuel Untermyer, the mdvement 
gathered such momentum and quickened such a ferment 
as had not been known before in the lands since 
the days of the Abolition controversy. The mind 
and conscience of America were stirred to their 
lowest sluggish stratum, and a democratic renais
sance was all aglow on the eastern horizon. 

At the core it was a critical realistic move
ment that spread quietly among the intellectuals. 

^Richard Hofstadter, William Miller, and Daniel 
Aaron, The United States: The History of A Republic 
(Englewood Cliffs, N. J.: Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1957), 
p. 581. 



but the nebulous tail of the comet blazed across 
the sky for all to wonder at; and it was the tail 
rather than the core that aroused the greatest 
immediate interest.^ 

The founders of The New Republic, Walter Lippmann, Herbert 

Croly, and Walter Weyl, were part of the core of which 

Parrington speaks. Most of the social thought of the time 

was aimed at the salvation of the American tradition of 

individualism, but a few intellectuals were arriving at 

the conclusion that the real basis of the problems must be 

attacked by " . . . a more social view of the individual's 

place in and responsibility toward society." Lippmann, 

Croly, and Weyl were of that group. 

Europe, in the years preceding World War I, was 

-enjoying the greatest prosperity she had ever known. The 

great European nation states were reaping the fruits of 

industrialization and of the vast colonial empires built 

up in the last half of the nineteenth century. The colonies 

opened new areas for exploitation by European capital and 

had given impetus to an already thriving industrial move

ment. Never before had the world been so economically inter

dependent, and a war to disrupt this thriving economy was 

^Vernon L. Parrington, "A Liberal Renaissance," 
The Progressive Era: Liberal Renaissance or Liberal Fail
ure?, Arthur Mann (New York: Holt, Rinehart, and Winston, 
August, 1963), p. 9. 

^^David W. Noble, "The New Republic and the Idea of 
Progress, 1914-1920," Mississippi Valley Historical Review, 
XXXVIII (Dec. 1951), p. 388. 
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the last thing business men wanted. Europe had been expe

riencing the transfer of its population base from rural to 

urban for a longer time than the United States, and the 

benefits of the upswing in the economy were filtering down 

to the workers. In all the European countries some form 

of constitutional government with a representative assembly 

existed, and suffrage was being broadened all the time. 

Tngland and France had real parliamentary governments, though 

England had almost universal male suffrage. In Germany 

all males could vote for the Reichstag, though it was the 

Chancellor and the Emperor who held the power. Living 

standards had improved after 1850, especially in Germany 

and in western and northern Europe, but everything was not 

so rosy as it seemed on the surface. There was still a hard 

core of chronically poverty-stricken, unskilled laborers. 

Some social welfare legislation to alleviate their condition 

had been passed in Germany in the 1880's and in the years 

from 1906-1916 in England. With the continued growth of 

manufacturing concerns into large enterprises, a rather 

sizable class of white collar workers in managerial posi

tions had developed. Even with improvements the gap be

tween the living standards of the factory workers and that 
"I o 

of the managers and factory owners was notable. 

^^R. R. Palmer, A History of the Modern World 
(New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 1954), pp. 586-591. 

^^Thomas P. Neill, Modern Europe: A Popular 
History (Garden City, New York: Doubleday & Company, 
Inc., 1970), pp. 108-111. 



Trade unionism was well developed in England by 1900 

with about 2,000,000 members compared to 850,000 in Germany 

and 250,000 in France. Since the British workingman had 

been so much more successful in the formation of unions and 

the use of collective bargaining than the same class on the 

Continent, England did not experience the formation of a 

political party of workers so early as Belgium, France, and 

Germany. In the latter group of nations, unions were often 

instigated and led by socialist political parties, while in 

England it was the unions who formed and led the Labor party, 

which was for a long time less socialistic than Continental 

working class parties. Socialism flourished best in coun

tries where there was universal suffrage for males, a high 

degree of industrialization, and a comparatively ineffective 

system of labor unions. These conditions were present to a 

great degree in Germany and only somewhat less so in France, 

and it was in these countries that the highest concentration 

of socialists was found. In general, the European socialist 

parties that had formed from the 1880's were Marxist, but by 

1900 most of them were no longer actively revolutionary, but 

had settled into ideas of social democracy, giving them 

room to work in cooperation with the bourgeois liberals and 

democrats. Though this was not true of the Bolshevik fac

tion which had separated itself from the main body of the 

party in 1903, that faction was largely Russian and at that 

time, Russian socialists were considered quite unimportant. 
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R. R. Palmer writes that in 1914 the working class 

as a whole was not in a revolutionary mood for three main 

reasons: workers could see that under capitalism their 

standard of living was considerably higher than that of 

their fathers and grandfathers; they had the vote, and so 

felt that they could better themselves further through the 

present governments; they had organized unions which were 

13 

gaining steadily and watching over the workers' interests. 

With the stablizing elements mentioned above exist

ing, what forces were sufficiently strong to upset that 

beneficent equilibrium and set off a world war? Certainly 

the answer to that question is beyond the scope of this 

study and not necessary to it. A quick review of a number 

of contributing factors may be helpful, however. The two 

most basic ones seem to be fear and the extreme national

ism that had grown out of nineteenth century liberalism. 

The competitive atmosphere between countries which included 

gaining colonies in the most strategically located spots 

fostered fear, as did the arms race and naval competition 

between Germany and England. The system of alliances grew 

out of a fear that one would need allies. Constant agita

tion of the delicate balance in Europe by the nationalistic 

turbulence of the Balkan areas, of course eventually led to 

the final straw. As Palmer writes, " . . . the world had an 

^-^Palmer, pp. 593-598, et passim. 
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international economy but a national polity," and the 

national polity was too dominant. The Hapsburg Empire was 

so top heavy that even if World War I had not occurred the 

agitation of subject nationalities would very likely have 

toppled it--or at least whittled it away—in the near fu

ture. As had been pointed out, democratic agitation was 

rife in Germany and it seems likely that changes in that 

government would have come soon. How much longer the Czar's 

empire would have lasted without the war is a matter of 

conjecture, but the ease with which the revolution was 

initiated and spread perhaps indicates that it would not 

have been long. 

The Russian Revolution of March, 1917, occasioned a 

surge of popular interest and rejoicing in the United States 

at the thought of what was probably the world's most auto

cratic country among the leading powers joining the ranks 

of the democratic nations. Evidence of the impact of the 

revolution in America from its beginning may be seen in the 

wide front-page coverage given it, the number of comments 

on its significance from various public figures, and the 

numerous editorials concerning it in the cautious New York 

Times. Coming as it did in the middle of World War I, the 

revolution made a bigger impression in America than it might 

have otherwise. In the first place, it was only three weeks 

later that the United States entered the war, and the American 

^^Palmer, pp. 658-667, et passim. 
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public probably entered the conflict more willingly to fight 

with other "democratic" nations to "make the world safe for 

democracy" than it would have merely to protect violations 

of its neutrality. This was evidently the opinion of Wilson 

and Secretary of State Lansing. America's stated war aims 

were closely bound to the idea of the democratic Entente 

Allies' fighting together for their principles against the 

15 

autocratic central powers. Certainly, before the revolu

tion Russia did not qualify for membership in the democratic 

club. Second, in spite of the wrangling between pro- and 

anti-imperialists and the apparent awakening awareness of 

Americans to the rest of the world during the past quarter-

century, there was very little concern or understanding in 

America of Russia. 

Interest in Russia before the war had been confined 

chiefly to two relatively small groups. One was made up of 

native Americans who had exhibited, in some cases from the 

1860's and 1880's, interest in Russian liberals' efforts 

toward relief from the autocracy of the Tsar. Early in the 

Nineties, several prominent men of this group, including 

Samuel Clemens, the elder George Kennan, and William Lloyd 

Garrison, had formed a private organization, "The Friends 

of Russian Freedom," to bring aid to the victims of Czarist 

oppression. Their help had been directed chiefly to the 

•̂ Ĝeorge R. Kennan, Russia Leaves the War (Prince
ton, New Jersey: Princeton University Press, 1956), p. 15. 
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Social Revolutionaries, a socialist, but not Marxist, party 

which they considered to be heirs to the populist tradition 

of earlier Russian revolutionaries. "The Friends of Russian 

Freedom" had little realization of the influence of Marxism 

among many of the more recently active political parties in 

Russia, or the rest of Europe, for that matter. The other 

small group in America that had exhibited interest in Russia 

in the years just preceding the revolution was composed 

mainly of refugees from there who had immigrated to the 

United States to escape political and racial persecution. 

This group was influenced by the Marxist doctrines, and 

leaned toward the idea of the shift in political power to 

a particular social class rather than toward the general 

political liberty envisioned by "The Friends" and histori

cally seen as ideal in America. The later group shared 

with the older one only a deep interest in seeing Czarist 

16 absolutism abolished. 

This then, was the milieu in which the two journals 

under consideration were writing. However, each had its 
/ 

own personality and purpose, which need some examination 
; 
I 

for an understanding of the attitudes each took toward the 

Russian Revolution. 

The New Republic was born out of the Progressive 

Era. The magazine was launched in November, 1914, with 

16 Kennan, Russia Leaves the War, pp. 12, 13. 
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the financial backing of Willard and Dorothy Straight. They 

were wealthy and both reformers and crusaders by nature. 

Herbert Croly's book The Promise of American Life had deeply 

impressed the Straights, and they had sought him out in 1912 

to do some social and educational investigations for them. 

Their association ripened, and from it came plans for the 

new weekly magazine. Croly's book was much read by the 

Progressives. It is an historical essay with the following 

thesis: 

. . . 'latent regeneracy and brotherhood of 
mankind' will eventuate in a realization of 
democratic responsibility which, instrumented 
by heroic and intellectual leadership, will 
fulfill America's destiny as a 'land of 
promise.'17 

Felix Frankfurter wrote that both Theodore Roosevelt's 

"New Nationalism" and Wilson's "New Freedom" were derived 

from Croly. 

Though the small group of young men who made up the 

editorial staff of the beginning New Republic had no formal 

head, Croly was the leader. The other board members were 

Walter Lippmann, Walter Weyl, Francis Hackett, and Philip 

Littell. Lippmann had been a brilliant student assistant 

of George Santayana's while at Harvard and later private 

secretary to a Socialist mayor of Schenectady, New York, 

^7Frank Luther Mott, Sketches of Twenty-One Maga
zines 1905-1930, A History of American Magazines, Vol. V 
"(Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1968), 
195. Interior quotes from Croly. 
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George R. Lunn. Though only twenty-five, Lippmann had 

already published a successful book, A Preface to Politics, 

similar to Croly's in ideas. V7eyl, an economist, had advo

cated a greater socialization of business and democratiza

tion of government in The New Democracy. Hackett, an Irish-

born liberal, had gained attention by his super performance 

as literary editor of the Chicago Evening Post. Littell had 

succeeded his father as editor of Littell's Living Age, was 

a good writer, and was mostly concerned with the "Books and 

Things" page in The New Republic. Willard Straight also had 

a vote on the editorial board. Though he often disagreed 

with the others, he never threatened to withdraw his finan

cial support. The magazine published a few articles of his 

that showed a different bias on some topics from that of 

18 the other board members. 

The New Republic's subtitle is A Journal of Opinion, 

and it conformed to that label, if to no other. Croly once 

said the paper's real purpose was "less to inform its read

ers than to start little insurrections in the realm of their 

convictions." But they were not such "little insurrections." 

Though the magazine's close association with the Progressive 

movement has been noted, the editors' ideas went beyond those 

of that group. The editors occasionally took a definite 

stand on particular issues, but wrote more often in a 

18 Mott, p. 196. 
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19 broader, philosophical vein. While most Progressives 

were quite concerned over what they considered the diminu

tion of the individual in Am.erica, The Nev/ Republic group 

agreed that American social, political, and economic thought 

must transcend individualism. All these men professed to 

be pragmatists. They accepted the revolution occurring in 

social institutions, and realized that continued industri

alization and growth in the body of scientific knowledge 

meant continuation of that revolution and, therefore, a dy

namic society. They reasoned that man must work out a sys

tem that would adapt the whole of society to these destined 

changes if he were to achieve "the transcendent humanitar

ian goal." According to David W. Noble, their previous 

writixigs showed that for all of them that goal was 

. . . a mystically perfected democracy. . . . 
While these men talked in evolutionary and 
instrumentalist overtones, the heart of their 
philosophy was a religious belief in democracy, 
a belief in its absolute and inevitable nature. . . . 
The promise of American life had been and must 
continue to be the ever increasing social, moral, 
and economic welfare of all men.20 

They dismissed the traditional ideal of American 

individualism because they believed in progress, and to 

them industrialization and urbanization had forced the 

realization that man was a social creature. Furthermore, 

^^Mott, pp. 202-204. 

^^David W. Noble, "The New Republic and the Idea 
of Progress," The Mississippi Valley Historical Review, 
XXXVIII (1951), p. 389. 
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man was not "inherently evil and irrational," but "good 

and rational" and only needed to be shown the good and 

rational way to act. The ground swell of reform sentiment 

manifested by the Progressive movement was evidence. To 

continue this positive direction of the public attitude, 

it would be necessary for the public to unlearn the current 

negative philosophy of government for protection of indi

viduals, and reach an understanding that the only real 

democracy was a positive one that would foster the "in

creasing social, moral, and economic welfare" that was the 

goal. Positive action by the government would eliminate 

problems as they arose or were anticipated. The great 

21 

American middle classes, as they grew into greater reali

zation of man's social nature and basic goodness and ration

ality, would revolutionize the government and the economic 

system to fill all society's needs. All labor should be 

organized and its unions be participants in the management 

of business so that they would willingly cooperate in this 

new concept of democracy. The concentration of industry 

was not bad, as most liberals and Progressives thought, but 

good because it was efficient and could provide man's mate

rial needs more easily. But in the new republic, there 

2^Noble reports that these men used the term "mid
dle class" in a very broad sense and not at all in the ex
clusive Marxian definition. It included all but the very 
rich and the very poor, and they believed that these two 
groups would eventually disappear, p. 391. 
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would be no need for anti-trust laws, instead there would 

be " . . . a mixture of nationalization, control, or laissez 

faire as the public welfare demanded." Eventually there 

should be not only a planned economy, but a thoughtfully 

worked out social system as well. 

Noble points out that these men were not considered 

eccentrics by other liberals of that day. Their books had 

been favorably received, as has been mentioned, Croly's in 

political journals and those of Lippmann and Weyl in popu

lar magazines. They were but a continuation of the long 

line of American idealistic thought in the same vein as 

that of Jefferson (with notable differences), the New Har

mony and Brook Farm groups, and later in the 1800's of men 

like Edward Bellamy, Henry George, and the Christian 

24 Socialists. The editors' extreme confidence in their 

convictions and the worth of their new enterprise is at

tested to by their undertaking it at a time when the great 

reform wave was waning. The Progressive party had suf

fered great losses in the November elections; The New Repub

lic considered President Wilson's efforts at coping with the 

problems presented by the big corporations reactionary; and 

Theodore Roosevelt's Bull Moose party was not living up to 

22Noble, pp. 390-391 

^•^Mott, p. 195. 

^^Noble, p. 402. 
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their hopes for it. But these negative manifestations 

were apparently considered only temporary reactions on 

the domestic scene. 

Until very late in the planning stages of The New 

Republic, the world was at peace. World War I cast a new 

light of immediacy on the philosophy of the magazine. So 

far as a foreign policy was concerned. The New Republic 

made it clear in its first issue that traditional American 

isolationism was only an illusion in an economically inter

dependent world. But the editors found themselves in a 

dilemma regarding the war. They came out for an active 

policy of internationalism, i.e., 

A modern nation which wants the world to live 
in peace . . . must be willing and ready, when 

-- a clear case can be made out against a dis
turber of the peace, to join with other nations 
in taking up arms against the malefactor.26 

On the other hand, the same article continued. 

Neither one side nor the other [in the war] may 
claim exclusively to represent the interests of 
a better international order; and this consider
ation relieves the friends of peace in other 
countries from any obligation to participate in 
the struggle as a whole.27 

The magazine maintained a policy of neutrality for 

about a year. Yet, as the conflict continued, the 

25Noble, p. 393. 

2^The New Republic, Dec. 12, 1914, p. 7, quoted in 
Noble, p. 394. 

27ibid. 
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optimistic evolutionists of The New Republic came gradually 

to believe that out of the great upheaval the world would 

emerge changed, and that their OVVTI view of a democratic 

internationalist world was perhaps more likely to result 

from a victory by France and England than from one by 

Germany. But Britain's failure to enunciate "democratic" 

peace aims gave the editors second thoughts.*^ 

In his 1916 campaign Wilson stressed America's role 

as a major power whose duty was to help in formulating a 

just peace; The New Republic supported Him. It was the 

beginning of two years of what Frank Luther Mott calls 

"perhaps the most positive and constructive position of 

29 its history." In December of 1916 and Janauary of 1917, 

Wilson pled with the belligerents for clarifications of war 

aims, and for "a peace without victory" (a slogan Wilson 

30 acknowledged borrowing from Croly) . Here was a man who 

had assumed a role of positive leadership. Within the same 

period of two weeks in December of 1916 and January of 1917, 

the magazine's stance was changed from a half-hearted ad

vocacy of the Allies to an increasing confidence that they 

would become converted to the idea of a fraternal peace 

among the nations. Noble writes, "The editors gave no 

2%oble, p. 395 

2^Mott, p. 205. 

30 
"^^Mott, p. 208 
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reasons for this shift; it was a conviction based on faith. 

The ground then was clear for a decisive frame of mind when 

31 the renewal of the submarine campaign came." Mott writes 

that the policies of The New Republic and of President 

Wilson were so similar for the next two years or so that 

the magazine was considered Wilson's mouthpiece, and that 

it was even rumored that Walter Lippmann wrote the Fourteen 

Points, which Lippmann denied. Circulation climbed to about 

45,000 for some issues, which was three times what it had 

been in 1914 and much greater than it was to be again until 

a change in format and editors was instrumented a few years 

32 

after the war. 

It is hard to conceive of a journal more different 

in purpose or philosophy from The New Republic than The New 

York Times. By 1917 it had been in publication for sixty-

six years; for the last twenty-one of those years it had 

been under the leadership of Adolph S. Ochs, who had the 

following announcement printed in the first issue after he 

assumed publication, and again in 1921, on the twenty-fifth 

anniversary of that date in a history of the paper by Elmer 

Davis: 
To undertake the management of The New-York 

Times, with its great history for right-doing, 
and to attempt to keep bright the lustre . . . 
is an extraordinary task. But if a sincere 

^^Noble, p. 396. 

^^Mott, p. 399. 
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desire to conduct a high-standard newspaper, 
clean, dignified and trustworthy, requires 
honesty, watchfulness, industry and practical 
knowledge applied with common sense, I enter
tain the hope that I can succeed in maintain
ing the high estimate that thoughtful, pure-
minded people have ever had of The New-York 
Times. 

It will be my earnest aim that The New-
York Times give the news, all the news, . . . 
in language that is parliamentary in good 
society, and give it as early, if not earlier, 
than it can be learned through any other 
reliable medium: . . . impartially, without 
fear or favor, regardless of any party, sect 
or interest involved; to make the columns of 
The New-York.Times a forum for the considera
tion of all questions of public importance, 
and to that end to invite intelligent discus
sion from all shades of opinion. 

There will be no . . . departure from the 
general tone and character and policies pur
sued with relation to public questions that 
have distinguished The New-York Times as a 
nonpartisan newspaper—unless it be, if pos
sible, to intensify its devotion to the cause 
of sound money and tariff reform, opposition 
to wastefulness and peculation in administer
ing the public affairs and in its advocacy of 
the lowest tax consistent with good government, 
and no more government than is absolutely 
necessary to protect society, maintain indi
vidual vested rights and assure the free exer
cise of a sound conscience.^^ 

In 1914 Ochs owned 62 percent of the stock and Charles R. 

Miller, editor in chief, owned 14 percent. 

The response of The Times to the Progressive Era is 

so aptly put by Elmer Davis that the reader will surely not 

be bored by another lengthy quote: 

"̂ -̂ Elmer Davis, A History of the New York Times, 
1851-1921 (New York, 1921), p. xxi. 
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The Times during this carnival of purity was 
compelled to preserve its attitude of conscien
tious skepticism, and consequently was as unpopu
lar with followers of the new gospel as the vil
lage infidel at protracted meeting; for it stead
fastly refused to stagger down to the mourners' 
bench. And now the revival is over, and most of 
those who hit the sawdust trail have fallen from 
grace and gone back to walk in darkness till the 
next day of Pentecost. The Times contemplates 
their side-slips without exultation; rather with 
a certain sadness. It would be a wonderful thing 
if life were what the reformers thought it was, 
but experience has shown that it is not. It was 
the painful duty of The Times, at the height of 
the revival, to remind the reformers of the les
sons of experience; to express its doubts as to the 
value of measures which introduced new evils with
out curing the old; and to suggest that neither was 
the past as black as it was painted, nor could the 
future reasonably be expected to be one unspotted 
smear of rose color. This is what conservatism 
means, and The Times is not ashamed of it.34 

These declarations state well the attitude and tone of the 

paper. 

The Times saw itself as a newspaper first; Meyer 

Berger reports that Ochs had even once considered eliminat

ing editorials altogether for fear that the paper's edito

rial stand might make its reporters slant their stories to 

3 5 fit the editorial stance. This is not to say that The 

Times did not feel a responsibility to its readers for news 

analysis. Davis was quite definite in stating that the 

editorials were more than opinion—they were well-informed 

34 Davis, p. 270. 

^^Meyer Berger, The Story of the New York Times, 
1851-1951 (New York, 1951), p. 528. 
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opinion. The editorial staff was headed by Charles R. 

Miller, a graduate of Dartmouth and a scholar of the clas

sics and of international affairs. He had served for 

several years on the Springfield Republican before joining 

The Times in 1876, where he was made editor in chief in 

1883, a position he held until his death in 1922.^^ But 

generally, the editorial staff was anoniinous. At the time 

Davis' book was published two men besides Miller had been 

members of it for over twenty-five years, but neither their 

names nor those of any of the other nine listed besides 

Miller are mentioned in that capacity in the text. The 

group met daily with Ochs and the business manager to dis

cuss policy, but, a former editor, Alexander Noyes, as

serted to Berger, no pressure of any sort was felt because 

of the presence of the publisher and the "counting room." 

Though Ochs expressed his opinions, often animatedly, he 

always ended by saying, "Do as you think best. I was only 

37 

thinking out loud." But it was gathering and disseminat

ing the news thoroughly and well in which The Times took 

the greatest pride. 

It is significant for this study that the whole 

news staff of The Times received the first Pulitzer award 

in 1918 "'for the most distinguished and meritorious 

•^^Berger, p. 69 

37 
Berger, p. 36 
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service rendered by an American newspaper' in complete and 

accurate coverage of the news of the war.""̂ ® In 1917, 

besides subscribing to both United Press and Associated 

Press wire services, the paper had a cooperative arrange

ment with The London Times and The London Chronicle, five 

or six correspondents in western Europe and at least one 

in Russia. The Marconi wireless was in recent use by the 

time of World War I, and, using both that and cable serv

ice, often at the double urgent rate of seventy-five cents 

a word at the news editor's and publisher's request. The 

Times spared no expense to bring the public the news 

quickly and fully. The Espionage Act passed when the United 

States first entered the war contained a provision for cen

sorship of war news, which The Times and other newspapers 

fought. The section was eventually dropped from the Ameri

can law, but the European governments maintained censor

ship restrictions which on at least two occasions Times 

correspondents were able to circumvent cleverly and score 

39 "beats" on quite significant events. It was among the 

first, if not the first, to bring the full texts of docu

ments and speeches in its pages, the earliest of these 

documents being "White Papers," that of Britain on one day 

and Germany the next, revealing all the correspondence 

-^^Berger, p. 567. 

^^Davis, pp. 367-387 
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leading to their declarations of war. In addition. The 

Times hired a former Assistant Attorney General of the 

United States to analyze the briefs as an impartial ob-

server, and printed his "able and searching" arguments 

leading to the conclusion that Germany was in the wrong. 

So from the first The Times had pronounced Austria 

and Germany responsible for the war. Davis, himself on the 

editorial staff by 1921, wrote: 

The chief public service of The Times in the 
war was that from the very beginning it under
stood where the rights and wrongs of the con
flict lay, it was able to justify its position 
by sound argument, and it never ceased to main
tain that position with all the vigor its edito
rials were able to command. The furious hostil
ity toward the paper which the Germans and their 
sympathizers soon displayed is the best measure 
of its success in perfonning its duty.^l 

It is plain that the two journals had great differ

ences in attitude and purpose. As a result, they took dif

ferent approaches to analysis of the Russian Revolution. 

The Times, though it often drew analogies between current 

events and historical ones, was more inclined to assess 

developments in the light of their impact on the immediate 

situation. The New Republic more often took a long view. 

Actually, the papers wanted the same things from 

the revolution: first, a democratic Russia because they 

believed that was the highest type of government man had 

designed; second, a war ally worthy of association in what 

^^Davis, pp. 338-339. 

4lDavis, pp. 335-336. 
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the journals saw as a noble cause. Perhaps The Times would 

not have listed them in that order, however. Though The 

Times wished Russia well, it saw her future as being mainly 

her own problem and in the end, her own business, except 

where the war was concerned. The New Republic felt that 

Russia's future was of great significance: ". . . Lib

erals all over the world can now look forward to the fu

ture with increasing promise," read its first editorial 

on the revolution. 

In the introduction to his book. The American Lib

erals and the Russian Revolution, Christopher Lasch had 

written that all Americans are liberals in a sense and de

fines liberalism as "less a set of attitudes toward speci-
A ^ 

fic issues than a set of assumptions about human affairs." 

As this study progressed, it became clear that one of those 

liberal assumptions shared by both these periodicals is a 

belief in progress—particularly in the area of government. 

Where they differed on the point was that The New Republic 

believed man still needed to work toward finding the ideal 

governmental system, while The New York Times felt that 

the system had been discovered and needed only careful 

maintenance. 

'̂ 2The New Republic, Mar. 24, 1917, p. 212. 

Christopher Lasch, The American Liberals and 
the Russian Revolution (New York: Columbia University 
Press, 1962), p. vii. 



CHAPTER I 

THE JOURNALS AND THE REVOLUTIONARY GOVERNMENT 

It was virtually an article of faith of both The 

New York Times and The New Republic that the nature of the 

government which would evolve in revolutionary Russia 

would be democratic. Since the governments of the "more 

enlightened" countries of the world—those which had al

ready undergone successful revolutions—had gradually as

sumed more and more democratic characteristics, it is not 

surprising that most Americans accepted almost as a fore

gone conclusion that such would be the case in Russia. 

Indeed, it must have seemed that the evolutionary process 

should be more rapid in the Russia of 1917 than it had 

been in the western democracies since she had the benefit 

not only of the western examples, but of the legacy of 

organized Russian liberals left by her aborted revolution 

of 1905. Early reports of the revolution served to rein-
/ 

force that idea. On March 16, only eight days after the 

first demonstrations had occurred in Petrograd, announce

ment of the formation of a cabinet including some of the 

Russian liberals best known and most respected in the 

United States was announced in The New York Times along 

with stories of the orderly transition of government and 

its support by the army. 

^The New York Times, 3-16-17, p. 1. Henceforth 

28 
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But the reports were misleading. The March revolu

tion was not organized or planned. It began spontaneously 

in Petrograd on March 8 following speeches in the factories 

honoring the socialists' celebration of Women's Day. The 

workers left the factories on strike and began milling 

about the streets clamoring for bread. The disturbances 

continued and enlarged. When on March 10 the Minister of 

War called on troops to suppress the disorders, at the 

Czar's command, the soldiers refused to shoot and joined 

2 

the rebellious civilians. 

Almost immediately after the beginning of the revo

lution in Petrograd, two quasi-governmental bodies arose 

there. The dual nature of the government was misunderstood 

by nearly everyone outside Russia, and even some of those 

taking active parts in the bodies were not in agreement 

about the proper functions of the two assemblies. One of 

these groups, the first to come into existence, was the 

Petrograd Soviet (Council) of Workers' Deputies elected 

from the factories and predominately socialistic. It was 

soon enlarged to become the Petrograd Soviet of Workers 

and Soldiers, with one representative added from each com

pany garrisoned in Petrograd, and there were many. In fact 

The New York Times will be referred to as Times. 

2william Henry Chamberlin, The Russian Revolution, 
1917-1921 (New York: Macmillan Co., 1935), I, 75-79. 
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though there were two or three times as many workers as 

soldiers in Petrograd, the soldiers soon had four or five 

times greater representation in the Soviet. Since the 

local police had been one of the main targets of the revo

lutionaries and were soon arrested or so terrorized by 

them that they were practically non-existent, the arroy v/as 

the only armed group extant. As the army was loyal to the 

Soviet, that council held the real power in Petrograd. 

But it was the other body, the Provisional Govern

ment, that was first presented to and accepted by the v/orld 

as sovereign in revolutionary Russia. It was appointed by 

a self-formed committee of Duma members, who were also mem

bers of a Progressive bloc in the Duma, which met after 

the larger body had been adjourned by order of the Czar on 

March 12. The Progressive bloc had contained members of 

all political parties represented in the Duma except those 

of the most extreme rightist and leftist groups, and the 

Provisional Government also reflected this diversity of 

political views. Most of the new ministers were known to 

be moderate, middle-class liberals, even Minister of 

Justice Alexander Kerensky, who was a professed socialist 

3 
N. N. Sukhanov, The Russian Revolution, 1917: 

A Personal Record, ed. and trans., Joel Carmichael (London: 
Oxford University Press, 1955), p. 223. Chamberlin, I, 
74-7 5, reports that there were approximately 400,000 work
ers and 160,000 soldiers in Petrograd at the time of the 
March revolution. 
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of a brand of his own invention, the Trudoviki. 

The Soviet was not averse to the existence of the 

Provisional Government; indeed, its leaders felt a need 

for an experienced bourgeois ministry to carry out admin

istrative functions, especially diplomacy. Besides, a 

majority of the delegates thought it would be a mistake 

for the socialistic groups to take over all responsibility 

because they believed that a period of bourgeois govern

ment was necessary before a true Marxist revolution could 

evolve. Policy was to be agreed on by both groups, but 

the Provisional Government could actually do very little 

without the Soviet's approval. 

Both journals believed that the Duma led the revo

lutionary movement in March, but Miliukov writes that the 

Duma was "but a shadow of its past" after the first days 
5 

of the revolution, and other sources concur. Shapiro 

supports a claim that the Provisional Government was not 
/ 

• / I 

Chamberlin, I, 88-89. Marcel Liebman, The Rus
sian Revolution, trans., Arnold J. Pomerans (New York: 
Random House, 1970), p. 119. 

/ 

^Paul Miliukov, Political Memoirs, 1905-1917, ed., 
Arthur P. Mendel, trans., Carl Goldberg (Ann Arbor: Uni
versity of Michigan Press, 1967), p. 400. Cf_. I, 89; 
p. 35; Rex A. Wade, The Russian Search for Peace, February-
October 1917 (Stanford, Calif. Stanford University Press, 
1969), p. 2. 
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legally responsible to the Duma; certainly the Soviet was 

not, either legally or philosophically. So far as can be 

ascertained from the sources consulted, neither the first 

Provisional Government nor any of its successors asked for 

or took advice from the Duma, which met extralegally only 

a few times after its dismissal. Most of the Duma leaders 

were not revolutionaries and showed no disposition to lead 

the movement in progress. The Provisional Government al

ways claimed to be a revolutionary body, including its 

Foreign Minister, the well-known historian Paul Miliukov, 

who stressed the need for continuity and legitimacy.7 

Probably this claim was made at least partly in the cause 

of self-preservation since even the Soviet soon lagged 

behind the revolutionary zeal of the Petrograd masses. 

The New York Times shared the general rejoicing in 

America over the Russian Revolution. The United States' 

probable impending entrance into the war and the greater 

/ 

desirability of a democratic Russian ally than an auto

cratic one cannot be discounted, but The Times also had 

/ 

what seemed concrete reasons for optimism about the revo

lution. The positive reception was based in part on the 

^Leonard Shapiro, "The Political Thought of the 
First Provisional Government," Revolutionary Russia, ed., 
Richard Pipes, Russian Research Center Studies, No. 55 
(Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1968), p. 
103. 

7 
Shapiro, p. 106. 
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reputations of the leaders in the Provisional Government 

and on the idea that the revolution's initial leadership 

and inspiration had been the Duma, which gave it an aura 

of legality. Several other themes related to the govern-

ment soon become apparent in The Times' coverage. Recur

rent expressions of faith in the Russian people's desire 

and ability to honor their war commitment to the Allies 

and to govern themselves begin to appear early, but they 

were soon interspersed with growing fears that socialist 

groups would hamper, if not ruin, the chances of achieving 

those ends. Faith and hope that the proposed Constituent 

Assembly called for in the first statement of the Provi

sional Government would be convened and would establish 

order and reason were also often expressed, almost up to 

the time that the abortive Assembly did attempt a meeting 

after the Bolshevik coup. 

In its first reporting of the new regime. The Times 
/ 

called new Premier George Lvov "the most popular man in 

Russia . . . the man all students of Russian affairs have 

8 expected to see made head of any provisional government." 

Foreign Minister Paul N. Miliukov had been the leader of 

the Constitutional Democratic party, and earlier had spent 

some time in the United States as guest lecturer on Russian 
Q 

affairs at the University of Chicago. "̂  The Times' first 

^Times, Mar. 16, 1917, p. 3. 

^Lasch, p. 5. 
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editorial on the revolution stated: 

The Russian people through trusted leadsrs in the 
Duma and men of loyalty and enlightenment outside 
the Duma have assumed the direcLion of affairs in 
the Empire. . . . It is expected that the young 
Czarevich will be named Czar with Grand Duke Michael 
regent. . . . But the real Government is in the 
Duma. . . . That enlightened and influential states
man Paul Miliukov, . . . may live to see the reali
zation of his dream of a constitutional monarcliy 
in Russia.•'•̂  

There are several other references to the Duma's 

part in the revolution during the month of March. An 

article in the magazine section was subtitled "The Stir-

12 
ring Events That Led to the Duma's Coup." 

An editorial of March twenty-third initiated an

other theme that was heard with variations all through the 

first year of the revolution. The article stated that in 

spite of the more voluble socialist factions being heard 

from, the real majority—"the tillers of the soil, . . . 

the heart and soul of Russia"—were represented in the Duma 

by intelligent moderates who were the ones to be listened 

13 
to. An article on the Mir, or village commune, m rural 

Russia spoke of the Russian people as qualified from experi-

14 
ence m those organizations for self-government. 

•^^Times, Mar. 16, 1917, p. 10. 

•'••'-Times, Mar. 17, 1919, p. 1; Mar. 18, 1917, Sec. 
II, p. 2; Mar. 22, 1917, p. 1. 

^^Times, Mar. 18, 1917, Sec. IV, p. 2. 

•̂ •̂ Times, Mar. 23, 1917, p. 8. 

^"^Times, Mar. 25, 1917, Sec VI, p. 2. 
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The Times, like the rest of the world, was some 

time in recognizing the power of the Council of the. Work

men's and Soldiers' Deputies, or Soviet. There are sev

eral prominent front page stories and many inside ones 

related to the revolution and the Provisional Government's 

actions from March 16, the first day of reporting the revo

lution, to mid-April, but few and only brief or passing 

references to the Council of Workmen's and Soldiers' 

Deputies. 

The United States entered the war in early April, 

and for a few weeks after that only the Russian news re

lated to the conflict found its way to the front page. 

Since the first really difficult problem between the Pro

visional Government and the Soviet was over war aims, or 

peace aims, it is understandable that the Soviet was 

brought to the attention of Americans during that contro

versy. The Soviet voted very early for Russian continu

ance in the war, but with the aim of an equitable general 

peace with no annexations or indemnities and self-

determination of peoples. The Provisional Government, on 

the other hand, was for Russia's remaining in the war with 

the same understanding with the Allies as before, which 

did include some annexations as war aims. Ry April 28, 

after numerous articles reporting various groups' assur

ances of Russia's continuing in the war, including one 
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15 
from the Soviet in a box at the top of the front page, 

one article was not so x^ositive. Harold VJilliams, a Times 

correspondent in Petrograd, reported: 

There is no cause for alarm that Russia's Provisional 
Government is for continuing in the war . . . but 
no one really knows just how near they come to being 
a real government. There is a genuine fear in the 
hearts of some info3rmed men that the workmen's and 
soldiers' committee composed in part of impractical 
and irresponsible radicals may gain the upper hand. 

An editorial of May 3 showed very clearly The Times' posi

tion toward the Soviet: 

. . . The Government of the United States has recog
nized as the Government of Russia the body of offi
cials appointed by the committee of the Duma. . . . 
Our Government has no relations with any other rep
resentatives of the Russian people. . . . It can 
have no possible relations with the Socialists and 
radicals who under the name of Council of Workmen's 
and Soldiers' Deputies have been holding meetings 
in the chamber which the Duma occupies when it is 
in session.1' 

The editorial continued that though Russia had been through 

much, the picture was painted too dark when critics inti

mated that U.S. Ambassador Francis and Foreign Secretary 

Miliukov were wrong in saying that the country was becom

ing orderly. The editorial interpreted a recent visit of 

War Minister Guchkov to the front where he dismissed some 

one hundred army officers not as an act of weakness but 

ID Times, Apr. 21, 1917, p. 1. 

^^Times, Apr. 28, 1917, p. 2. 

^"^Times, May 3, 1917, p. 10. 
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one of strength. Another good sign was seen in the procla

mation by the Executive Committee of the Soviet denouncing 

rioters and promising full support to the army in the war 

effort. Moreover, Lenin , "only too evidently a German 

agent," had incurred the wrath of crowds to whom he was 

denouncing the Provisional Government. As the writer saw 
18 

it, the situation certainly was not without hope. 

On May 5, the Soviet made the front page; there 

were two stories, both under the same large three column 

head with one of the articles in a box. Not many events 

are given such prominence in The Times. The reports were 

of the great furor resulting from a note from Foreign Min

ister Miliukov to the Allies regarding Russia's stand on 

the war. The note emphasized Russia's loyalty to the 

Allies and m.ade no reference to the Soviet's general peace 

policy which had been accepted by the Provisional Govern

ment and announced as its own to the Russian people some 

time previously. Also reported were the disorders and mob 

threats that Miliukov's note had caused in Petrograd and 

Moscow and the Council's claims that though it held the 

real power, it had not been consulted about the statement 

to the Allies. There had been talk of deposing the Pro

visional Government. Demonstrations both for and against 

the Provisional Government were cited. But, the story 

18 
Times, May 3, 1917, p. 14 
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pointed out, the Council had accepted the Government's ex

planation of the note's intent by a vote of thirty-four to 

nineteen on the condition that it send an explanatory note 

19 
to the Allies. May 7 brought more front page news: a 

truce had been reached betu'een the Russian leaders, with 

the Workmen's Council voting confidence in the Government 

by a small majority and passing a resolution against meet-

20 
ings or armed demonstrations for twelve days. May 8 

brought further evidence that The Times thought the inci

dent was closed favorably, with the Soviet properly put in 

its place: 

. . , An address by a Social Democrat reminded the 
workingman and soldiers that while they might have 
the power to over throw the government, their right 
to do it was extremely questionable. . . . Possibly 
that strange body that calls itself the Council of 
Workmen's and Soldiers' Deputies represents a mil
lion of the seventeen million inhabitants of Russia. 
• • • 

The radical leaders have been bold, even impu
dent. No laws of Russia, no election, has given 
them a representative character, yet they have be
haved as though they were really the Government or 
a co-ordinated branch thereof. . . . But it is evi
dent that these leaders now see plainly that even 
if they set up a government of their own, they 
could not maintain it. The people themselves and 
the soldiers who are loyal to the Lvov government 
would overthrow them. They may have sense enough 
to see that the establishment of a proletarian 
government at^this time would mean the ruin of 
Russia. . . . 

•'•̂ Times, May 5, 1917, p. 1. 

20 
Times, May 6, 1917, p. 1. 

21 
Times, May 8, 1917, p. 10. 
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The editorial further noted that the Duma was to be recon

vened and that it might put an end to "the present uncer

tainty and danger" as it could cpcak with Lhe authority of 

a duly elected representative assembly. However, such 

was not to be the case. The Duma did vote confidence in 

the Provisional Government, but the demonstrations against 

the government continued. 

The Times was very discouraged about the Russian 

situation in those dark May days. An editorial of May 15 

renewed its earlier denunciation of the Soviet's taking 

authority it did not rightfully have. The article be

rated the internationalist sympathies of the Council which, 

it stated, must be stirred up by German agents. Unless 

some strong statesmen took the helm in Russia, the writer 

said, the Allies would feel no compulsion to show Russia 

any consideration at the peace table, since it had treated 

22 

its pledges to the Allies so cavalierly. 

The outcome of the confrontation between the Soviet 

and the Government was the resignation of Miliukov and the 

formation of a new Provisional Government which included 

some socialist ministers. Though it had earlier called 

the socialists irresponsible for refraining to take part 
23 

in the ministry. The Times was of the opinion that 

^^Times, May 15, 1927, p. 8. 

23 
Times, May 15, 1917, p. 8. 
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giving ministerial places to men of the socialists' tem

per was inviting acceptance of peace terms carefully ar-

24 ranged by von Bethmann Hollweg in the German interest. 

The paper quoted the elder George Kennan to the effect that 

a similar Soviet to that of 1917 had headed the revolution

ary movement in 1904-1905, and "its incapacity for leader

ship . . . was largely responsible for the failure of the 
..25 

movement." 

A policy statement of the new government appeared 

in The Times of May 18. Its main points were acceptance 

of the idea of a general peace without annexations or con

tributions, but with Russia's continuing in the war on the 

eastern front; democratization of the army combined with 

a strengthening of the fighting forces; efforts to estab

lish some social and economic controls; postponements of 

settling the land question until the Constituent Assembly 

and hastening preparations for that Assembly. In return, 

the new government demanded "such full confidence of the 

people as will enable it not only to fight a reactionary 

counterrevolution, but also to take action against anarch-

26 
ists of the extreme left." Most of the provisions were 

concessions to the Soviet. However, the Cadet faction did 

^"^Times, May 17, 1917, p. 12. 

^^Times, May 20, 1917, Sec II, p. 2. 

^ Times, May 18, 1917, pp. 1 and 2. 
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gain agreement to prepare the army for an offensive action 

27 to begin in July. Times correspondent Herbert Bailey 

wrote that the program was a victory for the Council, and 

that the Government was "paying a heavy price to attract 

to herself elements purely disruptive and . . . no way 

28 sympathetic toward the Allies." 

For the rest of May and the month of June there 

were many news stories, some of events seeming to indicate 

that the coalition government was gaining control of the 

situation, a few relating acts of the Soviet^ the troops^ or 

other groups in defiance of the government. Apparently 

The Times thought the promising reports outweighed the nega

tive. Indeed, on the positive side, by June 24, all Rus

sian Congresses of Peasants, of Cossacks, and finally of 

Workmen's and Soldiers' Deputies had voted confidence in 

the government and against a separate peace, though the 

29 

last group had voted for a no-annexation peace. An edi

torial on that day was entitled "Changing for the Better," 

and announced, "All the indications are that the Government 

is steadily gaining and the anarchists steadily losing. 

.,30 

^"^Chamberlin, pp. 147-148. 

28 

Times, May 28, 1917, p. 2. 

^^Times, June 24, 1917, p. 1. 

^^Times, June 24, 1917, Sec. II, p. 2. 
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This optimism was continued through the early part 

of July. There are several stories of improvement in army 

discipline and of early success in the military offensive 

31 

undertaken in the first week of July. There had been 

reports of strikes and planned demonstrations too, but an 

editorial of July 6 declared that the agitators and an

archists were on the defensive. It spoke with satisfac

tion of the military victories and again of the assurance 

given for Russia's future by the sober and right-minded 
32 

congresses so recently met. But the honeymoon was short. 

The resignation of the Cadet cabinet minister and the sub

sequent series of huge bloody armed demonstrations by 

soldiers and workers against the government known as the 

July Days, and the bogging down of the military offensive 

were soon the events being reported, with the Bolsheviki 
33 

blamed. The Times was not quickly dissuaded from its 

positive attitude, however. An editorial of July 22 urged 

forbearance and cited "the selfish particularism, disorgani

zation, and impotence that characterized our Confederation 

between 178 3 and the writing of our Constitution" as enough 

to make Americans understand the Russian situation. Another •̂ -'"Times, July 1, 1917, p. 3; July 4, 1917, p. 1; 
July 3, 1917, p. 8; July 8, 1917, p. 3. 

32 
Times, July 6, 1917, p. 8. 

^^Times, July 18, 1917, p. 1; July 19, 1917, p. 1; 
July 23, 1917, p. 3. 
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editorial on the same day invoked again the declarations 

of the recent congresses and urged patience with what were 

"but surface irritations." The Times' optimism is under

standable. There was an immediate reaction to the right 

both by the Soviet and the population in general to the 

bloodletting of the demonstrations, to stories in the Rus

sian press linking Lenin and the Bolsheviki to known Ger-

34 man agents, and. Times correspondent Harold Williams 

reported, to the shame resulting from the Russian rout in 

35 Galicia. This reaction was what The Times had news of. 

There were reports of soldiers expressing regret for their 

participation in the riots and stating that they were mis-

36 led by "irresponsible agitators"; of intense public in-

37 dignation against the Leninites; and, above all, of the 

Soviet's acting to quell the riots and bring the extremists 

3R under martial control. Authorities consulted say that 

from a few weeks after the July Days, the Bolsheviki gained 
/ 

steadily in strength while the Soviet as well as the 

/ 
— — ( 

3^Times, July 20, 1917, p. 1; July 22, 1917, p. 1; 
July 23, 1917, p. 2. 

^^Times, July 27, 1917, p. 3. 

^^Times, July 21, 1917, p. 1. 

^7Times, July 23, 1917, p. 2. 

^^Times, July 19, 1917, p. 1; July 20, 1917, p. 1. 
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Provisional Government lost more and more popular support. 

Kerensky emerged as Prime Minister from the up

heaval, also retaining the portfolios of War and Marine. 

The Soviet voted him unlimited power to reestablish order 

at home and at the front, designating what was left of the 

cabinet as a Government of Public Safety. The body issued 

strong assertions about order, military discipline, and 

unity.'^^ It is no wonder that such a display of unanimity 

between the Soviet and the Government should evoke at least 

reserved optimism in The Times. An editorial of July 24, 

the day of the announcement of Kerensky's being voted dic

tatorial powers, stated that the usual way out of such a 

chaotic situation was through a dictatorship and opined 

that if such were Russia's fate, Kerensky seemed the best 

man for the job. The writer said that the first Provisional 

Government had been eminently qualified to steer Russia 

through the post-revolutionary days, but that it had been 

overcome by ideas from the Council, ideas "incompatible 
i 

with all principles of sound government and public order." 
/ 

Now that the group had tardily concluded that Russia was 

in trouble, perhaps it would give Kerensky the support and 

^^James Mavor, The Russian Revolution (New York: 
Macmillan Co., 1928), p. 118. Cf_. Adam B. Ulam, The Bol
sheviks (New York: Macmillan Co., 1965), p. 352; Lionel 
Kochan, Russia in Revolution, 1890-1918 (New York: New 
American Library, 1966), p. 251; Liebman, pp. 231-233. 

^^Times, July 21, 1917, p. 1; July 24, 1917, p. 1; 
July 25, 1917, p. 1. 
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obedience a leader must have to keep the ship of state 

41 
afloat. Editorials of July 27, 29 and 31 called for the 

Allies to feel no discouragement; they were still in a 

better position than Germany, and certainly more so than 

if Russia were still under the subversion-riddled old 
42 

regime. Kerensky called for an Extraordinary National 

Conference to meet in Moscow August 12, which The Times 

saw as a hopeful sign which should "bring to the support 

of the Government the immense steadying power of public 

opinion." 

Kerensky formed a new cabinet, but not without dif

ficulty. Apparently it was not easy to find non-socialists 

who would serve on the Soviet's terms, and the Soviet, 

though still in its conservative reaction to the turmoil 

of the July Days, refused to support a government that 

would not agree to carry out a program approved by the re

cently resigned cabinet which proposed an Allied conference 

on war aims, a convention of the Constituent Asseiribly by 

the end of September, and beginning land reforms based on 

the idea that "the land should pass into the hands of the 

44 toilers." An editorial of August 2 held that the extreme 

4lTimes, July 24, 1917, p. 10. 

^^Times, July 27, 1917, p. 8; July 29, 1917, p. 10; 
July 21, 1917, p. 8. 

^^Times, July 29, 1917, p. 10. 

^^Chaihberlin, I, 188. 
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socialists and their excessive class consciousness were the 

cause of Russia's consternation. It contended that the 

able leaders Miliukov, Gutchkoff, and Lvov had been forced 

out because of being bourgeois or noble, and, at a time 

when the country needed the stabilizing influence of Cadet 

ministers, the Council had resolved that an agreement with 

any bourgeois cabinet members was impossible without ac

ceptance of their reforms. The article asked: "What sort 

of a 'free' country, what sort of a 'republic' is that in 
45 

which classes are privileged and disprivileged?" August 4 

brought the report that Kerensky had resigned, then been 

recalled, after negotiations between him and the Cadets 

regarding prospects of the Cadets rejoining the government 

had been broken off. The same article reported that he 
46 

was at odds with the Soviet. One might well wonder why 

some other more acceptable figure did not appear to fill 

the vacuum. Chamberlin says that Kerensky was the only man 

tolerable to both sides and widely enough known to head 

47 

the government at that time. The paper of August 7 re

ports that the new cabinet had been formed with five social

ists, four Cadets, and four converted socialists who now 

generally voted with the Cadets. Mention was made that it 

^^Times, Aug. 2, 1917, p. 8. 

^^Times, Aug. 4, 1917, p. 1. 

47 
Chamberlin, I, 187. 
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sounded like a good cabinet, though the names of the great 

parliamentary leaders such as Miliukov, Lvov, Guchkov, and 

Rodzianko were missing; but, the story continued, the ex-

48 

treme radicals had been dropped. Other stories in mid-

August reported the Russian retreat toward Riga, efforts 

of the Soviet to "undo its work of demoralization of the 

army," and the new commander-in-Chief Kornilov's and Ker-

49 ensky's labors toward the same end. 

The last week in the month the Extraordinary Na

tional Conference was held. The Times voiced the thought, 

on the front page, that the Conference was likely to be a 

struggle between the Cabinet backed by the Socialist left 

versus the Cadets, discontented Moscow business men, and 

50 dismissed generals. Coverage of the Conference was quite 

thorough. It included the text of a message from President 

Wilson, Kerensky's speech and one by Kornilov reporting 

the alarming state of the army's supplies, along with the 

comment that Kerensky had asked him not to make a statement, 

Also reported was the opinion of a Moscow correspondent 

that Kerensky's speech " . . . did not satisfy a single 

party or succeed in uniting the different groups in mutual 

51 service for the country." Williams' assessment of the 

^^Times, Aug. 7, 1917, p. 1. 

^^Times, Aug. 13, 1917, p. 2; Aug. 22, 1917, p. 2; 
Aug. 23, 1917, p. 1. 

^^Times, Aug. 24, 1917, p. 1? Aug. 24, 1917, p. 3. 
51 ._.. ,.._ .. ,n-.. ^ -. 51 
Times, Aug. 28, 1917, p. 1. 



48 

Premier's speech was kinder, but not much different in sub

stance. 

The Times took the stand that the Conference had 

accomplished a good deal. It scorned those who seemed 

surprised that it had not worked a miracle in Russia, and 

thought the bringing of all factions together, showing "in 

all its nakedness . . . the state to which radicalism and 

socialism . . . has brought Russia" a positive thing. A 

Mr. Rodicheff's speech, stating, "We have to save Russia, 

not the revolution," was seen as a high point, and one 

which it was hoped would not be lost on the men "who have 

turned the Revolution, the work of all classes, into the 

primacy of one class. . . . " Again The Tim.es cited the 

Congress of Peasants representing 80 percent of Russia's 

people, which had "proclaimed their militant patriotism. 

. . ." The editorial concluded, "The politicians, the 

theorists, the irreconcilables, must yield to the national 

52 
impulse. Russia will be saved." 

* The next event to embroil the government was the 

brief attempt by General Kornilov, Commander in Chief of 

the army, to take over. Kornilov had been dissatisfied 

with his failure to gain all the power for strict disci

plinary measures that he had asked for, and thought that 

the Provisional Government, through influence by the Soviet, 

^^Times, Sept. 1, 1917, p. 6 

http://Tim.es
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was responsible for the disintegration of the Russian army. 

Kerensky learned of Kornilov's scheme and ordered his 

resignation. The General marched toward Petrograd in de

fiance, and the issue was joined. On the day it was first 

announced in The Times, there was a prominent front page 

story and nearly half of page two devoted to it. An edi

torial gave the view that Kerensky should have avoided a 

break with the patriotic Kornilov "at all cost." The 

writer felt that things had gone so far that probably or

der would not be reestablished in Russia until "the Little 

Corporal" of this revolution came to the fore, with the 

53 implication that Kornilov might have been he. Septem-

54 ber 14 brought news of Kornilov's capture. The rightist 

reaction from the July Days, already dying out, was brought 

to a quick halt and an opposite movement begun by this 

attempt at counterrevolution. 

The paper of September 15 reported a new split in 

the Cabinet, with all Cadets but one withdrawing and the 

possibility of Kerensky's resigning. The situation was 

complicated by the Bolsheviki's gaining a big majority in 

the Soviet for the first time, and declaring that not only 

the Cadets but all the representatives of property-owning 
55 

classes should be excluded from power. 

^^Times, Sept. 11, 1917, p. 12. 

^"^Times, Sept. 14, 1917, p. 1. 

^\imes, Sept. 15, 1917, p. 1. 
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The Times took note of the Leftist reaction to the 

attempted coup. An editorial of the sixteenth suggested 

that Kornilov's surrender was negotiated, and that Keren-

sky's attempt to remodel the cabinet to admit more moder

ate Cadets had provoked the political shift in the Soviet 

and caused it to propose a program more radical than any

thing previously put forward. The article further hypoth

esized that Kornilov's revolt was launched ". . .to shake 

Kerensky loose from his toleration of the Bolsheviki." 

There was reason to hope that such had been the case, the 

writer continued, and if so Russia was "turning away from 

56 
rum." However, the next day there was an announcement 

that Kerensky had proclaimed Russia a republic in an ef

fort to reach a compromise between the government and the 

Council and that the Council had called for a Democratic 

57 
Conference to form a government "wholly of extremists." 

That day's editorial criticized Kerensky for trying to 

occupy middle ground where none could be held. The paper 

thought that the moderate non-socialists had been the ones 

who had exhibited all the forbearance, and "their forbear

ance ceased when it became too clear for doubt that further 

58 forbearance meant the dissolution of Russia . . . " Harold 

5^Times, Sept. 16, 1917, Sec. II, p. 2. 

^^Times, Sept. 17, 1917, p. 1. 

^^Times, Sept. 17, 1917, p. 12. 
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Williams wrote that the moderate socialists, who had called 

for the coming Democratic Conference, intended to reassert 

the principle of a coalition government there, but that the 

Bolsheviki aimed at making the assembly a kind of parlia

ment which would elect a socialist ministry, sieze power, 

and then remain in session as a legislative body. He 

noted that the Bolsheviki had gained greatly in strength, 

partly as a result of the Provisional Government's calling 

on them for support against the Kornilov movement, and that 

"the moment of decisive conflict cannot be long postponed." 

His assessment, with the exception of the statement regard

ing the Bolsheviki's planning to sieze power at that time, 

is confirmed by several sources. 

From mid-September until the time of the Bolshevik 

takeover the Provisional Government and the liberal cause 

in Russia were in their death throes. Very few stories 

on the internal Russian situation make the front page of 

The Times, and there are only a handful of editorials con

cerning it. Articles on the fierce fighting in France, a 

new German invasion of Russia, local politics, and the 

Liberty Bond issue took precedence in the newspapers. Events 

in Russia were reported, and quite fully, but on inside pages 

The headlines of the articles were generally optimistic in 

p. 260 

^^Times, Sept. 21, 1917, p. 2. 

^^Ulam, pp. 359-60; Wade, pp. 120-21; Kochan, 
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tone. They reported the coalition idea's regaining sup-

port,'̂ •̂  successful formation of a new Coalition Cabinet by 
/ 

Kerensky, despite opposition from the Democratic Confer-

62 
ence, and "complete agreement among the government, the 

Conference, and the representatives of the bourgeoisie." 

Formation of a Preliminary Parliament made up from selected 

members of the Democratic Conference was accomplished. The 

cabinet was not to be responsible to the parliament, but no 

64 cabinet could remain in office without its confidence. 

A few negative notes were interjected. Harold Williams 

remarked that the new cabinet was "no better and no worse 

than previous coalitions," and noted the absence of any 

6 5 
prominent or aggressive socialist or Cadet party leaders. 

A report on October 22 reported the Soviet's peace program, 

which included restorations or neutralizations of several 

66 
territories, including the Panama Canal. At the first 

meeting of the Preliminary Parliament, Trozky spoke and 

said that the Bolsheviki could not work with the Govern

ment nor the Parliament because they were irresponsible. 

^^Times, Oct. 3, 1917, p. 2. 

^2Times, Oct. 6, 1917, p. 3. 

^^Times, Oct. 9, 1917, p. 2. 

64Time£, Oct. 6, 1917, p. 3; Oct. 9, 1917, p. 2. 

^^Times, Oct. 13, 1917, p. 2. 

^^Times, Oct. 22, 1917, p. 2. 
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whereupon his whole group walked out. The perllament 

was seldom heard of subsequently. Adding to the general 

confusion was the furious fighting at Riga whicl] provolced 

68 
some planning to move the government to Moscow. 

Included among the v/elter of news sketched above 

was the extremely significant report of the Bolsheviki's 

gaining a complete victory in the Petrograd Soviet and the 

group's refusal to support the Coalition Government. This 

news was included in the page two Harold Williains story 

about the new coalition cabinet. One wonders why The Times 

had no conmient on this separation of the "Duarchy, " since 

from the first the paper had wished such a split. It is 

true that the division had really been in effect for sev

eral v:oeks and Tlic Times had wished the Provisional Govern

ment to initiate the division; by this time the paper was 

probably aware that the Provisional Government could not 

stand alone, but it is surprising that the journal had no 

comment at all to make. 

This split marked the real beginning of the end. 

The Soviet and the Provisional Government, though often at 

loggerheads, had been supported each by the other. The 

moderate socialists and Mensheviki had held that there was 

^•^Times, Oct. 22, 1917, p. 1. 

^^Times, Oct. 12, 1917, p. 2; Oct. 20, 1917, p. 1; 
Oct. 24, 1917, p. 2; Oct. 25, 1917, p. 2. 
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a need for the Provisional Government from the first, and 

since the Soviet had the actual power, the Government, of 

course, needed its support. By this time, the Red Guard, 

an informal militia organized by the Bolsheviki, was armed 

as a result of distribution of weapons rather indiscrim

inately by the Government during the Kornilov scare, and 

the affections of the regular Petrograd regiments, while 

69 

not definitely known, were thought to be with the radicals. 

The openness of the Bolsheviki in preparing for 

their takeover is reported in The Times' inside pages on 
70 

NoveirCber 5 and 6, but the editorial silence is maintained. 

Of course, after the coup was effected, there was front 

page coverage for days, as well as many related editorials. 

For more than a week practically every news dispatch re

ported from Russia and every comment from Russians in America 

or American authorities on Russia expressed the view that 

the revolt would be temporary. On the first day Williams 

wrote that the All-Russian Executive Committee of the 

Soviets backed the Provisional Government and that there 

was a general feeling of reaction against the "Bolshevik-

ridden Soviets in Moscow and Petrograd, . . . a feeling 

completely loyal to the revolution but impatient of the 

^^Chamberlin, I, 217, 277. Sukhanov, p. 513. 

"^^Times, Nov. 5, 1917, p. 7; Nov. 6, 1917, p. 4. 
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71 
disorders." The first editorial on the event stated that 

in trying to compromise with the extreme socialists, Keren

sky had only postponed the confrontation with the radicals 

that was bound to come. The writer believed that there 

was not much support of the Bolsheviki outside Petrograd 

and Moscow, and repeated the oft-heard refrain of faith 

that the Russian people would not support such a regime. 

The same article expressed agreement with a statement quoted 

on the front page from the head of the American offices of 

the Union of Zemstvos that it was hoped that a strong man 

72 
would emerge to govern Russia until the crisis was passed. 

This possibility was mentioned often in the coming weeks, 

sometimes accompanied by statements showing no surprise 

that the most recent Provisional Government had fallen. 

Along that line, one of the first reports of the coup 

stated, "After this [takeover of the public buildings] it 

was only a step to the overthrow of Kerensky and the here

tofore visible but not particularly responsible govern-
73 

ment." 

As opposition to the Bolsheviki began to assert 

itself among various national groups in Russia, The Times 

speculated on the possibility of the empire's breaking up 

"^^Times, Nov. 8, 1917, p. 1. 

'̂ T̂imes, Nov. 9, 1917, p. 12. 

^•^Times, Nov. 9, 1917, p. 3. 
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into the collection of smaller nations from which it had 

74 
been assembled over the last three hundred years. The 

report of the Don Cossacks under General Kaledines, along 

with other groups from nearby territories, declaring an 

autonomous government supporting neither the Provisional 

Government nor the Bolsheviki raised some hope in The 

Times. An editorial of November 30 stated: 

. . . There is but one salvation for her . . . 
It is force, Russian force arising from the 
body of Russian society. . . . Kaledines may 
be the man, or it may be someone in the group 
who are reported to be assembling around him, 
not enemies of the Revolution, but enlightened 
friends of Russian freedom.75 

Kaledines was seen ". . .as certainly our Ally as the 

Bolsheviki are certainly our malignant . . . enemies," and 

76 
the paper urged Allied support for him. 

Disdain for the Bolsheviki as governors was soon 

reflected in The Times, and the paper all but lost its 

faith in the ability of the Russian people to govern them

selves since they had allowed the radicals to come to the 

77 
top. One article called Russia a body without a head. 

Another stated: 

"̂ "̂ Times, Nov. 26, 1917, p. 12. 

^^Times, Nov. 30, 1917, p. 12. 

"^^Times, Dec. 11, 1917, p. 14. 

^^Times, Nov. 22, 1917, p. 12. 
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. . . In Petrograd, meanwhile, the Bolsheviki hav
ing taken the reins of government, did not know 
what to do with them. After issuing their summons 
to the nations of the world to stop fighting for 
the winter, they did not move a wheel. The em
ployees in the Government offices refused to hear 
their orders, and after a few ineffectual attempts, 
the Bolsheviki gave it up and went home. . . . The 
Russian tragedy for a v/eek has taken on the color 
of a farce. . . .78 

The peace proposals and new Foreign Minister Trotzky's dis

closure of Russia's secret treaties made with the Allies 

at the beginning of the war placed Russia "outside the 

pale of civilized recognizable governments," stated an 

editorial of November 25. The writer said that the con

sequences of such behavior would be felt not just by the 

Bolsheviki, but by all Russia in future years, for other 

governments would think twice before trusting the pledges 

and commitments of a nation "so infirm in purpose and 

spirit that even for a brief moment people like Lenin and 

Trotzky can come into power." The writer contended that 

it was socialism that had brought Russia to ruin, and that 

the reason for socialism's finding such fertile ground in 

Russia and Germany was that, because of suppression of 

public opinion, the people had failed to establish and main

tain forms of government which would provide for the cure 

of "oldtime evils and inequalities." But he did not place 

all the blame on the Czars, Emperors, or warlords; he said 

that the people could have worked changes long ago if they 

"^^Times, Nov. 20, 1917, p. 12. 
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had had the will. The article continued: 

- . . Those who in other days painted the training 
in the work of administration which the Russians 
had received in the Mir and the Zemstvo as evidence 
of fitness to govern themselves must now see that 
the transition from Czardom to a republic was much 
too sudden for such a people. . . . In the slow 
process of time, men of intelligence . . . and suf
ficient strength to put out and put down the wild 
irresponsible Socialists . . . may come to the di
rection of affairs in Russia, but they will have 
much to undo before the new state can take the 
place it might have held had the Provisional Gov
ernment used the strong hand in the beginning.79 

When the Bolsheviki repudiated the Russian national debt 

The Times commented: 

. . . Society cannot maintain existence, to say 
nothing of maintaining government, if the highest 
form of credits, that of Governments, is to be 
annulled at will. . . . The temptation is to 
laugh at the appalling absurdity, but the Russians 
are preparing for such terrors in their future 
that the hardest heart will feel a stronger senti
ment for tears than for laughter. It is tragic. 
Nothing is surer than that the repudiation must 
be repudiated unless Russians are to starve to
gether. "I will perish. Nobody shall help me," is 
the epitome of the Bolshevist platform.^0 

By the last week in November, The Times seemed to 

have lost hope for any sort of solution to the Russian 

problem save the appearance of a strong man. An editorial 

of the twenty-seventh, on the eve of elections to the Con

stituent Assembly, reported Bolsheviki groups tearing down 

opposition election posters and announcing that they would 

^^Times, Nov. 25, 1917, Sec. II, p. 2. 

^^Times, Jan. 13, 1918, Sec. II, p. 4. 
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disperse the Assembly if the elections went against them. 

The article said there seemed to be no serious attempt by 

any influential party to "make Russia a land of liberty." 

Politically, Russia was "a century or two earlier than the 

barons at Rummymeade." Even Wat Tyler was said to have 

shown some "dim recognition of the fact that other people 

had rights as well as the working classes, to which his 
Q-l 

Russian imitators may not attain for a century or two." 

It is not surprising that The Times found no comfort in a 

dispatch telling of the Bolsheviki's being forced to form 

a coalition with other leftist socialist groups in a meet

ing of the Peasant's Conference and of Lenin's antagonizing 

the assembled body, but the accompanying news of the radical 

party's not gaining a majority in the Constituent Assembly 

elections might have brightened the paper's view in earlier 
, 82 days. 

The long-awaited Constituent Assembly represented 

the last hope for Russia's establishing a true representa

tive government, but Williams reported Lenin's planning 

to gain control of the Assembly by holding continual re-

R3 

elections for delegates in the Soviets."-^ After two pa

thetic attempts at meeting were adjourned for lack of a 

quorum, several delegates arrested, and the meeting again 

8lTimes, Nov. 27, 1917, p. 12 

Q^Times, Nov. 30, 1917, p. 1. 

Q^Times, Dec. 10, 1917, p. 2. 
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84 

postponed. The Times made another comparison of the Rus

sian situation with English history. An editorial stated 

that the Bolsheviki had no intention of letting the Constit

uent Assembly meet unless they could control it; since the 

elections went against them, they had borrowed Cromwell's 

old idea of a "purge." The article continued: 

. . . The idea of abiding by the voice of the people, 
according to the verdict of the polls even when it 
is against you does not seem even to have penetrated 
the Russian radical mind. . . . It is but fair to 
say, however, that the Bolsheviki have never made 
any hypocritical pretense of being in favor of lib
erty, . . . they do not pretend to favor an even 
deal for every man, but the substitution of a 
tyranny of the working class for the overthrown 
tyranny of nobles. The most they have pretended 
is that this rule of theirs will not be set up by 
the old despotic methods of Czardom, but that pre
tense they are daily proving false by the institu
tion of a despotism which they cannot even allege 
to be the despotism of a majority. They are indeed 
driven to it by the fact that they are a minority 
and have been proved to be such by the elections. 

In January, in addition to the regular wire serv

ice news dispatches and those of Harold Williams, there 

appeared a number by a Petrograd correspondent new to The 

Times, Arthur Ransome. Both Williams' and Ransome's arti

cles included a good deal of editorial comment, but the men 

had quite different viewpoints. From the beginning, Wil

liams had been generally more tolerant of the vagaries of 

the revolution than The Times' editorial staff, but he was 

Q'^Times, Dec. 14, 1917, p. 2. 

^^Times, Dec. 15, 1917, p. 12. 
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in agreement with the paper that the best government for 

Russia would be one by the moderate liberal Cadets. His 

reports reflected controlled dismay at the ever-deepening 

chaos and disintegration of Russia. Arthur Ransome took 

quite a different stand from The Times' regulars. He was 

sympathetic with the Bolsheviki and felt that the Allies 

should cooperate with them as they tried to establish them

selves and make peace with Germany. Often dispatches from 

the two Petrograd correspondents were adjoining each other. 

Apparently the newspaper printed Ransome's views in the 

interest of objectivity, as Williams' stories generally re

flected ideas not too different from those found in the 

editorial pages of The Times. On January 7, Ransome wrote 

that it was the general impression in Petrograd that the 

Constituent Assembly would be more amenable to the Germans 

86 

than the Bolsheviki had been. A week later, in comment

ing that the Constituent Assembly would soon meet, he said 

that since its majority would not be Bolshevik, there would 

probably be an attempt to replace the present government 

by one "necessarily weaker," the result of which would be 

anarchy. He stated again that it was in the best interest 

of everyone that the Bolsheviki stay in power since it had 

"lasted longer than any other since the revolution and has 
87 

the great advantage of knowing its own mind." An 

Q^Times, Jan. 7, 1917, p. 1. 

^^Times, Jan 15, 1918, p. 1. 
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editorial on the same day answered the Ransome article, 

stating that there were a "multitude of reasons" why "no 

country of civil order and liberty" could condone the Bol

sheviki regime. It stated that Lenin and his party had no 

desire to replace a bad government with a good one, but to 

perpetuate a struggle against the middle class. The writer 

believed that though Russia might be in turmoil for years, 

the Bolsheviki would never be able to subject completely 

"that great intelligent, industrious, sober-minded, con

servative middle-class v/hich in every country is the 

foundation of the prosperity, the security and the happi

ness of the people." Furthermore, the radicals had re

fused to let the Constituent Assembly, "the highest expres

sion of the will of the people," meet. But The Times com

mented that, as there had been an end to the Jacobins, 

88 there would be an end to the Bolsheviki. It was the 

last hopeful note. , 

The Assembly did at least meet—for one day. It 

was dismissed by decree of the Soviet government before its 
/ 

second session could convene. Williams wrote with dispair-

ing sarcasm, "As the Bolshevist Shovotsoff remarked last 

89 night, democracy is only a fetish of the bourgeoisie." 

In his assessment of the dismissal, Ransome wrote that the 

Q^Times, Jan. 15, 1917, p. 12 

®^Times, Jan. 1, 1918, p. 1. 
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Constituent Assembly was a "belated last act of the March 

rising accidentally persisting into a new era begun by the 

90 October Revolution." The fate of the Assembly was noted 

with sad resignation by The Times. Its editorial on the 

subject expressed no surprise; indeed it stated that every

one had acted "true to form," even the Cadets. No one had 

expected Lenin to allow the meeting, nor the moderates to 

"pluck up enough courage to oppose the Bolsheviki," sup

posing that they could have found a leader. When the group 

did find heart and a leader, the paper foresaw "civil 

strife, assassination and bloodshed" as the natural ending 

to the Lenin-Trotzky regime, but felt that Russia would 

have no stable government "until that stage of the revolu-

91 tion has been lived through." 

The Times offered the Russian Revolution a rather 

smug little sermon on government by the people on January 

25. Commenting on the promises of peace made by the Bol

sheviki which they were finding hard to deliver, the edi

torial noted: 

It is a bad beginning for a government of the people 
through self-constituted councils and commissaries. 
The people undoubtedly constitute the nation, but 
when the people undertake to govern, they are prone 
to make a dreadful mess of the business unless they 
take pains, as they always do in well ordered 

90 Times, Jan. 22, 1918, p. 1. 

^•••Times, J a n . 22 , 1918 , p . 10 
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democracies, to choose leaders of probity and 
understanding. . . .92 

More in the true spirit of The Times, and represen

tative of the few to follow before the Peace of Brest-

Li tovsk was the editorial of February 12. After delineat

ing the really dire situation Russia found herself in as 

a result of ignorance and Bolshevism, and the straits she 

was about to put her Allies in by leaving the war, the 

editorial stated: 

. . . let us reflect that the Russian blow in the 
east saved Paris in August and in September, 1914, 
and that again in 1916 her solid strength helped 
us with Verdun. . . . Let us have nothing but 
sympathy . . . with a helping hand . . . whenever 
she is ready to grasp it.93 

For the first month. The New Republic made no state' 

ment about the revolutionary government, then on April 7, 

an article entitled "The Russian 'Dumacracy'" by Louis S. 

Friedland appeared. It was an attempt to explain how the 

Provisional Government had been chosen, evaluate its most 

influential ministers, and make some prediction about its 

chances of success. The article was quite optimistic in 

tone. Its title shows that the author shared The Times' 

misconception of the role of the Duma in the revolution; 

Friedland believed that the uprising had been initiated 

by the progressive bloc in the Duma under the leadership 

of Paul Miliukov and that Duma remained "the potent body." 

^^Times, Jan. 25, 1918, p. 10. 

^^Times, Feb. 12, 1918, p. 10. 
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He lauded Miliukov as the organizer of the moderate Con

stitutional Democratic party and as a brilliant leader of 

the opposition in the Duma. Friedland asserted that 

Miliukov had united the liberal parties into the progres-

sive bloc, and had "steered a middle course between Octob-

rists on the one hand and the extreme left on the other." 

Quite rightly, he saw Miliukov as the real leader in the 

Government. The appointment of Trudovik socialist Alexander 

Kerensky as Minister of Justice was said to have been made 

to pacify the extreme left, which was probably correct if 

one means the extreme left in the Duma. Not so accurate 

was Friedland's labelling him "a calm and level-headed 

man, " but it was early in the game. Friedland saw the new 

Government as having "every promise of stability, for it 

represents . . . the coalition and complete merging of 

hitherto conflicting parties. . . . " The formation of a 

"progressive coalition" was felt to be "symptomatic of a 

condition in the body politic." Friedland recognized that 

the revolution had been "carried along by its own momentum 

to a goal which the guiding spirits had not sought," mean

ing that Miliukov and his followers had intended to install 

a constitutional monarchy, but he was gratified that the 

Cadets had acquiesced gracefully and now were committed to 

a republican form of government. He felt that Russia, as 

a result of the Duma, was quite ready for representative 

government, much more so than either the American colonies 
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94 or France when they embarked on the experiment. There 

is no mention at all of the Council of Workmen's and Sol

diers' Deputies. 

Two weeks later, in an article exploring why the 

Cadets were "so extreme in their imperial ambitions," H. N. 

Brailsford analyzed the philosophy which had guided that 

party, the one both journals considered the most important 

at that time. He stated that there were two possible rea

sons for the Cadets' stand for ambitious post-war imperial 

gains: one was as a way of opposing the "pro-German re

actionaries" in Russia by making as great a rift as possible 

between the two countries; the other was as a compromise 

with the moderate right in the Duma in order to secure its 

support in domestic matters. In his exposition of the lat

ter reason, the writer explained that the Cadets' prime 

aim in the past months had been to achieve national unity 

in "a highly unrepresentative parliament, based on a doc

tored franchise, in which the conservative groups predomin

ated." But the revolution had changed the situation; 

Brailsford stated that now, instead of compromising with 

the right, the Cadets were going to have to compromise with 

the left. 

. . . The overwhelming importance of the Russian 
industrialist middle class came to an end when the 

94 New Republic, Apr. 7, 1917, pp. 286-288. 
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workmen and soldiers of Petrograd destroyed the autoc
racy. With universal suffrage it will never be the 
same again. . . . The Cadets can afford, if they must 
choose, to oppose the Conservatives, but their future 
is couded if they break with the "possibilist" Social
ists and the peasant labor groups.^^ 

The article does not mention the Soviet, but certainly 

Mr. Brailsford made a prophetic statement. The article 

sounds as if he might have been aware of the Workmen's and 

Soldiers' Council and its strength. 

On May 5, the day that the furor over Miliukov's 

foreign policy note to the Allies was reported in The Times, 

The New Republic published a short statement in the edito

rial comments at the first of the issue which described the 

96 Soviet quite well according to several sources without 

actually naming the group. The comment read: 

Russia is governed by a revolutionary committee which 
does not possess assured control over itself or over 
the nation. There are restless and fluid elements 
in public opinion among which the most restless and 
powerful is a group of Social Democrats. This group 
is now cooperating with other groups in supporting 
the existing government, but there are obvious signs 
of friction and the duration of cooperation is pre
carious. The socialist group tends to revolutionary 
in its program and intolerant in spirit . . . ̂ 7 

By the time of the next issue, the magazine thought 

that the crisis between the Soviet and the Provisional 

Government had passed, but it cautioned that there would 

^^New Republic, Apr. 21, 1917, p. 345. 
96 
Alan Moorehead, The Russian Revolution (New York: 

Harper & Brothers, 1958), pp. 170-72; Sukhanov, pp. 86-87; 
Chamberlin, I, 84; Liebman, pp. 114-15. 

97 
New Republic, May 5, 1917, p. 2. 
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certainly be others. Stability was not to be hoped for in 

a goveritaient "which depends for its authority upon the 

reconciliation of the radical socialism of the Council of 

Workmen's and Soldiers' Deputies with the middle-class 

98 
liberalism of the Duma." The journal proved to be right 

in all but its belief that the crisis was passed. 

After the new coalition government was installed. 

The New Republic, contrary to The Times, expressed the 

thought that the inclusion of socialist ministers in it 

might be "salutary." Their party had been decisive in 

achieving success for the revolution and was probably "the 

most active ingredient in Russian political opinion," so 

it should be in the ministry. Besides, the argument ran, 

Russia's present governmental policy must necessarily be 

opportunist, and by joining it the socialists had ceased 
99 

to be a revolutionary party. One might call the policy, 

"If you can't beat them, absorb them." The writer felt 

that the new Government was not simply a combination of the 

earlier one with the Soviet. According to him, of those 

two groups, it had been assumed that the former represented 

the bourgeois capitalists, the proletariat, and the army, 

and that the latter represented the workmen of Petrograd 

and the garrison of the capital, but the new government had 

^^New Republic, May 12, 1917, p. 31. 

^^New Republic, May 26, 1917, p. 89. 
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also the support of the Cossacks' Congress, the Peasants' 

Deputies, and a large delegation from the Black Sea fleet 

all recently met in Petrograd. As The New Republic saw the 

situation, it was very important that Russia get a strong 

government established not only so that she could "prevent 

German junkerism from imposing its will upon Europe," but 

also in order to assure herself of an influential position 

at the peace table following the war. It will be re

membered that, by this time, the published Russian peace 

program was for no annexations or indemnities and self-

determination of peoples. 

The New Republic's belief in Russia as a leader in 

the post-war millenium was expressed in an article of June 

16. The piece cautions Americans not to expect too much 

of Russia too soon, as her government was dependent on the 

"shifting and uncontrolled winds of popular opinion." But 

weak as it was, and with its army only half efficient, the 

writer felt that Russia was doing much more to undermine 

militarism than it could possibly do under a dictator im

posing stringent internal controls in order to support an 

active war policy. Of the government, the article stated: 

. . . It is trying to bring about the permanent re
nunciation by the Russian nation of an aggressive 
foreign policy. It is proving the sincerity of its 
internationalist aspirations by pacifying its own 
policy before attempting to force pacification on 

•̂ ^̂ New Republic, May 26, 1917, p. 90. 
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other nations. Insofar as it succeeds, its achieve
ment will constitute the greatest single step towards 
the organization of peace which has been taken in the 
history of mankind.101 

The article was not promoting an immediate peace; it spoke 

also of the necessity of Russia's staying in the war and 

renewing her fighting spirit for the good of the revolu

tion and the whole democratic cause. 

The July Days and Kerensky's being named virtually 

a dictator by the Provisional Government and the Council 

were not mentioned specifically in The New Republic, but 

the issue of July 28 reflected deep gloom about the situa

tion. It stated that "one of the most serious possible 

disasters has overtaken the cause of the Allies." The 

article referred to the military debacle, but stated that 

the political state of affairs was even more serious. The 

Government was judged to have very little authority, which 

was of grave significance for the great Allied cause. If 

Russia could have held together "as a coherent and effec

tive negotiating and fighting organization," she could 

have exerted increasing influence on her Allies and "per

suaded or forced" them to eliminate any "taint of imperi

alism" from their war aims. As it was, the article con

tinued, the reactionary forces all over the world would be 

strengthened by her current lapse. The writer felt that 

^ New Republic, June 16, 1917, p. 175. 
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the revolution was still "the biggest net gain made during 

the war," but feared that it would have to undergo a period 

of "conflict, disorder, and apparent futility" before it 

could realize its potential.•'•̂ ^ It is not hard to see why 

The New Republic was so despairing of Russia's government 

at that point. The Soviet and the temporary Government of 

Public Safety were acting with more unity than was custom

ary in that time just following the July days, but the 

army was in virtually uncontrolled rout despite its unified 

protestations, and Kerensky was having difficulty assembling 

a cabinet. While The Times saw hope in the possibility of 

his retaining dictatorial powers, such an eventuality was 

an anathema to The New Republic. 

By August 11, the magazine had regained some mea

sure of confidence. The editorial notes expressed the 

thought that the new cabinet looked promising. Its compo

sition was said to be similar to that of the first Pro

visional Government, but its "control and emphasis" were 

different. Its leaders were considered to be "opportunist 

Socialists for whom socialism is not incompatible with the 

attempt to organize an authoritative national government." 

The writer said they were cooperating with Kerensky and 

alleviating the danger of "a thoroughgoing dictatorship," 

and that though Russia had no constitution, her government 

109 
New Republic, July 28, 1917, p. 342. 
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103 
was proceeding in the method of constitutional governments. 

In an article of A.ugust 25, H. N. Brailsford seemed 

to feel that the danger from the Bolsheviki had passed, but 

he feared that the Government was leaning a little too far 

to the right for safety. He stated that the reactionary 

impulse had caused the Provisional Government to base it

self on "the relatively powerless middle class and less on 

the dominant revolutionary proletariat." He thought that 

the Government was thereby risking a break with even the 

moderate socialists who made up the bulk of the Soviet. 

The only cure for such insecurity which he saw was a meet

ing of the Constituent Assembly, and he asked whether such 

104 
a meeting could be held while disorder was so prevalent. 

Subsequent events proved Brailsford to be right in his 

prognostications. 

The somber mood continued. The new German offen

sive aimed at Riga brought the comment that for over a 

year Germany had been in a position to take Riga any time 

she wanted and the writer therefore concluded that Germany 

thought taking it at that time would trigger a counter

revolution, which would "mean everything to the German rul

ing class." Such a happening might mean the loss of Russia 
105 

to the whole cause of democracy. By this time 

^Q%ew Republic, Aug. 11, 1917, p. 28. 

^Q^New Republic, Aug. 25, 1917, p. 98. 

•'-̂ N̂ew Republic, Sept. 8, 1917, p. 144. 
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practically all of The New Republic's writing on the Russian 

situation was bound up with urging the Allies to join her 

in seeking a negotiated peace, and this article was part of 

that argument. 

The Kornilov rebellion was greeted as the feared 

counter-revolution, and The New Republic noted that it was 

supported by the large group of liberals who, though not 

really reactionary, were dismayed by the attitudes of the 

Soviet. The magazine was apprehensive of a farther-

reaching reaction which might engulf both sides in a deep 

conflict and lead to a long, bitter fight. 

The sufferings brought on the people by the revolu
tion will displace in their minds the sufferings 
and the humiliations of the old regime. Finally, 
the thoroughgoing reactionaries will strive to re
store a large part of the regime under the name of 
a constitutional monarchy. . . . 

The writer continued that though the Kerensky regime was 

moving ponderously, it was worth saving because it was 

"fighting for the principles which the Allies have pro

claimed as their own more successfully than the best dis-
106 

ciplined Russian army could do." 

When the rebellion collapsed. The New Republic's 

comment was that " . . . the democrats throughout the world 
107 

will heave a sigh of profound relief." By this time the 

^^Sew Republic, Sept. 15, 1917, p. 167. 

^^^New Republic, Sept. 22, 1917, p. 202. 
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Bolshevik majority in the Soviet had been reported in The 

108 
Times> and Kerensky was again engaged in trying to form 

a cabinet not too displeasing to everyone. Tlie New Republic 

praised the revolutionary leaders for not succumbing to the 

temptation of Jacobinism to combat the "embarrassing in

crease in physical disorganization." The journal saw such 

a state as "natural to a democracy" and one which looked 

in the right direction. It urged sympathetic understand

ing of the Russian trials by all.-^^^ 

On October 20, during the time of the furious fight

ing over Riga with Petrograd in danger of falling, when the 

last coalition cabinet was weakly struggling for control 

and the Soviet was in the hands of the Bolsheviki, The New 

Republic offered an analysis of the Russian population's 

inclinations in governmental matters different from that 

of The New York Times. Brailsford, the author of the ar

ticle, suggested that the Mir, or village commune which con

trolled the land, had prepared the Russian peasant for 

socialism, and that to him private ownership was "criminal 

usurpation. . . . the immoral, anti-social thing to do is 

to seize and possess and bequeath more land than one can 

till. . . . " He explained that while socialism was regarded 

by westerners as "visionary and doctrinaire" because it had 

•^^^Times, Sept. 15, 1917, p. 2. 

•̂ ^̂ New Republic, Sept. 22, 1917, p. 202. 
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no tradition behind it, to the Russian peasant brought up 

in the Mir, socialism was a natural thing. Brailsford pre

dicted that a conflict was only being postponed by the new 

Government, for he felt that the propertied class would not 

accept defeat at that point. He stated: 

. . . It is battling for the rights of property as 
it construes them; it is opposing a movement which 
has latent in it a social revolution. . . . The 
internal lines of division in Russia are fast be
coming sharper and deeper than any frontier.-^^^ 

There was no comment on the Bolshevik coup in The 

New Republic until November 17, and that one was brief. 

Apparently the magazine shared The Times opinion that the 

tenure of the Bolshevik power would be short. It predicted 

that there would be other socialist governments coming and 

going and "Cossack dictatorships will probably take their 

turn. . . . A prolonged acute disorder and . . . blind 

massacre . . . " appeared to The New Republic to be in the 

"immediate dark future" for Russia. Though The New Re

public was not so openly hostile to the Bolsheviki as was 

The New York Times, The New Republic concluded that 

There is no longer reason for doubting that the fac
tions which insist upon an immediate peace are far 
more powerful than the western peoples had believed. 
Nor is their any longer doubt that those factions 
are permeated,yith resentment toward Russia's western 
allies. • • . 

•̂̂ N̂ew Republic, Oct. 20, 1917, p. 321. 

^^%ew Republic, Nov. 24, 1917, pp. 82-83. 

^^%ew Republic, Dec. 1, 1917, p. 105. 
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The issue of December 1 restated the opinion that the Lenin-

113 Trotzky regime would be short. However, by the next issue 

the magazine was changing its mind; it concluded that in 

adopting an active peace policy, the Bolsheviki were "satis

fying an intense longingof the Russian people," and that it 

might be some time before they were deposed. 

General Kaledines and his counter-revolutionaries 

were not seen as allies by The New Republic In an article 

on December 15, the magazine stated that the United States 

must not aid his movement, for such an action would "anni

hilate the last vestige of confidence still maintained in 

the Allies by the various revolutionary elements. . . . " 

The article also gave the opinion that Kerensky's govern

ment fell of its own weakness, not as the result of the 

Bolsheviki, because it had not brought about "the chief 
115 

mandate of the revolution, peace." 

The leading editorial in the final issue of 1917 

came down hard on a theme heard earlier in milder tones in 

the pages of The New Republic, and destined to be heard 

fortissimo from time to time until the signing of the peace 

at Brest-Litovsk; it placed the blame for the Russian mili

tary and political disintegration on the Allies' failure to 

•̂ •̂ N̂ew Republic, Dec. 1, 1917, p. 105. 

•̂'•̂ ew Republic, Dec. 8, 1917, p. 133. 

^^^New Republic, Dec. 15, 1917, p. 181. 
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understand her need for peace. It stated that surely Rus

sia was speaking plainly enough now, but still the Allies 

persisted in "their delusion that Lenin and Trotzky were 

dictating Russia's policies." The author judged that the 

two Bolshevik leaders were only temporary spokesmen for the 

Soviet, and reminded his readers that there was a power in 

Russia "greater than even this omnipotent Council. . . . " 

It was the Constituent Assembly, due to meet in a few days. 

He realized that even though the Bolsheviki would make up 

only a third of the membership, the "pacifist parties" 

would control the Assembly, but it was felt to be sure that 

the body would be much less radical than the current Soviet. 

The magazine expressed the opinion that even in Russia's 

present condition, the Constituent Assembly was inviolable 

and offered for proof a story that when Lenin and Trotzky 

had advocated the supremacy of the Soviet over the Assembly, 

it had provoked a split in the Bolsheviki. All that had 

saved Lenin and Trotzky was "their energetic peace policy." 

On January 19, the day after the Assembly met but 

before reports had been published in The New York Times, 

The New Republic again showed its great hopes for the meet

ing. The magazine stated that all possible assistance 

-̂̂ N̂ew Republic, Dec. 29, 1917, pp. 229-230. I 
cannot find anything to support this story in the sources 
consulted. 
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should be given the Russian nation in its efforts to sta

bilize politically, and advocated recogni zi r.g the Consti

tuent Assembly "just as soon as it gives any indication of 

the ability and the will to govern. . . . Then the Russian 

Revolution will be strengthened to resist German intrigue 

and to join with the democracies of the west in taking the 

^. , 117 

final steps to secure a satisfactory peace." 

The same issue had comments on the Bolshevik repudia

tion of the Russian national debt quite different from those 

in The Times. The New Republic labelled the action "inde

fensible on the grounds of expedience" and "short-sighted 

in the extreme," but found it defensible on grounds of 

political morality as claimed by the Bolsheviki. The maga

zine asked its readers to recall a time in 1906 "when the 

fate of the Duma hung in the balance." The Czar was seek

ing a loan from France: 
. . . money was absolutely required to pay the Cos
sacks and assure their loyalty. . . . The liberals 
of Russia earnestly entreated London and Paris to 
hold up the loan, just for a few months until the 
necessary constitutional concessions could be 
wrested from the Czar. . . . But London and Paris 
rejected the pleas of the Russian liberals and 
provided the Czar with the money. . . . Thus ended 
the first and most promising movement for the re-
constitution of Russia as a liberal state. . . . 
We might have had a Russia that would stand by us 
to the end if London and Paris had not been so 
complaisant to the autocracy that was destined to 
betray us.H^ 

^^"^New Republic, Jan. 19, 1918, p. 330. 

•'••̂ N̂ew Republic, Jan. 19, 1918, p. 326. 
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Not only could The New Republic look forward hopefully, it 

could look backward banefully. 

The dismissal of the Constituent Assembly marked 

the end of The New Republic's sometime defense of the Bol

sheviki. It stated: 

. . . For twenty-five years Lenine and Trotzky wrote 
numberless pamphlets and manifestoes ending with 
the invariable cry, "Down with Czarism! Long live 
the all-popular Constituent AssemblyI . . . . 
The government of Lvov and Miliukov was accused by 
the Bolshevik leaders of willfully postponing the 
elections to the Assembly in the interests of the 
bourgeoisie. The regime of Kerensky was condemned 
by them for its tardiness in calling the Assembly. 
To no small degree was this condemnation respon
sible for the fall of the Provisional Government. 

119 
• • • 

The article continued that the idea of the Assembly had 

been held dear by all factions in Russia for years, and 

that the delegates had been elected by the most democratic 

franchise ever devised and provided carefully proportional 

representation. The writer concluded that by their act 

the Bolsheviki had foreshadowed their downfall, for they 

had gone against a fundamental principle of the revolution, 

as Miliukov had when he pledged revolutionary Russia's full 

regard for her pre-revolutionary treaties with the Allies 

and as Kerensky had by failure to get the Allies to revise 

their war aims. But the article held some hope. It stated 

that Lenin and Trotzky were directly responsible to the 

Workmen's and Soldiers' Council, but that when it was in 

^^%ew Republic, Feb. 2, 1918, p. 6. 
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session the All-Russian Congress of Soviets was the highest 

authority in Russia, and it was due to meet soon. If it 

should vote that the Constituent Assembly should hold 

sovereignty over it, as it might since it was to have a 

Social Revolutionary majority as had the Constituent As

sembly, there would be a power struggle between the Bol

sheviki and the Social Revolutionaries that would probably 

lead to a socialist coalition government not so radical as 
120 

the Bolsheviki. The hope was in vain, if it was valid 

in the first place; the Social Revolutionary party had 

split, and its left faction supported the Bolsheviki, giv

ing it a majority. 

There was very little else The New Republic had to 

say about the Bolsheviki as a governing group. There was 

a short statement, sounding more like a hope, that the 

Bolsheviki would be turned out as a result of the humiliat-

121 
ing treaty made with Germany. ̂  At the end the magazine 

did give the All Russian Congress the respect of referring 

to it as the body which would ratify the treaty, but expressed 

122 

the hope that it would not. The magazine was only a lit

tle less disillusioned than The New York Times. But it had 

^^^New Republic, Feb. 2, 1918, p. 6. 

•̂ •̂̂ New Republic, Mar. 2, 1918, p. 125. 

^^^New Republic, Mar. 9, 1917, p. 153. 
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taken The New Republic much longer to reach that state of 

disillusionment. Since socialism was not the emotionally 

charged bug bear to the magazine that it was to The New 

York Times, that issue had not turned The New Republic 

away so soon. Besides, it soon bounced back. The issue 

of March 16 cited President Wilson's speech to Congress of 

January 8 petitioning for just and unselfish treatment of 

Russia as "the very essence of democracy" and the stance 

that must be taken: 

. . . in taking the chance . . . America will 
not only be affirming its faith in revolution
ary Russia; it will be reaffirming its faith 
in the ideal sources of its own national in
tegrity. 123 

In assessing the foregoing records fifty-four years 

later, one is struck first by the unwarranted optimism, 

even in an era of optimism, that both The New York Times 

and The New Republic had for the successful establishment 

of a stable government in revolutionary Russia in the midst 

of the war. In the case of The Times such an attitude 

found its basis not only in its faith in democracy as the 

fittest survivor of the Czar's regime, but in a like faith, 

or hope, among many of those providing it information—The 

Provisional Government itself, the American Ambassador in 

Petrograd David R. Francis, Russian Ambassador Boris 

Bakhmeteff, the Root diplomatic mission (about which more 

12; 'New Republic, Mar. 16, 1918, p. 190. 
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later), and often the wire service reports. If there were 

some other more cautious voices, and there were, they often 

were found in rather obscure places on inside pages. The 

dispatches of Harold Williams are notable examples. But, 

not unnaturally, the practical Times began to see the hand

writing on the wall earlier than The New Republic, if it 

did not always assess the reasons for it accurately. 

Even so, it seems evident that The New Republic had 

the more realistic attitude toward revolutionary Russia's 

chances for establishing a government. The Times was so 

unalterably opposed to socialism that it could not see 

that the only hope of a government that could stand lay in 

a compromise between the Cadets and the Social Revolution

aries since the active revolutionary movement—the workmen 

and soldiers—had little faith in the Cadets even at the 

first. There surely were enough bourgeois intelligensia 

among groups other than the Cadets to provide some adequate, 

if not inspired, liberal leadership, if they had not tried 

to keep Russia in the war. And there's the rub. Sources 

generally agree that it was over the question of war or 

peace that the Provisional Government foundered and fell. 

When the Bolsheviki came to power, the journals' 

optimism was sorely tried, but both retained their faith 

in democracy with America as its standard bearer. Both 

stood ready to welcome Russia back into the fold, however. 

The Times' suggested policy of "sympathy . . . with a 
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helping hand . . . whenever she is ready to grasp it,"124 

was not so different from The New Republic-. piea for just 

and unselfish treatment of Russia. 

124 
Times, Feb. 12, 1918, p. 10 
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CHAPTER II 

THE JOURNALS AND THE SEPARATE PEACE 

The possibility of a separate peace between Russia 

and the Central Powers is a prominent and recurring theme 

in both The New York Times and The New Republic. At first 

both journals, along with most of the rest of the American 

press, expressed the thought that such a possibility was 

much less likely since the revolution. The feeling seemed 

to be that a democratic Russia would be more motivated to 

fight undemocratic Germany and less subject to threat by 

German subversion. The war was two and a half years old 

by then, and the western democracies had convinced them

selves that the saving of western civilization depended on 

the defeat of autocratic, militaristic Germany. This atti

tude was no less true of The New York Times, for all its 

claims of practical conservatism, than for The New Republic 

The difference in their views was that one wanted victory 

to preserve what it saw as the good society already en

joyed and perhaps let it spread to less fortunate areas, 

while the other wanted victory in order to see the begin

ning of a new and better way of life that would go beyond, 

but be built on, v/hat had already been attained. From 

George R. Kennan, Russia and the West Under Lenin 
and Stalin, 2nd ed. (New York, 1962), p. 11. 
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this point of view. Imperial Russia had not really been 

an appropriate ally for the western powers. On the eve of 

the United States' entrance into the war, the Russian Revo

lution must have erased some doubts idealistic Americans 

had about entering the conflict. 

Most Russians, on the other hand, did not share 

that missionary zeal toward the war. While some politi

cally sophisticated Russians were eager for an Allied vic

tory to give their country access to the Dardanelles and 

postwar economic and political prestige, they were only a 

tiny minority. The majority were thoroughly tired of the 

war, and such considerations seemed inconsequential in 

view of their current situation. Domestic problems were 

much more to the point. 

Although The New York Times and The New Republic 

at first shared the view that the danger of a separate 

peace was made practically nil by the revolution, when such 

a development loomed again in the realm of the possible— 

and then the probable—a great divergence of attitudes be

comes apparent in the two journals. The Times was most 

concerned with defeating Germany, and consistently main

tained that a separate peace would seriously jeopardize 

the Allies' chance of victory. Furthermore, a separate 

peace would mean a betrayal by Russia of her allies. The 

newspaper shows a hard-dying optimism that Russia would 

have a resurgence of heart and strength and take her rightful 
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place among the Allies. By mid-May, The New Republic had 

begun to urge a new statement of war aims by the Allies, 

particularly the United States, as a means toward a gen

eral settlement among all belligerents, or at least as a 

psychological weapon to keep Russia in the war. The maga

zine urged the Allies to exhibit understanding, encourage

ment, and helpfulness toward Russia as she sought a dif

ferent sort of peace in the throes of both war and 

revolution. Though the magazine deplored the Bolshevik 

coup, as did The Times, even after the actual peace nego

tiations had begun, the magazine maintained that the Bol

sheviki were forced into such a step by popular opinion, 

and that any government Russia might have had would have 

been obliged to follow the same course. 

The Times' primary concern with Russia as a war 

ally was reflected in its first reporting of the revolution, 

The headlines of March 16, 1917, included a statement that 

the "patriotic war party" had gained control and no sepa

rate peace was feared; indeed, the headline continued, with 

the Czar deposed and his "pro-German advisors ousted," new 

victories were expected. The increased confidence in 

newly democratic Russia as a fighting partner is expressed 
3 

over and over in the early days of the revolution. 

^The New York Times, Mar. 16, 1917, p. 1. 

^Times, Mar. 16, 1917, p. 10; Mar. 17, 1917, p. 3, 
12; Mar. 28, 1917, p. 1. 
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The paper viewed the new Foreign Minister, Paul 

Miliukov, as a man in whom the Allies could place complete 
4 

trust, and on April 8, a front page story quoted him as 

seconding all of President Wilson's proposed peace aims 
5 

except "peace without victory." The same issue, but back 

on inside page fifteen, also reported a "strong section 

of Russian opinion" in favor of "summoning the nations of 

Europe to joint decisive action" toward a peace settlement 

involving self-determination and no annexations or indem-

. . 6 

nities. Three days later essentially the same announce

ment was made on page four as an official proclamation to 

the Russian people signed by Prime Minister Lvov. There 

is no mention of the Soviet of workers' and Soldiers' 

Deputies as being the "strong section of opinion," but 

Sukhanov reports that it was that group who initiated the 
7 

document. The Times' failure to recognize the Soviet as 

equally powerful, if not more so, than the Provisional 

Government apparently caused the newspaper to give little 

weight to its statement. Those individuals or groups mak

ing positive statements about Russia's staying in the war 

continued to make the front page. 

^Times, Mar. 17, 1917, p. 12. 

^Times, Apr. 8, 1917, p. 1. 

^Times, Apr. 8, 1917, p. 15. 

'Sukhanov, p. 217. 
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Very soon The Times began to voice the belief that 

any peace proposals made in Russia were the work of German 

agents. An article by Harold Williams printed April 28 

states that it was known in Petrograd that Germans were 

spreading propaganda through Russia to the effect that a 

German revolution was imminent, in the hope that Russian 

radicals would take advantage of that belief" among the 

peasants by declaring that there was no need for further 

fighting since there was soon to be a new democratic Ger-
p 

many. This suspicion of German influence was not withoug 

some foundation, of course. By the time of the article 

just mentioned, news of Lenin's return to Russia through 
Q 

Germany had appeared in the American press. An editorial 

of May 5 declared that a statement received from unofficial 

Russian sources stated that peace negotians between Austria 

and the Allies were being considered and that such a peace 

would facilitate the defeat of Germany. The Times writer 

contended that such declarations had an "unmistakable Ger-

/ 

man stamp," and that the "dangling of so many . . . inten

tionally deceptive plans of peace before the world" was 

German inspired. 

The disagreement between the Provisional Government 

and the Soviet of Workmen's and Soldiers' Delegates over 

^Times, Apr. 28, 1917, p. 2 

^Times, Apr. 15, 1917, p. 1 
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the peace policy precipitated the first big Russian crisis 

after the revolution. On May 4, Miliukov's fateful note 

to the Allies appeared, assuring them of Russia's strength

ened determination to fight to a victorious end and calling 

absurd rumors of Russia's intention to make a separate 

peace with the Central Powers. The Times printed the 

announcement on page seven, which perhaps indicates that 

the editors saw nothing particularly different or signifi

cant in it. At least four previous front page articles 

had already reported Miliukov, the Cabinet, the Petrograd 

army units, and finally the Workmen's and Soldiers' Dele

gates eschewing the idea of a separate peace. The two 

days of rioting and disorder which followed the Foreign 

Minister's announcement were big news in The Times. On 

May 5, front page banner headlines, not commonplace in The 

Times, reported the disorder checked, the government's ex

planation accepted, and a big pro-government demonstration 

12 
which swamped an anti-government one. There is a less 

conspicuous story on page two which reports accurately the 

cause of the clash, that is, the note's being sent during 

the time the Soviet had given the Provisional Government 

to reply to its request for a joint declaration of peace 

•^^Times, May 4, 1917, p. 7. 

•''•'•Times, Apr. 12, 1917, p. 1; Apr. 19, 1917, p. 1; 
Apr. 20, p. 1; Apr. 21, 1917, p. 1 

12„.. Times, May 5, 1917, p. 1 
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aims including a provision for self determination of 

peoples, and no annexations or indemnities. The article 

also reported an anti-government demonstration in the army 

barracks. But the stories that made the front page in the 

next three days are mainly concerned with telling of the 

confidence shown in the Provisional Government; the cause 

of the upheaval--a peace policy—while mentioned in the 

body of the stories seems incidental. The Times' posi

tion was expressed in the following positive terms: 

Russia will either in good faith keep her 
pledge given by her Provisional Government that 
she will loyally and to the end support the 
Allies in their effort to overcome the common 
enemy, or her people will lose their new-born 
freedom by a fearful backsliding into autocracy 
restored and maintained by German arms.l^ 

On May 8, another Times editorial put the paper more 

squarely on Miliukov's side by stating that the Russian 

radicals who opposed the plan of the Allies, including 

15 Russia, were plainly tools of the Germans. Subsequent 

16 
articles point up this stand. 

The coalition government which emerged from the 

disagreement over peace aims between the two governmental 

l^Times, May 6, 1917, p. 1; May 7, 1917, p. 1; 
May 8, 1917, p. 1. 

l^Times, May 5, 1917, p. 12. 

ISTimes, May 8, 1917, p. 10. 

^^Times, May 15, 1917, p. 1; June 8, 1917, p. 1; 
May 17, 1917, p. 12. 
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bodies contained six socialist ministers and was seen by 

The Times as a victory for the Russian pacifists. The 

paper claimed that history would record that they had pro

longed the war by their policy when they might have ended 
. 17 

It. The new government's first statement contained a 

provision for acceptance of the idea of a general peace 

without annexations or contributions and for self-determina-
18 

tion of peoples and democratization of the army. For the 

greater part of May the paper was pessimistic about Russia 

as a war ally—and with good reason. Besides the shaky con

dition in the government, the army had lapsed into inac

tivity and insubordination. But in the last part of May, 

the Congress of Cossacks and the All Russian Council of 

Peasants took a stand for continuing the war, and Kerensky, 

the popular war minister, toured the front with apparent 

success in exhorting the soldiers to fight for the new 
19 

Russian democracy. By May 30, an editorial expressed 

hope for the new Russian democracy's continuing help in the 

war, and June brought reinforcement for that hope. By 

Times, May 20, 1917, Sec. 2, p. 2. 

18 

Times, May 27, 1917, p. 1. 

^^Times, May 22, 1917, p. 1. 

^^Times, May 30, 1917, p. 8. 
•̂'•Times, June 3, 1917, Sec. II, p. 2; June 9, 1917, 

10; June 12, p. 12; June 22, p. 1; June 24, p. 2. 
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July 3, with a new Russian military offensive already two 

days old and seemingly successful. The Times was jubilant 

about the renewed Russian army: " . . . The story is one 

of the most wonderful of . . . this wonderful war . . ."22 

However, the cause for jubilation was short-lived. 

1*he series of armed riots known as the July Days began in 

Petrograd. In addition to the government's being in an 

upheaval, news of the failure of the military offensive 

23 

and of new mutinies in the army began to trickle in. The 

Times' editorials for the last week in July and August show 

disappointment in the Russian situation. There are few 

references to Russia as a war ally at all. When such ref

erences do occur, they generally express either implicitly 

or explicitly the idea that in spite of a dismal situation 
24 no patriotic Russian would consider a separate peace. 

The Times found reason for renewed optimism in 

September with the establishment of still another new gov

ernment and its restatement of the declaration that no 

separate peace would be made with Germany. An editorial 

of September 20 comments on that statement and reports, 

"There is a better feeling about Russia, more confidence 

^^Times, July 3, 1917, p. 8. 

^^Times, July 19, 1917, p. 1, 3; July 20, 1917, 
p. 1; July 21, 1917, p. 1; July 22, 1917, p. 1. 

^^Times, July 24, 1917, p. 10; Aug. 28, 1917, p. 6; 
Sept. 1, 1917, p. 6. 
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in her stability, in her future than there was a few days 

ago. . . . " At the same time, the writer notes cautiously 
25 

that Kerensky's troubles were not yet over. An even 

more guarded optimism may be noted three and a half weeks 

later in an editorial responding to a new statement—or 

restatement—of Russia's purpose: 

. . . The Russian Government . . . says that it will 
extend its whole strength "to defend the country, to 
oppose every attempt at the conquest of territory 
of other nations and every attempt to impose the 
will of others on Russia." This logically means that 
Russia would oppose every attempt to make the German 
defeat more than a checkmate. . . . But it by no 
means follows that Russia will withdraw from the war 
unless her view of the case is taken. . . . Tlie parts 
of his [Kerensky's] declaration that grate on western 
ears are probably the least he could say and still 
have harmony at home. . . . The Russian army is to 
be reorganized this winter. . . . It is not prudent 
to count on Russia when she is engaged in a colos
sal guess like this. It is probable . . . that 
even in the event of failure of the army reorganiza
tion plan Russia would still be of service in detain
ing inactive German armies on her frontier, and for 
that service we would be grateful. 

In spite of the realistic attitude noted above, an 

announcement by the Preliminary Parliament that "Russia 

won't bow to a forced peace," could still make a front page 
27 

headline on October 22. On November 3, practically the 

eve of the Bolsheviki coup, in another front page story 

The Times reported a $31 million credit granted by the 

^^Times, Sept. 20, 1917, p. 8. 

^^Times, Oct. 14, 1917, Sec. II, p. 2. 

^^Times, Oct. 22, 1917, p. 1. 
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United States to Russia in response to pleas from Kerensky 

that his country must have help if she were to stay in the 

war. In quite an editorial vein for a news article, the 

report stated, "The Allies must be patient with Russia and 

consider that her situation is a natural consequence of 

the war." On the same day there was an editorial which 

predicted that Russia's "black depression will pass, new 

leaders will rise . . . and new soldiers will come to the 

front to inspire the army and restore discipline. The be-
28 

havior of the Russian people justifies that hope." The 

resurgence of confidence may be accounted for by reports 

the preceding week of gallant and successful repulsion of 

29 

a new German offensive toward Petrograd. 

The Bolshevik coup changed the hopeful tone of 

The Times, of course. From November on, most editorial 

considerations of a peace between Russia and the Central 

Powers expressed one of the following attitudes: the ab

surdity of the naive and inept Bolsheviki upstarts in at

tempting to speak for all of Russia; the canting and men

dacity of the Bolsheviks; Germany's cynical duplicity in 

entering into negotiations which she knew could not be 

valid; the betrayal of Russia into the status of a German 

dependency if a peace should in fact be made; and the 

28 Times, Nov. 11, 1917, p. 14 

^^Times, Oct. 26, 1917, p. 1; Oct. 27, 1917, p. 3; 
Oct. 30, 1917, p. 1. 
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Russian betrayal of the Allies if the whole burden of sav

ing the world from German militarism were piled on their 

backs without Russia's aid even so much as a containing 

factor on the eastern front. 

Trotzky's proposal addressed "to governments and 

peoples of all warring countries" which called for a cessa

tion of hostilities for at least three months to give time 

for negotiations brought forth ridicule from The Times 

which considered it "impossible to conceive of our enter-

30 ing into negotiations with Germany with them at our side." 

The same sense of the preposterous may be noted in an edi

torial of November 22, which states that the editors did 

not doubt that Lenin and Trotzky wanted a separate peace 

even though they denied it, since it v/as generally believed 

on m.uch supporting evidence that they were in German pay; 

but, the article continued, the Bolsheviks were completely 

without the power to commit the Russian nation, which was 

at that time in a condition of "suspended animation" with-
/ 

out a government. Any statement of the end of Russia's 

participation in the war would get no attention from either 

31 

her allies or the Germans. The next day the paper ap

peared to be taking the Bolshevik leaders more seriously. 

An editorial found their ordering General Dukhonin to 

^^Times, Nov. 11, 1917, Sec. II, p. 2 

3lTimes, Nov. 22, 1917, p. 12. 
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negotiate an armistice with Germany "conclusive proof of 

dishonesty and bad faith, " since the writer felt tliat if 

they had really intended a general armistic they would 

have awc ited replies from the other governments before 

acting. A separate peace, the article continued, would 

"open the way for establishment of German control of Russia 

and end the hopes that the revolution had raised for her as 

32 a great independent commercial power." As The Times saw 

it, the only reason for the Leninists proclaiming that they 

were seeking a separate armistic rather thai; a separate 

peace was to avoid bringing the shame of desertion of the 

33 Allies down on themselves. 

The Germans were seen by The Times as dealing with 

the new power in Russia only in the hope of completing the 

disintegration of Russia's army so that the Germans could 

release their divisions on the eastern front for duty else

where; the effect of such a disintegration would be the 

same even after the Bolsheviki were overthrown, which, the 

34 

writer surmised, would no doubt happen soon. The sign

ing on December 5 of a preliminary armistice only confirmed 

this opinion, reiterated December 8 with bitter sarcasm 

32Times, Nov. 23, 1917, p. 10. 

^^Times, Dec. 1, 1917, p. 12. 

^'^Times, Dec. 2, 1917, Sec. II, p. 4 
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against the claims of the Bolsheviki that they were acting 

in the interest of their working-class brethren everywhere: 

"Thanks to them, the autocratic and capitalistic Government 

of Germany has been able to take large forces from the east

ern front and hurl them on the British at Cambrai. Many 

British proletarians leave widows in consequence . . . " 

Trotzky's announcement to the Allies that the nego

tiations for an armistice and peace had been suspended for 

a week in order that their governments might define their 

attitudes toward such negotiations occasioned an editorial 

which advanced the idea that Trotzky really did not expect 

replies from the Allies, but did expect to bring about revo-

36 lutions of the proletariat in each of the Allied countries. 

A brief ray of hope was seen by The New York Times 

in the efforts of the energetic General Kaledines, leader 

of the Don Cossacks and Ukrainian nationalists who were 

resisting the Bolsheviki with arms. The Times thought it 

not impossible that the General's forces could so inspire 

Russia that she might recapture some of her territory held 

by Germany and that Germany's preparations to break through 

the French lines might be arrested. 37 

^^Times, Dec. 8, 1917, p. 14. 

-^^Times, Dec. 10, 1917, p. 14 

^^Times, Dec. 11, 1917, p. 14 
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On December 17 the announcement of a month's armi

stice between the Central Powers and Russia was made, the 

armistice to be continued automatically unless seven days 

38 notice was given. The armistice provided that Germany 

would not move any troops except those whose transfer had 

begun prior to the signing of the pact, and final peace 

negotiations were to begin immediately. The following day 

The New York Times printed an editorial castigating Trotzky 

as "the basest kind of hypocrite" in saying that he sought 

an honorable peace and that the Bolsheviki "could not and 

would not aid militarism in any way" while he was "fresh 

from his deal with militarism." Of the provision supposedly 

intended as an aid to the Allies, the editorial stated that 

Germany had already moved all the troops she proposed to 

move to the western front. The article challenged the 

honesty of Trotzky's profession that he sought an "honor

able peace." While admitting that Trotzky might expect to 

gain a lasting peace, the writer felt that the foreign 

minister was doomed to disappointment unless the "betrayed 

allies" came to Russia's aid. In the event of a peace 

settlement between Russia and Germany, the Russianfe only 

hope was a German defeat; otherwise, Russia would be 

39 nothing but a German puppet. 

38Times, Dec. 17, 1917, p. 1. 

^^Times, Dec. 18, 1917, p. 14. 
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An editorial notable for its accurate forecast of 

the eventual peace settlement was printed during a recess 

in the negotiations following presentation by Germany of 

unacceptable peace terms. The provisions included no sur

render of Russian territory then occupied by Germany. The 

editorial declared that one of the Bolshevik delegation 

had reported to his government that the Central Powers had 

"'possible annexationist plans.'" The article then notes 

sarcastically, 

. . . There is no keeping anything from the 
incredibly shrewd Kameneff; he has at last 
discovered that Germany's declaration for a 
peace with no annexations meant "no annexa
tions by you." The callous Imperialists on 
the other side of the line are waiting not 
too patiently for him and his Petrograd col
leagues to get over their burst of spleen and 
return on their hands and knees to the block. 
They have allowed them ten days for waiting, 
and the ten days are up. Don't exceed your 
time, Tavarishi [sic], lest you make them 
angry; then perhaps Poland and Lithuania will 
not content them.40 

There was very thorough news coverage of the peace 

negotiations after they were resumed on January 9, but few 

editorials. This was the time when the articles from 

Petrograd by Arthur Ransome began to appear, sometimes 

alongside those by The Times' regular Petrograd correspond

ent, Harold Williams. As has been mentioned, Ransome was 

sympathetic to the Bolsheviki, and especially so toward 

^^Times, Jan. 3, 1918, p. 8 
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Trotzky's efforts for a "democratic peace." He expressed 

the view that if the Allied powers had joined Russia in 

seeking a settlement, Germany would have been forced to 

cooperate. "̂ ^ On the same day as that article, the lead 

editorial in The Times concluded that efforts to get our 

government to recognize the Bolsheviki were, "part of the 

eternal propaganda to bring about a peace more satisfactory 

to the German autocracy than to the friends of freedom." 

On two days in January, articles by Williams and Ransome 

on the peace talks were printed adjoining each other. 

January 28 brought two articles under a single head an

nouncing two different views of the Bolsheviki plans, each 

predicting a breakdown of negotiations. Williams' article 

was relatively short and suggested that Russia would hardly 

accept German terms even formally, since they included 

German annexation of much Russian territory. However, 

Williams continued, the Bolsheviki felt that the exposure 

to the German people of their government's annexationist 
/ 

tendencies might lead to an overthrow of the Berlin regime. 

Williams reported: 

The Bolsheviki dally with their schemes 
for . . . a highly paid volunteer revolution
ary army which would engage in holy war with 
German—and all other—imperialism . . . but 

41 Times, Jan. 15, 1918, p. 1. 

^^Times, Jan. 15, 1918, p. 12 
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it hardly seems practical . . . and I do not 
imagine the Bolsheviki seriously believe in 
it. . . . Meanwhile they now are waiting to 
see some of the first revolutionary symptoms 
developing in Austria . . .43 

Ransome's article is much longer and more editorial. Also 

expecting a break in the negotiations, he exhorted the 

Allies to 

. . . look beyond the Bolsheviki insults . . . 
extended because the Russian Bolsheviks would 
have been weaker in their influence on the 
proletariats of the Central European Empires 
if they had not been careful to be as rude to 
the Allied governments as they have been to 
the Austro-Germans.44 

Ransome saw evidence that the Bolsheviki would indeed engage 

in a "revolutionary defense" against Germany; the only way 

to avoid such a catastrophe would be for the Allies to 

join Russia in the peace conference and present a unified 

idealistic front so that the German people would know that 

"only by discarding their imperialist government they could 

get peace at all." 

The Times of January 31 brought an emotional account 

by Ransome of Trotzky's speech before the third Congress of 

Soviets just preceding his return to the conference at Brest 

Litovsk. Ransome quoted long segments of the speech with 

comments. An abbreviated example follows: 

^^Times, Jan. 28, 1918, p. 1 

"̂ "̂ Times, Jan. 28, 1918, p. 1 
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The whole system of the German argument was 
based on the assumption that the Russian Govern
ment would understand but be silent and grateful 
to the Germans for saving their faces by giving 
a mock democratic character to their peace. 

Then came the decisive moment. Trotzky threw 
back his head and stood a figure of incomparable 
energy as he said, "The bourgeois governments can 
sign any kind of peace. The government of the 
Soviets cannot. . . ."45 

Just following Ransome's article is one by Williams report

ing the same speech. Taking a different view from Ran

some's, he stated that it was generally regarded in 

Petrograd as meaning that Trotzky had resigned himself to 

the necessity of making a separate peace with the Central 

Powers. Williams quoted Trotzky too: 

"I cannot say," Trotzky declared, that the Russian 
revolution is assured of victory over German im
perialism. More than that, I declare that anyone 
who says the Russian revolution will not under 
certain conditions be obliged to accept an unfor
tunate but not disgraceful peace is a demogogue 
and a charlatan. . . . " This was in a distinctly 
more chastened tone than the previous utterances 
of Trotzky. This hope now is in the spread of 
the revolutionary movement.46 

45 Times, Jan. 31, 1918, p. 1 

^^Times, Jan. 31, 1918, p. 2. (That is the last 
communique from Williams before the peace treaty save one 
short article on the bad conditions in Moscow and one on 
Lenine's glory in civil strife. Ransome's articles con
tinue. It would be interesting to know why the paper 
ceased printing with some regularity the correspondence 
from the man whose style and personal inclination were so 
much more compatible with those of The Times. I was 
unable to find out.) 
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On February 10, Trotzky made his dramatic statement 

that the war was ended between the Central Powers and Russia, 

but that the latter refused to sign an annexationist peace 

treaty: "No war, no peace." Chamberlin, in his History 

of the Russian Revolution, called the announcement a "test 

of the possibilities of international working class soli-

47 

darity." The Times did not interpret it as such; it sug

gested the view that Germany knew such a move was coming 

and even arranged it to coincide with the Ukrainian-Central 

Powers peace announced the day before so that Germany could 

48 move all her troops to the west at once. 

After the beginning of the German military offensive 

forced the Russian request for a peace treaty, The Times 

expressed the belief that it would be impossible for Russia 

to pay the indemnity that Germany demanded, and that Ger

many's security would be to seize more Russian territory. 

Though many difficulties would be involved, mainly the dis

organization of the government and the army, the only hope 

that the paper saw for Russia was for her to rejoin the 

Allies in the fight against despotism. "Her right to assist

ance would be undeniable" because she would be rendering 

the same service to the Allies as at the beginning of the 

'̂ '̂ chamberlin, I, 400. 

^^Times, Feb. 12, 1918, p. 10 
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war i.e., holding German troops in the east. After it 

seemed that the new and more demanding conditions of peace 

offered Russia by Germany were to be accepted. The Times 

continued on this theme, adding that it behooved the Allies 

more than ever to fight Germany to her defeat and force 

her to give up Russia, for even if Germany were willing 

to change her design for control of western Europe now 

that she had carte blanche in eastern Europe, she would 

be in position to ready herself for another war with 

"greatly augmented supplies of men and wealth." All civi-

50 lization was in the balance. This stand was repeated 

with grim resignation upon the signing of the treaty: 

"The fate of Russia is sealed so far as Germany is con

cerned and nothing can save the helpless remnants of that 

51 land but the allied nations they flouted and abandoned." 

The New Republic's greatest concern was that the 

war end in a just peace settlement with the establishment 

of an international organization of nations designed to 

keep the peace. It may be remembered that The New Republic 

had only recently become convinced that the Allies were 

inclining more and more to its belief in the idea of a 

^^Times, Feb. 21, 1918, p. 10 

SPTimes, Feb. 26, 1918, p. 12 

•̂'•Times, Mar. 5, 1918, p. 10. 
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fraternal peace flowering among the nations after the war. 

The Russian Revolution apparently seemed to the magazine 

as positive evidence of the inevitability of a democratic 

world and united the Allies in what amounted to a holy 

cause. In the early weeks of the revolution, while sob

erly cautioning its readers that there would be rough spots 

to be worked out and a settling down process to pass through 

before the true character of the revolution could be ascer

tained, the journal's general optimism shines through its 

scholarly caution. The general trend of The New Republic's 

attitude about the war with Russia become democratic and 

the United States as an active partner with the Allies is 

expressed in the following quotation: 

It is now as certain as anything human can 
be that the war . . . will dissolve into a demo
cratic revolution the world over. . . . The lib
eral people of the world are united in a common 
cause. . . . The cause of the Allies is now un
mistakably the cause of liberalism and the hope 
of an enduring peace. Democracy is infectious.^2 

The magazine first mentions the possibility of a 

separate peace between Russia and the Central Powers in a 

short editorial comment of March 17. It surmised that such 

a peace was not impossible, and if it did materialize, it 

would be the result of Russia's "weariness of war and de-

53 spair of the Allied cause." There is no other mention 

^^New Republic, Apr. 7, 1917, p. 280. 

^\ew Republic, Mar. 17, 1917, p. 181. 
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of a separate peace until April 21, when another short 

note stated: 

We do not credit the rumors of a separate peace 
because a separate peace treaty would mean that 
the Revolution has committed suicide. . . . The 
new regime depends on the solidarity of the 
league of nations, upon a close cooperation, 
not only of spirit and purpose, but of finance 
and commerce. . . .54 

In the same issue, the first of several articles 

on Russia by H. N. Brailsford appeared. The article, 

"Russia and the Settlement," dismissed the possibility of 

a separate peace with the advent of the revolution. Brails

ford quoted peace aims of both Foreign Minister Miliukov, 

which Brailsford called "the maximum program of conquest," 

and those of Kerensky, " . . . neutralization of the Turk

ish Straits, the independence of Poland, and liberation 

of Armenia under Russian protection." Brailsford implied 

that Miluikov's position was an extreme one from which the 

Foreign Minister could bargain. Of Kerensky's he said: 

. . . Behind this reasonable and liberal program 
we may infer the opinion that advanced Russians 
who are passionately anxious to complete the revo
lution and found Russia on a stable basis will 
not wish to prolong the war indefinitely in order 
to realize the wide margin between the programs 
of Professor Miliukov and M. Kerensky. . . . A 
stable, enduring peace—that is indispensable. 
But to pursue a dream of conquest might be to 
compromise the foundation of liberty at home. 
A free Russia, if this reasoning be sound, means 
a better peace and a shorter war.55 

"̂̂ New Republic, Apr. 21, 1917, p. 338 

^%ew Republic, Apr. 21, 1917, p. 344 
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The struggle between the Provisional Government and 

the Petrograd Soviet of Workers and Soldiers over Russia's 

war aims is referred to in The New Republic, but it is 

viewed very calmly as a part of an evolutionary process. 

Even the fraternizing of Russian and German troops is 

deemed significant: 

There appears to be a crisis approaching over 
Russia's withdrawal from the war. . . . A con
dition which approaches an armistice . . . al
ready exists and the appeal which General 
Gourko issued to the troops to refrain from 
being friendly with the enemy is highly signif
icant. The revolution has afforded the people 
of Russia an opportunity to express their re
luctance to continue fighting which has been 
denied to the other people of Europe. . . . 
The Russian democracy is passing through its 
awkward age. . . . Yet it will prove in the 
end to be the most deadly enemy which that 
autocracy Germany has raised in its pathc^^ 

Just after the conflict in early May between the 

Miliukov faction (mainly Miliukov himself) and the Work

ers' and Soldiers' Deputies over Russia's peace policy. 

The New Republic published the first statement of what was 

henceforth to be its policy regarding Russia, her relation

ship to the Allies and her continuance in the war. The 

policy included urging American and Allied understanding 

of the political situation in Russia, and Allied coopera

tion with Russia in seeking an honorable peace based on 

democratic principles that would be the foundation of the 

new world order. The article urged American understanding 

56 New Republic, May 12, 1917, p. 31. 
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of the Russian government's declaration for a peace with

out indemnities or annexations. The magazine held that 

the Provisional Government was forced to take into account 

the view of the industrial workers, mostly socialists who, 

while not in the majority in the government, did "supply 

the most vigorous and effective body of political opinion 

which sustains the revolution." Moreover, the writer 

claimed, that while the socialist group did not want a 

separate peace, it was ardently internationalist and he 

feared Allied misunderstanding of its desires for a negoti

ated peace—such as attributing them to pro-German intrique-

would cause the group to grasp at any diplomatic overture 

from the Germans or else make a move in that direction 

themselves. It was an accurate forecast of the final out

come at least. The article stated that if Russia were not 

kept in the war, an allied military victory would be impos

sible except with a more complete mobilization than America 

was willing to launch. So long as Russia continued in her 

state of social, political and military disorganization, 

the war couldn't be won by armies. So, The New Republic 

suggested, there was only one course for the Allies: to 

submit peace terms to Germany acceptable to the Russian 

socialists. If the terms were not acceptable to Germany's 

government, one of two things should follow: either Ger

many's socialists would overthrow the government and ac

cept the terms, or, if the German socialists were not 
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successful and Germany continued to fight, Russia's social

ists would be v/illing to continue in the war as one of the 

Allies.^^ 

The New Republic continued its stand against a 

separate peace between Russia and the Central Powers. It 

contended that by such a peace Russia would be degraded 

into "a mere accomplice of Germany," an enemy whom the 

magazine deemed "powerful and unscrupulous," and with 

"malevolent designs." The magazine did not consider Rus

sia's new peace policy one of weakness, but one of modera

tion. The journal's main cause for concern was that Rus

sia actually become strong enougli to make her moderating 

influence felt, both by Germany and in Allied councils. 

. . . if she can recover her strength and use it 
for the purpose of insisting on peace without im
perialism, Russia might well become the decisive 
influence in formulating and securing the adopt
ing of a just settlement. The Russian republic 
would have brilliantly vindicated its advent, not 
only by recovering even in the midst of a revolu
tion the strength to resist a dangerous and ma
levolent enemy, but also by helping to bring into 
existence a Europe which would be favorable to the 
future unpervorted development of a radical social 
democratic state.58 

Still seeking to clarify Russia's position toward 

a peace settlement and also to obtain a new statement of 

Allied position. The New Republic published a long article 

^^New Republic, May 19, 1917, pp. 65-66. 

^^New Republic, May 26, 1917, p. 90. Cf June 16, 
1917, p. 176. 
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by H. N. Brailsford on "The Russian Peace Formula." 

Mr. Brailsford held that the Allies had misunderstood it; 

he maintained that by "no annexations" the Russians meant 

no negative territorial changes "v̂ hich reflect nothing but 

the dictates of successful force." Since they had given 

up any post-war claims on Turkey, namely Constantinople, 

Brailsford felt that they would not be willing to fight 

with the Allies if the Allies did not also give up any 

hopes of material gain from the war. 

If the v'ar must go on because the enemy will not 
agree to an early peace on the basis of popular 
consent, the Russian people will respond to 
Kerensky's heroic call to duty. But even Keren
sky will fail if the Allies leave their ends so 
vague that Maxim Gorky (to say nothing of Lenine) 
can argue plausibly that the war is doomed to 
continue for the satisfaction of British, Italian 
and French imperialism. . . . The only principle 
which as democrats they will accept is that gov
ernment shall everywhere be on the consent of the 
population.59 

A book review by Charles A. Beard which appeared 

in The New Republic of July 14, 1917, presents an interest

ing contrast in views of the Russian peace aims to those of 

The New York Times. According to Beard, the book under con

sideration, German Annexations and Indemnities by a German, 

S. Grumbach, gave thoroughly documented evidence that "the 

dominant figures in Germany" would consider a peace v/ithout 

annexations and indemnities as a "humiliating defeat." 

59 New Republic, June 3, 1917, p. 201 
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Beard cheered the book as perhaps what was needed to con

vince "our modern Cotton Mathers" that such a peace formula 

was not "a pro-German device."^^ 

The tumultuous July Days received no mention in 

The New Republic. The journal did mark the end of the ill-

fated July Russian military offensive, and in what seems 

a peculiar manner. The journal saw in the offensive a 

political plus. The editorial notes of July 21 stated 

that the offensive had 

strengthened the strategic position in inter
national policies of the peace program of the 
Russian government, and that program, in spite 
of its manifest limitations, is acting as a 
peculiarly powerful leavening force on the po
litical purposes of all the belligerent nations. 
It has captured Austria-Hungary, weakened Ger
many, and is persuading Italy, France and Great 
Britain to revise the dubious aspects of their 
agreements. It is forcing all the belligerents 
to place less emphasis on victory and more upon 
the objects for which victory is to be used. 

61 
• • • 

In the sources consulted there is nothing to support the 

contention that any of the countries mentioned in the 

article was swayed toward the Russian peace policy by 

Russian military offensive. 

But the usually positive New Republic lapsed into 

a somewhat gloomy attitude in the latter part of July. 

The military offensive as such had certainly been a dismal 

60 New Republic, July 14, 1917, p. 309 

-̂̂ New Republic, July 21, 1917, p. 315 
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failure and the army was in a greater state of anarchy 

than ever. From this time on. The New Republic expressed 

the view that Russia was no longer able to continue as a 

fighting partner in the war, but still held to the idea 

that she would not make peace. Editorial notes of July 28 

reported: 

One of the most serious possible disasters 
has overtaken the cause of the Allies. Here
after, Russia will scarcely count in a military 
sense as an enemy of Germany. Even in the midst 
of disorganization and collapse no Russian gov-
erment is likely to make a separate peace with 
Germany, but . . . she will not and cannot make 
war.^2 

In the August 4 issue. The New Republic admitted 

that it was hard to be just to Russia when she appeared 

to be failing her Allies in their greatest need and arous

ing hope among the German military party for "that mon

strous end, 'a German peace.'" But the journal urged its 

readers to rise above their national interests and judge 

Russia "dispassionately," considering the extreme hard

ships and sufferings she had undergone in the three years 

of the war. The article maintained that at the present 

there was "no power in Russia competent to send them [the 

soldiers] to certain death without displaying before them 

an object worth dying for," and that, so far, that object, 

a desirable peace formula, had not appeared. 

^^New Republic, July 28, 1917, p. 342. 

C O 

New Republic, Aug. 4, 1917, p. 6. 
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In the same vein, an article by H. N. Brailsford 

in the August 25 issue states: 

. . . The plain fact is that peace has become 
for Russia a necessity, a matter of life and 
death; a protracted war must mean dictatorship 
in some form and the moral collapse of the 
Revolution.^4 

The failure of the Kornilov rebellion to unseat the 

Kerensky government was a boon to the Allies' ultimate aim 

according to The New Republic. The journal pointed out 

that the revolution was appealing to the Allies to moder

ate their war aims and was working with all sincerity for 

an early general peace, while the counter-revolution, 

Kornilov's group, was quite likely to "seek an accommoda
te 

tion from Germany by some devious backway." 

After the Bolshevik take-over The New Republic con

tinued its exhortations for sympathetic understanding and 

diplomacy in dealing with Russia and urged that relations 

not be broken off. Regarding rumors of separate peace 

negotiations, the magazine commented that the suggestion 

that the Allies regard any such negotiations as a Russian 

declaration of war on themselves was an "unconscious bit 

of pro-Germanism." The writer thought that a Russian peace 

with Germany would be "a severe blow . . . but it need only 

64 New Republic, Aug. 25, 1917, p. 96. 

^^New Republic, Oct. 20, 1917, p. 322 
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endure so long as the present government endures." A 

week later, an article that reiterated the magazine's view 

that the deep desire of the Russian people was for peace 

added that since the Bolsheviki were complying with that 

desire they would probably be in power for some time. 

In a leading editorial on January 12, 1918 entitled 

"Aid and Comfort From Russia," The New Republic's cus

tomarily optimistic view of that country is reaffirmed. 

It reports that the Allies' chance to win the war had been 

considerably improved in the last few weeks as a result of 

the Bolsheviks' putting Germany's "pretended desire for a 

just and lasting settlement on the war to the test of com

plete and definite public exposure" would do more to under

mine the German morale than the Russian army could, unless 

68 

Germany were sincere. The following weeks brought re

statements of this idea, along with a warning not to take 

the negotiations at face value since both sides were ma

neuvering for position rather than for peace. Trotzky was 

felt to be stretching out the negotiations as long as pos

sible in the realization that they were what were keeping 

^^New Republic, Dec. 8, 1917, p. 96. 

"̂̂ New Republic, Dec. 8, 1917, p. 133. 

^^New Republic, Jan. 12, 1918, p. 295 
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his party in power. The journal was not advocating di

plomacy only; it suggested that the impact of the negoti

ations on Germany would be greater if she were being at

tacked on the western front at the same time. 

Yet another hopeful note was struck in The New 

Republic just a few days before the signing of the peace 

treaty. The Bolsheviki had turned down German peace terms 

as being for "the purpose of the complete economic and 

political suffocation of Russia." To The New Republic, 

such a statement was an "indirect admission of national

ism. " The magazine saw this as indicative of a possible 

change in attitude by the Bolshevik government, which it 

stated was responsible directly to the Council of Workers' 

and Soldiers. An All-Russian Congress of Councils of 

Workers and Soldiers, the highest authority in Russia 

while it was in session, was about to meet, and The New 

Republic thought the recent Bolshevik statement might fore

shadow the Congress's posture. Three possible plans of 

action by the Congress were discussed. The first, Russian 

Acceptance of Germany's terms for the sake of peace, was 

deemed the least probable. Second, if Austria's revolu

tion were successful, the magazine believed that the Con

gress would immediately bring into being a Russian-Austrian 

^^New Republic, Jan. 19, 1918, p. 329; Mar. 2, 
1918, p. 125. 

"̂ N̂ew Republic, Jan. 19, 1918, p. 325. 
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proletarian union which would cause the southern half of 

the eastern front to "evaporate and precipitate revolution 

in Italy and Germany." The third possibility was for the 

Congress to make another appeal to the Allies for a joint 

war aims meeting. The magazine felt that the last men

tioned course was not improbable if the Congress happened 

to have a majority of the nationalistic Social Revolu

tionaries rather than internationalistic Bolsheviki. Fur

ther, such a majority was not unlikely, the journal con

jectured, as a reaction to the Bolsheviks' summary dismis-

71 sal of the recent and long-awaited Constituent Assembly. 

The Treaty of Brest-Litovsk was deemed by The New 

Republic "not a treaty of peace, but a guarantee of future 

enmity" which, if it stood, would eventually throw Europe 

into the "most irreparable feud in history." Its effect 

on the revolution was predicted to be devastating, as Ger

many was expected to set up a government in Russia loyal 

to the treaty, meaning a government by the strongest Rus

sian counter-revolutionaries. To thwart such a dire oc

currence, the upcoming All Russian Congress of Soviets was 

urged to refuse to ratify the treaty, and the Allies to 

indicate that they would recognize the Congress as a legal 

government in that event. Also, the magazine urged the 

Allies to declare their intention to continue fighting 

'̂•'•New Republic, Feb. 2, 1918, p. 7. 
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indefinitely rather than agree to such a peace between Rus

sia and the Central Powers.'2 

The same gloomy view, but without reference to the 

Congress of Soviets which had ratified the treaty by then, 

was elaborated the following week. The treaty provisions. 

The New Republic concluded, were intended to set up bar

riers to the revolution's spreading into Germany, and the 

instrument could only mean that Germany had settled on a 

policy of war to the bitter end.' 

What conclusions may be drawn frojn the above cata

loguing of representative statements on a Russian peace by 

these two journals? First, perhaps, should be noted their 

agreement from the beginning that a separate peace between 

the Central Powers and Russia would be a real hardship on 

the Allies and a disaster for the revolution so welcomed 

in the United States. Their similar reactions to the peace 

as signed is a corollary to that original position: they 

agreed that the future of the world in addition to the 

future of the revolution was at stake, that militaristic 

Germany must not be permitted to control the vast Russian 

areas so rich in resources, and that the Allies must, there

fore, increase their efforts to defeat Germany. In saving 

Russia, they would also be saving the world. The New York 

"^^ew Republic, Mar. 9, 1918, p. 153. 

"̂ N̂ew Republic, Mar. 16, 1918, p. 189. 
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Times never considered for a moment that the assertions by 

the Bolshevik leaders that the proletariat had no stake in 

a war between capitalist governments and no quarrel with 

working people anywhere could be accepted by anyone. The 

New Republic, while not so outspoken in denigrating the 

Bolshevik statements, never defended them. The fact that 

two publications so different in philosophy agreed on this 

much must indicate some common core of thought among Ameri

cans. Most sources consulted agreed with the journals that 

the Treaty of Brest-Litovsk was draconian. However, George 

F. Kennan in Russia and the West says that in comparing its 

terms with those ending the two world wars they seem not so 

harsh. "7"̂  

Both publications were over-optimistic about Rus

sia's physical and psychological ability to continue fight

ing at first, though The New Republic showed cognizance of 

the war-weariness sooner than The New York Times. But Sir 

George Buchanan, England's knowledgeable Ambassador to 

Russia at the time, was urging his government as late as 

August to suggest to the Provisional Government that Eng

land's help to Russia would be contingent on reorganization 

of her army and strengthening of its discipline, which 

"^^George F. Kennan, Russia and the West Under Lenin 
and Stalin, 2nd ed. (New York, 1962), pp. 44, 45. 
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75 suggests he thought it could be done. Perhaps the Russian 

fighting strength demonstrated the civil war indicates that 

there was still power and will to fight for the right cause. 

On nearly all other related points the journals 

differ. The New York Times pulled no punches about the 

Bolsheviki in the peace talks; The New Republic urged pa

tience and understanding and made only occasional jibes at 

the Russian negotiators toward the end. The Times put Rus

sia's responsibility for staying in the war squarely on her 

shoulders, while The New Republic placed the burden at 

least equally on the Allies. The Times' great concern over 

German backing of the Bolsheviki has been validated to some 

extent, though most authorities agree that Germany was not 

privy to the Bolshevik plans and provided only routine sub

sidies to them as well as to other groups working toward 

76 
an early peace or disorganization of the Russian army. 

The New Republic never gave credence to German influence 

at all. 

75 
Sir George Buchanan, My Misson to Russia and 

Other Diplomatic Memories, 2 vols. (London, 1923), II, 
161. 

^^Kennan, Russia and the West, p. 41, Alan Moore
head, The Russian Revolution (New York, 1958), XIV. 
George Katkov, "German Political Intervention in Russia 
During World War I," Revolutionary Russia, ed. Richard 
Pipes (Cambridge, Mass., 1968), 63-88. 
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The greatest divergence in viewpoints is related 

to the actual possibility of a negotiated peace. On this 

point the journals reflect their basic differences in at

titude. The Times belittled from the start the possibility 

of an equitable negotiated peace, while to The New Republic 

it was possible and would have been the glorious beginning 

of its brave new world. Fischer claims that the Brest-

Litovsk Conference remains history's only example of an 

"attempt to arrive openly at an open covenant."'^ It was 

not successful; the eventual treaty received much reproba

tion, lasted a very short time, and was generally disre

garded by both parties to it. In the light of results. 

The Times' attitude seems more valid. On the other hand, 

Kennan states the belief that the war should have been 

ended in 1917 and that peace might have been negotiated, 

though he makes a point of saying not at the initiative 

78 of the Bolsheviki. Perhaps one failure should not prompt 

a decision that the whole idea is unworkable. In a dif

ferent set of circumstances, it might have succeeded. 

"̂ "̂ Louis Fischer, The Soviets in World Affairs: 
A History of the Relations Between the Soviet Union and 
the Rest of the World, 1917-1929, 3rd ed. (New York, 
1960), p. 49. 

78 Konnan, Russia and the West, p. 50. 



CHAPTER III 

THE JOURNALS, REVOLUTIONARY RUSSIA, 

AND UNITED STATES DIPLOMACY 

The policy of the United States toward Revolution

ary Russia was founded on two hopes that were not realized: 

one was that Russia would soon develop a stable government 

along democratic lines, and the other that she would re

main in the war as an enthusiastic fighting partner in the 

western coalition. The administration seems to have been 

unaware that neither of these hopes was very likely to 

materialize. With the Provisional Government's sharing 

power with the Soviet, and the two bodies mutually suspi

cious and having different political philosophies, in

stability was bound to be a fact of the revolutionary gov

ernment's life. Disillusionment and weariness with the 

war and its attendant hardships among the soldiers and 

workingmen were what had precipitated the revolution, and 

they were not apt to be inspired by mere western democratic 

altruism to gird up their loins for more of the same. Once 

the United States had recognized the Provisional Govern

ment as the sovereign body in Russia, and it was Ambassador 

David W. Francis' pride that his government was the first 

to do so, the policy of the United States never changed. 

The Bolshevik government was not formally recognized until 

1933. 
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During the period under study, relations between 

the United States and Russia became very involved with the 

subject of war aims, and, of course, this topic involved 

the other Entente Allies. Even before the American entry 

into the war. President Wilson had enunciated his belief 

that the future "must be made secure by the organized force 

of mankind" and rested on a peace without victory, repri

sals, or humiliations. This belief, along with the con

viction that Germany must be defeated or her government 

overthrown before such a future could be built, remained 

the major part of Wilson's war aims, but he was not success

ful in convincing France and England to embrace his vision 

of the peace settlement. 

Both The New York Times and The New Republic sup

ported the administration's attitude toward Russia. Though 

The Times did not often comment on policy, diplomacy re

ceived full coverage in the paper. The New Republic, on 

the other hand, gave much space to the discussion of inter

national relations, especially urging a united Allied state

ment of war aims in line with Wilson's policy as a necessity 

for maintaining good relations with Russia. Indeed, the 

magazine asserted his ideas so insistently that it was often 
2 

spoken of as Wilson's mouthpiece. 

Leopold, p. 327. 

^Mott, p. 399. 
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The first special diplomatic effort made toward 

Revolutionary Russia was the sending of Senator Elihu Root 

at the head of a good-will mission made up of prestigious 

Americans including a journalist, a labor official, ex

perts in finance and business, a farm equipment manufacturer, 

a recently retired Army Chief of Staff, and others to offer 

/American assistance to the new democracy. The commission 

was thoroughly documented by The New York Times from its 

inception through its returning speeches. The Times stated 

that the appointment of Root to head the commission gave 

"highest proof of the depth and sincerity of our interest 

4 m the welfare of the new Government of Russia," and when 

TUnerican Socialists attacked his appointment, accused them 

5 

of "furthering the German purpose." The Socialists' com

plaint against Root was that he would be unacceptable to 

the Council of Workmen's and Soldiers' Deputies because of 

his reputation for conservatism, and the complaint occurred 

at the same time as the first crisis between the Provisional 

Government and the Soviet. The combination evoked the edi

torial quoted earlier to the effect that the United States 

recognized the Provisional Government as legal in Russia 

and had or could have no possible relations with "the 

^Times, Apr. 21, 1917, p. 1; Aug. 5, 1917, p. 1, 
Aug. 9, 1917, p. 1. 

4 
Times, Apr. 28, 1917, p. 12. 

^Times, May 3, 1917, p. 1; May 5, 1917, p. 12. 
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Socialists and radicals . . . under the name of Council 

of Workmen's and Soldiers' Deputies . . . " Therefore, it 

really was of no consequence whether that group approved 

the Root appointment or not. From The Times, one would 

gather that the mission was met with enthusiasm on every 
7 

hand in Russia, but sources consulted do not bear out this 

8 
conclusion. Nor do subsequent reports and events uphold 

the contentions of the commissioners that Russia was firm 

in her determination to continue her support of the Allies 

m the war. 

The Times also endorsed the sending of a railroad 

commission by the United States Government, noting that 

"Americans will have great satisfaction in giving all pos

sible aid to the new Russian Government." 

After the resignation of Miliukov and the formation 

of the first coalition Provisional Government which had 

adopted the "no annexations, no indemnities" peace formula. 

President Wilson had addressed to the new government a 

^Times, May 3, 1917, p. 14. 

^Times, June 17, 1917, p. 1; July 9, 1917, p. 1; 
June 11, 1917, p. 1. 

°Kennan, Russia Leaves the War, p. 22; Josephus 
Daniels, The Wilson Era: Years of War and After, 1917-1923 
(Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina Press, 1946), 
p. 60; Lasch, pp. 42-43. 

^Times, July 11, 1917, p. 1; July 9, 1917, p. 1; 
Aug. 5, 1917, p. 1; Aug. 10, 1917, p. 1. 

Times, Apr. 12, 1917, p. 10; May 1, 1917, p. 12; 
June 3, 1917, Sec. II, p. 2. 
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restatement of the war aims of the United States in order 

"to discuss the best and most practical means of coopera

tion between the two peô Dles in carrying the present struggle 

for the freedom of all peoples to a successful consumma-

..11 tion." The aims outlined were essentially the same as 

those enunciated by him when he asked Congress for a decla

ration of war and included "fighting for the liberty, self-

government, and undictated development of all peoples, 

with no people being forced to live under sovereignty under 

which it did not want to live, and with no aims for material 

profit or aggrandizement." But, Wilson continued, the sta

tus quo ante must be altered, because it was from that that 

the war had issued. 

The Times found the president's statement "Admir

able in every thought and word." In an editorial entitled 

"Wise Counsel for Russia," the paper stated: 

. . , It is at once a friendly and cordial greeting 
to free Russia and a moral and political guide for 
the men now responsible for her policies. . . . 
"No annexations and no indemnities" is a maxim that 
could easily have our assent, for we have not gone 
to war for profit. But Mr. Wilson tells the Rus
sians that wrongs already done must be undone, 
reparations must be made for old crimes, for with
out these effective readjustments, the war . . . 
would have been fought in vain. . . .12 

Another editorial two days later again expressed gratifi

cation at the effect the speech must have on Russia, and 

added: 

H^oodrow Wilson, quoted in Times, July 10, 1917, p. 1 

•^^Times, July 10, 1917, p. 12. 
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. . . The first objective to be achieved . . . is 
to convince the Russians that the declaration of 
their Government is in accord with the proclaimed 
purposes of the Allies and that the President 
speaks not only for the United States, but for 
its partners in the war since they have a common 
purpose. 1-̂  

Perhaps the first object to be achieved was really to con

vince France and England. 

The Times' first editorial reaction to the Kornilov 

rebellion was that ". . . it is difficult to resist the 

belief that the wrong man has been removed in Russia." 

However, two days later a dispatch from Washington reported 

that the government favored Kerensky on the grounds that 

his supporters were more inclined to the establishment of 

a republican foinn of government than Kornilov's, and that 

there was a "feeling that if Kerensky is able to emerge 

from the current civil strife successfully, he will be more 

15 powerful than ever." The Times echoed this sentiment in 

an editorial on September 16: 

. . . (T)he indications are hopeful for Russia. If 
they point, as they seem to, to an abandonment by 
Kerensky of his coddling attitude toward the Bol
sheviks, Korniloff's revolt will not have been in 
vain. . . . 

•̂ •̂ Times, July 12, 1917, p. 12. 

^^Times, Sept. 11, 1917, p. 1. 

•'•̂ Times, Sept. 13, 1917, p. 1. 

16 
Times, Sept. 16, 1917, Sec. II, p. 2. 



127 

Just preceding the Bolshevik coup, there was a re

port of an interview with Kerensky in which he had de

clared that Russia was worn out; he alleged that in the 

first years of the war, Russia had "saved France and Eng

land from disaster," and that now, the Allies must "take 

17 
up the burden." The paper of the following day announced 

that Washington had responded to Kerensky's plea with a 

$31,400,000 credit and that Russia was to stay in the war. 

The same issue had an editorial commenting on Kerensky's 

statement to the effect that he should be excused for his 

harsh statement because of the terrific strain under which 

he was working. The article made no reference to the loan, 

but did say that Russia's people would hold and that "new 

18 leaders would rise." 

The Bolshevik coup brought fearful forebodings to 

The Times, but it was not until acting Commander in chief 

of the Russian Army General Dukhonin was deposed for re

fusing to attempt to negotiate an armistice with the Ger

mans that The Times made comment on matters diplomatic: 

. . . The order to General Dukhonin is conclusive 
proof of the dishonesty and bad faith of the people 
who call themselves the government of Russia and 
should serve as a warning to the Allied nations of ^̂g 
the impossibility of having anything to do with them. 

•'•'̂ Times, Nov. 2, 1917, p. 1. 

Times, Nov. 3, 1917, pp. 1, 14. 

^^Times, Nov. 23, 1917, p. 10. 
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George F. Kennan reports the interesting fact that 

The Times was the source of the first official statement 

made by the United States to the Soviet Government. It 

was reported in the paper that the President had ordered 

withholding of supply shipments designated for Russia so 

20 
long as the Bolsheviki remained in control; the origin 

of the story is unknown, but it was not official. General 

Dukhonin heard of the report while monitering western radio 

broadcasts, and indirectly caused it to be relayed to 

Brigadier General W. V. Judson, Chief of the American Mili

tary Mission to Russia and American Military Attach^ to 

the Ambassador. A Russian military contact suggested to 

General Judson that if he would make a formal communication 

to the Soviet government along the line of the alleged 

declaration of the President, it would bolster the cause of 

some of the Russian army officers who wished Russia to re

main in the war. Judson did so, including in his communi

cation that he had learned of the matter through a press 

communique from the United States and that neither he nor 

Ambassador Francis had received instructions to that ef

fect, but added that it seemed only fair to make the in

formation available to the Russian Chief of Staff as it 

appeared to him that the broadcast " . . . correctly states 

the attitude of the Government of the United States. We 

^^Times, Nov. 21, 1917, p. 2. 
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are in daily expectation of receiving information simi3 ar 

to thai, conveyed by the above mentioned press report. " 

Judson added that he had secured the concurrence of Ani-

bassador Francis before communicating the information to 

the Soviet. Though Judson sent a copy of the letter to 

the Ambassador and obtained his approval, Francis apparently 

did not send a copy to the State Department. Judson's let

ter to the Soviet was reported in The Times on November 

28.21 

One of the paper's few suggestions for Allied policy 

was extended in an editorial entitled "Hope for Russia" 

when the Cossack general Kaledines made his move against 

the Bolsheviki: 

. . . Kaledines should have not merely the good 
wishes of the Allies but their prompt and ener
getic action at any point where it will aid him. 
At this moment it looks as if the first of these 
points is Vladivostok. . . .22 

There was no endorsement of Kaledines' efforts by Washing

ton, and the paper dropped its proposal. However, the 

separatist movement occasioned one other suggestion by The 

Times, one of the very few times it ever hinted at a revi

sion in Allied policy. When the Ukrainians sent a delega

tion to the peace talks at Brest-Litovsk to deal with the 

Central Powers' delegates separately from the Bolsheviki, 

•̂'"Kennan, Russia Leaves the War, pp. 103-104, 153. 

^^Times, Dec. 11, 1917, p. 14. 
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the editorial page expressed these thoughts: 

. . . From the point of view of the Allies, these 
developments are of utmost importance. They could 
afford without sacrifice of dignity or interest to 
give support and encouragement to the new Russian 
attitude, since for the first time, it is not mere 
Bolshevist and Socialist . . . but is, with the 
support of the Ukrainians and Cossacks, really a 
Russian attitude. . . . 

January 8, 1918, during the suspension of the peace 

negotiations, brought the President's Fourteen Points 

speech, and in it he voiced statements sympathetic and ap

proving of the Russian peace efforts as "sincere and in 

earnest" and "in the true spirit of modern democracy . . . 

within open, not closed, doors." He asserted that the 

Russian people, though "prostrate and all but helpless," 

. . . have refused to compound their ideals or 
desert others that they themselves may be safe. 
They call on us to say . . . in what . . . our 
purpose and our spirit differ from theirs. . . . 
(W)hether their present leaders believe it or not, 
it is our heartfelt desire and hope that some way 
may be opened whereby we may be privileged to 
assist the people of Russia to attain their utmost 
hope of liberty and ordered peace. . . . 

The New York World on January 11, had printed a 

special signed article by its Washington correspondent, 

Herbert Bayard Swope, interpreting the speech as an expres

sion of the willingness of the United States to align itself 

^^Times, Jan. 4, 1918, p. 10. 

^ Times, Jan. 8, 1918, p. 1. Kennan, Russia Leaves 
the War, p. 255, points out that the passage from which 
the quotation is taken was both inaccurate and unrealistic. 
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with the Bolshevik government, as a result of the latter's 

rejection of the German peace offer. Mr. Swope contended 

that the President had recently been convinced by various 

Americans just returned from Russia and by members of the 

Committee of Information in Petrograd that there was a 

"spiritual kinship" between the Bolshevik philosophy and 

25 Wilson's ideals for the post v/ar world. In The Nev; York 

Times three days later was printed an editorial censuring 

those "efforts being made by Socialists and pacifists to 

interpret the President's speech as an endorsement of the 

Bolsheviks. . . . " The following day on The Times' edi

torial page there was a long signed article by William 

English Walling which specifically rebutted the Swope ar

ticle. Walling was a well-known journalist and follower 

of Russian affairs who had visited that country several 

times. He was received regularly by President Wilson, 

even after declining to serve as a member of the Root mis

sion, according to Kennan. Mr. Walling declared that in 

his speech the President had not expressed even indirectly 

an inclination to recognize the Bolsheviki, but "only a 

willingness to work with them 'in so far as the Bolsheviki 

showed themselves in the future willing to work with us.'" 

Walling proceeded to compare the President's Fourteen Points 

^^Kennan, Russia Leaves the War, p. 265. 

^^Times, Jan. 14, 1918, p. 4. 
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with the Bolshevik peace demands point by point and to in

dicate the differences between the two proposals. Ken

nan suggests that the article may have been inspired by 

the Administration to correct the interpretation put on 

28 the speech by Swope. 

On the same day as the Walling article, there was 

another editorial condemning "The attempts to wheedle . . , 

or betray our Government into recognizing the Petrograd 

Bolsheviki as equals in the international community" as 

being made by people more sympathetic with the Bolshevik 

class struggle than with the ideals for which this country 

went to war. The article concluded with this note: 

. . . If there are any bureaus, agencies, or indi
viduals in Washington seeking to bring about a 
formal recognition of the Bolsheviki by this Gov
ernment, their activities should have the iimne-
diate attention of the Secretary of State.29 

Two days later when The Times printed a dispatch from the 

Bolshevik sympathizer Arthur Ransome reporting de facto 

recognition of the Bolsheviki through the appearance of 

Ambassador Francis with the whole Petrograd diplomatic 

corps before Lenine to secure the release of the arrested 

Rumanian Minister, the story received only a small head-

30 line on page seven. 

27Times, Jan. 15, 1918, ̂p. 12. 

^^Kennan, Russia Leaves the War, p. 266 

^^Times, Jan. 15, 1918, p. 12. 

^^Times, Jan. 17, 1918, p. 7. 
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When it finally became evident that there would in

deed be a peace settlement of some sort between Germany and 

Russia, The Times expressed the opinion that the Allies 

must soon proclaim as their aim that "Germany must give up 

Russia" for the good of all civilization. Two reasons for 

this conclusion were given: one, a Russia controlled by 

Germany would mean German power extending from central 

Europe to the Pacific, a condition too dangerous to be 

tenable; also, convincing the German people that the Allies 

would fight on until their foes gave up their Russian prize 

and agreed to peace terms assuring its permanence as a na

tional entity would be the only way to convince them to 

31 make peace. As a last statement on diplomacy, that 

thought was repeated on the following day, with a comment 

to the Germans that they might as well stop trying to get 

the Allies to the peace table as they were committed to 

32 fight to a military victory. 

The New Republic's first response to the policy of 

the United States toward Russia was very like that of The 

Times. When recognition of the Provisional Government was 

announced. The New Republic remarked that our government 

had often been the first to offer recognition and "encour

aging words to newly declared republics," and usually the 

•̂ •'"Times, Feb. 26, 1918, p. 12. 

^^Times, Feb. 27, 1918, p. 10. 



134 

circumstances were such that those v/ere the only actions 

which could properly be taken. However, in the case of 

Russia, the United States had the opportunity to extend 

assistance of a much more explicit sort—money, materials, 

and technical skills—which it could not send if Germany 

were not our common enemy. 

On the Root mission. The New Republic parted ways 

with The New York Times. The magazine at first expressed 

disapproval of the appointment of Senator Root to head "one 

of the most important diplomatic missions ever undertaken 

by the United States." The article praised Root as "dis

tinguished" and of "proved ability," but was of the opin

ion that since Russia's government was not in full control 

and quite subject to "restless and fluid elements in pub

lic opinion," including an influential group of socialists, 

the appointment should be reconsidered in view of Root's 

"antecedents." In June, after the commission had reached 

Petrograd, The New Republic commented that it should "count 

at least in the public mind" as an important stabilizing 

influence on the precarious situation in Russia, and that 

all Americans joined in wishing it success in bringing aid 

to Russia. But, the magazine continued, the task was 

much more complicated than simply supplying materials or 

^^The New Republic, May 5, 1917, p. 2 

^^The New Republic, May 5, 1917, p. 2 
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technical or organizational aid. The larger task of the 

commission as envisioned by the journal was to 

. . . remove dissension within Russia and between 
Russia and her allies as to the principles of a 
just and lasting settlement, . . . which conse
quently would pull Russia together and make her 
power more effective both in defeating her enemies 
and aiding her allies. . . . 

It was Wilson's policy in a nutshell. But the article did 

not hold much hope that such an object would be attained 

by the Root mission since Russia's government was so de

pendent on popular opinion. It was believed by The New 

Republic that if Russia did adopt a policy "most likely to 

make for the future safety of democracy" in Russia and else

where, "she would not do so because of foreign advice or 

pressure, but because she recognized the inevitability of 

35 
her own welfare's dependence on such a policy.' After 

Root's arrival in Russia, the journal had only praise for 

the way he conducted his mission and stated that it was 

"the more ready to declare . . . the chances of his suc-

36 
cess . . . because it had doubted such success possible." 

The first time The New Republic took it upon itself 

to advise the United States about American policy toward 

Russia was during the crisis between the Soviet and the Pro

visional Government about war aims in May, 1917. At that 

^^The New Republic, June 16, 1917, p. 170. 

^^The New Republic, June 23, 1917, p. 201. 
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time the journal asserted that there had been internal dis

sension, "within and among" the Central Powers for a long 

time which had had no overt expression because they were 

united in resisting the Allies, who kept insisting on a 

"knock-out" victory. The magazine declared that there 

should be issued a joint war aims statement by the Allies 

making it clear that no annexations or indemnities would 

be included in the peace settlement. It was suggested that 

the initiative for such a step "must and should" come from 

President Wilson. The article continued: 

. . . Ever since the Russian revolution made the 
war in the east no longer a contest between Russian 
and German imperialism, ever since the United 
States entered and so proved its willingness to 
participate in the guarantees of a supernational 
political and economic organization, we have been 
hoping for some clear expression by British and 
French statesmen of a change of attitude on the 
part of their government. . . . They either would 
not or could not alter their attitude, and their 
failure to do so places the responsibility 
squarely on Mr. Wilson's shoulders.-^^ 

Notice that the quotation says that the United 

States' entrance into the war "proved its willingness to 

participate in [a] . . . supernational . . . organization." 

It is hard to see how our entering the war proved that. 

Wilson and his supporters had made their stand for such an 

organization clear before the United States entered the 

war. The sentiments had been uttered again in the Presi

dent's speech asking Congress for a declaration of war, and 

"̂̂ The New Republic, May 19, 1917, p. 66. 
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Congress had complied with a large majority, but not all of 

it favored a league of nations by any means. The Entente 

Allies had not made such statements at all, and both sides 

in the conflict had declined Wilson's plea to enunciate 

38 
their objectives in December, 1916. One must agree with 

Noble in his statement that The New Republic had decided 

on faith that the Entente Allies would become liberalized 

39 to their specifications. 

After the second Provisional Government had been 

established, The New Republic said that it deserved "the 

most sympathetic understanding and the most generous sup

port from the Allied nations." The coalition was dedicated 

to making Russia strong without "permitting her strength 

to be dangerous to the liberties of either the Russian 

40 
people or of their neighbors." 

Wilson's June 10 war aims note to Russia, so lauded 

by The Times, was held by The New Republic to be quite in

adequate in view of papers found by the revolutionary gov

ernment in the imperial foreign office which made the Allied 

cause "look like one of conquest." The writer commented 

that the Russians had asked for more than a "reaffirmation 

of general principles whose disinterested application might 

Leopold, p. 327. 

•^^Noble, p. 396. 

40 The New Republic, May 26, 1917, p. 90. 
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be extreimoly doubtful;" they wanted "assurances against 

the commission of specific acts," and the President's note 

not c:>ly had failed to give them but ignored the Russians' 

41 reasons for v^antmg them. 

On July 14, the magazine took a cut at Allied di

plomacy by saying that it had played right into the German 

hands with its talk of total victory by uniting the Germans 

against the Allies, but that Russia was "smoking out the 

Chancellor and the EiT\peror" by "beginning the disintegra

tion of the apparently cast-iron patriotic morale of the 

German nation." The Russian people were said to be "con

ducting informal negotiations with the people of Germany 

behind the backs of Chancellors and foreign offices." 

Following the failure of Russia's July military 

offensive, the July Days, and the governmental turmoils 

during and after those events. The New Republic lost much 

of its optimism. It began to blame the Russian problems 

more and more bitterly on Allied policy, and to agitate 

more intensely for American leadership to initiate the 

policy that The New Republic was so sure was the right 

one—a joint statement by the Allies in favor of a no 

annexationist peace and plans for a post-war international 

peace keeping organization. As the journal saw the 

•̂̂ The New Republic, June 16, 1917, 171. 

"̂ T̂he New Republic, July 14, 1917, p. 247 
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situation, it was the express duty of the United States to 

introduce such measures as would meet Russia's requirements 

because 

Like Russia, the United States explicitly repudi
ated all purposes of national aggrandizement . . . 
[and] desires nothing but a just and lasLing peace. 
• V • 

After the Kornilov rebellion, the magazine con

cluded that Americans had more reason to be satisfied v/ith 

their government's reaction than did the French and English 

who had let their hopes for Kornilov's success be known. 

The United States was said to have given a "clear indica

tion of sympathy with Kerensky," but, the article warned, 

such s^nnpathy would be of little value if the State Depart-

44 
ment did not "follow through on its new course. . . . " 

One may assume that the new course referred to was a policy 

of hearty support of Kerensky and his new cabinet, which 

was further to the left than any other so far. 

The New Republic, after the Bolshevik coup, joined 

most of the American press in its belief that they would 

probably not be in power long, but it was of the opinion 

that so long as the regime lasted, "it is the business of 

45 
Allied diplomacy to do business with it. . . . " The 

statement seems to imply support for formal recognition. 

43The New Republic, Aug. 4, 1917, p. 6. 

"̂ T̂he New Republic, Sept. 22, 1917, p. 202. 

^^The New Republic, Dec. 1, 1917, p. 133. 
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However, The New Republic of December 8 was still express

ing approval of the way the United States government was 

handling the Russian situation, though recognition had not 

been granted. Its statement of that date read: 

Rarely has an American government shown a wiser 
moderation than in the handling by the State Depart
ment of this latest Russian crisis. It has con
sistently refused to make the Russian nation respon
sible for the betrayal by the Bolsheviki of the 
common cause, and it has persistently acted and 
talked as if Russia could be eventually saved for 
the Allies. . . . 

The statement did indeed reflect Wilson's thoughts in the 

matter, but no statement at all had been issued regarding 

the position of the United States government respecting 

Russia since the coup. However, in his Annual Message to 

Congress delivered December 4, the President had referred 

indirectly to the Russian peace overtures and had empha

sized that the idea of a peace based on no annexations or 

indemnities was to be desired, and should be the policy on 

which the Allies acted. The German Foreign Minister von 

Kuhlmann had announced to the Reichstag only two days before 

Wilson's speech that the peace principles proclaimed to the 

world by the Bolsheviki "appear to be entirely acceptable 

as a basis for reorganization of affairs in the east." 

Wilson took the occasion of his speech to Congress to say 

that these principles had been "misused by the masters of 

German intrigue to lead the people of Russia astray." 

^^The New Republic, Dec. 8, 1917, p. 158. 
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Wilson continued that this misuse should not lead to the 

abandonment of the principles, but that the peace formula 

should be "brought under the patronage of its real friends." 

Autocratic Germany had to be defeated, but once this was 

accomplished, such a peace could be arranged; indeed, the 

people of the world would demand it. He continued: 

All these things have been true from the very be
ginning of this stupendous war. . . . (I)f they 
had been made plain at the very outset . . . the 
sympathy and enthusiasm of the Russian people 
might have been once for all enlisted on the side 
of the Allies, suspicion and distrust swept away, 
and a real and lasting union of purpose effected. 
. . . Had they believed these things at the very 
moment of their revolution and had they been con
firmed in that belief since, the sad reverses 
which have recently marked the progress of their 
affairs towards an ordered and stable government 
of free men might have been avoided. . . . 47 

Kennan concluded from this passage that Wilson believed, 

as did many American anti-imperialists, that the Bolshevik 

victory had been made possible by the failure of the Allies 

to state such war aims first espoused by him in January, 

48 
1917. Certainly this was the position which the New Re
public maintained to the end. 

The lead editorial of December 29 upheld Wilson's 

speech and was sharply critical of a point made in a recent 

war aims speech by Prime Minister Lloyd George. The lat

ter had indicated that, since Russia had entered into 

47 
W. Wilson, quoted in Kennan, Russia Leaves the 

War, p. 146. 
48 
Kennan, Russia Leaves the War, pp. 146-147. 
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separate peace negotiations, she had assumed sole respon

sibility for the terms respecting the position of her ter

ritories in the post war world. The magazine held that 

such a policy would "taint the treaty of peace with injus

tice and instability" and act as a barrier to the formation 

of a league of nations. The policy would leave Russia 

with the alternatives of being "the friend, the ally and 

accomplice of Germany, or her irreconcilable enemy." The 

author further shared what Kennan holds as the President's 

conclusion that the refusal of the Entente Allies to issue 

new war aims had enabled the Bolsheviki to come to power. 

He further commented: 

. . . Surely this will prove a disastrous diplomacy. 
Every reason which impels a democratic nation to 
fight against an autocratic Germany impels it also 
to fight for the friendship of a democratic Russia. 
In order to keep that friendship, it is not neces
sary to join with the Bolsheviki in seeking peace 
with Germany. It is only necessary to . . . ex
plain to them in a formal proclamation what the 
war aims of the Allies are and why they cannot dis
cuss peace either on the Russian formula or on any 
basis suggested by Germany. . . .^^ 

The position outlined above is the one taken con

sistently by The New Republic to the end. Its only change 

was to become more stridently urgent in the tone of its 

appeals for a redefinition of Allied war aims as the Russo-

German peace talks continued. 

49 The New Republic, Dec. 29, 1917, p. 230. 
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Wilson's Fourteen Points speech was given on Janu

ary 8, and the leading editorial of January 19 in Tlie New 

Republic endorsed the speech and renewed the above-
^ ^ 50 

mentioned theme. The same issue held an article by H. N. 

Brailsford entitled "By Grace of Allied Policy" which ex

plained that the Bolsheviki had been successful because 

the moderates had not been able to give the people "peace 

and bread." He maintained that neither the Bolsheviki nor 

Kerensky's group had any illusions about the Russian army's 

ability to offer any "positive contribution" to the war ef

fort; where the groups differed was in the moderate's sense 

of loyalty to the Allies which drove them to attempt to 

maintain the eastern front. The only way the moderates 

had of appealing to the people to fight was through "the 

sentiment of loyalty and . . . instinctive sympathy which 

newly liberated Russia felt for the older democracies of 

the west." But the western nations had frustrated the Rus

sian moderates on every turn: influential English and 

French newspapers were "at first cold then hostile" to the 

revolution; to shorten the war Russia had given up her 

claim to Constantinople, but no corresponding action had 

been taken by her allies; Russian socialists had called 

for a conference of Allied socialists on war aims, but had 

been rebuffed; the Provisional Government's similar request 

50 
•̂ "̂ The New Republic, Jan. 19, 1918, p. 327. 



144 

had been put off and finally given the same fate in the 

autumn. The last rejection had been the final straw, ac

cording to Brailsford. The moderates no longer had any 

basis for appealing to the Russian people to be loyal to 

the western democracies, and the way was cleared for the 

Bolsheviki with their active peace program. Though Mr. 

Brailsford did not believe in "the permanence of the Bol

sheviki dictatorship," he feared that "before it falls, it 

will have so ruined the army that its successors may be 

unable to restore the former conditions." He felt that 

the Allies might have one more slim chance of convincing 

Russia of the plausibility of loyalty to the Allies if she 

by fortune emerged from the Constituent Assembly with a 

government not so antipathetic as the Bolsheviki to the 

other democracies. 

Again in February as the incensed Bolsheviki con

sidered Germany's peace terms which would deprive Russia 

of Poland, Lithuania, Courland, Riga, parts of Livonia, 

Moon Sound and its islands, the ever-optimistic New Republic 

believed it likely that Russia might appeal to the Allies 

for a joint war aims meeting with "the waging of an abso

lutely 'holy war' against the Teutons" as its object. The 

magazine suggested that though "America and Russia were 

fit for such a role, some of the Allied governments would 

have to undergo a moral cleansing before being acceptable 

to the Russians for such a task." The article continued 
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with the question of whether, if such an opportunity pre

sented itself, the Allies would "seize it v.'ithout delay tD 

make an effort to restore Russia to the anti-Teutonic coali

tion and save her from a bloody fratricidal war," or if 

"another 'To late!' would mark the last chance . . . of 

51 
saving the unhappy Russian democracy from ruin." 

VThen it became obvious that Russia would be forced 

to yield to Germany's terms. The New Republic commented 

bitterly that "the Allied governments should never forget 

their ovm measure of responsibility for Russian political 

52 
disintegration." However, the same issue carried an 

article with a positive approach more in keeping with The 

New Republic's character. It suggested that the best 

policy for the Allies was to declare as "one unalterable 

condition of peace" the repudiation of the Russian special 

treaties and insistence upon the same treatment for her at 

the peace conference as if she had remained in the war as 

an active ally. As the writer saw the situation, such a 

program would mean that the Allies intended to apply un

compromising democratic principles in their decisions, in 

contrast to autocratic, imperialistic Germany. Such was 

the only acceptable policy for the United States, The New 

Republic concluded, involving 

•̂''The New Republic, Feb. 2, 1918, p. 6. 

^^The New Republic, Mar. 2, 1918, p. 121. 
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. . . a refusal to consent to the counter-revolution 
in Russia even though the ability of the revolution 
itself to resist is temporarily broken down . . , 
Because of the conditions created by the Russian 
revolution, military victory unsupported by democra
tic diplomacy will jeopardize rather than assure 
triumph of their [Allied] political purposes. Po
litical victory depends upon the quick and thorough
going democratization of the policy of the Alliance 
. . . and the resolution . . . to continue to fight 
until the German autocracy meets defeat.53 

It is apparent that neither the journals nor the 

United States Government fully understood the situation in 

Russia, but neither did the American or British Ambassa

dors, nor such Russians as Miliukov, nor the Menshevik 

Sukhanov and his fellows, nor even the Bolsheviki at first. ̂ ^ 

All proclaimed against a separate peace. The Russian lead

ers feared what a German victory would do to the revolution 

as much as England, France, Italy, and the United States 

feared the evaporation of the eastern front. However, the 

army officers were soon aware of the situation. Liebman 

says that an official document published in the spring of 

1917 "declared quite frankly that the Russian army had be

come 'an exhausted mass of under-nourished men in rags and 

full of bitterness, united only in their resentment and 

55 thirst for peace.'" Ulam tells of a warning to the 

^^The New Republic, Mar. 2, 1918, pp. 127-30. 

"̂̂ Ulam, p. 340; Sukhanov, pp. 248-250. 

^^Liebman, p. 159. 
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Provisional Government by a general that if the Germans 

attacked, "'the Russian army will tumble like a house of 

cards.'" The United States was dependent on statements 

from the Ambassador and the Provisional Government, and 

in July Senator Root had made it clear to the Provisional 

Government that if Russia did not fight, she would get no 

57 aid from the United States. England and France gave 

58 essentially the same notice in August. Consequently, the 

Provisional Government continued to make efforts to bolster 

up the army and assure the Allies of Russia's loyalty in 

the prosecution of the war. That posture became more and 

more unacceptable to the Russian people and provided the 

Bolsheviki with their opportunity. The New Republic seems 

to have some basis for its belief that the Allies had 

helped bring about the fall of the Provisional Government, 

but it is doubtful that the joint statement of war aims 

the magazine pled for, and President Wilson wanted, would 

have been adequate inspiration to induce the Russian sol

diers to rejoin the fighting, which was the end the maga

zine sought. Whether or not such a statement would have 

brought on a revolution in Germany, as Wilson and The New 

^^Ulam, p. 340. 

57 
Kennan, Russia Leaves the War, p. 25 

CO 

Buchanan, II, 161. 
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Republic seemed to believe, is strictly a matter of con

jecture. The Times seems never to had entertained such 

a hope. 

The unrealistic view taken by the journals and the 

Administration toward the possibility of a stable liberal 

government is also probably due in part to the positive 

reports from the Provisional Government, Ambassador Francis, 

and Russian Ambassador Bakhmeteff. But in addition, it was 

surely partly the result of the optimistic faith that such 

an outcome was inevitable, once the autocracy was really 

deposed and danger from the right removed. This was more 

particularly the attitude of The New Republic, but The New 

York Times shared the belief in the evolution of a demo

cracy in Russia when the real will of the people was made 

known forcefully. Though The Times lost faith that such 

an evolvement was to come about soon, editorials up to the 

beginning of the peace proposals were generally shot with 

optimism. The New Republic maintained its faith to the 

end. Lasch conjectures that the American anti-imperial

istic liberal journals felt compelled to place the blame 

for Russia's withdrawal from the war on Allied diplomacy: 

. . . they had predicted again and again that the 
new government would never consent to sign a sepa
rate peace. Tliey had staked their hopes and their 
reputations as political prophets on this proposi
tion. . . . Only with the greatest difficulty could 
they have admitted that they had been mistaken.^^ 

^^Lasch, p. 95. 



CONCLUSION 

In their reporting of the Russian Revolution, both 

The New York Times and The New Republic served the American 

public well. The Times' coverage was very thorough. 

Scarcely anything one finds mentioned by authors on the 

revolution went unrecorded in its pages: speeches, proc

lamations of the government, election results, minority 

rumblings, all are there. The articles by Harold Williams, 

particularly his restrained but evocative observations of 

the progressive disintegration of order in revolutionary 

Petrograd, coincide with the impressions recorded later by 

Russian witnesses. The New Republic regulars and H. N. 

Brailsford wrote some very good expositions of the Russian 

political scene. If their insistence that the Allies drove 

Russia to extreme radicalism seems somewhat overstated, 

their early belief in the possibility of a negotiated peace 

is supported by so eminent an authority as George F. 

Kennan. 

The disappointment with the Russian Revolution 

reflected in the journals under consideration, and others, 

was a prelude to the deeper disillusionment that was mani

fested in so many ways in the United States in the post 

war years—disillusionment not only with what the papers 

considered the failure of the revolution, but with the 

whole progressive idea that had been so pervasive in the 

149 
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decades before the war. Richard Hofstadter concludes that 

the war "purged the pent-up guilts, and shattered the ethos 

of responsibility" that were the driving force of the Pro

gressive movement. The failure of Russia to achieve the 

democratic revolution Americans had envisioned as its 

destiny must have been a hard blow to the missionary zeal 

with which the United States had entered the war to fight . 

by the side of the democratic nations of the world in the 

cause of civilization. While it would be some exaggeration 

to say that The New Republic and The New York Times equated 

democracy and civilization, as was stated earlier^ one of 

the liberal assumptions they shared was a belief in evolu

tionary democracy. If The New Republic saw it as social 

democracy and The New York Times as capitalistic democracy, 

they agreed on a libertarian social and political system. 

The philosophy of the Bolsheviki and the fact that a group 

espousing such a system could triumph, even briefly, were 

such an assault on their basic American democratic faith 

that so responsible a paper as The Times reacted in quite 

/ 2 

an unobjective manner in the months of the Red Scare. 

Evidence cited in this paper seems to show that both jour

nals believed some democratic form of government would issue 

iRichard Hofstadter, The Age of Reform, 5th ed, 
(New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 1963), p. 279. 

^Noble, p. 400. 
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from the upheaval in Russia. Such a belief is implicit in 

The Times' recurrent expressions of hope that the real 

"masses" of Russia—the peasants and small land holders, in 

contrast to the proletarian masses in Petrograd and Moscow— 

would soon make their will felt and bring Russia to stabil

ity. The belief is more explicit in The New Republic. 

Ralph H. Gabriel wrote in 1956 that a three fold 

doctrine of faith had been affirmed by nineteenth century 

Americans, and though various other ideas had been grafted 

on to it from time to time, the tradition endured. The 

primary doctrine of the democratic faith is the belief in 

a "fundamental law not made by man": for the religious, 

it is the will of God; for others, it is the "natural law 

of the eighteenth century philosophers." The second article 

of faith, and related to the first, is that man is by fun

damental law free and responsible. This belief in indi

vidualism, Gabriel says, grew not only from the peculiar 

environment provided by the Western frontier and an East

ern seaboard ready for industrialization in a time of 

scientific and technological advancement, but also from 

a vast sense of security enjoyed in the United States as 

a result of ocean barriers and military superiority over 

hemispheric neighbors. The third part of the democratic 

trinity is the belief in "the mission of America." Gabriel 

contends that this tenet provided a "philosophy of unity" 

capable of fusing together the diversity implied in the 
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second. The New York Times and The New Republic exem

plify Gabriel's theses, though the latter would qualify 

the second canon. It was The New Republic' s version of 

the democratic faith that suffered most as a result of 

the outcome of the Russian Revolution. 

The image of America as missionary, so predominant 

in the eyes of her citizens as she entered the war, suf

fered a terrible blow at Versailles, but The New Republic's 

efforts at furthering that mission had already been heart

ily rebuffed during her efforts to get a "democratic" 

statement of war aims from the Allies during the early 

months of the revolution. In their reactions to the blow 

the faith received on the ascendance of the radical Marx

ism of the Bolsheviki, though The New Republic was less 

pessimistic than The Times, neither could conceive that 

such a regime could stand. To The Tim̂ es, the idea of 

even a brief takeover by the radical group was an af

front to the ideal of evolutionary democracy,4 and it 

could be surmised that it seemed that way to the Ad

ministration, too, as it did not formally recognize the 

•̂ Ralph Henry Gabriel, The Course of American 
Democratic Thought, 2nd ed. (New York: The Ronald Press 
Co., 1956) , pp. 14-23. 

4Times, Nov. 25, 1917, Sec. II, p. 2. 
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Bolshevik government. Lasch conjectures that it was im

possible for liberals to accept coexistance with such a 

system without questioning the doctrine of progress itself. 

The liberals, in this sense, all Americans of the faith, 

believed that Russia must be liberalized.^ The handful of 

Americans in Russia who did advocate recognition of some 

sort from the start are thought by Kennan to have been 

perhaps the first to see that "our world had become too 

small and our dependence on each other too great to permit 

of the luxury of ignoring one's enemies." Even in 1924 

when there was some effort by a group of liberals in the 

Senate to achieve recognition of Russia, their vindication 

of their position was on the ground that Russia had become 

so moderate in her policies that she no longer constituted 

a threat to the Government of the United States. When 

evidence was presented that Soviet Russia was governed by 

a few autocrats, and did control the International, the 

movement was swamped, even when the plea was changed to 
•7 

one for recognition as defense. Soviet Russia was not 

recognized by the United States until 1933. 

If the failure of the Russian democracy was a blow 

to the New Republicans, the Treaty of Versailles was almost 

^Lasch, p. xvi. 

Kennan, Russia and the West, p. 65. 

'Lasch, p. 117. 
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the death knell of their whole Progressive movement. 

Noble says it well: 

. . . These war years undermined their vision of 
a better America by destroying the intellectual 
and emotional assumptions on which they had based 
their faith in progress. Herbert Croly, Walter 
Weyl and Walter Lippmann who were instrumental in 
the establishment of The New Republic in 1914 as 
the harbinger of an actual new republic, could 
leave no dynamic legacy of liberalism to the next 
generation because the heart of their philosophy— 
the culmination of progress in an evolutionary, 
middle-class Utopia, created by rational and good 
men—was shattered.8 

Instead of public pressure for reform, there was decided 

public apathy. The war to end wars became unpopular; 

books about it would not sell. The middle class acquiesed 

either consciously or unconsciously in the belief that 

the hardships of the war had been payment enough for the 

standard of living that it enjoyed, that "they had an

swered in full the Progressive demand for sacrifice and 
9 

self-control and altruism." The central controls imposed 

as wartime measures, but welcomed by The New Republic as 

the first manifestations of the new economic order and so 

%oble, p. 388. Kenneth McNaught, "American Pro
gressives and the Great Society," Journal of American 
History, LIII, (Sept. 1966), p. 318, states that the aban
donment by the New Republicans of their original phi
losophy came earlier when they forsook dissent outside a 
major party and embraced Wilson's policies, "leaving 
Socialists scattered and defenseless before the succes
sive waves of the Sedition Act and the Red Scare." 
p. 318. 

9 
Hofstadter, Age of Reform, p. 279. 
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desirable that they would be retained, were soon done away 

V7ith in spite of Wilson's provocations in their favor. The 

public feeling seemed now to be that "to give government 

the pov/er to do good . . . might be also to give the power 

to do evil . . . " The intellectuals who had led the Pro

gressive movement retired from politics, •'•-'• and, as Noble 

noted, there was no legacy of a new generation of liberals. 

As the intellectual reformers retreated, proponents of the 

more traditional biases advanced, defending their version 

of the American dream against the forces that threatened 

12 

it. Anti-semitism, the Ku Klux Klan, and race riots 

ensued, only to reinforce the blow the New Republicans and 

their adherents had suffered to their philosophy of good 

and rational man. Schlesinger quotes Hiram Johnson, Pro

gressive ex-Governor of California and running-mate of 

Theodore Roosevelt in 1912, from an interview of 1920: 
The war has set back the people for a generation. 
They have bowed to a hundred repressed [sic] acts. 
They have become slaves to the government. They 
are frightened at the excesses in Russia. They 
are docile; and they will not recover from being 
so for many years. . . .13 

l^Authur M. Schlesinger, Jr., The Crisis of the 
Old Order, 1917-1933 (Boston: Houghton Mifflin Co, 1956), 
p. 39. 

11 
Hofstadter, p. 284. 

-"-̂ Paul L. Murphy, "Sources and Nature of Intoler
ance in the Twenties," Journal of American History, LI, 
(June 1964), p. 516. 

•'•Schlesinger, p. 45. 
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All this is not to propose that the Russian revo

lution set off this chain of reactions, but the response 

to the events in Russia was indicative of the things that 

were to come. 

In those years before television and radio, jour

nals such as The New York Times and The New Republic were, 

of course, the only means of mass communication, and their 

influence on the public was great. In 1917-1918, The Times' 

circulation was around 350,000 daily and 450,000 on Sun

day. The New Republic's circulation was of course, much 

smaller, reaching a peak of about 45,000 during that year, 

but among its readers it must have enjoyed high prestige 

with such respected and brilliant young intellectuals at 

its helm. However, compared with today's broadcast media, 

such figures seem rather small. The national networks 

claim to reach about 65,000,000 homes a day. Too, the 

medium of the journals was print, and print implies some 

interest and effort on the part of the reader to inform 

himself. Today, with virtually no effort on their part, 

people are exposed by television and radio to so many 

reports and interpretations in rapid succession that the 

implications stagger the imagination. It is too early, 

and completely beyond this writer's ability, to assess 

what the effect of such mass awareness will be on the 

American democratic faith that these two journals sup

ported. Certainly today's mass media make one hope that 
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those in charge of programming the networks have the same 

high purposes, principles and sense of responsibility as 

the publishers of The New York Times and The New Republic. 

It also makes one wish that they be omniscient. 
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