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AMERICA FACES RUSSIA tells what we
have thought of the land of the Czars and
the Communists.

What has the American press had to say
about Russia before 1917, and since?

Were our relations with the Czars as
friendly as they are commonly supposed to
have been?

W hat differences, if any, have shown up
in the Russian character and modus oper-
andi since the Revolution?

The answers to these questions and to
many others are to be found in this read-
able account of American response to the
Slavie character and purposes.

The author’s purpose has heen to ex-
amine the forces behind diplomatic events
and revise the stereotypes that we as a peo-
ple have formed about the Russians. His
hope is that American public opinion will
be able to deal more intelligently with the
problems of today when misconceptions
are cleared up and the antecedents of cur-
rent events are presented.

The simple and lively style of the book,
the broad sweep of time that it covers, and
its interpretive nature suit it for the general

reader.,
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anese-American Crises; A Diplomatic His-
tory of the American People; The Policy
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Preface

EVERAL years ago an American diplomat who had re-
cently returned from Moscow remarked that the more he
read of Russia’s past the less he found new in her present.

This challenging thought lay behind my decision to write a
book on Russian-American relations. There are few if any sub-
jects more important today than our dealings with the Soviet
Union, and there are few if any comparable problems about which
there exists as much popular misunderstanding. It is to be hoped
that a clearer comprehension of our relationships with the Rus-
sians in the past will enable us to deal more intelligently with them
in the future.

In essence this book is a broad survey of Russian-American
relations from earliest contacts to recent times. The story is
largely concerned with diplomatic problems, and the emphasis,
in line with the theme that I have developed in other public opin-
1on studies, is on the American attitudes toward such problems.
Some slight attention is paid to the influence of Russian literature
on the American mind, but none at all to Russian music, ballet,
opera, and theater. The latter have been culturally influential, but
they either were relatively unimportant in shaping public atti-
tudes toward Russia or they came so late that those attitudes
were already definitely shaped by other factors.

Many of the stercotypes that we as a people formed about the
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PREFACE

regimes of both Czars and Communists were not well founded in
fact. A disquieting amount of the information that we received
about Russia was one-sided, warped, or completely false. My
primary purpose is to discover what we thought on the basis of
what we learned, not what we would have thought had we se-
cured full and accurate information. This is why—and some of
my readers will never be able to understand this—I repeat a good
many lurid reports that were palpably untrue, without always
going out of my way to emphasize their falsity. In a democracy
like ours, where public opinion is such a powerful force, the truth
is often less important than what the people think is the truth.

Since I am a student of American history, and disclaim any
pretense to being an authority on Russia, I have written this book
from the point of view of the United States, and have limited the
Russian background to such bare essentials as are necessary for
an understanding of American reactions. No attempt is made to
develop in any detail the evolution of Russian opinion toward the
United States. Perhaps one day, when all the extant materials be-
come available, some scholar will write a book on this subject. I
wish him luck. It is difficult enough to assess public opinion in a
democracy where discussion in the newspapers is reasonably free
and unfettered. It is vastly more difficult where the press operates
under iron censorship.

I have deliberately chosen to devote more space to the era of
the Czars than to that of the Communists. Much of the more
recent period is reasonably familiar to prospective readers, and
the unavailability of relevant documents militates against writing
with satisfying finality. As a historian I am concerned largely with
the roots of present relations and attitudes, especially those having
to do with national character, and I have found it rewarding to
stress the years before 1917, particularly where I have chanced
upon virgin materials. Because I am attempting to cover the enor-
mous sweep of nearly two centuries, and because I limited my-
self for various reasons to a book of this length, I deemed it
desirable—not to say unavoidable—to appeal to the general
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PREFACE

reader through broad interpretation and judicious generalization
rather than to the specialist through extensive documentation and
elaborate detail.

Two of my colleagues in the History Department who are
specialists on Russian or Near Eastern affairs helpfully criticized
the manuscript. They are Professor Anatole G. Mazour and
Professor Wayne S. Vucinich. Dr. Fritz T. Epstein, Research As-
sociate and Curator of Slavic Collections, Hoover Institute and
Library, and Mr. Nicholas I. Rokitiansky and Mr. Robert P.
Browder, Slavic Fellows in the Hoover Institute and Library,
rendered a similar service. I here record my indebtedness, while
advising the reader that they and my other critics do not in all
instances approve of either my approach or my conclusions.
Others who read the manuscript critically are Professor Edith R.
Mirrielees, a former teacher and now editor of the Pacific Spec-
tator; Dr. Arthur L. Dean, my father-in-law; and Sylvia Dean
Bailey, my wife. Mrs. James Madison \Wood, Jr., and Mr. Stuart
G. Cross served efficiently as research assistants. The staffs of the
Department of State, of the National Archives, of the Library of
Congress, and of the Stanford libraries were, as usual, highly co-
operative. Scores of United States army and foreign service of-
ficers whom I interviewed in Europe during 1947—particularly
in Germany, Austria, and Czechoslovakia—provided much off-
the-record information as to their dealings with the Soviets near
or within the iron curtain. Several hundred of my students—
whether in dissertations, theses, or term papers—have broken
ground or explored bypaths in a way that has proved useful. Their
taskmaster will always feel a keen sense of obligation.

Tuomas A. BAlLEY
Department of History
Stanford University, California
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The Legend of
the Cordial Catherine

“What right have 1, after all, to interfere in a quarrel
[in America] foreign to my own concerns, on a subject
I am not supposed to understand, and with Courts at
such a distance from me?”—Catherine the Great, 1779

I

AM so glad to see you here,” declared Czar Alexander I as

he advanced graciously across the floor of the Imperial Palace

toward John Quincy Adams, recently arrived in St. Peters-
burg as the first minister of the United States in Russia.

Thus officially began, on a chill November day in 1809, that
curious and incongruous friendship between the two great na-
tions. It was destined to persist, with numerous ups and downs,
for over a century, and ultimately became an indestructible part
of our folklore. So much misunderstanding exists regarding it that
certain basic explanations must be made at the outset.

One fruitful source of confusion has been a failure on the part
of the American public to perceive that an international friend-
ship is something quite different from a personal friendship. A
personal friend is one to whom we are drawn by respect, esteem,
or even affection. He is usually one with whom we have much
in common, and we seek and enjoy his company. We take pleas-
ure in assisting him in time of trouble, as he does us, not because
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of any selfish advantage, but because we derive inner satisfactions
from helping those whom we like.

International relationships rest on an entirely different founda-
tion. By Websterian definition, a “friendly state” is simply one
that is “not hostile or antagonistic.”

In the light of such a definition the traditional Russian-
American amity of the nineteenth century was real, even though
somewhat hollow. The two systems of government were anti-
pathetic in the highest degree; the two peoples saw practically
nothing of one another; and the Czar, as was perfectly natural,
exploited us openly in promoting his own ambitions. The most
significant bond that the mismated nations had in common was
a hatred of England, and out of hatred grew friendship. There
is an adage to the effect that the enemies of our enemies are our
friends—whether we like them or not.

These are the elemental facts of international intercourse. But
the phrase “historic friendship” was mouthed so frequently in
the era of the Czars that the undiscerning American, not recog-
nizing the niceties of diplomatic terminology, ascribed to des-
potic Russia the unselfishness of a personal friend. When the
day of disillusionment finally dawned, we revealed a tendency,
no less illogical, to write off the whole attachment as completely
spurious.

In personal friendships motives arc all-important; in interna-
tional friendships they are not. The results are what count. Mo-
tives in the international sphere may be completely selfish, as
they commonly and properly are. This was essentially true of
Russian-American accord under the Czars, but whatever its mo-
tivation the attachment at times seemed very real and occasion-
ally exerted a powerful influence on the course of events.

2

Legends about international relationships are most apt to be
born in times of great stress, and under the spell of intensely wish-
ful thinking. Such legends endure tenaciously because they have
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LEGEND OF THE CORDIAL CATHERINE

been burned into the national consciousness by the hot iron of
events. This is notably true of our oldest friendship, that with
France, whose aid was indispensable to us in our war for inde-
pendence. Countless millions of Americans, under the spell of the
Lafayette tradition, have swallowed the myth that the French
monarchy helped us because it admired our revolutionary new
democracy, and not because it wanted to achieve its own ends
by hamstringing Britain.

Our next oldest traditional friend is Russia. She was on our
side, or appeared to be, not only during the War of Independ-
ence but also during the hardly less critical years of the War of
1812 and the great Civil War. Little wonder that the legend of
Czarist affection for the new republic took a deep hold.

The first of these hoary myths sprang up about the person of
Catherine II, better known as Catherine the Great. Generations
of our pcople were brought up to believe that the Czarina was
the “Mother of Independence,” for presumably out of love for
the gallant American revolutionists she spurned a request of
George III for the hire of some 20,000 Russian soldiers to crush
his rebellious subjects.

Itis a fact that in 1775 the British monarch applied to his fellow
sovereign for hirelings. It is also a fact that Catherine II refused
the royal request. But there seems to be no basis for the belief that
she did so out of any sentimental regard for the quarrelsome
colonials. In her reply to the king, she pointed out that she had
just finished an exhausting war with the Turks, and that for
various reasons she deemed it unwise to send 20,000 troops so far
away, where they would be out of touch with their Empress. She
nevertheless assured His Britannic Majesty that he could count on
her good will and her readiness to be useful to him.

The reasons listed by the cautious Catherine may not have been
the real ones, but they certainly were good ones. This was an era
when certain autocratic courts found it fashionable to toy with
advanced ideas, and the unwary have been misled by Catherine’s
dabbling in liberalism, through Voltaire and others, into thinking

3
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that she cherished real affection for rebellious subjects. Her later
castigation of the French revolutionists as a “gang of criminals”
betrayed her fundamental convictions.

Rebuffed by Catherine II, George III struck a bargain with
certain small German states, and ultimately employed some
30,000 so-called Hessians, whose plunderings and blunderings in
the new world brought their name into execration. The tradition
of Russian-American cordiality almost certainly would never
have taken hold if Cossacks rather than Hessians had been turned
loose upon the sons and daughters of liberty.!

This incident was remembered in a curious context more than
a hundred years later. The Bolsheviks were defending the soil of
Russia against foreign intervention, including that by United
States troops in Siberia and North Russia. Many American liberals
and other friends of the new Bolshevist regime protested against
our participation. They argued that since Catherine II had gen-
erously declined to send Cossacks to America during our war for
independence, we should repay this debt by refusing to send
doughboys to Russia during her war for survival.

3

In 1780, during the later stages of the American Revolutionary
War, Catherine II took the lead in organizing the neutral nations
of Europe into what was known as the Armed Neutrality. Her
purposes of course were purely selfish. Among other things she
hoped to force the British—who were then beset by Spain,
France, and The Netherlands—to acknowledge the rights of
neutral shippers and thus benefit Russian commerce. She also
planned to compel the beleaguered British to accept a mediation

1 A variant of the legend is that Catherine offered her Cossacks to George III,
but Frederick the Great of Prussia ruined the transaction by refusing to permit
them to cross his territory (Outlook, LXXVI, 617 [March s, 19041). Frederick
had nothing to do with such an incident, but the story perhaps has its basis in
the fact that he declined to allow certain Hessian troops to pass through his
country (P. L. Haworth, “Frederick the Great and the American Revolution,”
American Historical Review, 1X, 469 [April, 1904]).
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LEGEND OF THE CORDIAL CATHERINE

proposal which she was sponsoring in the hope of establishing her-
self as arbiter of the destinies of Europe.

The news of the anti-British League of Neutrals, which ulti-
mately included most of nonbelligerent Europe, reached America
during one of the darkest periods of the Revolution, just after the
disastrous defeats at Charleston and Camden. The good tidings
gave a lift to our drooping morale, and may have contributed
materially to our determination to fight on to Yorktown and be-
yond. The British were correspondingly depressed. But it does
not follow, as many Americans assumed then and later, that
Catherine II formed the League out of sympathy for us.

The bare facts are that the Armed Neutrality was a league of
neutrals, and the Unired States, as a belligerent, was not eligible
to membership. Catherine invited other neutrals to join, but not
the revolutionary American republic. Yet because we stood for
the same principles of a free sea as the League of Neutrals, we
naturally but ill-advisedly tried to push our way in. This is per-
haps the only time in the long history of American isolationism,
at least until 1948, that we actively sought admission into a Euro-
pean political organization.

An offshoot from the original legend, less widely held, is that
the Armed Neutrality won the war for the embattled colonials.
“The surrender of Cornwallis at Yorktown,” declared a writer
for Harper’'s Weekly in 1905, “did not bend the inflexible will of
George III; what broke the King’s stubborn heart was the adhe-
sion of Catherine II to the League of Neutrals, by which British
commerce was exposed to a process of strangulation.” 2

This is manifestly an exaggeration. The League did force the
Mistress of the Seas to modify her maritime practices to some ex-
tent, but not cripplingly so. It did help bring the British to a fuller
realization that the entire world was against them, and that they
would be well advised to salvage what they could from the de-
bacle. But the truth is that the Armed Neutrality was not firmly
united, and that the scattered forces of its members were not

2 XLIX, 1368 (Sept. 23, 1905).
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formidable. Catherine II in fact ultimately sneered at her own
brain child as the “Armed Nullity,” and turned her attention to
the Turkish problem. After all, why not let the two camps of
belligerents waste each other’s strength, while Russian power and
influence increased proportionately? This was undeniably pru-
dent policy.

Catherine II actually missed an opportunity to become the
“Little Mother” of the Great American Republic, had that been
her wish. In the dark days before and after Yorktown, the naval
strength of Britain was precariously balanced with that of her
foes. If Catherine had marshaled the total power of the Armed
Neutrality, and had thrown it vigorously into the scales, she might
have been able to force the British to terms. John Adams, then the
American envoy in The Netherlands, pointed out again and again
that in pursuing such a course lay Catherine’s certain road to
k“glory,” and he was both surprised and disgusted when she took
another path. But the Czarina would never have earned the title
“Great” if she had placed the interests of others above those of
the nation whose destinies were entrusted to her hands.

4

The strange mission of Francis Dana, who cooled his heels in
St. Petersburg from 1781 to 1783, further confuses the Catherine
legend.

A new government, like that of the fledgling United States in
1776, does not ordinarily send diplomatic envoys to foreign courts
until some hint is dropped that they will be welcome. No such
intimation was forthcoming from Catherine IIs capital, but so
desperate was our need for allies that we decided to pocket our
pride and send an emissary anyhow.

Dana was instructed by Congress to secure recognition, assist-
ance, admission to the Armed Neutrality, and a commercial
treaty. This would have been an ambitious program for even a
welcomed envoy, which the American decidedly was not. The
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formal reception of an agent from a rebelling state constitutes
official recognition, and if accorded prematurely is regarded as a
legitimate cause of war by the mother country. The calculating
Catherine II, who enjoyed the balancing and mediatory role of a
powerful neutral, had no stomach for a clash with Great Britain.?

The uninvited guest, who was poorly supplicd with funds, took
up unpretentious quarters in the Russian capital, and his enforced
frugality cost him both prestige and valuable contacts. Dana was
a strait-laced Puritan, and neither he nor his secretary and French
translator, the precocious “Master Johnny” Adams (John Quincy
Adams), then fifteen years of age, found himself at home in the
atmosphere of the somewhat dissolute St. Petersburg society.

Dana’s reiterated complaints, whether well founded or not, are
of unusual interest because many of them were repeated time and
again by his successors down to recent times. He was annoyed by
the surveillance of the secret police; by the opening of his mail
by postal authoritics; by the favoritism and blackmail at court (of
which he caught only a faint glimpse) ; by the necessity of having
to pay the four principal Russian ministers a bribe of 6,000 rubles
apicce, if he hoped to negotiate a commerecial treaty; by flagrant
graft (the officers of one regiment sold all the horses and pocketed
the proceeds); by delays in getting appointments, complicated by
humiliating rebuffs; by subterfuges and evasions (the Russian
vice-chancellor refused to put his commitments in writing) ; by
empty professions; by the dissimulation of Catherine II; and by
the futility of honest purpose and high-minded argument.

Some of these objectionable practices, one should note, were
to be found in other European courts, though perhaps not to such

3 Benjamin Franklin, then representing the United States in Paris, through an
oversight received a card of visit from the son of the Empress, and acknowledged
the honor by signing the callers’ list at the house of the Russian ambassador.
Fearful lest England take offense, the Russians in great perturbation persuaded
Franklin to burn the card and to allow his name to be erased (Francis Wharton,
ed., The Revolutionary Diplomatic Correspondence of the United States [Wash-
ington, 18891, V, 558 [July 1, 1782]).
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a pronounced degree. Valuable presents in the form of bribes were
common in eighteenth-century diplomacy, and in Russia they
may have been a heritage from the days when the Muscovites had
paid tribute to their Tartar overlords.

At any rate the long-suffering Dana endured the miseries of the
St. Petersburg climate for almost two years. Catherine II had
definitely made up her mind not to recognize our independence
until Britain did, and since we wanted Russian help so as to achieve
that independence, we finally decided that the game was not
worth the candle. Dana packed up his belongings and came home,
declaring that “the life of a Boston truckman” was preferable to
the diplomatic glories of St. Petersburg.

This unhappy experience did much to offset the conception in
America of a friendly Catherine II, and gave some currency to a
much less widely held counterlegend that the Empress was actu-
ally an open enemy of our people. More than a century later, in
the 1920’s, when uninvited and unwanted agents of the Bolsheviks
came to the United States, seeking recognition and assistance,
certain American conservatives alleged that in giving them the
cold shoulder we were merely following the example of Catherine
Il in her dealings with Dana.

In all fairness one must conclude that no particular blame at-
taches to the Czarina. We were far more at fault in attempting to
force our selfish attentions upon her than she was in refusing to
accept them. It is true that she might have clarified the atmosphere
by making known her position to Dana in unequivocal Anglo-
Saxon terms, but that was not her way or the Russian way of do-

ing things.

5
During the critical years of Dana’s mission St. Petersburg
seethed with intrigue. The resourceful British ambassador plotted
to offset the influence of his nation’s enemies, particularly of
France, whose envoy, despite the recent alliance, fiealt deviously
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and highhandedly with Dana. The frustrated American com-
plained to John Adams at The Hague, and through Adams—and
even directly—laid his troubles before the men in Congress who
were in charge of our statecraft. It is not farfetched to assume
that young John Quincy Adams, who later had a large hand in
aiming the Monroe Doctrine at Russia, was not immune from the
searing impact of youthful impressions. The sum total of these
disappointments near Catherine II’s court further opened Ameri-
can eyes to the dangers lurking in balances of power and the
machinations of European monarchs.

Catherine II did not find it to her advantage to welcome us into
the Armed Neutrality, or to recognize us, or to make a treaty of
alliance or commerce with us. So she did not. She saved us from
these troublesome entanglements in spite of ourselves, and in this
sense she may properly be spoken of as the godmother of Ameri-
can isolation.

6

The unfavorable picture of Catherine II already forming in the
American mind was further darkened by the part that she played
in mutilating the independent kingdom of Poland, and then eras-
ing it from the map.

The first partition of Poland—among Frederick the Great of
Prussia, Maria Theresa of Austria, and Catherine the Great of
Russia—had taken place in 1772, before our own War of Inde-
pendence and before we were deeply concerned with the fate of
other peoples fighting for freedom.

But the second partition of Poland—between Catherine and
Frederick—came in 1793, after we had won our independence.
Our sympathies were profoundly stirred by this sorry tale of in-
trigue and greed, even though the contemporaneous wars of the
French revolution stole the spotlight. We showed considerable
enthusiasm when the valiant Kosciuszko, widely known in Amer-
ica for his participation in our own War of Independence, raised

9



AMERICA FACES RUSSIA

the standard of revolt in 1794 against Prussia and Russia, only to
fall wounded on the battlefield and suffer incarceration in a Rus-
sian prison.

Kosciuszko was wishfully hailed in America, especially by his
former comrades-in-arms, as the future “Washington of Poland.”
A popular toast drunk at a banquet in Philadelphia ran: “The
brave Kosciuszko and his band of Patriots—May the Polish
cavalry ride roughshod over the slaves of the Northern She-Bear.
Three cheers.” * When in 1797 the vanquished hero, after two
years of imprisonment, made a triumphal tour of America, the
people of Philadelphia unhitched the horses from his carriage and
drew him to his lodging themselves.

The final partition of Poland in 1795—among Austria, Prussia,
and Russia—wiped the ancient kingdom completely from the
map.

It would be a mistake to assume that American resentment
against this blow to liberty was directed solely at Catherine II and
her Cossacks. Austria and especially Prussia shared the oppro-
brium, and at times Prussia was more roundly berated. American
sentiment on the whole seems to have been pro-Pole, proliberty,
and antityranny, rather than anti-Russian. But the Russians were
commonly described as servile, treacherous, rapacious, savage,
brutal, and bloodthirsty.

Catherine the Great, who personalized Russian ruthlessness and
tyranny, received her full share of condemnation in American
poems, sermons, toasts, and editorials. The “haughty” “Ruler of
the North,” the “Imperious Czarina,” the “female despot,” was a
“she wolf” or a “ravenous she bear.” One toast enthusiastically
drunk at Baltimore in 1795 called for “Ixecration to the abomi-
nable tyrant—May the blood of Poland crying from the dust,
bring down Heaven’s vengeance on her.”

Catherine II died in 1796, the year after the final partition of
Poland. Philip Freneau, “the poet of the American revolution,”

* Miecislaus Haiman, The Fall of Poland in Contemporary American Opinion
(Chicago, 1935), p. 136.
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celebrated her demise by giving a reverse twist to the legend of
the Czarina’s denial of her troops to George III:

She would have sent her Tartar bands
To waste and ravage galli¢ lands,
She would have sent her legions o’er,
Columbia! to invade your shore! °

5 Fred L. Pattee, ed., The Poewis of Philip Freneau (Princeton, 1907), 111, 136.
Quoted by permission of the Princeton University Library.

I1



I

The Era of the
Amiable Alexander

“Qur attachment to the United States is obstinate—
more obstinate than you are aware of.”—Remark of
Alexander I to John Quincy Adams, 1810

I

HE unfavorable public reaction in America to the rape of
Poland was but an interlude. Except for this one unhappy
episode, relations between the adolescent republic and

the ancient despotism continued virtually unrippled for more
than three decades. The flow of commerce was hardly more than
a rivulet, and there were only a few minor instances of friction,
such as poaching by American fur traders on Russian preserves
in what is now Alaska. Both nations were at loggerheads with
France in 1798, and the Russmns, now the suitors, sought to have
us join a coalition against the French. But we were wisely unwill-
ing to forsake the nonentanglement precepts of the Founding
Fathers.

\ In 1801 Thomas Jefferson mounted to the presidential chair
over the moribund body of the Federalist party. In the same year
Czar Alexander I mounted to the imperial throne over the mur-
dered body of his insane father, in whose death he was strongly
suspected of having had a hand. From his youth onward Alexan-
der had shown a sincere interest in the government of the United
States and a deepening admiration for Jefferson. Following the
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Czar’s efforts to secure the release of the crew of the United States
frigate Philadelpbia, captured in 1803 by Tripolitan pirates, Jef-
ferson struck up an interesting correspondence with the Em-
peror, and furthered the instruction of his autocratic compeer by
sending him books on the American constitution. It is somewhat
amusing to note that when Jefferson established the two-term
tradition by spurning a third term, the dictatorial Czar and his
ministers expressed regret.!

All of this pleasant epistolary interchange took place during
the years when Russia and America had not yet established formal
diplomatic relations with each other, although the United States
consul at St. Petersburg served as a medium of communication.
The basic reason for the absence of official intercourse was that
neither nation loomed sufficiently large in the other’s eyes to war-
rant more than a consular establishment. Ideological differences
had little if anything to do with the delay, as was definitely not
true more than a century later following the Bolshevik revolution.

The story of Russian recognition of the United States in 1809
is charged with drama. Alexander I, who had been fighting on the
side of Britain against France, was severely defeated in 1807 by
Napoleon. The two foemen met on a raft in the Niemen River,
near Tilsit, and after prolonged discussions the Czar agreed to
change sides and join his adversary. (This shift was hardly less
momentous than that of Stalin in 1939, when he turned against
the western Allies and made his ill-starred treaty with Hitler.)

As a result of his pact with Napoleon, Alexander I soon found
himself at war with the British, who proceeded to cut off sea-
borne trade with Russia. The Czar, who had hitherto been de-
pendent on English shipping for his maritime outlets, was forced
to look elsewhere for a carrier nation, and his eye naturally fell
upon the mushrooming merchant marine of the United States.
Russia’s hitherto friendly toleration of the transatlantic republic
suddenly gave way to a warm and persistent courtship.

1 John C. Hildt, Early Diplomatic Negotiations of the United States with
Russia (Baltimore, 1906), p. 37.
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But Alexander I and his advisers looked upon America as much
more than a carrier nation. Russia, as well as the other weaker
maritime powers, had long suffered from the arbitrary practices
of the British navy. A rival must be raised up to challenge “The
Tyrant of the Seas”; Russia, landlocked and ice-clogged, could
never hope to do so herself. The United States was the logical
contender. The lusty young democracy had all the physical and
geographical potentialities; besides, it was happily so far away that
when it became strong it would not stand in the way of Russia’s
expansive designs. The basis of Czarist cordiality toward Amer-
ica during the nineteenth century was a determination to cultivate
our power and friendship so that we could be used as a counter-
weight against the naval strength of Great Britain.

The United States grasped the outstretched paw of the Russian
bear with understandable enthusiasm. If the Russians needed help
against England’s maritime might, so did we. This was the period
when, shortly after the outrageous British attack on the United
States frigate Chesapeake, we had turned to the self-crucifying
embargo in an attempt to enforce our rights against Great Britain.
Thus it came about that St. Petersburg and Washington formally
exchanged ministers in 1809, sixteen years after the recognition
of our independence by the Mother Country.

By asingular coincidence the United States waited sixteen years
before recognizing the new Bolshevist government in 1933. As in
1809, each nation was willing to enter into formal relations be-
cause each felt that it had some definite advantage to gain.

2

By a curious turn of the wheel of chance, the first minister
selected for the American outpost in St. Petersburg was the same
John Quincy Adams who, as the “Master Johnny” of Dana’s
days, had received a disillusioning introduction to the Russian
Empire. It is regrettable thar all subsequent envoys sent to Russia
were not so well equipped for their duties, by training and previ-
ous contacts, as this rugged chip off old Plymouth Rock.
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After a wearisome journey of nearly eighty days on a sailing
ship, Adams reached his post. His primary responsibility was to
safeguard American commerce, which during these years of
blockades and counterblockades was receiving a manhandling
from the two sets of belligerents. Fortunately, he was more than
ordinarily successful in discharging his disagreeable duties.

Adams was grected with every show of cordiality at the Rus-
sian court. The phrases with which the Emperor and his ministers
avowed their friendship for the United States quickly became
stereotyped and were repeated, like a well-learned ritual but with
every evidence of sincerity, on ceremonial occasions for over a
century. Duplicity has often been ascribed to Russian character,
but in this instance the St. Petersburg officials were quite frank in
avowing their motives. They made no bones about their primary
desire to build up the United States as a counterpoise against the
British navy and thus defend the rights of weaker maritime neu-
trals, including first of all the Russian Empire.

The new American envoy had a reasonably happy stay, despite
the excessive cold, the long and gloomy winter nights, and the
debilitating social functions, which rasped his Puritanical con-
science as a waste of time. He described in a voluminous diary his
daily walks about the capital; and some of his most delightful pas-
sages have to do with meeting Alexander I, similarly engaged in
informal strolls, and the subsequent discussions between the two.
There can be no doubt that the Emperor still retained his friendly
interest in the United States. On one occasion Adams undertook
to explain how we had come to seize a portion of West Florida
from Spain in 1810 by highhanded methods. The Czar, perhaps
thinking of the current reshaping of the map of Europe, smiled
and said pleasantly, in the French of the educated classes, “On
s’agrandit toujours un peu, dans ce monde.” (Everyone always
grows a little in this world.) 2

Adams discoursed lengthily in his diary on the mechanical

2C. F. Adams, ed., Memwoirs of Jobn Quincy Adams (Philadelphia, 1874~
1877), 11, 261.
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nature of the Greek Orthodox worship; on the self-crossings, the
prostrations, and the kissings of the floor. He described the jewels
of the women and the stars and ribbons of the overdecorated men.
He stressed the jealousy and suspicion of the Russian officials,
whose prying forced him to send his most confidential reports in
cipher. He further complained of the delays in connection with
passports, and of the generally dilatory nature of the Russian
officials, many of whose promises and apologies proved com-
pletely empty. This in gencral was the same picture that etched
itself in the memory of Francis Dana, and it is one that was
described again and again, with varying shades, by subsequent
American ministers.

3

Smarting from maritime outrages and other grievances, the
United States rashly declared war on England, June 18, 1812, and
prepared to invade Canada. Four days later, and by another
strange coincidence, Napoleon even more rashly unleashed an
attack on Russia. Among other things, he was exasperated by the
refusal of his uneasy Slavic yokefellow to enforce the French
restrictions against foreign shipping. By an cven more extraor-
dinary coincidence, France opened warfare 129 years to the day
before Hitler launched his similarly disastrous assault upon his
ally Joseph Stalin. Napoleon got to Moscow, which Hitler never
did, but he might as well not have arrived, for the city was par-
tially burned out from under him. The American invasion of
Canada likewise backfired, though without Napoleon’s initial
successes or his frightful losses.

About a week after the fall of Moscow, when Russian fortunes
were at low ebb, the Czar proposed to mediate between the
United States and Britain, once again his ally. The formal pro-
posal reached Washington early in 1813 when American fortunes
were likewise at low ebb, following our failure to conquer Canada,
and the Madison administration grasped at this opportunity to
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withdraw from a war that might prove disastrous. Without even
waiting to learn whether London was favorable to mediation,
President Madison dispatched two envoys to St. Petersburg. But
the British for various reasons declined the good offices of Alex-
ander I, and the whole scheme fell to the ground.

The legend grew rapidly among unthinking Americans that the
Emperor attempted to mediate, primarily because he was a de-
voted friend of the United States and wanted to help us out of
our difficulties. What are the facts?

It is now clear that Alexander I quite logically tried to inter-
vene, not out of regard for America, but out of regard for Russia.
He was in a critical plight following the fall of Moscow. If Brit-
ain sent her regular troops to fight in America, she would prob-
ably withdraw them from the Peninsular War in Spain, thus
releasing French soldiers for the Russian front. By breaking with
Napoleon, Alexander had made himself eligible for English ship-
ping, and he was distressed to find his plans ruined by the ill-timed
clash between the Mother Country and Daughter Country. He
needed our commerce to supplement and compete with that of
Britain; and the attacks of American privateers on English mer-
chantmen interrupted his supplies from the outside world. More-
over, if the conflict continued, France and America, which were
fighting on the same side against Britain, might by the force of
events be driven into an alliance, and this would be harmful to
Russia.

The Russian statesmen presumably perceived also that it did not
square with long-run Russian policy to see America wasting her
strength in a premature and one-sided conflict with the British.
The events thus far in the Anglo-American war had strengthened
the Russians in their determination to back America as a naval
rival against England. The ill-trained armies of the United States
had done poorly, but the contemptible “fir-built frigates” and
sloops had, in a series of single-ship engagements, deflated the
pride of the Mistress of the Seas. Thereafter the Russian court
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strove more actively to woo the United States, even to the extent
of hoping ultimately for an alliance.?

4

Two myths have sprung from the major myth that the Czar
attempted to mediate because of his love for the United States.
One is that by intervening in the nick of time Alexander I brought
us and the British together, thereby rescuing us from imminent
disaster and securing a satisfactory peace. The other is that the
American people universally recognized the Emperor’s contribu-
tion and expressed gratitude for it.

It is true that although no direct results flowed from the at-
tempted mediation, the American and British negotiators were
brought together at Ghent, prematurely as the event proved.
Nothing was decided by these emissaries until news from the
battlefield indicated that the war had reached a stalemate, and
then peace was rather speedily concluded. The probabilities are
good that a similar result would have been achieved if Alexander I
had never stepped in.

As for American gratitude, there were two schools of thought.
On the one hand, considerable praise of the Czar was heard in
Federalist New England. The people of this section were gener-
ally pro-British, and they vehemently opposed a war in support of
the “anti-Christ” Napoleon against Great Britain, whose ‘““fast-
anchored isle” was the last important bulwark of constitutional
government in Europe. The Russians were fighting against France
on the side of Old England, and the New England Federalists
naturally rejoiced over their victories. On the other hand, the
Democratic-Republicans, who then controlled the government in
Washington, applauded the successes of the French and belittled
those of the Russians. The administration readily perceived that

3 “How happens it,” remarked Count Romanzoff to Adams, “that you are con-
stantly beating at sea the English, who beat all the rest of the world, and that
on land, where you ought to be the strongest, the English do what they please?”
(Adams, Memoirs, 11, 467).
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while Napoleon was winning battles against the British he was
pinning down redcoats who might otherwise be used to invade the
United States, and who in fact later burned the capital.

When Napoleon’s drive toward Moscow began with great
momentum, the loyal supporters of President Madison cheered
lustily. Then followed the icy retreat, and the New England
Federalists gave vent to their joy. The freezing to death of tens
of thousands of Frenchmen was celebrated by orations and pro-
cessions, much to the disgust of the Democratic-Republicans. At
an entertainment given in Boston to the Russian consul, glasses
were raised in honor of “Alexander the Deliverer.” “Cossack”
festivals were held and toasts were drunk to the Cossack Platov,
who had offered his daughter with a large dowry to anyone who
would assassinate Napoleon—a salacious tale that was later proved
false.*

The enthusiasm of the Federalists for the Czar was loudly con-
demned by the Democratic-Republicans. He had aroused great
expectations in the United States by his mediatory overture, so
great in fact as to inspire the fear that it was all a rumor. When he
failed to follow through and press the British sufficiently, there
was bitter disappointment. Once the fortunes of battle had turned
against Napoleon, Alexander I was kept busy in the field, and he
seems to have lost interest in his original proposal. The anti-
Federalist Niles’ Weekly Register sneered at the Federalists for
having ceased to toast “Alexander the Mediator” and for having
substituted “Alexander the Deliverer.”

The vitriolic Hezekiah Niles, whose Weekly Register was the
most influential journal of its kind in America, continued to pil-
lory the “Tartars,” and he helped implant in the public mind
certain unflattering and not too accurate stereotypes. Alexander
I, he declared, was a parricide, having connived at the murder of
his father; Catherine the Great had not only murdered her hus-
band but had lived in “open whoredom” with “a regiment of

4 Niles’ Weekly Register, V1, 144, 145 (April 30, 1814); XXIX, 115 (Oct. 22,
1825).
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male prostitutes,” whom she rewarded with gifts of some 150,000
slaves. The Cossacks were brave but bloodthirsty, cruel, savage,
and unjust, “in their general manners, but little milder than some
of the Indians of North America.” Russia had produced a “few
splendid characters,” but the great mass were sodden serfs, sub-
ject to the caprice and lust of their masters and hardly above the
level of our despised Negroes. The Russian Empire consisted “of
conquered countrics, 7surped provinces and ravaged territories,”
and “Alexander the Deliverer” continued to hold vast numbers
of subject peoples in slavery. “God help the world,” cried Niles,
“when religion, order, and law are to be supported by Russians.” ®
Yet this violent anti-Federalist and antimonarchist editor freely
conceded that Alexander I, bad though he was, was still the best
of the Luropean crowned heads.

Such was the general picture that Hezekiah Niles hammered in
upon his readers for over twenty years.

51bid., V1, 145 (April 30, 1814).
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A Musconite Menace

“The powers of Europe—The removal of one tyrant
[Napoleon], has transferred the sceptre to the hands of
many [ The Holy Alliance]”—Fourth of July toast, 1816,
at Augusta, Georgia

1

HE Russian Empire, despite costly sacrifices, emerged

from the Napoleonic wars with relatively great power.

Like the United States in 1917 and again in 1941, the

northern giant had entered the conflict comparatively late, and at

a time when both enemies and allies had wasted much of their

strength. Alexander I was by far the ablest leader among the

monarchs of Europe, and with the balance of power in dangerous

imbalance, owing to the exhaustion of potential rivals, he was in

a position to dominate the continent. His ascendancy was roughly
analogous to that of Stalin in 1945.

The Russian armies, as was later true in World War II, had
made an impressive record. They had shown defensive skill in
eviscerating Napoleon’s magnificent force; and then, spiking
rumors of inept generalship and poor fighting quality, had as-
sumed the offensive and expelled the remnants of the invader,
though not without heavy losses to themselves. The reputation of
Russian military prowess generally remained at a high level until
deflated by the Crimean War.
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The Czar’s troops constituted a substantial part of the Allied
juggernaut that rolled into France and crushed Napoleon. Tales
of Russian atrocities, many of them no doubt exaggerated or false,
found their way into the American press. The “Cossacks” were
reported to have pillaged and plundered, robbed and raped, mur-
dered and massacred. In one place they were said to have entered
a hospital on horseback and to have despoiled and butchered all
whom they found. At Fontainebleau the outraged French peas-
ants killed some of their oppressors, and, according to one news
report, many of the dead Russian looters “were found to have
eight or ten watches.” * (All of this is suggestive of the passion for
wrist watches and other gadgets which the Russian invader of
castern Europe later revealed during 1945.)

Uneasiness was expressed in the British and American press
over the size of the Russian army, which until its collapse in
World War I was the largest of any European power. In 1816
the total strength of the Empire’s military force was placed at
1,100,000; and there were the now familiar complaints that Alex-
ander I, instead of demobilizing his soldiers, as the other Allies
were doing, had increased their number. (Yet it should be noted
that figures regarding the striking power of the Russian army dur-
ing the nineteenth century are illusory. Disproportionately large
numbers of soldiers were nceded, many of them for police and
garrison work, because the Czar had a disproportionately large
domain to protect.)

There is also something surprisingly modern about the reports
in the carly 1820’s that Russia was waging what is now called a
war of nerves on Persia and Turkey. In 1821, 54,000 Russian
troops were said to be mobilized on the Persian frontier, and the
next year the Czar was allegedly massing 200,000 men on the
Turkish border. The Turks were desperately bestirring them-
selves to put their country in the best possible state of defense.

The rumor also gained currency that the Russian troops who
had been to France were, upon their return home, segregated

"I Niles Weekly Register, V1, 144 (April 30, 1814).
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from the “lower orders” of the people. The government pre-
sumably feared that these soldiers, having been exposed to the
liberal virus of the French Revolution, might exercise a contami-
nating influence. (This report parallels accounts after World
War II that the Moscow regime put its troops who had been out-
side Soviet borders through an ideological “delousing.”)

Just as the overthrow of Hitler in 1945 brought into the ascend-
ancy a Communist power which to many people secemed no less
a menace to our civilization than the Nazis, so the downfall of
Napoleon and the dominance of Alexander I gave birth to similar
misgivings. In the American press reference was made to an al-
leged remark of Napoleon—likewise paralleling Hitler’s propa-
ganda—that the Allies had made a great mistake in not fighting on
France’s side against the Cossack menace; in another gencration
all Europe would either be Russian or republican. The Marquis
of Wellesley was reported to have said that the victory over Na-
poleon at Waterloo was unfortunate for England; having put
down a power that she might have controlled, she had raised up a
power that she would be unable to control.

2

While tales of Russian rapists were drifting into America from
France, the Russian consul general in Philadelphia, one Koslov,
was arrested in 1815 on the charge of raping a twelve-year-old
girl employed in his household as a servant. The accused dignitary
was thrown into prison.

The local authorities finally dismissed the case, even though one
reputable historian asserts that Koslov was undoubtedly guilty.
Only the federal courts could take cognizance of a crime com-
mitted by a consular official, and they did not assume jurisdiction
in this instance because rape was a common-law offense. The
Russian minister in Washington, Andrei Dashkov, after unsuc-
cessfully attempting to secure both monetary reparation and a
restitution of Koslov’s character, abruptly broke off diplomatic
relations on his own responsibility. Then, as now, the Russians
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did not appreciate the perplexities of Anglo-Saxon jurispru-
dence.

The imperial court in St. Petersburg was displeased by the
cavalier treatment accorded the Czar’s consular representative,
and for some while thereafter the American minister was con-
scious of a frigid atmosphere. But upon more mature considera-
tion Alexander I abandoned the high ground that his officials had
taken, and normal relations were restored. The influential Wash-
ington National Intelligencer forthwith praised the magnanimity
and flexibility of the Emperor. Minister Dashkov, who had suc-
ceeded in making himself thoroughly disagreeable, was recalled
in response to American desires.

The whole unhappy affair was scarcely more than a tempest in
a samovar. But it demolishes the legend that all was sweetness and
light in our early diplomatic dealings with Russia, and that there
had never been, as often alleged, any rupture of relations prior to
the time of the Bolsheviks. The incident further focused attention
on the fact that the Czar had not been sending a high class of
representatives to America, as was also truc of other European
rulers, who did not regard the United States as of primary im-
portance. Ienceforth abler diplomatic and consular officials were
generally chosen to represent their august master.

3

Alexander I, who had more energy and vision than other
despots of his day, took the lead in drawing up a strange document
known as the Holy Alliance. In broad terms it bound the signa-
tory sovereigns to govern their subjects in accordance with the
principles of the Christian religion. The rulers of Austria and
Prussia signed with some reluctance, and possibly out of a desire
to humor their powerful fellow monarch.

The Holy Alliance, as such, accomplished nothing of real con-
sequence. But the term “Holy Alliance” was popularly though
erroneously applied to the Quadruple Alliance, consisting of the
three charter members of the Holy Alliance (Russia, Austria, and
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Prussia), with the addition of Britain. If the Holy Alliance was
visionary and not to be feared, the Quadruple Alliance was power
politics and greatly to be dreaded.

Democratic Americans, nurtured as they were on the anti-
monarchical and antialliance tradition, could hardly have been ex-
pected to greet the Holy Alliance with unrestrained enthusiasm.
But surprisingly enough, it was received with considerable sym-
pathy, especially in New England, which since 1812 had held
Alexander I in grateful memory as a mediator and then a deliverer.
Nor could Puritan New England take violent exception to any
scheme, however meaningless, that was based upon the Christian
religion. Despite the nonentanglement precepts of George Wash-
ington and the other Founding Fathers, some little agitation de-
veloped in favor of our adhering to the Holy Alliance. The
Massachusetts Peace Society even entered into correspondence
with Alexander I, who replied in cordial terms.? But one Balti-
more editor probably echoed a more popular sentiment when he
branded the whole scheme as a mask “to blind the misguided mul-
titude.”

After earlier feelers, the Russian government in 1819 formally
invited the United States to join the Holy Alliance. Alexander
I was parting company with Great Britain, his late ally in the
war against Napoleon, and he returned instinctively to his old
policy of cultivating good relations with the transatlantic repub-
lic. Almost automatically during the nineteenth century when
England and Russia drifted apart, Russia and America drew
closer together. Actually, the Russians in 1819 were looking to-
ward ultimate alliance with the United States in support of mutual
aims.

“Master Johnny” Adams was now Secretary of State, and with
his rich years of experience in St. Petersburg was not to be en-
trapped by Russian wiles. While praising the righteous aims of
the Holy Alliance, he made it clear that the United States was

2 Merle E. Curti, The American Peace Crusade, 1815-1860 (Durham, N.C.,
1929), p. 27.
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determined to keep entirely aloof from the political systems of
Europe.

American tolerance of the Holy Alliance underwent a sharp
change in 1820, when an epidemic of revolutions in Spain, Naples,
and Portugal challenged the monarchical principle. The autocrats
of Russia, Austria, and Prussia were alarmed by the outburst
in Naples. Conferring together either in person or through their
representatives at two conferences, one at Troppau and the other
at Laibach, they took steps that led to the stamping out of the
Neapolitan revolt. Although the crushing was done by Austrian
troops, Alexander I had been present at both conferences, and
the rumor spread that he had expressed a willingness to ravage
Naples with thousands of Cossacks if the Austrians could not do
the job.

Red-blooded American republicans were shocked by the snuff-
ing out of the Neapolitan uprising. We instinctively sided with
the oppressed rather than the oppressors, all the more so since
we were devotees of liberty, beneficiaries of one of the great
democratic revolutions of modern times, and sympathizers with
the then embattled patriots of Spanish America. By mid-1821
the Russian minister in Washington reported that the American
newspapers were “outspoken” against the Allied powers, and
he refused to attend a Fourth of July banquet because “some
one would be sure to attack the Holy Alliance.” A popular con-
temporary toast was: “The Holy Alliance and the Devil: May
the friends of liberty check their carecr, and compel them to
dissolve partnership.” ?

Even the peace socicty enthusiasts of New England had by
now cooled off, and many former friends of the “magnanimous
Alexander,” when he had been fighting Napoleon, had turned
into critics. The Holy Alliance was clearly an unholy enterprise,
and the Czar, as its leader, was thought to be more villain than
saint, regardless of his high-sounding principles and his former
benevolence toward the United States.

8 Washington National Intelligencer, Junc 2, 1821.
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4

While American eyes were focused on the repressive menace
of Czarism in Europe, signs of a more imminent menace began
to appear on what was destined to be our Pacific frontage.

Late in the eighteenth century adventuresome Russian pioneers
had established trading posts in what is now Alaska, thus ex-
tending the vanguard of empire beyond the frozen wastes of
Siberia into a third continent. Pushing down the northwest coast,
they built Fort Ross in Spanish California, north of present San
Francisco and near the mouth of the Russian River. A few other
place names, such as Mount St. Helena, still bear silent testimony
to their enterprise.

The preoccupied American was not unduly aroused by rumors
of Russian penetration into faraway California. A few discern-
ing citizens perceived that some day we would need a window
on the Pacific, presumably San Francisco and its environs. But
this all lay in the womb of the future, and in the meantime the
scattered Spanish and Indian inhabitants were harmless caretakers.

The St. Louis Enquirer complained in 1819 that to its knowl-
edge only one writer had mentioned Russian trespassing on the
North American continent. This journal was distressed to note
that while our people viewed with “astonishment” the progress
of the Russian colossus in Furope and Asia, “they have not thought
of looking to the west to sce this giant power already mount-
ing upon their own backs.” The Enquirer had learned by round-
about reports through fur traders, both American and Russian,
that the Czar planned to take over not only the gulf and peninsula
of California but also Spanish claims to the western coast of
North America. The Democratic Press reported late in the same
year (1819) that the Russians had two or more warships cruis-
ing from below the coast of California to above the Columbia
River. Most fantastic of all was the rumor, by way of a Russian
frigate in Canton, that Spain had ceded California to the Czar
in payment for forthcoming assistance in crushing the Spanish
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American rebels.* But all of these tales caused little stir in a land-
surfeited United States.

American indifference was rudely jarred in 1821, when Alex-
ander I issued a ukase or decree forbidding foreign ships to ven-
ture within one hundred Italian miles of the coast of present-day
Alaska, north of 51 degrees. Legend to the contrary, the decree
was not intended as a hostile act. It was not evidence of new
imperialistic dreams, but a rather hasty and ill-considered device
to protect the monopoly of the Russian-American Company
against foreign intruders. Yankee fur traders, among others, had
penetrated this region and had not only cut into Russian profits
but had debauched the Indians with alcohol. Such encroach-
ments made more difficult local control of the natives and also
led to disagreeable incidents which threatened to dampen Russo-
American amity.

The American public quickly read into Alexander’s manifesto
a good deal more than was intended. By unfortunate timing,
the document was issued only a few months after the Congress
of Laibach, which had been dominated by the Czar and which
had sounded the death knell of the Neapolitan revolt. In push-
ing the Russian sphere of interest well down the Pacific coast into
the Oregon Country, Alexander I seemed to be revealing vora-
cious designs on our future bailiwick. We had already cast covet-
ous cyes upon it ourselves, and in the treaty that we had concluded
with Britain only three years earlier, we had been admitted to
temporary joint occupancy.

The ukase was not only a startling claim to sovereignty over
one hundred miles of the open ocean, but it was an inconsistent
claim as well. During most of the nineteenth century, and even
earlier, both Russia and the United States were leading cham-
pions of a free sea against the pretensions of Britain. This was
one of the few conspicuous occasions during those years when
St. Petersburg temporarily turned its back upon the principle of
freedom of the seas.

4 Niles’ Weekly Register, XV1, 361 (July 124, 1819); XVII, 232 (Dec. 11, 1819).
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5

The implications of the ukase were alarming, but American
opinion, while generally unfavorable, was surprisingly calm. The
newspaper cditors seem to have been much more concerned
about Russian designs on Austria, Greece, and Turkey. The
northwest coast of North America was too far away; the line of
51 degrees established by Alexander I was several hundred miles
north of the present boundary of the United States; there was
plenty of elbowroom in this vast area for everyone; and the num-
ber of American fur traders affected was too few. IEven so, more
concern seems to have been expressed over our trading interests,
especially by mercantile Massachusetts, than over the possible
fate of the territory. There was even a little talk in Congress
of protecting our commercial stake with fortifications on the
Columbia River. Niles’ Weekly Register snecred at the offensive
decree of the “magnanimous Alexander” and suspected that it
might mean war, but other spokesmen were inclined to poke
fun at the greed of a sovereign who already controlled one sixth
of the earth. Some months later a rhymster expressed his views
in whimsical verse:

Old Neptune one morning was seen on the rocks,
Shedding tears by the pailful, and tearing his locks;
He cried, a Land Lubber has stole, on this day,

Full four thousand miles of my ocean away;

He swallows the earth, (he exclaimed with emotion),
And then, to quench appetite, slap goes the ocean;
Brother Jove must look out for his skics, let me tell ye,
Or the Russian will bury them all in his belly.*

The Department of State, which is better equipped than the
public to perceive far-off dangers, betrayed much more anxicty
and made vigorous representations to St. Petersburg, as did the
British. The Russian Foreign Office, recognizing that the ukase

5 Ibid., XX1V, 146 (May 10, 1823).
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had gone much further than was intended, quickly backed down
on Russian claims to the high seas. For various reasons Alex-
ander I decided to contract his overextended holdings and with-
draw up the coast past 51° to 54° 40/, the present southern tip
of Alaska. He formalized this retreat by treaties with the United
States (1824) and Great Britain (1825).

Recent scholarship has revealed that the Russian policy of
withdrawal was motivated partly by a desire to avoid friction
with the United States and Great Britain, so that the Foreign
Office would have a freer hand to press for an outlet at the Dar-
danelles. Why push America into the arms of Great Britain over
an issue involving a wilderness of questionable value to land-sated
Russia?> American friendship in the long run could be worth
vastly more than a few cargocs of smelly furs.

6

Alexander I, as a ringleader of reaction, was eager to assist his
fellow monarch, Ferdinand VII of Spain, in restoring the yoke
of absolutism to the necks of the newly born Spanish American
republics. In 1817 he sold to his brother monarch a half-dozen
or so rotting warships, which, so the rumor ran, would be used
against the South American revolutionaries. In return Russia
would allegedly receive the Mediterranean island of Minorca
as a naval base, plus the two Californias.

The Spanish revolutionary upheaval of 1820 diverted the
attention of Alexander I to dangers nearer home. In 1821 the
report spread in America that the Czar was eager to send a large
number of his liberty-trampling troops into Spain.® Similar tales
persisted until 1823, when French troops, acting as the hatchet
men for the European sovereigns, did the job themselves in a
thoroughgoing fashion. The fear was prevalent that they would
next attack Spain’s rebellious colonies.

8 The Czar in 1822 had in mind 150,000 troops, but his allies did not welcome
the idea. See Harold Temperley, The Foreign Policy of Canning, 1822-1827
(London, 1925), p. 66.
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The rebels of Spanish America had thrown open their ports
to the outside world, and British and American traders were
savoring this new trade, which formerly had been monopolized
by Spain. If the autocrats of Europe, led by Alexander I, should
next restore the Spanish king to the throne of his ancestors, this
purblind Bourbon would no doubt withdraw the recently granted
privileges. Neither the United States nor Great Britain—espe-
cially the British merchants—found the prospect palatable, and
the presumed designs of the Czar were, contrary to his well-
reasoned policy, propelling America and Britain into each other’s
arms.

On a momentous day in 1823 the British Foreign Sccretary,
George Canning, proposed that the United States join with
Britain in a declaration designed to warn the European despots
against meddling in the Americas. But Secretary of State John
Quincy Adams induced his colleagues in Washington to rebuft
this offer and embark upon a lone-wolf course. Entanglement
was contrary to our traditional principles, and since in any event
the British navy would presumably not permit the Luropean
monarchs to come, we could safely issue a defiant declaration
under our own auspices.

The twice-told tale of the Monroe Doctrinc need not be re-
peated. But the fact is often overlooked that the Doctrine had
two barrels, the first of which was aimed ostensibly at Russia,
and the second largely at Russia. With Russian activity on the
northwest coast obviously in mind, Monroe warned the powers
that there was henceforth a closed season on colonization in the
Americas. This applied to England, France, and other nations,
no less than to Russia. What they had they might retain, but
they must not extend their holdings. The second barrel was
aimed at the European despots, who were warned to keep their
monarchical systems—and that meant the Holy Alliance and
Russian absolutism—out of the New World. If they came, they
might threaten our territorial and political security.

Legend again to the contrary, Monroe’s memorable manifesto
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did not frighten the European monarchs away. They appear not
to have had any well-developed plans for intervention, and in
any case the stout wooden walls of the British navy stood athwart
their course. Alexander I was presumably annoyed by the repub-
lican pretensions of the Americans, all the more so because their
bombast was so ridiculously disproportionate to their power.
The Russian navy, on paper at least, was superior to ours,” and
had not the British fleet been unwittingly supporting America’s
policy, the Czar might conceivably have taken vigorous measures.

It is likewise a common error to suppose that Alexander I was
so alarmed by Monroc’s strong language that the next year he
hastened to conclude the treaty by which he withdrew to 54°
40”. The truth is that the policy of contraction had already been
agreed upon, and Secretary Adams, who had been vigorously
negotiating on the northwest coast problem, was well aware
of this fact. The Monroe Doctrine was more in the nature of a
general warning to future colonizers, inspired in part by the pre-
sumed Russian threat in what is now Alaska, and as such it later
proved its worth.

Quarts of ink have been consumed by the subject of who was
the principal author of the Monroe Doctrine, President Monroe
or Sccretary Adams. No one seems to have given Alexander I
his due. If he had not made such extravagant claims in his ukase
of 1821 and if he had not assumed leadership of the European
autocrats in repressing liberal stirrings, the Monroe Doctrine—
one of our most useful and enduring foreign policies—probably
would not have been issued at the time it was and in the form it
was.

7 According to the report of the Secretary of the Navy (Senate Docs., 18 Cong.,
1 sess., I, 116) the United States on Nov. 10, 1823, had in active service only one
ship of the seventy-four-gun class, as compared with seventy for Russia (Niles’
Weekly Register, XXVI, 333 [July 27, 1824]). But other American vessels could
have been made rcady for sea in due time.
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7

Alexander I continued his hostility to recognition of the newly
born Spanish American republics, and was displeased when the
United States formally welcomed them into the family of nations.
As late as 1824, the year after the Monroe Doctrine, he was more
active than any of his fellow monarchs in encouraging Spain
to continuc her struggle against the rebels. But by 1825 Russia
bowed to the inevitable, and in response to representations from
the United States took steps designed to bring about mediation
between Spain and her wayward offspring.

Yet the rapidly expanding American republic and the enor-
mous Furasian absolutism were not always at cross purposes dur-
ing these troubled years. St. Petersburg did encourage Spain to
ratify the treaty of 1819, by which we acquired, among other
things, the smiling expanse of Florida. Both Russia and the United
States favored independence for the struggling Greeks, although
for different reasons. A dispute arose between America and
Britain over slaves carried away by evacuating British forces after
the War of 1812, and when the issue was referred to the Czar
for arbitration under the treaty of 1818, he rendered a decision
favorable to us. His findings were presumably based upon a
judicial examination of the evidence, but our citizens were dis-
posed to look upon the award as an act of favoritism. And the
retreat to 54° 40’ was generally regarded in this country, with-
out too critical an examination of the motives, as a gracious act.

Yet all of these incidents, some of them relatively minor, do
not obscure the fact that during much of the time from 1815 to
about 1825 American public attitudes toward Russia were un-
friendly. As long as the issue of republicanism was uppermost
in the two hemispheres, the interests of the greatest despotism and
the greatest democracy were bound to clash.
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Rafts the F riendship

“Posterity will read with fainting heart the dreadful
tragedy of Poland’s fall.”—Buffalo Journal and General
Advertiser, 1832

I

LEXANDER I died in 1825 of natural causes, unlike many
of his predecessors and two of his four successors. With
advancing ycars and hardening of the intellectual arteries,

he had forsaken many of his more liberal ideals and Niles’ Weekly
Register, never a devotee of despotism, laid no verbal floral offer-
ings on his tomb. He had been “the soul” of the dreaded Holy
Alliance, “the dictator of the continent,” always acquiring power
“under the semblance of moderation,” on the whole perhaps “the
most dangerous man of modern times’—not even excepting
Napoleon.! This portrait was obviously unfair.

A violent though small-scale outburst, known as the Decembrist
revolt, attended the accession of Alexander’s brother, Nicholas
I. Among the rebels were troops who had occupied France and
who in some degree had been infected with the virus of revolu-
tionary ideals. The conspiracy was quickly crushed and the ring-
leaders were brought to trial. It is noteworthy that the defendants
alluded repeatedly to the beneficent institutions of the United
States and to the inspiring example of that grear rebel, George
_—lm 377 (Feb. 11, 1826).
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Washington. One of the constitutions drawn up by the con-
spirators actually provided for a federal system rather closely
modeled upon that of the American constitution. All these proofs
of the subversive influence of republicanism could hardly have
endeared the United States to the absolutist rulers of Russia.

Harsh treatment—the usual lot of defeated rebels—was meted
out to the Decembrist ringleaders. Five were hanged and thirty-
one condemned to hard labor in Siberia, while the remainder of
the one hundred and twenty were cxiled to Siberia or sentenced
to prison for varying terms. The American public was shocked
by the vindictiveness of Nicholas I, who was regarded as the
archfoe of liberalism. The death penalty seemed lenient when
one thought of the agonized souls who were allegedly chained
together and forced to plod hundreds of frostbitten miles into
Siberia, there, so the story ran, to be buried alive in the silver
mines.? When the condemned man entered the shaft, according
to one untrustworthy report, funeral services were customarily
held at the entrance. But true or not, the tales left an unfortunate
impression.

2

The century-long squabbling betwcen Russia and America
over tariffs is a significant story, though one almost completely
neglected by the chroniclers of our diplomacy. Every major
tariff revision by the United States has trampled heavily on the
toes of foreign producers, among them the Russians.

The British first enslaved steam in the latter part of the eight-
eenth century, and won the advantage of a long head start over
competitors in inaugurating the Industrial Revolution. Both
America and Russia were sprawling agricultural countries, and
as a consequence the Industrial Revolution did not come to Amer-
ica until decades after it had changed the face of the British
Isles. It did not reach Russia until many years later.

The Jeffersonian embargo of 1807-1809, followed by non-

2 Niles’ Weekly Register, XXXI, go (Oct. 7, 1826).
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intercourse and the War of 1812, cut off exports from England
to America, with the result that the ingenious Yankees were
forced to give birth to their own infant industries. When the
shooting stopped, British manufacturers began to dump their
surpluses upon the United States, selling them below cost with
the intention of smothering the new competitors in the cradle.
The wail of these war babies for protection—and they really
were “infant” industries in those days—resulted in our first
avowedly protective tariff, that of 1816. By 1824, and under
the leadership of the magnetic Henry Clay, the protective tariff
was being combined with the building of roads and canals for
the stimulation of American manufactures, under a bootstrap-
lifting scheme known as the “American system.”

The Czar and his advisers were no doubt impressed by the suc-
cess of the American tariff of 1816 in saving and strengthening
home industry. They were also learning that the tariff, which had
been used by foreigners to harm Russia, could be used by Russia
to harm foreigners. Yet during these years the volume of trade
between the Empire and the United States was relatively small,
and the mutual annoyance caused by tariff schedules was far from
serious.

But the notorious tariff law of 1828, known in America as the
“Tariff of Abominations,” could not be laughed aside, because its
unprecedentedly high rates struck a body blow at the Russian iron
and hemp industries. (Russian hemp was then highly prized by
the United States navy and merchant marine.) Happily the
“abominations” were largely pared away from the tariff by re-
ductions in 1832 and 1833, and these concessions caused much
satisfaction in Russia.

3
Nicholas I had hardly crushed the Decembrist revolt and es-
tablished himself on the Romanov throne when he became in-
volved in two wars abroad and a large-scale revolt at home.
The Russian invasion of Persia (1826-1828), resulting from
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what the Russians regarded as Persian aggression, was crowned
with victory. Two new provinces were acquired, and a new
boundary between the two nations was established. The fighting
attracted little notice in the United States.

A far more serious conflict between the Russians and the Thurks,
1828-1829, erupted after months of rumored hostilities. The
American press, unable to secure reliable news from points so far
distant, had to devote considerable space to contradicting previ-
ously printed tales. A premature report, published in the United
States and describing several battles between the Turks and the
Russians, proved to be a hoax, possibly designed to manipulate the
London stock exchange. With a few changes of names and dates,
it was a copy of an official bulletin issued during a former Russo-
Turkish War.?

The Russian armies started off well, and then, owing in part to
overextended supply lines and disease, encountered reverses that
somewhat shook the myth of Muscovite invincibility. But re-
gathering their strength, the Czar’s warriors captured Adrianople
and were soon hammering at the long-coveted gates of Constanti-
nople. The Sultan desperately appealed to the European powers
for help. England and Austria, not wishing to have Turkey col-
lapse and leave the Dardanelles in Czarist hands, successfully in-
tervened. By the treaty of Adrianople (1829) the Russians
secured a confirmation of their protectorate over thc Balkan
provinces of Moldavia and Walachia, and made certain gains on
the Caucasian coast of the Black Sea.

The impressions that the American public had formed of Rus-
sia were not materially changed by these two wars. One journal,
apparently not appreciating the significance of the joint-power
intervention, praised Nicholas I for the moderation of his terms.
But a few newspapers even revealed some pro-Turkish sentiment,
partly because our sympathy naturally goes out to the underdog,
whether we know the facts of the case or not.* And among our

8 lbid., XXX1V, 348 (July 26, 1828).
4 North American Review, XXI, 400-401 (April, 1830).
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more ardent apostles of liberty there was some condemnation of
the Russians, who allegedly had betrayed the interests of the
revolutionary Greeks by leaving them to the tender mercies of
the Turks.

Yet the American press sounded one alarmist note. The Russian
Empire, not content with its vast territories, was inexorably get-
ting larger. The gains from Persia and Turkey, while not enor-
mous, testified to an insatiable appetite. When would the Russian
giant consent to be caged?

4

The year 1830 was one of revolution throughout Europe, and
the bloodiest and most spectacular outburst occurred in Russian
Poland. The Poles had long been passionately devoted to national
liberty, and although they enjoyed some measure of autonomy
under the Russians, they panted for complete freedom. Raising
the banner of revolt, they battled not only with firearms but with
scythes and pitchforks. The women of Warsaw were reported to
have melted down their wedding rings to provide coins for the
causc.

The Polish rebels at first enjoyed considerable success, and our
citizens, with their deep-scated tradition of liberty, rcjoiced over
the “glorious tidings” from the “gallant” and “heroic” Poles,
while denouncing the “barbaric” Russians. The memory of our
own War of Independence was still fresh, and we looked upon
the insurrcctionists as emulating our worthy example. Nor could
we forget such Poles as Pulaski, who had fallen while fighting for
American freedom at Savannah, and Kosciuszko, whose engineer-
ing contributions had been less spectacular but no less noteworthy.

American enthusiasm for the Poles was expressed in various
ways and in numerous places. Books about Poland enjoyed an
unusual sale. Orators lashed out against Czarist tyranny, hoping
that the northern bear would “skulk back to his marshes and ice-
bergs.” Toasts were freely drunk, including one at a Fourth of
July picnic: “Poland, be free! or leave the soil to slaves. There is
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a refuge for your sons in a land of freedom!” ® We expected that
England and France would provide troops for Poland, and were
angered when they did not do so. Clinging to our sacred principles
of noninvolvement, we would send our blessing and some dollars.
A special American committee raised funds, which were sent to
Paris, there to be disbursed by an organization under the patron-
age of the aged General Lafayette. The money arrived too late
to be of help in the rebellion, but was used to succor refugees. It
is a curious fact that then, as later, the people of the United States
assumed that the Poles were fighting to establish a democracy
after the American pattern. We did not realize that while some
of the revolutionists were ardent democrats, many of the Polish
nobles were seeking to set up their own form of home-grown
autocracy.

The Russian armies finally gathered momentum and flattened
out the opposition. Victory was achieved, so it was reported in
America, partly because the Czar’s officers had perfidiously
broken amnesty terms. At all events a period of cruel repression
was begun which, however much exaggerated, was carried on
with extreme ruthlessness. The ringleaders were exccuted, and
several thousand families were exiled to the Caucasus. One of the
condemned men, while on his way to exccution, was said to have
gathered a handful of soil and exclaimed, “For this we have fought,
and for this we arc willing to die!” ¢

Horror tales, many no doubt fabrications, shocked our citizens.
A young woman received two hundred lashes for having sent
provisions to some unfortunate insurgents dying in the woods.
The wife of one ringleader was condemned to receive five hun-
dred lashes for having sheltered a kinsman. She begged that she
be executed publicly, so that her fate might inflame the courage
of the patriots. Denied this dubious boon, she committed suicide
in prison by forcing pins into her bosom.

8 Arthur P. Coleman, A New England City and the November Uprising
(Chicago, 1939), p. 56.
¢ Niles’ Weekly Register, XLV, 411 (Feb. 15, 1834).
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The Russians not only punished the Polish leaders but embarked
upon a program of Russification which continued with varying
interludes down to the era of World War 1. Former privileges
were swept away, and onerous new restrictions were imposed, in-
cluding attempts to stamp out the Polish language. Late in 1834
Niles’ Weekly Register reported the following:

A beautiful Polish girl at a boarding school at Warsaw, aged only
15, who was found playing the national air, “La Pologne n’est pas
encore perdue!” [Poland is not yet lost] was seized by the governor,
dragged to the guard house, and there whipped and violated by the
Cossacks so shockingly, that she dicd of shame and gricf! Many of
the Poles, in consequence of their misery have committed suicide.”

French, and particularly British sources unfriendly to Russia, gave
additional currency to such atrocity stories.

Destitute Polish refugees, the vanguard of a wretched multi-
tude whom Czarist oppression was to cast upon our shores, began
to reach New York, and in their personal appearance gave mute
evidence of what they had suffered. The New York Awmzerican
noted in 1832 that many of them, having sold the few valuables
with which they had fled, were being forced to pawn the very
coats on their backs. In 1834 a sympathetic Congress passed a bill
donating public lands to the impecunious newcomers.

5

Nicholas I was deeply affronted by the anti-Russian outbursts
in the American press during and after the Polish revolt. One of
the most outspoken critics was the Washington Globe, which,
because of its intimacy with the Jackson administration, was
widely regarded as a semiofficial spokesman. The Russians knew
of this connection and naturally took offense. On the basis of
their own practices they assumed that since semiofficial journals
speak through official inspiration, the Washington government
must have planned the attacks. At any rate it could easily stop

7 XLVII, 135 (Nov. 1, 1834).
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them; and because it did not, it was thought to be deliberately un-
friendly.

Then, as now, it was difficult to explain the contradictions of
our free press to the Russian mind, though Minister Buchanan in
St. Petersburg did his best. He found himself under the unpleasant
necessity of having to remonstrate to the Foreign Office against
the conduct of the Russian minister in Washington, who had im-
puted insincerity to President Jackson, and who had in effect
charged Old Hickory with tacitly encouraging abuse of the Czar
while “professing friendship towards the Russian government.” #

Buchanan suggested to our Secretary of State that, in the in-
terests of international amity, the editor of the Globe be urged to
refrain from his savage criticism. While upholding the principle
of a free press, Buchanan pointed out that there were plenty of
other journals of a less official character carrying the burden of
attack, and that the cause of frecdom would not suffer from the
Globe’s silence. At all events the unpleasantness blew over, and
Nicholas I was soon repeating to Buchanan the ceremonial phrases
about Russian-American friendliness.

Buchanan reported in 1833 that the cruelties of the Russian
government toward Poland had been much overplayed. It was
well known in St. Petersburg that several sons of Polish patriots
who had died fighting were receiving their education at the ex-
pense of Nicholas I. Because there was no free press in Russia, and
because the Czar’s newspapers generally chose not to discuss the
recent insurrection, the exaggerations of the Poles passed almost
without contradiction.

The bitterness engendered in America by the crushing of
Polish freedom under Cossack hoofs is usually overlooked by
those who describe nineteenth-century Russian-American rela-
tions as an era of uninterrupted billing and cooing. This oversight
is partly due to the time-honored practice of writing diplomatic

8]. B. Moore, ed., The Works of James Buchanan (Philadelphia, 1908-1911),
11, 322.
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history solely from official notes and dispatches. The Polish revolt
was purely a domestic flareup, like the contemporary nullification
movement in South Carolina, and as such was not a proper subject

RN RNSE
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“BROTHER, BROTHER, WE'RE BOTH IN THE WRONG!”

Qucen Victoria admonishes Czar Nicholas I. (From the London Punch, 1844.)

for official intcrcourse. But the absence of a fat diplomatic file
does not mean that the American public was not aroused, nor does
it mean that during these years the republic was suffused with a
warm glow of friendliness for Russia. A writer in the Demtocratic
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Review of 1837, striking a curiously modern note, found some
solace in the thought that western ideas carried away from Poland
by Russian troops would have an undermining effect on Czarist
autocracy.® Perhaps they did, but the government was well
equipped to stamp out dissent.

o], 140 (Oct. 1837).
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The Calm of Despotism

“My great objection to the country [Russia] is the
extreme jealousy and suspicion of the Government.”—
James Buchanan, 1833

I

T. PETERSBURG (now Leningrad) was not generally
regarded by American politicians as one of the more de-
sirable diplomatic posts. It was reputed to be the most

expensive capital in Europe, and high society spared no expense
in staging brilliant balls. Reciprocity of entertainment was ex-
pected, and a failure to hold one’s own was regarded as boorish-
ness, despite the fact that then, as now, the salaries paid American
ministers were quite inadequate for their social obligations. Men
like the cccentric Cassius Marcellus Clay were compelled to
mortgage already modest estates.

The atmosphere was strange, with an indefinable mixture of
Byzantium and the Orient; the Russian language was difficult, al-
though French was used in official intercourse; one had to operate
under constant restraint for fear that some careless word would be
picked up by a spy; and one was remote from “God’s country.”
Communication with Washington was agonizingly slow; one
month for a one-way trip was remarkable speed.

The climate was dangerous to Americans—cold, damp, foggy;
the winters descended early and the Neva River thawed late. The
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drinking water was vile, the environs were swampy, and the
mosquitoes and flies were in proportion, at least John Randolph
found them so, to the vastnesses of the country. Francis Dana was
sick during much of his unhappy stay. John Quincy Adams kept
reasonably well, but he buried his only daughter. George Wash-
ington Campbell lost his three oldest children in one week. The
half-crazed John Randolph of Roanoke was sent to the gloomy
city in the last stages of tuberculosis, and after several weeks was
driven to the milder climes of England.! Several of our envoys
died in the harness; about ten others retired for reasons of ill
health, which in some cases was aggravated by the climate; and
still others carried back infirmities, usually of a pulmonary or
bronchial nature, which contributed to an untimely death. The
distinguished South Carolinian, James L. Orr, reached St. Peters-
burg in 1873. Worn out by the journey he caught a cold, con-
tracted pneumonia, and within a few weeks after his arrival was
dead. The wives of the ministers, to say nothing of the subordinate
American officials and their families, likewise suffered from the
rigors of the climate.

During much of the nineteenth century the tenure of our en-
voys in St. Petersburg was short, with a few notable exceptions.
The caliber on the whole was rather low: men of ability and
energy did not take kindly to a living burial near the marshes of
St. Petersburg. The Russian post was in addition an ideal place to
which the administration could banish political troublemakers,
and this accounts in part for the unusual number of bizarre char-
acters who turned up there. Another station which at times served
the same purpose was Peking: both were so far away that the
diplomatic exile could work little mischief at home. There is much
force in the familiar saying that some men are sent abroad because

1 Presented to the Czar, he is alleged to have said breezily, “How are you
Emperor? How is madam?” There is reason to believe that the story is apo-
cryphal (William C. Bruce, Jobn Randolph of Roanoke, 1773-1833 [New York,
1922, 1, 638).
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they are needed abroad, and others because they are not wanted
at home. Still others accepted the St. Petersburg post as a conso-
lation prize when disappointed in higher political ambitions.

Despite such inferior representation, the United States in the
nincteenth century managed to rock along. One explanation is
that we had relatively little business with Russia, and most of that
was of third-rate importance. The Russians moreover were so
determined to cultivate our friendship that they could afford to
overlook our idiosyncrasies.

2

James Buchanan, who is generally regarded as one of our least
successful presidents, proved to be one of our most successful
ministers at St. Petersburg (1832-1833). His first impressions,
which are recorded fully in his published letters and diary, are
unusually illuminating, because they present the Russian scene
against the background of his sturdy Americanism.

Buchanan referred repeatedly to “the calm of despotism.” The
Czar’s regime, he observed, was “afraid of the contamination of
liberty,” as was generally true in Europe during the era of Met-
ternich. There was no free press, no public opinion as we knew
it, and little political conversation, and that much guarded. It was
impossible for the Russian rulers to understand our government.

The “great objection” of the American envoy was the extreme
jealousy and suspicion of the officials. One was forced to hold
one’s tongue and conciliate the government; spies of the police
were cverywhere; and one could scarcely hire a servant who was
not a sccret agent. Severe restrictions were placed on sending
children abroad to be educated, or even on traveling in foreign
countries, as was later even more true under the Soviets.

Buchanan’s mail was so obviously opened that he advised his
correspondents to write only comments that were favorable to
Russia. The censors did not even bother to reseal the letters care-
fully, and they used such awkward imitations of the genuine seals
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“as to excite merriment.” “The Post Office American Eagle here
is a sorry bird,” Buchanan quipped.*

The theater was excellent, but the “drudgery of etiquette” in
Russian society was wearying. The people were extremely polite,
and given to a vast amount of extravagance and show. The upper
classes spoke amiably of the United States but were profoundly
ignorant of the rising republic. Buchanan met a Russian princess
who inquired if the United States still belonged to England. She
was astonished to learn that our independence had been recog-
nized by George III a half-century ecarlier; and she wanted to
know if the English language was spoken in the transatlantic
democracy.

The bulbous churches and the public buildings of Russia were
erected on a grand scale of splendor, yet the worship, Buchanan
noted, seemed to consist largely of fetishism, with much obeisance
before holy pictures known as ikons. Swindling and other forms
of dishonesty were common. The brutally beaten masses were
cursed with ignorance, superstition, crudeness, servility, and
barbarism; yet they were good-natured rogues who, in spite of
their self-crossings, would cheat if they could. Never having
known liberty, and never having experienced many of the crea-
ture comforts of more advanced nations, they were devoted to
their Emperor, whom they affectionately called “the Little
Father.”

3
The urbane Buchanan was gradually accepted socially, and
made friends among the nobility, who invited him to their homes.
Yet the conventionally friendly words of the upper stratum did

2 J. B. Moore, ed., The Works of James Buchanan (Philadelphia, 1908-1911),
11, 320. George M. Dallas, a successor of Buchanan, recorded a story going the
rounds in 1839 that was probably apocryphal. A foreign envoy had complained
to the Foreign Office about receiving his dispatches in such a rumpled state as to
betray the fact that they had been opened. The Russian official coolly replied,
“It must have been done very carelessly: I will give instructions against such
negligence in future” (Diary of George Mifflin Dallas [Philadclphia, 1892],
p-178).
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not conceal a noticeable amount of restraint. The ruling class was
well aware that America was a culture bed of republicanism, and
the Russian press, which tended to reflect official views, jabbed
ill-naturedly from time to time at the youthful democracy, com-
plaining among other things that our inflammatory example was
responsible for many of the ills from which Europe was suffering.
Buchanan’s first impression, which seems to have mellowed some-
what under the spell of upper-class champagne, was that while
Nicholas I disliked the United States less than he did either France
or England, the ruling group as a whole did not entertain “a very
kind feeling for the United States.” 3

The Russians were given an opportunity to show genuine sym-
pathy when, in 1832, South Carolina defiantly nullified the federal
tariff and threatened secession. The breakup of the Union, so long
heralded and hoped for by European reactionaries, seemed at long
last to be coming. Buchanan wrote that the friends of despotism
rejoiced and the friends of freedom “sickened at the spectacle.”
Jackson’s vigorous handling of the outburst attracted much at-
tention in the Russian newspapers, and one nobleman told Bu-
chanan it was a pity that such a man was not king of England in
place of the spineless William IV. When the crisis in South Caro-
lina was finally weathered without resort to arms, Nicholas 1
cxpressed warm satisfaction. He may not have liked democracy,
but he disliked Britain and wanted to keep us united as a buffer
against her, and he especially disliked rebels. If Jackson had his
contumacious Carolinians, Nicholas had his uncompliant Poles.

From the days of Dana the United States had sought a commer-
cial treaty with Russia, under which trade would be regularized,
to the advantage of both nations. But the Czar, who insisted that
his general economic policy was liberal enough, refused to tie his
hands with a specific pact. Buchanan persistently but suavely
pointed out to the Foreign Office the advantages, economic and
otherwise, that would accrue to Russia from a treaty, and these
arguments, combined with the tense European situation after the

) Buchanan, Works, 11, 227-228.
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Polish rebellion, seem to have convinced the imperial ministers.

Agreement was finally reached in principle, but as was so
common in Russia, interminable delays thwarted the drafting of a
definitive pact. Buchanan then had a happy inspiration. He sug-
gested that the treaty be signed on the Czar’s name day, and the
ministers, fully aware of their master’s fondness for such niceties,
rushed the final stages through with an abnormal burst of speed.

When Buchanan left Russia the next year, Nicholas I departed
from precedent by embracing him physically, in the robust Mus-
covite manner. But the sturdy Pennsylvanian was not swept off
his feet by such attentions. Though entertaining a higher regard
for the Russians than at first, he rejoiced in his American nation-
ality. He expressed the thought—quite common among his coun-
trymen of that day—that living under foreign despotism had
made him a stauncher republican than ever before.

4

Diplomatically speaking, the years from 1832 to 1848, and even
to the outbreak of the Crimean War in 1854, are barren in Russo-
American relations. American pioneers were pushing west under
the propulsion of Manifest Destiny; the Russian people were
tending to their own affairs. The secretary of our legation in St.
Petersburg wrote home early in 1842 that there was not “an
earthly thing to do. . . .” When war threatened between Britain
and the United States over the curious McLeod affair in 1841, the
Russian Foreign Office, not wishing to see an interruption of com-
merce and a dissipating of American strength in a useless war,
tendered to Washington its friendly offices, which fortunately
were not needed.

The only diplomatic problem that caused any considerable ex-
change of notes between Russia and the United States concerned
difficulties on the northwest coast growing out of the expiration
of one clause in the treaty of 1824. We still claimed the right to
trade with the aborigines in unscttled areas north of 54°40’, but
the Russians interpreted the pact otherwise. They ordered out
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several of our ships, alleging among other things that our traders
were ruining the Indians with liquor, which doubtless was in some
measure true. These vexations, which continued intermittently
for many years, were not ironed out with finality until in 1867
the United States purchased Russia’s interests in Alaska.

Additional light is thrown on conditions in the Empire from the
American point of view by the subsequently published observa-
tions of Minister George M. Dallas (1837-1840), and Secretary
of the Legation John L. Motley (1841-1842), who was destined
to be the distinguished historian of the Dutch republic. Dallas got
along well with the Russian nobility, especially after he had
shown his prowess by defeating one of their expert chess players.
Motley found the court reserved and complained of “these frigid
and rigid Russians.” Society was ornate. Dallas was impressed by
the handsome dresses of the women but was somewhat shocked
by “amost profuse display of the bust.” The pomp and ceremony,
combined with glittering costumes, reminded Motley of “some
prodigiously fine ballet.”

Dallas, like Buchanan, was annoyed by the censorship and the
omnipresent spies, but he brushed them off with the statement that
he had nothing to conceal. Motley observed that conversation
was so restrained as to be reduced to banalities about the weather,
the heat of the rooms, and a comparison between this year’s tem-
perature and that of the same time last year. Secretiveness on the
part of the Russians was intense, especially as to the size of military
and naval forces, but Dallas shrewdly concluded that the army
was not of such strength as to support the view prevalent through-
out Europe “of the colossal power of the nation.”

The plight of the serfs left a deep impression on both Ameri-
cans.* The moujiks were sheepskin-shirted, greasy, dirty, smelly,
long-haired, besotted, and prone to seck in vodka temporary

4 Dallas was struck with the extreme paternalism of the Czar, and in 1837 sent
home a copy of a ukase, the second on the subject within six months, prescribing
the length, shape, and relation of whiskers, moustaches, and hair (Dallas to
Forsyth, Dec. 25, 1837, National Archives [Dispatches]).
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escape from their terrestrial hell. Dallas was galloped home one
night by a driver who later turned out to be “very drunk.” For-
tunately, the horse was not.

5

The picture of Russia that appeared in the American publica-
tions during the 1830’s and 1840’s was not so different as one
might suppose from that painted by the diplomats in St. Peters-
burg.

Illiberalism was emphasized by many stories and news reports.
Numerous articles described censorship, the expulsion of non-
Greek Orthodox priests, and controls over the residence of Rus-
sian subjects abroad. Freedom-loving Americans must have been
irked by a regulation issued by the imperial legation in Washing-
ton which required all Russian nationals and travelers to register.
The tale was told of a retired Russian admiral who, after living for
some twenty years in Paris, was summarily called home, despite
great hardship. When he declined to return, his pension for forty
years of service was canceled, and his property in Russia was con-
fiscated.

Barbarity and brurtality were the themes of other accounts,
some of which related to the further repression of Poland and the
jailing of Lithuanian mothers for sheltering their fugitive sons.
Several versions appeared of a story to the effect that a Russian
duke commanded a trooper to jump a horse rcpéatcdly over an
almost impassable barrier of bayonets. When the horse finally col-
lapsed, the rider surrendered his sword to his superior, whereupon
he was hustled off to prison. Other tales had to do with difficulties
encountered by persons at court because they were not attired in
the proper aristocratic dress or because they could not boast
aristocratic lineage.

Shocking indeed to the New York Star in 1834 was the report
that the number of pupils in the schools of Russia totaled only
75,586 out of 56,000,000 inhabitants. The Czar, ever fearful of
the leavening influence of liberty, scemingly wanted to keep the
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people enchained in the bonds of ignorance and servitude. Heavy
restrictions were placed upon teachers, both foreign and Russian.

From 1839 to 1845 the American press printed accounts of the
Russian war with the Circassian tribes at the eastern end of the
Black Sea. The natives put up a stiff resistance, inflicted heavy
losses on the invader, and aroused considerable sympathy among
our people, who gencrally applaud the little fellow, especially
when he is fighting for his home and hearth. The news of these
reverses was coupled with descriptions of the Russian soldier as
docile, patient, and cunning, who, on occasion, allegedly had to
be flogged into battle.

Many, if not most, of the articles about Russia that were pub-
lished in America during these years seem to have been rather un-
friendly, or to have carried overtones of unfriendliness. One of
the favorable reports related how the American minister in St.
Petersburg had arranged for an exchange of correspondence be-
tween the agricultural societies of the two countries. This envoy
had said in a speech that the United States would be glad to send
Russia some acorns for oak trees; there was no oak in Europe equal
to ours, and no live oak at all. His hope was that the acorns would
assist in the development of a more powerful Russian navy, and
thereby contribute to maintaining the balance of power and up-
holding freedom of the seas against Great Britain.

6

During the 1830’s and 1840’s the Russians, like the Americans,
were rapidly extending their frontiers ourward. Czarist gains in
Tartary and Persia received some notice in our press, and the
Baltimore Amzerican sympathetically thought that the world
would be the gainer if Russia, even though Greek Orthodox, took
over heathen and backward Turkey.

Less sympathetic was an article in the American Whig Review
of 1850, entitled “Russian Ambition,” which predicted an inevit-
able war between England and Russia. The Atlantic Ocean was
daily becoming less of a barrier, and “the liberty we have win-
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nowed from the chaff of ages” was “too dearly purchased to be
abandoned with life.” The writer continued on an alarmist note:
“When the war shall lie between the Europe of freedom and the
Europe of the Vandal and the rehabilitated Hun,—when the Eng-

TURKEY IN DANGER

The Russian bear has predatory designs on his neighbors, in-
cluding Turkey. (From the London Punch, 18s3.)
lish people themselves shall gird up their loins for the Holy War,
—think you we can turn deafly away, or look on quiescent? ®
Russian quarantine restrictions at the mouth of the Danube
were complained of in 1854 by De Bow’s Review. They were not
only annoying but brutal: women were allegedly forced to strip

5 VI, 632 (Dec., 1850).
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before male inspectors. Russia was also reported to have violated
treaties in an attempt to fetter the commerce of Hungary, the
Danubian principalities, and what is now Bulgaria. The same
journal spoke fearfully of the “gigantic encroachments of Rus-
sia,” pharisaically ignoring the fact that only six years before we
had gulped down about one half of Mexico.

In the same year (1854), a writer in the North American Re-
view referred pessimistically to Russian Pan-Slavism and its self-
appointed task of “regenerating the world.” He went on to say:

Supervening upon the fanaticism of race is the enthusiasm of
religion, and the humblest boor believes that, either in his generation
or after him, the great race of which he is a part will fulfil its
magnificent mission of conquering the world and stamping its own
nationality on all the inhabitants of the globe, and that the leader in
this final crusade is he to whom his political allegiance is due,—the
CZAR.®

In 1843, in the midst of talk about the Russian peril, Niles’
Weekly Register published the text of what was alleged to be the
will of Peter the Great. It had come from French (anti-Russian)
sources, and for this reason the journal expressed doubts as to its
authenticity. The document, in parting advice to the Russians,
outlined a cynical program of conquest and world domination.
The American editor contrasted this statement unfavorably with
the cxalted and ennobling sentiments of George \Washington’s
political testament—the Farewell Address. The will has since
then been proved a forgery by historical scholarship,” but it still
has some currency, and in the public mind of that day doubtless
added something frighteningly concrete to the presumed Mus-
covite menace.

s LXXVIII, 534 (April, 1854).
7D. V. Lchovich, “The Testament of Peter the Great,” American Slavic and
East European Review, VII, 111-124 (April, 1948).
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VI

Ferment 1 the Fifties

“This [St. Petersburg] is the best school in which to
Americanize our countrymen, perhaps that can be
found.”—Neill S. Brown, 1853

1

HE death agonies of the Polish revolt of 1830 lasted for
many years. The American press continuced to print lurid
tales of Russification and ruthlessness, and in 1839 the

Peoria (Illinois) Register reported that some two thousand Rus-
sian families, fleeing religious persecution, were settling in the
Territory of Wisconsin. As late as 1843 the welcome news came
that Nicholas I had granted full amnesty to a numnber of Poles
exiled to Siberia and elsewhere for their complicity in the uprising
of 1830. Burt the favorable effect of such tidings was probably
more than offset in 1843 by the crushing of a new Polish conspir-
acy in Warsaw. About two hundred persons were thrust into
dungeons, where the most horrible tortures were reportedly uscd
for extorting information.

Yet the American public clung to its faith that the causc of
liberty in Poland would one day triumph. These hopes were in
some degree kept alive by a spokesman for Poland, a Mr. Toch-
man, who was referred to as “her national representative in this
country,” and who foreshadowed the Polish government-in-exile
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during World War IL.! The prolonged gasps of Poland for the
fresh air of liberty made a host of enemies in America for Russian
illiberalism, and further contributed to the incongruity of the
avowed friendship between the two nations.

2

The death rattle of Poland was drowned out in 1848 by the
spectacular uprising of the Hungarians against Austria under the
leadership of the colorful and dynamic Kossuth. The rebels
achieved considerable success at the outset, so much so that the
Emperor of Austria, acting in the spirit of the defunct Holy
Alliance, called in his fellow potentate, Nicholas I of Rus-
sia.

The Czar’s armies overwhelmed the Hungarians, and the
crusher of Poland became the crusher of Hungary. More than
that, Nicholas delivered over to the tender mercies of the Austrian
Emperor thousands of revolutionists, many of whom were im-
prisoned, shot, and hanged. The Czar did not himself act as
hangman, but in American eyes the blood of another glorious
revolution was on his hands.

Senator Hale of New Hampshire proposed an investigation
into the wisdom of suspending diplomatic relations with both
Russia and Austria.* Senator Seward of New York (later the pur-
chaser of Alaska) regarded the conduct of Austria and Russia as
stained with an injustice and barbarity which deserved the censure
of mankind, and introduced a resolution in Congress designed to
grant public lands to refugees from Hungary—a proposal that
commanded much popular support.

Senators Hale and Seward were both outspoken antislavery
men, and it should be noted that most of the enthusiasm for the
Hungarian rebels came from the abolitionist and other antislavery
centers of the North. The South, fearing a possible precedent for
Northern intervention on behalf of its slaves, was cold toward

1 Niles’ Weekly Register, LXIV, 235 (June 10, 1843).
2 Washington Daily National Intelligencer, Jan. 8, 18so0.
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measures designed to promote interference on behalf of oppressed
peoples abroad.

The picture was further confused by partisanship. The Demo-
cratic party—created by the prorevolutionary, antimonarchical,
and antiaristocratic Thomas Jefferson—was then the party of the
“outs” and hence more irresponsible. It attempted to make politi-
cal capital by condemning the incumbent Whigs, the party of
aristocracy and conservatism, for not taking more vigorous meas-
ures against the “butchers of Hungary.”

The refugee Kossuth came to America in 1851, conveyed a part
of the way by a United States warship, and made an extensive tour
of the country. In the flawless Elizabethan English that he had
learned in prison, he publicly urged that the independence of
Hungary be recognized by the United States, that the Russian
intervention be declared a violation of the law of nations, and
that we ally ourselves with Britain to prevent such interference in
the future.

The Kossuth craze swept the country like a prairie fire. Reso-
lutions favorable to Hungary were passed by numerous mass
meetings and state legislatures, including those of New Jersey,
Delaware, and Massachusctts.” These pronouncements generally
declared that the Hungarian revolution was praiseworthy, that
the Russian invasion was an infraction of international law, that
a repetition of the intervention ought not to be regarded with in-
difference by the United States, and that Nicholas I, by giving
over the Hungarian patriots to judicial butchery, was guilty of
a more infamous act than the Emperor of Austria, who had
actually butchered them.

The Kossuth craze gave birth to Kossuth beards, Kossuth hats,
Kossuth overcoats, and Kossuth County, lowa. But the rank and
file of our people, though sympathizing ardently with liberty
abroad, were not prepared to jeopardize their own freedom by
tossing overboard the nonentanglement precepts of the Founding

3 ]. B. McMaster, A History of the People of the United States (New York,
1893~-1913), VIII, 155.
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Fathers. Our enthusiasm speedily evaporated, especially when
we saw that the fiery Hungarian wanted armed intervention,
and Kossuth sailed from America a sadder and perhaps wiser
man,

On the diplomatic level, as contrasted with the public opinion
level, the Hungarian revolt did not involve Russian-American
relations, except in a rather indirect and curious way. In 1853 the
Russian Foreign Office remonstrated with Washington against
the action of an American naval officer in Turkish waters who
had used strong-arm methods to rescue a Hungarian refugee,
Martin Koszta by name, from Austrian clutches. Nothing came
of this rather gratuitous protest. At all events, the Hungarian
rebellion chilled diplomatic and popular relations on both sides
of the Atlantic, and caused American alarmists to feel that the
Russian monster was a growing threat to all that our Anglo-Saxon
civilization held dear.

3

On the eve of the Crimean War the United States minister in
St. Petersburg was an able Tennessce lawyer and politician, Neill
S. Brown, who served from 1850 to 1853. To a greater extent
than any of his predecessors or successors, he included in his
official dispatches extended comments on Russian traits, even
though much of his information was necessarily based on hear-
say.* His observations are of unusual value as revealing the reac-
tions of a patriotic American reared in Tennessee during the days
of Jacksonian democracy, and also in supporting the truism that
there is little new about Russian character. As might be expected
in a person of his limited background, he missed completely the

4 This section is based on Brown’s official dispatches in the National Archives.
Fxcerpts from a few of them appear at the chapter heads in Walter B. Smith,
My Three Years in Moscow (Philadelphia, 1950). The story is current in Wash-
ington that George F. Kennan, while a secretary of embassy in Moscow during
the 1930's, stumbled upon copies of the Brown file, and by selecting certain
passages and changing the proper names prepared a dispatch for Washington
completely relevant to the current situation.
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deeper cultural currents of Russian life, which at that time were
noteworthy.

Brown repeated the familiar comments about the vigilance of
the secret police, remarking that St. Petersburg scemed to be “in
a state of siege.” He found the rumor prevalent that even the min-
isters of the government were spied upon by scrvants in their
houscholds. Brown dared not risk anything in the mails that he
was unwilling to have read; those legations that could afford to do
so maintained regular couriers and never sent dispatches by post.

Censorship of the press was no less abhorrent to this liberty-
loving Tennessean. The annual message of the President of the
United States in 1852 was censored where it referred to the desire
of certain impulsive Americans to intervene in Europe against
despotic oppressors. Foreign books were excluded from Czardom,
and there was no Russian publication from which one could de-
rive accurate information regarding revenue, expenditures, the
army and navy, or any other matter having a political bearing.
Published reports on the current Caucasian war always gave the
victory to the Russians, although private advices often told of
terrible disasters.

The policy of the imperial government was becoming more
antiforeign, and Americans were having increasing difficulty with
visitors’ visas and customs inspectors. Behind Crarist restrictions
lay fear of the subversive impact of liberal ideas on the popular
mind. A strong antiforeign group in Russia wished to exclude all
outsiders, except for transient commerce. The argument ran that
the opening of the door by Peter the Great had brought in enough
civilization so that henceforth the Russians could maintain it by
themselves. Russian manufacturing, in pursuance of an isolationist
philosophy, was being nurtured by a “hot-house system” of pro-
tective tariffs.

Secretiveness and mysteriousness were natural accompaniments
of the official outlook. The Russian mind scemed “naturally dis-
trustful,” especially that of officialdom. The Czar’s minister at
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Constantinople, so it was rumored, did not trust even his own
secretaries with the writing of his dispatches. Government em-
ployees would never give out any information worth knowing;
one had to rely on stale news or conjecture or on what little one
actually saw. Everything was “surrounded with ceremony,” and
nothing was attainable “but after the most provoking delays.”
Brown discovered that the Czarist government possessed “in an
exquisite degree, the art of worrying a foreign representative,
without giving him even the consolation of an insult.” 8

Russian diplomacy, which was “remarkably astute” and “in-
cxhaustible in expedients,” perhaps had “no equal.” Policy seemed
to be guided not by settled principles but by expediency. What
might be expedient one day, under a given set of facts, would be
inexpedient the next day under the same set of facts.

Graft among officials, especially in the lower echelons, was
common, partly because of poor salaries and the multiplicity of
burcaus. The recent embezzlement by an officer of more than a
million rubles had greatly incensed Nicholas I: if one half of the
rumored scandals were true, they were enough to irritate any man
to death.

The Russians were “proverbial for their powers of imitation,
and cqually so for their want of invention,” but “they copy well.”
Everything they had was borrowed, except for their “miserable
climate.” They fought their battles and constructed their railroads
with foreign capital; their best ships were built in England and in
the United States. “No nation,” observed Brown, “has more need
of foreigners, and none is so jealous or ungrateful towards them.” ¢
Yet on the whole Americans were more highly regarded than
others; though republicans, they were not propagandists.

Brown felt that an American minister with an established mili-
tary reputation would have more weight than a “mere civilian.”

5 Brown to Webster, May 27, 1852, National Archives (Dispatches). The other
dates listed in the footnotes of this chapter refer to dispatches from the same file.
¢ Nov. 6, 18s1.
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The Russian government was a military government, and the
military was the predominant taste of all, from emperor to peasant.
The capital abounded in army officers, with whom valuable con-
tacts could be established. There was much parading of the army
and navy. “Display,” concluded Brown, “is a passion, as well as
a policy with the Russian Government.” ?

Devotion to the army was not entirely pointless. As Brown re-
corded in this startling passage:

A strange superstition prevails among the Russians, that they are
destined to conquer the world, and the prayers of the priests in the
church, are mingled with requests, to hasten and consummate this
“divine mission,” while appeals to the soldiery founded on this idea
of fatality, and its glorious rewards, are scldom made in vain. To a
feeling of this sort has been attributed that remarkable patience and
endurance, which distinguish the Russian soldicr in the midst of the
greatest privations.®

Brown’s official dealings were made more difficult by the
frenzied applause given in America to Kossuth’s fulminations
against Russia. The St. Petersburg Journal rarcly published any-
thing to the advantage of the United States, and printed much
that was not. Nicholas I and his court, presumably because of the
Kossuth reception, seemed somewhat chilly, but not sufficiently
so to justify complaint. The Emperor was the “formidable antag-
onist of the people”; he was forced to fight frec institutions with a
hostility and “characteristic cunning” that “admits of no com-
promise and yields to no relaxation.” His government was “con-
sistent”’; “it promises no freedom, and gives none.”

As time wore on the official atmosphere seemed to warm some-
what toward Brown. He had to concede that he found the Foreign
Office at all times courteous toward any requests he had to make,
and he had no reason to suppose that it was animated by other
than an amicable disposition toward America. He was convinced
that Nicholas I “has as kind feelings towards the United States as

T April 21, 1853.
8 Jan. 29, 182.
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he can have towards a country, whose institutions are free.” ®
Such were the impressions that Brown received.

4

The bitterness in America toward the Czar’s despotic practices
was in some measure salved by the events of the Crimean War,
1854-1856. This bloody clash, which began as a Russo-Turkish
war in 1853, took on more serious proportions when three other
powers intervened on behalf of the “unspeakable Turk”: Brit-
ain (fearing for the dismemberment of Turkey), France (osten-
sibly concerned about the Holy Places of Palestine), and Sardinia
(jockeying for political advantage). To the average American,
with his penchant for the underdog, it looked as though two great
maritime powers—DBritain and France—were trying to humiliate
a badly overmatched third. Ironically, while hostilities were con-
fined to Russia and Turkey, some sympathy was expressed
for the less powerful Turk, despite the fact that he was a hea-
then.

The Washington government was of course neutral, but among
the rank and file of our citizenry there was a surprising amount of
enthusiasm for the Czar’s cause. This pro-Russian bias, aside from
underdog preferences and antipathy for Moslem Turkey, was
compounded largely of hatred for Britain, even though France,
our friend of the Lafayette tradition, was fighting at her side.
(The dictatorial Napoleon III was not regarded as representative
of the French people.) A strong undercurrent of Anglophobia
also persisted from the redcoat days of 1776 and 1812, and we
were currently having trouble with the British over fisheries,
filibusterers, Cuba, and Central America. The fear was prevalent
in Washington that if the British and French triumphed over
Nicholas I, they would unite to take a more active role in thwart-
ing the expansion of the United States. The prospect of such in-
tervention, which was strengthened by a public pronouncement

® June 25, 1853. Minister Hunt reported to Washington, Jan. 12, 1883, “Noth-
ing would cxcced the politeness of these gentlemen burt their dilatoriness.”
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of Lord Clarendon, tended “to Russianize” us, as Secretary of
State Marcy put it.*°

The violently anti-British Irish element in the United States
was now politically powerful, thanks to heavy immigration from
the Emerald Isle during the potato-famine years of the 1840’s. In
1854 a large and enthusiastic public meeting was held in New
York to celebrate the return of the prominent Irish agitator, Wil-
liam Smith O’Brien, from the British penal colony in Tasmania.
A number of fiery anti-British speeches were delivered, and three
rousing cheers were given for the Czar.

In later years Andrew D. \White, the distinguished educator and
diplomat, testified that pro-Russian sentiment was strongest
among the proslavery men of the North, and particularly among
the Southern states. There was a general fecling among South-
erners that the South and Russia had much in common because
both maintained “beneficent” bondage among the lower orders:
the Negroes in the South and the serfs in Russia.!? The Russian
legation in Washington actually received a letter purporting to
come from three hundred Kentucky riflemen who wanted to try
their marksmanship on the Emperor’s enemies in the Crimea. But
too much significance should not be attached to this appeal. There
are always some hotbloods who seek adventure, and it is entirely
possible that the British legation received letters from some pro-
British Americans who wanted to fight under the Union Jack. In
a somewhat different category was the report from Paris that
twenty young American medical students had sct out to join the
Russian medical corps.

At all events a multitude of Americans were hoping that the
lordly British would be humbled. Just as Jeffersonian Republicans
in 1812 rejoiced over Napoleonic victories and Russian defeats, so
many Americans during the Crimean War rejoiced over Russian
successes and British reverses. When the rumor proved false that
the besieged Czarist stronghold of Sebastopol had not fallen to

10B. P. Thomas, Russo-American Relations, 18151867 (Baltimore, 1930),
p- 116.
11 Autobiography of Andrew Dickson White (New York, 1905), 1, 455.
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the Allied invader, there was widespread jubilation. A poem in the
United States Review of 1855 gave praise to the “Defiant, isolated,
grand, Sebastopol!” '* The final surrender of the fortress, late in
1855, dashed American hopes.

5

The first Russian diplomatic envoys in this country were, as
alrcady noted, rather poor choices, but the appointment of Alex-
ander A. Bodisco, who served in Washington for nearly twenty
years and who ultimately became dean of the diplomatic corps,
was conspicuously fortunate. Ile married an American woman;
he gave dinners that were the talk of Washington; and he ingra-
tiated himsclf by his courtesy, tact, and urbanity. When he died
in 1854, a few weeks before the outbreak of the Crimean War,
the Housc of Representatives adjourned for a day so that members
might attend the funeral. The Czar much appreciated the unusual
honor paid to his envoy.

With the experienced hand of Bodisco withdrawn, control of
the legation fell to two young men who were accomplished
schemers and who were anxious to exploit the official friendship
that St. Petersburg had been assiduously cultivating since 1809.
One of them was the charg¢ d’atfaires, Edouard de Stoeckl, who
later as minister negotiated the sale of Alaska, and the other was
Constantine de Catacazy, who later made himself offensive to
President Grane.

The two intriguers, with complete cold-bloodedness, plotted
to drag this nation into the war on the side of the Czar. They
planned to use the United States as a base for privateers, and they
proposed to charter an American merchantman to take a cargo
of Russian goods to a Russian port, in an attempt to break the
Allied blockade. The British would seize our vessel, and John and
Jonathan would again be at each other’s throats.

The St. Petersburg Foreign Office was not averse to having the
American democracy in the war on the side of autocracy, but it
threw cold water on the troublemaking of its representatives. The

12V, 131 (Aug, 1855).
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plots might backfire, in which case Russia would lose the friend-
ship so carefully nurtured—a friendship that might be used to
better advantage at a later day. The Czar’s government instead
courted the United States in various ways, including the lowering
of certain tariff schedules.!?

The cautious policy of St. Petersburg finally paid dividends.
The Washington government put an abrupt stop to British re-
cruiting of troops on our soil; it permitted the sale of interned
Russian merchantmen; it allowed ships and munitions of war to
go to Russia, despite British complaints. It further aided Russian
commercial intercourse with the outside world by forcing the
blockading British to accept liberal principles regarding neutral
ships carrying noncontraband to Russia, or neutral cargoes of
noncontraband on board Russian merchantmen. These were
time-honored American principles which the British hitherto had
resisted and which, under the necessities of the Crimean War, they
temporarily conceded to us for the first time. So the United States
proved more useful to the Russians as a benevolent feeder-neutral
than as an ally blockaded by the British fleet.

On sentimental grounds also Russia and the United States were
drawn closer together by a common support of liberal maritime
practices, which both had championed since the days of Catherine
the Great’s Armed Neutrality. Neill S. Brown’s successor, when
presented to the Czar in 1854, remarked that frecedom of the seas
was an American doctrine. “And mine too,” responded the Em-
peror, at the same time laying his hand over his heart.¢

The United States, despite its devotion to democracy, appears to
have been the only civilized nation of any importance that was not
ashamed openly to avow its sympathy for what was then regarded
as a colossus of barbarism and backwardness. Some Americans,
who gratefully remembered the mediation of Alexander Iin 1812-
1813, urged that we repay our debt by similar action during Rus-
sia’s hour of peril. But nothing resulted from this agitation, partly

18 Thomas, Russo-American Relations, 1815-1867, pp. 120-121.
14 Seymour to Marcy, April 13, 1854.
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because the Russians feared that a mediation proposal, coming
from a nation regarded as a traditional friend, would be inter-
preted by their enemies as both collusion and a confession of
weakness.

6

The stirring events of the Crimean War unquestionably revived
our waning attachment to Russia. The alarmist talk about the
Muscovite menace faded rapidly away, for the myth of Russian
invincibility lay shattered on the shores of the Crimea. The peas-
antsdied bravely, and the Czar’s huge man-power reservoir availed
little when his inadequate transportation lines broke down. If the
Russians could not wage war successfully in their own Crimea,
surcly they were no threat to the rest of the world. The discerning
Andrew D. White, who was with the American legation in St.
Petersburg during the conflict, wrote in later years that the Cri-
mean War taught him a great lesson. It was that Russia, “powerful
as she scems when viewed from the outside, is anything but strong
when viewed from the inside.” 13

British bungling in the Crimea, immortalized by Tennyson’s
“The Charge of the Light Brigade,” was as nothing when com-
pared with that of the Russians. Tales of incompetence and graft,
despite Russian censorship, reached the outside world. After the
collapse of the Czar’s commissariat, Andrew D. White every-
where heard stories of scoundrelism i high places, including
money appropriated for army supplies that had been tossed away
on the gaming tables of Germany and France.

White no doubt saw Russia under unfavorable war conditions,
but he was impressed by the sadness of the people; the squalor of
their condition; the brutality, stupidity, and venality of the offi-
cials, particularly those who delayed passports unless their palms
were appropriately greased; and the rigorous but ineffective at-
tempts of officialdom to censor disagreeable news. When White
reached the German city of Breslau on his return, he settled be-

18 White, Autobiography, 1, 465.
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BURSTING OF THE RUSSIAN BUBBLE

Note the many-thonged Cossack whip falling from the hand of
Nicholas I. (From the London Punch, 1854.)
fore a cheerful hearth and heard beneath his window, from a
rollicking band of university students, the stirring words of
“Gaudeamus igitur.” “I seemed to have arrived in another world,”
he wrote, “a world which held home and friends.” '8
Dismal though the reports were that emerged from Russia,
there can be no doubt that the friendly sentiments of the Ameri-
can people and their government during the war redounded to
18 Ibid., 1, 475. '
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the benefit of the United States. The Czar, knowing our views
on the controversy, did not press us to subscribe to the Declara-
tion of Paris (1856) regarding privateers, and he made it clear
that he would observe benevolence toward us in the future should
we have to resort to privateering. He also granted certain desir-
able trade privileges with his possessions in eastern Asia.

But if the Russians appreciated our cordiality, the British defi-
nitely did not. After all our loud talk about democracy and free-
dom, our cousins were shocked to see us morally allied with what
they regarded as medieval darkness. British bitterness had not
completely vanished when the Civil War broke out five years
later, and the lingering animus tended to drive us closer toward
the embrace of the Russian bear.



Fires of Cuil Conflict

“She [Russia] has our friendship, in every case, in
preference to any other European power, simply because
she always wishes us well, and leaves us to conduct our
affairs as we think best.”—Secretary of State William
Henry Seward, 1862

1

HE Civil War period marks the high point in the curious
chronicle of Russian-American brotherhood. All the
powers of the world, including Russia, were technically

neutral, but the St. Petersburg government was so conspicuously
friendly toward the Northerners that its good will shone out like
the ray of a lighthouse. Its benevolent neutrality, morcover, con-
trasted glaringly with the attitude of certain other governments,
notably the French and British, both of which were so unsym-
pathetic as to appear malevolently neutral.

The accusation is often made that Great Britain was hostile to
the Union during this critical era. It is true that the landed aris-
tocracy of England had much in common with the planter aris-
tocracy of the South. Yet it is no less true that the disfranchised
working classes of the British Isles were sympathetic toward the
antislavery North, which was indirectly upholding the causc of
free white labor. Caught between these two divergent groups,
the London government found it expedient to proclaim an offi-
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cial neutrality. But it was unable to preserve this neutrality un-
blemished, partly because Confederate commerce destroyers like
the Alabama were able to slip out to sea through loopholes in its
laws, and partly because the enforcing officials were sometimes
pro-Southern in their sympathies.

When the guns began to boom at Fort Sumter in 1861, the
British ruling class was prepared to sympathize with the North
in its attempt to overthrow the abomination of black slavery. But
when Lincoln, with an eye to keeping the pivotal border states in
line, had to announce that he was not fighting to free the Negroes
but to restore the sundered Union, sentiment in England turned
sharply against the North. The British aristocracy had long feared
the swelling power of the United States, and if two weak, snarling
republics could be made to grow where one strong, united repub-
lic had grown before, Her Britannic Majesty’s possessions in
North America would be more sccure. The Northerners, who
looked toward the ultimate extinction of slavery, expected warm
sympathy from Britain and they consequently regarded cold
neutrality as hardly less than veiled hostility.

France, under the slippery Napoleon 111, was likewise officially
neutral. But while the British government tried earnestly to en-
force its inadequate laws, the French government connived
openly with Confederate agents. Napoleon was then engaged in
his harcbrained scheme to prop the Archduke Maximilian on the
throne of Mexico, and he rejoiced to see two weaker United
Stateses replace the once-powerful Union. If the Southerners and
Northerners should unite once more under the Stars and Stripes,
they might evict his puppet from the halls of the Montezumas.
The Archduke Maximilian was the brother of the Austrian Em-
peror, and conscquently there was much sentiment for the South
at the brilliant Viennese court.

The picture was markedly different in Prussia. Among the rul-
ing junker class there was considerable sympathy for the aristo-
cratic slaveowners of the South. But among the masses, who
cherished the remnants of a liberal tradition dating from the days

71



AMERICA FACES RUSSIA

of 1848, there was surprising enthusiasm for the North. Hun-
dreds of Germans volunteered for service in the Northern armies,
and many others purchased United States bonds. From the stand-
point of physical help alone, the friendship of Prussia for the
Union was far more substantial than that of Russia, but one does
not hear much about it because no tradition of Prussian-American
comradeship has sprung up, in fact quite the contrary.

Russia, like the other powers officially neutral, had no desire to
plunge into the conflict; yet she was probably the only important
nation in Europe whose ruling classes did not openly pray for
the breakup of the Union. A handful of Russian officers tried to
volunteer at the United States legation in St. Petersburg, and a
few Russian officers and men fought in the armies of the North.
Colonel John B. Turchin, the “Mad Cossack,” was court-
martialed after his men had sacked the Southern town of Athens,
but he was promoted to a brigadier-generalcy, marched with
General Sherman to the sea, and succeeded in personalizing Rus-
sian attachment to the Union cause.!

2

Why did Russia, the greatest absolutism in Europe, favor the
democratic North, while the monarchical and aristocratic classes
throughout Europe applauded the gallant Southerners?

The basic answer again presents itself. For more than a half-
century, that is since 1809, the fixed policy of the Czar’s govern-
ment had been to encourage the growth of the United States as
a potentially strong commercial and naval makewecight against the
foes of the Empire. For precisely the opposite reason, the bitterest
enemies of Russia, notably Britain and France, hoped that the
Union would fall to pieces.

The Russian government and ruling class disliked democracy,
but in the interests of the balance of power they favored the
Union. Contrary to an erroneous conception, the Russians were

1 Albert Parry, “John B. Turchin: Russian General in the American Civil
War,” Russian Review, 1, 44-60 (April, 1942).
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not anti-Southern. They merely wanted the North and the South
to reunite as speedily as possible; otherwise the two warring
sections might kill each other off, and from the standpoint of Rus-
sian calculations a completely debilitated Union would be almost
as bad as a pair of smaller republics in a partially exhausted state.
As was true in 1809 and again in 1812, St. Petersburg was quite
frank in making known its realistic concern for the United States.

Another common tie between the autocracy of Russia and the
democracy of America was the problem of dealing with insurrec-
tion. If President Lincoln had his seceding Southerners, Czar Al-
cxander II had his unrepentant Poles, who in 1863 rose again in
open rebellion. With diabolical cleverness the London Punch ran
a cartoon that had Lincoln say to Alexander II:

Imperial son of Nicholas the Great,

We air in the same fix, I calculate,

You with your Poles, with Southern rebels I,
Who spurn my rule and my revenge defy.>

The American people were torn by conflicting desires in regard
to Poland. They deeply appreciated the good will of the Cazar,
but they were dedicated to the cause of liberty, and since 1830
their sympathies, carefully nurtured by the propaganda of Polish
zealots, had gone out to oppressed Poland. The influx of hundreds
of thousands of Roman Catholic Irish and Germans since the mid-
1840’s had intensified interest in the fate of the Roman Catholic
Poles. In 1863, after the new Polish revolt had flared up, mass
meetings were held throughout the United States at which
speeches were made and resolutions were passed. Funds were
raised by subscription, and a Polish Aid Committee was set up. In
September, 1863, Senator Charles Sumner, chairman of the
powerful Senate Committee on Foreign Relations, lent a semi-
official air to the agitation by a sensational speech in New York.
Breaking a lance for the oppressed Poles and belittling Russian

2XLV, 169 (Oct. 24, 1863).
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friendship, he declared in effect that Switzerland was the only
real friend of the United States in Europe.?

Yet despite all this agitation the great body of Americans, too
deeply preoccupied with their own internal convulsion to show

AT,

EXTREMES MEET

The Czar, against a background of massacred Polish rebels, joyously grects
Lincoln, against a background of dead Confederate rebels. An example of
anti-Russian and anti-United States fecling in the British press. (From the
London Punch, 1863.)
intense interest in Russia, seem to have been more pro-Russian
than pro-Pole. The State Department was torn by no sentimental
loyalties or religious prejudices, and hence found it easier to pur-
sue a course dictated purely by self-interest. When France twice
asked the United States to join her and Great Britain in a media-
tion scheme designed to help the Poles, Secretary Seward returned
a courteous refusal. We had traditionally pursued a policy of not

3 Charles Summer, His Complete Works (Boston, 1900), X, 144.
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ntervening in the broils of Europe, alone or jointly. We would
appear foolish indeed if we were to assist insurrection in Poland
while trying to stamp it out in the South. We were looking for-
ward to the end of the war, when we would be in a position to
tell the French to get out of Mexico. When that day came, as it
did, our moral position would be much stronger if we could say
to the European nations that we had refrained from intervening
in European quarrels. By that same token they should refrain
from intervening in Mexico.

In brief, the United States did not stay out of the Polish up-
rising because of any maudlin love for the Czar; every considera-
tion of sound policy prompted our official refusal. But Seward
saw to it that the Russian Foreign Office received copies of the
correspondence, and St. Petersburg was properly grateful. The
London Tinzes was less appreciative. “No American can see any-
thing wrong in a Polish war,” it sneered, “to which that carried
on in Virginia and Tennessec bears so strong a resemblance.” *
To many British aristocrats, Lincoln the oppressor saw eye to eye
with Alexander the oppressor, and both were given opportunities
to rebuff unwanted joint interventions.

3

Russia and America were further drawn together by the com-
mon problem of emancipating servile groups. In 1861 Alexander
Il issued a manifesto freeing some twenty million white serfs from
the overlordship of their masters. This act took considerable
courage, because it was bitterly opposed by those, like the slave-
owners of the South, who stood to lose a great vested interest. But
the emancipation of what one Berlin journal called the Czar’s
“white niggers” was accomplished without civil war.

Antislavery groups of the North were highly pleased that Alex-
ander II should provide them with so timely a precedent, and the
North glowed anew with amity for the Autocrat of all the Rus-
sias. Horace Greeley, editor of the influential New York Tribune,

4 Oct. 15, 1863.
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applauded the Christianity of the Czar and condemned the at-
tempts of the Confederacy “to make slavery perpetual.” The
South naturally found such comparisons odious, and the Rich-
mond Examiner retorted by making a few itself. Alexander II,
it found, was enslaving Poles while emancipating serfs; Lincoln
was trying to free black slaves while subjugating white South-
erners. Hence the spiritual partnership between the two tyrants
was altogether natural. Until this time the Southerners had felt
something of a tie with Russia in the common bond of a servile
class; now many of them felt as though they had been deserted
by an ally.

Lingering memorics of the Crimean War likewise influenced
relations between the Czarist Empire and the United States. The
Russians could not forget the outspoken sympathy of the Ameri-
cans, and the Americans could not forget the wholehearted appre-
ciation of the Russians for it. Why should the Emperor, rankling
from the humiliation and exhaustion of Russia’s recent defeat by
Britain and France, join in an intervention with his former enemies,
against a traditional friend, for the purpose of promoting the in-
terests of those enemies?

The picture was further colored by the fact that Great Britain,
hated by Americans and Russians alike, was now a free-trade
nation. Both Russia and the United States were trying to build up
their industries behind tariff barriers, and the highly protective
Morrill tariff of 1861, passed by Congress after enough Southern
members had withdrawn, strengthened the community of interest.
When Cassius M. Clay, the American minister in St. Petersburg,
made a speech in behalf of protection, he was enthusiastically ap-
plauded by his audience.”

In other respects Alexander II found himself advantageously
situated when he sought to ingratiate himself with the United
States. In both France and Britain, particularly Britain, there were
influential groups that were either pro-Northern or pro-Southern,
and they exerted considerable pressure on their governments. In

8 C. M. Clay, The Life of Cassius Marcellus Clay (Cincinnati, 1886), I, 415.
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Russia such imperfect knowledge as existed regarding America
was to be found largely among the numerically small upper class,
so the Czar, unembarrassed by popular opinion, could coolly play
a game calculated to serve the best interests of the Empire. As the
New York Nation later remarked, pro-Northernism was a wise
policy for the Russians. If the Union won, it would be grateful,
if the South won, it would be so elated that it would quickly for-
get its grievance against Russia.

4

Early in the war St. Petersburg manifested its benevolence
toward the North in various ways. Unlike Napoleon III, it refused
to have any traffic with Confederate agents; it took an acquiescent
view toward the attempts of the Union to outlaw Confederate
privateers; and it used press censorship in such a way as to gloss
over Northern defeats and play up victories, while warning
readers against news coming over the British Reuter’s news
agency.

In July, 1861, Prince Gorchakov, the Russian Foreign Minister,
sent to the Czar’s envoy in Washington an instruction which re-
ferred to the North in the friendliest terms and which, when pub-
lished in American newspapers, gave a lift to drooping morale.
The people of the United States were heartened to know that
they had one strong friend in an unfriendly world. The Trent
crisis, later in the year, almost plunged America into war with
Britain, and when differences were finally patched up, Gorchakov
sent another note expressing his warm satisfaction. Again the im-
pression, both with the W ashington government and the public
at large, was highly favorable.

Vastly more important than any of these gestures was the atti-
tude of St. Petersburg toward joint-power mediation between the
North and the South. In this connection several legends have long
persisted. It is commonly believed that Russia, out of her love for
the United States, was the chief force in holding back France and
Britain from joint intervention—an intervention that would have
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broken the Northern blockade and ensured independence for the
South. Many Northerners agreed with a writer in the Independent
magazine some years later that we owed “almost as much” to the
Russians in 1863 as we did to the French in 1778.¢ What are the
facts?

The wily Napoleon III, whose Mexican Maximilian gamble de-
pended largely on the disruption of the Union, was consistently
and persistently in favor of mediation. Although possessing the
naval power to break the Northern blockade, he lacked the nerve.
If Britain would go along with him, all would be well; if not, he
would have to mark time. The attitude of Downing Street was
crucial, and, popular fancy to the contrary, the most important
single force in holding back intervention was not Russia but
Britain. This is a fundamental fact that we failed to perceive dur-
ing the turbulent years of our nineteenth-century Anglophobia
and Russophilism.

The St. Petersburg Foreign Office warmly approved of onc
type of mediation: the kind that without offense to Washington
would bring the North and the South together again as speedily
as possible. But the Russians would have no part in such a media-
tion as Napoleon III wanted: the kind that would keep the two
sections permanently severed. Although the Czar did not favor
such joint-power interference, he nevertheless would not fight to
prevent it.

5

The tense autumn of 1862 was the most dangerous period of all
from the standpoint of foreign intervention in the United States.
The North had suffered a series of costly beatings on the battle-
field, and increasing numbers of critics in England believed that
in the interests of humanity the fratricidal fighting should be
brought to an end. The London cabinet had under serious advise-
ment a scheme to join with the French in mediation. The British
expected that St. Petersburg would decline to go along, but they

8 LVI, 649 (March 24, 1904).
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fele that at least as a gesture of courtesy the Czar should be invited
—an attitude which strongly indicates that Alexander IIs position
was not crucially important.” There was actually a tendency in
British thinking to write off Russia as a major military influence,
following her exhaustion in the Crimean War and the subsequent
dislocation of her social structure resulting from the emancipa-
tion of the serfs.

The British cabinet officials, learning of General Robert E.
Lee’s proposed invasion of Maryland, decided to suspend their
decision on intervention pending news from the American front.
The Southern invader was halted on the hard-fought field of
Antictam in what was virtually a drawn battle. President Lincoln
took heart from this dubious success to launch his preliminary
cmancipation proclamation, which added immeasurably to the
moral strength of the North by committing it belatedly to the
frecing of the slave as well as the preserving of the Union. The
cause of the North did not seem so shaky as before, and cooler
heads in the British cabinet recoiled from the prospect of a
head-on clash with the Yankees.

In November, 1862, Downing Strect flatly refused to join
Napoleon III in his mediation scheme, and among other reasons
listed the unwillingness of the Russian government to co-operate.
This savors of an excuse rather than the real reason. If the British
had chosen to intervene, with or without the company of France,
they had ample power to break the Union blockade, without hav-
ing to call upon Alexander II's navy, which happened to be
scandalously worm-caten and weak.

Several conclusions may be hazarded. The Czar was opposed to
intervention, but passively rather than aggressively so. There can
be no doubt that his unwillingness to go along with the other
powers was a factor that entered into their calculations, but it
seems to have been a minor rather than a major factor. If Antietam
had resulted in a crushing Confederate victory, the British and

TE. D. Adams, Great Britain and the American Civil War (London, 1925),
11, 40.
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the French would probably have intervened, with or without the
blessing of Alexander 1I. The decisive event was the indecisive
battle of Antietam; and, to repeat, the major brake on intervention
was Britain, not Russia.

Intangibles are often more important than tangibles, and myths
are often more important than facts. The well-known opposition
of the Russian Emperor to intervention gave rise in the North to
the ill-founded feeling that he was holding back the unfriendly
powers and would continue to do so. The Union triumphed in
1865 largely because, after suffering a disheartening series of re-
verses, it was able to overcome a spirit of defeatism. A realization
that the United States had one firm friend in Europe who was
restraining its enemies bolstered faltering Northern morale, and—
although this can never be proved—may have spelled the differ-
ence between quitting and continuing on to victory. The tangible
contributions of Alexander II during the conflict have been much
overrated, but the seemingly intangible contributions, based
though they may have been in part on fiction, were of substantial
value.

8o



VIII

The Russian Fleet Myth

“The movement of those [Russian] fleets spoke a
language which was well understood by the nations of
Europe, and that language was ‘hands off!’ "—Repre-
sentative G. S. Orth, 1868

NE of the few specific incidents that the people of the
United States remember in connection with Russian-
American relations in the last century, if they remem-
ber anything at all, is that during the darkest hour of the Civil
War, when England and France were presumably threatening
armed intervention, two “splendid” Russian fleets “swept” into
the ports of New York and San Francisco. The Czar thus served
notice on the interventionist powers, so the legend runs, that if
they came to our waters they would have to reckon with Russian
guns shooting the same language as that of the Americans. The
British and French forthwith took the hint, and the Union was
saved.

About all that is true in this version is that during the autumn
of 1863 two Russian fleets did drop anchor in the two American
harbors. Historical scholarship has shorn away the added mythol-
ogy, but the legendary tale lives merrily on, especially in the
world of journalism, which hates to see a pretty tale stabbed
through the heart by a researcher’s pen.

81



AMERICA FACES RUSSIA

The bare facts may be outlined. On September 24, 1863, two
Russian warships appeared off New York City, joining the one al-
ready there and heralding the arrival of a fleet of some six vessels,
which gradually gathered over a period of several weeks under
the command of Admiral Lessovsky. Their arrival caused much
excitement, especially in New York, partly because Russian ships
were a strange sight in the harbor, partly because there were four
French and three Britsh warships there with crews of some
5,000 men, partly because Anglo-French intervention secemed
possible, and partly because the visit had not been preceded by
the slightest warning. The close-mouthed Russians had guarded
their secret well.

This unexpected visitation was naturally interpreted by a host
of Americans as a concrete expression of Russian friendliness, as
indeed in some measure it was. Many Northerners also assumed
that Alexander II, not content with refusing to acquiesce in the
mediation proposals of his fellow sovereigns, had sent his squad-
rons to America so as to interpose physical force should the Brit-
ish and French flects attempt to interfere.! It was widely believed
that Admiral Lessovsky had sailed under “scaled orders,” which
would be opened only in the event of a showdown with the Euro-
pean powers.

The American people, it should be added, were not so gullible
as they appear to have been. For some weeks prior to the appear-
ance of the fleet the rumor had been widespread, both in America
and Europe, that Russia and the United States were about to con-
clude an offensive-defensive alliance, under the terms of which
the Czar would unite with Lincoln in repelling Anglo-French
intervention. The coming of the warships seemed to be ocular
proof that the alliance had been signed, or was about to be, and
that the Russian fleet was here to carry out its provisions.>

This interpretation took on even greater reality when, on

1 See Philadelphia Daily News, Oct. 1, 1863; Windsor Vermont Journal, Oct.
10, 1863.
2 New York Herald, Sept. 15, 25, 1863; Richmond Whig, Aug. 29, 1863.
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October 12, 1863, nearly three weeks after the initial surprise in
New York, a Russian fleet of some six warships began to gather
in San Francisco Bay, under the command of Rear Admiral
Popov. His coming, though dramatic, did not create so great a
sensation as that in New York. The initial surprise had worn off;
the force was smaller; San Francisco was far removed from the
main theater; and Popov, who had visited San Francisco before,
was a familiar figure.

The Czar’s government, with characteristic taciturnity, offered
no explanations. The Russian minister in Washington was in-
structed to say, if asked why the vessels had arrived, that they had
come for “no unfriendly purpose.” This was true, so far as it
went. The visitors toasted the time-honored friendship; they kept
gravely quict regarding the object of their visit; and their enig-
matic silence seemed to give assent to such naive interpretations as
the Americans cared to put on their presence. When the Russians
were told that they had come because they loved the United
States, and that it was the Emperor’s intention to defend the
Union, they could not very well interrupt with vehement denials.
If the Americans wanted to read into the visit a more friendly
objective than existed, the Russians would do well to hold their
tongues and drink another glass of champagne. The more in-
debted Alexander 11 could make the Americans feel to his Empire,
the more he might count upon them to support his policies in the
future.

The Russians have been condemned for numerous sins, but this
myth, like that of the cordial Catherine II and the amiable Alex-
ander I, was made in America, not in St. Petersburg.

2

The arrival of the fleets could hardly have been better timed
from the standpoint of their psychological impact. The tide of
civil conflict had swirled in favor of the North at Gettysburg and
Vicksburg, nearly three months earlier, but that was less apparent
then than now. Much stern fighting loomed ahcad; Northern
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operations in Tennessee were encountering setbacks; and there
was still a strong chance that a wave of Copperhead defeatism
would extinguish the fires of unionism. The high point of Anglo-
French intervention had been reached a year before, but this fact
is clearer in retrospect than it was at the time. There were still
persistent rumors of French interference, and the construction of
two powerful ironclad rams was being pushed by the Confed-
erates in British yards, ostensibly for the purpose of breaking the
Union blockade. Two days before Admiral Lessovsky’s two ships
reached New York, the American press reported word from Lon-
don that the rams had been ordered detained pending an adequate
explanation of their destination,® but this was not the final deten-
tion that came later.

The North seemed to be urgently in need of friends, and the
unexpected visit of the Russians dramatically highlighted the fact
that Alexander II was not only our one true friend but that he
seemingly was prepared to fight on our side. “God bless the Rus-
sians!” exclaimed Secretary of the Navy Welles, and this senti-
ment was echoed throughout the country.*

The spontancous outburst of enthusiasm for the visitors, espe-
cially in New York, was as heartfelt as it was cffusive. The in-
habitants of the metropolis welcomed the opportunity to express
in a tangible way their appreciation of a country—the only great
power in Europe—that had seemingly stood by us during the
early years of the war, and presumably would continue to do so
in the future. Deputations from various states arrived in New
York to pay their respects, and the New York Central Railroad
arranged to take a party of Russian officers to Niagara Falls. The
fleet visited Washington and Boston, and cverywhere the guests
were plied with expensive liquors and gorged with rich foods.
Elaborate balls were held, with generous libations to Lincoln the
Emancipator and Alexander the Liberator, and the bearded Rus-

3 New York Times, Sept. 22, 24, 1863.
4 Diary of Gideon Welles (Boston, 1911), I, 443.
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sians whirled their fair partners across the ballroom floor with
Slavic abandon.

At the various banquets the Russian spokesmen tactfully
stressed the ancient amity, and as tactfully avoided reference to
the Polish rebellion or the European crisis. American after-dinner
orators, speaking more prophetically than they realized, toasted
the time when Russia would dominate the Old World and the
United States the New World. “Providence has decreed,” de-
clared General Hiram Wallbridge in New York, “that there shall
be two great hemispheres, one the Eastern and the other the
Western. The one shall be represented by Russia, and the other by
the United States.” ®

Talk of an offensive and defensive military alliance was re-
doubled, despite the then hoary admonition of George Washing-
ton against foreign entrapments. Harper’s Weekly, noting that
both America and Russia were nations of the future, urged a
compact with Alexander the Liberator as a brake on the ambitions
of Britain and France. No such formal entanglement was effected,
but then and for many years later Americans commonly referred
to Russia as our “ally.” The very fact that such an alliance could
be seriously discussed in 1863 is eloquent testimony to our regard
for the Russians and to our need for foreign support.

The welcome to the visitors in San Francisco was warm, though
perhaps less overwhelming. During a disastrous fire some two
hundred Russian volunteers helped man the water buckets, and
the grateful citizens raised funds and provided gold medals for
those who were injured. A great ball was attended by the Russian
officers and the socially elite, at which portraits of Lincoln and
Alexander II adorned the walls. Supper was served at eleven
o’clock in the evening, the last strains of the dance orchestra died
away at five in the morning, and a few guests were still present at
six. Rumor had it that two Confederate commerce destroyers
might sail into the harbor and begin to bombard the city, and

8 London Times, Oct. 15, 1863.
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Admiral Popov, under the spell of his enthusiastic reception, was
so carried away as to issue orders for his men to repel the Con-
federates if the need arose. Apprised of this unauthorized zeal, St.
Petersburg flatly countermanded Popov’s orders. The Russian
fleets had not come to America to fight the South.

3

The mystery was not definitely solved in this country until
1915, when Dr. Frank A. Golder, drawing upon the official Rus-
sian records, published an article in the Awerican Historical
Review.®

The Russo-Polish crisis came to a head in 1863, with a strong
possibility of interference by the British and the French. If in-
tervention should occur, an armed clash would follow, and the
Russian fleet would be bottled up in the Baltic by the British, as
it had been during the Crimean War. The Russian Siberian squad-
ron would be set upon jointly by the British and French, who had
better telegraphic facilities and who consequently would get
word of hostilities first.

The objective of the Russian high command was to get its fleets
away from these vulnerable mousetraps, base them on ncutral
ports, and utilize them as individual commerce destroyers, in the
manner of the Alabama, to prey on the rich and vulnerable mer-
chant marine of the enemy, cspecially Great Britain, For such
purposes the United States was ideal. San Francisco and New
York were well situated for access to shipping lanes; and the Rus-
sians, after carefully nurturing American good will all these years,
could count upon a hospitable reception. The presence in the
United States of these potential raiders would presumably exert
pressure on the French, and particularly on the British, to go
slowly in the Polish crisis. At all events, when the storm had
blown over and the fleets had served their purpose, the com-
manders were ordered home in 1864, but not until they had
further ingratiated themselves with the “best people,” official and

¢ XX, 8o1-812 (July, 1915).
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otherwise, by reciprocating American hospitality with brilliant
banquets.

The Yankees are proverbially sharp traders, and at first glance
it secems strange that they were so largely taken into camp or—
more accurately—took themselves into camp. But the rumors of
an imminent alliance explain a great deal. One should also note
that the Northerners were so wrought up after years of tension
and bloodshed that they were more than ordinarily ready to be-
lieve what they wanted to believe.

But a good many of our better-informed citizens, though evi-
dently only a minority, perceived that there was more to the Rus-
sian naval demonstration than met the eye. The unsavory
Congressman Benjamin F. Butler, who was perhaps judging
Russian motives by his own, somewhat later expressed the view
that there was a selfish purpose involved. Senator Charles Sumner
also guessed the essential truth, as did a considerable number of
our more discerning newspaper editors.”

Yet these surprisingly accurate speculations evidently made no
more than a slight dent on the public mind. They emanated from
only a minority of the newspapers, and often appeared incon-
spicuously in small type. They ran counter to what we wished to
be the truth regarding Russia’s friendliness and unselfishness.
They were admittedly guesses, and we are inclined to accept
editorial guesses with a grain of salt, especially when placed
against such concrete facts as the presence of the Russian fleets
and the unconcealed friendliness of the officers and men.

One final point must be made. There was nothing essentially
incompatible between the theory that the Russians had come be-
cause of friendship and a possible alliance against common
enemics, on the one hand, and the theory that they had escaped
to sca so as to be able to ravage the commerce of prospective foes,

7 The present writer has analyzed the reactions of seventy-four contemporary
American newspapers, and his findings will be published in an article entitled,
“The Russian Fleet Myth Re-examined,” in a forthcoming issue of the Mississippi
Valley Historical Review.
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on the other.® Even granting that the Czar had dispatched his ships
primarily to confound his enemies, this did not mean that they
had not been sent secondarily to assist us. If Russia had become
involved in war with France and Britain, and if we had been
drawn in as well, the Russian commerce raiders, using American
ports, could have subserved our interests as well as those of Russia
by atracking the joint enemy.

Yet the important thing is not what the historian unearthed in
1915, but what the mass of our people thought in 1863-1864. We
believed—increasingly so with the passage of time—that the Rus-
sians had come to succor us, morally if not physically, and highly
important attitudes and decisions were grounded on this inter-
pretation.

4

A number of smaller legends sprouted from the main legend,
and they remain to be dissected.

The two fleets did not “sweep” magnificently into the harbors
of their destination, for if they had left their home ports as units
they would have excited the suspicions of potential foes. In New
York the ships straggled in over a period of some three weeks; in
San Francisco they entered days apart. The presumed significance
of their coming was consequently somewhat slow to be recog-
nized.

Neither fleet was powerful nor in good condition. The Russian
navy has traditionally been stronger on paper than on water. Two
of the major ships that were to have come to New York had to
be left behind as unseaworthy. They were all wooden, and al-
though the larger vessels had engines, the principal propellant was
wind. During the voyage it was discovered that the sails did not
fit properly; the sca pounded in through the port holes; the sailors
were inexperienced; the food was poor; and scurvy broke out be-
fore the crews sighted Manhattan. The San Francisco squadron
was in similarly wretched shape; one of the vessels was wrecked

8 Chicago Tribune, Scpt. 26, 1863; New York Herald, Sept. 25, 26, 1863.
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off Point Reyes, some thirty miles from its destination.®

The assumption that these few antiquated and poorly manned
ships could have repelled a combined Anglo-French fleet is
foolish, and the Russian Admiralty presumably knew it. Brit-
ain was still Mistress of the Seas, and both she and France had
powerful, ironclad vessels in their navies, any one of which could
have disposed of the entire Russian fleet with ridiculous ease,
much as the clumsy Confederate Merrimac had crushed the
wooden Union ships at Hampton Roads a year earlier. The real
threat of the Russian fleets was not in a slam-bang naval engage-
ment, but in the possibility that each one of them would put to
sea as a raider against poorly defended merchantmen.

The contemporary belicf in America that the Russian fleets
prevented Anglo-French intervention in the Civil War will not
hold water. As already pointed out, the real threat of such inter-
vention had passed a year before, in the fall of 1862, when the
British had drawn back for entirely different reasons.

The Russian fleet coup did create something of a sensation in
Europe, and on the whole it was about as displeasing to the Brit-
ish and French as it was pleasing to the Americans.’® The threat
to British commerce may have been important in causing Down-
ing Street to consent to an amicable settlement of the Polish criss,
but proof of this contention has yet to be forthcoming. The pub-
lished writings of contemporary British statesmen, who were
preoccupiced with more pressing problems, are singularly lacking
in references to the Russian squadrons. The English press, like-
wise preoccupied, paid relatively little attention to the surprise
visit, as was truc of the continental newspapers. The pontifical
London T'ines, which had a semiofficial connection with Down-
ing Street, regarded the New York maneuver as a routine cruise
and sneered at the Americans for making such a fuss over it. This

? San Francisco Daily Bulletin, Sept. 28, 1863.

10 A remarkable booklet published in France at the time guessed accurately the
purposes of the fleet visit and sneered at the perfectly natural moral alliance be-
tween the brutal and oppressive Yankees and the no less brutal and oppressive
Tartars (Félix Aucaigne, L'alliance russo-américaine [2¢ éd., Paris, 1863]).
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JOHN BULL AND LOUIS NAPOLEON DESCRY UPON THE HO-
RIZON A CLOUD ABOUT THE SIZE (AND SHAPE) OF TWO BIG
MEN’S HANDS, AND ARE FRIGHTENED NEARLY OUT OF THEIR
BOOTS BY THE PHENOMENON

The supposed consternation caused in Europe by the appearance of the
Russian fleet and the fraternizing of Russians and Americans. (From Harper's

Weekly, 1863.)
great journal, at least initially, expressed no alarm over commerce
raiding, but it did betray fear as to the expansionist ambitions of
the American and Russian giants.'*

Certain British observers, as well as some Americans, regarded
the Russian demonstration as a warning to Napoleon III in

1t London Times, Oct. 15, 1863.
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Mexico, for commerce destroyers could have done serious damage
to his line of communications with Maximilian. But proof that
such a possibility influenced French or British policy likewise has
not yet been uncovered.

Countless variants of the Russian flcet myth may be found in
American newspapers and magazines since 1863. To mention
them all would merely add to the confusion. But one persistent
version must be scotched, for it has been given additional cur-
rency by the published letters of Franklin K. Lane, Woodrow
Wilson’s Secretary of the Interior. The tale is that Secretary
Seward in 1863, seeking a demonstration against the British and
French, arranged for the visit of the Russian fleets with the under-
standing that the United States would pay the expenses. This was
later done in a sceretive way at the time of the purchase of Alaska
for §7,200,000. Of this sum $1,400,000 was for the territory, and
$5.800,000 for the expenses of the flect.’ The whole story is
nothing but a fairy tale from the Washington whispering gallery.

5

The episode of the flects, in itself of no great importance, had
astonishingly wide repercussions.

The morale of the United States received a definite boost at a
time when it needed stimulants, and Secretary Seward was no
doubt encouraged to pursue his policy of dealing boldly with
prospective encmics. The American public was in no mood to
look a gift flect in the hatch, and this explains why the rotten
wooden ships seemed “splendid.”

The United States may have served as an unwitting instrument
to restrain the British and French, and to help bring about an ami-
cable scttlement of the Polish affair. If the dispute had flared forth
into a general war, it might casily have involved the North.

It is possible—though not yct proved—that both Paris and
London thercafter decided to treat the United States more
deferentially. Otherwise they might drive Washington into the

12 The Letters of Franklin K. Lane (Boston, 19212), pp. 260-261.
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much-talked-about alliance with Russia, which in turn would be
inimical to their schemes.

The presence in America of the Russian officers and men
aroused our interest in faraway Russia. Eugene Schuyler, a distin-
guished scholar-diplomat, and Jeremiah Curtin, a truly great
linguist, were inspired by their contacts with the visitors to perfect
their knowledge of the Russian language, and they went on to
serve their country most usefully in the legation at St. Petersburg.
They also, through translations and original writings, further
acquainted the American public with Russia.3

The Russian officers who had been so hospitably received were
favorably impressed with the United States, and when they re-
turned to Kronstadt, they entertained the American minister on
board their flagship, while a Russian military band, utilizing musi-
cal notes rather than diplomatic notes, alternated in playing
“Yankee Doodle” and the Russian national anthem.

Careless commentators, in speaking of the warm gratitude of
the American people for Russia and her fleets, overlook the fact
that this enthusiasm was not shared by the South.!* The South-
erners could not applaud the anti-interventionist stand of Alex-
ander II, inasmuch as Anglo-French intervention would have
ensured Confederate independence. To them it seemed perfectly
natural that the dictatorial and South-repressing Yankee should
be allying himself with the dictatorial and Poland-repressing Cos-
sack.

Yet Northern gratitude was undoubtedly deep and tenacious.
When Alexander II was murdered by an assassin’s bomb in 1881,
Secretary of State Blaine dispatched an effusive note for the eyes
of his successor. Blaine referred to Alexander II's refusal to join

13 Schuyler did much to introduce Russian literature to the American public
when he published a translation of Turgenev's Fathers and Sons (1867) and Lco
Tolstoy’s The Cossacks (1878). He also completed a book on Turkistan (1876),
which was critical of Russian administration. Curtin published important Eng-
lish translations of Russian authors, notably Alexis Tolstoy, and wrote books
on Russian myths and folk tales.

1¢ See Richmond Engquirer, Sept. 29, Oct. 6, 1863; Richmond Dispatch, Oct.
7, 1863.
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in mediation, as well as to his open declaration in favor of the
North. Fearful that the unfriendly nations of Europe might inter-
vene, continued the American Secretary, the Emperor dispatched
“a large and powerful [?] fleet of war vessels as a proclamation
to the world of his sympathy in our struggle and of his readiness
to strike a blow on the side of the Union if any foreign power
should strike a blow in aid of the insurrection.” The United States,
Blaine concluded, decply appreciated the Czar’s act of favoritism
to the Union, “even at the risk [?] of plunging his own empire
into war.” 1%

If the Secretary of State of the United States should thus in
official form tell the Russians why they had sent their fleets to
America, why should they be so boorish as to point out to him his
various errors? They no doubt were happy that, in serving their
own realistic ends, they had incidentally reaped such a rich
harvest of good feeling. Gratitude is a species of international cur-
rency which may be deposited for use on that day when one
needs friends.

6

The fleet myth has outlived all others in Russo-American rela-
tions, primarily because of its opportune timing, its emotional
impact, and its picturesque quality. It kindled a fire in the hearts of
our citizens which caused the disputes of the past to melt away
and the amenitics of recent times to stand out in sharper relief. It
unquestionably rendered the Union cause substantial moral as-
sistance, but the American people were artless in assuming that
because the results were good the purposes must also have been
unselfish. Our citizens simple-mindedly concluded that Russia
not only loved us but had always loved us, and they began
to remember more vividly the legend of the kindly Catherine II
and the devoted Alexander I and all that these monarchs had pre-
sumably donc for us, while losing sight of Polish repressions,

18 Papers Relating to the Foreign Relations of the United States, 1881 (Wash-
ington, 1882), p. 1014.
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Hungarian stabs in the back, Slavic menaces, and autocratic re-
pressions.

The fleet myth also projected a mighty beam into the dark un-
certainties that lay ahead in Russo-American relations. We could
forgive much in a nation that had stood by us so valiantly and
gallantly in our most critical years. Long after much bitterness
had been generated between the two nations near the end of the
century, long after the historic friendship had ceased to be much
more than an empty phrase, countless Americans still remembered
the Russian fleets and refused to face up to the reality that a new
era had dawned.

If a legend is believed long enough and earnestly enough by
enough people, it almost becomes a fact. On occasion, as in 1863,
it is more important than a fact.
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IX

The Purchase of Alaska

“There is little doubt that a like offer [of Alaska] from
any other Furopean government would have been re-
jected.”—James G. Blaine, 1884

HE heavy fogs of St. Petersburg were doubtless disagree-
able during Civil War days, but the diplomatic atmos-
phere was far more agrecable for our envoys than that

of some other Luropean capitals, notably London and Paris. The
Amecrican minister had little to do but to keep the Russians
friendly, and this was not a difficult task because they were
determined, in their own interests, to remain friendly.

Cassius Marcellus Clay represented the United States during
the early years of the war. Although a Kentuckian, he was an
abolitionist who had campaigned for Lincoln in 1860, and as a
reward had been led to expect the sccretaryship of war. When
this proved impossible, he was awarded the St. Petersburg post as
a consolation prize. The administration must have been relieved
to get him out of the country, because he was a singularly ill-
balanced, violent, and vindictive character. During his long and
hectic career in America he became involved in numerous can-
ings, duels, bowie-knife stabbings, and shootings.

Despite his ungovernable temper and disregard of etiquette,
Clay formed a warm attachment for the Russians and conceived
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of his task as the easy one of cultivating their good will. He enter-
tained on such a lavish scale that, according to his own unreliable
account, his invitations were much sought after. He found the
Russian upper crust genial and hospitable, and the women very
beautiful. On his final return home he brought with him a Russian
boy, whom he named Launey Clay and whose parentage he re-
fused to divulge.

Clay was recalled in 1862 to provide a sanctuary for Secretary
of War Simon Cameron, about whose head a storm of financial
scandal was breaking in connection with War Department con-
tracts. Fortunately Cameron had little to do. IHe reported that he
was “spared the necessity of advocating our cause,” for he found
a “‘constant desire to interpret everything to our advantage.” ITis
secretary of the legation was the poet Bayard Taylor, who
complained that the social treadmill was wearisome and who noted
that the guests spoke “French nothings with great elegance.” !

Cameron returned to America in 1863, when the stench in the
War Department had subsided, and was succeeded by his prede-
cessor Clay. The fiery Kentuckian took to himself much unde-
served credit for having kept Russia in line during the Civil War
and for having paved the way for the Alaska purchase. The fact
that Russian-American cordiality could have survived the tem-
pestuous ministrations of this crude character is further evidence
of an almost unbreakable community of interest during these
anxious years.

2

In April, 1866, Alexander II narrowly escaped death when a
newly emancipated serf, with great presence of mind, struck the
arm of the assassin, and the pistol discharged harmlessly into the
air. News of the providential deliverance moved the American

1 Henry Bergh was secretary of legation, 1863-1864. Scandalized by brurality
to horses in St. Petersburg, he returned to the United States and founded the
American Society for the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals (Scribner’s Montbly,
XVII, 878-879 [April, 1879]).
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people deeply. They had lost their own great emancipator a year
earlier, and their hearts went out to the other great emancipator
who in the recent war had been their good “ally.”

Congress promptly passed a joint resolution, which was most
unusual, expressing decp satisfaction over the Emperor’s good
fortune. Such a pronouncement would normally have been pre-
sented through ordinary diplomatic channels, but our gratitude to
Russia was so great that ordinary methods would not suffice. We
would send the resolution by a special naval mission, led by a
clumsy Civil War monitor.

The enterprise was headed by the corpulent but engaging
Gustavus Vasa Fox, who had served capably as Assistant Secre-
tary of the Navy during the late war. The Russians outdid them-
sclves in reciprocating the hospitality shown their officers in
America, and Admirals Lessovsky and Popov were among the
hosts. Busts of the Czar and portraits of Washington, Lincoln, and
President Johnson were in evidence, and the American President,
ncaring impeachment, was treated with far more respect than was
being shown him at home. There were immense menus and in-
numerable toasts “To the Great Empire of the East and the Great
Republic of the West.” Flowery speeches paid tribute to the
ancient friendship, reaching back to Catherine I and sealed by the
events of the recent conflict. There was also much playing of
national songs, and some kissing of the Americans and tossing
them into the air, in the exuberant Muscovite fashion for which
the visitors were not fully prepared.

At a gala dinner in St. Petersburg, Fox read a poem written
especially for the occasion by Oliver Wendell Holmes, which
began:

Though watery deserts hold apart
The worlds of East and West,

Still beats the selfsame human heart
In each proud Nation’s breast.

The eighth stanza referred to the recent conflict:
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When darkness hid the starry skies
In war’s long winter night,

One ray still cheered our straining eyes,
The far-off Northern light! 2

Fox read in English, and when a Russian interpreter translated the
pocm, shouts of “encore” forced a second reading, after which
the translator was enthusiastically tossed into the air.

Surprising tributes from all over the Empire indicated that the
tradition of friendship had penetrated to the very mudsills of
society. Flowers and telegrams were showered upon the visitors.
Fox and his entourage traveled widely, and in one place the peas-
ants, in a tribute ordinarily reserved for members of the imperial
family, laid their garments in the road for the visitors to walk
upon. The mission at length departed, stuffed with good food and
good liquor and good will, and bearing appropriate gifts from Al-
exander II, including a diamond-studded snuff box.

News of the Fox mission, surprisingly enough, received hardly
more than routine coverage in the American press. The excite-
ment was too far away; insistent problems were close at hand
(including reconstruction in the South and Napoleon III in
Mexico); and Russian friendship, especially after the fleet visits,
was no novelty. The Czar’s benevolence could be taken so com-
pletely for granted that it was not particularly newsworthy. The
New York Herald even begrudged the unnecessary expense to
the taxpayer of “Mr. Fox’s Pleasure Trip,” pointing out that by
the time he reached St. Petersburg the resolution he was bearing
would long since have been published in the Russian newspapers.?

But the Fox love feast undoubtedly did much to publicize and
cement the now traditional cordiality. In both countries abundant
opportunity was given to review the friendly acts of the recent
and remote past, while unpleasant incidents were avoided. The
Russians were delighted to have a chance to greet their democratic
brothers from beyond the sea, and the American people were

2 The Poetical Works of Oliver Wendell Holmes (Boston, 1887), p. 255.
8 New York Herald, May 18, 1866.
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gratified to learn that their Russian “allies” had received the
visitors so enthusiastically. A spcech by the distinguished Russian
statesman, Prince Gorchakov, was so effusive as to revive con-
siderable comment, both in Europe and in America, as to the im-
minence of a full-dress Russian-American alliance.

One final contribution merits mention. The Russian people
werc afforded an unusual opportunity to learn something about
the United States and to discard some of their false impressions.
Jeremiah Curtin, who was attached to the St. Petersburg legation,
tells of the little Russian girl who was surprised to find that the
Americans were not red-skinned.*

3

In 1867 Russia unexpectedly sold Alaska to the United States
for the bargain price of $7,200,000, and this strange transaction
contributed powerfully to the myth of a sentimental Russian-
American friendship. Gradually the impression took root that the
Crar transferred his huge American possession to the United
States for a pittance because he liked us and wanted to do us a
favor, and as a result we ought to feel everlastingly grateful.

The Alaska purchase legend, like the fleet legend, has a con-
crete basis in fact, because there can be no denying that the sale
did take place for $7,200,000. But why did Russia sell, and specifi-
cally why did she scll to us?

The naked truth is that Russian America (as Alaska was called
in the prepurchase cra) had become a burdensome economic
liability. The Russian-American Company, under whose monop-
oly the territory was being systematically ravaged, had mis-
managed its affairs badly, and its accumulated woes were about to
be tossed into the lap of the Czar’s government, which did not
want to be bothered with them.

Alaska moreover was strategically indefensible by weak-navy
Russia against a strong naval power, like Great Britain. In the
recent Crimean War, London had consented to the neutraliza-

4 Memoirs of Jeremiab Curtin (Madison, Wis., 1940), p. 113.
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tion of Russian America, presumably because an attack might
stimulate a quick sale to the Yankees, with unpleasant complica-
tions. But the Russians could not count on being so lucky in the
future. In short, Alaska was an uneasy hostage to Great Brit-
ain.

Another Russian fear grew out of the proven rapacity of the
westward-moving Americans. The spirit of Manifest Destiny had
not completely died; and the rumor that a colony of polyga-
mously prolific Mormons was going into Alaska had caused a
momentary scare in St. Petersburg. If a gold rush should start, as
one had recently into British Columbia, the Yankees would prob-
ably swarm in and take over, as they had in West Florida and
Texas. It was obviously sound strategy to sell out for even
$7,200,000, rather than wait and lose everything, including face,
and perhaps be defeated on the battleficld in the bargain. The
misconception is that the stupid Russians sold without any knowl-
edge whatever of the gold and other natural resources of the vast
area. The fact is that they knew of some gold deposits in Alaska,
and they sold because they knew of them, not because they were
ignorant of them.?

The decision to dispose of Alaska was prompted by still other
considerations. The Russian Empire had overextended itself into
North America, half a world away from its capital, and Furopean
colonialism in the western hemisphere during the nineteenth
century had gencrally proved unprofitable. Certain advisers in
St. Petersburg were urging that Alexander Il make Siberia his
easternmost outpost, because it was contiguous and casily de-
fensible.” The Russians also wanted a freer hand in Europe and
the Far East: they were still eyeing the Dardanclles covetously,
and they were on the march across Asia, with Britain attempting

tSee A. G. Mazour, “The Prelude to Russia’s Departure from America,”
Pacific Historical Review, X 311-319 (Sept., 1941).

¢ Hunter Miller, “Russian Opinion on the Cession of Alaska,” American His-
torical Review, XLVIIL, 530 (April, 1943).
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to thwart their progress. High on the list of those who might buy
Alaska were the unsophisticated Americans, whose gratitude had
been brought to a high pitch during the recent Civil War, and
whose continuing cordiality was looked upon as a strong asset in
the current diplomatic war with Great Britain. There was still
some friction with Washington over the Northwest Treaty of
1824; and the Russian-American Company, by its arbitrary
tactics, was a constant irritant to Yankee traders. Why take a
chance on ruining a priceless friendship while scrambling for a
few kopecks of trade on the Alaska coast?

But rubles could not have been a vital consideration with the
Russians, even though the Czar’s government was in financial
difficulties during much of the nineteenth century. The sum in-
volved was relatively small. Yet it was not to be laughed aside, par-
ticularly when the alternative seemed to be the loss of Alaska,
plus the loss of a valuable friend, plus the loss of what millions of
dollars Washington was willing to pay.

4

There was never any real doubt in St. Petersburg during these
months as to the logical prospective purchaser of Alaska. The one
nation that could use it most effectively to thwart the ambitions
of Russia’s hereditary foe, Great Britain, was clearly the United
States.

Alaska, though a liability to the Russians, would strengthen the
maritime power of the Americans and add to their natural re-
sources. The transfer would apply the pincers to British Columbia,
which would then be squcezed between American territory on
both the north and south. Friction would develop between the
United States and Great Britain, in line with the Russian policy
of divide and conquer. (Serious trouble did arise later between
the Americans and the Canadians over such problems as seals and
boundaries.) After the Yankees had pinched off British Columbia
and had caused that rich apple to fall into the basket of Manifest

101



AMERICA FACES RUSSIA

Destiny, they would next apply the squeeze to the rest of Canada.
When it was annexed, the American republic would be further
strengthened and the British Empire would be correspondingly
weakened.

The Russians had some misgivings about the United States as
a neighbor—a United States that had already demonstrated its
power and rapacity—and considerable uneasiness was expressed
as to the wisdom of having the Americans only fifty-six miles
away from Siberia, across the Bering Strait.” But such doubts were
completely overbalanced by other and more immediate dangers.

The legend must therefore be discarded that the Russians sold
Alaska primarily because they liked the United States. Alexander
IT and his advisers logically and cold-bloodedly decided to unload
their frozen asset in such a way as to sccure the maximum benefits
to the Russian Empire. They found that the United States best
fitted into their schemes, and in pushing the sale they naturally
sought to capitalize on the warm friendship that we had developed
for them during the recent war. The Czar was doubtless pleased
that self-interest so neatly dovetailed with doing a good turn to a
republic that had shown such enthusiastic appreciation of his con-
duct. But if he had concluded that some other nation would better
subserve the interests of the Empire, he no doubt would have at-
tempted to dispose of the territory elsewhere.

5

The Russian minister in Washington, Edouard de Stoeckl,
cleverly dropped a hint that the Emperor might be persuaded to
sell Alaska, and Secretary Seward, who happened to be an ex-
pansionist of undiscriminating voracity, rose avidly to the bait.
Not only was Seward a Manifest Destinarian with trans-Pacific
and polar visions, but he presumably hoped to stage a spectacular
success that would improve the position of President Johnson,
who was then facing impeachment. Seward was much too cager
a purchaser to be a good bargainer, and he settled for $7,200,000,

71bid., p. 525.
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‘“THE BIG THING

Orp Motner SEwARp. “I'll rub some of this on his sore spot: it may soothe him
a little.”

The Alaska purchase is here interpreted as a maneuver by Secretary Seward
to help out President Johnson. Note the sneering references to walruses, polar
bears, Eskimos, and icy peaks. (From Harper's Weekly, 1867.)
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although we now know that Alexander II would have sold for
$5,000,000.8

The land-surfeited Americans, who had scarcely heard of
Alaska and who wanted no part of it while staggering under the
burdens of reconstruction, were shocked to learn that Seward had
consented to pay out so much of the taxpayers’ money for a mass
of fog-girt and walrus-covered icebergs, peopled by a few Siberian
convicts.® Derision was heaped upon “Walrussia,” “Seward’s
Polar Bear Garden,” the “land of short rations and long twilights.”
But Secretary Seward, fearing that the sale would be hooted out
of court, discrectly launched a campaign of cducation, designed to
inform the press of the varied natural resources of Alaska. Ic also
wined and dined influential Senators, and succeeded in enlisting
the support of Charles Sumner, the oratorical big gun of the Sen-
ate.

Seward’s campaign of education gradually began to bear fruit.
As the debates in both Senate and House reveal, our people were
influenced by the potential cconomic resources of Alaska, by the
commercial value of the area in our Pacific development, by the
improvement of our strategic position, by the giant stride in the
direction of our Manifest Destiny, and by the banishment of one
more monarchical flag from the Americas, cven though it was that
of our great and good friend the Czar. Finally, the purchase dealt
a popular blow to Britain by snatching the choice Alaskan morsel
from her grasp and then enveloping British Columbia.

If the heated discussions in the American press and in Congress
are an accurate guide, the most forceful argument for accepting
the bargain was cconomic. We were actively interested in the
resources of Alaska and in an improved commercial position in the

8F. A. Golder, “The Purchase of Alaska,” American Historical Review, XXV,
419—-420 (April, 1920).

» Some little attention had been focused on Alaska, and further notice had
been taken of Russian friendliness, when in 1863 the American telegraph pro-
moter, P. McD. Collins, secured a right of way from the St. Pctersburg govern-
ment for a line across Siberia and Russian America (Senate Misc. Docs., 38 Cong.,
1 sess., No. 126). The construction abruptly ceased in 1866, when Cyrus Field
successfully spanned the Atlantic.
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Pacific. The only other argument that seems to have been of com-
parable importance—and at that it ranked considerably below the
cconomic argument—was Russian friendship.

Russia, it was repeatedly pointed out, had been our only real
supporter during the recent conflict. We had solicited the terri-
tory from her (thanks to Seward’s cagerness), and the Czar, out
of the depths of his regard for us, had consented to sell us Alaska
for asong. We could not in these circumstances throw it back into
his face; that would be a shabby way to treat him for his loyalty.
Besides, we might need his good will at some time in the future.

With almost unanimous voice the members of the House of
Representatives agreed that Russia had been our true friend, as
proved by her sending the fleets, but some doubts were expressed
as to whether genuine friendship called for such a sacrifice as
taking over “Seward’s Icebox” and paying millions of dollars for
it. Representative Benjamin F. (“Beast Ben”) Butler argued that
if it was necessary to pay out $7,200,000 to retain her amity, then
pay it out and refuse to take over the territory.1?

The Alaska purchase treaty slid through the Senate with little
difficulty, thanks to the subtle lobbying of Seward, but strong
opposition developed in the House against the necessary appropri-
ation. Certain of the members, who were scandalously involved in
a personal way, insisted that the money be held up until the Rus-
sian government consented to pay the enormously inflated Perkins
claim, growing out of an alleged contract by an American to pro-
vide military supplies during the Crimean War. The House at one
time scemed to be so hopelessly deadlocked that Minister Stoeckl
suggested to his superiors in St. Petersburg that the Emperor give
the territory to the Americans outright, and thus shame them into
paying. Alexander IT promptly vetoed the suggestion; the grasp-
ing Yankees might prove utterly shameless. Stoeckl was forced
to resort to high-priced lobbyists and publicists, as well as to some

10 The present writer has analyzed the debate in Congress and the press in
“Why the United States Purchased Alaska,” Pacific Historical Review, 111, 39—
40 (March, 1934).
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bribery among Congressmen, before the appropriation was finally
passed. He then asked to be permitted to go somewhere elsc where
he might breathe a less fetid atmosphere, perhaps not realizing how
liberally he had contributed to the existing odor.*!

6

The American masses accepted the transfer of Alaska with con-
siderable reluctance, and with the hope rather than the confident
expectation that it would pan out with gold, fish, and furs—as it
fortunately did. As time wore on and as the riches of Alaska be-
came increasingly apparent, we began to feel genuinely grateful
to the Russians for having conferred so substantial a favor upon us.
Thus we fell into the common but misleading habit of reading back
into the past the mood of the moment. But at the time of the sale
there actually was some complaint that the Russians had taken un-
fair advantage of our friendship to dump Alaska on us.

The aftertaste for the Russians was likewise not altogether pleas-
ant. They particularly resented the injection of the dubious
Perkins claim into the discussion. Minister Cassius M. Clay, writ-
ing many years after the event, reported that Prince Gorchakov
was so aroused by the Perkins affair that, with veins on forchead
bulging, he exclaimed, “I will go to war before I will pay a single
copeck.” 12 Clay is not a trustworthy witness, but there is no deny-
ing the fact that the Russians were deeply annoyed.

The Russian government, like that of other expansionist na-
tions, has developed a tradition of hanging on to its alrcady dis-
proportionately huge possessions. It has never permanently sur-
rendered, in peace or war, any other area comparable in size tc
Alaska. In 1867 this tradition, combined with an ingrained hostility
to foreigners, aroused some opposition in Russia against letting the
territory go. Yet Minister Clay—again the unreliable witness—
found the transaction gencrally acceptable, partly because of the
cordial feeling for the United States. “Well,” Clay reported onc

11 Golder, “The Purchase of Alaska,” pp. 423-424.
12 The Life of Cassius Marcellus Clay (Cincinnati, 1886), 1, 406.
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Russian as saying, “we have sold to you too cheaply, but it’s all in
the family.” 13

The reasons of the Russians for selling Alaska seemed sound, at
least at the time. One miscalculation was the assumption that the
United States would continue to be the traditional friend of Russia
and the hereditary enemy of Britain. Events have turned out other-
wise, and Alaska has become a vital strategic area which the Rus-
sians could well wish they had never sold. The territory of the
United States now extends to the Bering Strait and beyond, and
Amecricans today are somewhat less nervous than they would be
if Soviet bombers were perched on the line of 54° 40’—the one-
time southern boundary of Russian America.

13 6;;0 Seward, May 10, 1867, National Archives (Dispatches).
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Cracks wm the
Ancient Friendship

“Welcome, thrice welcome! but not as a stranger,
Come to the nation that calls thee its friend!”

—Oliver Wendell Holmes, “Welcome to the Grand
Duke Alexis,” 1871

HERE is a homely adage to the effect that when the mush
gets too thick it burns. The mush of Russo-American
cordiality became almost unmanageably thick during the

Civil War, and then thickened to the burning point about the time
of the Fox mission. The beginning of the scorching process dates
from approximately the time of the Alaska purchase, which left
slightly bitter feelings on both sides of the Arlantic.

The good-will tour of the Grand Duke Alexis, the third living
son of Alexander I, helped to postpone for a time any scrious
friction, but even it generated considerable embarrassment. The
visiting dignitary reached New York in November, 1871, there
to receive a royal welcome, which included a huge band trained
to play Russian airs. This was but the beginning of a seemingly
unending round of parades, balls, and receptions. From New York
to Washington the young nobleman was cheered by curious
crowds, but in the nation’s capital, which was accustomed to ce-
lebrities, his reception was lukewarm, and his formal presentation
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to President Grant at the White House passed off without inci-
dent. Alexis returned to New York, pushed north to Boston, then
to Canada, and then to Chicago, whose burned-out ruins he viewed
and for whose relief he contributed generously. At Milwaukee,
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THE GRAND DUKE'S RECEPTION

Corunmmia. “My long-lost Arexis! 1 am so glad vou have
come!”

The gifted cartoonist Thomas Nast pokes fun at the exuber-
ance of America’s welcome. (From Harper's Weekly, 1871.)
which boasted a considerable Russian population, the enthusiastic
multitude had to be held back by bayonets. At St. Louis, Alexis
was snowballed by mischievous boys whom he regarded good-
naturedly, and he presented a diamond bracelet to the blond bur-
lesque queen, Lydia Thompson, in appreciation of her perform-
ance. Traveling west to Omaha, he went on a “buffalo shoot”
with “Buffalo Bill” Cody and a party of Sioux Indians, and upon
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killing his first victim telegraphed the glad tidings to his imperial
father. The rigors of “roughing it” were assuaged by taking along
sandwiches and champagne.

Returning through Kansas, the Grand Duke was greeted by an
original ode of welcome, patterned after the “Battle Hymn of the
Republic,” the chorus of which ran:

Ho! for Russia and the Union!
Fo! for Russia and the Union!
Ho! for Russia and the Union!
The Czar and Grant are friends! ?

Moving on into the South, Alexis encountered small crowds and
restrained enthusiasm, particularly at Memphis. Evidently the
states lately in rebellion did not entertain grateful thoughts toward
the nation that had stood by the Union so steadfastly. After visit-
ing New Orleans, the imperial party sailed from Pensacola,
Florida.

Alexis was described as a handsome six-footer, and it is not sur-
prising that the women turned out in conspicuously large num-
bers to greet him. Nor is it surprising that “Alexis garniture” and
“Russian green” quickly became favorites with the ladies. The
size of the welcoming crowds was no doubt also duc in large
measure to curiosity. “If it had been a Crim Tartar,” opined
Harper's Weekly, “or a king of the Cannibal Islands, or a white
elephant, the excitement would have been precisely the same.” *
There was, moreover, a suspicion that the visit had provided an
opportunity for the high society of the Gilded Age to outdo itself
with competitive displays of extravagance.

Alexis had inspected the schools of Boston, and it was generally
assumed that he would carry back enlightenment to Russia. ITis
coming also served to divert popular attention from the more
nauseous aspects of the Catacazy affair, which will be discussed
shortly. But despite the sneering of Harper’s Weekly, there can

1 New York Herald, Jan. 23, 1872.
2XV, 1146 (Dec. 9, 1871).
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be no doubt that the visit did much to underscore our gratitude
to Russia by reviving recent memories and enabling us to em-
broider upon them. Probably the most enduring result of the visit
was poetical. Oliver Wendell Holmes again broke into verse, this
time in his memorable “Welcome to the Grand Duke Alexis,”
which was sung to the Russian national air by the children of the
public schools:

Bleak arc our shores with the blasts of December,
Fettered and chill is the rivulet’s low;

Throbbing and warm are the hearts that remember
Who was our friend when the world was our foe.?

Holmes sent this poem and another inspired by the occasion to
his historian friend, John Lothrop Motley, then stationed at The
Hague. Motley, who had seen something of Czardom at first hand,
wrote that he did not appreciate too highly the affection which
was “supposed” to exist between Russia and America, and which
at any rate was “a very platonic attachment.” He added cynically,
“Being founded, however, on entire incompatibility of character,
absence of sympathy, and a plentiful lack of any common interest,
it may prove a very enduring passion.” * At all events, Holmes’s
poctical offerings were major props in the perpetuation of the
Russian-love myth.

2

Constantine de Catacazy was another of the poorly balanced
diplomats whom it has been the ill fortune of both Russia and
America to send to each other’s shores. A clever and engaging
person of undoubted shrewdness and unscrupulousness, he had al-
ready had a scandalous career. While a young secretary of legation
in Rio de Janciro, he had run away with the wife of the aged
Neapolitan minister. He managed to live down this incident, and
after commending himself through his cleverness to the Foreign

8 The Poetical Works of Oliver Wendell Holmes (Boston, 1887), p. 256.
4 G. W. Curtis, e¢d., The Correspondence of Jobn Lothrop Motley (New York,
1889), 11, 336.
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Office, finally reached Washington, this time properly married.

St. Petersburg instructed Catacazy to oppose the offensive Per-
kins claim, no doubt thinking that he would do so temperately.
But the envoy was so deeply angered by evidences of graft and
improper pressures that he betrayed an excess of zcal. He traduced
President Grant and Secretary of State Fish in private conversa-
tions, which was most indiscreet, and broke into the press in an
abusive campaign against President Grant, which was highly ir-
regular. Infinitely inventive, he turned our to be a liar, intriguer,
and forger; among other things he fabricated notes from St. Petcrs-
burg approving his conduct which he showed around Washing-
ton.

Catacazy’s sins would have been intolerable even if he had
confined himself to the relevant Perkins claim, but he did not.
The Anglo-American Joint High Commission was then laboring
in Washington over American grievances against Britain—griev-
ances that were so serious as to threaten war. Although the Rus-
sian press generally supported the American cause, Catacazy
apparently assumed that the Czar’s interests would be promoted
if the British were enmeshed in controversy with the United
States. He therefore buttonholed the representatives of both na-
tions and did what he could to disrupt the negotiations by exciting
their prejudices. Once the treaty was signed, in spite of his per-
sistent efforts at sabotage, he schemed to prevent its execution.”

Secretary Fish made it clear to the Russian Foreign Office that
Catacazy was personally offensive and that his replacement by a
more tactful successor was desired. In normal circumstances this
request would have been promptly granted, but Catacazy could
not be immediately recalled without grave difficulties. The Grand
Duke Alexis was about to depart on his good-will tour, and pro-
tocol demanded that he be shepherded about by an envoy of min-
isterial rank. A substitute could not be sent overnight, and if the
United States insisted upon Catacazy’s immediate dismissal, the
tour of Alexis would have to be canceled. Preparations for the

s Fish to Curtin, Nov. 16, 1871, National Archives (Instructions).
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Grand Duke’s visit had been preceded in Russia with much fan-
fare, and a sudden cancellation would be interpreted in Europe
as having serious international implications, with much loss of face
for Russia. The Foreign Office moreover appears to have believed
that unsavory political forces were behind the Perkins claim, and
it was naturally disposed to accept the reports of its own envoy.
Besides, the peremptory recall of a minister was regarded as a
serious step, not to be underraken without deliberate investiga-
tion.®

A compromise agreement was finally worked out. President
Grant, who was deeply angered, would not formally receive
Catacazy except when the minister was with Alexis, and under
no circumstances would Grant engage in conversation with his
traducer. The Russian Foreign Office promised to recall the med-
dlesome envoy as soon as the imperial visit ended, provided he was
tolerated in the meantime. The already disagreeable situation was
made more difticult when the Czar and his henchmen developed
the suspicion that we did not trust the Russian government to
carry out its promiscs, and that we were preparing to bundle
Catacazy out of the country ourselves.

3

When the Grand Duke Alexis reached Washington and took
up his abode at the house of the Russian minister, President Grant,
although receiving him as a caller, could not invite the noble sight-
scer to dinner at the White House without having Catacazy come
along. Hence no invitation was tendered. This ostracism made a
most painful impression in Russia, where social slights were taken
more seriously than in the Land of the Free. Alexander I was
especially distressed by the affront which had been shown to the
Grand Duke and indirectly to the Crown itself.

¢ The Russian Foreign Office pointed out that the American minister, Cassius
Marcellus Clay, had engaged in dubious speculations and in a violent “fistication”
in the rear of the entry to the imperial opera box during a gala performance, but

no request was made for his recall (Curtin to Fish, July ¢/z21, 1871, ibid. [Dis-
patches]).
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As agreed in advance, Catacazy was recalled after the Grand
Duke left Washington, but there was some little delay in the
choice of his successor, perhaps partly as a mark of displeasure.
Gradually the Russian court began to perceive that the objection-
able envoy was not a trustworthy public servant. It was revealed
that he had pocketed $3,000 in a deal involving the purchase of a
lot in New York City for a Greek Orthodox Church. He was also
so ill advised as to publish a pamphlet in Paris defending himself,
in disobedience of the express orders of the Emperor, as a result
of which he was dismissed from the imperial payroll and his pen-
sion stopped.

This unfortunate imbroglio, which was widely aired in the
press of two continents, marked a downward lurch on the path of
amicable relations. The New York Tribune held that the affair
ended the honeymoon period, while the New York Nation be-
lieved that Catacazy had ruptured the “entente cordiale” of Civil
War days. This magazine shrewdly re-examined the bases of the
“Jove,” and concluded that the two nations had nothing in com-
mon “but size.”

The Russian press spoke in favorable terms of the popular wel-
come accorded Alexis, as did the Czar and Czarina at social affairs
attended by the American minister. But a chilly undercurrent in
official and royal circles could not be concealed. Alexander Il was
pleased by the cordial reccption given Catacazy’s successor, and
in June, 1872, he remarked to the American envoy with evident
feeling that he accepted this as evidence that the United States
wished to “revive the friendship and kind relations” which had
never previously been interrupted.” Later in the year our minister
in St. Petersburg reported that the re-clection of Grant had oc-
curred without any official expressions of satisfaction, quite in
contrast to the many congratulations reccived from other mem-
bers of the diplomatic corps.

With the passage of time, and with Catacazy’s continuing acts
of folly, the Czar showed more friendliness toward America. Late

7 Curtin to Fish, Junc 2, 1872, ibid. Italics inscrted.
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in 1873 he met our minister and remarked that Alexis had returned
full of praise for “the gallantry and hospitality of our men and
of the beauty of our women.” The American replied that the
Grand Duke *“was so handsome and dignified” that “our young
ladies all fell in love with him.” Alexander II laughed and re-
marked, “Yes, and he with them.” 8

The Catacazy affair, in itself of no fundamental importance,
elicited more official correspondence than almost any other sub-
ject from 1809 to 1917. Among other things it illustrates how thin-
skinned the traditional brotherhood really was.

4

From the year of the Fox mission in 1866 to the assassination
of Alexander Il in 1881, developments in Russia on the whole con-
tinued to cast a lengthening shadow over the ancient attachment.

Liberty-loving Poland was almost continuously in the American
public eye. Once the uprising of 1863 had been stamped out, the
Emperor embarked upon a savage program of Russification. The
Polish language suffered further restrictions, the remnants of
Polish nationality were obliterated, and the Roman Catholic clergy
were so severely handled as to bring about a rupture in 1866 be-
tween St. Petersburg and the Vatican. All of these oppressive
measurcs were odious to red-corpuscled Americans, and especially
to Roman Catholic Americans.

The non-Russian Baltic peoples, after a similarly protracted ex-
perience with Russification, were more firmly incorporated into
the Empire. Forward-looking Americans were distressed by the
thought that both in Poland and in the Baltic provinces the crude
Cossack was pulling a superior civilization down to his own in-
ferior level. The New York Nation lamented in 1872 that what
was going on in Poland and the Baltic area “probably surpasses in
cruelty and brutality anything the modern world has ever
seen, . ..’ ?

8 Jewell to Fish, Dec. 10, 1873, ibid.
9 X1V, 37 (Jan. 18, 1872).
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The decade of the 1870's also witnessed on an increasing scale
the violent outbursts of Russian revolutionaries, who deliberately
resorted to terrorism as a means of bringing about desperately
needed reform. In the 1870’s and 1880’s there was not a single year
when the news dispatches from Russia did not contain reports
of the trials or executions of prominent agitators. While decent
Americans could not applaud the employment of the bomb as an
instrument of reform, the impression decpened that only an in-
tolerably tyrannical government could evoke such excesses. Ter-
rorism was a constant and frightful reminder of the iron hand of
autocracy.

5

During the same years, 1866 to 1881, American public senti-
ment on the whole was less offended by the conduct of Russia in
the international theater. These were the decades when Russian
armies were on the march across Asia. Countless skirmishes and
battles were fought with the natives cast of the Caspian and north
of Persia and Afghanistan. The British were alarmed, because
Persia controlled the lifeline to India, and because Afghanistan
dominated the gateway to India. But while the American people
rather indirectly shared this concern through British journals and
other media, their fear was markedly less. The theater of conflict
was too far away, and we were too busy building railroads, wiping
out Indians and buffalo, and otherwise extending our own fron-
tier.

Events in the European international arena, as contrasted with
those in Asia, were generally of more interest to Americans be-
cause closer to home. Alexander II took advantage of the Franco-
German War (1870-1871) to regain the right, lost in the Crimean
conflict, to refortify Sebastopol and maintain a Russian fleet on
the Black Sea. American opinion seems to have been favorable to
Russian demands, and our minister in St. Petersburg was forced
to deny the ridiculous ramor that President Grant had offered
the Czar an American fleet to assist in forcing the Dardanelles.?®

“19 Curtin to Fish, Dec. 19, 1870, National Archives (Dispatches).
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Alexander II looked upon himself as the special protector of the
Christian Slavs in the Balkans, where he sought to establish Rus-
sian ascendancy among the satellite states then under the Sultan’s
overlordship. When the Turks began to butcher the infidel Chris-
tians on an appalling scale, especially in Bulgaria, the Russians,
stirred in some degree by a Pan-Slav impulse, went to war with
Turkey (1877-1878). After carly setbacks, the Czar’s warriors
captured Adrianople and drove toward Constantinople. The
panicky Turks sued for peace, yielding concessions that left Rus-
sia much more powerful in the Balkans than Great Britain and
Austria-Hungary desired. A war crisis speedily developed. After
a protracted period of dangerous uncertainty, the Russians were
forced into an international congress in Berlin, as a consequence
of which they relinquished dominance over the Balkans, although
regaining a part of Bessarabia and retaining the recently won
Armenian districts at the eastern extremity of the Black Sea.

Popular sympathy in America seems to have been on the side of
Alexander II in his war with Turkey, for the anti-Christian butch-
cries of the Sultan’s soldiery had placed the Turk outside the
pale.’* The Slavic crusade to frec the Balkan Christians was in some
ways reminiscent of our own recent crusade to free the slaves.
The Congress of Berlin was admittedly a stinging diplomatic de-
fcat for the Czar, but even so the Russians had recaptured some
of the military prestige lost in the Crimean War. They had also
made substantial territorial gains, and had given proof of their
power to surge eastward across Asia. Fears of the so-called Mus-
covite menace were again revived.

6

The Turkish crisis unfortunately reopened the old sores of the
Catacazy affair. In the winter of 18761877 a Russian fleet, with

11 Anomalously, this was but one of the numerous occasions in the nineteenth
century when liberal, democratic, and Christian Great Britain, secking to
strengthen her Empire, supported Moslem and despotic Turkey, while auto-
cratic and absolutist Russia championed Christian and popular movements in the
Ottoman Empire.
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the Grand Duke Alexis as one of its officers, came to the United
States. The Emperor’s minister in \Vashington, unlike his prede-
cessor in Civil War days, volunteered an explanation. The Russian
warships, threatened by superior Turkish units in the Mediter-
ranean and unable to secure reinforcements from the icebound
Baltic, were ordered to winter in friendly American ports. Secre-
tary Fish assumed that the Russians were also interested in cutting
off munitions shipments for Turkey, and in pinning down British
naval units at Halifax and Bermuda.!?

Alexis was actually under imperial instructions to repair the
damage growing out of President Grant's social slights during the
previous visit. The plan was that he should call on the President,
but when the rumor gained strength in St. Petersburg that Grane
had announced his determination not to return the contemplated
visit, the Russian court did not want to expose itself to another
affront. It therefore sought advance assurances from the President
that the call would be returned. The American minister reported
from St. Petersburg that a sudden frostiness had sprung up, and
that it would be a pity if the two nations should drift back into “the
cold and restrained position” following the Catacazy cpisode.
“These people,” he added, “will love us if we will only let them
do it.”” 13

President Grant and his successor, President Haycs, both agreed
that courtesy would require a return of the ducal call, but they
both insisted that the dignity of their high office forbade specific
social bargains. A cordial invitation was issued to Alexis, who, after
consulting his father, returned a “very peculiar” refusal. The
Emperor simply would not permit the visit without advance as-
surances of a return, so none was made. The Grand Duke, who
arrived at Charleston, by-passed Washington on his journey north,
and although the imperial family seemed pleased by the warmth of
his second public reception, no ground was gained in patching up
old diplomatic troubles. Secretary Fish believed that the Russian

12 Fish to Boker, March 7, 1877, National Archives (Instructions).
13 Boker to Evarts, March 19, 1877, ibid. (Dispatches).
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government was trying to extort from the Grant administration
some kind of statement that could be construed as an apology.

Another naval movement of perhaps greater significance oc-
curred a year later, when the Russo-Turkish crisis deepened and
war between Russia and Britain seemed imminent. In April, 1878,
the Russian steamer Cimbria aroused excitement in the United
States and abroad when it sailed from a Baltic port with some sixty
officers and six hundred seamen, presumably to man four armed
stecamers acquired in America for the ostensible (and actual) pur-
pose of raiding British commerce in the event of war. The Cimbria
arrived at a Maine port in due season, but fortunately Anglo-
Russian differences were composed without resort to arms.?
Iingland-haters in the United States, who vividly remembered that
our merchant marine had been ravaged in the Civil War by the
British-built Alabania, would have rejoiced to give their cousins
a dosc of their own medicine, while those same cousins expressed
alarm and resentment over American connivance with the “bar-
baric” Slavs.

The employment by the Russians of hospitable ports in the
United States on these two occasions further demonstrated the
value of the American connection to them. These incidents should
have convinced some of our citizens, and possibly did, that the
flcets had come to the United States in 1863 for similarly realistic
purposes.

7
In 1881 Alexander II was torn to pieces by an assassin’s bomb,
after a half-dozen or so attempts on his life had failed, some of
them by a miraculously narrow margin. By one of the tragic iro-
nics of history, he had signed on that very day a decree authoriz-
ing steps toward certain neceded reforms, but his nerve-shattered
successor promptly suppressed the imperial edict.

14 Fish to Boker, March 7, 1877, ibid. (Instructions).
18 See L. 1. Strakhovsky, “Russia’s Privateering Projccts of 1878, Journal of
Modern History, VII, 12—40 (March, 1935).
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The rank-and-file American, while deploring murder, has nor-
mally looked upon the removal of monarchs, by violent means or
otherwise, as an incident in progress. A painful impression was
created in Russia by Socialist meetings in New York and Chicago
which applauded the assassination. But such views in America
were those of an inconsequential minority. The grief of our citi-
zenry was widespread, and the official expressions of condolence
were more than ordinarily sincere. The memory of the assassina-
tion of Lincoln was still fresh, and we shared with the Russian
masses a common sorrow. Alexander II was regarded as our only
true friend during the Civil War, as evidenced by his opposing
multipower intervention and by sending his fleets, and he had also
sold us Alaska, which by 1881 was clearly turning out to be a
bargain.

By an unhappy coincidence, only four months after the murder
of the Czar, and while the Russian legation in Washington was
still using black-bordered stationery, President Garfield was fa-
tally shot by an assassin. The Russian government reciprocated our
earlier condolences, and the two peoples were in some degree
drawn together temporarily by a common sorrow.

With the passing of Alexander II a personal tic in Russian-
American relations was severed. It would have been broken even
if his successor, Alexander III, had been a zealous liberal, which
he definitely was not. Just as the death of Franklin D. Roosevelt,
who was much admired by the Russians, marked the end of an
era, so the death of Alexander II, who was much admired by the
Americans, spelled the end of the golden age in Russian-American
relations.
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XI

Pogroms and Prisons

“Every country has its own constitution; ours is abso-
lutism moderated by assassination.”—Remark attributed
to an anonymous Russian in the nineteenth century

I

HEN Catherine the Great seized her share of Po-
land late in the eighteenth century, she got more
than territory. She managed to pick up one of the

largest concentrations of Jews in the world, although to be sure
there was a considerable sprinkling of them elsewhere in her em-
pire. Medieval Europe had long looked upon the Jew as an infidel
who had crucified Jesus, and after the Russians took over Poland,
they imposed certain restrictions on residence, movement, and
occupation. At least as early as 1820 references appeared in the
American press to Russian ill-treatment of the Jewish unbelievers.

The Jews are a sober, enterprising, and acquisitive people,
which the lethargic Russian peasant certainly was not, and in
spite of adverse conditions growing out of industrialization, some
of them prospered, at least comparatively, in the midst of poverty.
They were the traditional moneylenders and middlemen, in
which capacity they were naturally unpopular. They were also
vodka sellers, and by capitalizing on the national weakness for
alcohol, contributed to the debauchery of the masses. As is so
often the case in such circumstances, the envy, prejudice, and
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bigotry of the peasant in Russia were aroused against the Jews,
who allegedly trampled and spat upon the sacred Greck Ortho-
dox ikons. The hoary and horrendous tale would not down that
the Jews practiced “ritual murders”—that is, the secret sacrifice
of Christian children to obtain blood for their passover cakes.

The Jews as a group—particularly the young and well-
educated—resented the restrictions under which they labored,
and there was a tendency among them to join the ranks of the
revolutionists, thus bringing down upon themselves the wrath
of the Czar and his bureaucrats. These officials further objected
to the Jews on the ground that they were a veritable nation within
a nation—a clannish element that was resourceful in escaping
military service and otherwise unwilling to support the state.
Jewish sympathizers outside the Empire replied that it was unfair
to segregate these unfortunates and then condemn them for being
exclusive.

Even before the murder of Alexander II in 1881, the persecu-
tion of the Jews had been somewhat accelerated. In 1879 Rep-
resentative Samuel S. Cox of New York City, where many Jews
had found a haven, pressed in Congress a joint resolution which
sought to amend the treaty of 1832 so that Russian Jews who had
become naturalized American citizens would not be discriminated
against when they returned to their native hearths. This move was
inspired by the case of Herman Rosenstraus, who had purchased
property in Russia for a sewing machine company, but who could
not take title because of his Judaic faith.! The resolution passed
the House, but not the Senate, and in succeeding months Cox
was indefatigable in seeking information from the President re-
garding the status of American Jews in Russia. The next year,
1880, the Secretary of State, responding to a petition from the
Union of American Hebrew Congregations, directed the United
States minister in St. Petersburg to make such representations as
would best subserve the interests of religious freedom.

The lid blew off in 1881, following the assassination of the

1 Cong. Record, 46 Cong., 1 sess., p. 1891 (June 10, 1879).
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Czar by revolutionists, with whom the Jews were in some degree
identified, at least in the peasants’ minds. In Warsaw the mob ran
amok for three days; in Kiev, so the report ran, not a single Jewish
house escaped damage. Christians chalked crosses on their houses,
or exhibited holy images illuminated by lamps, to fend off the
fury of the mob. The outrages were not confined to Russian
Poland but occurred generally wherever there were concentra-
tions of Jews. Representative Cox, in demanding action, made an
impressive speech to Congress in which he listed 167 places where
in 1882 there had been riots, burnings, pillagings, rapings,
and murders.? Istimates in the American press placed the prop-
erty damage at $80,000,000 and the number of families reduced
to beggary at 100,000.

The failure of the Russian authorities to bring a speedy end
to these orgies testified to the bitterness of feeling among the
peasants, as well as to the impotence of the St. Petersburg govern-
ment or its willingness to let the masses run riot against the Jews
rather than brood over their own hard lot. More than one critic,
in Russia and abroad, accused the officials of conniving at these
holocausts.

2

Tens of thousands of terrified Jews fled from their burning
homes to neighboring countries, and additional tens of thousands
sought sanctuary in the American Canaan. The first large stream
of these destitute and bewildered people began to flow into New
York in 1882. Significantly, this year marks the beginning in our
history of the New Immigration—the influx on a considerable
scale from southern and castern Europe—and Russian Jews con-
stituted a substantial part of it.

Before 1882 most of the Jews in America were German Jews,
of a relatively prosperous class, and they were not numerous,
totaling about 230,000 for the entire United States. When the
flight from Czarist Egypt began, Russia had approximately half

2 C;mg. Record, 47 Cong,, 1 sess. (Appendix), pp. 651658 (July 31, 1882).
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of the Jews in the world. Now the United States has nearly
half of them.® The exiles of the 1880’s unfortunately arrived in
such a shattered state—mentally, physically, financially—that
they did not constitute as good stuff for citizenship as they would
have had the exodus taken place under normal circumstances.

American newspaper readers were shocked to learn of these
pogroms, and their sensibilities were even more deeply rasped
when with their own eyes they saw the ragged and terror-
stricken hordes crowd into our eastern cities. Decent citizens the
country over burst forth in a spontancous outcry against this
latest exhibition of man’s inhumanity to man, and similar re-
sponses were forthcoming from the British and other civilized
peoples. The American protest was significantly nation-wide, and
not confined to Jewish centers or to Jewish pressure groups. A
large indignation meeting was held in New York in February,
1882, and another in Philadelphia in March, 1882, from which a
memorial was sent to Congress urging appropriate representa-
tions at St. Petersburg.

Representative Cox continued his demands for action and con-
demned the apathy of his colleagues in Congress. To the argu-
ment that we should not jeopardize the ancient amity, he replied
that we “want no friendship with a rule so entirely tyrannous.”
The officials in the State Department were definitely embarrassed.
Technically, it was no business of ours if Russian subjects mur-
dered other Russian subjects of a different faith, any more than
it was the business of Russians if American citizens lynched other
American citizens of a different hue. But if hordes of impover-
ished Negroes had descended upon Russia as a result of such
persecutions, St. Petersburg no doubt would have protested. In
these circumstances and in response to public pressure, the State
Department tactfully voiced its displeasure.

The position of the United States was not so strong morally as

3 By an ironical twist the Soviet regime now accuses the Americans of anti-
Semitism and prides itself on the absence of it.
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we could have wished, for we had done a thorough job of ex-
terminating certain Indian tribes, and during the 1880’s and
1890’s our lynching rate was higher than it has ever been since
then. We had also been murdering dozens of pig-tailed Chinese
in San Francisco and elsewhere; and the year 1882, when the
Russian-Polish Jews began to arrive in formidable numbers, was
also the year that we officially excluded Chinese coolies. Apolo-
gists for the Russians were aware of these skeletons in our closet,
and had an unpleasant habit of rattling them in our faces.

3

Vicious persecutions of the Jews continued in Russia through-
out the 1880’s, despite our vigorous disapprobation. Pro-Jewish
petitions poured in on Congress from numerous groups, and vari-
ous resolutions were introduced requesting information, express-
ing sympathy, or demanding protest and protection. In 189o
Representative Cummings of New York sponsored a resolution
in which he deplored the persecution of the Jews, all the more
so because Russia was our “firm friend” and had gained imperish-
able glory by emancipating the serfs and protecting Christians
against the Turks. T'wo large groups of Missourians endorsed the
position of Cummings, as did the legislature of Idaho.

Fmbarrassing questions were also being raised in Congress and
clsewhere as to the trcatment of naturalized American Jews in
Russia, and Representative Dungan of Ohio in 1892 introduced a
joint resolution directing severance of diplomatic relations with
Russia.* This extreme proposal naturally received no serious sup-
port. The national platforms of both Democratic and Republican
parties in 1892 contained popular planks expressing sympathy for
the persecuted Jews. Disquietingly large numbers of Russian-
Jewish expellees were becoming labor agitators in the United
States, and this development was regarded as a further black mark
against the Czarist regime. Nor did the American people relish

1 (:‘('m:é. Record, 52 Cong., 1 sess., p. 5228 (June 10, 18¢2).
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having their fair land used as a kind of dumping ground for Jew-
ish malcontents and other unfortunate by-products of Russian
cruelty.

Anti-Jewish attacks began to taper off markedly about 1891.
Outside Russia it was assumed, although not proved, that the im-
provement was in response to an outraged world opinion. It was
also assumed that influential Jewish banking houses, notably the
Rothschilds, were acting as a brake by putting difficultics in the
way of the Czar’s borrowing operations, which were then huge
and not as successful as St. Petersburg had hoped.

The Jewish problem was more or less acutely in the American
public eye during the thirty years from 1881 to 1g11. It probably
did more than any other single grievance to sour the somewhat
synthetic good will that had been built up over the years between
Russia and the United States. Even by itself it would have aroused
much antagonism, but our resentment over the butchery of Jews
was deepened by a concurrent expos¢ of Siberian prisons and
other Czarist cruelties.

4

No one critic did more to rip away the veil of fancy from Rus-
sian despotism, and expose it to the American public in all its
nakedness, than George Kennan.® No one person did more to
cause the people of the United States to turn against their pre-
sumed benefactor of yesteryear. Yet the unique contributions of
this remarkable man have been largely overlooked by historians,
perhaps because he wrote for the reading public and not for the
diplomatic files.

The ordinary American in the 1880’s knew vaguely of Siberia
as “God’s frozen country,” to which undesirable characters were
banished by Czarist edict. Occasional tales of hardship and terror
drifted out of these silent solitudes, but on the whole the vast half-

8 A distant relative (not an uncle, as commonly stated) of another expert on
Russian affairs, George Frost Kennan, whose distinguished carcer as a foreign
service officer began in 1927 (Kennan to author, Feb. 10, 1949).
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continent was a no man’s land to our people until George Kennan
wrote about it.

In 1865, when only twenty years of age, Kennan was selected
by the Western Union Telegraph Company to be a member of
its expedition to Siberia for surveying a possible telegraph route
across Russia, Siberia, the Bering Strait, and Alaska. Young Ken-
nan lived in Siberia for two years, enduring temperatures that
dropped to 6o degrees below zero. The surveying enterprise came
to an abrupt end when news arrived that Cyrus F ield in 1866 had
successfully laid his cable across the Atlantic, and Kennan re-
turned home after a perilous journey by dogsled. His adventures
were published in a book entitled Tent Life in Siberia (1870), and
attracted wide attention. In the same year Kennan traveled to
the Russian Caucasus to study conditions there. After engaging
in various occupations, he became best known, both in England
and America, as a fascinating and authoritative lecturer on Si-
beria.

In 1885 Kennan was commissioned by the Century Magazine
to return to Siberia, accompanied by the gifted artist George A.
Frost, and to prepare a series of articles on the alleged horrors of
the Siberian prisons. Conservative by nature, Kennan embarked
on his mission thinking that the unfavorable reports had been
much overcolored, and rather sympathizing with the Russian
rulers in their efforts to get rid of fanatical revolutionists.® His
known predisposition in favor of the government was probably
responsible for his being allowed to study conditions at first hand
without molestation, except for one brief arrest in Siberia after
he had accidentally walked past a prison three times.

Kennan, who was able to speak Russian fluently, actually found
conditions horrible beyond belief, and his exposé is a classic of
thoroughness and dramatic force. His findings were published
(1888-1890) by the Century Magazine in a long serics of articles,
beautifully illustrated by Frost’s sketches, and subsequently they
appeared in two volumes, Siberia and the Exile System (1891).

K George Kennan, Siberia and the Exile System (New York, 1891), 1, iv.
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The articles had a tremendous impact, both at home and abroad.
They were not only widely circulated but, what was more im-
portant, they were read by editors, lawyers, preachers, and others
who were in a position to give wide currency to the author’s dis-
coveries. The serics stirred up a heated controversy in the press,
and Kennan was tireless in defending himsclf and his methods
against critics. He also supplemented and implemented the
printed word by scveral hundred highly popular and somewhat
sensational public lectures.”

Kennan's agitation was largely responsible for the establish-
ment of the English Society of the Friends of Russian Freedom in
18go. This group was organized to spread propaganda about
Russian despotism in the hope of achieving reform. The idea
quickly took hold in America, chicfly in Boston, where the Amer-
ican Society was formed with similar objectives. Among the
members were Julia Ward Howe (author of “The Battle Ilymn
of the Republic™), James Russell Lowell, Phillips Brooks, Edward
Everett Hale, and Samuel L. Clemens. An American edition of the
magazine Free Russia was issued regularly and further aroused our
people against Czarist practices.

5

What did Kennan find that so shocked the sensibilities of his
readers and auditors?

The condemned man or woman often received no trial; habeas
corpus, an Anglo-Saxon concept, was unheard of. The victim was
banished, with or without stated reason, for a definite or indcfi-
nite term, by what was called “administrative order,” all of which
was time-honored Russian practice but repugnant to our Ameri-
can ideals of justice. University students were suddenly impris-
oned on false charges for years on end, not because they had

7 William W. Ellsworth, 4 Golden Age of Authors (Boston, 1919), pp. 258-
277. Dr. George H. Blakeslee told the present writer in 1948 that Kennan spoke to
the student body of Connecticut Wesleyan University. During the intermission

the speaker retired behind the stage and reappeared in Siberian prison garb with
chains attached to his feet.
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committed a crime, but because they might turn out to be revo-
lutionists. The prisons were overcrowded to as much as four times
their capacity, and there was a vast amount of suffering from
hunger, cold, sickness, and bereavement. Frost’s sketches showed
delicate men and women, chained together in gangs, plodding off
hopelessly into desolate wastes of ice and snow.

The police were brutal; many of the arrests were arbitrary; and
solitary confinement without cause was common. The torture of
loneliness was partially relieved by communication through the
knock or tapping alphabet, by which the inmates were able to spell
out messages to onc another through thick stone walls.?

Lashings and knoutings were common, and the prison authori-
ties were guilty of numerous other abuses and barbarities. Yet
the Russian masses were not shocked by all this inhumanity. In
gencrations past they had learned to accept misery and degrada-
tion with composure, as if they were the normal incidents of life.
Suicides were not infrequent. Kennan told of a woman medical
school student who cut her throat with a piece of broken glass
after two years of solitary confinement in a fortress.

The callousness of the prison officials was beyond belief. Wives
and mothers were used as live bait. The prisoner would be prom-
ised an interview with them; he would be allowed to glimpse them
anxiously waiting to sce him; and then he would be dragged away
in the hopce of extorting a confession. One prisoner, a young girl
who died of brain fever in prison, was buried quietly at night
without the knowledge of her relatives. When the mother, who
had been led to believe that the funeral would occur later, ap-
peared at the prison the next day, she was informed that the burial
had already taken place. Upon asking the chief of police where
her daughter had been interred, she was told, “That is our busi-
ness.” Kennan’s summation of the incident is moving:

Imaginc that your only daughter, a schoolgirl, still in her teens, had
been arrested upon a vague charge of disloyalty; that she had been

8 The same type of thing, as later used by prisoners of the Communists, is
vividly described in Arthur Koestler, Darkness at Noon (New York, 1941).
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thrown into prison and kept there a year in solitary confinement with-
out a trial; that she had died at last of brain fever brought on by gricf,
anxiety, apprehensibn, and solitude; that you had not been permitted
to stand by her death-bed; that you had been deceived as to the time
of her funeral; and that finally, when you went humbly and respect-
fully to the Chief of Police and asked where your murdered child had
been buried, that you might at least wet the fresh earth of her grave
with your tears, you had received the contemptuous answer, “That is
our business,” what would you have done? ®

After interviewing numerous unfortunates, including half-
starved and heartbroken women, many of them of good families
and delicate frame, some of whose babies had starved or frozen
to death, Kennan could neither sleep nor sit stll. He suffered a
breakdown of health and strength in the trans-Baikal region.

6

Kennan’s name is so imperishably associated with Siberian pris-
ons as to obscure the fact that he wrote with equal force about
conditions elsewhere in the Russian Empire.

Tyranny was everywhere in evidence, and Kennan was un-
sparing in exposing its ugliness. Penniless people were flogged by
the thousands for nonpayment of taxes. The sccret police were
sleeplessly vigilant. Foreigners had to reccive permission to get
into Czarland, permission to get out, permission to stay longer
than six months, and they had to notify the police every time they
changed their boarding place. “In short,” concluded Kennan,
“you cannot live, move, or have your being in the Russian Empire
without permission.” 1°

Censorship was rigidly enforced and stupidly exercised. Law
and justice were maladministered. The servants of the law were
not always highly intelligent. Photographs of the terrorist Degaiev
were sent out showing him in six different poses: with and without
cap, with and without beard, and with and without mustache. A

9 Century Magazine, XXXV, 297 (Dec., 1887).
10 Jbid., XXXVII, 891 (April, 1889).
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tipsy police officer jailed four suspects, and went around saying
that he had found four of the accursed Degaievs, and that he was
going to hold them until he could find the other two.

Bribery and graft of various kinds were commonplace. One
corrupt police official found a corpse and dragged it around to the
houses of several wealthy persons for temporary deposit, and these
householders, rather than become involved in the clutches of the
law, paid him handsomely to take it elsewhere.

Kennan further criticized paternalistic control of the peasant:

From the time when he leaves his cradle and begins the struggle of
life down to the time when his weary gray head is finally laid under
the sod, he must be guided, directed, instructed, restrained, repressed,
regulated, fenced in, fenced out, braced up, kept down, and made to
do generally what somebody clse thinks is best for him.?

7

Kennan did not disapprove of everything he observed. He ac-
tually found a number of honest and intelligent officials, caught
in the toils of the system, who were anxious to lay bare its defects
in the hope that some reform might be accomplished. He drew a
sharp distinction—and one that was increasingly being made in
American minds—between the Russian bureaucracy and the
Russian peasants. “As for me,” he concluded, “my sympathies are
with the Russia of the people, not the Russia of the Czars; with
the Russia of the provincial assemblies, not the Russia of the
secret police; with the Russia of the future, not the Russia of the
past.”” 1#

Nor was Kennan the only writer to expose the brutalities of the
Czarist system. His findings supplemented and confirmed the tales
of Russian exiles like Kropotkin and Stepniak, some of whose re-
ports were being published directly in the American press or re-
published from British journals. But Kennan’s accounts carried

11 1bid., p. 890.
12 ]bid., XLVI, 472 (July, 1893).
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more weight because he spoke as an American citizen and not as
an embittered expatriate.

Russophiles in this country, as well as Russian spokesmen
abroad, condemned Kennan for stressing the exception rather than
the rule, which he no doubt did on occasion to make his point.
Apologists for Czardom wrote books proving that conditions in
the Russian prisons were on the whole good and that, if capital
punishment prevailed in the Empire to the same extent as in cer-
tain western countries, many of the exiles about whom Kennan
was shedding tears would long since have been hanged for murder
or attempted murder. Siberia was a penal colony, said these apolo-
gists, and Australia, when it had been used as such, presented many
shocking scenes to the civilized world. Finally, Kennan’s accusers
charged that he had unethically abused the hospitality of his hosts,
after accepting all the favors shown him, by writing his savagely
unfair indictment.

Kennan not only vigorously defended himself against his critics
but took the offensive by challenging the bases of the ancient
friendship. Pointing out that any “disinterested alliance” should
be based on a “nobler fecling than hostility to Great Britain,” he
went on to demonstrate that Russian regard for the United States
during the Civil War had been dictated “by self-interest rather
than by friendship.” !* Even if it had been otherwise, the Ameri-
can people owed nothing to the existing regime of Alexander IlI,
beside which that of his father, Alexander II, had scemed com-
paratively liberal. Journals like the Cincinnati Gazette agreed that
the events of the Civil War should not blind us to current wicked-
ness.

The activities of Kennan, whether at the writing desk or on the
lecture platform, helped rivet the horrified attention of our people
on Siberia. At the close of a Kennan lecture in Philadelphia in
1889, an association was formed which drew up a petition beseech-
ing Alexander III to reform the terrible prison system, and citing
the Civil War friendship on which his father had set the scal of

13 ) bid.
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his approval by sending the fleet to New York. The Century
Magazine reported that from 1,200 to 1,800 signatures a day were
being affixed to the appeal.t4

The New York Evening Post in 1890 remarked that not even
the time-honored cordiality was proof against the inhumanities
which Kennan had exposed, and suggested that the Russian Em-
pire be made to fecl that no decent government wanted anything
to do with it. The Philadelphia Ledger in the same year went fur-
ther and urged that the civilized nations refuse to have any traffic
with Russia until she had abandoned her atrocious practices, just
as they refused to have official dealings with cannibals.

8

Crarist censors were not unaware of the incendiary influence
of Kennan’s articles, for they liberally scissored or blacked out
pages of the Century Magazine that reached Russia. The journal
iself published a facsimile of an obliterated page that had been
returned from a subscriber. Kennan announced that the blacked-
out articles had been hectographed, and although at least one
young Russian was jailed for having them in his possession, they
were circulated from hand to hand even to political exiles in re-
motest Siberia. The author is credited by his admirers with having
written the Uncle Tonr’s Cabin of the Russian revolution—that is,
with having had a large hand in inflaming the Russian masses
against their masters, and thus inciting them to revolt against the
Romanov’s in 1917.

George Kennan was a private citizen, and the Russian Foreign
Office could not properly lodge an official protest against his ac-
tivitics. But the Century Magazine for February, 1893, published
a statement by Pierre Botkine, secretary of the Russian legation in
Washington. It was doubtless written under instructions from St.
Petersburg, or at least with the approval of the Foreign Office. The
editor of the magazine stated that insofar as he knew this kind of
communication was without precedent.

14 XL, 636-637 (Aug. 1890).
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Botkine flatly challenged the lurid version of Siberian prisons
presented by Kennan, and pointed out that credible witnesses had
told an entirely different story. He explained away the Russifica-
tion of minorities, the persecution of Jews, and the intolerance of
the Greek Orthodox Church. Russia, he argued, was not a com-
plete despotism, and there was some liberty. In any event, autoc-
racy was ‘“as natural and satisfactory”” to Russians as was the
republican form of government to Americans, and the people
cheerfully submitted to it and prospered under it. As for persecut-
ing revolutionists and anarchists, the United States had itself ex-
ecuted anarchists implicated in the infamous Haymarket Riot of
1886 in Chicago.

Botkine’s references to the ancient friendship fairly oozed
sweetness and good will. Although the two governmental systems
were so divergent, he said, the two nations were “natural and dis-
interested allies, who have never fallen out, and are drawn to each

other by bonds of sympathy.” Then Botkine played his trump:

Which was the first of the nations to extend to you a brotherly
hand, and to bring to you moral support from abroad, in the hour of
trial during your civil war? I need not remind you that it was Russia;
for though years have passed since then, the story of the arrival of
our fleet at the port of New York in that period is yct fresh in the
memory of the appreciative American people.’®

The appeal of Botkine elicited speedy responses from both Rus-
sophobes and Russophiles. Some newspapers, like the New York
Sun, asked for a suspension of judgment and appealed to the pre-
sumed debt owed to Catherine II, Alexander I, and Alexander II.
Others scorned the historic attachment as largely selfish, a view
vigorously espoused by Kennan, who was pleased to note that the
power of world opinion had evidently forced the Russian govern-
ment to emerge from behind its “wall of silence and indifference”
and defend itself.

Kennan continued intermittently to write about Russia—

15 XLV, 612 (Feb., 1893).
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Romanov, revolutionary, Bolshevik—until his death in 1924.
With considerable boldness he returned to St. Petersburg in 1901,
and after a stay of three weeks was politely ordered to leave.'¢
The incident aroused little interest in the United States. As far as
exposing the wretchedness of Russia and erasing glamour from
the Crarist regime, Kennan had already done his great work.
Through him his countrymen had been led to examine realistically
the unnatural friendship between the Republic of the West and
the Despotism of the East.

I I’orex:gn Relations, 19o1 (Washington, 1902), pp. 451-452.
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Despotism at Home

and Dominance Abroad

“The twentieth century belongs to us.”
—St. Petersburg Novoye Vremya, 1895

I

N THE era before the American Civil War the influence of
Russian literature in the United States was virtually ml. Not
until 1867—coincidentally the year of the Alaska purchase—

was the first translation of a Russian novel published in America.
It was Eugene Schuyler’s translation of Turgencev's Fathers and
Sons, which depicted the conflict between the old and new forces
of Russian society in such a way as to arouse the reactionaries and
divide literate Russia into two camps. The government seized on
Turgenev’s term “nihilist” as one with which to besmirch reform-
ist tendencies.

The novels of Turgenev continued to increase in popularity
with American readers, and in the 1870’s and early 1880’s a dozen
or so new titles by this talented writer were translated. By the
middle 1880’s a veritable flood of translations from the Russian
began to pour from our press, with Leo Tolstoy now the most
popular author.? Among these translations were four in 1886 by

! Thirty-four titles by Tolstoy alone were available by 18go. See Royal A.
Gettmann, Turgenev in England and America (Urbana, Ill,, 1941), p. 111. The
Library of Congress catalog shows one Tolstoy translation in 1885, six in 1886
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the gifted Isabel F. Hapgood, whose role in introducing Russian
literature to the American public has never been properly appreci-
ated. Noteworthy among the four was Gogol’s Dead Souls, a
satirical treatment of graft in the days of serfdom.

Why American readers should have developed a strong taste for
Russian novels in the 1880’s and 1890’s is difficult to determine.
Among possible factors were the recurrent Anglo-Russian crises,
labor disturbances in the United States reflecting Russian anarch-
ism, and the activitics of George Kennan in focusing the spotlight
on Czarist practices.

At all events, the popularity of Tolstoy continued to mount,
and his influence was felt in the ficld of morals as well as literature.
By espousing pacifistic and nonresistant principles (which were
repugnant to Czarism), he commanded a strong following among
American idealists, a number of whom, including William Jen-
nings Bryan, made pilgrimages to his home. In 1889 a Tolstoy
Club was organized in Boston, and ten years later it had over one
hundred members.

Russian novels excel in stark realism. American readers received
an indclible impression of the blighting hand of despotism and
burcaucracy (Gogol's Dead Souls); of coarseness, stupidity, and
ignorance; of general resignation and apathy; of sadness, gloom,
dreariness, pessimism, melancholy, despair, and suicide; of poverty
and drunkenness; of squalor, misery, debauchery, and sordidness
(as in Dostoevsky’s The Brothers Karanazov); of oppression,
suffering, and cruclty; of morbidity, abnormality, and gruesome-
ness (as in Dostoevsky’s The Idiot, the author of which was him-
sclf an epileptic); and of murder and butchery (as in Gogol’s
Taras Bulba).

To what extent such descriptions were accepted by a large
Amecrican reading public as fact or fiction, one will never know.?

(including Anna Karenina and War and Peace), nine in 1883, eight in 1888, and
five in 18go.

2 The impressions left by the novelists were supplemented by popular lyceum
lecturers in the United States like Bayard Taylor and Andrew D. White (Harvey
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But probably tens of thousands of our citizens were further re-
pelled by a government that permitted such terrible conditions
to persist.

2

The thirst for Russian novels in the 1880’s and 1890’s was paral-
leled by a similar thirst—possibly whetted by the same factors—
for newspaper and magazine articles about Mother Russia. From
such sources, which were abundantly available, what picture did
the American reader receive of the Czarist Empire?

Russification of both religion and nationality was continuing
apace under the slogan, “One language, one church, and onc
government.” In particular, the persecution of the Roman Cath-
olics in Poland and of the Mennonites and Dukhobors in Russia
aroused much sympathy in the United States—a nation dedicated
to freedom of worship.

The church was represented as sterile, superstitious, and idola-
trous, with much prostration before religious pictures (ikons).
The priests were portrayed as degencrate, immoral, grasping, and
ignorant. The chief procurator of the Holy Synod, Constantine
Pobyedonostsev, who assumed that high office in 1880 and who
extended his influence over civil affairs as well, was regarded
abroad for about a quarter of a century as the prototype of reac-
tion, illiberalism, anti-Occidentalism, and religious persccution.
The excommunication of the kindly and world-famous Tolstoy
by the Orthodox Church in 1901 was an cvent that shocked the
United States and other civilized nations.

The bureaucracy clogged the gears of progress with ineffi-
ciency, extravagance, procrastination, red tape, and graft. The
departments were overstaffed and underpaid, and the bureaucrats
were under strong compulsion to scck additional income by
devious means. In the armed forces from 1894 to 1902 there were
more than a half-dozen notorious cases of corruption or selling

Wish, “Getting Along with the Romanovs,” South Atlantic Quarterly, XLVIII,
351 [July, 1949)).
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secrets to foreign powers. (Some of these affairs foreshadow the
Soviet purge trials of the 1930’s.) Numcrous other cases of for-
gery, pilfering, or plundering became public scandals. Andrew D.
White learned that in the war with Turkey the Russian army had
suffered from a shortage of shoes, and when he asked where they
were he was told by an officer, “In the pockets of the Grand Duke
Nicholas.”

The bureaucrats, as described in our press, were not only cor-
rupt but excessively suspicious and sometimes stupid. In 1892
Poultney Bigelow was commissioned by the United States gov-
crnment to cruise along the shores of the Baltic in a special canoe,
for the purpose of observing what had been done to preserve the
beaches against wind and wave. Accompanying him was the
distinguished artist, Frederic Remington, who was to prepare
sketches. According to Bigelow’s angry but untrustworthy tale,
they were spied on, their mail was opened, and they ran into a
veritable net of police obstruction. The hatch of their canoe had
purposely been left unlocked so that it might be easily examined,
but during an inspection tour a bureaucrat smashed through the
mahogany deck with a hatchet. After both men had abandoned
their plans in disgust following a scemingly interminable wait,
they were told that permission had been granted. Bigelow’s one-
sided and unfair account of his experience, published by Harper’s
Magazine in 1893, lost nothing in the telling.®

A favorite theme of the American press was Russian censorship.
Such well-known works as Carlyle's French Revolution and
Lecky's History of European Morals were placed on the prohib-
ited lists. Russian newspapers were under restraint to print noth-
ing discreditable to the government, such as the accidental sinking

3 LXNXVI, 204-306 (Jan., 1893). The unpublished official reports sent home
by the American diplomatic representative in St. Petersburg, whose views may
have been warped by an understandable animus, reveal Bigelow as an importu-
nate, unbalanced, and lving exhibitionist. The Russians courteously granted him
the desired permission without unusual delay, presumably as a concession to the
traditional friendship. They did not care to have artists in canoes snooping
around fortified places, and a like request from the Germans or the British would
no doubt have been flatly denied.
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of a naval vessel. Censorship of foreign newspapers was conducted
with vigor if not discernment. Pages or paragraphs were cut out,
inked out (with a special inked roller), or pumiced out. Curious
Russians would come around to the foreign embassies in St.
Petersburg, including the American, to read the unmutilated Lon-
don Times and other journals. They would also have their friends
abroad clip the objectionable articles and send them in by regis-
tered mail. The censors were guilty of incredible stupidities; they
would blot out harmless paragraphs and take no notice of serious
attacks on the government. In 1892 the American Review of
Reviews noted that 1ts character sketch of the Czar, which it had
regarded as eulogistic, had been cut out bodily.*

3

The plight of the Russian masses, only recently “liberated”
from serfdom, elicited much sympathy in the United States. They
were pictured as hungry, indolent, improvident, fatalistic, de-
graded, shaggy, ragged, unkempt, uncouth, and recking in Orien-
tal filth. One traveler described Russia in 1892 as “the land of the
flea and the home of the slave.” The poor peasant was bewildered
and illiterate; he was the victim of vodka as well as usury, which
was often the by-product of vodka. Excessive drinking was a na-
tional disgrace and, besides returning a revenue to the government,
kept the people in a stupor. Alcohol was the opiate of the masses.

A glaring deficiency in Russian socicty was the almost com-
plete absence of a middle class. The chosen few lived in magnifi-
cent mansions; the inert masses existed in wretched hovels.
Emancipation had proved to be an immense illusion. The people
seemed to be less well off than in the days of serfdom; then they
could obrtain the necessitics of life; now, particularly in the in-
dustrialized areas, they were half-starved wage slaves. Andrew D.
White returned to Russia as United States minister in 1892—a
Russia that he had known in the 1850’. He found little visible
betterment in the lot of the masses. As his train drew into St.

4V, 150 (March, 1892).
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Petersburg, so he recorded, the peasants “with their sheepskin
caftans, cropped hair, and stupid faces, brought back the old im-
pressions so vividly that I seemed not to have been absent a
week.” 8

Yet numerous observers agreed that the peasant was blessed
with good humor, native intelligence, and a deep loyalty to the
Emperor, who was not regarded as the author of all these mis-
fortunes nearly so much as the bureaucrats. It was further agreed
that if the heavy hand of paternalism could be removed from the
backs of the people, they would show some signs of initiative.

Despotism was everywhere entrenched; the state was every-
thing, the individual nothing. Mild suggestions of reform invited
reprisals. Scizure was swift; disappearance mysterious; punish-
ment summary and often barbarous, supplemented by liberal ap-
plications of the knout and many-thonged Cossack whip. The
Czar lived in daily dread of death, and his army of secret police,
fantastically estimated at 50,000 in St. Petersburg alone, was
everywhere. Not even the mail of the imperial family was be-
lieved to be above surreptitious scrutiny, and those upper-class
families who could speak Fnglish did so lest their servants relay
their lightest word to the authorities. The Emperor demanded
blind obedience, and he shared the unenviable distinction with
the Sultan of Turkey of being the only ruler in the civilized
western world to deny his people a constitution. Thus was
Czarism dclincated for the American newspaper and magazine
reader.

4

The assassination of Alexander II in 1881 touched off a redou-
bled persccution of revolutionists, but little was accomplished. In
the absence of free speech or the ballot box, violence seemed to
be the only possible means of expressing discontent and hastening
reform. Pitiless repression led to more violence, and more violence
led to more repression, in an upward-spiraling vicious circle.

s Autobiography of Andrew Dickson W hite (New York, 1905), 1I, 7.
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Tales of terrorist outbursts were commonplace in the American
press during the 1880’s and 189o’s. From 1882 to 1904 hardly a
vear passed in Russia without some major assassination or at-
tempted assassination. About a half-dozen plots were uncovered
which had as their object the murder of the Czar or Crarevitch.
Numerous attempts, some of them successful, were made upon the
lives of high public functionaries, as a result of which scores of
agitators were arrested, tried in huge mass trials, convicted, and
banished or imprisoned.

The universities were hotbeds of revolutionary ideas. Hundreds
of students were trained for white-collar positions, but in the
absence of a substantial middle class there was no adequate em-
ployment for them. The Czar, it was believed, recognized the
dangers of educating people so that they could perceive and pro-
test against his tyranny. Violent demonstrations among students,
a considerable number of them women, resulted in wholesale ar-
rests and the closing of universities. These protests occurred peri-
odically in the 1880's and 1890’s, and from 1900 to 1903 were
extremely serious. Mounted Cossacks were employed to disperse
or trample down the demonstrators; a state of siege at one time
was proclaimed in Moscow; and the government dismissed hun-
dreds of youths from the universities and conscripted them for
military service in the Far East. These demonstrations, coinciding
with violent labor disorders, brought Russia to the verge of civil
war on the eve of the great conflict with Japan in 1904.

The manhandling of students, added to all other evidences of
illiberalism, excited the indignation of sympathetic Americans.
Revolution was freely predicted, and in 1891 the Philadelphia
Record prophetically remarked: “With so many elements of com-
bustion in Russia it would not be surprising if at an early day its
despotic government should be swept away by a revolution more
terrible than that which destroyed the French monarchy in
1789.”’ ¢

Patriotic Americans were increasingly disturbed by the flotsam
e Public Opinion, X, 347 (Jan. 17, 1891).
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of anarchists and other agitators which Russian oppression was
tossing upon our shores. The terrible [Haymarket Riot of 1886 in
Chicago resulted in the conviction of cight anarchists. Although
predominantly German, their incendiary tactics could not be dis-
associated from those spawned in the ideological pesthouse of
Russia. Chicago newspapers referred to groups of strikers as com-
posed of “foreign scum, beer-simelling Germans, ignorant Bohe-
mians, uncouth Poles, wild-cyed Russians.” 7 In 1892 Henry Clay
I'rick, a millionaire industrialist, was shot and stabbed in his office,
though not fatally, by a Russian-Jewish anarchist, Alexander
Berkman. The assassin was allegedly incited to the deed by his
anarchist mate, the gifted agitator, Emma Goldman, who was also
of Russian-Jewish birth. In 1901 President McKinley was shot
and killed by another anarchist, Leon F. Czolgosz, the American-
born son of parents who had emigrated from Russian Poland. He
likewise had been influenced by Emma Goldman.

5

While the Russian government was driving its malcontents
westward to the haven of America, its armed forces were pushing
castward across Asia with inexorable force. Russia of the 1880's
and 1890’s put forth a burst of expansionist activity that finds few
parallels in modern history. In 1884 a Russian army defeated the
native tribes and captured Merv, near the frontiers of Persia and
Afghanistan. The British were shocked by this latest coup, which
threatened India. Succumbing to a fit of “Mervousness,” they
pointed excitedly to alleged violations of Russian promises and
voiced loud complaints about the untrustworthy Muscovites. The
American press was much less alarmed; in fact therc was consider-
able rejoicing among Britain haters that our old “ally™ Russia had
stolen a march on our hereditary enemy, the “land grabbing”
Great Britain, by doing some land-grabbing of her own. In 1885-
1886, following much anxious talk about the Russian menace to

7Sec Harry Barnard, “Eagle Forgotten™: The Life of John Peter Altgeld
(Indianapolis, 1938), p. 83.
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Persia, London worked out a settlement of the Afghan boundary
problem with St. Petersburg.®

Four years later, in 1889, a party of about 150 Russians made a
curious missionary-commercial foray into Lthiopia, involving
themselves in trouble with France; and in subsequent years,
largely because of religious affinity, Russia indicated a continuing
interest in the African kingdom. In 1891—a turning point in
modern European history—the Russian despotism of the east
clasped hands in entente with the French republic of the west.

This ill-matched marriage of convenience was conceived in
pure selfishness, as arce all unions of a similar nature. The French
republic had about as much in common with absolutist Russia as
had the United States, but a common hatred—this time of
Germany—drew them together. France, with her dwindling
birth rate, feared another Teutonic invasion, and Russia, though
less apprehensive, distrusted the theatrical Kaiser Wilhelm I1. Be-
sides, the financially decrepit Russian government needed large
French loans, which were ultimately forthcoming, to promote an
ambitious program of railway construction and other projects.
Thus in the words of John IHay the cultured French Marianne
became the “harlot” of the uncouth Russian moujik, to the ac-
companiment of reciprocal fleet visits. At the port of Kronstadet,
in Russia, Alexander III stood barcheaded while the hitherto
banned “Marseillaise,” revolutionary battle hymn of the “infidel
Republic,” blared forth from a Russian band.

The newspapers of the United Statcs, forgetting that our own
republican alliance with monarchical France in 1778 had been no
less strange, were sharply critical of our hereditary French
friends. Yet there was some feeling of sympathy for France that
the seriousness of her peril should have forced her into such an
unnatural union. Comments scemed to suggest that our ancient

8In 1885, as a result of Russian hospitality to the survivors of the Jeanneite
polar expedition, a United States naval officer was sent to Siberia with presents
of gold watches and other testimonials to about thirty Russians. This was the

most conspicuous of several similar cases that aroused American gratitude
(Foreign Relations, 1885 [ Washington, 1886], pp. 665-669).
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attachment to France was still of higher sentimental value to us
than our more recent tic with Russia. The Boston Transcript be-
lieved that the Czar was “always a risky, shifty sort of an ally,”
and that when his interests demanded he would back “out of
an alliance.” The St. Louis Republic, under the heading “A

ORIV

(X3

NO YOU poxN'T1!”

The Russian bear, trespassing in Afghanistan, droolingly views the riches of
India. A cartoon expressive of British fears. (From the London Punch, 1885.)

Possible Crime,” blamed France for having taken a step that
would “lengthen Siberian chains and widen the sweep of the
knout. . . .’?

6

With her western borders bolstered by the French entente and
with French gold available for her treasury, Russia was freer than
before to push eastward. She again threatened the British in India

® Public Opinion, XI, 429 (Aug. 8, 1891); XI, 578-579 (Sept. 19, 18o1).
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by reaching the Pamir Ridge (the “roof of the world”), and
after a period of crisis adjusted the dispute amicably in 1895. In
the same year she played a leading role in the coalition of powers
which forced the Japanese to disgorge their hard-won gains of the
Sino-Japanese War. Three years later she secured for herself the
richest of those gains as a leaschold from China—the coveted ice-
free Port Arthur. From 1898 to 1904, when the Russo-Japanese
War broke out, she became involved in friction with Britain over
Turkey, Persia, and Tibet. In the Far Fast she betrayed a strong
mnterest in Korea, and more than a strong interest in Manchuria,
which she occupied in 1900 during the Boxer difficulties and
which she showed a strong reluctance to evacuate, despite firm
commitments to do so.

The Russians not only spread rapidly and contiguously, but
they clung to what they had acquired with Anglo-Saxon tenacity.
Like a huge mass of quicksilver, when blocked in an area like
Afghanistan, they would flow elsewhere into a place of less re-
sistance, like Manchuria. In these ventures, like their Soviet de-
scendants, they showed infinite patience. Their magnificent sweep
across Asia, which had been going on for more than a century and
which perhaps only Americans could really appreciate, made a
deep impression in the United States and invited comparisons
with our own concurrent cxploitation of the Great West. A few
journals even expressed satisfaction that the frostbitten bear, after
having been caged so long, had finally been able to bathe his paws
in the relatively warm waters of the Yellow Sea.

The American press on the whole viewed the Russian advance
along the Persian and Afghan borders with considerable indiffer-
ence, though mildly condemning the use of deception and force.
These places were too far away; we had no vital interests there;
and besides, the Russians, for all their backwardness, were carry-
ing a superior culture to less advanced peoples.

But the press of Great Britain was filled with almost hysteri-
cal apprehension, overlooking the fact that Britain herself had
acquired much territory by questionable methods. The British
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were worried about the energy, youth, and expansiveness of Rus-
sia; about her “incxhaustible” man power, her huge army, and
her navy, which was rapidly being augmented with specially
designed commerce destroyers obviously aimed at England. Al-
leged Russian duplicity and mendacity were constantly harped
upon by British writings, conspicuous among which was Kipling’s
immortal appeal in 1898, “Make ye no truce with Adam-zad—the
Bear that walks like a Man!” British merchants in Liverpool,
Manchester, and Birmingham feared that the Bear would claw
shut the markets of Manchuria and deprive British manufacturers
of a lucrative business.

After the friction between Russia and Britain came to a head
over Persia and India, the British press and propagandists began
to speak more frequently of the “inevitable war.” “We believe,”
declared a writer in the British Blackwood’s Magazine (1896),
“that to our race will fall the ultimate supremacy of the world;
Russia believes exactly the same of herself. Sooner or later the
two ambitions must collide, and we had better be making ready
for that great day at once. To allow Russia to absorb all possible

strength before the conflict is to put a premium on defeat and
ruin.” 10

7

If American opinion was relatively indifferent to Russian pene-
tration castward, the same could not be said of Russian penetration
westward, especially into the Balkans. An aroused Baltimore
American asserted in 1886:

Russia’s ambition is sleepless and insatiable. It goes ahead, step by
step, through intrigue, through treachery, through diplomatic men-
dacity, through anything that helps it onward. Her policy is to get
more territory, and what difference does it make if her material in-
terests suffer, if her debt piles up, and if her people remain poor? It
makes a great difference, however, with other nations. The powers
of Europc are becoming very tired of Russia’s trickery. The peace that

o CEX—, 147 (July, 1896).
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now exists is a mere strip of red tape around Pandora’s box. Once it is
broken, the effect will be terrible for a time, and many lives will be lost,
but the final result will be a gain for the world and a big advance in the

civilization of Eastern Europe.!

American observers were especially concerned about Russia’s
ill-concealed determination to dominate Bulgaria. We were apos-
tles of popular sovereignty and self-determination; and in Bul-
garia the Russians were apparently secking to impose their ways
upon a weaker people. A number of the Bulgarian leaders had
been introduced to American principles of freedom and democ-
racy at Robert College in Constantinople, which received finan-
cial support from contributors in the United States. The president
of this institution wrote for an American journal in 1886 that the
policy of the Russians was incomprehensible unless they sought
to reduce Bulgaria to “a state of anarchy, and then to occupy ie.”’
The New Orleans States resented the threats of the “Muscovite
bully,” while the Memphis A ppeal branded the Czar a ““common
robber.” 12

The huge armies massed under the banner of Imperial Russia
aroused further fears. American critics were frank to say that the
Czar’s militarism was a primary factor in the increasingly onerous
burden of armaments throughout Europe. “Marse Henry” Wat-
terson’s Louisville Courier-Journal in 1890 viewed the Northern
“Colossus” with grave concern, for the Russian had “proven his
ability to fight like the European, and to deceive like the Asiatic.”
In the Far East, continued this journal, the Muscovite was pursu-
ing “devious diplomacy,” and he pressed forward both “by arms
and by chicanery,” whichever best suited his purposes. He had
tricked “half the tribes of central Asia” out of their territory, and
now menaced the Celestial Empire of China.'?

Similarly apprchensive statements, most of them less extreme,
can readily be found in the American press during the 1890’s.

11 Public Opinion, 1, soz (Oct. 9, 1886).
12 [bid., 1, 502, 503 (Oct. 9, 1886).
13 | bid., X, 56 (Oct. 25, 1890).
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Alarmists generally agreed in referring to the Russian “Colossus
of the North” as a grasping and greedy monster whose thirst for
conquest was insatiable. Czarism was threatening the peace of
Europe and of the world, and was menacing the very foundations
of western civilization. The prescient if pessimistic Henry Adams,
writing privately in 1899 after a trip to Russia, noted the vast
passive energy of the Empire. He believed that the two future
centers of power were Russia and America. “Some day,” he con-
cluded, “perhaps a century hence, Russia may swallow even her
[ America |; but for my life-time I think I'm safe.” 14

The year 1895, when the Sino-Japanese war ended, marks a
turning point in American attitudes toward Russian imperialism
in castern Asia. We began to show increasing suspicion of Czarist
machinations in North China and Korea, where American mer-
chants and missionaries were developing an important stake.
These arcas were geographically far away, but economically and
spiritually fairly close to home. American and Russian interests
seemed destined to clash in a significant way for the first time in
three quarters of a century. The future looked dark indeed for
the historic friendship.

14\V. C. Ford, ed., Letters of Henry Adams, 1892-19:18 (Boston, 1938), p. 213.
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XIII

Malnutrition

and Extradition

“Can we have friendship between tyranny and liberty;
between Asiatic despotism and modern civilization;
between the inertia of barbarism and the spirit of prog-
ress?”"—Representative John O. Pendleton, 1892

I

HE gathering gloom in Russian-American relations near
the turn of the century was temporarily dispelled by one
pleasant interlude—the generous responsce of our people

to the great famine of 1891-1892.

More than a half-dozen serious famines had cursed Russia from
1801 to 1891, and others were to follow, more or less periodically.
In a country of such vast extent and such inadequate means of
transportation, it was difficult to shift surpluscs of grain to districts
where there were shortages. The crop failures of 1891, which fol-
lowed a searing drought, proved to be the most disastrous thus
far in Russia’s disaster-ridden history, and brought death to the
doors of some 36,000,000 sufferers. Close upon the heels of the
third horseman, famine, galloped the first horseman, pestilence.
Epidemics of typhus and cholera claimed thousands of victims,
including the famous composer, Peter Ilich Tschaikovsky, who
had made a triumphal visit to America in 1891, two years before

his death.
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The simple call of humanity elicited a warm response from
American hearts, cven though we were repelled by anti-Jewish
barbarities and other evidences of despotism. Our own harvests
had been bountiful in 1891, following the terrible drought of
1890 in the Middle West, and as a kind of thank offering we were
prompted to share our good fortune with our starving friends.
The millers of Minneapolis donated flour; lowa set up the Rus-
sian Famine Relief Commission; and the Nebraska farmers con-
tributed some 1,500,000 pounds of corn meal.! One train of
twelve cars loaded with corn left Nebraska for the east coast—
an original Friendship Train. Altogether five ships bore gifts of
grain to Russian ports, and a number of Americans went along to
distribute supplies and nurse the sick.

Aside from purc humanitarianism, we regarded this succor as
a partial repayment for the help that we felt Russia had given us
during the Civil War and earlier, and the ancient debt was again
discussed and rediscussed. One may safely assume that the out-
pouring would not have been nearly so sizable or so spontaneous
if the famine had been in China or India. All of the grain came
from private donations, as did much of the transportation. Contri-
butions of money, some of them pathetically small, poured in
from all over the country. Secretary of State Blaine forwarded to
our minister in St. Petersburg a contribution of $11.51 from the
public schools of Florence, South Carolina. By contrast the Brit-
ish, who felt no obligation to repay a debt, gathered a relief sum
which in American cyes was regarded as indecently small.

2

Speed was of the essence, so a resolution was introduced in
Congress authorizing the Secretary of the Navy to transport the
grain in United States naval vessels and to charter merchant ships
at a cost not to exceed $100,000. After slight opposition the pro-
posal slipped through the Senate by a vote of 40 to 9. But the
House was not to be stampeded, and it debated the measure with

1 Sce W. C. Edgar, The Russian Famine of 1891 and 1892 (Minneapolis, 1893).
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a warmth that revealed a changing state of mind regarding the
Russians.

Advocates of the scheme stressed the dictates of humanity and
our age-old debr to Russia. They also pointed out that the Navy
had been used to transport supplies to the starving Irish in 1847
and 1880. (But there were vastly more Irish than Russian voters
in the United States.)

Opponents of the measure alleged that reports of the famine
were grossly exaggerated; that the current Congress had been
clected on an economy pledge; that the Treasury was badly
depleted; and that the Czar had a huge gold reserve, which he was
spending on unnecessary armaments. He had himself allegedly
brought on much of the existing distress through his bungling or
that of his red-taped bureaucrats. If he was so solicitous for his
people, so the argument ran, let him usc some of his gold
surplus to charter empty ships in American ports.

Other critics of Czarism charged that a nation which would
persecute the Jews so viciously had no claims on our sympathy.
The reply was that the Russian people, not the nobles, were starv-
ing, and that the peasants had been incited against the Jews by
their own rulers. An attempt to stipulate that Jews should not be
debarred from American food shipments was shunted aside as in-
sulting to the Czar. A few outspoken Representatives were so
bold as to challenge the validity of the traditional cordiality.
Conspicuous among these was Representative Pendleton of West
Virginia, who declared that Russia was “a menace to modern
civilization” and “a threat to the peace of the world. . . .” Ile
insisted that there could be no true friendship between two
nations so antipathetic in their basic institutions; real friendship
could come only when Poland was free and a halt had been called
to the persecution of opinion and religion.*

The decisive argument against the resolution was the hoary cry
of states rights. During the recent drought in the Middle West,
various Congressmen had sought to appropriate money for the

2 Cong. Record, 52 Cong., 1 sess., pp. 163-164 (Jan. 6, 1892).
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relief of their constituents, but they had been thwarted by the
constitutional argument that the national government is not a
charitable agency and that federal funds could not legally be dis-
bursed to the states. The eloquent young Representative William
Jennings Bryan, observing that his adopted state of Nebraska had
recovered from the drought and was now giving grain to Russia
from her surpluses, reaffirmed the states rights view. Besides, he
argued, where was the United States to stop? Famines and floods
occurred all over the carth every year, and to discriminate in favor
of Russia would make for bad feeling. In the absence of full in-
vestigation, Bryan declared, it would be folly to vote the pro-
posed appropriation *‘to one of the most despotic of nations.” 3

The IHouse, by a count of 165 to 72, finally struck out the grant
of $100,000, which meant that the Navy was to carry the grain
in the only ship it had available for cargo purposes, the old sail-
ing frigatc Constellation. This weather-beaten craft, built in 1798,
was entirely inadequate, so the whole question of federal aid was
postponed indefinitely by a close vote of 93 to 87. Humanitarians
and Russophiles throughout the country were outraged, and de-
mands poured in on Congress for reconsideration. Several such
efforts were made but they all bogged down, and the relief pro-
gram had to be handled entirely by private philanthropy.

While Congressmen were criticizing Russia in increasingly out-
spoken terins, the press was not silent. Much was said about the
callousness of the Czar's government, about its failure to take
ordinary precautions, about its botching relief work and hamper-
ing forcign missions, about its remorseless collection of taxes from
starving peasants, and about the continued grafting by the bureau-
crats and nobles in the midst of catastrophe.

Yet the spontancous outpouring of the American people,
despite Jewish pogroms and Siberian prisons, was a powerful
tribute to the strength and tenacity of the ancient friendship. The
Russian government, though to some degree humiliated by having
to accept charity from foreigners, bestowed gifts on the bearers

8 [bid., pp. 160-161 (Jan. 6, 1892).
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and expressed warm appreciation. As tokens of gratitude one
peasant at Easter time sent to the Americans three colored eggs,
together with a touching letter. A Russian poet, referring to three
of the five ships that had brought alms, wrote:

From Behring strait to Louisiana

Our heartis on thy welfare set:
“Missouri,” *“Conemaugh,” “Indiana,”
A Russian never shall forget.*

3

The year after the famine relief program was carried through,
distinct unpleasantness developed between Washington and St.
Petersburg over the fur seals of the North Pacific. This is hardly
what one would have expected, because both nations had seal
herds, and it was assumed that Russia would sce eye to eye with
the United States in protecting them against foreign poachers,
chiefly Canadians.

The seals, who knew nothing about the sanctuary of territorial
waters, ranged far out to sca, where they were indiscriminately
slaughtered. In the carly 1890’s Russian and Amecrican patrols,
aroused by this butchery, illegally seized Canadian poachers out-
side the three-mile limit. (Ironically, in doing so the United States
was in some degree associating itself with the pretensions of the
Czar in 1821 to jurisdiction over the high seas.) The Canadians
and British protested energetically against the highhanded con-
duct of the American authorities, and the resulting dispute was
finally referred to an arbitral tribunal in Paris.

The Russian Foreign Minister, aware of a common interest in
the seals, assured the American envoy that he would do what he
could to support the case of the United States in Paris. Specifically,
he promised that Russia would stand firm in claiming ownership

4 Review of Reviews, V, 700 (July, 1892). Much criticism was voiced abroad
when the first four relicf ships were greeted with gallons of champagne and fine

feasts in town halls. Russians, whether Czarist or Communist, have characteristi-
cally set much store by keeping up appearances,
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of scals on the high seas if it owned the breeding grounds; refrain
from any agreement with Britain regarding its own seizures that
would embarrass the United States; and instruct the Russian am-
bassador in Paris to give the American case moral support.?

The Russian promises unfortunately were not kept. While the
Paris tribunal was still sitting, St. Petersburg secretly came to an
understanding with the British regarding carlier cases. The
Foreign Office agreed to pay pecuniary damages to London for
the scizure of two British ships outside the three-mile limit, but
refused indemnity for four taken inside Russian territorial waters.
This was a tacit admission that the Americans had an unsupport-
able case, and shortly thereafrer, whether influenced by the Rus-
sian action or not, the tribunal handed down a decision adverse to
the United States.

Andrew D. White, then our minister to Russia. was angered by
the apparent “treachery™ of St. Petersburg. The Russian seal herd
was much smaller than ours; and this fact, combined with what
scems to have been a desire on the part of the Czar to cultivate
better relations with Britain, apparently accounted for what we
regarded as bad faith. White also assumed that the social lobby
of the British had been highly effective with the Russians, for the
British envoy in St. Petersburg was something of a snake charmer.®
In his chagrin White thought that the Russians were overrated as
statesmen.

This cpisode again underscores the fact that Russian-American
rclations at that time operated on two levels: the one of private
diplomatic negotiation and the other of public opinion. The Rus-
sian “betrayal attracted little popular attention, burt it was deeply
disturbing to the Department of State. Jewish pogroms and
Siberian prisons were of scant concern to the diplomats, but they
were deeply disturbing to our people.

The problem of the three-mile limit also affected Russian-
American relations in a more dircct way. Intermittently during

3 White to Foster, Nov. 16, 1892, National Archives (Dispatches).
6 Autobiography of Andrew Dickson White (New York, 1905), 11, 20.
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the post-Civil War years, Russian cruisers would seize or other-
wise molest American fishermen or whalers approaching the coast
of Siberia. Ordinarily these incidents attracted little public notice
and were adjusted with a minimum of friction. The most notori-
ous cases involved the confiscation of four American vessels in
the early 1890’s. After protracted negotiations the dispute was
referred to a Dutch arbiter, who in 19oz ruled that the craft had
all been taken outside the three-mile limit, in some cases with
unnecessarily harsh treatment, and assessed the Russian govern-
ment damages rotaling nearly $100,000, with 6 per cent interest.?
But even this case, which affected only a few people in a remote
area, received relatively little space in the American newspapers.

4

A curiously neglected episode in 1893 testifies to the increasing
distaste of American citizens for Russian tyranny.

Unuil the 1870's a treaty providing for the mutual extradition
of escaped lawbreakers was not particularly wanted by either the
United States or Russia. No American felon in his right mind
would seck asylum in police-ridden Russia, and relatively few
persons, criminal or otherwise, were then coming to the United
States from the Czar’s domain. But the necd for an extradition
treaty became more pressing with the rise of terrorist groups and
the flight to America of anarchists and other agitators sought by
the Russian police.

After protracted negotiations an cxtradition treaty was signed
in 1887, but it languished in the Senate. In 1893 it was revived,
debated in secret session (as was the rule in the nincteenth cen-
tury), and finally approved. The action of the Senate was grected
by an astonishing roar of public protest.

The American ideal had traditionally been to permit extradition
of common malefactors but not persons accused of political of-
fenses. The assassination of the head of a state, particularly where
no other means of effective protest existed, had long been viewed

7 Foreign Relations, 1902 (Washington, 1903), Appendix I.
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by us as a political crime and not a common crime. But the new
extradition treaty with Russia stipulated that any person attempt-
ing to assassinate the head of either state, or a member of his
family, would be regarded as a nonpolitical criminal and hence
extraditable.

Protest meetings multiplied throughout the United States, and
an avalanche of resolutions descended upon the Senate, both
before and after the approval of the treaty. Refugee Russian
revolutionaries, fearing for their own skins, joined the chorus of
denunciation. Jewish immigrants, many of whom had seen Rus-
stan injustice at first hand, protested vehemently. Countless
Amecricans who had been influenced by the Kennan articles and
other exposés were aroused, and Kennan himself threw his formi-
dable pen into the fray.®

5

The principal objections to the treaty may be listed briefly. To
regard political assassination as a criminal offense was a departure
from hallowed tradition. Pulaski, it was recalled, had been under
accusation for an attemprt on the life of the King of Poland when
he fell fighting for American independence. The treaty was one-
sided: Russia would retrieve escapees from America but we
would not seck American refugees flecing to Russia. Czarist
justice was not founded on Anglo-Saxon principles, and extradi-
tion should be confined to nations whose juridical systems were
similar to ours, which would exclude China, Turkey, and Russia.
In large areas of the Czar’s domain, as Kennan pointed out, there
was no trial by jury. Refugees who fled to our shores almost in-
variably escaped from Russia by forging passports, and since
forgery was an extraditable crime under the treaty, when the
culprit was retrieved on this pretext, the Czar could accuse him
of some political wrongdoing, whether trumped up or true, and
then banish him to Siberia by mere administrative decree.

Other objections were hardly less forceful. The treaty had been

8 See Forum, XV, 283 (May, 1893).
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secretly debated and hastily rushed through, without giving
sovereign American opinion a chance to be properly heard. This
was a denial of the democratic process quite in keeping with
Czarist practices. To make a treaty with the Russians would
dignify their archaic and illiberal judicial system with the seal of
our approval, and hence erect a barrier against future reform.
Finally, the American people were in effect asked to make slave
catchers of themselves for the Russian secret police, in a manner
disagreeably reminiscent of the fugitive slave law of 1850.

The defenders of the treaty, conspicuous among whom were
administration supporters, argued that Britain had an extradition
treaty with Russia which went even further; that the United
States had a similar assassination clause in treaties with Belgium
and Luxemburg; and that to argue that St. Petersburg would re-
cover a criminal on the grounds of forgery and punish him for
something else was to accuse Russia of bad faith. (George Kennan
forthwith spoke up and said that there was ample evidence of bad
faith.) A few voices protested that Russia was our old “ally,”
that she had saved us during the Civil War, and that not to sur-
render a murderer of the Czar, our great and good friend, was
“barbarous.” ?

The uproar against the treaty apparently intensified afrer its
approval by the Senate, and a formidable agitation developed for
abrogation. The carlier remonstrances, especially those of 1890,
had poured in on Congress primarily from laboring groups, such
as barbers, bricklayers, and cigar makers, and notably from con-
centrations of German immigrants. But the outery of 1894
was much more widespread. Petitions demanding abrogation
inundated Congress from large groups of citizens in Colorado,
Connecticut, the District of Columbia, Illinois, Iowa, Kansas,
Louisiana, Michigan, Mississippi, New York, Ohio, Pennsylvania,
South Carolina, and Wisconsin. Resolutions were passed by the
senate of the state of Ohio, by the assembly of New York, and
by the legislature of Illinois. Among the petitioners was the aged
but vigilant Julia Ward Howe. A Socicty for the Abrogation of

® Public Opinion, XV, 264 (June 17, 1893).
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the Russian Fxtradition Treaty was formed, and it dispatched ap-
propriate representations to Washington.??

In response to this tremendous outpouring a half-dozen or so
resolutions were introduced into Congress demanding an abroga-
tion of the treaty, but they all fizzled out. The Senate, which at
times is notoriously unresponsive to public pressure, was not to
be stampeded, and gradually popular interest shifted to other sub-
jects. But the amazing thing is that so much spontaneous protest
could have arisen over an issue that did not affect either the
pockets or lives of the workaday American. We were undoubt-
cdly more sensitive about freedom then, possibly because we were
closer to the day when we had not enjoyed it. And as between
our fundamental liberties and Russian friendship, especially after
the pogroms and other barbarities, Russian friendship would have
to take a back scat.

6

The years between the extradition treaty of 1893 and the
Spanish-American War of 1898 were enlivened by a few incidents
which indicate that the ancient attachment sull had a few sparks
of vitality.

Occasionally minor friction arose over Greek Orthodox oppo-
sition to American missionarics and other proselyters, but all this
was ironed out amicably. More disturbing were the restrictions
that St. Petersburg imposed on foreign life insurance companies,
which were diverting business from local Russian enterprise.
Vigorous pressure was brought to bear by American companies
on the State Department, bure little progress was made, despite
extensive diplomatic representations. Under the existing regime,
so Minister White reported, the trend was toward isolation and
antiforeignism, even at the expense of more rapid economic
progress.

In 1893 the native Hawaiian dynasty was toppled, with im-
proper assistance from American troops, and an annexation treaty
signed by the white oligarchy was rushed to the United States

10 E?;; Record, 53 Cong., 2 sess., pp. 5499, 5666.
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Senate, from which it was soon withdrawn by the scrupulous
President Cleveland. Minister White in St. Petersburg reported
that both oflicial and public opinion was entirely favorable to
the annexation desires of the United States.!® The Russians, who
had no great fondness for either the British or the Japanese, could
hardly have preferred them as occupants of the Pacific paradisc.

The panic of 1893, which caused a critical shortage of gold in
the United States Treasury, prompted a friendly though unpub-
licized gesture by St. Petersburg. In April, 1893, Minister White
cabled that Russia, after refusing other foreign powers, was
prepared to lend us a large amount of her gold surplus for one
or two years. White later explained that the Russian offer of
$60,000,000 probably grew in part out of a hatred of western
European financiers, some of whom were Jews, and out of a
desire to keep them from making money from America’s financial
plight. Washington delayed more than four months before reply-
ing. Finally under White’s prodding Secretary of State Gresham
thanked the Russian government for its generous offer, and ex-
plained that we were relieved of the necessity of accepting it.!?

The United States, being a democracy, could not so readily
reciprocate this courtesy. In August, 1895, the Russian legation in
Washington inquired in a “very confidential” note if Russia could
purchase fifteen million ounces of silver at the market price. The
State Department replied that this could not be done without act
of Congress, so the request was not pressed.’> Congressional
action would have involved both delay and undesirable publicity.

These two overlooked incidents illustrate the fact that official
relations were still being maintained on a formally friendly plane,
even though our people, with mounting stridency, were referring
to Russia in less than friendly terms.

1t White to Foster, Feb. 20, 1893, National Archives (Dispatches).

12 White to Gresham, April 26, 30, 1893; Gresham to White, Sept. 2, 1893 (re-
ceived), ibid.

13 Somow to Adee, Aug. 11/30 [sic], 1895, ibid. (Notes). The stamped date
indicates that the note was received on Aug. 12, 1895.
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The Sunset of the Century

“There is no danger that the Czar of Russia will dis-
arm. If he ever does his own subjects will get him.”—
Chicago News, 1902

I

DIPLOMATIC revolution in the closing years of the

nincteenth century kicked the last major prop from

under the historic Russian-American amity. Great Brit-
ain, faced with the rising might of Germany and other perils, now
found her vaunted isolation dangerous rather than “splendid,”
and cast about for friends if not allies. Finding her transatlantic
offspring bulging with power, she began an era of “patting the
eagle’s head.” The flattered Yankees, who had hitherto made great
sport of “twisting the lion’s tail,” responded with increasing
cordiality, despite a heavy residue of Anglophobia.

The British were conspicuously friendly toward the United
States during the Spanish-American War, and their naval officer
at Manila Bay, Captain Chichester, lent moral support to Admiral
Dewey when the latter was at loggerheads with the Germans,
even though such aid has been grossly exaggerated by legend.’
Misery loves company; and when in 1899 we lightheartedly
shouldered the liabilities of imperialism while listening to the siren

1T. A. Bailey, “Dewey and the Germans at Manila Bay,” American Historical
Review, XLV, 59-81 (Oct,, 1939).
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call of Kipling’s “White Man’s Burden,” we unwittingly created
another common tie with the Mother Country.

Hatred of England had long been one of the mainsprings of
American regard for Russia, and now that the transatlantic kin-
folk were burying the blood-stained hatchet, the republic of
William McKinley and the despotism of Nicholas IT were bound
to drift farther apart. The movement was temporarily slowed
when a rebellion of the Boers in South Africa against the British
crown placed something of a strain on the new Anglo-American
friendship. A vast amount of sympathy was expressed in the
United States for the overmatched Dutch rebels, much of it in a
rich Irish brogue. Formidable numbers of our citizens saw eye to
eye with the Russians in upholding frecdom of the seas against the
British blockade of South Africa, and in hoping for the discomfi-
ture of Queen Victoria’s Empire.

The Spanish-American War of 1898 had been under way about
a month when Count Cassini, the first envoy of ambassadorial rank
from Russia, presented his credentials in Washington. Fresh from
diplomatic triumphs in China, he was notorious for his denial of
the Cassini convention, which he had negotiated while in Pcking;
and the belief was current that his lying went above and beyond
the call of diplomatic duty. Cassini’s appointment was presumably
dictated by his knowledge of China, regarding which the Ameri-
can public was taking a more active interest as a result of Russian
encroachments; and the suspicion was prevalent that he had been
sent to lull and gull the stupid Yankecs.

On the day of his official presentation to President McKinley,
Cassini referred tactfully but untruthfully to the “unalterable
friendship,” “without the least cloud having ever arisen to disturb
relations.” 2 During ensuing months he continued the somewhat
unconventional practice, begun by Botkine in 1893, of giving out
statements to the press. He sneered at the newly born British love
for the United States as a “ruse.” He alleged that during the Civil
War the Czar “out of pure friendship” had offered gold (?) and

2 New York Herald, June 24, 1898.
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ships, and had given orders to Admiral Lessovsky to place his fleet
at the disposal of the Union and make war on France and England
should they recognize the Confederacy. A knowledge of Alex-
ander II’s intentions, according to this garbled version, held the
hostile powers in check. At the same time that Cassini was falsify-
ing history and radiating good will, he was operating under
instructions which read: “While remaining in the aura of Russian-
American friendship you must make every endeavor to create
conflicts between the Federal Government and England and
Japan.” 3 The slippery diplomat labored zealously to carry out
both the letter and spirit of these instructions.

2

The attitude of Russia during the Spanish-American hostilities
of 1898 in some measure reflected the changing diplomatic at-
mosphere. As during the Civil War, although with less warmth,
St. Petersburg was officially noninterventionist and correctly
neutral. Actually, there was considerable sympathy in official
circles for Spain, but the decision was reached that a hands-off
policy would best subserve the ends of the Empire. In 1897 the
Russian government rejected a Spanish-inspired proposal, pre-
sented by the Czar’s French ally, that Russia and France extend
their good offices to the United States and Spain. A handful of
Russians did attempt to volunteer for service in the American
armed forces, but they may have been fugitives from boredom or
absolutism. Significantly, the Russian press, while referring
pleasantly on occasion to the time-honored tie, was not above
criticizing American methods and pretensions.

The ruling class of Russia naturally could not generate great
enthusiasm for the American cause. Spain was a monarchy, and
so was Russia, only more absolute. Spain was the underdog, or
quickly proved to be. France, for various reasons, was friendly to

8 E. H. Zabriskie, American-Russian Rivalry in the Far East, 1895-1914 (Phila-
delphia, 1946), p. 202. In later years the Bolsheviks published Cassini’s instructions
in an effort to discredit the Czarist regime by exposing its hypocrisy.
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Spain, a fellow Latin country, and ever since the entente of 1891
France and Russia had drawn closer together. Russia had some
skeletons in her closet, notably the persecutions of Jews and other
minorities, and being opposed to intervention in her own affairs,
she could not afford to applaud American interference in Cuba on
the ground of Spain’s mistreatment of the insurrectos.

The feud between the bear and the lion still persisted, and since
the British were notoriously sympathetic toward the United
States, the Russians were repelled from entering the same camp
with them. As for the Far East, Nicholas 1I could not welcome
with open arms a meddlesome new power which, based on the
Philippines, might interfere with his monopolistic designs on
Manchuria and North China.

The semiofhcial St. Petersburg Novoye Vremya was annoyed
by the holier-than-thou prating of the Americans about interven-
ing in Cuba for humanity; the Russians had repeatedly fought
against the inhumanity of the Turks. The St. Petersburg Novost:
openly urged that the “senseless and criminal” Spanish- American
War be ended. If, declared this sheet, the European powers in-
sisted jointly on a cessation of the conflict, America would have to
give in, “as her position with two long and exposed coast lines, is
not such as could withstand the combined fleets of two or three
European powers.” * Anglophiles and Russophobes in the United
States eagerly seized on this statement as reflecting official Rus-
sian views, but the Nowvosti was actually an obscure and unofficial
journal.

The Czar’s government on the whole did not regard the fate
of the Philippines as a critical issue. From the point of view of
Russia the islands could better have remained in the hands of senile
Spain, but the United States, the traditional friend, was a more
agreeable tenant than either Britain or Germany, who were po-
tential foes. When a St. Petersburg newspaper condemned Ameri-
can annexation in an editorial that received wide publicity, the

+Cited in J. K. Eyre, Jr., “Russia and the American Acquisition of the Philip-
pines,” Mississippi Valley Historical Review, XXVIII, 553 (March, 1942).
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Foreign Office ordered a rebuttal, which was published in one of
its own semiofficial mouthpieces. This reply, a copy of which was
sent to the American Embassy for proper credit, reaffirmed neu-
trality and good will toward the United States.®

3

As back-seat riders the Russians did figure in an unsuccessful
attempt to head off the Spanish-American War by joint media-
tion. Germany, France, and Austria-Hungary were the most ac-
tive proponents of the scheme. The Russian government later ex-
plained that it went along with the six-power representations only
after the other nations had adhered, and only after it had made sure
that the mediation was in the interests of humanity.®

Anglophiles in the United States seized upon this incident to
play up the recently born friendship of Britain, and to pooh-pooh
the insincere friendship of Russia during the Civil War. The
numerous foes of England in America were forced to magnify
Russian assistance, and the shopworn tale of the fleets was once
more dusted off and pressed into service.

But the British continued to keep a vigilant eye on American
friendship. In 1902, four years after the Spanish war, they alleged
that one of the powers (presumably Austria-Hungary) had been
put forward by the others to lead intervention. But London had
succeeded in quashing any effective interference. This revelation
caused a flurry of excitement in the European capitals, and Britain
was accused of deliberately stirring up trouble. As in 1861-1865,
the truth seems to be that England was the most important single
power in blocking intervention. But die-hard American Russo-
philes and Anglophobes were not easily silenced, and numerous
allusions were again made to Alexander II’s assistance during the
Civil War.

Regardless of who had been the friend of whom in 1861 and
1898, it was evident that the United States, having recently

8 Peirce to Hay, Nov. 19, 1898, National Archives (Dispatches).
¢ Tower to Hay, Feb. 26, 1902, ibid.
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emerged as a formidable power, was worthy of courtship. The
Chicago Tribune published a pointed jingle entitled “Who?”:

“Who befriended Uncle Sam?”
“I,” said John Bull,
“I used my pull.

I befriended Uncle Sam.”

“Who helped him lick Spain?”
“I,” said the Kaiser,
“I'stood right by, sir.

I helped him lick Spain.”

“Who stood off the Powers?”
“I,” said the Czar,
“I was right thar.

I stood off the Powers.”

“Who’s his friend now?”
“I,” said they all,
With unanimous bawl.
“I'm his real friend now!”?

4

The Spanish-American War had not yet officially ended when,
in August, 1898, Nicholas II startled the civilized world by pro-
posing, through his foreign minister, an international conference
for the limitation of armaments.

The call came at a most unexpected time from a most unex-
pected source. If such an appeal had gone forth from the Queen
of Holland or the President of Argentina, it would not have been
looked upon with excessive suspicion. But the reactionary Nicho-
las, who officially espoused the scheme, had shown little devotion
to idealism, and he certainly had not revealed a conspicuously
pacific disposition. Russia’s army was the largest in the world; she
had whipped up recurrent war scares; and she was bending her
frontiers outward, particularly in Manchuria. Less than six months

7 Literary Digest, XXIV, 250 (Feb. 22, 1902).
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earlier she had wrenched Port Arthur from the senile grasp of
China.

American newspapers on the whole applauded the imperial in-
vitation and hoped for a successful conference. If Nicholas 11
should accomplish his purposes, his name would be universally

PADEREWSKI'S SPAN NOT IN IT WITH ALEX’S

Even at the time of the call for the Hague Conference much
uncasiness existed in America regarding Russian imperialism. Pade-
rewski was the famous Polish piano player, and the Czar (Nicho-
las II) is mistakenly referred to as Alex. (From the Denver
Republican, 1898.)

blessed. Some religious journals were ecstatic in heralding the
dawn of an era when swords would be beaten into ploughshares.
The generally favorable reaction to the Czar’s leadership was no
doubt partly prompted by a persistent but weakening feeling of
indebtedness reaching back through Civil War days to the era of
Catherine the Great.

But the thunder of applause by no means drowned out the
muttering undertone of criticism. The dream of universal dis-
armament was attacked as futile and impractical. Nicholas II, as
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the Boston Transcript noted, had the Romanov “queer streak”;
he was too visionary and too lacking in force to accomplish any-
thing.* And even if he had the will, would the strong military
faction in St. Petersburg permit him to carry through his plans?

The American chargé in St. Petersburg reported that Russian
opinion was none too favorable. Ever since the days of Peter the
Great the idea had been hammered home that the army was not
only the glory and blessing but the very safety of the country.
Also, the humanitarian aspects of the Czar’s program did not ap-
peal to Slavic fatalism and semi-Oriental traditions, all of which,
combined with other factors, had bred a callous disregard for
human life. The Russian diplomatic corps, reared in the military
tradition, branded the scheme Utopian, although quite a few of
the Russian intelligentsia thought it commendable.?

In the United States and elsewhere abroad the most gnawing
question was: Where was the Ethiopian in the cordwood? Was
the financially shaky Russian behemoth unable to stand the con-
tinued strain of an enormous army? Was Nicholas Il hoping to
use his budgetary savings for intrigue and corruption in China,
Persia, and Turkey? Perhaps his spectacular invitation was just a
ruse to gain time for military preparations. The dominant note of
the critics was fear of Russian motives. The Memphis Commuercial-
Appeal argued that Russian sincerity was “always subject to a
discount,” that if the Czar ever felt “really strong” he would not
hesitate to violate his promises, and that if Russia really craved
peace she was “absolutely unprepared for war.” 1°

The loudly heralded conference finally met at The Hague dur-
ing May and June of 1899. Nothing of consequence was accom-
plished in the dircction of disarmament. The Germans, who relied
on the speedy mobilization of their army, were unwilling to
shackle their terrific striking power. The Russians morcover had
failed to make adequate preparations for the conclave. The dele-

8 Public Opinion, XXV, 300 (Sept. 8, 1898).
9 Peirce to Hay, Nov. 9, 1898, National Archives (Dispatches).
10 Public Opinion, XXV, 428 (Oct. 6, 1898).
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gates, though mouthing pat phrases about Nicholas II’s idealism,
were distrustful of Russia. Andrew D. White, who was one of the
American representatives, remarked that probably at no time since
the world began had “so large a body come together in a spirit of
more hopeless skepticism as to any good result.”

Disappointment over the failure to sccure a reduction of arms
blinded many critics to the fact that ground had been gained in
the codification of international law and in the setting up of the
Permanent Court of Arbitration. But as far as Russia was con-
cerned, the harvest of suspicion and disillusionment tended to
weaken the prestige of Nicholas II.

5

Russification of minorities meanwhile had been going forward
inexorably, notably in the Baltic provinces and in Poland. Andrew
D. White concluded that the Russians were jealous of those pos-
sessing a superior civilization, and sought to drag other peoples
down to their own level. The plight of the Poles was in some
measure personalized by the brilliant piano playing of Ignace Jan
Paderewski, who first toured the United States in 1891, and by
the novels of Henryk Sienkiewicz, best known for Quo Vadis?
(1895). Less well known but nevertheless important in arousing
admiration in America for his people was his trilogy of novels,
published from 1890-1893, which immortalized the heroic strug-
gle of the Poles in the seventeenth century against Cossacks,
Turks, and Swedes.

In 1890 reports began to reach America of the faint beginnings
of Finnish Russification, but not until 1899 did the campaign shift
into high gear. The Grand Duchy of Finland had been taken over
in 1809 by Russia following the defeat of Sweden, and Alexander
I had sworn a solemn oath, binding himself and his successors, to
respect the Finnish constitution and the rights and privileges that
the Finns had enjoyed under Swedish rule. Finland had prospered,
despite niggardly natural resources, and had attained the highest

11 Autobiography of Andrew Dickson White (New York, 1905), I, 256.
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degree of civilization in the Russian Empire. The Finns were in-
telligent, literate, industrious, thrifty, sober, and moral; their tradi-
tions were hardly less liberal than those of contemporary Britain;
their economic and political institutions were stable; and their
loyalty to the Empire, quite in contrast to the Poles, was beyond
question.

The Czar’s officials could of course make out a case for Russifi-
cation. Why should a semi-independent state exist within the
Empire, especially one that controlled the strategic approaches to
St. Petersburg? Why should the Finns possess rights and privileges
which the Russians themselves did not enjoy? Would not the
Finnish way of life, which comported so ill with autocracy, prove
dangerously contagious? And from the administrative viewpoint,
the Russification of Finland would bring greater unity to the Em-
pire for fiscal and military purposes. But the only way to achieve
this goal was to violate the pledge given to Finland by Alexander
I and repeated by his successors in the coronation oath. Nicholas
II, persuaded by reactionary bureaucrats, proceeded to do pre-
cisely this.

The “Finnish Reign of Terror,” which dated from 1899 to 19os,
and which attracted much sympathy in the American press, re-
vealed the customary pattern. The legislative powers of the Diet
were abolished, ancient liberties were stifled, and bureaucracy was
entrenched. The usual attacks were made on the Lutheran Church,
on the Finnish language, and on judges who handed down the
“wrong” decisions. The press was censored, malcontents were
summarily deported to Siberia, spies and agenmts provocateurs
swarmed over the land, and refractory Finnish youths were con-
scripted into the Russian army. American newspapers reported,
in connection with the conscription riots of 1902, that mounted
Cossacks whipped women and children through the streets. Two
years later a Finnish patriot shot and killed Governor General
Bobrikov. In 1905 the Finns staged a crippling general strike, and
this demonstration, combined with the terrible disorders growing
out of the Russo-Japanese War, forced Nicholas II to restore
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liberties as of 1899. After a breathing spell, a new wave of Russifi-
cation was launched, and when the World War broke out in 1914
the Land of a Thousand Lakes was hardly more than a geographi-
cal expression.

When the “Reign of Terror” began in 1899, many determined
Finns sought refuge in Sweden, and tens of thousands of others
fled to the United States, particularly Michigan, Wisconsin, and
Oregon, where they proved to be a not unimportant element in
the mounting antagonism toward our erstwhile benefactor. In
1899 the legislature of Michigan passed a concurrent resolution
protesting against Russification as a violation of imperial pledges,
and urging President McKinley to make appropriate diplomatic
representations at St. Petersburg.'? Scandinavian groups in the
United States, who felt a close tie with the Finns and who were
distrustful of the overshadowing power of Russia, shared much
of this bitterness.

The democratically minded Americans had special reasons for
admiring plucky little Finland. The Finns, like us, were a Protes-
tant people. They had adopted many liberal innovations, including
women’s suffrage, for which reformist and “muckraking” Ameri-
cans were then agitating. We traditionally respected constitu-
tional guarantecs, the rights of the oppressed, and the aspirations
of those who sought self-government. We were deeply touched
by the cruel fate of a people who shared a not dissimilar tradition
of freedom and whose struggle bore some resemblance to our
glorious resistance to George I11. Bullying the little fellow, punish-
ing a loyal people, starving innocent subjects, changing some
3,000,000 supporters into bitter enemies, attacking the Protestant
Lutheran Church, and turning back the clock of civilization—all
this scemed savage and senseless, whatever its justification from
the imperial point of view. And above all, Nicholas II's shameless
violation of his coronation oath strengthened the stereotype that
the plighted word of a Russian was worthless.

12 Cong. Record, 56 Cong., 1 sess., p. 81 (Dec. 6, 1899).
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6

As the century neared an end and as the Industrial Revolution
belatedly begrimed the Czar’s Empire, economic rivalry between
Russia and the United States grew more intense. As early as the
1870's Russian wheat producers had complained bitterly that
machine-grown grain from America was beating them out in com-
petition for the markets of Europe. Yet in certain categories in
which the Empire was backward, Russia welcomed imports from
the United States, as she had for decades. By 1899 some four hun-
dred Baldwin locomotives had been sold to the Russians, to say
nothing of mining and agricultural machinery, including cotton
gins, mowers, reapers, and binders. A photograph published in an
American magazine in 1901 showed an American reaper in south-
ern Russia being drawn by two camels.'® Paradoxically, one third
of the agricultural machinery outside the United States was being
operated in the poorly mechanized Russian Empire.

A notable victory for American enterprise and dollar diplo-
macy was won in 1899, when the St. Petersburg government
awarded to the Maryland Steel Company the contract for 80,000
tons of steel rails for the Chinese Eastern Railway. The United
States had succeeded in elbowing out European competition only
after vigorous representations by the Department of State.!* In
19o1 an American visitor rode out of Port Arthur on a train drawn
by a locomotive manufactured in Philadelphia, over rails made in
Baltimore, laid upon ties grown in the forests of Oregon. Trade
follows the railroad no less than the flag, and American ingenuity
was securing a huge slice of the Manchurian melon.

Even so, commerce between Russia and the United States in
peacetime has never been of front-rank importance. In 1901 a
New York journal noted that Denmark, with only 2,000,000

13 Century Magazine, LXII, 504 (Aug., 1901).
14 Hay to Hitchcock, Dec. 28, 1898, National Archives (Instructions); Tower
to Hay, April 26, 1899, ibid. (Dispatches).
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people, bought from us annually more goods than the Russian
Empire, with 135,000,000 people. But official trade staristics are
often misleading. In 1899 approximately one half of the American
cotton imported by Russia was purchased in England, as was true
in large degree of American machinery obtained through German
middlemen.

Russia continued to emulate the protective tariff of the United
States throughout the nineteenth century. Her policy not only
paralleled that of the Republican dynasty in the United States, but
in 1897 the Empire forsook silver for the gold standard, thus rais-
ing itself in respectability among that host of Republicans who in
1896 had voted against Bryan’s free-silver heresy.

7

The towering tariff walls of the United States in the 1890’s had
no serious effect on amicable relations with Russia until 1901,
when the Czar’s government granted a subsidy to Russian sugar
exporters. This was regarded by our officials as an export bounty,
and under existing law the Secretary of the Treasury was forced
to levy a countervailing duty on Russian sugar. St. Petersburg
speedily countered with a “penal duty” of so per cent on our
agricultural machinery and other products, thus dealing a dis-
couraging blow to American business worth about $7,000,000
a year. As the retaliatory spiral mounted, petroleum and other
items were included.

Informed Russians seemed to regard the action of their govern-
ment as unduly harsh and precipitate, and the imperial Finance
Minister, the able Sergei Witte, spoke to the American envoy in
the friendliest terms. He denied that Russia had a genuine export
bounty; he expressed regret that this unfortunate rift should have
developed between old friends; and he insisted that retaliation
was necessary lest Germany and other European nations be en-
couraged to discriminate against Russia. He promised that the
moment the United States removed its countervailing duties, he
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would remove his—a proposition he would not make to any other
nation in the world.'®

Even though the diplomats spoke of this disagreeable economic
warfare in conventionally friendly terms, the American press, as
was so often the case, adopted an entirely different tone. Our
people will stand for a great deal, but not for prohibitively high
tariffs imposed by other nations. The New York Evening Post
regarded the Russian restrictions as the most serious trade reprisal
we had suffered since the War of 1812. A few newspapers were
inclined to blame our own sugar trust, which had imposed its
“sweet will” on the administration, but the most outspoken sheets
complained that the punishment did not fit the alleged crime; only
$300,000 worth of Russian sugar was involved annually, as com-
pared with $7,000,000 worth of American manufactures.

Irate American editors served notice that this country would
not back down under pressure. The Boston Transcript regarded
the reprisals as casting a revealing light on the claim of Russia to
“great friendship for the United Statcs.” The New York Press,
interpreting the restrictions as connected with our attempts to
preserve the Open Door in the Far East against Russia, referred to
an ‘“irrepressible” “conflict,” and thanked the Czar’s lackeys for
having opened our eyes so that we could enter the controversy
“without a remaining particle of the ‘traditional friendship’ myth
which has so long beguiled so many of our people.” “If the Rus-
sians are hunting trouble,” the Pittsburgh Commuercial Gazette
snarled, “they are coming to the right place to find it.”” ¢

The tariff war was waged with much bitterness from 1901 to
1905, when Nicholas II, presumably out of gratitude for President
Roosevelt’s mediation in the Russo-Japanese War, lifted the re-
taliatory duties. Certain American observers remarked that this
was done out of necessity rather than gratitude, for Russia ur-
gently needed our agricultural machinery. Actually, in a number
of important categories American exports to Russia had increased

18 Tower to Hay, July 3, 1901, ibid. (Dispatches).
16 Literary Digest, XXII, 775 (June 29, 1901).
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even under the handicap of retaliation, though one may reasonably
assume that the increase would have been larger had these fetters
not existed. In any event, the whole unhappy episode, which has
been curiously neglected by historians, further opened the eyes of
our people to the tenuous nature of the century-old tie.
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XV

A Parting of the Ways

“To murder a Jew is to remove forty sins
from off one’s soul.”—Ukrainian proverb

I

HE woes of China did not end with her disastrous defeat
by the Nipponese in 1894-1895. Having betrayed her
weakness to the outside world, she was pounced upon by

the European powers, who greedily extorted rich leaseholds and
spheres of influence. The Germans, the Russians, the French, and
the British were foremost among the imperialistic harpics, but the
Russians, who pushed into Manchuria and secured Port Arthur in
1898, were perhaps the most conspicuous in the American public
eye.

The rich prize of Manchuria was contiguous to the Czar’s Si-
berian domains, and the Port Arthur lodgment suggested perma-
nence, power, and expansiveness. American businessmen, who had
been enjoying a boom trade in railway materials and other sup-
plies, feared that Nicholas II would close these markets and slam
shut the Open Door. American missionaries, whose solicitude for
the heathen of this area was no less keen, joined with our mer-
chants in exerting pressure on the State Department to halt the
rapacity of the European imperialists, especially Russia.

There is no need to repeat the story of Secretary Hay’s spec-
tacular note of 1899, in which he urged the imperialistic powers
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to subscribe to the principle of the Open Door in their leaseholds
and spheres of interest. Italy was the only nation to adhere un-
conditionally to the broad principle of a fair field and no favors in
competition for the trade of China. (Italy had no leasehold, al-
though she had recently made an unsuccessful bid for one.) The
remaining addressces generally accepted Hay’s proposal, although
hedging about their replies with evasions or with the condition that
all the other powers consent. The response of St. Petersburg is of
special interest.

The Russian Foreign Office was clearly annoyed by the embar-
rassing American proposal, which was like asking all persons in a
room who were not thieves to stand up. Nicholas II did not want
to be jockeyed out of his long-coveted and hard-won outlet in
Manchuria. Nor did he care to bind his hands in the future. The
expression “Open Door” was odious to the Russians, who had
never been devoted to liberal trade principles, and who quite
correctly associated the phrase with free-trade Britain. The Czar’s
government was traditionally slow in making agreements of this
nature, and, besides, the Hay proposal was not altogether clear.
Nevertheless the American note was received courteously, dis-
cussed in a friendly spirit, and given a degree of attention which,
in the words of the Foreign Minister, it would not have received
if it had come from any other capital.?

The belated Russian reply on the surface appeared to consent to
the Open Door, but actually it was evasive in content. This meant
that all the other nations that had adhered conditionally were re-
leased from their commitment. But Hay, rather than press Russia
and the others and run the risk of a flat refusal, blandly announced
that the acceptances were “final and definitive.” The St. Peters-
burg Foreign Office, which had an opportunity in advance to
protest against this farfetched interpretation, strangely acquiesced
in Hay’s uncandid announcement.?

Henry Adams, a close if cynical friend of John Hay, observed

1 Tower to Hay, Jan. 2, 1900, National Archives (Dispatches).
2 Tower to Hay, Feb. 9, 1900, ibid.
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that Hay had succeeded in embarrassing Russia very much, but
that the agreement “binds no one to anything, and perhaps that is
the reason why everybody assents.” “No one,” concluded Adams,
“believes a Russian under any circumstances, but I am always in-
terested in speculating why an oriental tells one lie rather than
another. . . .’ 8

2

The Far Eastern cauldron began to bubble more violently when
in 1900, the year after Hay’s first Open Door note, the Chinese
“Boxers” rose against the “foreign devils,” and among other things
attacked the Czar’s outposts in Manchuria. This gave the Russians
a good excuse to tighten their military grip there, and the other
powers feared that the Russian armies would march into the ad-
jacent Chinese provinces. Confronted by this threat, Great Britain
and Japan joined hands in the alliance of 1902. The Japanese were
worried primarily about Manchuria and Korea, on which they
themselves had designs, while Britain was more concerned about
the Russian menace to Turkey, Persia, Tibet, and China generally.

The Russians, responding to these outsidc pressures, negotiated
a treaty with China in 1902, under which they bound themselves
to evacuate Manchuria over a period of eighteen months.* If this
pact had been kept in good faith, there probably would have been
no Russo-Japanese War. The Russian troops partially and tempo-
rarily retired from Manchuria, and then returned, all the while
pressing new and secret demands on Peking. A conservative group
of Russian leaders favored economic penetration, at least at first;
an aggressive group, which had the ear of the Czar, urged positive
action in Manchuria and eventually a challenge to Japan in Korea.

Secretary Hay meanwhile had been laboring to bolster up the
sagging Open Door in Manchuria. Russia responded with some
vague assurances which American public opinion interpreted as

3W. C. Ford, ed., Lei’ér: of Henry Adams, 1892-1918 (Boston, 1938), p. 281.
¢ For details see J. V. A. MacMurray, ed., Treaties and Agreements with and
concerning China, 1894-1919 (New York, 1921), I, 326-329.
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assent, but Hay was distrustful. He believed that Cassini was a
“lying diplomat,” that Czardom had made “mendacity” a “sci-
ence,” and that Russia’s promises were as “false as dicers’ oaths
when treachery is profitable. . . .” ® Hay was prone to make ex-
travagant statements, especially when crossed.

In 1904, when Japan with blazing guns challenged Russian
dominance over Manchuria, the American public, while unwill-
ing to join the fray, was prepared to sympathize with the Japanese.
The half-dead friendship for Russia was not strong enough to
overcome the painful impression created by the threat to the
Open Door, combined with Russian evasion, procrastination, pre-
varication, and evident bad faith.

3

As if Russian manipulations in Manchuria on the eve of the
Russo-Japanese War were not enough to prejudice American
opinion against the Czar, another frightful outburst against the
Jews in 1903 further undermined the few remaining pillars of the
one-time cordiality.

The pogroms of the 1880’s had tapered off in the 189o’s, but
with the turn of the century there were renewed outrages. The
most spectacular came in 1903, when the populace of Kishinev,
capital of Bessarabia, ran amok in a frightful orgy of burning,
plundering, raping, and murdering. Babies were reportedly
snatched from the arms of mothers and dashed to the pavement
from upper stories. Statistics for such affairs are notoriously unre-
liable, but moderate estimates placed the number of murdered
Jews at 45, the scriously wounded at 84, the injured at 500, and
the destitute at 10,000.

The Kishinev pogrom was in some respects no worse than some
of its predecessors, but peculiar circumstances compounded the
enormity of the crime. The orgy of lust and bloodletting broke
loose during the Easter season, at a time when the crucifixion of
Christ by the Jews was fresh in memory. Greek Orthodox priests

8 Tyler Dennett, John Hay (New York, 1933), p. 317.
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allegedly preached sermons against the Jews and then led hordes
of inflamed peasants against them. The riots were also incited by
the one local newspaper, which enjoyed government support and
which played up the ancient tale of ritual murders. The officials in
Kishinev did not bestir themselves actively to curb or suppress the
disorders; and in America the suspicion grew to a certainty that
these local authorities, aided and abetted by the central govern-
ment, unloosed the mob upon its victims. The bureaucrats of
Nicholas II seemed nothing loath to drown out mounting revolu-
tionary disturbances in the blood of defenseless Jews.

Ambassador Cassini issued a statement to the American press in
which he blamed the Jews for having aroused the hatred of the
peasants and for not being agriculturalists instead of merchants.
A good many Americans happened to know that Jews were barred
from agricultural pursuits, and the Russian envoy was further
blackened as an inept liar. Secretary Hay cabled St. Petersburg
that American friends of the Jews wanted to send succor, but the
Russian authorities politely and rather haughtily rebuffed him.
While appreciating the spirit of the offer, they stated that there
was no suffering among the Jews in Kishinev and that the Russian
government had the situation well in hand.®

An outcry of horror against these barbarities arose from all over
the civilized world, not solely in the United States and by no
means solely among Jews. Congress was not in session, but spon-
taneous meetings of protest mushroomed all over the United
States. Altogether there were 77 public gatherings in 5o towns in
27 states. Most of the resolutions passed by these bodies con-
demned the massacres and besought Washington to use its influ-
ence to stop them. The press, whether religious or secular, was
outraged. The Hearst chain was all for belaboring the bear with
the bloody paws and insisted that, if Secretary Hay would not
protest, Congress should do so. The Russians would then know
that they were hearing from “the power that makes treaties and

8 Foreign Relations, 1903 (Washington, 1904), p. 712.
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declares war.” 7 Hearst seems to have been the only editor to hint
at armed hostilities; the others were content to speak in terms of
formal protest.
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THE PERFORMER—''IT WAS UNlNTENTIONAL!”

(From the St. Paul Pioneer Express, 1903, by permission.)

4

The Department of State again found itself in an awkward
position. The Kishinev outrage was a purely internal one, like a
large-scale lynching in Georgia, all the more so since our citizens
had apparently suffered no injury to life and property. Uncle Sam
could not come into court with clean hands, what with the blood
stains of Indians, Negroes, Chinese, and more recently Italians
and Filipinos. The press of Russia and western Europe satirically

T Literary Digest, XXV, 775 (May 30, 1903).
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reminded us of our inconsistencies. One Berlin cartoon had Presi-
dent Theodore Roosevelt remark to the Czar, “You cut up your
Jews, I'll burn my negroes.” 8

Yet the Department of State did have one strong talking point.
The pogroms had driven and were driving thousands of human
derelicts to the United States, where they would have to be re-
habilitated and supported. Tens of thousands of Russian Jews had
reached our shores since the first trickle in the carly 1880’s, and
they had come to be a powerful voice politically, particularly in
the electorally important states of New York and Massachusctts.
Washington obviously had to make some kind of vote-saving
move, especially since “His Accidency” Theodore Roosevelt,
President by virtue of the bullet that had killed McKinley, was
desperately eager to be elected the next year “in his own right.”

Thousands of earnest Americans appended their signatures to
a petition, circulated under Jewish auspices, which condemned
the Kishinev horrors and pleaded with Nicholas II for religious
and racial toleration. Secretary Hay cabled the American envoy
in St. Petersburg to inquire if the petition would be accepted by
the Autocrat of All the Russias. The Foreign Minister replied
that the government did not want to appear discourteous or un-
friendly, but the document would not be received by either the
Foreign Office or the Czar. The Emperor, whose will was the sole
law of the land, needed no information from the outside world
as to conditions within his domain or advice as to how he should
manage his internal affairs.®

Everything was done politely and according to protocol, and
essentially the same ends were served as if the petition had been
presented. Nicholas II was informally apprised of its contents;
the petitioners were aware that the State Department had done
all it could; and Theodore Roosevelt’s political boots were kept
clean.

The trial in Russia of those persons accused of complicity in

8 Review of Reviews, XXVIII, 269 (Sept., 1903).
* Riddle to Hay, July 16, 1903, National Archives (Dispatches).
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the mass murders was duly concluded in 1903. Two culprits were
sentenced to penal servitude for five and seven years respectively.
The other twenty-two who were found guilty received sentences
of from one month to two years. Twelve persons were acquitted,
and forty-eight civil actions were dismissed. Many Americans re-
garded the sentences, which were ridiculously light by our stand-
ards, as a travesty of justice.

S

Kishinev was by no means the last of the anti-Jewish orgies,
and the protests of the United States, whether informal or diplo-
matic, seem to have had no influence on the Russian Jew-baiters,
even assuming that they knew of them. The genecral disorders
accompanying the Russo-Japanese War evidently accelerated at-
tacks on the Jews. In 1904 there was a horrible saturnalia at Smiela,
and the next year another at Odessa took a toll of about a thousand
lives. In 1905, after the war had ended, two frightful new out-
bursts occurred at Kishinev, one of which eclipsed the massacre
of 1903. That at Bialystok in 1906, in which Russian troops al-
legedly took part, was unusually bloody and left a most unfortu-
nate impression in America.

The members of Congress, some of whom had large Jewish
constituencies, could not long remain silent. A half-dozen or so
introduced resolutions expressing sympathy and abhorrence, or
demanding inquiry. One of the prime movers was Representative
Goldfogle of New York City, himself of the Jewish faith, who
was indefatigable in supporting the interests of his coreligionists.
In June, 1906, both houses of Congress overwhelmingly approved
a resolution which stated that we were “horrified” by the mas-
sacres, and that the bereaved had “the hearty sympathy” of the
American people.’® Aside from earlier resolutions requesting in-
formation, this was the only legislation of its kind that passed both
houses during the Czarist era.

The hollow-sounding ancient friendship entered conspicuously

10 Cong. Record, 59 Cong., 1 sess., pp. 8919, goog4 (June 22, 1906).
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into a discussion of the pogroms both in Congress and in the coun-
try as a whole. Some apologists argued that out of gratitude to
the Russians for their past support we should not nag them about
their Jewish troubles. Others replied that the ancient attachment
gave us a moral right to present a polite protest, and that Nicholas
II was endangering the century-old cordiality by driving so many
of his embittered subjects to America, where they became an im-
portant and anti-Russian part of the body politic. American Jews
expressed the hope that bankers of their faith would bring Russia
to her senses by withholding loans, and Oscar S. Straus, a promi-
nent Jew, went so far as to cast doubt on the Russian fleet legend. !

Unutil Kishinev our people had been led to believe that the Rus-
sians were a kindly folk, and that the Czar was a well-meaning
man, who was just the prisoner of brutal bureaucrats. But when
it became evident that the peasants were violently anti-Semitic,
and that the bureaucrats in some cases connived at or encouraged
the outrages, the American press was disposed to blame not only
the officials but Nicholas II and his people as well. A cartoon in
1905 showed the Emperor, his ermine bespattered with the blood
of Kishinev, piously remarking, “I wonder why I am not popu-
lar.” 12

The Russian spokesmen on their part bitterly resented our at-
tempts to lay hands—hypocritical hands at that—on the Empire’s
peculiar problem. They referred time and again to their assistance
during critical eras in the past, and reproached the American busy-
bodies for ingratitude. There can be little doubt that when the
Russo-Japanese War flared up in 1904, the vitality had already
ebbed from the ancient friendship.

11 0. S. Straus, “The United States and Russia: Their Historical Relations,”
North American Review, CLXXXI, 244-245 (Aug., 1905).
12 Literary Digest, XXX, 771 (May 27, 1905).



XVI1

The Russo-| apanese Debacle

“I like the Russian people, but I abhor the Russian
system of government and I cannot trust the word of
those at the head.”—Theodore Roosevelt, 1905

1

HE deadline for the evacuation of Manchuria by the
Czar’s armies came and passed in 1903, but still the re-
sourceful Russians found excuses for staying. Their most
plausible argument was that conditions were still unsettled, and
that they could not expose their large interests without ironclad
guarantees from the Chinese government. The American public
was annoyed by all this shilly-shallying, and the New York
Nation cynically compared a genuine evacuation with an “evacu-
ation 4 la Russe.” !

The Japancse, who feared the Czarist threat to their ambitions
in both Manchuria and Korea, pressed St. Petersburg for a speedy
withdrawal, but the Russians, who were naturally dilatory, found
it profitable to play a stalling game. Time was on their side. The
trans-Siberian railroad was nearing completion, and formidable
naval and military reinforcements were being rushed to the Far
East. If the Mikado’s men were going to strike at all, they had

1 LXXVII, 219 (Sept. 17, 1903). Actually, the Treaty of 1902 stipulated a with-
drawal of Russian troops “provided that no disturbances arise and that the action
of other Powers should not prevent it” (J. V. A. MacMurray, ed., Treaties and
Agreements with and concerning China, 1894-1919 [New York, 1921], I, 327).
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better do so before the Muscovite Atlas had gathered its full
strength.

Early in February, 1904, on the initiative of Japan, diplomatic
relations between Tokyo and St. Petersburg were broken off, and
this alarming move was regarded in the United States as a certain
prelude to shooting. Two days later, without warning and without
a declaration of war, the Japanese fleet artacked Russian naval
units at Port Arthur, inflicting some damage. A considerable num-
ber of American newspapers broke into praise of the clever and
plucky Japanese, who under extreme provocation had shown that
they were not bluffers, and who had caught the careless Russians
asleep at the switch at a time when everyone knew that an attack
was inevitable.?

Even though the American press had earlier expressed warm
sympathy for tiny Japan, the Russians were shocked and angered
by the chorus of commendation in the United States for the sneak
attack. Russia was by far the largest white nation; and the white
people ought to stand together. The Russians were combating the
Yellow Peril: having driven out the Tartars during the fifteenth
century in the interests of western civilization, they looked upon
themselves as having a similar mission in the Far East. The task
could not properly be left to the Nipponese, who were a half-
civilized Oriental race with only a vencer of westernism.

The Russian Empire was a Christian nation, although Greek
Orthodox, and even some Roman Catholic journals in the United
States argued that if Russia won there was some chance of con-
verting Korea, Manchuria, and China to Christianity. If she lost,
the heathen Japanese would move in, and possibly all Asia would
be barred to the Christian faith. Russian apologists also pointed out

2 W. B. Thorson, “Pacific Northwest Opinion on the Russo-Japanese War of
1904-1905,” Pacific Northwest Quarterly, XXXV, 305-322 (Oct., 1944). The
parallels to the later Pearl Harbor attack are striking. In 1941 we were delaying,
hoping to gather strength in the Far East, while our economic restrictions stran-
gled the Nipponese. Time was on our side; the Japanese were under strong
compulson to attack.
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that the Czar had legitimate aspirations in the Far East, including
the long-desired ice-free port, just as the United States had earlier
cherished legitimate designs on Louisiana, California, Hawaii, and
other desirable acquisitions.

The Russians in addition regarded the Japanese as the aggressors
and themselves as peace-loving. Had not Nicholas II called the
conference that had brought into being the Hague Court? The
rightcousness of the Russian cause was further bolstered by the
fact that the Japanese had dclivered an unethical punch below the
belt while the two nations were still nominally at peace, and this
dastardly act removed the fanatical yellow men from the roster
of decent nations. The Russians also felt that the fickle Americans
should be stirred by an elemental sense of gratitude for the favors
conferred upon them in the past by the Czars. The time had come
for the United States to pay off the long-overdue interest on the
traditional friendship.

2

Lack of sympathy in the United States for Russia was com-
pounded of two major ingredients: an increasing distaste for
Czarism and a sentimental regard for Japan.

As for dislike of Russian despotism, enough has been said of
ruthless Russification, of pitiless pogroms, of Siberian prisons, and
of religious repression. Unfavorable impressions from these
sources were heightened by the novels and short stories of Maxim
Gorky, who enjoyed an extraordinary vogue in the United States
from about 1900 to 1906. His pen portrayed Russian life under
the Czars with the rawest of realism, and with emphasis on coarse-
ness, brutality, debauchery, degradation, and viciousness.®

8 Gorky came to America in 1906 to raise funds for the Russian revolutionists,
and was mecting with considerable success when the news leaked out that he
was accompaniced by a Russian actress who was not his wife. Moralistic America
dropped him with a thud. There is evidence that the Czarist Embassy in Wash-
ington contrived to discredit him by exposing his amours. See Alexander Kaun,
Maxim Gorky and His Russia (New York, 1931), pp. 570-571.
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American businessmen were also being alienated by new and
onerous restrictions on their activities in Russia. They had been
encouraged to erect factories, as was true of the Singer Sewing
Machine Company, and then had been confronted with the pros-
pect of being taxed out of existence.

Russian aggression in the Far East also troubled a multitude of
Americans. While Czarist imperialism was not basically different
from that of certain other powers, it was nevertheless marked by
an arrogant disregard for the sovereignty of China and the rights
of other nations, including Japan and the United States. Lucrative
markets in Manchuria were in danger of being roped off by the
Russians. To many Americans the menace of Czarist aggression
was such that as between the existing Muscovite Peril and the
problematical Yellow Peril, the Yellow Peril seemed to be the
lesser of the two evils.

Distrust of Russia was further increased by a deepening con-
viction, strengthened by generations of British propaganda, that
the Russians were incorrigible liars. Secretary Hay was distressed
in 1903 to find that he had a copy of a Russian document, the
existence of which the Russians themselves emphatically denied.*
Count Cassini amply upheld this reputation for trickery, while
complaining publicly of American ingratitude for the Czar’s sup-
port in the past.

The American masses, despite an unmistakable preference for
Japan, nevertheless still retained a substantial residue of attach-
ment to Russia. Ancient legends die hard. The threadbare argu-
ment was again employed that the Russians were a splendid people
cursed by an intolerably bad government. Even Nicholas II was
a good man and a lover of peace, but he was surrounded by the
“war party and crafty bureaucrats.” A few adventuresome Amer-
icans actually sought to enlist in the Russian navy.

If the Czar had again been fighting the “unspeakable Turks”
rather than the sturdy little Japanese, American sentiment would
doubtless have been more cordial, though less so than in the nine-

+ W. R. Thayer, The Life and Letters of Jobn Hay (Boston, 1908), 11, 368.
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teenth century. But Nippon was also our time-honored friend,
and we could not openly sympathize with one belligerent without
appearing to be hostile to the other.

Nor could we overlook the fact that Japan in a very real sense
was the protégé of the United States. The American Commodore
Perry in 1854 had forced her to open her doors, and we took
genuine pride in the marvelous achievements of the little fellow
whom we had helped to bring up. The Japanese were not Chris-
tians to be sure, but they were reasonably tolerant of foreign re-
ligions. Christian missionaries were permitted to proselyte freely,
and there were a few Japanese Christians in high office. A good
many religious journals in America argued that Protestant Chris-
tianity would fare better in Asiatic lands controlled by Japan
than by Russia, whose illiberal policy toward proselyters, dis-
senters, Roman Catholics, and Protestants was notorious. In brief,
to many Amcricans the non-Christian Japanese seemed more
Christian than the Christian Russians.

Well-informed American observers also regarded the Japanese
as more liberal politically. They had seemingly come up farther
from medievalism, and in a much shorter time, than the backward
Russians. George Kennan, as a distinguished war correspondent,
again took up the cudgels. He pointed out that Russian prisoners
were better off in Japanese prison camps than they would have
been as Czarist exiles in Siberia. In a noteworthy article for Out-
look entitled, “Which Is the Civilized Power?” he argued that the
Japancse were superior to the Russians.” He concluded that he
now preferred the Japanese people to the Russian people, although
up to this time he had merely preferred the Tokyo government
to that of St. Petersburg. In common with many other liberal
Americans, Kennan greeted Russian disasters as good news. A
breakdown of Czarism in both the military and civil branches
seemed to be the only real hope of weakening the death grip of
despotism and introducing some degree of popular control.

Most Americans looked upon Japan as fighting in self-defense,

s LXXVIII, s15-523 (Oct. 29, 1904).
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even though she had sneakingly fired the first shot. Korea and
Manchuria were pistols pointed at the heart of Nippon, and their
control by a powerful and hostile forcign nation could not be
tolerated. Tiny Japan, arrayed against gigantic Russia, was the
underdog. It was a David and Goliath drama all over again, and
the sporting instincts of the Americans went out to David. The
Japanese soldiers aroused our respect and admiration. They proved
themselves to be sober, disciplined, skillful, courageous, and fa-
natically willing to die on the battlefield for their God-Emperor.
If Russia won, she would presumably close the Open Door in
Manchuria; if Japan won, she would presumably keep it open for
American and other foreign merchants. “Japan is playing
our game,” wrote President Roosevelt smugly if shortsight-
edly.®

American enthusiasm for the Nipponese during the carly stages
of the war was consequently spontancous and sincere. The num-
ber of post offices named Tokyo rose to six, and several other
places were named after the Japanese naval hero Admiral Togo—
to our embarrassment after Pearl Harbor. Large sums of money
were subscribed for loans to Japan, particularly by Jewish Ameri-
cans, who were outspokenly and understandably anti-Russian.
They even talked of raising funds with which to present a warship
to Japan.

3

Even before the guns began to boom, the Russian press was
expressing increasing bitterness toward the Yankee ingrates. The
various journals, whether unofficial or semiofficial, were annoyed
that we should have lionized Czarist exiles, swallowed the Kennan
tales, taken up the cause of the Jews, erected tariff barricades, and
sponsored the Open Door, which was obviously designed to
jockey the Russians out of Manchuria and deprive them of their
warm-water outlet. As if all this were not enough, the Americans
had shamelessly rejoiced over the dastardly attack at Port Arthur,

—-ﬂ_ﬁ.‘[;.’l’ringlc, Theodore Roosevelt (New York, 1931), p. 375.
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and were expressing delight over continuing reverses to Nicholas
II’s armies.

Russian journals paraded the hoary tale of the Civil War fleets,
and recalled that the generous Alexander II had sold Alaska to the
ungrateful Americans for a pittance. The most influential news-
paper in St. Petersburg (Novoye Vremya) accused the American
trusts of having precipitated the war because they wanted to drive
Russia out of Manchuria in order to exploit it and the rest of
China by themselves. (This is a foreshadowing of the Stalinist
charge that American dollar imperialists after 1945 were foment-
ing war.) In a scorching editorial entitled “Russia’s Real Enemy,”
the same newspaper flatly accused us of having instigated the
Japanese and then of having hounded them on. The semiofficial
nature of this journal caused the Department of State seriously to
consider an oral and informal protest.?

The Russian accusation of our having incited the Japanese, and
of having formed a sccret alliance with them, merits examination.
Our position regarding the Open Door was roughly similar to
that of Britain and Japan, and in this sense we supported the
Anglo-Japanese alliance. On the eve of hostilities our strong pro-
Japanese predilections, which to the Japanese seemed to promise
neutrality and even financial support, undoubtedly encouraged
the war spirit in Japan. (President Roosevelt, according to his own
dubious tale, warned France and Germany to stay out of the
clash at the peril of American armed intervention.) But the Rus-
sian allegation that our attitude tipped the scales in favor of war
simply cannot be proved. The Russians did so much of the tipping
themselves that the scarch for an American scapegoat seems
childish.

The acid comments of the Russian press, together with repeated
invocations of the historic friendship, touched off a new discus-
sion in American newspapers as to the genuineness of that senti-
ment. There was an increasing disposition to look upon it with

7 Meyer to Hay, April 18, 1905, National Archives (Dispatches), carrying a
State Department notation.
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suspicion. As for the “sealed orders” of Lessovsky’s fleet in 1863,
one critic declared that if any had existed they certainly would
have come to light within forty years; anyhow the fleet was rotten.
Another critic, pointing to Russian naval ineptitude in the current
war, thought it fortunate that no one had called Lessovsky’s bluff.®

Less cynical commentators conceded that Russian friendship
had been genuine and useful up to a point, but that we had fully
discharged our obligation in the famine relicf shipments of 1892.
Alexander II admittedly had sold us Alaska, but we had paid cash
for it and no debt was involved. What sentimental kinship we had
for Russia by 1903 had been fully washed away by the blood of
the Jews who had perished at Kishinev. So ran the obituaries on
the ancient friendship.

4

Russian resources, huge though they were, could not be effec-
tively funneled into the faraway theater of combat in Manchuria.
The Czar had formidable naval strength, on paper about twice
that of Japan, but it was dispersed through four different fleets:
the Baltic, the Black, the Caspian, and the Far Eastern. The Russian
Empire was further handicapped by widespread civil disorders,
culminating in open revolt; and the oppressed minoritics, espe-
cially the Finns and Poles, grew ominously restive.

The Czarist armies fighting in Manchuria, anomalously on
Chinese soil, were gradually beaten back with heavy losses. The
monotonously rearward motion of these troops was the object of
much ridicule in our newspapers; the Baltimore Awmzerican re-
ferred to the Slavs as “of an exceedingly retiring nature.” The
Russian garrison at Port Arthur was trapped but held out doggedly
for many months, exacting frightful losses from the attackers.
American admiration was aroused; the siege was described as one
of the great sagas of history, including that of Troy; and the com-
mander, General A. M. Stoessel, attained the stature of a hero. But
when the fortress finally yielded, inquisitive newsmen found im-

8 See Literary Digest, XXVIII, 399 (March 19, 1904).
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mense stocks of supplies and unbreached defenses, all of which
indicated that the surrender had been premature, and hero Stoessel
quickly became a fallen idol. (After a trial he was condemned to
death by the Czar’s government, but in consideration of his per-
sonal bravery his sentence was commuted to ten years’ imprison-
ment.)

The tale of the sea was hardly less sorry. At Port Arthur the
Russian ships not only were caught napping, but they ran into
their own mines and fired upon one another. A powerful reinforc-
ing fleet, commanded by Admiral Rozhdestvensky, was slowly
gathered in the Baltic, amid much jeering in our press about its
reluctance to depart, and green sailors were pressed into service.
In wretched condition to undertake this unprecedentedly long
voyage, the armada finally sailed. Emerging into the North Sea
the lookouts spotted in the foggy night what were claimed to be
Japanese torpedo boats. The flect opened fire and maintained it
for about half an hour, sinking one British fishing trawler, damag-
ing others, killing two British sailors, wounding six others, and
sailing on without attempting rescue.

The British public was outraged; the “rule Britannia” jingoes
clamored for war. The Russians made matters worse by inept ex-
planations. But saner counsels finally prevailed, and the dispute
was referred to an international commission of five admirals,
which reported the attack as not “justifiable,” even though Rozh-
destvensky had received false reports as to the presence of Japa-
nese torpedo boats. St. Petersburg thereupon paid the British an
indemnity of £ 65,000.

The most rational explanation of this irrational act seems to be
that the Russians were in such a highly nervous state that they
were seeing things in the fog. The American press further sug-
gested that they might have mistaken their own torpedo boats for
those of the Japanese and fired upon them, which was consistent
with their conduct in the Far East. Less charitable was the ex-
planation, advanced by the London Punch, that Admiral Vodka
must have been in command that night. In any event our editors
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agreed that the Russians were “dangerous fools” who were so
clumsy that they ought not to be allowed at large with lethal
weapons.®

RUSSIA—“NEVER WILL I COMPROMISE MY
DIGNITY FOR THE SAKE OF SECURING PEACE’

(From the Boston Herald, 1905, by permission.)

After this blundering beginning, the Russian fleet at length
reached Far Eastern waters, only to be wiped out by Admiral
Togo at the Strait of Tsushima. The odds against the invader on
a tonnage and gunnage basis were not hopeless, about ten to nine,
but his ships, operating at a suicidal distance from bases, by then
had foul bottoms. The Russians were badly outmaneuvered and

? Ibid., XXIX, 634636 (Nov. 12, 1904).
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outshot. The wounded Admiral Rozhdestvensky was gallant in
defeat, and the London Punch thought that he deserved credit,
after the attack on the trawlers, for having sailed his fleet out to
the place of execution without further serious mishap.

The holocaust at Tsushima plummefed Russia from fourth to
seventh place as a naval power, and without building another ship
the United States jumped from fifth to fourth place, ahead of
Japan and Italy, but behind Britain, France, and Germany. Witu-
cisms appeared in American newspapers commending the peace-
loving Nicholas II, who had summoned the Hague Disarmament
Conference, for his very substantial contribution to disarmament.
The war finally ended with Russia’s navy crippled, with her
armics shattered and in retreat, and with the country convulsed by
civil war.

5

The unfavorable picture of Russia in the American public mind
was darkened by other events. Stories drifted into the United
States of the cruel trecatment that Russian officers meted out to
their men, especially to Jews. Tales of rape and other atrocities,
circulated by unfriendly British news agencies, appeared in our
press, although in every large war there are always atrocities on
both sides. A writer in one British journal reminded his readers
that the Cossacks, during the late war with Turkey, “practically
lived on the blood of the Turks whom they had captured.” *° Rus-
sian officials aroused further ill will by arresting or otherwise re-
stricting the activities of American newsmen in the Far East, as
did the Japanese, but we heard more about Japanese tactics later.

The diplomatic front between the Potomac and the Neva was
also troubled during the years of fighting. The Russian govern-
ment protested to Washington that the Japanese were violating the
laws of war, and that China was not maintaining her neutrality in
dealings with the Japanese. Chinese unneutrality was no direct

10 1bid., p. 916 (Dec. 31, 1904).
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concern of the United States, but the St. Petersburg Foreign
Office, speaking through Count Cassini, complained repeatedly
about our failure to intervene. After the crushing defeat at Tsu-
shima Strait, three of Rozhdestvensky’s damaged ships sought
refuge in Manila Harbor, but since they were in no condition to
leave within the conventional twenty-four hours, they were in-
terned for the duration of hostilities. Both the Russian government
and press regarded this as straining international law in favor of
Japan, and hence an unfriendly act. They were also grieved be-
cause a United States officer at Chemulpo Bay, Korea, had al-
legedly not extended humane treatment to Russian survivors of a
naval battle, although the representatives of other powers did so.
The American commander officially explained away or denied the
charges in a report to his superiors, but so bitter was the feeling in
Russia that large orders for American goods were canceled, in-
cluding plumbing supplies amounting to 60,000 rubles for an in-
stitution under the patronage of the Dowager Empress.!!

6

A curiosity of the war was the reversed role of St. Petersburg
regarding freedom of the seas. Both the United States and Russia
had traditionally seen eye to eye in opposing infractions of this
principle by Great Britain. But in the Russo-Japanese War the
Russians, seeking to choke off supplies from Japan, violated what
we regarded as freedom of the seas, and as a result the United
States and Britain, erstwhile antagonists on this issue, were drawn
together by a common grievance.

American newspaper readers were annoyed by reports, whether
true or not, that the Russians had been sowing floating mines in
the open sea. The Czar’s government arbitrarily and contrary to
previous practice declared food, coal, and cotton contraband of
war, and began to seize these commodities on neutral ships sailing
for Japan. Washington protested against such unwarranted ex-

11 McCormick to Hay, Feb. 25, 1904, National Archives (Dispatches).
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tensions, particularly in the case of cotton, which our southern
states normally exported in substantial quantity to Japan.

While enforcing these pretensions, the Czar’s cruisers seized or
detained a number of merchantmen, most of them British-owned,
and confiscated American property that was capriciously defined
as contraband. United States mail was also seized, searched, and
delayed. Some of these cases were presented to the Russian prize
court in Vladivostok, but the American plaintiffs were unable to
defend their interests properly at such a distance and on short
notice. The most famous incident involved the Knight Com-
mander, a British ship under American charter that was carrying
American property. Overhauled by a Russian cruiser near Tokyo,
it was sunk on the pretext that it was carrying contraband, after
the crew had barely had time to board a neighboring ship. The
press of the United States branded this incident as an “act of
piracy.”

The protests of Washington against such seizures were vigor-
ous, and noticeably lacking in the customary references to the
ancient amity. The buttons were off the diplomatic rapiers. “It
would be a blessing to the world,” declared the Chicago Record-
Herald, “if every one of Russia’s war-ships were on the bottom
of the ocean” and “if she should be bound over by the Powers
never to build another until she had learned to understand and
recognize the rights of other peoples.” ** Even making due allow-
ance for the anger of the moment, one cannot avoid concluding
that both at the diplomatic and popular levels the time-honored
attachment had received another crippling blow.

a2 Literary Digest, XXIX, 635 (Nov. 12, 1904).
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XVII

Berated Are the

Peacemakers

“Russia is so corrupt, so treacherous and shifty, and
so incompetent, that I am utterly unable to say whether
or not it will make peace, or break off the negotiations
at any moment.”—Theodore Roosevelt, 1905

HE disasters to Russian arms in the conflict with Japan

quieted for some time the talk of a Muscovite menace.

As in the Crimean War, the bubble of Russian invinci-
bility was pricked, and the huge Empire was so exhausted that
the Czar no longer carried the weight that he formerly had in the
European balance of power.

In the American mind old stereoty pes were more sharply etched
or new ones emerged, even though some of them were less than
fair to Russia. Our newspaper readers came to believe that the
Russians could not fight, at least not effectively. Their generals
were stupid, constantly bungling and blundering; their armies had
only one gear, and that was reverse. Their sailors were not at
home on the sea, and their soldiers were drunken, stolid, and
stupid, so ignorant that they would shoot themselves in the
shoulder, so the incredible report ran, not knowing that they
should place the stock of the rifle rather than the muzzle there.
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Their officers were braggarts before battle, boasting that they
would make short work of the Japanese “monkeys,” and
apologists afterward, bleating excuses of childish inapplicabil-
ity. )

The Russian bureaucracy was likewise painted for the Ameri-
can public in unflattering hues. The agencies of the government
moved only after exasperating delay; their promises were not
binding on other branches; and they all scemed to work inde-
pendently of one another, like the roving eyes of a mythological
monster. After the unfortunate attack on the British fishing
trawlers, the Russian Foreign Minister told the American envoy
that he had no information about the occurrence from the Ad-
miralty or elsewhere, and that the Foreign Office had no control
over the actions of the Admiralty.!

Czarist censorship operated even more clumsily than usual. The
news of the catastrophe at Tsushima was suppressed for three days,
though known to all the world. When General Kuropatkin, who
at onc stage commanded the Russian armies in the Far East, later
brought out his history of the war, it was confiscated by the
government, though published in Germany. While paying tribute
to the gallantry of his men, Kuropatkin laid naked the incapacity,
negligence, and disobedience of his officers; the inexcusable un-
preparedness of the War Minister; and the folly of working at
cross-purposcs. Even making due allowances for Kuropatkin’s
desire to justify himself, his story presented Czarism in an unlovely
light.

The Russian commissariat fully upheld its already well-
established reputation for corruption. The admirals signed re-
ceipts for coal that they did not receive, and shamelessly pocketed
the bribe. The Grand Ducal cabal of peculators turned out to be
“royal vultures.” Yet in spite of this dreary and one-sided picture,
which was presented time and again to the American public, there
was abundant evidence that the Russian soldiers and sailors had
fought bravely in arctic cold and blistering heat. “It is the system

1 Eddy to Hay, Oct. 24, 25, 1904, National Archives (Dispatches).
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that has failed, not the men,” explained the American Review of
Reviews.?

2

The underdog has traditionally appealed to the American spirit
of fair play, and when war came we cheered loudly for the Japa-
nese. But when the smaller dog got on top and began chewing up
the bigger dog in a merciless fashion, we gradually developed
more sympathy for the Russians, no matter how richly they may
have deserved their distasteful rewards. American enthusiasm for
the little men of Nippon cooled appreciably when we learned that
they fought with satanic fury, and that they employed barbarous
and allegedly uncivilized methods of warfare.

The sensational victories of the tiny yellow nation over the
enormous white empire naturally went to the heads of the Nip-
ponese. American observers, overlooking our tightened hatbands
after the Spanish War only six years earlier, complained that our
former wards were becoming intolerably cocky. Correspondents
for American journals wrote bitterly of Japanese censorship,
which, however justifiable from a military viewpoint, was tact-
lessly handled. A new and formidable power had now appeared
in the global arena, and our people began to entertain fears for
the American-owned Philippines. If the Japanese became domi-
nant in the Orient, perhaps they would slam the Open Door in
the face of the “foreign devils” from the Occident. Perhaps they
were not ‘‘playing our game” after all.

The Slavic Peril was now deflated, but what about the Yellow
Peril> The exploited masses of the Orient might rise under Japa-
nese leadership and utter the heretical cry, “Asia for the Asiatics.”
One ex-Confederate colonel was heard to say, “We Southerners
don’t like to see a colored man licking a white man.” ® If Japan
completely smashed the military might of Russia, the balance of
power in the Far East would be destroyed. It seemed best from

2 XXXII, 9 (July, 1905).
8 Literary Digest, XXIX, 371 (Sept. 24, 1904).
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the point of view of American interests to have the Czarist Empire
left with sufficient strength to act as some kind of brake on Japa-
nese ambitions. Yet even though our enthusiasm for Japan fell
substantially and our sympathy for Russia rose appreciably, on the
eve of the peace conference our sentiments were still strongly pro-
Japanese and anti-Russian.

3

The Japanese were running short of men and yen by the late
spring and early summer of 1905. Not wishing to betray their
weakness to the Russians, they approached President Roosevelt
secretly and suggested that he, acting ostensibly on his own initia-
tive, mediate between the two belligerents. The Rough Rider had
no real desire to reap the uncertain wages of an umpire, but he
did not want either Russia or Japan to collapse, with a consequent
imbalance of power and a threat to our own interests in the Far
East, whether commercial, military, religious, or political. With
grave misgivings, therefore, he accepted the responsibility.

The American ambassador in St. Petersburg at that time was
George von Lengerke Meyer, a wealthy sportsman of the Roose-
veltian stamp who got along well with the Russians. His reports,
like those of so many of his predecessors, stressed the peculiar and
oft-noted traits of the ruling class, ranging from mysteriousness to
mendacity. He found the Foreign Minister, Count Lamsdorff,
tricky and unreliable. The Russians had broken our diplomatic
code, as was common even in that day, and knew the contents of
our notes before they were presented, but even the Czar pre-
tended to be ignorant of them.*

Roosevelt thoroughly distrusted Count Cassini in Washington.
The Russian had made himself offensive by protesting against
American neutrality, and impertinently scolding the President for
seeing too much of the Japanese ambassador and the representa-
tives of the neutral powers. Roosevelt suspected that Cassini was

4+ M. A. DeWolfe Howe, George von Lengerke Meyer (New York, 1920),
p- 198.
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afraid to relay disagreeable truths to his superiors, and even if he
did Count Lamsdorff, who complained of being “hustled,” could
not be counted on to present them to the Czar. After his experi-
ence with Cassini, Roosevelt wrote: “What I cannot understand
about the Russian is the way he will lie when he knows perfectly
well that you know he is lying.”

Roosevelt consequently decided to deal directly with Nicholas
II through Meyer, much to the dissatisfaction of the bureaucracy,
which objected to being by-passed. After protracted negotiations,
during which Russian officialdom revealed an astonishing but
characteristic capacity to ignore misfortunes, arrangements were
made for Japan and Russia to send representatives to a conference
at the Portsmouth Navy Yard, near Portsmouth, New Hampshire.

The head of the Russian delegation was Sergei Witte, an ener-
getic and amiable statesman of unusual ability. He was a sclf-made
man, in the American tradition, and realizing the growing un-
popularity of the Russians, he went out of his way to ingratiate
himself with the newspaper men. In this he achicved some success,
but his published memoirs lead one to believe that overnight he
caused American public sympathy to swing from Japan to Russia.
There was undoubtedly some swing, but to the very end of the
conference a substantial majority of the American newspapers
were still pro-Japanese.®

The Mikado’s representatives at Portsmouth demanded all of
the island of Sakhalin, among other things, and an indemnity for
the war which they claimed that Nicholas II had forced upon
them. But the Russians were adamant. They had already lost much
“face”; and nations were not ordinarily expected to pay in-
demnities until their homeland was invaded. Besides, the island
of Sakhalin commanded the mouth of the all-important Amur
River, the Mississippi of eastern Siberia.

Roosevelt was vastly annoyed, and growled that the Russians

5 J. B. Bishop, Theodore Roosevelt and His Time (New York, 1920), I, 392.
¢ W. B. Thorson, “American Public Opinion and the Portsmouth Pcace Con-
ference,” American Historical Review, LIII, 439-464 (April, 1948).
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were unable to make war and incompetent to make peace. With
characteristic intemperance he called them “hopeless creatures”
who acted with “Chinese or Byzantine folly,” and who lied so
much that they “got into the dangerous position of lying to them-
selves.” They were “quibblers,” “stupid,” “unrealistic,” “sly,”
“evasive,” “insincere,” “treacherous,” “double dealing,” “shuf-
fling,” and “corrupt.” Even Czar Nicholas II, to whom Roosevelt

appealed directly, was “a preposterous little creature.” 7

7«

M«

4

Prodded by Roosevelt, the Japanese suddenly and unexpectedly
abandoned their demands for indemnity, and accepted the south-
ern half of Sakhalin rather than all of it, thereby winning plaudits
in the American press for their magnanimity. Yet in spite of their
apparent diplomatic defeat, they had won an epochal victory and
had vastly strengthened their position in the Far East.

Roosevelt guarded well his secret that the Japanese had been
the first to propose mediation, and hence was unable to avoid the
opprobrium usually showered upon the honest broker. His pic-
ture was turned to the wall in Japan, and during the Tokyo riots
of protest against the peace terms some American property was
damaged.

The Russian masses greeted the news of peace with characteris-
tic stolidity, and presumably with a fecling of relief not devoid of
gratitude to America. The liberals and radicals were not com-
pletely happy; many of them were hoping that continued defeat
would lead to a full-blown revolution. Members of the war faction
were deeply angered by Roosevelt’s intervention. They still be-
lieved that they needed only one more campaign to turn the tide
of defeat and redeem their tarnished honor. Petitions urging con-
tinuance of the conflict poured in on the government, some of
them from the clergy. When the terms of peace were announced,
the St. Petersburg Novoye Vremya commented bitterly,
“America will get nothing but broken bones for the share she has

7 H. F. Pringle, Theodore Roosevelt (New York, 1931), p. 385.
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played.” ® The story was circulated in St. Petersburg among Jew-
haters that Roosevelt was himself a Jew, his original family name
having been “Rosenfelt,” and that he had merely acted at the
bidding of “the cosmopolitan race whose scepter is finance.” ®

Irate Russians not only falsely condemned the Jewish-American
community for having induced Roosevelt to mediate, but in their
efforts to excuse their failures they accused the Jews of having
financed the Japanese to victory. There was some little truth in
this charge, for the German-born Jew, Jacob H. Schiff, head of
the powerful New York banking house of Kuhn, Loeb, and
Company, raised some $200,000,000 through the sale of bonds.
Jewish-American bankers would have been less than human if
they had not sought satisfaction in striking back at the Russians
for the brutal treatment meted out to their defenseless corcligion-
ists. In recognition of his services Schiff was twice decorated by
the Japanese government.

American ill feeling against Russia subsided in some degree with
the passing of time. During the war Nicholas II had lightened the
imperial yoke somewhat by at least nominal reforms seeking to
improve the criminal code, to lessen censorship, and to ameliorate
the lot of the peasant and the workingman. Most important of all
was the Easter Day ukase, issued in April, 1905, granting religious
liberty to all non-Greek Orthodox communicants, except Jews,
and thus lifting disabilities from some 40,000,000 persons, includ-
ing Greek Orthodox dissenters, Roman Catholics, Lutherans, Mo-
hammedans, and others. This concession was hailed by wishfully
thinking Americans as heralding the dawn of Russian liberalism.
A happier atmosphere also developed in Washington when the
wily Cassini was replaced by the more highly respected Baron
Rosen.

Czar Nicholas II shook hands warmly with Ambassador Meyer
in the spring of 19os, near the end of the fighting, and remarked,

8 Literary Digest, XXXI, 335 (Sept. 9, 1905).
? Review of Reviews, XXXII, 427 (Oct., 1905). A story later revived against
Franklin D. Roosevelt by the Nazis.
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“Say to your President I certainly hope that the old friendship
which has previously existed and united the two nations for so
long a period will be remewed.” 1* The words that are here
italicized indicate that the Czar knew that the delicate structure of
historic cordiality had been shattered. The truth is that two
ancient friendships, one sealed by Commodore Perry in 1854 and
the other by Admiral Lessovsky in 1863, died on the wind-swept
plains of Manchuria during or shortly before the Russo-Japanese
War. The United States, with its Philippines, was now a Far
Eastern power; and both the Russians and Japanese, whom we had
safely viewed from the distance as friends, were now rivals and
potential enemies.

5

The Russian bureaucracy, among other handicaps, had been
forced to fight a two-front conflict: one against the Japanese
abroad and one against its own people at home. The government
seemed to be able to mobilize mobs more easily than troops, and the
grave disorders of 1904 developed into the revolution of 1905.

The frightful state of affairs in Russia during the war accounts
in large part for the pro-Japanese feeling of millions of Ameri-
cans. Massacres of Jews were in some places accelerated, allegedly
to distract attention from governmental blunders. So-called Tar-
tars fell upon Christian Armenians with horrible butchery. Po-
land was afire with strikes; martial law was proclaimed; and the
Cossacks were ordered to crush hundreds with sabers and hooves.
Finland, resisting suffocation with dying gasps, wrested sweep-
ing concessions from the nervous Nicholas II.

Disorders were not confined to minority groups. Student re-
volts, despite rigorous repression, were still flaring up. Reservists
fought regulars in pitched battles. Peasants murdered proprietors,
burned sugar refineries, and fired the oil wells of Baku. Sailors and
marines mutinied, and the crew of one ship in the Black Sea killed
its officers and in a weird Odyssey sought refuge in a Romanian

10 Howe, George von Lengerke Meyer, p. 162.
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port. The mutineers returned for punishment after the police had
allegedly threatened, with a now-familiar tactic, to maltreat their
parents. Bomb throwings and assassinations of public officials took
their deadly toll, including the Minister of the Interior, the brutal
von Plehve. Other officials, among them Nicholas II, lived in daily
fear of their lives. As the Los Angeles Express put it in 19os:

Twinkle, twinkle, little Czar,
How I wonder where you are.

Hope you’re locked up good and tight,
In your bomb-proof for the night.!!

“Bloody Sunday”—January 22, 1gos—received its name when
an immense crowd of St. Petersburg strikers, accompanied by
wives and children and led by Father Gapon, attempted peace-
fully to present a petition to the Little Father. They were charged
by their beloved Czar’s soldiers, who killed or wounded hundreds
of them. The American people, with their Anglo-Saxon reverence
for the right of peaceful assembly and petition, were profoundly
shocked, as were the Russian people themselves.

The very foundations of government were trembling when, in
October, 1905, Nicholas IT approved a constitution—Russia’s first
—conceding some civic freedom, an extended suffrage, a legisla-
tive Duma, and ministerial responsibility. American newspapers
applauded these apparent gains for freedom, while expressing
grave doubts as to their reality.

The high hopes entertained for the Duma were quickly dashed.
The first one, meeting in 1906, was dissolved after a deadlock dur-
ing which the liberals sought more power. The sccond one, that
of 1907, suffered a like fate. The third Duma, 1907-1912, was
reactionary, thanks to a new electoral law, as was its successor,
that from 1912-1917. Although there were some reforms, con-
cessions were withdrawn, disorders were suppressed, executions
were increased, and from Finland to the Caucasus there was ‘““uni-
versal silence in all languages.”

11 Ljterary Digest, XXXI, 733 (Nov. 18, 1905).
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Prominent among those banished to Siberia was the gifted
agitator Catherine Breshkovsky, the so-called “Little Grand-
mother of the Russian Revolution,” who had already spent over
twenty years in prison or exile. She was well known in the United
States, having visited this country in 1904~1905, and her trial and
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THE EDGE OF THE PRECIPICE

(From the Chicago Inter-Ocean, 1905.)

banishment in 1910 attracted a good deal of attention. In Ameri-
can eyes there was something basically wrong with a government
that was fearful of the activities of 2 woman who seemed so gentle
and inoffensive.

Editorial writers in the United States continued to extend warm
sympathy to the Russian people in their struggle for a free govern-
ment, while poking fun at the futile doings of the Duma. Many
died but little was done. The autocratic Emperor, fearful of his
people, was held in increasing contempt, and there was a growing

207



AMERICA FACES RUSSIA

unwillingness to accept the stereotype, already weakened by
Kishinev, that the Czar was just a good man surrounded by bad
bureaucrats. They all scemed tarred with the same brush. A swell-
ing number of Americans were prepared to echo the poem of their
own Edwin Markham, first published in 1905, “Russia, Arise!” 2

12 Gates of Paradise and Other Poems (Garden City, N.Y., 1920), pp. 68-69.
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XVIII

Battling for Principle

“The flag knows no Jew.”—New York Evening Mail, 1911

I

CURIOUS by-product of the internal upheaval in

Russia was the case of Jan Janoff Pouren, a non-Jewish

Lettish pecasant who had actively participated in the
revolutionary disorders. Upon flecing to the United States, he was
sought by the Czar’s government on charges of robbery, arson,
and attempted murder. He was further accused of having stolen
clothing, watches, and other personal property from defenseless
peasants, and of having beaten women. Such crimes, in the eyes of
the Russian officials, were nonpolitical and hence came under the
extradition clauses of the Russo-American treaty of 1893. The
Imperial Embassy in Washington therefore made a formal request
for extradition carly in 1908.

American feelings, already rasped by the postrevolutionary re-
pression in Russia, were quickly aroused in behalf of this lowly
and friendless man. Socialist groups and labor organizations, par-
ticularly the American Federation of Labor with Samuel Gompers
as its spokesman, bestirred themselves. Mass meetings were widely
held, including one in Faneuil Hall in Boston and another at the
Cooper Union in New York. Strong pressure was brought to
bear on the White House and the State Department by such
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groups as the Political Refugees Defense League and the Friends
of Russian Freedom, whose letterhead carried some seventy dis-
tinguished names, including Jane Addams, Samuel L. Clemens,
Senator Robert M. La Follette, Jacob A. Riis, Julius Rosenwald,
Jacob H. Schiff, Ida M. Tarbell, Oswald Garrison Villard, Rabbi
Stephen S. Wise, and George Kennan. The list was studded with
the names of clergymen, editors, and writers, some of whom were
Jews and many of whom were conspicuously identified with
“muckraking” or other liberal movements.

Printed form petitions were widely circulated by various
groups, with instructions to fill them out and send them to WVash-
ington. The most active organization was the specially constituted
Pouren Defense Conference, which consisted of representatives
of 210 different societies in New York. It presented to the State
Department a trunkful of petitions containing 69,625 signatures
from 311 cities in 42 states, over half of them significantly from
New York City, whose large Jewish population represented an
important congestion of Russophobia.

Meanwhile the extradition proccedings had been going forward
in New York before a United States commissioner. The defense
counsel for Pouren argued that his alleged offenses had been com-
mitted during a revolution, and hence were political, not crimi-
nal.? But no evidence was presented to prove that he was a member
of a revolutionary party, or connected with the revolution, except
that he had operated in revolutionary times. The commissioner
therefore ruled, in October, 1908, that Pouren was guilty of four
acts of burglary, three of arson, and two of attempted murder,
as a consequence of which he was to be extradited. The legal ex-
perts in the State Department reviewed the case and concluded
that the evidence warranted the ruling.

1 One of the witnesses who identified Pouren received anonymous threats of
death, and later an attempt was apparently made on his life. After appropriate

representations from the Russian Embassy, the Washington authorities provided
a guard to “shadow” the witness.
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2

The decision to extradite Pouren, far from quieting the furor,
inflamed public interest to such a degree that the Russian ambassa-
dor in Washington formally complained of the “violent agita-
tion.” * Pouren obviously would not receive a fair trial when he
reached Russia, assuming that he would receive one at all. The
Baltimore Sun asserted that the Czar’s hangmen were busy enough
as it was. We had long prided ourselves on being the haven of
escaped revolutionaries of every race and clime, and to deport
Pouren scemed like an attack on the very foundation stones of the
republic. Scores of other Russian political refugees in America,
who were allegedly under the scrutiny of Nicholas 1I’s spies,
would no longer be safe, and they were anxiously watching the
outcome.® The only hope of toppling Czarist tyranny was by
revolution; and to remove the once-safe American sanctuary
would further dash Russian hopes for liberty.

Fortunately for Pouren, the American political cauldron was
bubbling. Theodore Roosevelt’s hand-picked successor for the
presidency, William H. Taft, was in the final stretches of the cam-
paign of 1908, and pressure converged on the White House.
Among others, the eighty-nine-year-old Julia Ward Howe wrote
to the President with wavering hand, protesting against returning
refugees to Russia, where testimony was said to be extorted by
torture.

Pouren’s lawyers argued that they had new evidence from cer-
tain witnesses, who hitherto had been shielded for fear they would
attract the Czar’s agents. Responding to this argument, and pre-
sumably also to political pressure, Washington ordered a reopen-
ing of the case. Early in 1909 a different commissioner found
Pouren guilty of the crimes as charged, but ruled that since the

2 Foreign Relations, 1909 (\Washington, 1914), p. 519.

3Jt was estimated that the Czar had about five hundred