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Praise for Freedom Betrayed

“Finally, after waiting for close to half a century, we now have Hoover’s massive and
impassioned account of American foreign policy from 1933 to the early 1950s. Thanks
to the efforts of George H. Nash, there exists an unparalleled picture of Hoover’s
world view, one long shared by many conservatives. Nash’s thorough and percep-
tive introduction shows why he remains America’s leading Hoover scholar”

—]JusTus D. DOENECKE, author of Storm on the Horizon: The Challenge to

American Intervention, 1939—1941

“A forcefully argued and well documented alternative to, and critique of, the con-
ventional liberal historical narrative of America’s road to war and its war aims. Even
readers comfortable with the established account will find themselves thinking that
on some points the accepted history should be reconsidered and perhaps revised.”

—JouN EARL HAYNES, author of Spies: The Rise and Fall of the KGB in America

“Freedom Betrayed offers vivid proof of William Faulkner’s famous dictum that “The
past is never dead. It’s not even past.” For those who might think that history has
settled the mantle of consensus around the events of the World War II era, Hoover’s
iconoclastic narrative will come as an unsettling reminder that much controversy re-
mains. By turns quirky and astute, in prose that is often acerbic and unfailingly pro-
vocative, Hoover opens some old wounds and inflicts a few new ones of his own,
while assembling a passionate case for the tragic errors of Franklin Roosevelt’s diplo-
macy. Not all readers will be convinced, but Freedom Betrayed is must-read for anyone
interested in the most consequential upheaval of the twentieth century””

—DAvIp M. KENNEDY is professor of history emeritus at Stanford University
and the author of Freedom from Fear: The American People in Depression and
War, 1929-1945.

“Herbert Hoover’s Freedom Betrayed is a bracing work of historical revisionism that
takes aim at U.S. foreign policy under President Franklin Delano Roosevelt. Part
memoir and part diplomatic history, Hoover’s magnum opus seeks to expose the
‘lost statesmanship’ that, in Hoover’s eyes, needlessly drew the United States into
the Second World War and, in the aftermath, facilitated the rise to global power of
its ideological rival, the Soviet Union. Freedom Betrayed, as George Nash asserts
in his astute and authoritative introduction, resembles a prosecutor’s brief against
Roosevelt—and against Winston Churchill as well—at the bar of history. Thanks
to Nash’s impressive feat of reconstruction, Hoover’s ‘thunderbolt’ now strikes—
nearly a half-century after it was readied. The former president’s interpretation of
the conduct and consequences of the Second World War will not entirely persuade
most readers. Yet, as Nash testifies, like the best kind of revisionist history, Freedom
Betrayed “challenges us to think afresh about our past.”

—BERT PATENAUDE, author of A Wealth of Ideas: Revelations from the Hoover
Institution Archives



“What an amazing historical find! Historian George H. Nash, the dean of Her-
bert Hoover studies, has brought forth a very rare manuscript in Freedom Betrayed.
Here is Hoover unplugged, delineating on everything from the ‘lost statesmanship’
of FDR to the Korean War. A truly invaluable work of presidential history. Highly
recommended.”

—DouGLAS BRINKLEY is professor of history at Rice University and editor of
The Reagan Diaries.

“Nearly fifty years after his death, Herbert Hoover returns as the ultimate revision-
ist historian, prosecuting his heavily documented indictment of US foreign policy
before, during, and after the Second World War. Brilliantly edited by George Nash,
Freedom Betrayed is as passionate as it is provocative. Many no doubt will dispute
Hoover’s strategic vision. But few can dispute the historical significance of this unique
volume, published even as Americans of the twenty-first century debate their moral
and military obligations.”

—RiIcHARD NORTON SMITH is a presidential historian and author, former
director of several presidential libraries, and current scholar-in-residence at

George Mason University.
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EDITOR'S INTRODUCTION

Herbert Hoover’s
Mysterious Magnum Opus

The Blunders of Statesmen

IN NOVEMBER 1951, a public relations executive named John W. Hill met
Herbert Hoover at a dinner in New York City. It was an unhappy time in the
United States, especially for conservative Republicans. Abroad, the Korean
War had turned into a bloody stalemate that President Harry Truman’s ad-
ministration seemed unable to end. Earlier in the year, the president had
abruptly dismissed General Douglas MacArthur, a conservative hero, from
America’s Far Eastern military command, to the consternation of Hoover and
millions of others. At home, Truman’s liberal Democratic administration was
under furious assault from conservative critics of its policies toward commu-
nist regimes overseas and communist subversion within our borders.

How quickly the world had changed since the close of the Second World
War a few years earlier. Then the future had seemed bright with promise. Nazi
Germany and imperial Japan had been crushed; fascism as an ideology had
been discredited; the birth of the United Nations had appeared to presage
an era of global peace. Now, a mere six years later, in Asia and along the Iron
Curtain in Europe, a third world war—this time against communist Russia
and China—seemed a distinct possibility.

“Mr. Hoover,” said Hill that November evening, “the world is in one hell
of a mess, isn’t it2”

“It certainly is,” Hoover replied.

“It has always occurred to me,” Hill continued, “that we are in this mess be-
cause of the mistakes of statesmen. Somebody ought to write a book [on the
subject] like [E. S. Creasy’s] ‘Fifteen Decisive Battles of the World’; I think it
would be a classic”

“You are absolutely right,” Hoover responded. “That should be done, and I
am going to tell you what should be the first chapter”



“What is that?” asked Hill.

“When Roosevelt put America in to help Russia as Hitler invaded Russia
in June, 1941. We should have let those two bastards annihilate themselves.”

Hill was delighted. “That would be a great book. Why don’t you write it,
Mr. Hoover?”

“I haven’t the time,” Hoover countered. “Why don’t you write it?”’

What Hill did not know—and what Hoover, that evening, did not tell
him—was that for several years Hoover had been at work on a book with
a similar theme: a comprehensive, critical history of American diplomacy
between the late 1930s and 1945, with emphasis on the misguided policies
of President Roosevelt. It was a volume in which the Roosevelt administra-
tion’s wartime alliance with the Soviet Union would be subject to withering
scrutiny.

Twenty years later, in 1971, in a conversation with an interviewer, Hill
lamented that no one had ever written the book he had once proposed to

» «

Hoover on “The Fifteen Decisive Blunders of Statesmen.” “I have always
wished somebody would do it,” he added. “It would be controversial because
every one of the decisions the author stated would cause trouble, would cause
somebody to come up and defend it, and the book would sell like hotcakes.”

What Hill did not realize was that nearly eight years earlier Hoover had
completed his own book of diplomatic blunders. Unlike the scattershot col-
lection of essays that Hill had envisaged, Hoover’s tome was tightly focused.
Originally conceived as the section of his memoirs that would cover his life
during World War II, the “War Book” (as he called it) had morphed into
something far more ambitious: an unabashed, revisionist reexamination of
the entire war—and a sweeping indictment of the “lost statesmanship” of
Franklin Roosevelt.

Hoover ultimately entitled his manuscript Freedom Betrayed. More infor-
mally, and with a touch of humor, he and his staff came to refer to it as the
Magnum Opus. The label was apt. For nearly two decades, beginning in 1944,
the former president labored over his massive manuscript, producing draft
after draft, “edition” after “edition.” He finished the final version (save for some
minor editing and additional fact-checking) in September 1963 and prepared
in the ensuing months for the book’s publication. Death came first, on Octo-
ber 20, 1964. A little over two months earlier, he had turned ninety years old.

After Hoover’s passing, his heirs decided not to publish his Magnum Opus.
Since then, for nearly half a century, it has remained in storage, unavailable for
examination.
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This volume, Freedom Betrayed—in its final, author-approved edition of
1963—64—is the book that is now in your hands. It is published here—and its
contents thereby made available to scholars—for the first time.

To the handful of historians who have written about it (sight unseen)
since the 1960s, Hoover’s Magnum Opus has long been a source of mystery.
The manuscript’s inaccessibility has only heightened their puzzlement. Why,
at age seventy, did Hoover undertake this daunting project? Why did he
pursue it with such tenacity and zeal? How did he conceptualize his work
and conduct his research? On whom did he rely for assistance and advice?
Why, toward the end of his life, did he refer to his manuscript as “top secret”?
Why, in short, was it so supremely important to him, and why was it not pub-
lished immediately after his death?

Above all, what did the mysterious Magnum Opus actually say—about
Franklin Roosevelt, about World War II, about Hoover himself?

The answer to this last question is now easy: it is contained in the text of
the volume before you. The answers to the other questions are not so easy and
are provided later on in this introduction.

The Background: Franklin Roosevelt's “Lost Statesmanship”

To understand the history of Hoover’s Magnum Opus project, we need to
know its prehistory: the context out of which the text eventually emerged.

When Herbert Hoover left the White House on March 4, 1933, he did not,
like most ex-presidents before him, fade away. After a period of self-imposed
quiescence at his home in California, he burst back into the political arena in
the autumn of 1934 with a best-selling book entitled The Challenge to Liberty.
It was a forceful, philosophical critique of the ascendant statist ideologies of
the 1930s: Nazism, fascism, communism, socialism, and “regimentation”™—his
term for Franklin Roosevelt’s New Deal.’* To Hoover, FDR’s policies were no
mere grab bag of moderate measures designed to reform and “save capital-
ism” but rather a dangerous, collectivist assault on the traditional American
system of ordered liberty. “The impending battle in this country,” Hoover told
a friend in 1933, would be between “a properly regulated individualism” and
“sheer socialism.* For the rest of his life, he resisted without stint the lurch to
the Left initiated by his successor.

Hoover soon became Roosevelt’s most formidable critic from the political
Right. Once upon a time, the former president had actually thought of him-
self—and had been perceived by many others—as a Progressive Republican
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in the tradition of Theodore Roosevelt, not Calvin Coolidge. In the tempes-
tuous political atmosphere of the mid-1930s, as the nation’s political center
of gravity veered leftward, Hoover found that his point d’appui had changed.
Increasingly, he termed his political philosophy “historic liberalism” and lam-
basted the regimenting “false liberalism” of the New Deal. “The New Deal,”
he said in 1937, “having corrupted the label of liberalism for collectivism, co-
ercion, [and] concentration of political power, it seems ‘Historic Liberalism’
must be conservatism in contrast.” The onetime Bull Moose Progressive had
become a man of the Right.

Although Hoover himself would never publicly admit it, from 1934 (if not
sooner) he hankered for a rematch against Roosevelt at the polls.° Denied this
opportunity in 1936, the former president persisted in firing verbal fusillades
at New Deal liberalism and its perpetrators in an endless string of public ad-
dresses from coast to coast.”

Early in 1938 the ex-president’s crusade against the New Deal began to shift
focus. In Europe, Nazi Germany under Adolf Hitler and fascist Italy under
Benito Mussolini were ominously restless. Farther east, the Soviet Union
under Joseph Stalin was purging the highest echelons of Communist Party
officialdom and sending millions of ordinary citizens to slave labor camps. In
Spain, the Nationalists under General Francisco Franco, backed by Italy and
Germany, were slowly winning a civil war against a leftist government domi-
nated by Moscow. From afar, Europe had begun to look like a pressure cooker
whose cover might fly off at any time.

Hoover had never been a conventional isolationist. Hailed as the Great
Humanitarian for his prodigious relief work during and after World War I—
labors that had saved literally tens of millions of people from privation and
death—in 1920 he had favored America’s ratifying the Treaty of Versailles
and joining the League of Nations. It was a necessary step, he contended, to-
ward restoring shattered Europe to prosperity and political stability. A decade
later, as president of the United States from 1929 to 1933, he had vigorously
promoted international disarmament conferences and multilateral initia-
tives to end the Great Depression. But Hoover had spent too much time in
Europe before and during the Great War to believe that the United States
could redeem the Old World from its age-old rivalries and hatreds. As war
clouds began to form over Europe in 1938, he deliberately pulled back from
that seething cauldron—just as, to his growing dismay, the current occupant
of the White House moved in the opposite direction.

In a nationally broadcast speech on January 15, 1938, Hoover outlined a
set of U.S. “policies for peace” for the years ahead. Americans, he declared,
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must “fight for our independence to the last shred of our material and physi-
cal strength” and must be prepared to defend ourselves against attack. This
was our “greatest assurance from aggression against us.” Americans should,
however, “limit our arms solely to repel aggression against the Western Hemi-
sphere” and otherwise “preserve our neutrality” We must not “engage our-
selves to use military force in endeavor to prevent or end other people’s wars.”
Nor should we “join any economic sanctions or embargoes or boycotts to
prevent or end other people’s wars.” Instead, Americans should energetically
“cooperate” with other nations in efforts to promote the world’s “economic
and social welfare” We should also cooperate, “by every device and on every
opportunity,” to “exert moral force” and “build pacific agencies” for the pres-
ervation of peace and resolution of conflicts in the world.*

Hoover’s speech was not, in the most literal sense, isolationist—a label he
seemed anxious to avoid. (Isolation, he told his audience, was an “illusion.”)
Nor, despite his Quaker religious background and upbringing, was his “policy
for peace” categorically pacifistic. What it was—and would resolutely remain
until December 7, 1941—was anti-interventionist. We Americans, he had just
declaimed, should go to war solely to defeat aggression against us in our self-
proclaimed zone of safety, the Western Hemisphere. Otherwise, we must re-
frain from military embroilment in foreign disputes.

Hoover’s aversion to overseas military entanglements had many sources:
in his perception—going back to his pre-1914 mining engineering days based
in London—that the Old World and the New had developed radically dif-
ferent civilizations “that had grown 300 years apart™; in his glimpses of the
horrific Battle of the Somme on the western front in World War I, while he
was administering relief to German-occupied Belgium; in his disillusioning
encounters with European “power politics” throughout and after that ter-
rible war; in his fear that contemporary Europe was sinking into a morass
of illiberalism; and in his carefully distilled political philosophy of American
exceptionalism, articulated in his 1922 book American Individualism. Hoover’s
anti-interventionism was also rooted in what he perceived as the baneful, do-
mestic lessons from the recent Great War. One such lesson, he told his radio
audience, was that “the victors suffer almost equally with the vanquished” in
economic misery and “spiritual degradation.” Indeed, he prophesied, if the
United States, with its current level of national debt, should have to finance
another great war, the result would be inflation so virulent that it “would con-
fiscate the savings of all of their present holders.

Perhaps “the most important of all these lessons,” Hoover added, was that
“democratic government now, and for many years to come, probably could
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not stand the shock of another great war and survive as a democracy.” Before
long he would assert that any war fought by America against fascism would
require fascistic methods. At the beginning of 1938, he put it only slightly less
starkly: “Those who would have us again go to war to save democracy might
give a little thought to the likelihood that we would come out of any such
struggle a despotism ourselves.”"

Less than a month after uttering these admonitions, Hoover sailed to Eu-
rope for his first visit there since 1919. For the next several weeks, citizens and
governments in western and central Europe showered him with honors for
his unparalleled humanitarian achievements during and after the Great War.
He received so many honorary degrees and medals that he lost count."” Os-
tensibly Hoover was traveling in response to formal invitations from Belgium
and other countries eager to express their gratitude and affection. In fact, he
had been angling for such a journey for some time, not for the accolades (al-
though he surely enjoyed them) but for the opportunity such a tour would
give him to observe European social and political conditions. It is also pos-
sible that, with political ambition still burning unquenched inside him, he
saw his fact-finding trip as a way to burnish his credentials as a statesman.
In any case, by the time he was done in late March, he had conversed with
the rulers and governing elites of a dozen nations and had received audiences
with Adolf Hitler and Neville Chamberlain.

Hoover’s nearly seven-week European sojourn—during which Nazi
Germany annexed Austria—loomed large in his eventual Magnum Opus,
in which he described the experience in copious detail. Particularly reveal-
ing for insight into his developing geopolitical vision was his interview with
Prime Minister Neville Chamberlain of Great Britain on March 22. According
to Hoover’s later account of this meeting to a close friend, he told the Brit-
ish leader bluntly that another world war would probably destroy the British
empire and that war must be avoided if at all possible. To accomplish this
objective (he advised), the expansionist urges of Nazi Germany must be ac-
commodated to some extent. Germany was a “virile nation” (he told Cham-
berlain), which felt itself to be “in a cage” encircled by France and its allies. In
the opinion of the American ex-president, Germany would remain a “men-
ace” so long as this “cage” existed.

Hoover was convinced, however, that, if “given a certain freedom,” Ger-
many would not cause trouble in western Europe. He did not believe that
Germany intended to attack in the West. Just back from his conversations with
Hitler and other European leaders, Hoover opined that Germany was now
looking eastward, toward the Ukraine, and that its pressure in that direction
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should not concern the British. According to Hoover, Neville Chamberlain
concurred.”

If anything, Hoover had been even more emphatic. According to what he
later claimed were his contemporary notes of his conversation with Cham-
berlain, he told the prime minister that the Germans were “the most vir-
ile people in the Continent”—a “land people” (not a “sea people”) whose
“face” had now “turned east.” An explosion involving Germany was bound
to happen “somewhere,” Hoover asserted. He had a “hunch” that “another
Armageddon is coming, and my hope is that if it comes it will be on the
Plains of Russia, not on the Frontiers of France.” “Western Civilization,” he
added, “will be infinitely better off if the Germans fight in the east instead
of the west. It would be a disaster if the western Democracies were dragged
down by a war the end result of which would be to save the cruel Russian
despotism.” According to Hoover, Chamberlain agreed completely with his
guest’s “hunch.”*

Privately, then—or so he later asserted in his Magnum Opus—by
March 1938 Hoover was convinced that a major European war was now cer-
tain, although not, he thought, for at least another eighteen months." Pub-
licly he seemed somewhat more sanguine. “I do not believe a widespread
war is at all probable in the near future,” he informed the London press on
March 18." Arriving back in New York City some days later, he professed to
see “no immediate prospect of war.””” “The spirit abroad is one of defense,
not of offense,” he said; there was “always a chance to avoid war despite the
preparations.”’®

Hoover’s cautiously worded optimism could not conceal his apprehen-
sion. In a public address on radio across the United States on March 31, 1938,
he painted a disturbing portrait of the “forces now in motion” in Europe:
“the rise of dictatorships” with “so-called Planned Economies”; a “fever-
ishly” growing arms race; “increased governmental debts and deficits”; eco-
nomic protectionism; a League of Nations “in a coma”; and more. Fear was
omnipresent, he reported, and along with it growing “brutality,” “terrorism,”
“[c]oncentration camps, persecution of Jews, political trials,” and other marks
of “an underlying failure of morals.” Hoover took special note of the illiberal
ideology of fascism as he had just experienced it in Nazi Germany: a “gigan-
tic spartanism” embracing “a sort of mysticism based on theories of racialism
and nationalism.” Although Hoover had “no doubt that fascism will fail some-
time” (“just as Marxian socialism has failed already”), he also had no doubt
that this time was far off. “{L]et no one believe,” he warned, that fascism “is
about to collapse”
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What, then, should Americans do about this “maze of forces” now ensnar-
ing the Old World? Hoover’s answer was unequivocal: Americans should
“harden our resolves” to “keep out of other people’s wars,” and we should
convince Europe “that this is our policy” We must not pursue “collective ac-
tion” with the European democracies—something Franklin Roosevelt had
recently hinted at in a speech calling for “quarantining” aggressive nations.
A U.S. alliance with Great Britain and France against Germany and Italy,
said Hoover, not only would embroil us in British “imperial problems” and
France’s alliance with Communist Russia but would foster “the worst thing
that can happen to civilization”: “the building up of a war between govern-
ment faiths or ideologies,” with the attendant “hideous elements” of wars of
religion.

“We should have none of it,” Hoover thundered. “If the world is to keep
the peace, then we must keep peace with dictatorships as well as with popular
governments. The forms of government which other people pass through in
working out their destinies is not our business. We can never herd the world
into the paths of righteousness with the dogs of war.”

Instead of throwing our military and economic might behind schemes for
“preserving peace by making war,” Hoover proposed that Americans mobilize
“the collective moral forces to prevent war.” The “greatest force for peace is
still the public opinion of the world,” he averred. And the “national mission”
of the United States at the present time was plain. In a world where fascis-
tic zealots and “planned economies” were extinguishing individual liberty,
America must “keep alight the lamp of true liberalism” at home. The “greatest
service that this nation can give to the future of humanity,” he concluded, was
to “revitalize” and purify our own democracy, “insist upon intellectual hon-
esty,” and “keep out of war””

One of Hoover’s purposes in making this address, he confided to a friend,
was to bring “our people to a realization that we must live with other nations.”*
In the months ahead, he found repeated occasions to drive home his message.
On April 8, 1938, he asked an audience in San Francisco to imagine what it
would be like if California were living under current “conditions on the Con-
tinent” of Europe. Imagine that “500,000 troops and 2,000 aeroplanes” were
“looking at us hatefully from over the Oregon line.” Imagine “another 400,000
men and 2,000 planes ready to march over the Nevada line” and several hun-
dred thousand more being drilled in Arizona and “ready to pounce upon us.”
Imagine having to pay taxes “for about 400,000 men in our own State to make
faces at these sister States.” Imagine if every Californian were required to own
a gas mask. Imagine—if the Golden State were “an up-to-date authoritarian
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state”—the presence on its soil of concentration camps and other forms of
repression. “Altogether,” Hoover concluded, “T am glad Europe is still 7,200
miles from California.”

Although Hoover was cognizant of “the dangers to free men” inherent in
the newracialism stirring in Europe, he insisted that America itselfhad nothing
militarily to fear. “There is not the remotest chance that our national indepen-
dence will be challenged from abroad,” he told his California listeners.” What
did disturb him was the intellectual and economic turn toward collectivism in
Europe—and signs that this “new philosophy of government and life” had
begun to penetrate the United States. Hoover had alluded to this in his speech
on March 31: “If our own so-called planned economy is not an infection from
the original stream of fascism it is at least a remarkable coincidence.”” A week
later, in San Francisco, he returned to this theme. At least a dozen other na-
tions in Europe, he declared, together containing nearly 300,000,000 people,
had abandoned liberty and “popular government” for authoritarian rule. In
every case, he claimed, they had done so after compromising “true liberalism”
with socialism or “government dictation” of the private sector. In every case,
they had “tried various breeds of Planned Economy.” The ensuing “fear,” loss
of “confidence,” sapping of private “initiative,” “depressions,” and “panics” had
led to “chaos” and a willingness by the populace to surrender “allliberty to the
State to save themselves.” For Hoover, the lesson of recent European history
was clear. “Western civilization,” he lectured, “does not turn to socialism or
communism [in such circumstances]. They [sic] turn invariably to fascism.”

Could such a denouement be on the horizon here? In the early months of
1938, the struggling U.S. economy unexpectedly slid back into a deep reces-
sion. Unemployment, already high, soared to levels unseen since 1933. To an
anxious Hoover, there appeared to be an “uncanny parallel” between the mea-
sures Franklin Roosevelt was taking in the name of a planned economy and
the “steps . . . which had bred the sort of chaos in Europe from which Fascism
sprang.”

I do not say that our economic system has been brought to this dangerous
point where Fascism is its destination. But with all the solemnity I can com-
mand I do say that the direction that we are going in today is precisely that
which in the end creates the demoralization from which Fascism invariably

springs.”*

The former president was determined to thwart such a calamity with
every fiber of his being. During the next seven months, as America’s mid-
term elections drew nearer, he unleashed a blistering barrage of criticism of
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the administration in Washington. He charged that America was suffering
“a moral recession in government’—a direct result, he said, of the Roose-
velt administration’s flagrant misuse of patronage, budgetary trickery, propa-
ganda, and “repulsive” demonization of the New Deal’s opponents—to the
point that our very system of self-government was in danger.”® He asserted
that America was on the path of “creeping collectivism,” a direction inimical
to “liberty itself” In just nineteen years, he said, more than a dozen nations
of Europe had taken that treacherous course. “They all undertook New Deals
under some title” and step by step had given up their liberty. These “great
human laboratories” in Europe—democratic no longer—had proven once
again “that economic and political freedom are organically connected.”* He
accused the New Dealers of advocating “the very gospel of dictatorship”: the
evil notion that the ends justify the means— “That is, if you can get away
with it.”’

On November 8, 1938, Hoover’s philippics, and those of his allies, bore
fruit at the polls: the Republican Party scored sweeping election victories.
Meanwhile, that autumn, Europe had narrowly averted an appointment
with catastrophe. Like most other Americans—including, briefly, Franklin
Roosevelt*®—Hoover appeared to approve the peaceful outcome of the Mu-
nich conference on September 29-30, 1938, at which the British and French
governments agreed to Hitler’s seizure of the German-speaking Sudetenland
from Czechoslovakia.” In return, Hitler signed a brief communiqué (pre-
pared by Neville Chamberlain) affirming Germany and Britain’s “desire . ..
never to go to war with one another again.” On arriving back in London, a
jubilant Neville Chamberlain held the paper aloft as signifying “peace for
our time.”

Initially, Herbert Hoover was not so sure.*® But in an address in New York
City on October 26, he declared that, whatever the Munich agreement’s flaws,
“we can at least conclude that some immediate strains have been appeased,
and that war is today more remote.” There were still “forces of peace in Eu-
rope,” he said, and one was “of superlative value”: “The democratic statesmen
of Europe are determined to give the healing processes of peace a chance.”

But if war between the western European democracies and “the despo-
tisms” should nevertheless come, Hoover added, the United States should
not join in. “Free economic life is not built on war,” he asserted; mobiliza-
tion for a “major war” would turn our country into “practically a Fascist gov-
ernment” with restraints on “personal liberty” that might not be lifted “for
generations.” Furthermore, American intervention in such a conflict would
ultimately be futile: “We can make war but we do not and cannot make peace

xxiv  Editor’s Introduction



in Europe”—a continent plagued with “mixed populations,” contested bor-
ders, and animosities stretching back a thousand years. Nor was there any
“clear call of liberty from Europe” in its present balance of forces. If America
were to ally itself with France, for instance, it would willy-nilly find itself on
the side of France’s unsavory ally, “dictatorial Russia.” For all these reasons
(and more), Hoover concluded that America would best “serve the world”
and “liberty itself” by staying aloof from European wars.

Ifit did, he reassured his listeners, it had nothing to fear. The totalitarian re-
gimes of Germany, Italy, and Japan did not “threaten our safety” Protected by
the “frontier fortifications” of the Atlantic and Pacific Oceans, America was
dominant in the Western Hemisphere and could expect to remain so. More
subtly, Hoover perceived in the behavior of the European fascist states not
simply ideological “aggressiveness” but assertiveness of another sort: an eco-
nomic drive for relief for their people from “shortages of food and materials™—
a drive that could not be sated by waging war on Britain and France. For the
first time in public, Hoover advanced the pivotal geopolitical argument that
he had made to Neville Chamberlain several months before: that the “faces”
of Germany and its allies were directed toward expansion in eastern Europe.
“Certainly it is my belief,” said Hoover on October 26, 1938, “that neither Ger-
many nor the Fascist states want war with the Western democracies unless
these democracies interfere with their spread eastward.”

To Hoover the “lines of least resistance” for the totalitarian nations of Eu-
rope were “not westward,” which for him was part of the significance of the
conference at Munich. What had transpired there was not just the cession
of the Sudetenland to Hitler’s Reich but the “removal of impediments to the
eastward movement.” It was a development that Hoover seemed to view with
equanimity.*!

The former president was therefore taken aback when, just a few months
later, the government of Neville Chamberlain abruptly reversed itself and
tried to block Hitler’s Drang nach Osten. On March 15, 1939, the armies of
Nazi Germany invaded what remained of Czechoslovakia after the German
seizure of the Sudetenland region the previous October. The stunned and
weakened Czechs did not resist. In the United States, Hoover publicly ex-
pressed his “indignation” at the Germans’ “shameless” and immoral action
and predicted that this “wrong” would someday be righted. The Czech “race,”
he said, “will emerge again from bondage.”

Until the spring of 1939, Adolf Hitler’s ambitions on the continent had ar-
guably been focused on incorporating nearby Germanic populations into the
Fatherland and on rectifying the “injustice” of the Treaty of Versailles. His
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brazen conquest and dismemberment of Czechoslovakia—a non-Germanic
state—exposed the falsity of that analysis. Intoxicated with his latest triumph,
Hitler ratcheted up the pressure on neighboring Poland over the status of the
so-called Polish Corridor (separating Germany from East Prussia) and of the
German-dominated Free City of Danzig (mostly surrounded by Polish terri-
tory). Almost as quickly, and far more unexpectedly, the British and French
governments now decided to rein him in. On March 31, 1939, Prime Minister
Neville Chamberlain solemnly informed the House of Commons that dur-
ing the present round of diplomatic consultations, “in the event of any action
which clearly threatened Polish independence and which the Polish Govern-
ment accordingly considered it vital to resist with their national forces, His
Majesty’s Government would feel themselves bound at once to lend the Pol-
ish Government all support in their power.* France concurred. In plain En-
glish, the British and French governments had pledged to go to war against
Germany if Germany attacked Poland.

To Hoover, the Anglo-French volte-face was “utterly astonishing”™—"a
complete reversal” of their previous policy “to let Hitler go east if he wants to.”
“They cannot in any circumstance protect Poland from invasion by Hitler,” he
told a friend. “It is simply throwing the body of Western Civilization in front
of Hitler’s steam-roller which is on its way to Russia.”**

Hoover now feared that a European “debacle” was in the offing, although
he “naturally hope[d]” that Chamberlain would succeed in his “new under-
taking.”* Probably “the only thing that will keep us out of war is the Brit-
ish,” he remarked privately in mid-April. “They have sanity. They do not
want to go to war. And they are today the only outstandingly skillful group
of world diplomats.”** But Hoover never overcame his initial feeling that,
by issuing its fateful guarantee to Poland, the British had committed a “gi-
gantic blunder”—the greatest in their history.”” They had gotten in the way
of “the inevitable war between Hitler and Stalin.”** This was where Neville
Chamberlain went wrong, Hoover later told friends.*” The perceived folly
of the Polish guarantee was one of the intellectual linchpins of his Mag-
num Opus.*

The problems with Neville Chamberlain’s diplomacy, then—in Hoover’s
eyes—was not that the British prime minister had tried to appease Germany
but that he had stopped. Before long Hoover would argue that, far from de-
terring Adolf Hitler’s aggressive tendencies, the Polish guarantee had goaded
Hitler into turning west, against the democracies—a direction that Hoover
believed the Nazi dictator had never intended to go.*
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But why had Chamberlain so precipitously reversed course? According to
Hoover, in a private letter at the end of March, there were only three possible
“rational” explanations: “first, Chamberlain is trying to prove he is not an ap-
peaser; second, Britain and France are bluffing; or third, they are depending
upon American help”?

The third hypothesis provided the key to the next phase of Hoover’s anti-
interventionism. Up to the end 0f 1938, his addresses on world affairs had been
heartfelt but largely hypothetical, concentrating on why America should stay
out of a foreign war if one should erupt. Early in 1939 his pronouncements on
foreign policy acquired a new and sharper edge. Increasingly, the former pres-
ident sensed a threat to America’s peace and well-being not in Berlin but in
Washington, in the devious, meddlesome diplomacy of Franklin Roosevelt.

In his State of the Union message to Congress on January 4, 1939, Presi-
dent Roosevelt bluntly discussed the “storm signals” now flaring “from across
the seas.” Amid a stirring summons to national unity and robust rearmament,
Roosevelt injected a warning signal of his own. The “God-fearing democ-
racies of the world,” he declared, “cannot forever let pass, without effective
protest, acts of aggression against sister nations—acts which automatically
undermine all of us”

Words may be futile, but war is not the only means of commanding a decent
respect for the opinions of mankind. There are many methods short of war,
but stronger and more effective than mere words, of bringing home to ag-
gressor governments the aggregate sentiments of our own people.

At the very least, we can and should avoid any action, or any lack of ac-

tion, which will encourage, assist or build up an aggressor.®

Reading these words, Herbert Hoover scented trouble. In a nationwide
radio broadcast on February 1, 1939, he accused Roosevelt of announcing a
portentous “new departure” from the nation’s traditional approach to foreign
affairs. “He says we must use methods stronger than words and short of war,”
said Hoover. It was a “new policy” of direct or indirect “coercion” that could
lead us straight to war. “Our foreign policies in these major dimensions must
be determined by the American people and the Congress, not by the Presi-
dent alone,” he pronounced, and he asked:

1. Shall we reverse our traditional policies at this time?
2. Shall we set ourselves up to determine who the aggressor is in
the world?
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3. Shall we engage in embargoes, boycotts, economic sanctions
against aggressor nations?

4. Shall we do this where the Western Hemisphere is not attacked?

5. Shall we provide an armament greater than that necessary to
protect the Western Hemisphere from military invasion?

6. Shall we take collective action with other nations to make these
more-than-words-and-short-of-war policies effective?

7. Are we to be the policeman of the world?

To Hoover the answer to each of these questions was “an emphatic no.”

The ex-president denied that the United States faced any “imminent dan-
gers,” either ideological or military, from “aggressive nations.” “Ideas cannot
be cured with battleships or airplanes,” he asserted; “I am confident that if the
lamp of liberty can be kept alight [at home] these ideologies will yet die of
their own falsity” Nor need America fear military attack from overseas. The
“faces” of the totalitarian states were turned in other directions, and every
one of these states suffered “grave internal weakness.” To think that Germany,
Italy, Russia, or Japan “or all of them together” had “the remotest idea” of at-
tacking the Western Hemisphere was, in Hoover’s words, “sheer hysteria.”**

What was not fanciful to Hoover was the rising specter that America’s own
president, by imprudent acts or—even worse— by design, might take the na-
tion into the bloody morass of a European war. At first Hoover was inclined to
believe that Roosevelt was whipping up a war scare to distract Americans from
the “total domestic failure” of his administration.* But as the months passed,
Hoover’s suspicions grew darker. He became convinced that Roosevelt and
his diplomatic henchmen (especially Ambassador William C. Bullitt) were
secretly encouraging Great Britain, France, and Poland to stand up to Ger-
many and possibly promising to come to their rescue if war broke out. It was
a theme he later developed, with supporting evidence, in his Magnum Opus.
“I do not believe for one moment that these democracies are in any danger
of attack from Germany or Italy,” Hoover confided to a friend on July 18, 1939.
“I am convinced it is Roosevelt’s action which has stirred public opinion in
France and England into the abandonment of the appeasement policy and
into aggressive lines.” By doing so, Roosevelt had “measurably advanced the
possibilities of war in the world, and the end of that war to save democracy
will be that there will be no democracy in the world.”*

What Roosevelt should have done, Hoover had intimated to friends a few
months earlier, was to have stayed away from the European imbroglios and
readied himself to enter the world stage “at the proper moment” as a mediator,
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breaking the European “stalemate” “around a council table.” That would have
been a great “contribution to peace in this generation.” If only Roosevelt “had
maintained at least the tone of Chamberlain in this situation, he might have
been able to be of great service to the world.””

Instead, on April 15, 1939, Roosevelt had sent Adolf Hitler a sensational
cable, released in Washington before its delivery, asking Hitler to pledge to
refrain from attacking thirty specified nations for the next ten years at least.
If Hitler agreed, Roosevelt promised that the United States would seek “re-
ciprocal assurances” toward Germany from these thirty countries and would
promote speedy diplomatic “discussions” leading toward disarmament and
the opening up of international trade on an equitable basis.* Hitler did not
agree. In a lengthy diatribe to the Reichstag on April 28, he scathingly mocked
Roosevelt’s appeal.”

To Hoover, writing a week before Hitler’s public rebuft of FDR, the presi-
dent’s appeal was “a publicity stunt at best,” intended to “create propaganda
among the dictator states.” If Roosevelt had truly wanted to “effect a result,”
Hoover grumbled, “he should not have insulted the people whom he ad-
dressed.” His gesture was “not very conducive to their accepting of the Pres-
ident of the United States as a mediator in so desperate a situation as this.”*

Day by day it was becoming more apparent to Hoover—and a source of
growing bitterness—that the man in the White House wanted “to join in the

mess” in Europe.” “

In my view, the greatest contribution that can be made
today is to convince these people [the Europeans] that we are not going to
help the making of war,” Hoover remarked in late July*> Determined to block
FDR if he could, Hoover urged Congress in early April to act to prevent our
“engaging in European power politics” or in “warlike acts of the economic
type” without congressional approval.** A week later, writing in Liberty maga-
zine, he charged Roosevelt by name with launching a “radical departure”
in American foreign policy and warned that “[a]ny such change should be
frankly submitted to and confirmed by the American people.”* In foreign pol-
icy as well as domestic, Hoover now saw a challenge to liberty arising from
unconstrained executive power.

In the August issue of American Magazine the former president intensified
his attack. In an article provocatively entitled “Should We Send Our Youth to
War?” he now alleged that the “dangers of our being dragged into war” came
from three directions: “foreign propaganda” inflaming our emotions and
minds; “preachments of our mistaken officials and citizens” in support of this
propaganda; and “[s]teps taken by our own government which, while deny-
ing that they are intended to take us into war, yet entangle us with these very
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controversies, the end of which may be war.” Pleading with his fellow Ameri-
cans to avoid the thicket of European discord, Hoover openly accused Roo-
sevelt of leaping right in. “He has joined the chessboard of Europe,” Hoover
asserted. “He lines us up in the balance of power™—a condition fraught with
mortal peril.

“We as a people can keep out of war in Europe,” Hoover claimed, “if we
have the resolute will to do so.” Unfortunately, our will could be “insidiously
undermined by sitting in the game of European power politics.”

The first thing required is a vigorous, definite statement from all who have
responsibility [including Roosevelt], that we are not going to war with any-
body in Europe unless they attack the Western Hemisphere. The second
thing is not to sit in the game of power politics.

These are the American policies that will make sure that we do not send

our youth to Europe for war.*

Yet if Hoover for a host of reasons rejected American military intervention
in the Old World, he was not indifferent to the humanitarian tragedy that was
already beginning to unfold. Like nearly all Americans, he was appalled by the
anti-Jewish pogrom known as “Kristallnacht” that erupted in Nazi Germany
during November 9-10, 1938. In that night and day of terror, organized Nazi
mobs smashed Jewish property across the Reich. Scores of Jews were killed;
thirty thousand more were arrested and sent to concentration camps; more
than seven thousand Jewish-owned businesses and two hundred synagogues
were damaged or destroyed. The western world recoiled in shock and horror.
A few days later, Herbert Hoover joined five other prominent Americans in
a special nationwide radio broadcast condemning what Hoover called “this
outrage™—“an outbreak of intolerance which has no parallel in human his-
tory”*® A week later, he termed it “the most hideous persecution of the Jews
since the expulsion from Spain in the Middle Ages.””

Nor did Hoover stop at merely verbal denunciation. Early in 1939 he
helped the president of Harvard University raise money to place German-
Jewish refugee scholars in American academic institutions.”* He warmly en-
dorsed the Wagner-Rogers bill, which would waive America’s immigration
quota vis-3-vis Germany and permit the admission of 20,000 German (Jew-
ish) refugee children to the United States.*® He listened avidly that spring to
word from friends that the Roosevelt administration was trying to effect an
international plan to settle European Jewish refugees in British east Africa—
and that Roosevelt considered Hoover the best man to administer the colo-
nization project. Hoover was receptive; “I add my entire collection of fingers
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and toes to those that are to be crossed,” he told his intimate friend Lewis
Strauss.® Unfortunately, World War II soon intervened, and the scheme came
to naught.”

Meanwhile, in July, the Great Humanitarian announced a “concrete pro-
posal” for “constructive action” to “mitigate the barbarities” of a future war.
The man who had fed millions of Europeans between 1914 and the early 1920s
now proposed that all nations “willing to do so” should agree not to attack
food ships in wartime and not to bomb civilian populations. Food vessels, he
declared, “should go freely,” and bombing should target only armies, navies,
and munitions works. To enforce the agreement, Hoover would have neutral
nations serve as “referees” whose “good will” (he argued) would be eagerly
sought by belligerents. Drawing on his experience feeding German-occupied
Belgium in World War I, Hoover urged that a commission of neutral nations
manage the delivery of food to any blockaded country. Similarly, “neutral ob-
servers” should be stationed in belligerent countries to “determine the facts
of any killing of civilians from the air”®

Hoover’s suggestions had little discernible impact on world leaders.®® Nor
did his growing revulsion at fascist and communist totalitarianism shake
his convictions on how best to deal with them. “My sympathies are with
the democracies,” he declared in July 1939. “But the democracies of Western
Europe have the resources to defend themselves.” Even if they should fall
(which he did not believe would happen), “the exhaustion of the dictators”
would compel them to “leave us alone for a quarter of a century at least.”
Moreover, the “whole totalitarian structure “under the dictator states was
“weakening.” Their very brutality and repression of liberty were giving rise to
opposition within their borders. The “vicious persecution of Jews and other
religious groups” had “raised the hate of the world” against them. The Nazi,
fascist, and communist regimes were “failing to produce the standards of
living they have promised.” Oppressive government, Hoover seemed to say,
could not endure forever: “People who have known liberty will yet regain it
for themselves.”*

And always, through the gathering gloom, Hoover clung to his conception
of America as a redeemer nation—peaceful, humane, and politically neu-
tral—holding the “light of liberty” and “standards of decency” in the world.
A nation devoted to law, economic cooperation, moral influence, reduction of
armament, and relief for victims of persecution: a nation that could be “of ser-
vice to the world.” All this, he feared, would be jeopardized if America became
a belligerent, turned itself into a “totalitarian state” to “fight effectively,” and
thereby sacrificed its own liberty “for generations.”®
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On August 22, 1939, Nazi Germany and the Soviet Union— hitherto the
bitterest of ideological enemies—shocked the world by signing a nonaggres-
sion pact (whose secret clauses carved up Eastern Europe between them).
With his eastern flank secure, Hitler was now free to turn on Great Britain
and France if they dared interfere with his designs on Poland. In the last
days of August, Hoover, in California, searched anxiously for signs that the
European democracies might yet come to terms with Hitler over his latest
demands. Hitler seemed willing to “hold to a compromise” on Danzig “to
which I think the world would concede,” said Hoover, and to “some connec-
tion across the Polish Corridor.” To Hoover the Nazi dictator’s “demands”
on these points “would not seem to be impossible of solution if it were not
for the background of [Germany’s] seizure of Prague [Czechoslovakia]
which leaves the whole world without any confidence.” In fact, Hoover con-
tended, “divested of the Prague background, this is no issue for Europe to
go to war about.”

By now, of course, the “Prague background™ —not to mention the Anglo-
French promise to support Poland if it were attacked —was too conspicuous
for anyone in Europe to ignore. And Adolf Hitler’s ambitions far transcended
such comparative trivialities as the status of Danzig. On September 1, 1939,
Hitler’s armies invaded neighboring Poland without warning. Two days later,
Great Britain and France declared war on Nazi Germany. On September 17,
the armies of Soviet Russia invaded Poland from the east. By the end of the
month, the Polish state was no more.

On the evening of September 1 (before Great Britain and France had be-
come belligerents), Hoover took to the airwaves from San Francisco to an-
nounce that “America must keep out of this war.” It would be a long war, he
predicted —“a war of slow attrition”—and probably “the most barbarous war
that we have ever known.” It would mean “another quarter century of impov-
erishment” for the entire world. Hoover expected that the American people
(to whom “the whole Nazi system is repugnant”) would mostly sympathize
with the democracies (as did Hoover himself). “But whatever our sympathies
are,” he added, “we cannot solve the problems of Europe.” The United States
could do more for that continent and for humanity by remaining outside the
fray and preserving America’s “vitality and strength” for “use in the period of
peace which must sometime come.””’

In the autumn of 1939 the former president threw himself into his anti-
interventionist crusade. “We need to keep cool,” he admonished his com-
patriots in early October; the British and French cannot be defeated. They
“can and will control the seven seas” and “can sit there until their enemies
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are exhausted.” At worst, the European war might turn into a “stalemate.”® As
Congress, under President Roosevelt’s prodding, debated repealing the arms
and munitions embargo provisions of the Neutrality Act (thereby permitting
weapons sales to nations at war), Hoover worked to minimize the revisions
in the law. He did not object to permitting Great Britain and France to buy
arms in the United States on a cash-and-carry basis. Indeed, he thought that
permitting them to do so “would give an emotional outlet to the American
people” that might ease domestic pressure to join in the war.®” But he did op-
pose, on humanitarian grounds, the sale of any weapons that might make the
waging of war more terrible and indiscriminate. In mid October, after consult-
ing Charles Lindbergh, among others, Hoover proposed that the embargo
be only partially lifted so as to authorize sale of “defensive” weapons (such as
antiaircraft guns and pursuit planes). The sale of “offensive” weapons (such as
bombers and submarines), as well as any weapons that could terrorize civil-
ians, should be totally prohibited.”

Hoover’s search for a humane middle ground between “repeal” and “no re-
peal” of the arms embargo soon foundered. On October 26, his compromise
plan was defeated, fifty-six to thirty-six, in the U.S. Senate.” A few days later,
Congress easily approved changes in the Neutrality Act largely desired by
President Roosevelt, including authority for unlimited arms and munitions
sales to belligerent countries. Immediately Britain and France made plans for
massive weapons purchases in the United States.

To Hoover it was now apparent that American nonparticipation in the
conflict would depend not on the provisions of law but on “will"—the will of
the American people and of Franklin Roosevelt.” “For two years [Roosevelt]
has been moving step by step into power politics,” Hoover complained pri-
vately in September.” To friends such as Lindbergh he shared his conviction
that the president wanted to get the United States into the war eventually.”*

To forestall him—and to buttress American anti-interventionist senti-
ment— Hoover escalated his own war of words. In the Saturday Evening Post
on October 27, he depicted Europe as a continent of “26 races” beset by “a
hell’s brew of malign spirits.” Invoking what he called “the voice of experi-
ence” (including his own) in World War I, he warned that America could
never bring enduring “peace” or reconstruction to Europe. “The social re-
generation of nations,” declared Hoover, “must come from within.” Do not
let your “indignation” overcome your “reason,” he pleaded.” In the months
ahead, in the Post and elsewhere, he implored his fellow citizens to eschew
wartime “hate” and to wait for the healing tasks that America could perform
after the war, at the peace settlement.™
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For Hoover himself this opportunity came almost instantly and from a to-
tally unexpected source. On September 11 an emissary named Myron Taylor
called on Hoover in New York City with an invitation from President Roo-
sevelt: Would Hoover come to the White House two days hence to confer
with Roosevelt on creating an American relief organization to assist the vic-
tims of the war in Europe? The inspiration for this overture, at least in part,
came from Roosevelt’s wife, Eleanor, who was eager to launch the women and
children’s side of the effort with a special White House conference, if Hoover
agreed to lead the relief undertaking.”

Hoover immediately declined. An appropriate relief agency was already
in place, he countered: the American Red Cross. If the Red Cross appointed
“some capable administrator” to head its European division, the agency
could start work “on an hour’s notice.” When Taylor disclosed that Roosevelt
wished to keep the Red Cross within its limited sphere as “an adjunct to mili-
tary activities,” Hoover retorted that the agency had “long since” outgrown
this “narrow field” Moreover, to create a “parallel” and “equal” “mechanism”
at this juncture would be onerous and time consuming.

According to his memoranda of this conversation, Hoover made it plain
that he had no interest in the president’s offer. Although willing (he said)
to advise Roosevelt further on this matter (if Roosevelt “would address any
question to me”), he also bluntly told his visitor that “I wished to devote my
whole energies to keeping the United States out of this war” To go to the
White House in person, he said, “would only create speculation and unneces-
sary discussion in the country.” He asked Taylor to tell Roosevelt that Hoover
“had some responsibility to the Republican Party” and that Hoover was cer-
tain that his party would support Roosevelt on a policy of staying out of the
European conflict.”

Hoover’s rebuff and counterproposal did not sit well with the White House.
After conferring with the chairman of the American Red Cross, Norman H.
Davis, President Roosevelt dispatched a second emissary— Davis himself—
to Hoover on September 14 with the message that Roosevelt wanted Hoover
to assume the leadership of the entire American relief effort for Europe.”
Hoover again demurred. The Red Cross, he insisted, along with its Euro-
pean affiliates, possessed the requisite prestige, personnel, and resources to
handle war-torn Europe’s civilian distress, including the most immediate area
of need: Poland.* To Davis he evidently intimated a second reason (beyond
his antiwar commitment) for refusing to set up an independent relief mecha-
nism: in 1940 “he might be directing a political campaign.”
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After talking at length with Davis on the fourteenth, Hoover agreed to put
his counterproposal in writing, for Davis to submit to the Red Cross’s execu-
tive committee. This Hoover did the next day in a formal letter to Davis urg-
ing a Red Cross takeover of European relief work and a national fund-raising
drive.”” Hoover also agreed to attend the executive committee’s next meeting
(September 18) in Washington and even join the committee, but he contin-
ued to decline any contact with Roosevelt.*

Davis had scarcely returned to Washington when Hoover began to de-
velop cold feet. He asked Davis to release his formal letter to Davis to the
press before the meeting, so as to “avoid useless speculation” and “clear the
public mind” about the purpose of his visit. Davis objected that he could not
very well publicize Hoover’s letter before the executive committee had even
had a chance to learn about and ponder its remarkable proposition. Where-
upon—to Davis’s and his colleagues’ annoyance—Hoover decided not to
travel to Washington.*

On September 18 the American Red Cross’s executive committee met and
declined to accept Hoover’s plan. The committee decided that the agency must
“draw a line” between its traditional “emergency relief” work, which it had al-
ways conducted with private contributions, and the long-term, government-
financed “mass feeding” operations that Hoover had administered in war-torn
Europe a quarter of a century before. Moreover, the situation in Europe was
still too murky for the committee to determine what it might attempt to do for
civilian victims of the war. It must “wait for developments,” Davis informed
Hoover. Another reason for caution was bureaucratic: many Red Cross chap-
ters were cool to the idea of initiating a relief campaign for Europe when there
was still so much unemployment and destitution at home.*

Over the next few days, by telephone and correspondence, Davis and
Hoover engaged in a fruitless “exchange of views.” By now, Hoover sus-
pected that Roosevelt, through Davis, was trying to divert the Republican ex-
president into European relief work and place “a very unpopular” American
fund-raising appeal on his shoulders.* Hoover was also miffed that Roosevelt
had not approached him directly, preferring to sound him out through in-
termediaries.” Nor, it seems, was he pleased to learn that Eleanor Roosevelt
was trying through a mutual friend to persuade him to take sole charge of the
problem.® He did not know that the whole idea seems to have been Eleanor’s
in the first place.

For her part, Mrs. Roosevelt seemed to feel that she and her husband
had been snubbed. “Mr. Hoover turned us down,” she told a friend in late
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September. “He refused to call on the President.”® FDR evinced his displea-
sure in a different way. On September 20 he held a “national unity confer-
ence” with fourteen Democratic and Republican leaders to discuss how to
keep America neutral and at peace. The Republican presidential candidate in
1936, Alf M. Landon, received an invitation; Herbert Hoover conspicuously
did not.”® Meanwhile, at the Red Cross, even some Republican members of
its central committee were complaining that Hoover was impossible to work
with—that “he gave orders instead of advice.”

Certainly Hoover’s fear of causing “useless speculation” seemed like an
odd excuse for failing to make his case in person to the Red Cross. Why, twice
in one week, had he spurned invitations (including one from FDR himself)
to visit Washington? One reason was something no one could have guessed.
On March 4, 1933, in his last moments as president, Hoover, fearing assassina-
tion, had asked through an aide for Secret Service protection to accompany
him to New York City, once he left the inaugural ceremony. As a soon-to-
be-private citizen, he had no legal right (under the law at the time) to such
protection, and the head of the Secret Service turned down his request. Ever
afterward, Hoover believed that the incoming president, Franklin Roosevelt,
had ordered the Secret Service that day to deny his plea. It was, for Hoover,
an unforgivable act. For the next six-and-a-half years he refrained (with one
exception) from setting foot in Washington when Roosevelt was in town, lest
the former president be obliged to pay a courtesy call on his successor.”

Inmid September 1939, Hoover apparently divulged his grievance to Myron
Taylor or Norman H. Davis, who promptly shared this news with FDR. From
Davis came back word that Roosevelt did not understand why Hoover was
unfriendly to him and that FDR had never heard of the withdrawal of Secret
Service protection for Hoover on the day of FDR’s inaugural. Hoover seemed
disinclined to believe him.”

But if personal animosity toward Roosevelt made Hoover loath to venture
to the nation’s capital, his larger apprehension lay in his current sense of pri-
orities. If he permitted himself to head up a nebular relief program for Europe
at Roosevelt’s request, he would be drawn into an entangling alliance with his
archrival. Worse yet, he would forfeit his cherished political independence, at
amoment when high politics—the politics of war and peace, and the election
of 1940 —was uppermost in his mind.

Still, the Great Humanitarian could not ignore the pleas of Polish Ameri-
cans and others begging him to assist their hapless brethren in Europe. In late
September Davis informed him that the American Red Cross was sending a
delegation to Europe to survey and report on the relief problem. For Hoover
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it was too little and too late.”* Disgusted by the Red Cross’s hesitancy to step
forward, on September 25 he and a group of close associates in past relief en-
terprises formed the Commission for Polish Relief (CPR) with himself as
honorary chairman and behind-the-scenes wirepuller. During the next sev-
eral months, the CPR raised several hundred thousand dollars and success-
tully supplied more than 4,600,000 pounds of food mainly to Polish refugees
in Romania, Hungary, and Lithuania.”

Nor was Hoover unresponsive to another appeal for help in December—
this time from Finland. On November 30 the armies of Bolshevik Russia
brutally attacked little Finland, the only European nation that had made
steady payments on its World War I debt to the United States. Hoover, a
fierce anti-Communist, who at that moment was in California, immediately
condemned the invasion as a “new low” in civilization. We are “back,” he
said, “to the morals and the butchery of Genghis Khan.””® He was therefore
receptive when, on December 3, his friend Lewis Strauss telephoned him
from New York with a startling message. The Finnish minister to the United
States, Hjalmar Procopé, an old friend of Strauss’s, had telephoned him that
morning in despair. Everywhere he went in Washington, the diplomat said,
he was receiving sympathy but no commitments to help—not even from
the Red Cross. Strauss, who had been Hoover’s secretary in 191719, had
an idea: Herbert Hoover should lead a relief mission for Finland similar to
his Commission for Relief in Belgium (CRB) in World War L. The Finns
could use the money saved on food to buy war materiel to fight the Russian
invaders.

Either before or after Procopé came to see him late on December 3, Strauss
telephoned Hoover in California with his proposal. “The Chief” (as Hoover’s
intimates called him) immediately assented and authorized Strauss to incor-
porate the Finnish Relief Fund.”

The next day Hoover, still in California, began to assemble “my old col-
leagues in Belgian Relief” to manage the nascent organization.” He also pre-
pared to make a dramatic fund-raising appeal to the American people.” He
was doing all this, he later confessed (in a document prepared for his Mag-
num Opus), “not only for the intrinsic effect for Finland” but for two other
reasons: to create favorable “public opinion” in America for governmental
loans to Finland (“the real financial aid”) and “to bring home to the Ameri-
can people the meaning of Communism” and “the character of the Russian
Government.” The Soviet Union, he wrote, was a “monster” that had commit-
ted an “unprovoked” and “most unspeakable” “assault” upon “a little and frail
democracy.”'*
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With “various sporadic bodies” (as he termed them) already “in motion”
for Finnish relief, Hoover was anxious to move quickly."” But before he went
public, he wanted to be certain that the Finnish government approved.'”> On
December s, in a long-distance telephone call to Minister Procopé, Hoover
received the assurances that he sought. That same evening, he announced to
the nation’s press that he was undertaking to create an organization to raise
money for the succor of homeless people in Finland.'®

The next day, December 6, the Finnish Relief Fund was duly incorporated.
Two days later it held its founding meeting in New York City and elected
Hoover chairman. In a signal of official Finnish support, Procopé became
honorary chairman.'*

But now a shadow appeared on the horizon. In his eagerness to establish
the Finnish Relief Fund, Hoover had made no effort to consult or coordinate
with the American Red Cross, of which he was vice president. Late on De-
cember 5, he learned from Strauss that the Red Cross would be launching its
own appeal for Finland in the press the next morning—despite having told
Procopé, the week before, that it had no such plan. Clearly worried that the
Red Cross would get the jump on him, Hoover released his “preliminary hint
of our undertaking” to the press that very evening.'

His gambit worked. The next day, December 6, on the front page of the
New York Times, right next to the Red Cross’s plea for money to “alleviate the
suffering” of the Finns, was the report of Hoover’s plan to set up his organiza-
tion to do the same thing.'*

The Red Cross’s unexpected initiative put Hoover in a quandary. Back in
September, he had lauded the Red Cross lavishly as the sole agency equipped
to undertake European relief programs—until, in his opinion, it had started
dithering over Poland. But now Norman Davis’s Red Cross apparatus showed
sudden signs of taking charge. Already it had allocated $25,000 for Finnish re-
lief measures and had delivered $10,000 to London to purchase medicine for
its Finnish affiliate."” On December 7, therefore, Hoover telephoned Davis
and asked him outright: Was the Red Cross planning to undertake “general
relief work” in Finland? If so, and if it intended a fund-raising campaign for
this purpose, Hoover said that he would gladly “back it up.” According to
Hoover, Davis explained that the Red Cross could not undertake such a broad
responsibility. Then how about a joint “fifty-fifty” drive? Hoover asked. Davis
replied that his agency could not participate in joint efforts. Finally (accord-
ing to Hoover), he and the Red Cross chairman agreed that Hoover would
insert into his forthcoming public appeal for general relief a supportive refer-
ence to the Red Cross’s call for funds for its traditional specialties: medicines,
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hospital supplies, and garments. Hoover also pledged to “cooperate fully”
with Davis’s agency.

Satisfied (or so he later claimed) that the Red Cross had no intention of
organizing the kind of large-scale effort he contemplated, on December 9
Hoover announced the formation of the Finnish Relief Fund and asked the
American people to help it alleviate the “hideous suffering of the Finnish
people”® In a masterful public relations stroke (but one that inevitably un-
dercut the Red Cross), he asked the nation’s newspapers to serve as collection
agencies in order to curtail administrative expenses. More than 1,200 daily
newspapers agreed to do so."’ In the coming weeks the nation’s press reported
almost daily on the avalanche of mass meetings, concerts, theatrical events,
radio addresses, and other devices that Hoover tirelessly employed to raise
awareness and money.

At first the financial contributions—though numerous—were disap-
pointingly small. Toward the end of December, Hoover was obliged to pledge
$100,000 of his own money as a guarantee against overdrafts of the fund’s
account at the Chase National Bank." But as Finland, to the world’s amaze-
ment, continued to hold out against the Soviet behemoth, the plight of the
gallant little nation became an American cause célébre. Politicians, clergy-
men, athletes, and film stars flocked to assist the Finnish Relief Fund’s efforts.
Greta Garbo sent a check for five thousand dollars."* By the time its drive
ended in 1940, the fund had pulled in around $3,500,000.™

Behind the scenes, however, Hoover’s spectacular campaign had aroused
resentment. Although the Red Cross, with its three thousand chapters and
seven thousand branches, eventually raised more than $2,300,000 for medi-

cine and related supplies for the suffering Finns,"*

its lackluster publicity was
no match for Hoover’s. Publicly, Hoover claimed that the two organizations
were cooperating fully and was careful to note their division of labor. But
privately Davis admonished him on December 14 that this was not true—
they were not cooperating on “the raising of funds”—and that this was caus-
ing confusion and friction.” But Davis had to concede that despite its appeal
for Finland his agency was not planning a concerted drive for Finland. And
Hoover promised that if and when the Red Cross initiated a drive for a gen-
eral war relief fund, he would discontinue his efforts and support the Red
Cross. The outcome of their tense conversation was that the two competitors
for charitable money continued to perform their tasks as before."

To Hoover it was evident that the Red Cross leadership was not happy with
his encroachment on its domain."” To Hoover’s archrival in the White House,
however, the problem was more than a bureaucratic turf war. As enthusiasm
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for Finnish relief soared across the nation, so, too, did acclaim for its most
visible impresario. For the first time in a decade, Herbert Hoover was in the
news in a favorable light —at the very moment that the 1940 presidential cam-
paign season was impending. To Franklin Roosevelt and his entourage—al-
ready convinced that Hoover was a presidential candidate™—it looked like
the former chief executive was brazenly hijacking Finnish relief to promote
his political comeback. More worrisome still, the ubiquitous Hoover was stir-
ring the nation’s conscience at a time when the Roosevelt administration—
navigating treacherous diplomatic waters—was offering the embattled Finns
encouraging words but little else.” What if Hoover should convince Finnish
(and Polish) Americans (and perhaps others) that he cared more about their
relatives in the “old country” than Roosevelt did?

Furious at Hoover’s return to the limelight in this fashion, and at Norman
Davis for letting Hoover “get away with this,” Roosevelt and his team took
countermeasures.” In mid December a number of Roosevelt’s journalistic
allies—almost certainly with his knowledge and connivance —attempted to
knock “Herbie the Hooter” off his pedestal.” First, the pro-New Deal colum-
nist Doris Fleeson accused Hoover of grabbing “the Finnish relief football”
from Davis’s team while the Red Cross’s “dignified masterminds” twiddled
their thumbs on the sidelines “in helpless agony.”*** Other reporters and ob-
servers pointed out that the Red Cross had already been assisting Finland
when Hoover stepped in, that Red Cross officials considered his intervention
unnecessary, and that he had not consulted the Red Cross before creating his
own organization.'”

Most dangerously of all, between December 13 and 15 newspapers in Wash-
ington, D.C., and New York City buzzed with a sensational revelation that
almost certainly emanated from Roosevelt (and possibly Davis): that, just
three months earlier, Roosevelt had asked Hoover to take over a “coordinated
relief effort” for Europe in the United States and that Hoover had refused for
political reasons."

As the media assault on Hoover got under way, Roosevelt, at a press con-
ference on December 12, blandly denied that there was any friction between
the Red Cross and Hoover’s Finnish Relief Fund."” But just two days later,
FDR’s own press secretary, Stephen T. Early, confirmed to the White House
press corps the story sweeping through the capital: yes, Roosevelt had asked
Hoover, through Davis, to become a “sort of ‘General Manager of Relief”” in
Europe around the outbreak of the war but that Hoover apparently “did not
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accept the offer
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The fat was now in the fire. If the press reports from Washington were true,
the Great Humanitarian had acted from less than altruistic motives in Sep-
tember and might well be acting from similar motives now. If this perception
took hold, it could tarnish his humanitarian halo and derail his presidential
hopes.

Yet what could he say in rebuttal? He could not deny that Roosevelt had
asked him to form an American war relief organization for Europe in early
September and that he had refused, preferring to let the Red Cross take
charge; his own memos of his conversations with Taylor and Davis confirmed
this. Nor could he deny that he had refused partly because he had political
ambitions for 1940: he had said as much to Davis in mid September.”” Nor
could he readily disclose his other reason for rejecting Roosevelt’s offer: his
desire to pour his entire energies into keeping the United States out of the
war. If that were the case, why was he working now at full throttle to raise
money to help Finland?

At a news conference in New York City on December 14— shortly before
Stephen T. Early’s explosive press briefing at the White House—reporters
confronted Hoover with the story that he had spurned Roosevelt’s invitation
to make him “general director of all American relief efforts for Europe” be-
cause Hoover “wished to take part in the 1940 election campaign and did not
want to be identified with the New Deal.” Hoover was outraged. “There is not
a word of truth in the whole story,” he fumed. The press should expose such
“malicious stuff”; its “only purpose is to poison the wells of human misery”
He also emphatically denied that there was any friction between his Finnish
Relief Fund and the American Red Cross."”

The press reports to which Hoover reacted so vehemently contained a
number of factual inaccuracies, making it easier for him to brush them aside.
One account claimed that Hoover had been asked to displace Norman Davis
as chairman of the Red Cross—a charge Hoover properly denied.”” Less
refutable, however, was Stephen T. Early’s disclosure that day to the White
House press corps. But Early, in his briefing to reporters, seemed to imply
that Roosevelt had approached Hoover shortly before the European war broke
out on September 1 (rather than shortly after). This chronological misstep en-
abled Hoover and his secretary Lawrence Richey (in a formal press release) to
sidestep Early’s factual claims and suggest that Roosevelt’s press secretary was
confused: he must have been referring to other discussions that Hoover had
had with various parties about a resettlement scheme for European political
refugees before the war.”
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Incensed by the orchestrated attack on him by Roosevelt’s allies, and aware
of the danger it posed to his reputation, Hoover swiftly dispatched Richey to
Washington with a carefully prepared, self-exculpatory dossier of documents
(including his September correspondence with Davis) to show to various

' The counterattack seemed to stop what Hoover

reporters and columnists.
called “the mud flow”"*> With a boost from his journalist friends, he managed
to fend off his enemies’ “smear” and ride out the storm."

Convinced that Norman Davis was the source of the disparaging press
leaks, Hoover immediately resorted to a defensive measure. For the next sev-
eral months he secretly recorded Davis’s telephone calls to him from Wash-
ington.”* (The transcripts are in Hoover’s papers.)™* But eventually the angry
ex-president concluded that the real culprit had been none other than the
man in the Oval Office.” A few years later, in an early draft of his “War Book,”
Hoover asserted that, in the course of his fund drive for Finland, “Mr. Roo-
sevelt gave an order to his officials to impede it in every way possible.” Hoover
added that this was “a personal affront to me” and was “not directed at the
Finns.”"” Whether or not FDR ever gave such an order, Hoover’s belief that he
did further poisoned the wells of their relationship. The “mud flow” of Decem-
ber 1939 became part of the emotional impetus for Hoover’s Magnum Opus.

But there was one thing on which the two rivals did agree: beleaguered
Finland needed much more than private charity. In the first weeks of the
Russo-Finnish war, the Roosevelt administration, acting through the Recon-
struction Finance Corporation, loaned the Finnish government $10,000,000
with which to buy nonmilitary supplies in the United States. (Hoover’s pro-
tégé Lewis Strauss helped instigate this transaction. )

Then, in January 1940, President Roosevelt asked Congress to extend more
credits for Finland for still more nonmilitary purchases.”” Hoover immedi-
ately endorsed Roosevelt’s request.'** A few weeks later, Congress passed leg-
islation permitting $20,000,000 in additional U.S. government loans to the
Finnish government, again for the purchase solely of civilian supplies."" The
next day, Hoover claimed credit for this outcome, telling his representative in
Helsinki that “it was largely the public sentiment which we have created” that
enabled Roosevelt’s measure to sail through Congress.'

Certainly Hoover and his team had done more than anyone to keep Fin-
land’s travails in the headlines and thereby provide an outlet for material
support by private citizens. It is certainly possible that the Roosevelt admin-
istration and Congress would have done far less for Finland had it not been
for the mass indignation Hoover so effectively mobilized. Unfortunately for
the Finns, the U.S. government’s loan credits of March 1940 came too late
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to affect Finland’s struggle against the Russian hordes. Overwhelmed by the
invading armies, the Finns were forced to sue for peace in early March.'*

Although Hoover kept the Finnish Relief Fund alive and sent additional
money to Helsinki for assistance to the war’s refugees,** the end of hos-
tilities and the U.S. government’s fresh loan to Finland freed him to con-
centrate again on other things. Contrary to the insinuations by Roosevelt’s
“Fifth Columnists” (as Hoover later dubbed them),' there is little evidence
that he had reentered the relief field in the autumn of 1939 specifically to
further his political aspirations. But as Roosevelt and his savvy associates
accurately foresaw, the net effect of Hoover’s reentry was to enhance his
public stature—and at a most propitious time, as Hoover himself surely
understood. Once his Finnish relief campaign abated in the spring of 1940,
the humanitarian dynamo was ready to resume his pursuit of political vin-
dication."*

His strategy was simple: disclaim all ambition, build up his reputation—
through writings and speeches—as the Republican party’s most experienced
statesman and intellectual leader, and work for a convention deadlock among
the lesser lights. Then, through a mighty speech to the assembled convention
delegates, position himself as the manifestly superior alternative. It was all
for naught. At the convention in June, the party did indeed reject its more
prosaic presidential aspirants—for a charismatic newcomer named Wendell
Willkie.

But not before Hoover had made one last supreme attempt to win the
prize. In a stemwinding address to the Republican national convention on
June 25,1940, he excoriated the Roosevelt administration and the “totalitarian
‘liberals’ who sustained it. For eight years, he charged, Americans had wit-
nessed “a steady sapping of our system of liberty” and “the mismanagement
of government.” The weakening of liberty at home was part of “a war of hostile
ideas, philosophies and systems of government”—a war that had already been
fought and virtually lost in the Old World. In “every single case” in Europe
since 1919, liberty had been subverted by “economic planners” before the final
plunge into dictatorship:

Each of these nations had an era of starry-eyed men who believed that they
could plan and force the economic life of the people. ... They exalted the
state as the solvent of all economic problems.

These men thought they were liberals. But they also thought they could

have economic dictatorship by bureaucracy and at the same time preserve
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free speech, orderly justice and free government. They can be called the to-
talitarian ‘liberals. They were the spiritual fathers of the New Deal.

As for the war now sweeping across western Europe, Hoover exhorted his
listeners not to abandon “the ground of realism” by entering it.

The first policy of calm realism is not to exaggerate our immediate dangers.
Every whale that spouts is not a submarine. The 3000 miles of ocean is still

a protection. . ..

... The first responsibility of the President of the United States is to abate
war, not to stimulate it. It is not the province of the President of the United

States to create hate.'¥’

Hoover had hoped that his biting oration would stampede the convention.
Instead, a large number of delegates in the hall were unable to hear him, and
the demonstration when he finished was relatively muted. Hoover and his
associates came to believe—and probably rightly— that the microphone had
been tampered with at the instigation of the chairman of the arrangements
committee, a Willkie supporter. The Hooverites also suspected that this same
party official had packed the galleries with Willkie supporters using duplicate
tickets."

Hoover’s failure to win the 1940 presidential nomination was a bitter dis-
appointment. With his sixty-sixth birthday only weeks away, he knew that he
would never get another chance to redeem himself at the polls. As the con-
vention dispersed, he seemed to sense that an era in his life was over. To a
number of friends he mentioned having reached a “turning-point.”* “I am
going fishing,” he told reporters after leaving the convention. “I want to get
politics off my mind.”"*°

On June 28, Hoover wrote a poignant letter to some of his closest
associates:

There are things in the world that cannot be brought about. There are mis-
takes that cannot be repaired. But there is one thing sure—that loyalty and
friendship are the most precious possessions a man can have. You have given

it to me unreservedly, but it is my wealth and you make it."!

Less than four weeks later, he started in earnest to write his memoirs.'*

Yet the world would not leave him alone (or vice versa). A few weeks ear-
lier, the German army had unleashed a terrible onslaught in western Europe.
By late June, Norway, Denmark, Belgium, Holland, and most of France had
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fallen under the Nazi heel. Only Great Britain, led by its new prime minister,
Winston Churchill, was holding out, but for how long?

Throughout the awful summer of 1940, Hoover (as he later admitted)
was on pins and needles as “the Battle of Britain” raged. But he never lost
his faith that the British would withstand the German assault from the air."
When they eventually did, the former president had a new argument for his
anti-interventionist arsenal: If Hitler could not convey his armies a handful
of miles across the English Channel, why should America fear that he could
reach the Western Hemisphere?™*

In the autumn of 1940, despite growing frustration with the chaotic
campaign of Wendell Willkie, Hoover threw himself into the battle to pre-
vent Franklin Roosevelt from winning a third term. “This Administration is
steadily developing the same growth of personal power that has swept the
world into nazism and fascism,” Hoover charged; this administration “is
taking this country steadily towards war”"** In a scathing speech in Lincoln,
Nebraska, on October 31, he ripped into Roosevelt’s claim to be the indispens-
able man to conduct American foreign policy in the present crisis. In seven
years as President, Roosevelt—said Hoover—had contributed “hardly one
act” conducive to “our peace with the world” and “hundreds of acts” tending
to drag America into the current war. He accused Roosevelt of “dabbling in
foreign power politics” and “continuously sticking pins into tigers all over the
world.” “History alone,” Hoover asserted, “will tell how much our playing of
power politics may have created unjustified hopes or influenced action in Eu-
rope.” He blasted Roosevelt for extending diplomatic recognition to the So-
viet Union in 1933—a disastrous error that had permitted the Communists’
“revolutionary conspiracies” to “run riot in the United States” for the past six
years, “despite their pledged word.” He accused Roosevelt of bombast and
“billingsgate” and of fanning a “war psychosis” and “hysteria” at home. He
warned that if America did enter the European conflict, it would be no quick,
eighteen-month affair but “more likely . . . another Thirty Years War” America
should arm “to the teeth” and stay out of it, while furnishing Britain all pos-
sible support “within the law.”"*

A week later the American people reelected Roosevelt to a third term by a
comfortable margin. Hoover was tremendously disappointed.”” But he could
take consolation from one development. The night before he spoke in Ne-
braska, Roosevelt— campaigning in Boston—had made a public pledge:

And while I am talking to you mothers and fathers, I give you one more

assurance.
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I'have said this before, but I shall say it again and again and again:

Your boys are not going to be sent into any foreign wars."*

If Willkie had become president, Hoover intended to move to Washing-
ton, where he and his wife, Lou, still owned a home at 2300 S Street, in which
they had lived while he was secretary of commerce in the 1920s. Now, with
FDR securely back in the White House, Hoover decided to make New York
City his permanent center of operations. On December 3, 1940, he and Lou
moved into Suite 31-A in the Waldorf Towers of the Waldorf-Astoria Hotel,
where he principally resided for the remainder of his life."” Here he would
write most of his Magnum Opus and much else.

The election setback of 1940 did nothing to dampen Hoover’s aversion to
Roosevelt’s foreign policy. In fact, it soon led to a new front in their personal
war. For a number of months Hoover had been looking for ways to augment
the humanitarian work he had undertaken for Poland the year before, if pos-
sible with appropriations from the Polish government in exile and other for-
eign governments.'® On February 29 he had actually testified before Congress
(while Roosevelt was out of town) on behalf of a $20,000,000 governmental
appropriation for aid to the suffering Poles.”" As the European war spread in
the spring and summer of 1940, so did the breadth of Hoover’s design. In mid
May, as the Belgian army was reeling before the German invasion, he created
the Commission for Relief in Belgium, a namesake of the organization that
had catapulted him to fame in 1914."> Two weeks later he joined representa-
tives of eleven other private American relief agencies in establishing the Allied
Relief Fund to raise money for “civilian relief in Europe.” The parties agreed
that the money they raised would be funneled solely to an “American Relief
Administration,” chaired by Hoover, which would immediately set up “an or-
ganization for distribution in Europe.”'®®

Meanwhile—and perhaps not entirely by coincidence—Franklin Roose-
velt and the American Red Cross were swinging into action. On May 10 the
Red Cross (“our official national volunteer relief agency”) appealed to the
American people to contribute at least $10,000,000 for a European war relief
fund; the drive eventually collected twice that amount.'** Although Hoover
dutifully supported this drive (as he had earlier promised), privately he sus-
pected the worst. From an informant he heard that Franklin and Eleanor
Roosevelt had met with Norman Davis and decided to prevent Hoover from
leading the European relief effort. Instead, they supposedly intended to send
Eleanor to France to take charge.'’
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A few weeks later, as the war zone in Europe became flooded with hapless
refugees, President Roosevelt asked Congress to appropriate $50,000,000 in
taxpayer money to assist the Red Cross in coping with destitution “in other
lands.*** Congress obliged.'” When an admirer of Hoover’s suggested that
FDR select Hoover to handle such a fund, Roosevelt promised to give it “very
careful consideration.”*® But when it came time in July to set up administra-
tive procedures for the appropriated money, the president ordered two mem-
bers of his Cabinet to work with the Red Cross.'®

A week later Hoover glumly confessed to a friend that “Mr. Roosevelt
does not intend to allow us to have any hand in it [European relief] if he can
help it, even though people starve.””° Hoover was probably referring not to
Roosevelt’s favoritism for the Red Cross but to his attitude toward the larger
scheme Hoover now had in mind. In the summer of 1940, Hoover (and many
other seasoned observers) believed that much of war-torn Europe faced the
likelihood of a terrible famine in which millions of adults and children might
die.”" To avert it, Hoover dispatched his friend Hugh Gibson and another
representative to London and Berlin, respectively, to explore establishing an
American-led, neutral relief mission acceptable to the warring British and
Germans. The mission would import and distribute food to the civilian popu-
lations of German-occupied Poland, Norway, the Netherlands, and Belgium,
where, he said, there were 18,000,000 persons “who are going to die unless
food is gotten to them at once.”"”

His proposal—modeled on his successful experience in Belgium in World
War I—was straightforward. The Germans must promise not to seize any im-
ported food or any domestic produce of the four conquered nations. They
must permit the neutral relief agency to control food distribution and to
verify that the Germans were complying with their guarantees. The British
must permit food cargoes to pass unmolested through their naval blockade
of enemy-held territory. The governments in exile of the four countries must
furnish the money for the undertaking: a sum Hoover reckoned at twenty to
forty million dollars a month.”

In mid August, after a leak in the British press, Hoover publicly floated
his proposal.” From the outset the portents were not good. Although the
Germans seemed amenable, the British government under Winston Chur-
chill plainly loathed to permit any weakening of their best weapon: their naval
blockade. The conquered populations were the Germans’ responsibility, the
British contended, and the Germans had food enough to meet it if they de-

sired. Even if the Germans kept their hands off any imported cargoes, massive
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imports would reduce the economic pressure on them.” In a speech before
Parliament on August 20, Prime Minister Churchill categorically refused
to permit food to pass through the blockade to the “subjugated peoples.” It
would only “prolong the agony” and benefit the Nazis.”

Hoover was fit to be tied. Years later he publicly accused Churchill of will-
fully misrepresenting the terms of his proposal and of ignoring the careful
conditions that Hoover had attached to ensure German compliance."”” Pri-
vately he suspected that Churchill’s unyielding attitude had been “either ap-
proved or coached on by Washington.” From Gibson in London he learned
that success there was “impossible” unless Hoover secured “the prior ap-
proval” of the Roosevelt administration—something he had no reason to
expect.” Roosevelt and the Red Cross were sabotaging his every move, he
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complained to a friend in mid August.”” “The New Dealers would rather see

the people of Central Europe starve than to see the opposition have anything
to do with any kind of constructive or humanitarian action.”"*

Stymied in London, Hoover decided to hold his fire until after the elec-
tion. Then, if the Republicans won, he would “make short and swift work of
these attitudes in Washington.”™ “I cannot let the fate of these 30 millions of
people rest where it is,” he confided to Hugh Gibson in October; “I shall break
loose as soon as the election is over.”**?

Roosevelt’s reelection did not deter him in the least. On November 15,
1940, in an address at Vassar College, Hoover appealed for a massive inter-
national relief program for the “five little nations” of Finland, Norway, the
Netherlands, Belgium, and Central Poland: 37,000,000 people, “of whom
about 15 million are children.” Four of these five nations were under German
occupation. To achieve his objective, he explained, the Germans must agree
to certain controls and outside supervision, and the British must allow food
ships to pass through their blockade."™ That same day he published a power-
ful article in Collier’s entitled “Feed Hungry Europe.”*** The great Hooverian
publicity blitz had begun.

In Washington, Franklin Roosevelt was worried. Although most Americans
strongly sympathized with the British in their war with Nazi Germany, many
Americans were uneasy about a possibly imminent famine in the German-
held “little democracies.””® If American public opinion should blame the Brit-
ish blockade for such a catastrophe, it could harm the British cause and greatly
complicate Roosevelt’s pro-British foreign policy. On November 28 the presi-
dent conferred about Hoover’s initiatives with Norman Davis and Thomas
W. Lamont of the J. P. Morgan Company, who had recently met with Hoover.

Lamont promised to do what he could to keep Hoover under control.'*
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On December 7, 1940, Hoover officially launched the National Commit-
tee on Food for the Five Small Democracies, with himself as honorary chair-
man and his team of past relief associates in key positions. The committee’s
stated purpose was simple: to give “expression” to American “feeling” that
something be done to save the people of the five German-occupied small
democracies from impending starvation. Specifically, it proposed to “raise
a voice on behalf of these people” so that the German and British govern-
ments would enact agreements with a “neutral organization” that would
implement a feeding program.”®” Put more plainly, Hoover proposed (as he
said privately) “to break down the barriers against food to the five small de-
mocracies.”® Because the biggest barrier by far was the recalcitrant British
government, Hoover’s coming propaganda campaign would be directed al-
most entirely at London.

It did not take long for London to respond. Three days later, on Decem-
ber 10, the British ambassador to the United States formally announced
that His Majesty’s Government would not grant permission for the pas-
sage of food through its naval blockade. Any such “scheme” as Hoover’s, he
said, “under present conditions” would be “of material assistance to Ger-
many’s war effort” and “thereby postpone the day of liberation” of the sub-
ject peoples. The “risk of starvation” on the continent, he added, had been
“greatly exaggerated.”"

Now commenced a protracted struggle by Hoover to open the door that
Churchill’s government had just slammed shut. Try as he might to overcome
various objections, the former president got nowhere. The British—backed
to the hilt by the Roosevelt administration—refused to yield.”® In the win-
ter of 1941 Roosevelt’s undersecretary of state, Sumner Welles, hinted to the
press that Hoover might be subject to punishment under the Logan Act for
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negotiating with foreign governments on his food plan."” Roosevelt himself

evidently told diplomats from the “five small democracies” that they might
get food relief more easily if Hoover were not involved in the matter.”

Roosevelt’s opposition to Hoover’s crusade could be expected. Harder to
take were the increasingly hostile attacks by some of the nation’s most vocal
pro-British citizens, who denounced his plan repeatedly in public forums. It
would weaken Britain, they said, and strengthen Britain’s enemy.”” In some
circles he was accused of spreading anti-British propaganda and even of being
an Anglophobe."*

Despite the opposition, Hoover mustered considerable support for his hu-
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manitarian crusade, particularly among the nation’s religious leaders.” Many

Americans agreed with him that a way must be found to rescue millions of
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innocents from privation and pestilence.” Hoover himself could not bear “to
stand still and witness the useless and preventable starvation” of ten to twenty
million people.”” But the winds of war were blowing against his transnational
project. To win out, he must either pressure the British to relent (out of fear of
antagonizing American public opinion) or compel Roosevelt to put pressure
on the British (for the same reason). It was a tough sell, made all the more so
by what he considered hysterical attacks, misrepresentations, and smears.

It is unnecessary to recount here the innumerable maneuvers and machi-
nations that marked this yearlong battle (Hoover eventually told much of the
story himself).” What is most noteworthy, in the present context, is the resi-
due of indignation that the tempest left in his soul. Some years later, in his
published account of this episode, the Quaker-born humanitarian described
Churchill as “a militarist of the extreme school who held that the incidental
starvation of women and children was justified if it contributed to the earlier
ending of the war by victory."”” For Roosevelt—who had done so much to
undercut him—Hoover’s anger found expression in another place: his Mag-
num Opus.”®

While Hoover was attempting in vain to re-create on a grander scale his
Belgian relief commission of World War I, he was also striving to stop what
he saw as Roosevelt’s march toward war. In January 1941 FDR asked Con-
gress to approve a gigantic military assistance plan for Great Britain and its
allies known as Lend-Lease. In the words of the New York Times, the pro-
posed legislation would confer on the president “practically unlimited power
to place American war equipment, new and old, at the disposal of foreign na-
tions in the interest of the defense of the United States.”>” Hoover strenuously
objected—not to military assistance per se (which he endorsed) but to the
extraordinary discretionary powers that the legislation would give the presi-
dent. This bill, Hoover charged, “would abolish the Congress for all practical
purposes.”*® It would surrender to the president “the power to make war,”
reduce Congress to a “rubber stamp,” and empower him “to drive the country
still further toward a national socialist state.” It would enable him to become
the “real dictator of opposition policies to the Axis.” In truth, he lamented to
a friend, it was “a war bill, yet 95 per cent of the people think it is only aid to
Britain.””

As signed into law on March 11, the Lend-Lease Act was a remarkable piece
oflegislation. It authorized the president, “in the interest of national defense,”
to order the head of any agency of the federal government to manufacture “or
otherwise procure” any “defense article” for “the government of any country
whose defense the President deems vital to the defense of the United States.”

1 « Editor’s Introduction



The act further authorized the commander in chief to sell, lease, lend, or oth-
erwise dispose of such “defense articles” on any terms he deemed satisfac-
tory, to a value of up to $1,300,000,000.” Winston Churchill later acclaimed
the enormous aid package as “without question the most unsordid act in the
whole of recorded history”** Hoover, although content with the aid itself,
saw something far more sinister: a congressional abdication of power of in-
credible magnitude.

In the aftermath of the Lend-Lease debate, Hoover became increasingly
discouraged. The bill, he predicted on March 9, “will further channel the
public mind into the rapids which lead inevitably to military war’—a war
which would probably last twenty years.** Convinced that the United States
was now in the midst of a “war psychosis,” he expected the country to be
in “active war within 9o days.””” He remarked, with gallows humor, that he
might not be taking a fishing trip next summer because “I may be in a concen-
tration camp by that time.”

Early in April, in reply to a journalist’s query, Hoover attempted to proph-
esy what would happen in the war during the next six months. The Ameri-
can people, he wrote, “do not realize that they have been pulled into a war
without any constitutional or democratic process—but they will realize it
before six months are over.” He predicted that the United States would begin
convoying ships to Great Britain, with resultant hostile engagements with
German submarines and the loss of American lives. He predicted that “the
combined policies and propaganda from Washington, the unrestricted Brit-
ish propaganda, the steady impact of the New York intellectuals, the killing of
Americans, [and] the further outrages which will be committed by Hitler will
cause a steady rise in war psychosis that cannot be stemmed.” Of his eighteen
predictions, the final one was the most arresting: “Western civilization has
consecrated itself to making the world safe for Stalin.”**

Wariness toward the Soviet Union and detestation of its ideology were
nothing new for Hoover, of course. In the spring of 1940, after Russia’s ag-
gression against Finland, he had published a magazine article condemning
Roosevelt’s recognition of Soviet Russia as “a gigantic political and moral mis-
take.” It had given “the mark of respectability” to the Bolshevik regime and
had opened the door to its penetration and “poisoning” of American politi-
cal and cultural life. The New Deal was not Communist, said Hoover, but “it
has neither refused [the Communists’] aid nor properly exorcised them from
New Deal support.”™*

It was not communist subversion at home, however, that was disturbing
Hoover in the spring of 1941 as much as what the world would look like if the
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war did not end soon. On February 28, 1941, he visited Secretary of State Cor-
dell Hull on relief business. During their conversation Hull briefed him on
the war and divulged some surprising information: the Germans had massed
1,250,000 soldiers on the Russian frontier, and the Russians were “scared to
death”"

Although Hull believed that Germany would ultimately move against Rus-
sia, he also told Hoover that Germany would attack Britain ferociously very
soon.”” The Germans wanted to conquer the world, Hull exclaimed. If Britain
fell, the Germans would immediately lure South America into their orbit and
then attack the United States.

Hoover emphatically disagreed. He had, he said, “entirely another thesis”:
that the Germans had “no intention” of attacking the Western Hemisphere,
“at least for a very long time.” Once they “had settled with the British,” he
prophesied, they would try “to dominate Russia.” The Germans were “a sol-
dier people not a sea people.” Russia “could be had with two Army Corps,
while the Western Hemisphere would require gigantic sea equipment.” To
Hoover the Germans’ objective in the current war was to free themselves
from “eastern encirclement.” If the British and French had not opposed Ger-
man expansion in the south and east, Germany would have attacked there
instead of in the west. What they would have done to France and Britain af-
terward, he added, no one could say. But he was certain that there would have
been no war against the western allies until Germany could have consolidated
its “eastern acquisitions.”?

Hull’s assertion that a German invasion of Britain was imminent was one
of a number of factors that increased Hoover’s anxieties in the spring of 1941.
From America’s former ambassador to Great Britain, Joseph P. Kennedy, he
heard a prediction in April that Britain would give in within ninety days.**
From Kennedy and Colonel Truman Smith of the U.S. Army’s Military Intel-
ligence staff, he heard assertions that the British would make peace quickly
(or would have done so long ago) if it were not for their hope for a bailout by
Roosevelt.” Great Britain “cannot win” the war, Hoover remarked to Charles
Lindbergh on May 31.” As Hoover monitored rumors that Britain and Ger-
many were engaged in talks for a negotiated peace agreement, he almost
seemed to be hoping for such an outcome.”” Then, presumably, Hitler could
resume his Drang nach Osten.

Hitler, it turned out, decided not to wait. On June 22, 1941, the Nazi dicta-
tor hurled his legions against communist Russia. Instantly Winston Churchill
offered to aid the Russians in a common struggle against the “bloodthirsty
guttersnipe” in Berlin.”® Nearly as quickly, the Roosevelt administration
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signaled its willingness to consider opening the spigots of Lend-Lease to the
Russians if they held out.*”

To Hoover the stunning turn of events in Eastern Europe radically trans-
formed the nature of the war and provided new impetus for America to stay
out. For one thing, he told the press on June 23, the German attack in the East
greatly relieved the pressure on the British.”

As it happened, Hoover had been planning another major address on the
war to the American people. He now saw an opportunity to change the course
of world history. To his confidant John C. O’Laughlin he wrote on June 26:

I am convinced Germany will defeat Russia and dispose of that infecting
center of Communism. And I am convinced that at the end of the campaign,
which I think will move rapidly, that Hitler will propose terms to the British
that they will accept. I am hoping for this speech only that it may help stay

our hands from the trigger until these events arrive.*!

It was a remarkable disclosure. If Hoover’s geopolitical scenario played out as
he expected, Nazi Germany would soon be the unchallenged master of con-
tinental Europe, Great Britain would be forced into a modus vivendi, and the
war would end—before (he hoped) the United States could intervene.
Three nights later, Hoover spoke to the American people on national radio.
For the rest of his days, he considered this speech the most important one
of his life. In the course of rebutting seven arguments for America’s enter-
ing the war, he exhorted his fellow citizens not to make an alliance with the
Soviet Union— “one of the bloodiest tyrannies and terrors ever erected in
history” Why should we hasten to the rescue of Stalin’s “militant Communist
conspiracy against the whole democratic ideals of the world”? To collabo-
rate now with the Soviets would make “the whole argument of our joining
the war to bring the four freedoms to mankind a gargantuan jest” When we
promised a few days earlier to help Russia, he added, the “ideclogical war to
bring the four freedoms to the world died spiritually” Moreover, if the United
States now entered the war and won, we would have “won for Stalin the grip
of Communism on Russia” and new opportunities for it to expand after the
war. “Joining in a war alongside Stalin to impose freedom is a travesty.””
Several years later, in his Magnum Opus, Hoover ridiculed many Ameri-
can observers who had expected the Germans swiftly to conquer the Soviet
Union.” At the time, though, he shared this expectation and was unper-
turbed.”* Even if the Germans won in the East, he argued, they would still
pose no military threat to the United States, “arm[ed] to the teeth” and im-
pregnable in the Western Hemisphere. “Evil ideas contain the germs of their
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own defeat,” he asserted. Hitler might prove victorious on the European
continent, but he would then be saddled with tens of millions of rebellious
subjects filled with “undying hate” When peace came, Hoover prophesied,
the Nazi system would “begin to go to pieces.” The once-free, conquered na-
tionalities of Europe would never accept “a new order based on slavery. . ..
Congquest always dies of indigestion.””*

No longer was the world conflict an unambiguous struggle “between tyr-
anny and freedom,” Hoover declared in August. The alliance of the British
with the Russians against Germany had destroyed “that illusion.”” Instead,
he was quite content to let the two evil dictators— Hitler and Stalin—fight it
out on their own. Be patient, he urged Americans in mid September; Hitler
was “on his way to be crushed by the vicious forces within his own regime.”
The danger of “ultimate totalitarian success” was “very much less than even
ten weeks ago.” The “fratricidal war” between Hitler and Stalin was weakening
both of them every day.””

Once again, in terms he later saw as prophetic, he solemnly warned his
countrymen “to take a long look now before we leap.” Russia was “rightly
defending herself against Nazi aggression,” but Russia was also “an aggressor
nation against democracies.” What will happen, he asked, “to the millions of
enslaved people of Russia and to all Europe and to our own freedoms if we
shall send our sons to win this war for Communism?”***

Often that summer it seemed to him that the country had succumbed to
a “war psychosis” as Roosevelt nudged the United States into an undeclared
war. On June 20 Hoover dedicated the towering building at Stanford Uni-
versity that would now be the home of the archives and library known as the
Hoover Institution on War, Revolution and Peace. “The purpose of this insti-
tution is to promote peace,” he declared. “Its records stand as a challenge to
those who promote war.” He called special attention to its remarkable collec-
tion of propaganda literature from World War I. “As war sanctifies murder,”
he declaimed, “so it sanctifies the lesser immoralities of lies.” These files at
the Institution are “a silent challenge to the intellectual honesty of all gov-
ernments when they go to war” Today, he pointedly observed, “belligerent
governments” were flooding America with similar propaganda in an attempt
“to mislead and becloud American thinking.”

Stanford’s most distinguished alumnus was therefore not amused when,
only a few weeks later, 176 members of his alma mater’s faculty signed a peti-
tion asking Americans to give President Roosevelt, as commander in chief,
“unified support” in the current “national emergency.” The professors also
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demanded “a more dynamic policy of action” against “the totalitarian men-
ace””* Hoover exploded in dismay:

The confusion of mind in American intellectuals over the United States
supporting Communism is almost beyond belief. And that is what these
Stanford professors are doing. I wonder if it ever occurred to them what
would happen to the world if we entered the war and brought victory to

Russia.”!

Meanwhile, Hoover had become alarmed by developments in the Far East.
As early as the summer of 1940 he had privately criticized Roosevelt’s deci-
sion to curb American exports of scrap iron and aviation fuel to Japan. It was
“only sticking pins in a rattlesnake,” he charged. “Either we should leave this
thing alone or we will be drawn into real trouble.” In the summer and fall
of 1941, as President Roosevelt’s Far Eastern policy became more confronta-
tional, Hoover’s fears intensified. The administration’s “handling of the Japa-
nese situation is appalling to me,” he informed a close friend in August; it was
“based upon bluffing” If only America had “kept still these last three years,”
the Japanese “would have gone to pieces internally.** By September he was
convinced that FDR and his associates were “certainly doing everything they
can to get us into war through the Japanese back door.”* (Japan was a treaty
partner of Germany and Italy in the Axis alliance.) The “logical thing” for
Japan to do, Hoover mused, was “to take Eastern Siberia on the inevitable
break-up of Russia.” That would be in America’s interest, he contended; un-
fortunately, our de facto alliance with Russia seemed to foreclose such a Japa-
nese move.”

By mid autumn 1941, Hoover was deeply disheartened by what he saw as
Roosevelt’s devious maneuvers to bring America into war via Japan.”* On
November 1 he told a friend that war was now inevitable and might flare up
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in the Pacific within days.”” Increasingly that fall, a mood of fatalism gripped
him. Only a “negotiated peace” in Europe, he thought, could restrain the
United States from entering the war. He thought a settlement might well hap-
pen once Germany’s “Russian campaign” was over.**

The indefatigable noninterventionist pressed on. In November he pub-
lished a three-part series in the Saturday Evening Post that he soon published as
abook called America’s First Crusade, a memoir (written, he said, in 1934-35)
of his experiences at the Versailles peace conference of 1919. It was a doleful
tale of naive American idealism thwarted and betrayed by European wicked-

ness (the obvious moral: it could happen again).?® On November 19 he took
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to the airwaves, arguing that the war in Europe had reached a stalemate and
that it would be a “futile waste of American life” to send an expeditionary
force overseas.”** Hoover also struggled, unsuccessfully, to stop Roosevelt and
Congress from weakening what was left of the Neutrality Act.* Just days be-
fore Pearl Harbor, he helped a New York attorney representing the Japanese
embassy get in touch (through Bernard Baruch) with President Roosevelt, in
a desperate, last-ditch attempt to achieve a modus vivendi between Japan and
the United States.®

Convinced by mid November that war was imminent, Hoover and his
diplomat-friend Hugh Gibson began working on a book about what the ulti-
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mate peace should be when the coming war was over.”* Hoover’s frustration

was on full display in a letter to Alf M. Landon on November 29:

I have felt that what we stand for in this mess is a limited objective, i.e., pre-
paredness and aid to the democracies. Any enlargement of this objective is
wicked for four consequences: to attempt a military ending of the war by our
friends is a futility and a gigantic waste of life and resources; if we won the
war, the result in a lasting peace is a futility; we shall have created some sort
of collective system in the United States; aid to Russia may sound practical
now but we and the world will pay dearly for this debauchery of the ideals

of freedom.**

Just over aweeklater, Japanese bombs at Pear] Harbor put an end to Hoover’s
ordeal. Since 1938 he had crusaded unremittingly for three objectives: his elec-
tion as president in 1940, providing sustenance to millions of war-numbed and
hungry Europeans, and keeping America out of overseas military conflicts.
He had lost, and lost decisively, on every front. Immediately and patriotically,
Hoover pledged his support of the nation’s war against Japan. “The President
took the only line of action open to any patriotic American,” he announced
on December 8. “He will and must have the full support of the entire country.
We have only one job to do now and that is to defeat Japan.”*** Among close
friends, though, he remained “unreconstructed.” “You and I know” (he said to
one of them the day after Pearl Harbor) “that this continuous putting pins in
rattlesnakes finally got this country bitten.”** To another he wrote, “The day
will come when this war will be put into the scales of judgment, and when this
time comes you and I will be found to have been right.”**

Despite his public contribution to national unity, Hoover was certain that
the White House would never ask for his services during the war.”** Neverthe-
less, on at least two occasions he tried. Early in 1942 he put out a feeler to the
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White House through the publisher John C. O’Laughlin, only to discover,
to his surprise, that FDR held some kind of grievance against him. Neither
Hoover nor O’Laughlin ever wrote down what it was.”* For his part, Hoover
could not forget that throughout Roosevelt’s presidency the White House
had been “the source of direct and indirect personal attacks”™—something
“unique,” so far as Hoover knew, “in the history of the White House.”*

A little later in the war, as manpower problems caused dislocations on the
home front, Hoover again signaled his availability for service, this time via his
friend Bernard Baruch. But when the financier touted Hoover’s name at the
White House, Roosevelt refused. “Well, I'm not a Jesus Christ,” he said. “I'm

not going to raise him from the dead.”"'

And so Hoover was condemned to “four years of frustration.”> To be sure,
the years between Pear] Harbor and V-J day were not unproductive. As al-
ways, the Chief kept busy. With Hugh Gibson he wrote a best-selling book,
The Problems of Lasting Peace, which evoked much discussion and probably
steered the Republican Party toward a nonisolationist posture in the post-
war world.”® He strove to strengthen the already magnificent archives of his
Hoover Institution at Stanford University. He remained active in the Republi-
can Party and endeavored to curb the influence in it of Wendell Willkie, whose
liberal “one worldism” he despised. He spoke frequently on food production
problems and other domestic issues, often to the irritation of President Roo-
sevelt. From time to time he tried in vain to revive his proposal for a neu-
tral relief program for the German-occupied small democracies. He watched
with disappointment in 1942 when Roosevelt appointed Herbert Lehman,
the Democratic governor of New York, to lead the new United Nations Relief
and Rehabilitation Administration (UNRRA), an analogue of the American
Relief Administration (ARA) that Hoover had led with great success in 1919.
Hoover met Lehman, proffered advice, and returned to the sidelines where
he remained, largely ignored. In late 1944, as the end of fighting in Europe
loomed, Hoover remarked sadly: “This Administration will not let us within
a mile of relief this time. We will have to sit by and see them mess it up.”**

And always he kept his eye on the war. As late as July 1942 he expected that
Soviet Russia would collapse under the Nazi onslaught and that the ultimate
peace would at least be “more lasting with that center of a furnace of revo-
lution in other countries eliminated.”>* But as the war raged on and Russia
did not collapse, his apprehensions mounted. By mid 1944 he was gloomily
convinced that “the Stalin form of Communism” was inevitable for Poland,

Yugoslavia, five other East European states, and possibly Germany as well.**

Herbert Hoover’s Mysterious Magnum Opus « lvii



That autumn found Hoover in near despair. “[ T Jhere is no island of safety in
the world,” he lamented.”” “The whole world is rapidly moving toward Col-
lectivism in some form.”>*

Perhaps, in retrospect, it might have been better for Roosevelt if he had
given his rival some constructive part to play in the war effort. It might have
kept Hoover occupied and away from his role as FDR’s foremost antagonist.
As it happened, in the four years after Pearl Harbor the former president—
for all his other activities—found abundant time on his hands: time to start
work on his memoirs, including the chunk that became his Magnum Opus.

The crusader-prophet against Roosevelt’s foreign policy was about to be-
come a crusader-historian.

“The biggest subject | have ever undertaken”

In a sense, the Magnum Opus was born on December 7, 1941. Hoover was
convinced that the Roosevelt administration, by its “trade restrictions”
against Japan and other “provocations,” had driven the Japanese government
into a corner, from which, like a rattlesnake, it had struck back at Pearl Harbor.
The very next day, Hoover asked his intimate friend William R. Castle Jr., who
had served as his undersecretary of state, to “preserve every record and every
recollection” bearing on the background of the war with Japan that had just
begun (see appendix, Document 1). He told Castle and Edgar Rickard that he
intended to write a book on the diplomatic negotiations leading up to Pearl
Harbor. He was positive that he could demonstrate that the war in the Pacific
could have been averted.”’

By March 1942 Hoover was busy collecting documents on America’s rela-
tions with Japan since 1930.”° He had even begun to write the opening chap-
ters of his volume (see appendix, Document 3).*' As part of his preparation,
early in 1942 he compiled the first handwritten drafts of a sprawling “diary”
for 1938—41.2 It was not a true diary (composed at the time of the events
it describes) but a retroactively created desk calendar of world happenings
during those years. In later versions the “diary” incorporated copies of some
of his most relevant correspondence, citations to his speeches, and his pithy
comments on the events listed in his chronology.*® In its final form, the com-
pendium comprised nearly 1,400 typewritten pages.***

Hoover seems to have intended this document to serve as an aide-mémoire.
In due course it became a building block and research tool for his narrative
memoir/history of World War II.
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While constructing his diary outline, Hoover persisted in other habits that
were to serve him well as a memoirist and historian. Throughout the Sec-
ond World War, a number of distinguished and well-connected Americans
called on Hoover from time to time at his quarters in the Waldorf-Astoria in
New York City and shared “inside” news about President Roosevelt’s conduct
of the war. These visitors included former Ambassador Joseph P. Kennedy,
Colonel Truman Smith of U.S. Army Intelligence, Ambassador Patrick Hur-
ley, Bernard Baruch, James A. Farley, and the journalists Constantine Brown
and H. V. Kaltenborn. Their briefings and revelations whetted Hoover’s de-
termination to set the historical record straight. After these meetings, he rou-
tinely prepared memoranda of the conversations for his files: source material

2 (In the appendix, Documents 2 and 7 are

for his eventual Magnum Opus.
examples.)

During the war the former president also received, on a more-or-less
weekly basis, lengthy, single-spaced, typewritten letters on events in Wash-
ington from his longtime confidant Colonel John C. O’Laughlin, publisher
of the Army and Navy Journal.*** O’Laughlin was on intimate terms with the
U.S. Army’s leadership, including General George C. Marshall, and was able
to supply Hoover with a wealth of information and gossip that kept the
Chief au courant. Some of this data eventually found its way into the Mag-
num Opus.

Hoover appears soon to have abandoned his projected book on U.S.-Japan
relations before Pearl Harbor—though not his intense curiosity about the
subject. Roosevelt’s “lost statesmanship” toward Japan, in fact, became one of
the dominant themes of the volume in your hands. But in 1942 Hoover was
not yet ready for an intellectual assault on FDR’s Far Eastern foreign policy.
Now nearing seventy, the ex-president had other fish to fry first: notably his
memoirs.

In July 1940, as mentioned earlier, Hoover began to compose his memoirs
in earnest.”” By December the early portion (apparently covering his life be-
fore 1914) was complete.”®® In the summer of 1942 he commenced what even-
tually became volume II1.** In 1943-44 he turned to drafting volume IIL.*"
In the spring of 1944 he revised volume I; later in the year he turned back to
volume IL>"

In these as well as other book projects to come, his practice was invari-
ant. First, he wrote a section of his manuscript in longhand; one of his staft
of secretaries then typed it. Then, using his ever-present pencil, he corrected
and revised the typescript, which was then retyped and returned to him for
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further revisions, a back-and-forth process that might go on for some time.
All the while, Hoover would be composing and revising other segments of
his manuscript in the same manner. When Hoover considered the revisionary
process well advanced, he would send out a large batch of typescript pages to a
printer, who would convert them into page proofs, in order (it seems) to give
Hoover a sense of how his manuscript would look in print. Then he would
proceed to edit and revise the printer’s handiwork. In due time, it might go
back to the printer for resetting. It was a laborious process as well as a costly
one: the charge for preparing page proofs must have been substantial. But
Hoover liked his books done this way and never wavered from his procedure
until the invention of xeroxing.””

To assist him, he employed several secretaries headed by Bernice “Bunny”
Miller, who joined him at the end of 1940 and remained until the early 1960s.
One ofhis staff, Loretta F. Camp, arrived late in 1941 and stayed until his death;
in time she became the principal office manager of the Magnum Opus.”” In
the spring of 1943 Hoover hired a young Yale instructor in economics named
Arthur Kemp to assist him in preparing speeches and writings on agricultural
issues. Kemp worked only a few weeks before entering the U.S. Army Air
Force, but the experience had been mutually agreeable. Soon after the war he
returned to Hoover’s employ in an enhanced role.””*

On January 7, 1944, Hoover’s beloved wife, Lou, died suddenly at their
home in the Waldorf-Astoria, less than three months short of her seventi-
eth birthday. As Hoover strove to cope with his loss, he poured his energies
into preparing his burgeoning memoirs. By June he had completed a bound
page proof edition covering most of his life from his birth in 1874 to 1921 (the
eventual volume I). By November, he had assembled bound page proof edi-
tions for his years as secretary of commerce (volume II) and as President
(volume III): in all, more than nine hundred printed pages.””

Up to this point, most of Hoover’s as yet unpublished memoirs had fo-
cused on himself and his extraordinary achievements—in mining engineer-
ing, humanitarian work, and government service. But what would he write
next, about the still-unfolding phase of his life after 1932—after his rejection
at the polls by the American people?

More than any other former president in American history (with the pos-
sible exceptions of Richard Nixon and Jimmy Carter), Hoover in his later years
was a man driven by an unceasing quest for vindication. And more than most
of the individuals who have made it to the White House, he was animated
by a deeply held political and social philosophy and by a vision of America
as a “lamp of liberty” among nations. These facts—and his deepening alarm
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at the New Deal’s challenge to his philosophy and vision—drove him into
the next, and most contentious, phase of his memoirs project. If he could
not win political redemption for himself at the polls, he might at least gain
an ideological victory in print by documenting his unbending resistance to
America’s wrong turning since 1933. For Hoover, then, the latter part of his
memoirs would be the continuation of his war on Rooseveltian liberalism by
other means.

Hoover’s writing now developed along two tracks. In the autumn of 1944
he began to compose what was in effect the fourth volume of his projected
memoirs. He entitled it Twelve Years 1932—1944; eventually he renamed it

Collectivism Comes to America.r™

Its subject was his crusade in the 1930s
against “the creeping collectivism of the New Deal.””

That same autumn, he wrote out the first rough chapters of a parallel vol-
ume devoted to World War II and his fight to keep America out of it. He
referred to the manuscript informally as the “War Book.” An early table of
contents bore the title “Volume V: World War I1”?* It was the embryo of what
became the Magnum Opus.

In an early chapter completed (after several revisions) on December 13,
Hoover offered a précis of his argument (appendix, Document 6). Of Frank-
lin Roosevelt he wrote:

It is my conviction that during the year 1938 until some time after the begin-
ning of the war (September, 1939) Roosevelt did not wish to go to war, but
his interventionism was simply the time-honored red herring to divert public
attention from the failure of the New Deal, to restore employment by playing
up dangers from abroad and engaging in power politics. This thesis of states-
manship was as old as Machiavelli.

But after the war began (September, 1939) Roosevelt pushed the country,
step by step, toward war, and every step was portrayed as “to keep us out of
war” or “short of war,” with scores of the most solemn assurances of his devo-
tion to peace and that American boys would never be sent into the fight on
foreign land or water.

After the election in 1940, however, the tone changed; there was no more
“short of war” or promises to keep out. On the contrary, soon in 1941 there
began a series of provocations and actions by the administration which
amounted to an undeclared war upon Germany, and a few months later upon

Japan.””

Clearly the course of events since Pearl Harbor had not shaken Hoover’s
convictions about the correctness of his prewar stance.”® And clearly the

Herbert Hoover’s Mysterious Magnum Opus + 1xi



“War Book” was to be no ordinary memoir. In the very first paragraph of his
précis chapter, he made a remarkable vow:

Not until the inner history of the events leading up to our entry into World
War Il are [sic] brought into the daylight can the final history of how we got

into it be written. And if I live long enough I propose to write that history.*

In the ensuing months—soon to be years and then decades—the Chief
was as good as his word. Early in 1945 his friend Edgar Rickard recorded
in his diary that Hoover was “preparing a careful treatise on events leading
up to the War, and I read much of material, which accuses F. D. R. of delib-
erately forcing us in, while publicly proclaiming he will not send our boys
overseas.”” During 1945, in fact—the year of the Allied victory— Hoover
labored at the first drafts of his critical history-cum-memoir, introducing
themes that became integral to his revisionist interpretation: for example,
that the Tehran summit conference of December 1943—not the Yalta con-
ference of February 1945—had been the truly catastrophic turning point
for the postwar settlement. “It was here,” Hoover charged in late 1945, “that
Churchill and Roosevelt acquiesced in Russian annexation of the Baltic
States, Western Finland, Western [Eastern] Poland, Bessarabia and various
other unilateral actions.”*

In one draft, dated November 15, 1945, Hoover wrote scathingly of the
contrast between President Roosevelt’s idealistic “Four Freedoms” procla-
mation of 1941 and the actual condition of the postwar world. Roosevelt had
defined the first freedom as “freedom of speech and expression— everywhere
in the world.” “Yet,” Hoover rejoined, “150 million people of nations in Europe
have far less of it, if any at all, than before the war” In 1941 Roosevelt had ac-
claimed his vision as “a definite basis for the kind of world attainable in our
own time and generation.” To which Hoover, in 1943, retorted: “Did any man
or woman of the remotest thought or understanding believe a word of this? It
was soapbox oratory from a man who knew better—and it stirred the emo-
tions of the ignorant to acquiesce in their Golgotha.”>**

Initially Hoover intended to include in volume V an account of his unsuc-
cessful crusade for food relief for civilians in Nazi-occupied Europe during
World War I1—the effort that Roosevelt and Churchill had blocked.** Before
long, however, the ex-president decided to tell this story separately, in a sixth
volume of his memoirs. Thus the “War Book” or Magnum Opus proper be-
came exclusively focused on the (mis)conduct and baleful consequences of
the Second World War.
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Early in 1946, Arthur Kemp—freshly discharged from the United States
military—returned to Hoover’s entourage in New York City. The thirty-year-
old academic took a position as an assistant professor of economics (while
working toward his doctorate) at New York University. He also became
Hoover’s research assistant, an essentially half-time job that he filled for the
next seven years.”*

As a trained economist (and unabashed conservative), Kemp helped
Hoover research and revise his third volume of memoirs, which analyzed the
Great Depression and defended Hoover’s record.” But the young professor’s
principal responsibility was to work with the Chief on the “War Book.” In
part this entailed meticulous fact-checking and suggesting possible changes

in Hoover’s drafts.?®

But mostly Hoover relied on Kemp to scout out and
appraise the growing array of memoirs, monographs, government publica-
tions, and other historical source material on the war that was making its way,
year by year, into print: sources like the Congressional Pearl Harbor hearings,
the transcripts of the Nuremburg war crimes trials, the documentary com-
pendia in the U.S. State Department’s Foreign Relations series, and Winston
S. Churchill’s multivolume history of the Second World War. After perusing
a relevant work, Kemp usually prepared a brief book report for Hoover and
identified excerpts from the work for his secretaries to copy and for Hoover
to use if desired. Between 1946 and 1953 Kemp spent innumerable hours as
Hoover’s designated reader.””

With Kemp’s return in early 1946, work on the “War Book” shifted into
even higher gear. In a memorandum to the new research assistant in mid
February (Document 8), Hoover instructed him to examine the entire man-
uscript for grammar, diction, vocabulary, and “any doubtful points” and to
“[b]ear in mind the 12 theses.” Among them:

a. War between Russia and Germany was inevitable.

b. Hitler’s attack on Western Democracies was only to brush them out
of his way.

c. There would have been no involvement of Western Democracies
had they not gotten in his (Hitler’s) way by guaranteeing Poland
(March, 1939).

d. Without prior agreement with Stalin this constituted the greatest
blunder of British diplomatic history. . ..

f. The United States or the Western Hemisphere were never in danger
of invasion by Hitler.

Herbert Hoover’s Mysterious Magnum Opus + Ixiii



h [sic]. This was even less so when Hitler determined to attack Stalin.

i. Roosevelt, knowing this about November, 1940, had no remote
warranty for putting the United States in war to “save Britain”
and/ or saving the United States from invasion.

j- The use of the Navy for undeclared war on Germany was
unconstitutional. . . .

l. The Japanese war was deliberately provoked. . .. >

Here, obviously, was no gentle memoir or detached scholarly study in the
making. Hoover knew what he believed. What he needed—and what he was
sure existed—was the incontrovertible evidence to sustain his astounding
claims.

Always he was on the lookout for fresh data and fresh corroboration of
his “theses.” In a conversation with General Douglas MacArthur in Tokyo
in May 1946 (Document 9), Hoover asserted that “the whole Japanese war
was a madman’s desire to get into war”—an unmistakable allusion to Franklin
Roosevelt. MacArthur agreed and further concurred with Hoover that the
Roosevelt administration’s imposition of economic sanctions on Japan in
July 1941 had been “provocative”™—so much so that it had made war nearly
certain. MacArthur also seconded another of Hoover’s favorite theses: that
Roosevelt could have come to terms with the peace-minded Japanese prime
minister, Prince Konoye, in the early autumn of 1941, when Konoye had
sought a rapprochement with the United States in the Far East. Roosevelt’s
response to Konoye’s initiative was to play prominently in the drama of the
Magnum Opus.

Meanwhile, as the founder/benefactor of the Hoover Institution on War,
Revolution and Peace, the Chief redoubled his efforts to acquire unique and
invaluable historical documentation from around the world concerning the
recent global cataclysm and its aftermath. Even before the war was over, he
had obtained the files of the America First Committee and had secured about
$235,000 in gifts and pledges for postwar collecting activities. On a trip to
Europe in 1946, he acquired portions of the diary of Nazi Germany’s deceased
propaganda minister, Joseph Goebbels, as well as the files of the wartime Pol-

1 Soon the Hoover Institution would be a home for a num-

ish underground.
ber of exiled, anticommunist, European scholars as well as a trove of historical
treasure on which Hoover relied for his own research.

Asif all this were not enough to occupy him, in 1946 Hoover—at President
Truman’s request— conducted a worldwide survey of food and famine condi-

tions on five continents. The former president visited thirty-eight countries
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and traveled more than fifty thousand miles. The following year he returned
to Germany and Austria to reappraise conditions there.””> More than a decade
later, his experiences were to shape the final portion of his Magnum Opus.
Despite these interruptions, the preparation of his memoirs continued. By
mid 1947 the production of the “War Book” had advanced to the page proof
stage. It was now arranged strictly chronologically, with a chapter for each
year between 1938 and 1946. “Chapter,” though, is perhaps a misnomer; the
section for 1941 contained 240 pages. As returned from the printer in install-
ments that spring and summer, the manuscript (now labeled the “4th” or “sth”

23 It was but one of six volumes of

edition) encompassed 1,099 printed pages.
memoirs now in preparation.

Despite its gargantuan size and abundant detail, the latest version of vol-
ume V packed a considerable wallop, as the excerpts reprinted in the appen-
dix of this volume attest (Documents 12 and 13). With neither hesitation nor
apology, Hoover castigated the “lost statesmanship” of President Roosevelt
and declared flatly that “Mr. Roosevelt wanted war.” Although Hoover labeled
his work in progress a memoir, it increasingly resembled a prosecutor’s brief,
condemning Roosevelt—and Churchill, too—at the bar of history.

In mid 1947 Roosevelt’s successor, Harry Truman, invited Hoover to chair
anewly created federal agency: the prestigious Commission on the Organiza-
tion of the Executive Branch of the Government. Almost at once it became
known as the Hoover Commission. For the next year and a half, he directed
its deliberations at a pace that would have exhausted people half his age. Even
he had to slow down for a spell after contracting a case of shingles.”*

Nevertheless, in 1948 he somehow found time to revise parts of what be-
came volumes II and III of his memoirs.”® And the “War Book” was never
distant from his thoughts. By the end of 1949 he had generated another proof
version, even longer than the 1947 one.””® As always, he was hungry for more.
In 1949 he asked his diplomat-friend William R. Castle Jr.—a fellow noninter-
ventionist—for extracts from his diary pertaining to Japanese American rela-
tions before the war.”” He asked the conservative columnist George Sokolsky
for help in compiling a list of known Communists and fellow travelers in the
Roosevelt administration in every year between 1933 and 1945 (Document 15).
It was a sign of an important new interest of Hoover’s in the aftermath of the
Alger Hiss case 0f 1948: the scope and significance of communist penetration
of the U.S. government during the Roosevelt-Truman years—indeed, the in-
fluence of “left wingers” generally in formulating American foreign policy in
this period, especially toward China. In 1950 Hoover hired a secretary to col-
lect the names of such persons from congressional hearings on communist
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subversion and similar sources and to keep her lists in a card file in his quar-

ters.”

Some of this data soon made its way into the Magnum Opus.

Hoover also took careful note of the rival “magnum opus” that Winston
Churchill was publishing under the title The Second World War. Hoover ad-
mired the literary excellence of Churchill’s work but not its substance and
criticized it severely in essay notes for his “War Book” (Documents 14 and
16). Eventually (for reasons we shall mention later), he decided to remove
these adverse commentaries from his manuscript.

For all its magnitude, Hoover’s “War Book” remained only one component
of his postpresidential memoirs. Early in 1950 he sent to the printer a two-
volume manuscript entitled Collectivism Comes to America, covering Franklin
Roosevelt’s first and second presidential terms. As set up in page proofs, it
totaled 538 pages.” In the preface to this tome (in effect, volume IV of his
Memoirs as they took shape), Hoover succinctly gave its raison d’étre:

I have prepared these memoirs for several purposes. First, to prove the follies
of our departure from the American system we have steadily builded over
300 years. Second, to strip polluted history of its falsehoods. That is neces-
sary if a people are to be guided by experience and truth. Third, to give the

views I held on these questions at the time.

He explained that he was dividing his postpresidential memoirs into three
series. The first he called The Crusade against Collectivism in America (another
name for the volume whose preface he was writing). The second he entitled
Memoirs upon the Foreign Policies of the United States, 1933-1947 (embracing
“my crusade to keep America out of World War II and an analysis of Roo-
sevelt’s foreign policies from 1933 to 1945 and their consequences”). This,
of course, was the Magnum Opus. This crusade, he remarked, had “failed at
Pearl Harbor through Roosevelt’s provocative and unconstitutional actions.”
The third series he labeled Food and Economics in the Second World War.>*
(Elsewhere he labeled it The Four Horsemen in World War II.) **

All this was only a segment of the even more immense autobiographical
undertaking in which he had been immersed, on and off, for nearly a decade.
On May 21, 1950, he informed Lewis Strauss that his memoirs had reached “an
advanced stage” covering no fewer than eight different topics:

1. 1874-1914— Private Life (which you have)
2. 1914-1919— Food and Reconstruction in World War I (which
you have)
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3. 1919-1929— Reconstruction in the United States (being my eight
years in the Department of Commerce)

4. 1929-1933 — Policies, Development and Reform (in one volume)

5. 1929-1933— The Great Depression and the Campaign of 1932 (in
one volume)

6. 1933-1940— Collectivism comes to the United States (in two
volumes)

7. 1938-1947—Foreign Policies of the United States (in three
volumes)

8. Food and Relief in World War II (or The Four Horsemen in World
War II) (in one volume.)*®

The accumulated page proofs probably exceeded three thousand printed
pages.

By now even Hoover seemed a bit uncertain about the dimensions of his
oeuvre. He told Strauss that item number 7 (the Magnum Opus) consisted of
three volumes and embraced the years 1938—47. Ten days later he informed
Strauss that it contained two volumes covering 1938—s0. He also disclosed
that he had “almost completed” it, along with the Collectivism Comes to Amer-
ica memoir and the Four Horsemen volume.*®

If Hoover seemed momentarily confused about what he had wrought, one
can imagine the state of mind, at times, of his secretaries as they typed, re-
typed, and proofread his multitudinous drafts. Years later Arthur Kemp ob-
served: “I often thought we were trying to write eight, ten, twelve volumes all
at once. This is the way he worked.”***

Late in 1950 Hoover initiated the publication of his autobiography. He se-
lected the Macmillan Company to be his publisher and Collier’s magazine for
serialization. The chief articles editor at Collier’s, Diana Hirsh, so impressed
him that he eventually hired her to edit a number of his other writings.**

In 195152 Macmillan published three volumes of The Memoirs of Herbert
Hoover. The first, subtitled Years of Adventure, 1874-1920, incorporated items
one and two on the May 1950 list he had sent to Lewis Strauss. The second,
subtitled The Cabinet and the Presidency, 1920~1933, embraced items three
and four. The third volume, subtitled The Great Depression, 1929—1941, in-
cluded item five and a portion of six.

Hoover’s conceptualization of his third volume was especially revealing,
both initself and as a clue to the concurrent shaping of the Magnum Opus. Es-
chewing the pleas of the historian Allan Nevins (who read the manuscript),**
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Hoover insisted on including in volume III not only an elaborate defense of
his anti-Depression policies as president but also a caustic critique of his suc-
cessor’s policies as well. Thus the final section of volume III (called “The Af-
termath”) drew heavily on the first half of his Collectivism Comes to America
manuscript and included titles such as “Fascism Comes to America” and
“Collectivism by Thought Control and Smear.” Hoover’s polemical intent
was further underscored by his choice of subtitle, suggesting that Roosevelt
and the New Deal had not ended the Great Depression but that World War II
had. Thus the third installment of Hoover’s published Memoirs turned out to
be a hybrid: part memoir and apologia and part indictment of “the spectacle
of Fascist dictation” that the New Deal had brought to American economic
life.**” Not for the last time, Hoover the crusading historian had eclipsed
Hoover the memoirist.**®

At this point the publication of Hoover’s Memoirs stopped. In May 1950
he had confided to a friend that his “Collectivism” book, “War Book,” and

“Four Horsemen” book “should not be issued for some years™®

—presumably
because of their explosive character and perhaps for fear of offending living
persons. This did not, however, prevent him from pressing forward with his
historical inquest. Sometime in 1950 he gave his “War Book” a new name—
Lost Statesmanship—another token of his didactic and prosecutorial intent.*
Arthur Kemp continued to provide him reports on the latest publications,™
and Hoover himself continued to edit and revise. No longer was the volume’s
cutoff date 1945 or even 1947; by the early 1950s its new terminus was the fall
of China to the Communists in 1949.

Not long after the election of 1952—which sent a Republican to the White
House for the first time in twenty years— Hoover completed another updat-
ing of Lost Statesmanship. As returned from the printer in early 1953, the proofs

32 To some in his en-

comprised eighty-nine chapters in 1,001 printed pages.
tourage who examined its contents, it contained Hoover’s finest writing ever.
One reader at the Hoover Institution exclaimed that it was “the most electric
history” she had ever read.*”® (Excerpts are reprinted in the appendix, Docu-
ments 17 and 18.) Fearlessly, lucidly, unsparingly, he laid out his indictment of

America’s wartime diplomatic follies and their terrible consequences.

The grip of Communism has spread from 200,000,000 of Russian people to
an Asiatic horde of over 900,000,000. Today it threatens all civilization. And
we have no peace.

I have shown in this memoir the road down which Roosevelt and Chur-

chill took mankind. I need not again repeat their acquiescences and their
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appeasements or their agreements with the greatest enemy of mankind. Their
declarations and secret agreements at Moscow in November, 1943, at Teheran
in December the same year, at Yalta in February, 1945. Truman, at Potsdam
in August, and his policies in China from 1945 to 1951 are the inscriptions
on tombstones which marked the betrayal of mankind. These peoples wal-
lowing in human slavery in their nightmarish dreams, may sometimes have
recollected these Roosevelt promises—Dbut only to awaken in a police state.

And Communism was still on the march threatening the rest of the

world.>"*

In a stirring, climactic chapter Hoover listed nineteen “gigantic errors” that
American and British policy makers had committed since 1933, including Roo-
sevelt’s recognition of Soviet Russia in 1933; the Anglo-French guarantee of
Poland in 1939; Roosevelt’s “undeclared war” of 1941 before Pearl Harbor; the
“tacit American alliance” with Russia after Hitler’s invasion in June 1941 (“the
greatest loss of statesmanship in all American history”); Roosevelt’s “total
economic sanctions” against Japan in the summer of 1941; his “contemptuous
refusal” of Japanese prime minister Konoye’s peace proposals that Septem-
ber; the headline-seeking “unconditional surrender” policy enunciated at the
Casablanca conference in 1943; the appeasing “sacrifice” of the Baltic states
and other parts of Europe to Stalin at the Moscow and Tehran conferences in
1943; Roosevelt’s “hideous secret agreement as to China at Yalta which gave
Mongolia and, in effect, Manchuria to Russia”; President Harry Truman’s
“immoral order to drop the atomic bomb” on Japan when the Japanese had
already begun to sue for peace; and Truman’s sacrifice of “all China” to the
Communists “by insistence of his left-wing advisors and his appointment of
General Marshall to execute their will.” As for Hoover’s own stance in these
years, the ex-president was unrepentant. “I was opposed to the war and every
step in it,” he wrote. “I have no apologies, no regrets.”"

Some years later Arthur Kemp suggested that if Hoover had published Lost
Statesmanship more or less in this form, and at this juncture, its “emotional
impact” would have been “tremendous.”*'® Appearing during the Korean War
and the ascendancy of Senator Joseph McCarthy, amid clamorous debates
over Roosevelt’s conduct at Yalta and the question of “who lost China,” such
a book might indeed have electrified the nation. Surprisingly— considering
the intensity of his convictions— Hoover continued to hold back. He had al-
ready indicated privately in 1950 and 1951 that his Magnum Opus would not be
published “for some years,”” a remark he repeated to Lewis Strauss on Febru-
ary 4, 1953.”" Instead, then, of racing to publish his sizzling manuscript while
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the political iron was hot, just six days later (February 10) he farmed it out to
Diana Hirsh—not for serialization by Collier’s but for still more editing and
feedback.* During the next several months (and perhaps longer), she carefully
corrected his manuscript and made suggestions for improvement.*® Hoover
paid her $2,500 (a not insubstantial sum in those days) for her assistance.”!

Meanwhile his hefty parallel volume— Collectivism Comes to America—
was undergoing its own growing pains. In the spring of 1951 he decided to con-
vert it into a book entitled The Years as Crusader, encompassing his “crusade
against collectivism” on the home front since 1933 as well as other subjects.’
By the spring of 1953 it had evolved into a book of forty-six chapters (all in
page proofs) renamed The Crusade Years, focusing on four topics: his private
life since leaving the White House; his crusade for “benevolent institutions”
(such as the Boys Clubs movement, which he headed); his “crusade” for re-
lief in Europe in World War II; and his anticollectivist “crusade” in domestic
politics in the 1930s and 1940s.* Hoover plainly savored the fighting word
crusade, with its connotations of dynamism and idealism, as a description
of his public activity during the Roosevelt-Truman era. But, as with his Lost
Statesmanship manuscript, he seemed unready to release his Crusade volume
promptly, probably because of its unvarnished candor about Harry Truman
and certain other living politicians.**

So the cycle of research, revision, editing, fact-checking, and more revi-
sion resumed for the Magnum Opus. In 1953, after teaching seven years (and
earning his doctorate) at NYU, Arthur Kemp accepted a professorship at
Claremont Men’s College in California.* Although Hoover had now lost the
steady services of his capable research assistant, Kemp continued to send in
book reports, to identify fresh historical source material for analysis, and to
edit the latest versions of Hoover’s manuscript when given the chance, par-
ticularly during the summers of 1954 and 1955.%° Still, between 1953 and 1955
the pace of production on the Magnum Opus slowed.

It was not that Hoover was in danger of lapsing into lethargy; quite the con-
trary. In the summer of 1953 Congress voted to create another Commission
on Organization of the Executive Branch of the Government, and President
Eisenhower promptly invited Hoover to chair it. To the aging Republican and
foe of nearly all things Rooseveltian, it was an opportunity for vindication on
anew and heroic scale: a chance to devise and implement an agenda to curtail
the federal bureaucracy, reduce federal expenditures, check “creeping Social-
ism,” and “help clean up the mess which General Eisenhower inherited.””
It was a chance to rebuild the endangered foundations of the American eco-
nomic system and whack at the jungle growth of the New Deal. During the
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next two years, the Chief devoted himself to the work of what was informally
known as the Second Hoover Commission and gained new accolades from
much of the public. It did not seem to faze him that on August 10, 1954, in the
midst of these grueling exertions, he turned eighty years old.

In 1955, after completing this latest service to the nation, the chairman of
the Hoover Commission refocused on his private affairs, including an increas-
ingly nagging question: What to do about the remainder of his Memoirs? One
idea seems to have been to break down the massive Crusade Years manuscript
of 1953 into smaller components and turn them into separate publications.
Thus late in 1955 section IV of The Crusade Years went off to the printer (in
somewhat revised form) as The Crusade against Collectivism in American Life.
It returned in a clean, page-proof version numbering 282 pages.** But no
sooner did Hoover venture in this direction than he evidently changed his
mind. For reasons that remain unclear, he put aside this entire latest variant
of volume IV—a candid account of twenty years of his life in Republican
politics—and never published it.

One reason may have been that a new publishing project had begun to ab-
sorb his thoughts. Sometime in 1955 or early 1956 Hoover conceived the idea
of writing a detailed chronicle of his Commission for Relief in Belgium in
World War I and of his gigantic food distribution efforts in Europe during and
after that war. In June 1956 he hired a graduate student named Walter R. Liv-
ingston to assist him for three months; Livingston ended up staying two and
a half years. Originally Hoover intended to write two volumes, but they soon
became three and ultimately four: a comprehensive history of American “en-
terprises of compassion” (primarily his enterprises) that had saved literally
millions of lives from famine and disease during and after World Wars I and II.
By the time Livingston left the Chief’s employ at the end of 1958, Hoover and
his staff were working on all four volumes simultaneously.”

In 1958 and 1959 Hoover retained Diana Hirsh to edit at least three of these
volumes, to which at one point he gave the title Forty-four Years.** Other
friends and staffers contributed as well. Between 1959 and 1964 he published
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the series under a much better title: An American Epic.** Nearly two thousand
printed pages in toto, it was his tribute to a monumental record of Ameri-
can generosity, “compassion and conscience”—a stupendous achievement of
which few of his countrymen seemed to have any knowledge.

By now it was plain that Hoover the historian rarely proceeded in a straight
line. Early in 1957, while working on part of the American Epic series, he had
another idea: Why not take the chapter he was then writing about the Paris

peace conference of 1919 and expand it into a book about Woodrow Wilson’s
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“crucifixion” at that conclave?** Instantly Walter Livingston and other mem-
bers of Hoover'’s staff dropped other tasks and hastened to supply him with
the requisite documentation.”® Diana Hirsh, among others, was called in to
help edit his rapidly developing manuscript.** Part personal memoir and
part historical narrative, The Ordeal of Woodrow Wilson appeared on April 28,
1958.%% It was the first book ever written by a former president about another
president, and it proved to be one of Hoover’s most admired publications.**

By the mid 1950s, Suite 31-A in the Waldorf Towers seemed more like a
writing factory than a residence. On June 8, 1956, Hoover informed the direc-
tor of the Stanford University Press that he was preparing at least six more
volumes for publication in the same format as his three volumes of memoirs
already released by Macmillan.*” A young secretary who worked for him in
1955—56 recalled some years later that the Chief was immersed in something
like seven book projects simultaneously.** The Magnum Opus, or “Roosevelt
book,” was only one of them.

Added to all these endeavors were the daily demands of life as an elder
statesman. Between January 1946 (when the Magnum Opus project accel-
erated) and April 1959, Hoover delivered 185 major speeches and published
seven books.*” Between June 1957 and July 31, 1958 (according to his staff’s sta-
tistics), he regularly worked seven days a week. He received 1,620 invitations
to speak and accepted thirty of them. He published one book, visited Belgium
as President Eisenhower’s representative to the Brussels World’s Fair, and em-
ployed four secretaries and a research assistant. More than 55,000 letters were
sent out under his name, not counting routine acknowledgments of birthday
and Christmas greetings.**’

Hoover’s staff was amazed by his efficiency, phenomenal memory, and
remarkable capacity for work. Now in his eighties, he arose daily around
5:30 A.M. and was at his desk by six. Around 7:00 or 7:30 A.M. he stopped for
a cup of coffee. After an early breakfast—usually with scheduled guests—he
devoted his mornings to writing at his desk. Until his final months of life,
he wore a suit and necktie. After a short lunch (he was a very fast eater), he
retreated with a sheaf of papers to his bedroom, although his staff suspected
that he merely sat in bed and worked rather than napped. In midafternoon
came an extended coffee break with his secretaries and visitors, after which
he usually returned to his desk until six or seven o'clock.

Hoover did not write in the evenings; he told a secretary that the work
product he generated after 6 or 7 P.M. was not worth the effort. Instead, he
partook of a catered dinner in his suite, almost invariably with guests, fol-
lowed by a game of canasta. At 10 p.M. he went off to bed.
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But not for long. Often, in his last years, he arose around 2 A.M., warmed up
a can of soup, perhaps, in the kitchen, and spent the next hour or more at his
desk writing letters and laboring over his manuscripts. Whereupon he went
back to bed. When his secretaries arrived in the morning, they had plenty of
fresh scribbling awaiting them.**

Even on vacation his pace of work did not completely subside. Beginning
in the late 1940s Hoover routinely spent part of the winter after the holidays
at the Key Largo Anglers Club in Florida, where he had a houseboat named
the Captiva. Although there he enjoyed many blissful hours bonefishing, his
manuscripts, such as The Ordeal of Woodrow Wilson, were always nearby, along
with documents sent from the Hoover Institution and the Waldorf-Astoria.
Even in nominal repose, he took time to write and rewrite.**

Not even a serious illness could hold him down for long. On April 19, 1958,
he underwent gall bladder surgery in New York City. Friends feared that he
might not survive. Two weeks later he returned to his suite at the Waldorf,
declaring that he would “get back into public service somewhere in another
two weeks.**

The evolving structure of An American Epic solved one problem for Hoover:
how to disclose the story of his “crusade against famine” during World War II.
For the fourth volume of the Epic series, he revised, condensed, and in some
places toned down the sometimes acerbic text of the Four Horsemen volume
that he had completed in 1950 and 1951.°* In effect, volume IV of the Epic
filled the niche of volume VI of the Memoirs as he had earlier conceived them.
With the domestic installment of his postpresidential memoirs ( The Crusade
against Collectivism in American Life) now in indefinite limbo, one huge gap
remained: the “War Book,” Lost Statesmanship.

At some point in the 1950s, General Bonner Fellers, a former aide to Gen-
eral Douglas MacArthur, visited Hoover at Suite 31-A. The Chief was scrib-
bling furiously. “What are you doing, Mr. President?” the general asked. “I'm
making my book on Roosevelt more pungent,” Hoover replied.**

In fact, as early as 1954 he had begun to do just the opposite. On May 1
of that year he sent Arthur Kemp a memorandum (Document 19) with in-
structions for summer work on the Magnum Opus. Among other things,
Hoover asked Kemp to note pages in the manuscript “where there are acid
remarks about Churchill and Roosevelt. We may want to consider some of
them again.” He also asked Kemp to consider whether they should replace
the title Lost Statesmanship with something “more effective and more objec-
tive” The manuscript now consisted of two volumes, Hoover noted, divided
at December 7, 1941. He wondered whether they should be entitled “Memoirs
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of Herbert Hoover— Foreign Relations of the United States from 1933 to Pearl
Harbor (Volume I), and Foreign Relations of the United States from Pearl Har-
bor to 1953 (Volume II).7*

Although Hoover had previously shown some hesitation about publish-
ing his “War Book” in the near future, his concern about “acid remarks” and
objectivity was something new. It signaled the beginning of a slow but dis-
cernible change in the texture of his Magnum Opus. Particularly after 1959,
the manuscript became less accusatory and more understated in tone. Mean-
while the footnote citations gradually became more numerous and precise.
Although Hoover continued to call his work in progress a memoir, bit by bit
it took on the appearance of a doctoral dissertation.

Thus, for example, his reproachful footnotes about Winston Churchill
(Documents 14 and 16) disappeared, and a new preface prepared for Lost
Statesmanship in 1957 (Document 20) contained a list of more than fifty sepa-
rate historical works pertinent to his research—a subtle sign that he had read
and mastered the relevant literature.

Hoover did not conceal the fact that he was preparing a “critical assess-
ment” of “lost statesmanship” since 1938.** His determination to call Roo-
sevelt and Churchill to judgment had by no means vanished. But his strategy,
to a considerable degree, had shifted. Instead of driving his lessons home in a
hard-hitting way to his “jury” (as he had done in the climactic pages of his 1953
draft), he seemed increasingly to guide his readers toward the correct conclu-
sion more unobtrusively, by the sheer, unstoppable weight of his evidence.
Ultimately he would claim (in his introduction to the book before you) that
he had omitted his own views entirely from his work and would “demonstrate
the truth from the words and actions of world leaders themselves” (as well as
from other documentation).

Why this modulation of the tenor of his book? Unfortunately, the record is
silent, and we can only speculate. Hoover’s elevation in 1953 to the chairman-
ship of the second Hoover Commission, and the acclaim he received on the
occasion of his eightieth birthday, may have had something to do with it. For
many Americans he had become an elder statesman, and men of such sta-
tus are expected to remain above the political fray. The departure from New
York City in 1953 of Arthur Kemp—an outspoken conservative—may have
removed a daily influence for a more aggressive statement of Hoover’s the-
ses. The editorial feedback of Diana Hirsh and other readers may have soft-
ened some of the sharper expressions of Hoover’s views. In the mid 1950s
Neil MacNeil, a retired assistant night managing editor of the New York Times,
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joined Hoover’s inner circle and became one of his literary advisers,*** after
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serving as editorial director of the second Hoover Commission.** MacNeil
(as we shall see) was among those who later counseled Hoover to tone down
his manuscript.

The new strategy carried certain risks. Hoover could no longer simply as-
sert his “theses” and prosecute his enemies (as in a memoir). He must now
prove his case using the most convincing evidence, and the weight of such
evidence might feel heavy for nonscholars. Moreover, the reservoir of perti-
nent evidence was steadily expanding. In 1955, for instance, the State Depart-
ment published its long-awaited compilation of documents pertaining to the
Yalta conference—another indispensable trove that he had to scrutinize. As
Hoover strained to keep up with the latest source materials, he was obliged to
revise his text and update his footnotes further, thereby tilting his manuscript
still more in a scholarly direction.

In another small sign of mellowing, in 1958 Hoover prepared a brief intro-
ductory memoir for Lost Statesmanship entitled “My Personal Relations with
Mr. Roosevelt” Here he confirmed what he had long been reluctant to admit
publicly: he and Franklin Roosevelt had been “good friends” in World War I
and the 1920s. In his essay Hoover related how their friendship had frayed in
the election campaign of 1928 when Roosevelt sent out political letters criti-
cal of Hoover and his advisers: appeals that Hoover considered “less than fair
play” He also revealed that he had “offered my services” to President Roo-
sevelt after Pear] Harbor but that the president had “made no reply” “Despite
the urging of such mutual friends” as Bernard Baruch and Secretary of War
Henry L. Stimson, “he frigidly declined any association with me.” Then, in
an unusual acknowledgment that Hoover’s polemics against Roosevelt might
have contributed to this rebuff, Hoover added, “I did not blame him for this
attitude as my speeches in opposition to his foreign activities were probably
hard for him to bear”*°

Hoover eventually dropped his mini-memoir of Roosevelt from the Mag-
num Opus (it has since been published elsewhere).*! And his new tone did
not supplant his urge to expose error. In 1958 he retitled his manuscript Lost
Statesmanship: The Ordeal of the American People. As returned from the
printer in January 1959, the latest version was more than eight hundred pages
long for the pre—Pear]l Harbor volume alone. Despite some apparent gestures
toward greater objectivity, it was every bit as judgmental as the version of
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History will ask [Hoover concluded] some stern questions of Mr. Roosevelt’s

statesmanship. It will list his promises to keep out of war; the deceptions in
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Lend-Lease; his undeclared wars on Germany and Japan; his alliance with
Communist Russia; his refusal of repeated opportunity for peace in the Pa-
cific; his campaign of a dozen fictions of frightfulness; and finally it will ask
questions of his good faith with regard to the Constitutional processes of our
Republic. They will not be answered by a single reference to the Japanese
attack at Pearl Harbor.**

The Magnum Opus now began to move in a new direction that changed
the shape of the final product. Ever since the late 1940s Hoover had been
deeply interested in revelations of communist infiltration of American institu-
tions during the Roosevelt/ Truman period. He carefully monitored the sen-
sational investigation of communist subversion by the House Un-American
Activities Committee and other congressional bodies. Like many others on
the Right, he grew alarmed at mounting evidence that Communists, fellow
travelers, and befuddled liberals had disastrously influenced American foreign
policy toward China during its civil war in the mid 1940s: a conflict that had
ended in the Communists’ triumph in 1949. Hardline anticommunists such as
Richard Nixon and the journalists George Sokolsky and Eugene Lyons were
among his friends.*® One token of Hoover’s interest was his inclusion in the
Magnum Opus, as early as 1954, of a chapter on “Communist forces in mo-
tion” in American life (including the federal government) in the 1930s and
afterward.” By 1957 the chapter, drawing on the extensive data assembled for
his card files, was thirty-four printed pages long (Document 21).

To Hoover and other conservative Republicans in the mid 1950s, the over-
whelming evidence of communist penetration of our national government
in the 1930s and 1940s was no antiquarian concern. The militantly anticom-
munist former president was convinced that it was Franklin Roosevelt, with
his “leftish leanings,” who had “opened the door” to the communist plague
at home. More important, Hoover believed, as he wrote in 1959, that this
infiltration had had “potent effects upon peace and war” and had helped to
inflict “great disasters upon the American people.” The communist “web of
subversion” (to borrow James Burnham’s term) had not been “of little conse-
quence”” but was part of the chain of causation that historians of the period
must comprehend.

As of January 1959, Hoover’s elaborately documented account of “The
Communist Infiltration into the United States” was now seventy-two printed
pages long and constituted chapter 16 in his manuscript.** Not long after-
ward he decided to divide it in half and move both parts to the front of his
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volume, where they became chapters 4 and 5. To these he now added three
more chapters on communist principles and methods, the U.S. recognition
of Soviet Russia in 1933, and the Kremlin’s subsequent “onslaught” against the
American people. To this new section—the opening section of the Magnum
Opus—he gave the title “A Great Intellectual and Moral Plague Comes to
Free Men”

Logically there seemed no reason for Hoover to start his book with a tuto-
rial on the theory and practice of communism, followed by a systematic dis-
closure of those who had been its adherents and agents in the United States.
Hitherto his drafts had begun with world events in 1938 or (in more recent
revisions) 1933. But Hoover, with his didactic motives, seemed determined
to place his chapters on communism at the beginning of his text, and there
they remained to the end. The rearrangement reflected a developing feature
of his thinking about his Magnum Opus in his final years. To him it was no
longer just an inquest into the diplomatic fatuities of the Second World War
and the men responsible for them. It was a history as well of the origins of
“this greatest calamity in our national life” (Document 22): the Third World
War now under way with the Communists.* More and more, the Cold War
weighed on his mind—the Cold War and the need to explain to Americans
the reasons for their peril.

On August 10, 1959, Hoover turned eighty-five. The day before his birthday,
he appeared on the television program Meet the Press, where he was asked
about his health. “I feel physically perfect,” he answered. “About 68 I should
think.”® Certainly he acted like sixty-eight—or, more accurately, like thirty-
four. In the next twelve months he delivered five major speeches, attended
thirty-five public functions, dedicated four Boys Clubs, answered 21,195 let-
ters, and traveled more than fourteen thousand miles.>*

Still he persevered with the Magnum Opus. Sometime in 1959 or 1960 he
concluded that his colossal manuscript was too long and must be condensed.
How he arrived at this fateful judgment is unknown. But by the summer of
1961 he had completed a condensed version (“Edition No. 5”) to which he
gave the working title The Ordeal of the American People.’*

Now commenced still another episode in the saga of the Magnum Opus.
Sometime in the early 1960s (the precise date is uncertain) Hoover designated
three close friends—Neil MacNeil, the radio broadcaster H. V. Kaltenborn,
and Frank Mason, a retired NBC vice president—to serve as a commit-
tee of literary advisers (chaired by MacNeil) as he steered his work toward
publication.’* Early in 1961, he showed them his manuscript and asked for
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comments and suggestions.*** He also solicited again the editorial services of
Diana Hirsh.** With an eye on security, he sent two copies of the Ordeal to an
attorney in California for safekeeping.’*** Anxious to wrap up the enormous
undertaking as quickly as possible, in August 1961 he asked Arthur Kemp to
leave Claremont Men’s College for a few months and return to New York City
to “assist me in finishing this book” on “the biggest subject I have ever under-
taken” “I'will. .. make it worthwhile,” he promised.*” But Kemp had pressing
obligations and regretfully declined.’**

Undaunted, Hoover soldiered on. By early 1962 he had produced another
“edition” (No. 6).* That is, he had worked his way, pencil in hand, through
Edition No. 5 and had returned it to his secretaries for retyping and photo-
copying—at which point it became Edition No. 6. (With the advent of the
Xerox machine, he had abandoned his costly practice of putting each edition
into page proofs.) Once the clean copy came back from “the photostat man,”
he dispatched it to his trusted advisers for additional feedback.”

In March 1962 Hoover’s intimate friend Lewis Strauss visited the Chief
in Key Largo and found him working on the Magnum Opus, for which he
had now chosen a new title (and, as it happened, the final one): Freedom Be-
trayed.”” Hoover believed that he could finish his project within two years.
As Strauss listened, it was apparent that the effort was keeping the old man
alive. Before they parted, Hoover disclosed that he was seriously ill and that
his doctors had given him one year, possibly two, to live. He asked Strauss to
divulge this to no one, not even to Hoover’s two sons.”

Burdened though he now was by the knowledge of his approaching de-
mise, he was heartened by most of the feedback that he received. Kaltenborn
was especially enthusiastic; he called the work Hoover’s “crowning achieve-
ment” and urged him to publish it as speedily as possible.”” MacNeil also was
strongly supportive, though he cautioned Hoover against referring to Hitler
and Stalin as Satan and Lucifer in the text. To MacNeil it was important that
Hoover not vitiate the “feeling of objectivity” that his documentation con-
veyed.” The strength of Hoover’s book, he asserted, would lie largely in its
“objectivity”—its condemnation of his subjects “out of their own words.” On
the copy of the manuscript that MacNeil returned to the Chief, he altered the
passages where, as he put it, Hoover had allowed his “personal feelings” to
show.” It was the very antithesis of the approach Hoover had taken a decade
earlier.

Frank Mason also was initially impressed by the contents of Hoover’s
manuscript (in its Lost Statesmanship version) at the beginning of 1961.”
But at some point in the next year or two, he evidently turned critical, and,

Ixxviii » Editor’s Introduction



in a couple of heated conversations, he let the Chief know it. He even coun-
seled against publishing the book in Hoover’s lifetime —advice which the
elderly author evidently did not appreciate. Although Hoover sought Ma-
son’s comments in late 1962, after that he evidently no longer sent Mason
drafts to read.””

On August 20, 1962, Hoover—now eighty-eight years old—entered a
hospital in New York City for what he thought would be a routine annual
checkup. Eight days later he underwent surgery to remove what turned out
to be a malignant tumor in his colon. The good news was that the doctors did
not expect the cancer to return.””®

After nearly a month in the hospital, Hoover returned to his home on the
thirty-first floor of the Waldorf-Astoria. His recovery was remarkably rapid;
even while recuperating in his hospital bed, he worked a little on what the
press vaguely described as a book with “a historical background.”””” His bout
with cancer appeared not to slow him down. In November he completed the
tenth edition of volume I of Freedom Betrayed and duly sent it off to Kalten-
born, Mason, and MacNeil.**

Here Hoover finally drew the line. After correcting Edition No. 10, he re-
named it Edition Z—significantly, the last letter of the alphabet.’® Even then
he could not resist making still more changes. The altered edition became
known as Z+H.**

In November 1962 the Chief informed his staff of another decision (Docu-
ment 24): henceforth the Magnum Opus would consist of three volumes,
not two. For more than a year he had been preparing a series of “tragic case
histories” of four nations— China, Germany, Korea, and Poland—that had
fallen into chaos or communism in the years immediately after World War II.
Initially he intended to include these studies in volume II, which dealt with
the period after Pearl Harbor. He now decided that they would constitute vol-
ume III. Well into 1963 he endeavored to put its projected components into
final shape. Although he never produced a unified typescript with that label, it
has been possible to construct one from the drafts he left behind. Volume III,
then, appears here in the full text and sequence that he intended.*

By now a question or two may have occurred to readers: Why did Hoover
teel compelled to rewrite his Magnum Opus? Why could he not bring himself
to stop? The never-ending flood of new source material was one reason, but
the problem went deeper. Hoover had long been a perfectionist about his
principal writings, even down to the placement of commas and other minu-
tiae.”** Abjuring ghostwriters, as president of the United States he had labori-
ously drafted and redrafted his addresses and campaign speeches. His 1931
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State of the Union message had gone through twenty-two such editions.*
On one occasion in later years, he composed and recomposed a radio talk
twenty-nine times.**

In the case of the Magnum Opus, Hoover’s perfectionism was com-
pounded by his knowledge that he was writing a relentlessly revisionist his-
tory of Franklin Roosevelt’s foreign policy and that he could expect to be
attacked by the targets of his criticism. His very title, Freedom Betrayed, hinted
at gross misjudgments, even perfidy, in high places. He told a friend, “There is
not a word or sentence or date that I dare to put in this book without check-
ing, without knowing I have proof.*” He wanted his volumes to be irrefutable
in every respect.

Hoover’s incessant tampering with his text may also have reflected a linger-
ing feeling of insecurity as a writer. His struggle with the English composition
requirement had nearly prevented his graduating from Stanford University.***
All his life his spelling was irregular (in the Magnum Opus he routinely
spelled Joseph Stalin’s name “Stallin”). Although his prose was often robust
and expressive, he seemed to feel the need for constant editing by his friends.
The more he sought, the more he got, and it delayed him from wrapping up
his project.

Toward the end of 1962, the former president launched a new effort to
reach the finish line. In a memorandum to his staff of six full-time secretar-
ies and one accountant (Document 24), he defined their responsibilities for
the months ahead and instructed them to turn “our maximum energies to
completing the books we have in the mill before starting anything new.” This
meant, primarily, the Magnum Opus and the fourth volume of An American
Epic. Although each secretary worked a conventional five-day week, he asked
that “some one of the six secretaries” henceforth be with him “every day of
the week.” “In my situation,” as he put it (apparently alluding to his uncertain
health), he needed their assistance constantly.

In the spring and summer of 1963 Hoover sent out copies of volume I
(Z+H edition) for comment to a small circle of conservative friends, includ-
ing General Douglas MacArthur, General Albert Wedemeyer, Lewis Strauss,
William C. Mullendore, Raymond Henle, Albert Cole of the Reader’s Digest,
and Richard Berlin of the Hearst publications empire, among others (Docu-
ment 26). Hoover had always been guarded about his manuscript; to some
of these friends he labeled it “top secret”—no doubt to forestall “leaks” that
might embarrass him. He also asked for advice on when the book should
be published. From his “focus group” came back words of high praise and
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suggestions that he publish the book expeditiously. It was, they all seemed to
agree, a tremendous achievement.’”

Asmuch as anything now, a sense of duty was driving Hoover on: a convic-
tion that he especially—with his extraordinary life experiences and peerless
collection of historical records—was equipped to lay before the American
people the whole truth about the “betrayals of freedom” in the past thirty
years.”* He regarded his onerous task as a solemn calling—the one thing he
wished to complete before his death.”' He told a friend in early 1963 that he
hoped to leave behind his three-volume opus “as a sort of ‘will and testament’
before I finally vanish” (Document 25). “I have not got far to go,” he confided
to his principal secretaries in June 1963, “and this is the most important job of
my remaining years” (Document 27).

Yet after all his prodigious exertions in recent months, he still seemed
hesitant to take the final plunge. “My own view” (about publication), he told
friends, was “not yet.””” The problem, as he saw it, was that the manuscript
still needed two more years of work (Document 25). To facilitate “produc-
tion,” in June 1963 he proposed a shift in responsibilities in his New York office
(Document 28). He also relied increasingly on the archival staff of the Hoover
Institution on points of fact.*”

In mid June 1963 the press reported that Hoover was again seriously ill, this
time with “anemia, secondary to bleeding from the gastro-intestinal tract.”**
Although the public did not know it, his illness (apparently a bleeding ulcer)
nearly proved fatal. At one point one of his sons telephoned President Ken-
nedy that death was imminent.*” But in the coming days, the bleeding
stopped and Hoover gradually recovered; his team of physicians termed it
“almost miraculous.””* During the emergency Hoover had told his two sons
not to worry: he was going to “pull through,” he said; he still had “a great
deal of work to do.”*” For much of the summer he remained bedridden and
enfeebled. But on the occasion of his eighty-ninth birthday, on August 10, the
New York Times reported that he was again working for short spells at his desk
and was “impatient” to finish a book “he considers his ‘Magnum Opus, a his-
tory of the last 30 years.**

On September 26, 1963, Hoover wrote to his friend George Mardikian:

Generally, I am making slow progress, but my major job, the case history of
the Second World War and its betrayal of freedom is now completed except
my staft overhaul to check every sentence for its accuracy. The staff can com-

plete it in about another year.*”
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Even now he could not resist another round of editing. Between Septem-
ber 1963 and the spring of 1964, he tinkered one last time with the text of
volume II of his Z+H edition. With few exceptions, his revisions were small.
To all intents and purposes, he completed volumes I and II of his Magnum
Opus (except his staff’s fact-checking) in September 1963. His work on the
four “case histories” had stopped some months earlier.**

Volumes I and II of the Magnum Opus now comprised about eight hun-
dred typewritten pages—substantially condensed from the versions of the
1940s and 1950s but still a formidable work. While Hoover waited for his staff
to “overhaul” it, he began to consider possible publishing arrangements. At
Albert Cole’s suggestion, he sent a copy of volume I to Reader’s Digest for
possible condensation.*” The senior editors and management seemed highly
enthusiastic; for a time Hoover believed that the monthly magazine would
publish a condensed version in 1964.** But the Digest evidently felt handi-
capped by the absence of a final version to condense, and the effort died on
the vine.*”

Meanwhile other publishing opportunities loomed on the horizon. The
militantly anticommunist Chicago Tribune and Richard Berlin of the Hearst
Corporation both expressed interest in serializing the work.** In 1964 the
Chicago publisher Henry Regnery, who was bringing out An American Epic
and whose father had helped to bankroll the America First Committee, asked
to publish Hoover’s study.*”

But as the first rays of light seemed to shine at the end of the publishing
tunnel, Hoover appeared to feel the tug of conflicting emotions: his burning
desire to tell the historical truth and his yearning for esteem in the eyes of
the American people. Could he reconcile his self-appointed role as crusader-
prophet with his growing prestige as an avuncular elder statesman?

It was not that Hoover’s deepest feelings about the past had dissipated.
Years later, two secretaries who worked for him in his final years recalled his
fierce antipathy to Winston Churchill. On one occasion he turned red in the
face when he discovered that a member of his staff had visited an exhibit of
Churchill’s art at the Metropolitan Art Museum. Why, Hoover asked her, had
she wasted her time looking at the works of that man?*® To DeWitt Wallace,
founder of the Reader’s Digest, Hoover wrote in 1963: “I am determined to
tell this gigantic betrayal of freedom out of these men’s own mouths; other-
wise, nobody would believe such a betrayal was possible.”*” The method of
his indictment had changed but not his fundamental objective. He told Neil
MacNeil that he wanted the Magnum Opus published without regard to costs
or consequences.*”
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Yet Hoover dreaded the “mud volcanoes” of vituperation that he was cer-
tain would “arise from the Left” when the opus appeared.*” He was also sen-
sitive about the pain that his book’s title might cause Harry Truman, with
whom he had been friendly for several years. In November 1963 he therefore
notified Truman (through MacNeil) of the Magnum Opus’s existence and
explained that the title Freedom Betrayed referred to Communist duplicity,
not to the words or deeds of America’s leaders. On behalf of Hoover, Mac-
Neil asserted that the work was mainly “documentary” and nonpolitical, that
Hoover esteemed Truman highly, and that Hoover would never intentionally
give Truman offense. From Truman came back a warm assurance that nothing
Hoover could do “would cause me to lose my admiration of him*°

Hoover’s oral message was somewhat disingenuous. Earlier drafts of his
Magnum Opus had severely criticized Truman’s foreign policy (see Docu-
ment 18). And the “betrayals of freedom” about which Hoover had been writ-
ing was scarcely limited to those of communist leaders. But it is fair to say that
Truman himself, for whom Hoover developed considerable respect, was not
the intended object of his indictment.

As Hoover waited for his staff to slog through its “overhaul,” he could look
with satisfaction on all the other products that his “factory” had turned out in
the previous five years. In 1959 and 1960 came volumes I and IT of An American
Epic. In 1961, volume III of the Epic and the seventh installment in his series of
Addresses Upon the American Road. In 1962, a delightful collection of his letters
to children entitled On Growing Up, edited by his friend William Nichols. In
1963, his whimsical book Fishing for Fun—And to Wash Your Soul. In mid-
1964, the fourth and final volume of An American Epic. It was an amazing feat:
seven books, published between the ages of eighty-five and ninety.

But not yet the Magnum Opus, the one that mattered most. Early in 1964,
apparently displeased by the pace of the “overhaul” effort in his New York of-
fice, Hoover was persuaded to send a copy of volumes I and II to the Hoover
Institution, for a research associate named Julius Epstein to check.*" Epstein
set to work immediately and reported in mid August that he hoped to com-
plete the task in about three months.**> With the burden of clean-up and fact-
checking now transferred to California, Hoover seemed to take a newlease on
life. On April 18 he announced to Bonner Fellers that he was working on a new
book, covering “recent history I didn’t touch on [in] my previous volumes.” It
appeared to have something to do with the dismissal of General MacArthur
from his command during the Korean War.**

But the curtain was beginning to fall on the former president. He had not
ventured out of his “comfortable monastery” (as he called Suite 31-A) since
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May 22, 1963; he would not do so again until his death.”* In February 1964 he
was stricken with a bleeding kidney and a pulmonary infection.** Although
he survived, he grew increasingly feeble. By the time of his ninetieth birth-
day in August, he had more nurses attending him than staff: he had just two
secretaries now, it was reported, instead of the seven he had employed a year
before." Still, the New York Times disclosed that the former president was at
work on his thirty-third book: something “he calls his magnum opus, a study
that traces the ‘betrayal of the West by Soviet Russia’ since President Roo-
sevelt accorded it diplomatic recognition in 1933.”*” It was the closest he had
ever come to publicly heralding the thunderbolt he hoped soon to unleash.

In the final weeks of his life, in the opinion of a good friend who was
permitted to visit him, the Chief seemed discouraged about his Magnum
Opus—a startling change in attitude.”® Perhaps he sensed that he would
never see it in print. In mid October, massive internal hemorrhaging set in.
On October 20, 1964, Hoover died in the Waldorf Towers at the age of ninety
years, two months, and ten days.

Under the terms of Hoover’s will, ownership of his “memorabilia, docu-
ments, personal papers and book” was bequeathed to an entity known as the
Hoover Foundation, Inc., of New York, which he had created in 1959.*° The
directors of this foundation included his sons Herbert Jr. and Allan and a few
other family members and friends.*” As the custodian of the Magnum Opus,
the Hoover Foundation superseded the advisory committee of Kaltenborn,
MacNeil, and Mason. It would be up to the foundation to decide what course
to follow.

The first step was to complete the review of Hoover’s Z+H volumes, which
had been undergoing scrutiny at the Hoover Institution. Well into 1965 the
process continued, as first Epstein and then a few other resident scholars ex-
amined the text and offered suggestions.*!

Meanwhile, Neil MacNeil, living in Florida, spent part of 1965 (on behalf
of the foundation) reediting Epstein’s copy of volume I, which MacNeil had
edited before Epstein received it.* Late in the summer, MacNeil received an
edited copy of volume II from the Hoover Institution (via the Hoover Foun-
dation) and proceeded to reedit the Magnum Opus from scratch, for what was
now, for him, the fourth time. He wished to have a single, unified manuscript
for the Hoover Foundation to consider. Early in 1966 the seventy-five-year-
old retired newspaper editor finished the task.”* In May 1966 he delivered
his edited version of Freedom Betrayed to the foundation with the recommen-
dation that it offer the two-volume set to the world “as an unfinished work”
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on which Hoover had labored “until his final illness.” (The work was “unfin-
ished,” MacNeil asserted, because it lacked volume III.)**

Allan Hoover now circulated MacNeil’s handiwork to various members
of the Hoover Foundation as a prelude to deciding its fate.”* Here for a time
the matter rested.”” As 1966 slipped into 1967, with no word of a formal deci-
sion in New York, interviewees for Raymond Henle’s Herbert Hoover Oral
History Program speculated about the reasons for the delay.** The hesitation
seemed to revolve around two questions: Was the manuscript good enough
to be published, and—more worrisomely—would it kick up bitter contro-
versy and retaliation by Hoover'’s political foes?

Hoover himself, in a memo to his son Allan sometime between 1962 and
1964, remarked that he and his political principles had long been vilified by
“smear and misrepresentation of myself personally” to a degree “probably
unequalled in American public life” He expected these attacks, which had
recently “abated,” to resume once he published Freedom Betrayed, and he
seemed inclined to hold off until “some of the mud volcanoes have passed
on.”* Now that Hoover himself was gone, would publication of his “will and
testament” to the American people reopen old wounds and reignite the fires
of controversy that he had managed to transcend in his final years?

In the end the Hoover Foundation did not proceed to publication, and
the Magnum Opus remained out of view. Since Herbert Hoover Jr. (1903-
69), Allan Hoover (1907-93), and their key associates at the time are now
deceased, one cannot say for certain, on the basis of available evidence, what
tipped the scales. Most likely it boiled down to apprehension about the re-
sponse that publication might generate, especially so soon after Hoover’s dig-
nified burial in 1964.

Whatever the concerns, the passage of nearly half a century has removed
them. Time heals all wounds, it is said, and (as Edwin M. Stanton remarked
in 1865 of Abraham Lincoln), Herbert Hoover now “belongs to the ages.”
His writings are part of the patrimony of American civilization. In 2009 the
Hoover Institution invited me to edit Freedom Betrayed for publication. The
result is the book you now hold.

Concluding Observations

Freedom Betrayed was the culmination of an extraordinary literary project that
Hoover launched during World War II. As indicated earlier, it originated as a
volume of his memoirs, a book initially focused on his battle against President
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Roosevelt’s foreign policies before Pearl Harbor. As time went on, Hoover
widened his scope to include Roosevelt’s foreign policies during the war, as
well as the war’s consequences: the terrible expansion of the Soviet empire
at war’s end and the eruption of the Cold War against the Communists. As
a historian of these events, he became interested not only in the diplomatic
blunders of the Roosevelt administration vis-a-vis Stalin but in the influence
on it of advisers who proved to be Communists or their willing accomplices.
To Hoover the “calamity” of the Cold War was the direct result of misjudg-
ments by American leaders between 1933 and 1953 —failures that enormously
strengthened our postwar enemy, the Soviet Union. To prove this thesis be-
came the intent of the Magnum Opus.

In its final form, Freedom Betrayed is part memoir and part diplomatic his-
tory. Although Hoover in his last years deliberately removed himself from the
foreground of his Magnum Opus, he never ceased to call it a memoir, and
more than a dozen chapters are of this character. At the same time—and,
increasingly, after he shifted his rhetorical strategy—he strove to write a work
that conformed to the canons of scholarship. He wanted, that is, to compose
not only a memoir—full of personal comment and polemical verve—but
also a history, meticulously footnoted and dispassionate in tone. The result
was a hybrid that partakes of both genres.

Here it helps to recall the historian’s distinction between a primary source,
in which the author is a direct witness to, or participant in, the events he nar-
rates, and a secondary source, in which the author writes about the events but
does not experience them firsthand. Freedom Betrayed is thus both a primary
source and a secondary source simultaneously.

Keep this distinction in mind as you weigh the significance of Hoover’s
book. Considered strictly as a work of historical scholarship—that is, as a sec-
ondary source— Freedom Betrayed has certain limitations. Completed nearly
fifty years ago, it rests not on traditional archival research (most of the perti-
nent archives were not yet open)*° but almost entirely on published materials
available to Hoover and other historians at the time—documents (such as
memoirs of war leaders) that are only a fraction of the evidentiary database
available to later scholars. Although readers will discover some tantalizing
nuggets, Hoover’s book contains relatively few revelations that are not already
familiar to historians of World War II and its aftermath.

Nevertheless, Freedom Betrayed deserves our attention for two reasons.
First, as historians of American foreign relations will recognize, Hoover’s
opus is one of the best examples of a genre of scholarship and polemic that
flourished for a decade and more after World War I1: revisionist, conservative
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historiography on American diplomacy during that war.*' Indeed, the Mag-
num Opus is probably the most ambitious and systematic work of World
War II revisionism ever attempted, and its author none other than a former
president of the United States.

On issue after issue, Hoover raises crucial questions that continue to be
debated to this day. Did Neville Chamberlain err in his guarantee to Poland in
March 19392 Did Franklin Roosevelt deceitfully maneuver the United States
into an undeclared and unconstitutional naval war with Germany in 19412 Did
the United States government ignore or even willfully sabotage a chance for a
modus vivendi with Japan in the autumn of 19412 Did Roosevelt make a gigan-
tic mistake in effecting an alliance with the Soviet Union in 1941-42? Did he
unnecessarily appease Joseph Stalin at the pivotal Tehran conference in 19432
Was Tehran (not Yalta) the occasion for a great betrayal of the Atlantic Char-
ter and the ideals for which America fought? Was Roosevelt’s wartime policy
of “unconditional surrender” a blunder? Should the Allies have invaded the
Balkans instead of southern France in 1944? Was Chiang Kai-shek’s National-
ist government in China grievously undermined by Roosevelt at Yalta? Was
the use of the atomic bomb on Japan a necessity? Did communist agents and
sympathizers in the White House, Department of State, and Department of
the Treasury play a malign role in some of America’s wartime decisions? Did
a cabal of left-wing advisers steer President Truman’s policy toward China in
a direction that undermined Chiang Kai-shek and paved the way for the fall
of China to the Communists?

On these and other controversies Freedom Betrayed takes its stand.
Hoover’s work reflects the foreign policy thinking not just of himself but of
many American opinion makers during his lifetime and beyond. As such, it is
a document with which historians should be acquainted.

Nor are all of Hoover’s concerns hoary chestnuts. The startling Venona
disclosures and other revelations of recent years about the extent of Soviet
espionage in wartime Washington are prompting a reappraisal of communist
infiltration of the United States government in the 1940s.** In this respect
parts of Freedom Betrayed are especially pertinent.

Despite the passage of time, then, the intrinsic interest of Hoover’s book
remains strong, in part because it insistently raises issues—in some cases
moral issues—with whose consequences we live even now. One cannot, for
example, read the “tragic case histories” in volume III of Freedom Betrayed
without reflecting anew about some of America’s foreign policy initiatives
during and after the Second World War. Hoover reminds us that history is
made by people and that the great decisions of World War II were made by a
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handful of men whose statesmanship, “lost” or otherwise, had life-and-death
implications for the world. His Magnum Opus should be read not so much
as a monograph but, more importantly, as an argument that challenges us to
think afresh about our past. Whether or not one ultimately accepts his argu-
ment, the exercise of confronting it will be worthwhile.

Second, Freedom Betrayed merits study because ofits extraordinary and en-
during value as a primary source: as a window on the mind and worldview of
one of the twentieth century’s preeminent leaders. For two decades Hoover
devoted phenomenal energy to preparing this tome; it had a commanding
place in his thoughts. He considered it one of the great undertakings of his life
and the most important of all his writings. From a biographical perspective
one cannot fully understand Hoover’s postpresidential career without read-
ing his Magnum Opus. Its publication, one hopes, will serve future studies of
this remarkable man.

Nearly seventy years ago, during World War II, Hoover began to scribble
the first words of this work. He did so in the shadow of three great disap-
pointments: his inability to win the Republican presidential nomination in
1940; his failed crusade to keep the United States out of World War II; and
his frustrated bid to become the Great Humanitarian in Europe for a second
time. Yet he fought back, on the printed page and elsewhere. In 1964 he was
buried where he was born, in West Branch, Iowa, after a career extraordinarily
rich in achievement and honors.

Only one accomplishment eluded him at the end: publication of Freedom
Betrayed. But history, someone has said, is “a conversation without end.”
Nearly fifty years after he completed work on his Magnum Opus, it seems
fitting to welcome Mr. Hoover back to the conversation.

George H. Nash
South Hadley, Massachusetts
October 2010
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EDITOR'S NOTE ON
SOURCES AND EDITING METHODS

Sources

Between the early 1940s and 1964, Herbert Hoover labored over what he and
his staff came to call his Magnum Opus. Originally intended to be a single
volume (focused on World War II) in a multivolume set of his memoirs, the
“War Book” (as he initially referred to it) grew and grew, until, by 1963, it had
itself become a multivolume manuscript, with two volumes essentially com-
plete and a third under construction.

During these twenty-odd years, Hoover appears to have produced at least
ten distinct “editions” of his Magnum Opus, under at least four working titles
culminating in Freedom Betrayed. Finally, in early 1963, as intimations of his
mortality became stronger, Hoover corrected Edition No. 10 of Freedom Be-
trayed and renamed it Edition Z—significantly, the last letter of the alphabet.
Whereupon, a perfectionist always, he proceeded to revise it still further into
what came to be known as Edition Z+H.

With such a plethora of drafts (filling literally dozens of boxes) to work
with, the question arises: Which of the many variants of Hoover’s Magnum
Opus should be published today? The answer, for me, seems plain: it is the
version that Hoover himself wished to publish, the Z+H edition (volumes I
and II), on which he completed work, for all practical purposes, in Sep-
tember 1963. Except for some later, mostly minor, emendations (discussed
below), the Z+H edition was Hoover’s final draft. In addition to this, I have
selected for publication the most advanced drafts of four “case histories” that
he intended to place in a projected volume III.

The basic, working text of volumes I and II of Freedom Betrayed—the Z+H
edition of September 1963—is contained in four bound, typescript volumes
in the Herbert C. Hoover Papers, Box 70, Hoover Institution Archives, at Stan-
ford University. A duplicate set is filed among the Magnum Opus Materials
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in the Herbert Hoover Presidential Library, West Branch, Iowa. The first two
typed volumes— constituting volume I of Freedom Betrayed—contain an an-
notation labeling this the Z+H" edition. The check mark (v) appears to sig-
nify that someone — probably Hoover himself—had examined and finished
correcting this text. The other two typed volumes— comprising volume II
of Freedom Betrayed—carry only the marking Z+H, without the check mark,
indicating that Hoover had not yet “signed oft” on this portion of his last edi-
tion. Indeed, the latter two bound volumes at the Hoover Institution bear the
handwritten inscription “Uncorrected 1964” on their cover.

After the summer of 1963, Hoover no longer worked systematically on
his Magnum Opus. Yet in the ensuing months, as members of his secretarial
staff methodically fact-checked every line of his second volume, he could
not refrain from another round of editing. Between September 1963 and
the spring of 1964, he managed to tinker one last time with volume II of his
Z+H edition.

Two boxes in the Herbert C. Hoover Papers hold the fruit of this final exer-
tion. Box 63, Envelope 6, and Box 64, Envelope 7, contain unbound copies of
volume II of the Z+H edition, in two forms: a “research copy” (on which his
fact-checkers worked) and a copy marked as belonging to Mr. Hoover. This
material encompasses sections XI-XVIII (chapters 43—85) of Freedom Be-
trayed. On several dozen of these pages, there are penciled revisions (mostly
minor) in Hoover’s own hand.

None of these alterations appears in the Z+H set in Box 70. Indeed, notes
by one or two of Hoover’s secretaries (found in Box 64) indicate that as of
March 30, 1964, Hoover’s penciled changes in Sections XIV through XVIII
(chapters 61-85) had not yet been made on a “clean set.” Nevertheless, these
late alterations do reflect his last known wishes for the wording of his Mag-
num Opus. In recognition of his manifest intent, I have incorporated these
scattered revisions into the text printed here.

Some of the revisionary materials in Boxes 63 and 64 are more problem-
atic. On a number of research copy pages there are changes, not in Hoover’s
hand, which were then transferred to his personal copy around January 1964.
Hoover’s fact-checker for these chapters was one of his senior secretaries, Lo-
retta Camp, who had worked for him for more than twenty years. It seems un-
likely that she entered these revisions onto Hoover’s copy of the manuscript
without his knowledge and approval. I have therefore accepted most of these
(usually quite small) alterations as in all likelihood indicative of Hoover’s
intent.
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A few pages in the research and Hoover copies contain mysterious hand-
written alterations (such as inserted words) that seem not to have come from
Mrs. Camp and that someone else may have added later on. Also, in a couple
of instances Mrs. Camp proposed to move certain passages in Hoover’s man-
uscript from one chapter to another one and inserted notes to this effect at
the relevant points in his copy. It is not certain that Hoover agreed to her
recommendations.

Unless otherwise indicated in the footnotes, I have resolved these ambigu-
ities and perplexities by rejecting those changes and reverting to the unedited
language of the Z+H edition in Box 70 of the Herbert C. Hoover Papers. In
other words, I have accepted the revisions in Boxes 63 and 64, only if (a) the
changes are in Hoover’s own handwriting, or (b) they appear likely to have
been recorded on his personal copy of his manuscript with his consent. (For
the only significant exception, see chapter §3, note 4, and chapter 55, note 2.)

Hoover’s final burst of editing nearly always entailed small adjustments in
his manuscript (a new word or phrase here, a revised sentence there) —not
any drastic or substantial rewriting. To all intents and purposes, he completed
volumes I and II of the Magnum Opus (except his staff’s fact-checking) in
September 1963.

My approach to Hoover'’s final revisions has also governed my treatment
of the Z+H edition mentioned earlier. The basic text in Box 70 of Hoover’s
papers turns out to contain a few inked-in alterations, including inserted cards
and notes, offered by someone—probably a friend—who read the manu-
script at some point and proposed to change it in places. This person appears
to have been Hoover’s friend and literary adviser Neil MacNeil. Because these
revisions are not in Hoover’s handwriting, and because there is no evidence
that he ever saw and approved of them, I have ignored them in preparing the
manuscript for publication.

In short, the first two volumes in this book consist of the Z+H edition
of September 1963, plus certain revisions that Hoover is known to have
made (or is believed to have authorized) between that date and the end of
March 1964.

Determining the proper text for Volume IIT has proven more complicated.
Around 1961, as Hoover reshaped his manuscript into what became known
as Freedom Betrayed, he began to prepare a series of “tragic case histories” of
five nations that had descended into chaos or communism in the years just
after World War II. According to a note in Box 77 of his papers, these coun-
tries were Poland, China, Korea, Japan, and Germany. Each of them Hoover
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had visited (at the request of President Truman) in 1946 and (in the case of
Germany) in 1947 also.

Initially Hoover planned to include these case histories in the latter part of
volume II of the Magnum Opus. But sometime in 1962 he changed his mind
and decided to place them together, in a separate, third volume of his still-
evolving manuscript.

As far as can be ascertained from his extant research files, Hoover soon
dropped Japan from his list. In a memorandum to his stafflate in 1962 (see ap-
pendix, Document 24), he announced that volume III of the Magnum Opus
would consist of case histories for four countries only: Poland, China, Korea,
and Germany, in that order.

Hoover did not leave behind a polished, typewritten copy of volume III
But we know what it was meant to contain, and, as it happens, Hoover’s Mag-
num Opus papers hold extensive files for his case histories. On each of them
he labored diligently between 1961 and 1963. In every instance, he produced
multiple drafts. For Poland and China especially, his studies went through
repeated editions and meticulous editing.

It has therefore been possible to identify publishable texts for each one of
Hoover’s quartet of case histories. As with volumes I and II, for volume III
I have sought out the latest typewritten drafts of each case study in Hoover’s
files. To these texts I have added any subsequent, handwritten revisions that
he demonstrably desired to make. In this way, I have been able to assemble the
four components of volume III in their approximately final, intended form —
or at least the form to which Hoover had brought them, after sustained effort,
before he stopped working on them in 1963.

Volume III, then, as printed in this book, contains the full text of this last
installment of the Magnum Opus, as Hoover ultimately conceived it. The lo-
cation of the individual essays is given in my editorial notes in volume III

Finally, I have included in this book a collection of documents relating to
the origins, evolution, and purposes of Hoover’s Magnum Opus. This selec-
tion is entirely my own. These items are printed, and their provenance ex-
plained, in the Appendix.

Editing Methods

We turn now from the documentary sources for Freedom Betrayed to some
further remarks about editorial methods.

In editing the Hoover manuscripts identified above, I have tried to bear
in mind that his Magnum Opus is, first and foremost, a primary source, the
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“will and testament” (as he called it) of a noted twentieth-century statesman.
Moreover, its author is not here to ratify or nullify editorial suggestions. I have
therefore endeavored to reproduce the text as nearly as possible as Hoover
composed it, nearly half a century ago.

This book at hand is not, however, a mere photostat of Hoover’s final work
product. From time to time, I have made minor grammatical or typographi-
cal corrections in his text—such as adding or deleting commas, lowercasing
words, or adding accent marks—in the interest of elementary correctness or
clarity. Such changes fall into the category of what Hoover, in directives to his
staff, called “clean up™—or, as we might say, copyediting. In no case, however,
have I knowingly altered his meaning or tried to rewrite his text. On the few
occasions when it has seemed advisable to modify or clarify his narrative by
inserting a word or a phrase, I have done so in brackets with the attached ab-
breviation “ed.” I have also streamlined the formatting of Hoover’s table of
contents and chapter titles and have removed the subtables of contents that
he had prepared for each of the eighteen sections of volumes I and IL

I have not attempted to verify every one of Hoover’s thousands of factual
claims and hundreds of footnote citations—a monumental task that his staff
strained to perform for him in 1963 and 1964. In the course of editing and
proofreading his text and attendant footnotes, however, I have consulted
most of the sources that he cited and have carefully checked these against
his quotations from them in his manuscript. In a number of instances, I have
discovered typographical and transcription errors in Hoover’s version. Where
such mistakes have been detected, I have corrected them and have made due
note of this within brackets or in footnotes.

Every effort, then, has been made to reproduce Hoover’s text, in the final
form in which he left it, subject only to the imperatives of factual accuracy
and “clean up”

With Hoover’s footnotes, however (as distinguished from the regular text
above them), I have felt compelled to take a somewhat different approach. As
one might expect of a sprawling manuscript that was repeatedly annotated
and revised over a period of twenty years, the footnote form in the final edi-
tion of the Magnum Opus was inconsistent. Hoover followed no manual of
style. His citation procedure, for example, at times varied from chapter to
chapter—and sometimes even within a chapter. Now and then he repeated
a complete citation for a source in the same chapter. Sometimes he did so in
the very next footnote. Only rarely did he use the word ibid.

These and other idiosyncrasies raise an editorial problem for which there
is no perfect solution. One option was to present Hoover’s footnotes exactly
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as he wrote them, at the price of distracting and at times confusing the reader.
A second option was to rewrite his footnotes from scratch in compliance with
modern canons of scholarship, at the price of anachronism and of sacrificing
Hoover’s distinctive, authorial voice.

On reflection, I have chosen a middle course. One purpose of a footnote
citation is to enable a reader to find the cited source. Invoking this principle
as my guide, I have decided to retain Hoover’s overall footnote style but to
insert, where needed, within brackets, additional information (such as date
and place of publication) that will permit a curious reader to track down the
source being cited. Readers interested in the quality and flavor of Hoover’s
citations will therefore be able to see most footnotes in their original, as well
as amplified, forms.

I'have modified this approach, however, in places where it has seemed only
sensible to do so. Throughout the footnotes I have regularly deleted need-
less redundancies (such as duplicate citations of the same source in the same
chapter). Wherever possible, I have inserted the useful word ibid. Where
Hoover cites the New York Times, I have omitted the superfluous the, which
he routinely placed in front of it. I have also renumbered his footnotes when
required. In a few instances, usually involving citation of U.S. government
documents, I have felt obliged to reorganize a footnote in order to convey the
needed information in a more coherent way.

None of this copyediting affects the substance of Hoover’s narrative or his
supporting evidence. Nor, in my judgment, does it significantly alter the feel
of his scholarly apparatus. Again, the aim of my limited editorial adjustments
has been to provide the reader important additional data while remaining
faithful to the general texture of Hoover’s footnotes.

Herbert Hoover was not a professional scholar. But he was a prolific writer,
an amateur historian, and the author of more than thirty separate books. With
Freedom Betrayed—the most ambitious of all his writing projects—1I have
tried to let him speak to us as he wished, in his own words, with a minimum
of editorial filtering.

cxx + Editor’s Note on Sources and Editing Methods



Freedom
Betrayed

y
Herbert Hoover






VOLUME |






INTRODUCTION

THE PILGRIMS LANDED ON THIS CONTINENT bringing with them the
vital spark of American life—freedom. Since then, there have been four times
when freedom has been dangerously near the tragedy of defeat:

The War of the Revolution
The War between the States
The Second World War

The Cold War.!

Statesmanship brought expanded liberty from the Revolution and the
Civil War. The Nation grew to strength and to prosperity unknown in all
human history.

In the Second World War, we, with our Allies, crushed militarily the forces
of Nazism and Fascism. But we have no peace. During the war one of our
Allies, Stalin, expanded the Communist dictatorship and empire of Russia
to endanger freedom in the whole world. We are now deeply involved in the
“Cold War” which imperils our very existence.

To protect our own freedom—in this, in reality a third world war—we
must carry the major burden of defending the free nations of the world. This
burden itself imperils our future.

The purpose of this memoir is to analyze step-by-step when, where, how,
and by whom we were plunged into the Second and Third World Wars, with
the resulting betrayals of freedom. I will likewise record those who warned
against and opposed these ominous decisions which led to this turning-point
in civilization.

1. Some might list the Spanish-American War and the First World War as having endangered that
vital spark of American life. The Spanish-American War expanded liberty in the world as did also the
First World War, which brought freedom to many nations. In neither was there danger of defeat nor
the reduction of freedom in the United States.



In this memoir I will omit views of my own as to what took place. I will
demonstrate the truth from the words and actions of world leaders them-
selves, and the documentation which has come to light.

From a true record of human experience alone may come the understand-
ing which can guide our future.

Even today important segments of the American people and American
leadership are not fully aware of the menace to freedom which lies in social-
ism and other forms of centralized government.

* * *

Search for the truth on the events and the commitments of world leaders
which brought us to this calamity has been fraught with great difficulties. The
records are strewn not only with the natural misunderstandings between men
and women and different civilizations, but with deliberate suppression and
destruction of vital documents. Secret verbal commitments which resulted
in the betrayal of freedom often must be proved by subsequent actions and
events. Other suppressions can be proved by scrutinizing the texts of govern-
mental publications. Vital suppressions have been from time to time exposed
by the press and by historians. At times notations of top-level meetings of
leaders state: “No official minutes of this meeting found or made.”

For instance, the papers of the important Third Washington Conference of
Messrs. Roosevelt and Churchill during the Second World War are a glaring
example of suppression. Complete publication of these papers was promised,
but to date this has not been done. Other exhibits are the published papers of
the Tehran and Yalta Conferences.” In the second volume of this work I shall
give the written statement of a former State Department official who was di-
rected to destroy and omit many important documents. He did so.

On the other hand, an invaluable aid to the historian in uncovering the
truth comes from the speeches, autobiographies and books by the secondary
participants in high level conferences.

* * *

At the outset of this work I wish the reader to be under no misapprehen-
sion as to my position upon America’s joining the Second World War. I had

2. The official title of the “Tehran Papers” is [U.S. Department of State], Foreign Relations of the
United States, Diplomatic Papers, The Conferences at Cairo and Tehran, 1943 (United States Govern-
ment Printing Office, Washington: 1961). The official title of the “Yalta Papers” is [U.S. Department
of State,] Foreign Relations of the United States, Diplomatic Papers, The Conferences at Malta and Yalta,
1945 (United States Government Printing Office, Washington: 1955).
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supported our entry into the First World War. When American alliance with
Russia in the Second World War loomed up at the time of Hitler’s attack upon
Stalin, I stated in a nation-wide address on June 29, 1941:

We know ... Hitler’s hideous record of brutality, of aggression and as a
destroyer of democracies. Truly Poland, Norway, Holland, Belgium, Den-
mark, France . .. are dreadful monuments. But I am talking of Stalin at this
moment. ...

... now we find ourselves promising aid to Stalin and his militant Com-
munist conspiracy against the whole democratic ideals of the world. ... it
makes the whole argument of our joining the war to bring the four freedoms
to mankind a gargantuan jest. . ..

If we go further and join the war and we win, then we have won for Stalin
the grip of Communism on Russia and more opportunity for it to extend in
the world. . ..

... These two dictators—Stalin and Hitler—are in deadly combat. One
of these two hideous ideologists will disappear in this fratricidal war. In any
event both will be weakened.

Statesmanship demands that the United States stand aside in watchful
waiting, armed to the teeth, while these men exhaust themselves.

Then the most powerful and potent nation in the world can talk to man-
kind with a voice that will be heard. If we get involved in this struggle we, too,
will be exhausted and feeble.

To align American ideals alongside Stalin will be as great a violation of

everything American as to align ourselves with Hitler.?

* * *

It is proper for me to review my experience for undertaking the preparation
of these three volumes. For more than sixty years, I have had opportunities
available to few other living men to observe the political and economic forces
in motion in almost every important nation in the world. I have lived and
worked in forty-five countries, in some of them several times. They include all
the great nations which control the fate of mankind—Great Britain, France,
Germany, Russia, China, India, Italy, and Japan, as well as the leading nations
of Latin America and a host of smaller nations.

I have worked in countries under kings and dictators, and under both
Fascists and Communists. I was associated with the statesmen of many free

3. I give the full text of this address later in Section IX of these memoirs. [Editor’s note: See chap-
ter 34 and p- 582, note 9.]
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nations and their spiritual leaders. Even before the First World War I saw the
squalor of Asia and the frozen class barriers of Europe. One of my never-to-be
suppressed memories was in Czarist Russia where I witnessed groups of intel-
ligent men and women chained together awaiting their journey to Siberia.

I'have served at different times in positions in our own Government, which
involved our relations with foreign governments and their leaders, for a total
of about twenty years. At those periods I served in two score special missions
to overseas peoples.

I have directed the relief from famine and pestilence in the aftermath of
the two world wars in which over fifty nations were involved. I have witnessed
the full depth of human suffering. I have seen the agonies of mass starvation
among millions of people. I have seen cities where the children ceased to play
in the streets. I have seen tens of thousands of refugees trudging along the
highways, with their backs loaded with children and their last belongings.
Many dropped by the wayside.

I have had special experience in dealing with Communism and Commu-
nist conspiracies. After Nikolai Lenin came to power in Russia in November
1917, the Communists lost no time in launching conspiracies to take over the
governments of most of Europe’s newly liberated states. In these conspira-
cies, the Communists had the advantage of trained agents from the Third In-
ternational, the Czar’s gold reserves which they had seized, and nation-wide
hunger. At one time or another during the Armistice after the First World
War, they gained control of a dozen cities, some whole provinces, and one
entire nation. In my job I had to deal with these activities. Snuffing out these
conspiracies was not accomplished by military action. Relief of hunger and
sickness was far more powerful than machine guns. The rising hope of free-
dom was much more effective than the preachments of Karl Marx. Our gov-
ernment did not preach the Christian faith as the answer to materialism and
agnosticism. We practiced it.

During this period I sought to inform myself on the philosophy, methods
and purposes of Communism. I studied most of the writings of Karl Marx,
the father of modern Communism, and all of the statements obtainable in
English of Lenin, its fanatic new leader.* I collected the proceedings of the
“Third International” which undertook the planning of the world Communist
Revolution.

4. Aliterary curio in my library is one of the three known surviving originals of the Communist
Manifesto by Karl Marx and Friedrich Engels, issued in 1848.
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An occasion for the better understanding of Communism in practice
arose in 1921, when an appeal came to the United States from Lenin and other
top Soviet officials for help to combat the devastating famine which had be-
fallen Russia. From Washington, where I was then Secretary of Commerce,
I organized and directed the relief of this famine on behalf of the American
people—the only source from which relief could come. The Soviet leaders
themselves confirmed that we Americans had saved more than 20,000,000
lives, and attested in writing that the Soviet government would never forget—
which it did promptly and callously.®

* * *

My work in preparation of these memoirs has been aided by the unique docu-
mentation at my disposal. Early in the First World War, I started what be-
came the library of the Hoover Institution on War, Revolution and Peace at
Stanford University. This library now contains some 25,000,000 documents,
speeches, books, diaries, pamphlets, the press of many countries and records
of negotiations and treaties of critical periods and in many languages. These
collections have been enriched by the papers of hundreds of important per-
sons from all over the world. Most of this confidential material has been made
available to me by the depositors.

Work upon this memoir for more than twenty years has required the scru-
tiny of literally thousands of such records in many languages. A number of
these required translation. The task would have been insuperable but for a
preliminary weeding out of less important materials by my friends, by my
own staff, and by the staff of the Hoover Institution.

* * *

The text is divided into sections chronologically arranged, and covering lon-
ger or shorter periods beginning and ending with some major event or action
which changed the shape of things to come. Within each section, I have usu-
ally treated subjects topically rather than chronologically.

The immense documentation of enemy countries seized after the war could
not have been known to leaders of the free nations at the time of their own

5.Thave published the details of these activities in both World Wars and their aftermaths in four
volumes entitled An American Epic, wherein an account is given of the American charitable agencies
which saved the lives of more than one billion human beings. (Henry Regnery Company, Chicago:
1959, 1960, 1961 and 1964). See also [Herbert Hoover], The Ordeal of Woodrow Wilson (McGraw-Hill
Book Company, Inc., New York: 1958).
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actions or decisions. Justice to these leaders requires that such disclosures not
be used in the appraisal of their statesmanship at the actual time they made
these decisions. To make this clear, I have presented such ex post facto infor-
mation in footnotes or, in one or two cases, in chapters so indicated.

* * *

When meetings of leaders were held where important commitments were
made, I review briefly the military situation of the time in order to clarify the
background. But this memoir is not a detailed military history.

I believe that throughout this period the fate of mankind has been deter-
mined less by military action than by the decisions of political leaders.
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SECTION |

A Great Intellectual and Moral
Plague Comes to Free Men






CHAPTER 1

The Creators, Leaders, Principles,
and Methods of Communism

BEFORE DEALING WITH what Communism really is, a short resumé of the
origin and rise of the most disastrous plague which has come to free men may
be helpful to readers not already familiar with it.

While Communism was not unknown in ancient history, it was enunci-
ated as a complete economic and social system by two German economic and
social theorists, Karl Marx and Friedrich Engels, in their Communist Manifesto
(Manifest der Kommunistischen Partei) published in 1848. It is a cynical fact
that Marx earned part of his living as a London correspondent for Horace
Greeley’s New York Tribune.

The Manifesto’s twentieth-century great apostle was Nikolai Lenin (Vladi-
mir Ilyich Ulyanov), a Russian expatriate who had taken part in the organiza-
tion of the Communist Third International. In April 1917, Lenin was secretly
smuggled back into Russia by the Germans to stir up revolution against the
newly established Kerensky democratic regime. Leon Trotsky, a leading Rus-
sian Communist then in the United States, joined him.

In the early meetings of the Communists in Russia, they split into two
groups: the Bolsheviks, who favored revolution by violence, and the Men-
sheviks, who advocated less violent measures. The Bolsheviks under Lenin’s
leadership prevailed. He and his associates seized the government by violence
in November, 1917. Most of the Mensheviks joined or were liquidated.

Under the title of Chairman of the Council of People’s Commissars, Lenin
established himself as dictator of Russia, so continuing until his death in Janu-
ary, 1924. Lenin was succeeded by Joseph Stalin, who remained dictator until
his death in March, 1953, when his body was enshrined in Lenin’s tomb. Sta-
lin was succeeded by a shaky triumvirate which included Lavrenti P. Beria,
Georgi M. Malenkov, and Vyacheslav M. Molotov. This trio was followed by
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Nicolai A. Bulganin. Then in 1958, Nikita S. Khrushchev came into power,
renouncing Stalin and all his works. The culmination of Stalin’s repudiation
came on October 30, 1961, when the Communists at their 22nd Congress de-
creed the eviction of his body from its resting place alongside Lenin.

All of these succeeding dictators repeatedly affirmed their devotion to the
doctrines of Karl Marx and Lenin, and their pictures are displayed in every
public place in Russia. Annually, at the November celebration of the Revo-
lution in Red Square in Moscow, the Russian hierarchs renew their vows of
their fidelity to Marx and Lenin.

The Principles and Methods of Communism

I should say at the outset that Communism is a fiery spirit infecting men’s
minds. Its great parallels in history are the Christian and Mohammedan reli-
gions. Communism is a crusading spirit, ruthless of all opposition, and over
the years it has evolved beliefs, methods and organization. Within it is a vehe-
ment demand for expansion and a suppression of all such human emotions as
piety. It is sadistic and cruel.

The principles and methods can best be described from the speeches and
statements of its own leaders, and for the convenience of the reader, I present
these according to major theme. There are differences in translation into En-
glish, and that one most generally accepted is given here.

On Dictatorship
Lenin stated:

... The scientific concept ‘dictatorship’ means nothing more nor less than
unrestricted power, absolutely unimpeded by laws or regulations and rest-
ing directly upon force. This is the meaning of the concept ‘dictatorship’ and

nothing else. . ..!
Stalin elaborated on Lenin’s theory in 1924:

... Lenin’s theory of the dictatorship of the proletariat is not a purely

“Russian” theory, but a theory which necessarily applies to all countries.

1. V. L Lenin, Selected Works, Volume V11, After the Seizure of Power (1917-18), (International
Publishers, New York [1943]), “A Contribution to the History of the Question of Dictatorship,” Oc-
tober 20, 1920, p. 254-
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Bolshevism is not only a Russian phenomenon. “Bolshevism,” says Lenin, is

“a model of tactics for all” .. 2

On Religion and Morals
Lenin echoed the atheism of Karl Marx, stating:

... Religion is the opium of the people. Religion is a kind of spiritual gin in
which the slaves of capital drown their human shape and their claims to any

decent human life.?

These words of Lenin, “Religion is the opium of the people,” were inscribed
on the wall of a government building near the Red Square.*

On International Relations
On March 8, 1918, Lenin said:

... In war you must never tie your hands with considerations of formality.
It is ridiculous not to know the history of war, not to know that a treaty is a
means of gaining strength; . . . the history of war shows as clearly as clear can

be that the signing of a treaty after defeat is a means of gaining strength . . .}

As early as 1913, Stalin manifested his lack of faith in international agree-
ments. He stated:

... A diplomat’s words must contradict his deeds—otherwise, what sort of
a diplomat is he? Words are one thing—deeds something entirely different.
Fine words are a mask to cover shady deeds. A sincere diplomat is like dry

water, or wooden iron.’

2.]. V. Stalin, Works, Volume VI, 1924 (Foreign Languages Publishing House, Moscow: 1953),
“The October Revolution and the Tactics of the Russian Communists,” p. 382. The reference is to the
English version of Lenin’s Selected Works, Volume VII, After the Seizure of Power (1917-1918) (In-
ternational Publishers, New York [1943]), “The Proletarian Revolution and the Renegade Kautsky,”
p. 183. See also Joseph Stalin, Selected Writings (International Publishers, New York: 1942), p. 14.

3.V. L Lenin, Selected Works, Volume XI (International Publishers, New York [1943]), “Socialism
and Religion,” p. 658.

4. H. V. Kaltenborn, Fifty Fabulous Years (G. P. Putnam’s Sons, New York: 1950), p. 131.

5. V. L Lenin, Selected Works, Volume VII, After the Seizure of Power (1917-1918), “Speech in
Reply to the Debate on the Report of War and Peace,” March 8, 1918, p. 309.

6. J. V. Stalin, Works, Volume 11, 1907-1913 (Foreign Languages Publishing House, Moscow:
1953), “The Elections in St. Petersburg,” January 12 (25), 1913, p. 285.
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The Method of Communist Revolutions is by Violence
Lenin stated:

Great questions in the life of nations are settled only by force. .. .”

... the victory of socialism is possible, first in a few or even in one single
capitalist country. The victorious proletariat of that country, having expropri-
ated the capitalists and organized its own socialist production, would con-
front the rest of the capitalist world, attract to itself the oppressed classes of
other countries, raise revolts among them against the capitalists, and, in the
event of necessity, come out even with armed force against the exploiting

classes and their states. . . .°
Stalin wrote in 1924:

While it is true that the final victory of Socialism in the first country to eman-
cipate itself is impossible without the combined efforts of the proletarians
of several countries, it is equally true that the development of the world
revolution will be the more rapid and thorough, the more effective the as-
sistance rendered by the first Socialist country to the workers . . . of all other
countries.

In what should this assistance be expressed?
Stalin answers his own question by repeating words of Lenin:

It should be expressed, first, in the victorious country achieving the “utmost
possible in one country for the development, support and awakening of the
revolution in all countries.” (Lenin, Selected Works, Vol. V1J, p. 182.)

Second, it should be expressed in that the “victorious proletariat” of one
country, “having expropriated the capitalists and organized its own Socialist
production, would stand up against the rest of the world, the capitalist world,
attracting to its cause the oppressed classes of other countries, raising revolts
in those countries against the capitalists, and in the event of necessity com-
ing out even with armed force against the exploiting classes and their states.
(Lenin, Selected Works, Vol. V, p. 141.)°

7. V. 1. Lenin, Selected Works, Volume 111, The Revolution of 1905—07 (International Publishers,
New York [1943]), “The Two Tactics of Social-Democracy in the Democratic Revolution,” p. 126.

8. V. L Lenin, Selected Works, Volume V, Imperialism and Imperialist War (1914-1917) (Interna-
tional Publishers, New York [1943]), “The United States of Europe Slogan,” August 23, 1915, p. 141.

9. J. Stalin, Problems of Leninism (Foreign Languages Publishing House, Moscow: 1940),
pp. 115—-116.
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In a speech on March 10, 1939, Stalin stressed the need for trained revo-
lutionaries:

The training and molding of our young cadres usually proceeds in some par-
ticular branch of science or technology, along the line of specialization. . ..
But there is one branch of science which Bolsheviks in all branches of sci-
ence are in duty bound to know, and that is the Marxist-Leninist science of
society, of the laws of social development, of the laws of development of the
proletarian revolution, of the laws of development of socialist construction,

and of the victory of communism. . . ."

On Subversion of Labor Unions and Strikes
In April, 1920, Lenin thus counseled his followers:

... It is necessary to be able to withstand all this, to agree to any and every
sacrifice, and even—if need be—to resort to all sorts of stratagems, manoeu-
vers and illegal methods, to evasion and subterfuges in order to penetrate the
trade unions, to remain in them, and to carry on Communist work in them

atall costs. ...!

Stalin, in 1925, stated:

... the support of our revolution by the workers of all countries, and still
more the victory of the workers in at least several countries, is a necessary
condition for fully guaranteeing the first victorious country against attempts
at intervention and restoration, a necessary condition for the final victory of

socialism."

A resolution passed at the Sixth World Congress of the Communist Inter-
national (July—August, 1928) declared:

... the Communists in capitalist countries must reject the phrase “Reply
to war by general strike,” and have no illusions whatever about the efficacy

of such phrases, nevertheless, in the event of war against the Soviet Union

10. Joseph Stalin, Selected Writings, “Report on the Work of the Central Committee to the Eigh-
teenth Congress of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union,” March 10, 1939, pp. 466—467.

11. V. L Lenin, Selected Works, Volume X (International Publishers, New York: 1943), “Left-
Wing’ Communism, an Infantile Disorder,” April 27, 1920, p. 95.

12.]. V. Stalin, Works, Volume VII, 1925 (Foreign Languages Publishing House, Moscow: 1954.),
“The Results of the Work of the Fourteenth Conference of the R.C.P. (B.),” May 9, 192, p. 120.
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becoming imminent, they must take into consideration the increased opportu-
nities for employing the weapon of mass strikes and the general strike, prior

to the outbreak of war and during the mobilization . . ."

On Subversion of Legislative Bodies
Lenin said:

... The party of the revolutionary proletariat must take part in bourgeois par-

liamentarism in order to enlighten the masses . . ."*
And again Lenin said:

... Aslongas you are unable to disperse the bourgeois parliament and every
other type of reactionary institution, you must work inside them, precisely
because in them there are still workers who are stupefied by the priests and

by the dreariness of village life; otherwise you run the risk of becoming mere

babblers."”
In June 1920, Lenin said:

... the Communist International must enter into a temporary alliance with
bourgeois democracy in colonial and backward countries, but must not
merge with it, and must unconditionally preserve the independence of the

proletarian movement even in its most rudimentary form. . . ."*

In 1935, when the Seventh Congress of the Communist International met
in Moscow, speech after speech dwelt on the determination to bore from
within in every nation. The Secretary-General, “Comrade” Georgi Dimitrov
of Bulgaria, recalled the Trojan horse technique and advised its general use.”

13. The Struggle Against Imperialist War and the Tasks of the Communists (Workers Library Pub-
lishers, New York City: March, 1932), pp. 28—29.

14. V. L. Lenin, The Constituent Assembly Elections and the Dictatorship of the Proletariat (Foreign
Languages Publishing House: Moscow: 1954.) p. 36.

15. V. L Lenin, Selected Works, Volume X, “‘Left-Wing” Communism, An Infantile Disorder,”
April 27, 1920, p. 100.

16. V. L. Lenin, Selected Works, Volume X (International Publishers, New York: 1943), “Prelimi-
nary Draft of Theses on the National and Colonial Questions,” June 1920, p. 237.

17. United States Department of State, Foreign Relations of the United States: Diplomatic Papers,
The Soviet Union, 1933-1939 ([Government Printing Office,] Washington: 1952), pp. 228-244. See
also 76th Cong,, 1st sess., House Report No. 2, Investigation of Un-American Activities and Propaganda,
Report of the Special Committee on Un-American Activities pursuant to H. Res. 282 (75th Con-
gress) January 3, 1939, p. 27.
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In 1940, Congressman Martin Dies published an account of the use of this
tactic in the United States.

On Stirring Up Strife Between Nations and Groups
In November 1920, Lenin stated:

The fundamental thing in the matter of concessions . . . we must take advan-
tage of the antagonisms and contradictions between two capitalisms . . . in-
citing one against the other. ...

... can we, as Communists, remain indifferent and merely say: “We shall
carry on propaganda for Communism in these countries.” That is true, but
that is not all. The practical task of Communist policy is to take advantage of

this hostility and to incite one against the other. .. ."

In 1921, at the Tenth Congress of the Russian Communist Party, Stalin, in
criticizing articles written by the then Commissar of Foreign Affairs, said:

... Chicherin. . . under-estimates, the internal contradictions among the im-
perialist groups and states. . . . But these contradictions do exist, and the ac-
tivities of the People’s Commissariat of Foreign Affairs are based on them.
... It is precisely the function of the People’s Commissariat of Foreign
Affairs to take all these contradictions into account, to base itself on them, to

manoeuver within the framework of these contradictions. . . .>°

Again in 1921, Stalin wrote in Pravda:

The Party’s tasks . . . are:
1) to utilise all the contradictions and conflicts among the capitalist groups
and governments which surround our country, with the object of disintegrat-

ing imperialism.*

In 1924, Stalin said:

18. Martin Dies, The Trojan Horse in America (Dodd, Mead & Company, New York: 1940).

19. V. 1. Lenin, Selected Works, Volume V111, The Period of War Communism (1918-1920) (Interna-
tional Publishers, New York [1943]), “Speech Delivered at a meeting of Nuclei Secretaries of the Mos-
cow Organization of the Russian Communist Party (Bolsheviks),” November 26, 1920, pp. 279, 284.

20. ]. V. Stalin, Works, Volume V, 1921-1923 (Foreign Languages Publishing House, Moscow:
1953), “The Tenth Congress of the R.C.P. (B.),” March 10, 1921, p. [41-] 42.

21. J. V. Stalin, Works, Volume V, 1921-1923, “The Party Before and After Taking Power,” Au-
gust 28, 1921, p. 113. See also David J. Dallin, Russia & Postwar Europe (Yale University Press, New
Haven: 1943), p. 74-
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... The reserves of the revolution can be ... contradictions, conflicts and

wars . . . among the bourgeois states hostile to the proletarian state. .. >

On There Can Be No Peace
Lenin said:

... If war is waged by the proletariat after it has conquered the bourgeoisie in
its own country, and is waged with the object of strengthening and extending

socialism, such a war is legitimate and “holy.”*

Again Lenin said:

... If we are obliged to tolerate such scoundrels as the capitalist thieves, each
of whom is preparing to plunge a knife into us, it is our direct duty to make
them turn their knives against each other. ...

... As long as capitalism and socialism exist, we cannot live in peace: in
the end, one or the other will triumph—a funeral dirge will be sung either

over the Soviet Republic or over world capitalism. . . .**

In a speech on June 23, 1938, Commissar of Foreign Affairs, Maxim Litvi-
nov, noted the tendency to forget that:

.. “with the preservation of the capitalist system a long and enduring peace

is impossible” ...

On December 21, 1939, in response to a birthday greeting, Stalin said:

Do not doubt, my comrades, that I am ready to devote all my efforts and abil-
ity and, if necessary, all my blood, drop by drop, to the cause of the working

class proletarian revolution and world communism.*

In the course of the alliance with the Americans and British during the
Second World War, Stalin issued a number of glowing statements on the vir-
tues of freedom and democracy. In 1942, and repeatedly thereafter, the Soviet

22. ]. V. Stalin, Works, Volume VI, 1924, “The Foundations of Leninism,” p. 161. See also David
J. Dallin, Russia & Postwar Europe, p. 74.

23. V. I Lenin, Selected Works, Volume VII, After the Seizure of Power (1917-18), “‘Left-wing’
Childishness and Petty Bourgeois Mentality,” May 1918, p. 357.

24. V. L Lenin, Selected Works, Volume VI, The Period of War Communism (1918-1920), “Orga-
nization of the Russian Communist Party (Bolsheviks),” November 26, 1920, pp. 288, 297.

25. Department of State, Foreign Relations of the United States: Diplomatic Papers— The Soviet
Union, 19331939, pp. [$87-588—ed].

26. New York Times, December 22, 1939.
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Union and Stalin himself accepted the terms of the Atlantic Charter. These
acts neatly fitted into the category of “dodges and tricks” prescribed by Lenin,
as later chapters on the Second World War will show.

If any one believes these statements I have quoted from Lenin and Sta-
lin are mere revolutionary bombast, he may turn to the present leader of the
Communist world. In September 1955, Nikita Khrushchev, at a dinner at the
Kremlin for the visiting East German Communist delegation, declared:

They often say in the West when speaking of Soviet leaders, that something
has changed since the Geneva conference [of the Big Four Powers]. They are
starting to smile but have not changed their line of conduct. . ..

But if anyone believes that our smiles involve abandonment of the teach-
ing of Marx, Engels and Lenin he deceives himself poorly. Those who wait

for that must wait until a shrimp learns to whistle.”

On November 17,1956, Khrushchev made this statement to Western diplo-
mats at a reception in Moscow:

... Whether you like it or not, history is on our side. We will bury you.”®
Khrushchev said on November 22, 1957:

... We, Communists, the Soviet politicians, are atheists.”

Khrushchev said in January 1959:

We have always followed, and will also follow in the future, the great inter-
national teachings of Marx, Engels, and Lenin. Figuratively speaking our
Communist Party regards itself as one of the leading detachments of the
worldwide communist movement, a detachment which is the first to scale
the heights of communism. On the way to these heights we shall not be
stopped by avalanches or landslides. No one shall forcibly deflect us from
the path of the movement toward communism. . . . We regard it as imperative
to strengthen by every means the might of the socialist camp, to consolidate

still further the unity of the international communist movement. . . .*°

27. New York Times, September 18, 1955.

28. Time Magazine, November 26, 1956.

29. Interview with William Randolph Hearst, Jr., November 22, 1957; Pravda, November 29, 1957.
Quoted in [U.S.] Department of State, Soviet World Outlook [Department of State Publication 6836]
(Washington: 1959), p. 47.

30. Speech at the Twenty-first Congress of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union, Janu-
ary 27,1959; Moscow radio broadcast, January 28, 1959. Quoted in Department of State, Soviet World
Outlook, p. 67.
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On September 4, 1959, in a comment on the eventual victory of commu-
nism over capitalism, Khrushchev said Soviet bloc economic conditions were
improving and “we have no reason not to be patient.” Capitalists, he said, were
digging their own graves and “I am not going to labor to dig their graves.”'

At a Kremlin reception on the occasion of the 43rd Anniversary of the Bol-
shevist Revolution, Khrushchev said:

We are working toward communism, but war will not help us reach our
goal—it will spoil it.
We shall win only through the minds of men.

He continued:

We must rest on the position of [peaceful] coexistence and non-
intervention. It is not necessary to whip people along this road . . . but com-

munism eventually will be in force all over the earth.”
On April 14, 1961, Khrushchev said:

We proclaim . .. that after successfully carrying out the building of social-
ism, begun in 1917 by the October Revolution, we are advancing surely and
boldly along the path indicated by the great Lenin to the building of com-
munism. We say that there is no force in the world capable of turning us off

this path.*®

Khrushchev could well justify this statement. Communism has spread
from about 5% or 6% of the world’s population in Lenin’s time to over 30%.
And its conspiracies continue in every free nation in the world.

The Communist dedication to the victory of Communism over other ide-
ologies is evidenced in some of Khrushchev’s more recent statements.

At a Moscow reception held February 15, 1963, he said to the Red Chinese
Ambassador Pan Tzu Li:

... I promise you that when we throw a last shovel on the grave of capitalism,

we will do it with China.**

On April 20, 1963, in an interview with an Italian newspaper Editor (Italo
Pietra) Khrushchev said:

31. New York Times, September s, 1959.

32. Ibid., November 8, 1960.

33.Ibid., April 15, 1961.

34. Ibid., Western Edition, February 16, 1963. See also Life Magazine, March 1, 1963.
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... peaceful coexistence of states with different social regimes does not imply
a peaceful coexistence in the field of ideology. . . .

. we Communists never have accepted and never will accept the
idea of peaceful coexistence of ideology. On this ground there cannot be
compromises. . . .

... In the hard fight of the two antagonistic ideologies . . . we are and will

be on the offensive. We will affirm Communist ideals. . . .*

35. New York Times, April 22, 1963.
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CHAPTER 2

The Recognition of Soviet Russia
in November 1933

PRESIDENT WILSON SOON AFTER the First World War stated the United
States policy of no recognition of the Communist government of Russia. His
views on recognition were expressed in an authorized statement by Secretary
of State Bainbridge Colby to the Italian Ambassador in Washington, Baron

Avezzana, on August 20, 1920:

... the Bolsheviki . . . an inconsiderable minority of the people by force and
cunning seized the powers and machinery of government and have contin-

ued to use them with savage oppression. .. .

... responsible spokesmen ... have declared ... that the very existence of
Bolshevism in Russia . .. must . .. depend upon ... revolutions in all other

great civilized nations, including the United States. . . .

... the Third Internationale . . . heavily subsidized by the Bolshevist Govern-
ment . . . has for its openly avowed aim the promotion of Bolshevist revolu-

tions throughout the world. . ..

... There can be no mutual confidence . .. if pledges are to be given . .. with
a cynical repudiation . .. already in the mind of one of the parties. We can-
not recognize . . . a government which is determined and bound to conspire

against our institutions. . . A

Mr. Wilson had abundant confirmation for his views. He had before him
the public declarations of Lenin and his own experience with Communist
conspiracies during the Paris Peace Conference in 1919. Throughout this

1. U.S. Department of State, Papers Relating to the Foreign Relations of the United States, 1920, Vol-
ume IIT (Washington: 1936), pp. 463-468. See also Herbert Hoover, The Ordeal of Woodrow Wilson
(McGraw-Hill Book Company, Inc., New York: 1958), p. 150.
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period the Communists seized control of the governments of many large cit-
ies and even of one whole nation—Hungary. The Supreme Council of which
Mr. Wilson was a member had the task of dealing with these conspiracies,
and in a number of cases I was assigned the duty of snuffing them out.> Our
method was not by military force, but by placing the distribution of food sup-
plies in the hands of the democratic elements of these countries.

With this experience, Presidents Harding and Coolidge resisted all pres-
sures for recognition. From my personal experience I was naturally opposed
to opening the doors of the United States to these conspiracies against free
men. Thus, four Presidents and their six Secretaries of State for over a decade
and a halfheld to this resolve.

When Mr. Roosevelt came to the Presidency, he had knowledge of two
current glaring examples of Communist conspiracy specifically directed
against the United States. These were the so-called “Bonus March” of 1932
and the flooding of the world with counterfeit American money printed in
Moscow and used for Communist purposes.

Without at this point going into the details of the “Bonus March” on Wash-
ington, which was mostly made up of veterans asking Congress for relief, I
may say that our Army and Navy Intelligence services determined at that
time that the “march” had been largely engineered by Communists with the
fantastic idea that they would exploit the veterans to overthrow the United
States Government. At the time of the march, I publicly pointed out its Com-
munist inspiration. That this was no figment of the imagination was amply
confirmed. At the Seventh Congress of the Communist International in Mos-
cow three years later in 1935, the Communists openly claimed credit for the
march.’ Subsequent disclosures by repentant Communists added proof that
it had been directed from the Kremlin. A former General Secretary of the
American Communist Party, Benjamin Gitlow, revealed:

2. Herbert Hoover, The Ordeal of Woodrow Wilson, Chapter 10; Herbert Hoover, An American
Epic, Volume III [Henry Regnery Company, Chicago: 1961], Chapters 13, 35 passim. Nor was there
lack of confirmation of the hideous brutality of the Communist regime. An eye-witness, George
Vernadsky, one-time Professor of Russian History at Yale University, wrote in 1931: “If the number
of people killed at the direct instigation of Lenin be taken into account—disregarding those killed
in the ‘regular’ civil war—and also the number of people who died from famine in consequence of
his economic policy, the result is a staggering figure. . . . If judgment is to be based on the number
of human lives destroyed by the government of Lenin, then it is impossible not to list Lenin among
the most fearful tyrants history has known.” (Lenin, Red Dictator, New Haven, Yale University Press:
1931, p. 320.)

3. U.S. Department of State, Foreign Relations of the United States: Diplomatic Papers— The Soviet
Union, 19331939 [ Government Printing Office, Washington: 1952], p. 229.
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...OnMay 19 [1932] the communist Worker Ex-Servicemen’s League formed
a Provisional Bonus March Committee. . . . The Communist party members
of the provisional committee met daily with the special rep of the Comin-
tern and the national leaders of the Communist party to formulate plans and

work out strategy and policies.*

Another ex-Communist, John T. Pace, later a deputy sheriff in Tennessee,
stated:

I'led the left wing or Communist section of the bonus march.
I'was ordered by my Red superiors to provoke riots.
I'was told to use every trick to bring about bloodshed. . ..

The Communists didn’t care how many veterans were killed. . . .*

Before Mr. Roosevelt took office, I informed him of the details of the Mos-
cow counterfeiting of millions of dollars in American currency. These fake
notes were circulated intermittently from 1928 to 1932 over Europe, China and
the Middle East. Our Federal Reserve Banks issued many warnings on the
subject to the public both here and abroad.

On January 3, 1933, two months prior to Mr. Roosevelt’s inauguration, our
Secret Service arrested a German named Hans Dechow on his arrival in the
United States with a large quantity of these counterfeit bills. The next day, in
New York they arrested a Russian Communist, Dr. Valentine Gregory Burtan,
for passing such bills. He was subsequently convicted on Dechow’s evidence
as to previous deliveries and sentenced to prison.

On February 24, 1933, just before Mr. Roosevelt’s inauguration, the New
York Times exposed the fact that the counterfeits were of Soviet government
origin.’

4. Benjamin Gitlow, The Whole of Their Lives (Charles Scribner’s Sons, New York: 1948),
pp. 226-227.

5. New York Journal-American, August 28, 1949. See Congressional Record, Senate, 81st Cong., 1st
sess. Vol. 9, Pt. 9, August 31, 1949, pp. 12529-12531. See Communist Tactics Among Veterans’ Groups
(Testimony of John T. Pace), Hearing Before Committee on Un-American Activities— House of
Representatives, 82nd Cong,, 1st sess., July 13, 1951, pp. 1925-1964. Mr. Pace’s testimony was sup-
pressed until 1951. See also Chicago Daily Tribune, June 1, 1951.

6. The New York Times account was subsequently confirmed by Walter G. Krivitsky, a former
Russian intelligence officer, in an article in the Saturday Evening Post of September 30, 1939, entitled
“Counterfeit Dollars.” Krivitsky stated that during the years 1928 to 1932 Stalin undertook a gigantic
counterfeiting scheme, that a Russian agent had procured the proper paper in the United States, and
that $10,000,000 worth of bills were printed by the Russian government’s engraving establishment.
See also W/alter] G. Krivitsky, In Stalin’s Secret Service (New York: Harper & Brothers Publishers,
1939), pp- 116-138.
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The Recognition Negotiations

On October 10, 1933, eight months after taking office, Mr. Roosevelt dis-
patched a message to President Kalinin of the Soviet All-Union Central Exec-
utive Committee suggesting that Russia send a representative to Washington
to negotiate recognition. Seven days later, the Soviet government replied that
they were sending their People’s Commissar for Foreign Affairs, Mr. Maxim
Litvinov.’

The Soviet policy as stated and signed by Litvinov on November 16, 1933,
included the following:

... it will be the fixed policy of the Government of the Union of Soviet So-
cialist Republics:

... to refrain from interfering in any manner in the internal affairs of the
United States. . ..

To refrain, and to restrain all persons . . . under its direct or indirect con-
trol ... from any act . .. liable in any way whatsoever to injure the tranquil-
lity, prosperity, order, or security . .. or any agitation or propaganda having
as an aim, the violation of the territorial integrity of the United States . .. or
the bringing about by force of a change in the political or social order of the
whole or any part of the United States, its territories or possessions.

... Not to permit the formation ... of any organization or group ...
which has as an aim the overthrow of . . . the political or social order of . ..
the United States. .. .*

There were also Soviet assurances of Russia’s peaceful intentions through-
out the world.’

Secretary of State Cordell Hull promptly issued a glowing eulogy of the
agreement.'

In the course of the discussions with Litvinov, Mr. Roosevelt proposed that
the Soviet government repay, over a long period of years, the loans which the
United States had made to Russia during World War I. The curious method
of repayment he suggested was that the United States would lend Russia

7. U.S. Department of State, Foreign Relations of the United States: Diplomatic Papers, The Soviet
Union, 1933-1939, pp. 17-18.

8. Ibid., pp. 28-29.

9.James A. Farley gives sidelights on this part of the transaction. Jim Farley’s Story: The Roosevelt
Years (McGraw-Hill Book Company, Inc., New York: 1948), pp. 43—44-

10. U.S. Department of State, Foreign Relations of the United States: Diplomatic Papers— The Soviet
Union, 1933-1939, p. 39.
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additional credits at a high rate of interest, and the excessive portion of the in-
terest rate on these would be applied as installments on our wartime advances
to Russia. The amount of the existing Soviet debt to the United States was to
be negotiated as being between $75,000,000 and $150,000,000." The loan was
not consummated. Litvinov declared in October 1934 that he would not have
accepted the terms of the recognition agreement had he not expected fulfill-
ment of the promised loan."” Finally, on January 31,1935, Secretary Hull issued
a statement to the effect that the deal was off.”

No sooner had they won recognition than the Communists began vio-
lating their pledge not to conspire for the overthrow of the American Gov-
ernment. The day recognition was granted, Litvinov brought the good news
directly from the White House to three top Communists. In 1939, one of
them, D. H. Dubrowsky, former director of the Soviet Red Cross, gave an ac-
count of this meeting to the Un-American Activities Committee:

... Litvinoff came in all smiles and stated and said “Well, it is all in the bag;
we have it. . . . they wanted us to recognize the debts that we owed them and
I promised we were going to negotiate.

... but they did not know we were going to negotiate until dooms-

» 14

day” ...

Within forty-eight hours after the signing of the agreement, the American
Communists issued a statement reaffirming their determination to follow
their revolutionary principles.” Benjamin Gitlow, who had been high in the
American Communist Party councils, relates in his book that Litvinov met
with the American Communist leaders in New York and explained to them
that the agreement did not bind the American Communists, who were part of
the Third International; that it bound only the Soviet government.

Gitlow states that Litvinov told the Communists as to the agreement:

... Don’t worry about the letter. It is a scrap of paper which will soon be for-

gotten in the realities of Soviet-American relations."

11. Ibid,, pp. 2627, 63-165.

12. Ibid,, p. 160.

13. Ibid,, pp. 172-173.

14. [U.S. Congress, House of Representatives, Special Committee on Un-American Activities, ]
Investigation of Un-American Propaganda Activities in the United States, 76th Congress, 1st Session,
Pp. 5148-5149.

15. New York Times, November 19, 1933.

16. Benjamin Gitlow, The Whole of Their Lives, p. 265.
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At a November 17, 1933 press conference, Litvinov was asked how recog-
nition would affect the propaganda of the Communist Party of the United
States. Litvinov answered:

The Communist Party of Russia doesn’t concern America and the Commu-

nist Party of the United States doesn’t concern Russia. . . .

When questioned about how the propaganda agreement would affect the
Third International, Litvinov replied:

The Third International is not mentioned in this [the recognition] docu-

ment . . . You must not read more into the document than was intended.”

The recognition of Russia by the United States gave the Soviet government
a stamp of respectability before all the world. Other nations followed our lead,
thus opening their gates to conspiracies which plague them to this day.

17. Daily Worker, November 20, 1933.
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CHAPTER 3

The Kremlin Onslaught
against the American People

THE RECOGNITION OF RussIa touched off an era of uninhibited growth
and activity for the Communists in the United States. According to the Fed-
eral Bureau of Investigation, membership of the American Communist Party
grew from about 13,000 prior to the Litvinov agreement to over 80,000 by
mid-1938.!

In 1936, the American Ambassador in Moscow, William C. Bullitt, cabled
Washington.

We should not cherish for a moment the illusion that it is possible to estab-
lish really friendly relations with the Soviet Government or with any com-

munist party or communist individual.?

The first official exposure of the infiltration of Communists into important
positions in the Federal government began in 1938, with the appointment of
a special House Committee on Un-American Activities under the chairman-
ship of Representative Martin Dies. Dies served as Chairman until he left
Congress on January 3, 1945, because of ill health. The Committee has been
continued by the House up to this writing, under vigorous chairmanship.?

1. Information provided by the Federal Bureau of Investigation.

2. [U.S. Department of State,] Foreign Relations of the United States: Diplomatic Papers— The So-
viet Union 1933-1939, (a collection of Department of State documents not made public until 1952),
p- 294.

3. Some of the outstanding House Committee reports on the subject of Communist activity are:

Excerpts from Hearings Regarding Investigation of Communist Activities in Connection with the
Atom Bomb, Eightieth Congress, Second Session, September 1948.

Hearings Regarding Communist Infiltration of Radiation Laboratory and Atomic Bomb Project
at the University of California, Berkeley, Calif. — Vol. 1, 1949; Vol. II, 1948 and 1949, Eighty-
first Congress, First Session.

Guide to Subversive Organizations and Publications by the Committee on Un-American
Activities, U.S. House of Representatives, December 1, 1961.
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The Senate, in 1950, established the Internal Security Subcommittee of the
Committee on the Judiciary to undertake similar inquiries. It, too, has contin-
ued up to this writing.*

These committees disclosed a long list of treacheries and conspiracies
to overthrow our government, naming the participants. Soon after the rec-
ognition, American members of the Communist Party began filtering into
the most important government departments, thus gaining access to mat-
ters of national security, and the opportunity to influence or even to make
major policies.’ They also infiltrated labor unions, stirring up class hatred and
strikes. They infiltrated college campuses, sowing seeds of doubt in the minds
of youth as to our basic principles and institutions. They created subversive
fronts to mold public opinion. They stole the secrets of the atomic bomb.

Enticement of the intellectuals to join the party was far more important to
them than rallying the “common man,” although the latter could be of use in
their deliberately staged riots and disturbances.

Much of the Communist “apparatus” in the United States was financed
with Soviet gold.® Agents were sent from Moscow to supervise the Commu-
nist movement here. The entry and exit of these agents through our immigra-
tion barriers were effected by systematic passport frauds. By 1939, the State
Department’s Passport Division reported that there was a

... widespread conspiracy to violate the passport laws of the United States
and to promote the interests of the Soviet Union and to work against the

foreign policy of the United States Government. . . .7

4. Important Senate Committee reports on the subject of Communist activity are:

U.S. Senate Permanent Subcommittee on Investigations of the Committee on Government
Operations, Hearings, 83d Congress, 1st Session, Communist Infiltration in the Army,
1953; also, Hearings, 83d Congress, 1st and 2d Session, Army Signal Corps-Subversion
and Espionage, Part 1-10, 1953-1954; also Hearings, 83d Congress, 1st Session, Security-
United Nations, Parts 1—2, 1953.

U.S. Senate Internal Security Subcommittee, 84th Congress, 2d Session, Report for the Year
1956, Section IV, 1957; also, its Hearings, 82d Congress, 1st and 2d Session, Institute of
Pacific Relations, Part 1-15, 1951-1953.

U.S. Senate Internal Security Subcommittee Hearings, 83rd and 84th Congress, Interlocking
Subversion in Government Departments, Part 1-30, 1953-1955.

Ibid., 83rd Congress, 1st and 2d Session, Activities of United States Citizens Employed by the
United Nations, Part 1—-6, 1952—1954.

5. Proof of such influence will be presented in later chapters.

6. Benjamin Gitlow, The Whole of Their Lives (Charles Scribner’s Sons, New York: 1948), pp. 117,
119, 123, states instances of such remittances, and a House of Representatives’ Committee exposed
others.

7. [U.S. Congress, Senate, Committee on the Judiciary, Internal Security Annual Report for 1956:]
Report of the ... Subcommittee to Investigate the Administration of the Internal Security Act and Other
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The House Committee on Un-American Activities declared that the Com-
munist Party of the United States was under Moscow’s direct control.®

For further aid and comfort, American Communists could look to a
number of Soviet agencies openly established within the United States. The
Russian Embassy in Washington, cloaked in diplomatic immunity, became
a headquarters for espionage.’ The official news service of the Soviet govern-
ment, Tass, placed press representatives at White House and Capitol Hill
press conferences.” Trading companies and cultural organizations set up by
the Soviets after 1933 operated as centers and outlets for propaganda and spy
activities.

A clue to Mr. Roosevelt’s attitude toward exposure of the Communist con-
spiracies may be gleaned from a statement by Congressman Dies concerning
two conversations he had at the White House during his tenure as Chairman
of the House Committee on Un-American Activities.

Dies records:

... I opened hearings on the CIO in August, the 8th or 10th [1938] and I got
a telephone call from the White House to come. I went to the White House
and Senator Sheppard was there. He had been talking to the President before
Iwentin....

... The President turned to Senator Sheppard and said, “Senator, what
are we going to do about Martin?” The Senator said, “What do you mean?”
“Well,” the President said, “You know, all this business about investigating
Communists is a serious mistake. ...”

... He stated, in effect, to me that he didn’t want Communism investi-

gated. He wanted me to confine my efforts to Nazism. .. ."

In December, 1941, just before Pearl Harbor, Dies received another call to
come to the White House:

Internal Security Laws to the Committee on the Judiciary, United States Senate, Eighty-fifth Con-
gress, First Session, Section XII (United States Government Printing Office, Washington: 1957),
pp- 214-215. See also Benjamin Gitlow, The Whole of Their Lives, p. 114.

8. U.S. Congress, House Special Committee on Un-American Activites, Investigation of Un-
American Propaganda Activities in the United States, House of Representatives, 76th Congress, 3d
Session, Report No. 1476, January 3, 1940, p. 4.

9. Report of the ... Subcommittee to Investigate the Administration of the Internal Security Act and
Other Internal Security Laws to the Committee on the Judiciary, United States Senate, Eighty-fifth
Congress, First Session, Section II.

10. Ibid., Section VIII.

11. Interview in the U.S. News and World Report, August 20, 1954, pp. s7ff. (Congressman Dies
and Senator Sheppard called at the White House on August 15, 1938.)
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When I'went into Roosevelt’s office, he had a reporter there to take down the
whole conversation. . .. “You can get a copy of it,” the President said.

We spent then over an hour and I told him exactly what was going on
inside his Government. I told him the Communists were using those 2,000
persons inside this Government and that they were stealing everything in the
world that they wanted and had access to.

We talked the whole thing over, and he told me, I remember distinctly,

“You must see a Red under your bed every night.”"

Under the bed or not, the Communists were just about everywhere else,
as will be seen from the next two chapters, devoted respectively to the extent
of their infiltration into the Federal government and into other vital areas of
our nation.

12. Ibid,, p. s8.
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IT 1s NoT LIKELY that we shall ever accurately know the full extent of in-
filtration of American Communists into our government. Discovery of the
people involved often came only after they had been in the government for

CHAPTER 4

Infiltration of Members
of the Communist Party into
the Federal Government

years.

persons, this chapter will cite specific examples of American Communists in
our government who were cooperating with the Kremlin by furnishing in-
formation on our national policies and scientific secrets in our defense.' It

That the reader may realize that this infiltration was no fantasy of emotional

1. Throughout this chapter, I refer to numerous Congressional Investigations. These references

include:

34

House Committee on Un-American Activities (referred to hereafter as HUAC):

Hearings, methods of Communist infiltration in the United States Government (referred
to here as Infiltration) 1952 etal.

Hearings, regarding Communist espionage in the United States Government (referred to
here as Espionage) 1948.

Hearings, Communist methods of infiltration (Education) (referred to here as Education)
1953.

Hearings regarding Communist infiltration of Radiation Laboratory and atomic bomb
project at the University of California, Berkeley, California, 1948-1950, Vols. I-IIT
(referred to here as Radiation Laboratory).

Hearings, Investigation of Communist Infiltration of Government (referred to here as
Govemment) 1955-1956.

The Subcommittee to Investigate the Administration of the Internal Security Act and
other Internal Security Laws of the Committee on the Judiciary, United States Senate
(referred to here as SISS):
Hearings, Subversive Influence in the Educational Process 1952 and 1953 (referred to
here as Educational).
Hearings, Interlocking Subversion in Government Departments (referred to here as
Interlocking Subversion).
Hearings, Activities of United States Citizens Employed by the United Nations (referred
to here as United Nations).
Hearings, Institute of Pacific Relations (referred to here as IPR) 1951-1952.



will be seen that these Communist informers gained strategic positions in
the armed services, in almost every civil department, on the staffs of some
Congressional committees and even had access to the White House. They
were employed on missions sent to Russia, Germany, France, Italy, Britain,
Latin America, China and elsewhere. It may be observed that they became
advisors and secretaries at many important conferences of Allied leaders in
the Second World War.

In its onslaught against us, the Kremlin used two different methods of or-
ganization. Their initial method was to set up “cells,” composed exclusively
of party members among government employees. They organized such cells
in intellectual circles, in industrial and labor organizations, and in newspaper
and publishing concerns.

The second method was to set up “fronts,” where persons not necessarily
Communists themselves but sympathetic to Communist aims were enlisted
under the leadership of party members. These “fronts” aided in conspiracy,
propaganda and the collection of money.

The case history of one early Communist cell in the Federal government
became known years after its inception through the confession of a repentant
Soviet agent, Whittaker Chambers. He reported that his cell, wholly made
up of party members, was established in the Department of Agriculture in
1933, soon after the recognition of Russia. The cell was originally under the
direction of Harold Ware, then a departmental advisor. He was succeeded
by Nathan Witt (who in 1934 was appointed by President Roosevelt to the
National Labor Relations Board) and later was followed by John Abt.? In all,
this cell comprised seven or more employees who held influential posts in the
Department. From 1934 to 1937, Chambers served as the cell’s “transmission
belt” to Russian officials stationed in the United States.

Other confessed former Communist agents shed light on additional gov-
ernment cells. Elizabeth Bentley revealed that from 1941 to 1945 she was the
“transmission belt” for two cells of top-level government employees who sup-
plied information for transmission to the Kremlin agents. She also collected
information and dues from individuals not associated with these cells. Dur-
ing her testimony before the Senate Internal Security Subcommittee in 1953,

Hearings Before the Permanent Subcommittee on Investigations of the Committee on
Government Operations, United States Senate (referred to here as PSI):
Hearings, Army Signal Corps— Subversion and Espionage (referred to here as Army
Signal Corps) 1953-1954.
Hearings, Security— Government Printing Office (referred to here as GPO) 1953.

2. HUAC Hearings, 8oth Cong,, 2d sess., Espionage, July 31-September 9, 1948, pp. 565ff.
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Miss Bentley stated that she was aware of the existence of two other cells in
Washington, but had no specific knowledge of them.?

Testimony by Herbert Fuchs, Mortimer Riemer, and James E. Gorham,
themselves Federal employees and self-confessed Communist Party mem-
bers, described the Communist activities of individuals in various govern-
ment departments between 1934 and 1946. They had no knowledge of the
top-level apparatus with which Whittaker Chambers and Miss Bentley were
connected, but they did know and gave testimony about leaders of cells to
which they had belonged.*

As the Second World War drew near, American Communists moved into
every phase of our defense effort, including intelligence, research, industry,
and atomic energy. With the war’s close, they set up cells among United States
citizens working in the United Nations. Their activities continued in many
cases over several years.

In order that there can be no doubt in the reader’s mind as to the scope
of the Kremlin’s subterranean war against our official institutions, I give the
following sample list of 37 Federal employees, together with dates and offi-
cial positions. I have selected only those persons who at one time or another
confessed their Communist Party membership. This list is but a minor frag-
ment of the total roll, but is given here as an indication of the widespread
Communist activity in our government. It was compiled from the records of
Congressional investigations, grand juries, and other sources of authoritative

information.
Barry G. Albaum, 1950-1952  Research for United States Self-confessed
Ph.D. Air Force Communist Party
member 1944-1945.°
Isadore Amdur, 1943-1944  Office of Scientific Research Self-confessed
Ph.D. and Development. Also, Ord- ~ Communist Party
nance Bureau, Department member 1938-1944.°
of the Navy
Dr. Lewis Balamuth, 1943-1944  Atomic Energy Commission Self-confessed
Professor Manhattan Project (A-bomb) ~ Communist Party

member 1936-1941.7

3. SISS Hearings, 83d Cong,, 1st sess., Interlocking Subversion— Report, July 30, 1953, pp. 2—3.

4. HUAC Hearings, 84th Cong,, 1st sess., Government, December 13, 1955, testimony of Herbert
Fuchs, Part 1, pp. 2957-3019; December 14, 1955, testimony of Mortimer Reimer, Part 2, pp. 3022—
3043; 84th Cong,, 2d sess., February 14, 1956, testimony of James E. Gorham, Part 3, pp. 3111-3136.

5. SISS, Hearings, Educational, 82d Cong., 2d sess., September 25, 1952, pp. 209-222, 224-228.

6. HUAC, Hearings, Education, Part 3, 83d Cong,, 1st sess., April 22, 1953, pp. 1047-1050.

7. SISS, Hearings, Educational, Part 10, 83d Cong,, 1st sess., May 13, 1953, pp. 951-964.
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Whittaker Chambers 1937 Works Progress Administration ~ Self-confessed

(National Research Project) Communist Party
member 1924-1937.%
James Charnow, 1942-1947  U.S. Government employee Self-confessed
A.B. United Nations Communist Party
member 1938.°
Harriman H. Dash 1947-1950  Army Signal Corps (Federal Self-confessed
Telecommunications Labora- ~ Communist Party
tories in Nutley, N.J.) member 1933-1939
and 1947-1950."°
Robert R. Davis, 1942 Radiation Laboratory at Self-confessed
Ph.D. Berkeley, California Communist Party
1943-1948  Atomic Energy Commission member 1943."
Los Alamos Bomb Project
Kenneth Eckert 1944-1945  United States Army Self-confessed

Communist Party
member, 1948.
Trained in Lenin
School, Moscow

1931-1932.

Max Elitcher, 1938-1948  Naval Bureau of Ordnance Self-confessed
B.S. Communist Party

member."

Stephen M. Fischer 1944 United States Army Informa- Self-confessed

tion & Education Division Communist Party
member.*

Herbert Fuchs, 1936-1937  Staff Senate Committee Self-confessed
Professor investigating railroad holding ~ Communist Party
of Law companies and related matters member 1934-1946."

1937-1942  National Labor Relations Board
1942-1945 National War Labor Board
1946-1948  National Labor Relations Board

Klaus Fuchs, 1944-1946  Atomic Energy Commission Self-confessed

Ph.D. Los Alamos Bomb Project Communist. Convic-
ted of espionage in
Britain in 1950 by
British Courts and

served a sentence in
British prisons.'

8. HUAC, Hearings, Espionage, 8oth Cong., 2d sess., 1948, pp. 564—565, 1286.

9. SISS, Hearings, United Nations, 82d Cong., 2d sess., December 11, 1952, pp. 321-324.

10. PSI, Hearings, Army Signal Corps, Part 10, 83d Cong,, 1st sess., 1954, p. 431.

11. HUAC, Hearings, Radiation Laboratory, v. 1, 81st Cong., 1st sess., April 22,1949, pp. 2791; New
York Times, June 11, 1949.

12. SISS, Hearings, Union Officials, 82d Cong,, 2d sess., 1952, pp. 41ff.

13. New York Times, March 9, 1951, p. 12:3.

14. SISS, Hearings, Interlocking Subversion, Part 20, 83d Cong,, 2d sess., July 6, 1954, p. 1501.

15. HUAC, Hearings, Government, Part 1, 84th Cong,, 1st sess., Dec. 13, 1955, pp. 2957ff; New York
Times, March 15, 1956, March 23, 1956.

16. Joint Committee on Atomic Energy, Hearings, Soviet Atomic Espionage, 82d Cong,, 1st sess.,
April, 1951, p. 1.
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Wendell H. Furry,
Associate Professor
of Physics

Irving Goldman,
Ph.D.

James Edgar
Gorham, B.A