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ABSTRACT

From Europe to the Nation examines how six influential American 
journalists - John Gunther, Freda Kirchwey, Arthur Krock, Walter Lippmann, 
Anne O’Hare McCormick, and Dorothy Thompson - viewed and interpreted for 
their American audience the series of European events from Hitler’s ascension to 
power in Germany to the attack on Pearl Harbor. My study describes the 
interpretative frameworks through which these journalists viewed and explained 
what happened, namely a shared faith in the superiority of American politics and 
policies, a belief in the moral supremacy of the “new world” over the “old world,” 
a view of a racially-stratified world dominated by Anglo-Saxons, and a gendered 
worldview based on the binary opposites of masculine and feminine. These 
journalists used different interpretative frameworks in response to different 
events, shifting, overlapping and eventually coalescing in time. As events in 
Europe became increasingly dire following the Fall of France and threatened 
directly the national security of the United States, the interplay of these guiding 
assumptions prompted the rise to dominance of a shared viewpoint: what was at 
stake was the future of a West tom between civilization and barbarism. The 
civilization versus barbarism discourse had a clear propaganda value, in that it 
was used by journalists to support American participation, if not outright 
intervention, in the European war. This approach pinpoints the historical process 
of ideology creation. This ideology was elastic and highly effective, utilized for 
propaganda purpose not just for American intervention, but also to rally the 
home-front throughout the war and to legitimize Cold War American foreign 
policy. This study stresses the importance of recognizing the agency of journalists 
in the development of the concept because of their critical role as intermediaries 
between the crises occurring on the other side of the Atlantic and the American 
public’s understanding of what these events meant for the United States.

iii



ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

I would like to thank my family whose support through this process was 
unwavering and unquestioning. Thanks especially to my husband, Neil White, 
who supported me both professionally and personally, and to my son Malcolm, 
who has grown up to this point with a mother who’s been a full-time graduate 
student. Their patience and belief in me made all the difference.

Thanks to my supervisor, Dr. Martin Hom, who always reminded me to focus on 
the forest and not get lost in the trees, and to my other committee members, Dr. 
Steven Streeter and Dr. Pamela Swett, for their valuable comments and insights.

Several professors during my undergraduate years at Wilfrid Laurier University 
encouraged me to pursue graduate studies. Thanks to Dr. Chris Simpson, Dr. 
Suzanne Zeller, Dr. Allison Weir and Dr. Erika Rummel for pushing me to go 
further. Before my post-secondary experience I need to thank my father, Albert 
Dearlove, for fostering an early love of history, and public school teachers Mr. 
Doug Craig and Mr. Walter Scott for their encouragement and inspiration.

I conducted research for this thesis at several different institutions in many 
different cities. I would like to thank the helpful staff at all of these locations: the 
Seeley G. Mudd Manuscript Library at Princeton University, the George Arents 
Research Library at Syracuse University, the Franklin D. Roosevelt Presidential 
Library and Museum in Hyde Park, the New York Public Library, the Archives of 
the New York Times, the Library of Congress in Washington D.C., the Special 
Collections Library at the University of Chicago, the Newberry Library in 
Chicago, the Schlesinger Library of Radcliffe College in Cambridge, MA, the 
Houghton Library of Harvard College Library in Cambridge, MA, and the 
Sterling Memorial Library at Yale University.

This thesis would not have been possible without the assistance of the staff at the 
Interlibrary Loan Department at McMaster University who faithfully ordered over 
three hundred rolls of microfilm for my research.

I would also like to thank the Department of History at McMaster University for 
their financial support of my research and graduate studies, and the Government 
of Ontario for its valuable financial assistance.

iv



CONTENTS

Acknowledgements..............................................................................  iv

Introduction..........................................................................................  1

1. American Print News Media in the 1930s........................................ 29

2. The “little man” Hitler to Mussolini’s “sword rattling” January 1933 
to October 1935....................................................................................  87

3. Mussolini’s Ethiopian Adventure to the Munich Conference October 
1935 to September 1938......................................................................  137

4. The Munich Agreement to the Fall of France September 1938 to June 
1940....................................................................................................  199

5. The Fall of France to Pearl Harbor June 1940 to December 1941... 265

Conclusion: The European War and the “American Century”........... 327

Bibliography....................................................................................... 341

v



PhD. Thesis -  Karen Dearlove McMaster - History

Introduction

This study examines how six influential American journalists - John 

Gunther, Freda Kirchwey, Arthur Krock, Walter Lippmann, Anne O’Hare 

McCormick, and Dorothy Thompson - viewed and interpreted for their American 

audience the series of European events from Hitler’s ascension to power in 

Germany to the attack on Pearl Harbor. These journalists were among the best 

informed commentators on European events in the United States. Their articles 

chronicled events in interwar Europe and, more importantly, interpreted and 

explained how and why what was happening across the Atlantic was significant 

and relevant for Americans.

My study describes the interpretative frameworks - what I refer to as 

“lenses” - through which these journalists viewed and explained what happened in 

Europe. Their assumptions about the overarching national distinctiveness or 

“exceptionalism” of the United States shaped their interpretations of the mounting 

crises in Europe. Through much of the period studied here, Gunther, Kirchwey, 

Krock, Lippmann, McCormick, and Thompson employed complementing and 

coalescing lenses to elaborate a vision of American distinctiveness: a shared faith 

in the superiority of American politics and policies, a belief in the moral 

supremacy of the “new world” over the “old world,” a view of a racially-stratified 

world dominated by Anglo-Saxons, and a gendered worldview based on the 

binary opposites of masculine and feminine. While these lenses shaped these 

journalists’ interpretation of events their usage fluctuated throughout this period

1



PhD. Thesis -  Karen Dearlove McMaster - History

and from journalist to journalist. Gendered interpretations were most prominent 

in some of their early analysis of Mussolini and Hitler, especially Thompson’s 

and McCormick’s work, and racial interpretations held sway in their comparisons 

of the national characteristics of France and Germany during crises like the 

announcement of German rearmament and the remilitarization of the Rhineland. 

In their interpretations of diplomatic moves such as the Anglo-German naval 

agreement and the Hoare-Laval plan, this group of journalists criticized European 

diplomacy as indicative of “old world” politics. But several events - Mussolini’s 

Ethiopian invasion, the Spanish Civil War, the Anschluss with Austria, the 

Czechoslovakian crisis, and the Nazi-Soviet Pact - caused the journalists to 

reassess their interpretations of the European crises as a bigger picture began to 

emerge.

After the Fall of France, these different interpretative lenses focused on 

the common civilization of English-speaking peoples on both sides of the 

Atlantic. The belief in American exceptionalism did not completely disappear, 

but was largely overshadowed by analyses that stressed the United States’ 

inclusion in western civilization. In fact, they believed, the United States stood as 

the pinnacle of the civilized world. As events in Europe became increasingly dire 

and threatened directly the national security of the United States, the interplay of 

these guiding assumptions prompted the rise to dominance of a shared viewpoint: 

what was at stake was the future of a West tom between civilization and 

barbarism.
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Some brief words regarding the focus of my work. This study is not about 

the European events themselves. It does not seek to explain why or how Hitler 

came to power, or why the democracies failed to stop him. It does not discuss 

why the United States intervened in the Second World War. Nor is it an analysis 

of American foreign policy in the 1930s. It is rather a study of how a group of 

American journalists created knowledge for the American public about events in 

Europe. It reveals the heretofore hidden dimension of the process by which well- 

placed historical agents imagined, negotiated, changed and disseminated core 

ideas about Europe and, by extension, America to ordinary Americans. Its aim is 

to vocalize some of the “unspoken assumptions” underlying international 

relations and foreign policy.1

1 See James Joli, “1914 -  the Unspoken Assumptions,” in H.W. Koch (ed.) The Origins o f the 
First World War (London: MacMillan, 1972) 307-328.
2 For a conclusive listing of historiography see American Foreign Relations since 1600: A Guide 
to the Literature Vol. I. Robert L. Beisner (ed.) Society for Historians of American Foreign 
Relations. (Santa Barbara: ABC Clio, 2003). George C. Herring, From Colony to Superpower: 
U.S. Foreign Relations Since 1776 (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2008) is a new synthesis. 
For general works on the foreign policy of the United States in this period see: Robert Divine, The 
Reluctant Belligerent: American Entry into World War II (New York: John Wiley & Sons, Inc., 
1965); Arnold Offner, The Origins o f the Second World War: American Foreign Policy and World 
Politics, 1917-1941 (New York: Praeger, 1975); Justus Doenecke and John E. Wilz, From 
Isolation to War, 1931-1941 (Arlington Heights: Harlan Davidson, Inc., 1991); Benjamin Rhodes, 
United States Foreign Policy in the Interwar Period, 1918-1941: The Golden Age o f American 
Diplomacy and Military Complacency (Westport: Praeger, 2001); David Reynolds, From Munich 
to Pearl Harbor: Roosevelt’s America and the Origins of the Second World War (Chicago: Ivan 
R. Dee, 2001). For historiographical works on American foreign policy see: Wayne S. Cole, 
“American Entry into World War II: A Historiographical Appraisal,” in Offner (ed.) America and

The historiography of U.S. foreign policy from 1933 to Pearl Harbor is 

immense. From the inauguration of Franklin D. Roosevelt to America’s entry 

into the Second World War, the period captivates historians and lay readers alike 

for the stunning transformation that American foreign policy underwent.2 The
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United States entered this period questioning its role in the First World War, and 

reeling from the Great Depression. After September 1939 the Roosevelt 

administration assisted the Allies materially, if not openly. Undeclared war gave 

way to open war following the attack on Pearl Harbor and the German declaration 

of war on the United States on 11 December 1941.

The historiography is dominated by larger-than-life personalities, 

especially that of Franklin Delano Roosevelt. The Roosevelt administration 

remains fertile grounds for historical analysis.3 Historians have studied 

extensively Roosevelt’s relationships with other leaders, especially Winston

the Origins o f World War II (Boston: Houghton Mifflin, 1971) 2-24.; Gerald K. Haines, “Roads to 
War. United States Foreign Policy, 1931-1941,” in Haines and J. Samuel Walker (eds.) American 
Foreign Relations: A Historiographical Review (Westport: Greenwood Press, 1981) 159-185;
John Braeman, “American Foreign Policy in the Age of Normalcy: Three Historiographical 
Traditions,” Amerikastudian/American Studies 26 (1981) 125-158; Garry J. Clifford, “Both Ends 
of the Telescope: New Perspectives on FDR and American entry into World War II,” Diplomatic 
History 13 (1989) 213-230; Brian McKercher, “Reaching for the Brass Ring: The Recent 
Historiography of Interwar American Foreign Relations” Diplomatic History 15 (1991) 565-598; 
Doenecke, “U.S. Policy and the European War, 1939-1941,” Diplomatic History 19:4 (1995) 669- 
698; Michael Barnhart, “The Origins of the Second World War in Asia and the Pacific: Synthesis 
Impossible?” Diplomatic History 20 (1996) 241-260.
3 For works on Roosevelt’s foreign policy see: Charles Callan Tansill, Back Door To War: The 
Roosevelt Foreign Policy, 1933-1941 (Chicago: H. Regnery Co., 1952); Gloria J. Barron, 
Leadership in Crisis: FDR and the Path to Intervention (Port Washington, NY: Kennikat Press, 
1973); William E. Kinsella, Leadership in Isolation: FDR and the Origins o f the Second World 
War (Boston: G.K. Hall, 1978); Robert Dallek, Franklin D. Roosevelt and American Foreign 
Policy, 1932-1945. (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1979); Waldo Heinrichs, Threshold o f War: 
Franklin D. Roosevelt and American entry into World War II (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 
1988); Frank Freidel, Franklin D. Roosevelt: A Rendezvous With Destiny (Boston: Little, Brown, 
1990); Warren Kimball, The Juggler: Franklin Roosevelt as Wartime Statesman (Princeton: 
Princeton University Press, 1991); Alonzo Hamby, For the Survival o f Democracy: Franklin 
Roosevelt and the World Crisis o f the 1930s (New York: Free Press, 2004); Doenecke, “The 
Roosevelt Foreign Policy: An Ambiguous Legacy,” in Doenecke and Mark A. Stoler (eds.) 
Debating Franklin D. Roosevelt’s Foreign Policy, 1933-1945 (Lanham: Rowman & Littlefield 
Publishers, Inc., 2005) 5-89; Stoler, “The Roosevelt Foreign Policy: Flawed, But Superior to the 
Competition,” in Doenecke and Stoler, (eds) Debating Franklin D. Roosevelt’s Foreign Policies, 
113-183.
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Churchill.4 Many studies examine relations between the United States and the 

major European nations between January 1933 and December 1941.5 A number

4 For works about Roosevelt’s relationship with other national leaders see: Joseph Lash, Roosevelt 
and Churchill, 1939-1941: The Partnership that Saved the West (New York: Norton, 1976); 
William R. Rock, Chamberlain and Roosevelt: British Foreign Policy and the United States, 
1937-1940 (Columbus: Ohio State University Press, 1988); Keith Alldritt, The Greatest of 
Friends: Franklin D. Roosevelt and Winston Churchill, 1941-1945 (London: Robert Hale, 1995); 
Warren Kimball, Forged in war: Roosevelt, Churchill, and the Second World War (Chicago: Ivan 
R. Dee, 1997); David Stafford, Roosevelt and Churchill: men of secrets (Woodstock: Overlook 
Press, 2000); Jon Meacham, Franklin and Winston: an intimate portrait o f an epic friendship 
(New York: Random House, 2003); Herbert Feis, Churchill, Roosevelt, Stalin: the war they waged 
and the peace they sought (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1957); Robert A. Nisbet, 
Roosevelt and Stalin: the failed courtship (Washington D.C.: Regnery Gateway, 1988); Jonathan 
Fenby, Alliance: the inside story o f how Roosevelt, Stalin and Churchill won one war and began 
another (San Francisco: MacAdam Cage, 2006).
5 For works on Anglo-American relations see: C.A. MacDonald, The United States, Britain and 
Appeasement, 1936-1939 (London: MacMillan Press Ltd., 1981); David Reynolds, The Creation 
of the Anglo-American Alliance, 1937-1941: A Study in Competitive Co-operation (Chapel Hill: 
University of North Carolina Press, 1981); David Dimbleby and Reynolds, An Ocean Apart: The 
Relationship Between Britain and American in the Twentieth Century (New York: Random House, 
1988); Nicholas Cull, Selling War: The British Propaganda Campaign Against American 
“Neutrality” in World War II (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1995); John Moser, Twisting the 
Lion’s Tail: American Anglophobia between the World Wars (New York: New York University 
Press, 1999); Andrew Roberts, A History of the English-Speaking Since 1900 (New York: Harpers 
Collins, 2007); Kathleen Burk, Old World New World: Great Britain and America From the 
Beginning (New York: Atlantic Monthly Press, 2007). For works on Franco-American relations 
see: John McVikar Haight Jr., American Aid to France, 1938-1940 (New York: Atheneum, 
1970); Julian Hurstfield, America and the French Nation, 1939-1945 (Chapel Hill: The University 
of North Carolina Press, 1986); Marvin Zahniser, Then Came Disaster: France and the United 
States, 1918-1940 (Westport: Praeger, 2002); John Miller and Mark Molesky, Our Oldest Enemy: 
A History o f America’s Disastrous Relationship with France (New York: Doubleday, 2004). For 
works on Soviet-American relations see: Edward Bennett, Franklin Roosevelt and the search for 
security: American-Soviet Relations, 1933-1939 (Wilmington: Scholarly Resources Inc., 1985); 
Bennett, Franklin D. Roosevelt and the Search for Victory: American-Soviet Relations, 1939-1945 
(Wilmington: A Scholarly Resources Inc. Imprint, 1990); Mary Glantz, FDR and the Soviet 
Union: The President’s Battle over Foreign Policy (Lawrence: University of Kansas Press, 2005). 
For works on Italo-American relations see: John Diggins, Mussolini and Fascism: The View From 
America (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1972); D.F. Schmitz, The United States and 
Fascist Italy, 1922-1940 (Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina Press, 1988). For works on 
relations German-American relations see: Arnold Offner, American Appeasement: United States 
Foreign Policy and Germany, 1933-1938 (Cambridge: Belknap Press of Harvard University Press, 
1969); Patrick Hearden, Roosevelt Confronts Hitler: America’s Entry into World War II (Dekalb: 
Northern Illinois University Press, 1987); Robert Edwin Herzstein, Roosevelt & Hitler: Prelude to 
War (New York: Paragon House, 1989).

5
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of works focus as well on U.S. foreign policy responses to specific events in 

Europe.6

6 See: Allen Guttmann, The Wound in the Heart: America and the Spanish Civil War (New York: 
The Free Press of Glencoe, 1962); Foster Jay Taylor, The United States and the Spanish Civil War 
(New York: Octagon Books, 1971); Douglas Little, Malevolent Neutrality: The United States, 
Great Britain, and the Origins o f the Spanish Civil War (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 1985); 
Dominic Tierney, FDR and the Spanish Civil War: Neutrality and Commitment in the Struggle 
that Divided America (Durham: Duke University Press, 2007); Barbara Farnham, Roosevelt and 
the Munich Crisis: A Study o f Political Decision-Making (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 
1997); Travis Beal Jacobs, American and the Winter War, 1939-1940 (New York: Garland 
Publishing, Inc., 1981); Norman Moss, Nineteen Weeks: America, Britain and the Fateful Summer 
of 1940 (New York: Houghton Mifflin Company, 2003); Warren F. Kimball, The Most Unsordid 
Act: Lend-Lease, 1939-1941 (Baltimore: The John Hopkins Press, 1969); Theodore Wilson, The 
First Summit: Roosevelt and Churchill at Placentia Bay, 1941 (London: MacDonald and 
Company, 1969); Thomas Bailey and Paul B. Ryan, Hitler vs. Roosevelt: The Undeclared Naval 
War (New York: Free Press, 1979).
7 Dallek and Kinsella describe Roosevelt as farseeing, purposeful and a realist in his foreign 
policy. Kimball argues that Roosevelt was a “juggler” and master manipulator in his 
administration, but also notes that “the generally accepted picture of Franklin Roosevelt as a 
chaotic, haphazard, almost impulsive administrator is largely upheld.” (The Most Unsordid Act, 
232). Doenecke frequently portrays Roosevelt as either indecisive or impulsive.
8 Historians have designated certain policies as Roosevelt’s “point of no return” in aiding Britain 
at the risk of war. For example Kimball argues that Lend-Lease represented “the point of no 
return for American policy regarding Hitler’s Germany.” (The Most Unsordid Act, 9) On the 
other hand Heinrichs argues the start of convoy escorts after the Greer incident, in combination 
with other activities at the same time, “marked the point when Roosevelt crossed over from 
benevolent neutrality to belligerency and risk of war.” (Threshold o f War, 179). The revisionist or 
“back door” to war argument, as encapsulated in defining works like Tansill, Back Door To War, 
accuses FDR of foolishly thrusting the Poland guarantee on Chamberlain and of resisting 
accommodation with Japan so he could open his “back door to war.” Tansill’s work, as well as 
many others in this “conspiracy theory” vein, have largely been discredited and are not part of the 
serious current historiographical debate.

This study does not wade directly into these historiographical debates. It 

will not argue whether or not Roosevelt was a foreign policy “realist,” a 

purposeful and farseeing leader, or whether he made decisions in an ad hoc and 

intuitive manner.7 Likewise, it does not debate at which point Roosevelt was 

committed to American intervention in the war, or discuss the contention that the 

president sought a “back door” through which the United States could enter the 

war.8 This study intersects with these well-trodden historiographical debates by

6
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examining how journalists like Lippmann and Thompson evaluated and 

understood Roosevelt’s leadership and policies, to what extent they believed the 

United States should intervene in the European crisis, and at what point they were 

convinced that the United States was committed to the war. In terms of 

Roosevelt’s leadership the crucial role of American journalists as influential 

informers to the American public is particularly relevant given historians’ 

consensus on the president’s sensitivity to public opinion and his efforts to 

“persuade” the press to cover his policies favourably.9

9 Most historians examining Roosevelt’s foreign policies note the president’s sensitivity to 
domestic public opinion. Richard Steele examines Roosevelt’s relationship to public opinion in 
his article “The Pulse of the People: Franklin D. Roosevelt and the Gauging of American Public 
Opinion,” Journal o f Contemporary History 9:4 (1974) 195-216. Dallek describes Roosevelt as a 
committed internationalist who was frequently constrained by isolationist public opinion. Stoler 
argues that Roosevelt was constantly “testing the waters” of American public opinion, and was 
therefore overly cautious in his foreign policy. According to Theodore Wilson many within 
Roosevelt’s administration believed the president had become “so dependent upon the vagaries of 
polls and pollsters that he could not act decisively.” (The First Summit, 2-3). Barron’s study. 
Leadership in Crisis: FDR and the Path to Intervention, specifically analyzes the restraints of 
public opinion on Roosevelt, and documents his strategy, consistent except for the quarantine 
speech, of leading public opinion by lagging behind it. Michael Leigh, Mobilizing Consent: 
Public Opinion and American Foreign Policy, 1937-1942 (Westport: Greenwood Press, 1976) 
also faults Roosevelt for following public opinion rather than leading it. Ian Kershaw’s recent 
work, Fateful Choices: Ten Decisions that Changed the World, 1940-1941 (New York: Penguin 
Books, 2007), notes Roosevelt’s “sensitivity towards public opinion.” (313). Roosevelt’s 
relationship with the press is well documented, and relevant works include: Richard W. Steele, 
“Preparing the People for War: Efforts to Establish a National Propaganda Agency, 1940-41,” 
American Historical Review 75 (1970) 1640-1653; Graham J. White, FDR and the Press 
(Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1979); Betty Houchin Winfield, “Franklin D. Roosevelt’s 
Efforts to Influence the News During his First Term Press Conferences,” Presidential Studies 
Quarterly 11 (1981) 189-199; Steele, “The Great Debate: Roosevelt, the media and the coming of 
the war, 1940-1941,” Journal of American History 71 (June 1984) 69-72; Winfield, “The New 
Deal Publicity Operation: Foundation for the Modern Presidency” Journalism Quarterly 61 
(Spring 1984) 40-48; Steele, “News of the ‘Good War’: World War II News Management,” 
Journalism Quarterly 62 (1985) 707-716; Steele. Propaganda in an open society: The Roosevelt 
Administration and the media, 1933-1941 (1985); Winfield, “F.D.R. Wins (and Loses) Journalist 
Friends In the Rising Age of News Interpretation,” Journalism Quarterly 64 (1987) 698-706; 
Winfield, FDR and the News Media (1990); Thomas J. Johnson, Wayne Wanta, John T. Byrd and 
Cindy Lee, “Exploring FDR’s Relationship with the Press: A Historical Agenda-Setting Study” 
Political Communication 12 (1995) 157-172; Michael G. Carew, “The Power to Persuade: F.D.R.,

7
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In that sense, my study is outside the politico-economic details of isolation 

and war, but contributes to a deeper understanding of the socio-cultural 

dimensions of American foreign relations. This study belongs to the “cultural 

turn” in international relations, foreign policy, and diplomatic history. Several 

historians have pursued a cultural approach to American foreign relations, notably 

Akira Iriye and Emily Rosenberg.10 Their works examine the roles of non­

governmental groups, private individuals, and cultural expansion through vehicles 

like film, radio and media in international affairs, rather than focusing just on the 

traditional actors: diplomats, policy makers and national leaders. Iriye and 

Rosenberg’s approach is particularly useful in examining the interactions between 

cultures: how one culture has influenced, spread, and frequently dominated 

another, and how groups view others in contrast to how they view themselves.

the Newsmagazines and Going to War, 1939-1941,” SHAFR Newsletter (Dec. 2002). The
relationship between Roosevelt and the press will be discussed in detail in Chapter 1.
10 Akira Iriye, Across the Pacific: An Inner History of American-East Asian Relations (New York: 
Harcourt, Brace and World, 1967); Iriye, Cultural Internationalism and World Order (Baltimore: 
Hopkins University Press, 1997); Iriye, “Culture and International History,” in Michael J. Hogan 
and Thomas G. Paterson (eds.) Explaining the History o f American Foreign Relations 
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2004) 241-256; Emily S. Rosenberg, Spreading the 
American Dream: American Economic and Cultural Expansion, 1890-1945 (New York: Hill and 
Wang, 1982); Rosenberg, Financial Missionaries to the World: The Politics and Culture o f Dollar 
Diplomacy, 1900-1930 (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1999); Rosenberg, “Cultural 
Interactions,” in Dennis Merrill and Thomas G. Paterson (eds.) Major Problems in American 
Foreign Relations, Volume II: Since 1914 (Boston: Houghton Mifflin Company, 2005) 7-12. The 
“cultural turn” in international history has also been criticized and attacked by historians who 
question the relevance of cultural approaches, the relation of culture to actual foreign policy and 
events, and how cultural approaches appear to overshadow human agency and causality. For 
critiques of the “cultural turn” see: Melvyn Leffler, “New Approaches, Old Interpretations, and 
Prospective Reconfigurations,” Diplomatic History 19:2 (1995) 173-196; David Reynolds, 
“International History, the Cultural Turn and the Diplomatic Twitch,” Cultural and Social History 
3 (2006) 75-91; Peter Jackson, “Pierre Bourdieu, the ‘cultural turn’ and the practice of 
international history,” Review o f International Studies 34 (2008) 155-181.

8
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Most of the secondary works consulted for this study include components of this 

cultural approach.11

11 In his essay “Culture and International History,” Iriye discusses several examples of the cultural 
interaction approach. Jessica C.E. Gienow-Hecht’s essay “Cultural Transfer” in Explaining the 
History of American Foreign Relations, 257-278, also discusses forms of cultural interactions. 
Diggin’s Mussolini and Fascism is an early example of a tacit cultural approach to relations 
between states. Other examples that include a “cultural approach” are Moser’s Twisting the Lion’s 
Tails, Reynolds, The Creation o f the Anglo-American Alliance, and Zahniser, Then Came 
Disaster.

Culturalist international history includes studies focusing on the 

significance of ideology in foreign policy, and other sub-fields, especially race 

and gender. Historian Michael Hunt’s Ideology and U.S. Foreign Policy 

describes several ways in which these approaches are useful in the study of 

American foreign relations. Hunt emphasizes the centrality of ideology, which he 

defines as “an interrelated set of convictions or assumptions that reduces the 

complexities of a particular slice of reality to easily comprehensible terms and 

suggests appropriate ways of dealing with that reality.” According to Hunt 

ideology is inseparable from culture, as culture “not only inspires but also sustains 

and constrains” ideology. In his study Hunt defines a set of “core ideas” of U.S. 

foreign policy that constituted an American ideology, including “visions of 

national greatness,” a “hierarchy of race” dominated by Anglo-Saxons, and the 

“perils of revolution” or the fear of excessive democratic instability associated 

with European revolutionary movements. Hunt draws several examples from the 

American press that represent the expression of these core ideas and the means by

9
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1 n 
which these ideas were most clearly disseminated to the American public. My 

study deepens Hunt’s analysis by focusing strictly on American journalists and 

their writings.

Central to the discussion of ideology, culture, and American foreign 

relations is the concept of nationalism. Cultural approaches to nationalism began 

with historian Benedict Anderson’s contention that a nation is an imagined 

construction, which is created, maintained, constrained and altered by people over

13 time in much the same ways that culture or ideology are mutable social entities.

Americanism has been dominated by the chauvinist belief in the inherent 

distinctiveness or “exceptionalism” of the United States. The belief in American 

exceptionalism has deep roots in American history. It was shaped through the 

merger of millennial and republican traditions, and further elucidated by foreign 

observers like Alexis de Tocqueville.14 In his critique of historians’ use of 

American exceptionalism as an explanatory tool, historian Ian Tyrrell defines 

American exceptionalism as “the emphasis on the uniqueness of national

12 Michael Hunt, Ideology and U.S. Foreign Policy (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1987), xi, 
12. See also Hunt, “Ideology,” in Explaining the History o f American Foreign Relations, 221- 
240. For Hunt’s definition of ideology see the Preface to Ideology and U.S. Foreign Policy.
13 Benedict Anderson, Imagined Communities: Reflections on the Origin and Spread of 
Nationalism (London: Verso Editions, 1983). Iriye discusses Anderson’s work in relation to the 
cultural approach in “Culture and International History,” 245-246. See also Hunt’s “Ideology,” 
229-230. Susan Jeffords argues that “National identity -  the narratives and symbols through 
which the people of a nation see themselves as a nation and in terms in which they elaborate how 
they want the people of other nations to see them -  i§ the crucial aspect of this activity. 
Understanding how national identity is constructed is an essential part of understanding foreign 
policy.” Jeffords also notes that the “public narrative,” especially the media, is an essential part of 
constructing and maintaining this sense of national identity. (Susan Jeffords, “Culture and 
National Identity in U.S. Foreign Policy,” Diplomatic History 18:1 (1994), 93).
14 Dorothy Ross, “Historical Consciousness in Nineteenth-Century America,” American Historical 
Review 89 (1984) 909-928.
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traditions.. .the idea of the United States as a special case “outside” the normal 

patterns and laws of history.. .the liberal worldview [that] the United States 

avoided the class conflicts, revolutionary upheaval, and “authoritarian” 

governments of Europe and presented to the world an example of liberty for 

others to emulate.”15 Another tenet of American exceptionalism is the separation 

between the “new world” represented by the United States, and the European 

nations of the “old world.” In this simplified system Americans viewed critically 

“old world” diplomacy as governed by power politics, and “old world” states as 

rigidly stratified societies. The “new world,” on the other hand, was viewed as a 

classless and open society, that dealt with other nations through unbiased and 

“free” commercial and legal mechanisms.16 Because of its propensity to obscure 

more than illuminate, the use of American exceptionalism as a way of explaining 

American history has generally been discarded by historians. The study of the 

historical construction of this ideology, however, is a critical issue in 

contemporary historiography. It illuminates how Americans viewed themselves

15 Ian Tyrrell, “American Exceptionalism in an Age of International History,” American Historical 
Review 96:4 (1991), 1031. For other definitions of American exceptionalism see: Jace Weaver, 
“Original Simplicities and Present Complexities: Reinhold Niebuhr, Ethnocentrism, and the Myth 
of American Exceptionalism,” Journal o f the American Academy of Religion 63:2 (1995) 232; 
Joseph Lepgold and Timothy McKeown. "Is American foreign policy exceptional? An empirical 
analysis." Political Science Quarterly 369:16 (Fall 1995).
16 Lepgold and McKeown. "Is American foreign policy exceptional?”; Cushing Strout, The 
American Image o f the Old World (New York: Harper & Row Publishers, 1963) 207. There are 
several works that describe this sense of Americanism, the perceived dichotomy between the “new 
world” and the “old world,” and Roosevelt’s own sense of Americanism and worldview. See: 
Strout, The American Image of the Old World', John Lamberton Harper, American Visions of 
Europe: Franklin D. Roosevelt, George F. Kennan, and Dean G. Acheson (Cambridge: 
Cambridge University Press, 1994) 18-76; Kimball, The Juggler, 3, 128,130, 156, 185; Reynolds, 
The Creation of the Anglo-American Alliance, 23-25; Reynolds, From Munich to Pearl Harbor, 4, 
35-36; Rhodes, United States Foreign Policy in the Interwar Period, 131; Doenecke, “The 
Roosevelt Foreign Policy,” 9; Stoler, “The Roosevelt Foreign Policy,” 115-117.
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as measured against the rest of the world; it provides insight into how American

17 actions were justified to the American public and the rest of the world.

American exceptionalism was also an important lens through which this 

group of American journalists understood, presented and interpreted European 

events. But it was an elastic concept which meant different things to different 

people over time. One component of American exceptionalism was the belief in 

the special and morally superior character of the “new world” epitomized by the 

United States, which became sharply defined in the interwar years when measured 

against American views about the causes of the First World War and the growing 

belief that American intervention in that war had been a mistake. Some 

Americans blamed imperial rivalries, the armaments race, “back room” 

diplomacy, and old world power politics for the outbreak of the First World War. 

Others came to believe that the United States was pushed into entering the war by 

a conspiracy of bankers and munitions producers (the so-called “merchants of 

death”) and the sympathy engendered by British propaganda. American

17 For historians’ critiques of American exceptionalism as an explanatory tool see: Tyrrell, 
“American Exceptionalism in an Age of International History”; Michael Kammen, “The Problem 
of American Exceptionalism: A Reconsideration,” American Quarterly, 45:1 (March 1993) 1-43; 
John Higham, “The Future of American History,” Journal of American History 80:4 (1994) 1289- 
1309; Lepgold and McKeown. "Is American foreign policy exceptional?"; Stephen Tuck, “The 
New American Histories,” Historical Journal 48:3 (2005) 811-832; Jay Sexton, “The Global 
View of the United States,” Historical Journal 48:1 (2005) 261-276. For examples of the 
historical nature of American exceptionalism see: Weaver, “Original Simplicities and Present 
Complexities,” and John Braeman, “Charles A. Beard, the Economic Interpretation of History, and 
Idea of American Exceptionalism,” Continuity 25 (2001) 43-69. Lepgold and McKeown argue 
that American foreign policy was infrequently legitimized through geopolitical arguments or 
“reasons of state.” Instead, policymakers justify American foreign polices through exaggerated 
and “oversold” general formulas and slogans which refer to domestic values, especially 
“Americanism.” (Lepgold and McKeown. "Is American foreign policy exceptional?”).
18 Stoler, “The Roosevelt Foreign Policy,” 115.
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perceptions of the old world were also soured during the interwar years by 

revisionist views of the Versailles Treaty as an overly harsh and dictated peace, 

and the failure of the former allies to pay their war debts to the United States. 

American foreign policy makers in the 1920s and 1930s shunned binding 

international commitments like the League of Nations, but pursued independent 

internationalism, or involvement without commitment.19 This independent 

foreign policy of the interwar years was viewed as a necessary retreat from the 

corrupt and morally suspect power politics of the “old world,” to heed again 

George Washington’s warnings against foreign, specifically European, 

entanglements.20

19 Herring, From Colony to Superpower, 436-483.
20 In his farewell address Washington warned: “The great rule of conduct for us in regard to 
foreign nations is in extending our commercial relations, to have with them as little political 
connection as possible. So far as we have already formed engagements, let them be fulfilled with 
perfect good faith. Here let us stop. Europe has a set of primary interests which to us have none; 
or a very remote relation. Hence she must be engaged in frequent controversies, the causes of 
which are essentially foreign to our concerns. Hence, therefore, it must be unwise in us to 
implicate ourselves by artificial ties in the ordinary vicissitudes of her politics, or the ordinary 
combinations and collisions of her friendship or enmities.” (1796)
21 Angus Calder, The Myth o f the Blitz (London: Pimlico, 1991) 51; Zahniser, Then Came 
Disaster, 33.

In their interpretations of European events and nations, journalists roundly 

criticized Anglo-French policies that appeared indicative of “old world” society 

and diplomacy. Measured against what they assumed to be the moderate, stable, 

and liberal democratic institutions of the United States, these journalists looked 

with disdain on a British political system viewed as “undemocratically dominated 

by antiquated class divisions,” and a French political system characterized by 

rapid turnover and a “Helter-skelter” nature.21 They viewed the European
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dictatorships as the antithesis of cherished American political values. Yet after 

war broke out in Europe, and especially after the shock of the Fall of France, this 

group of American journalists exchanged their critique of other “lesser” 

democracies for a worldview in which the United States became the “arsenal of 

democracy.” While not entirely relinquishing their critique of “old world” 

political systems or their belief in American exceptionalism, they found common 

cause and community of values with Britain in their common “civilization.” 

American journalists called on the United States to assist Britain and fulfill its 

hallowed mission as the world leader of democracy and western civilization 

against the forces of barbarism.

The journalists’ belief in values and civilization shared with Britain was 

part of a racist worldview. Hunt denotes the “hierarchy of race” as one of the 

core ideas of American ideology that had significant implications for the making 

of American foreign policy. According to Hunt, Americans, like other North 

American and European nations, developed a highly stratified understanding of 

race. This racial hierarchy was dominated by Anglo-Saxons, “Americans of the 

old stock,” with well defined steps in the ladder descending neatly from the poles 

of white to black. Every “race” had its own distinct position in the hierarchy. To 

the dominant Anglo-Saxons the Germans appeared next on the racial ladder. The 

greatest defect of the Germans was their “Prussianized” character, their militarism

14
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97and failure to appreciate liberty. The French and Italians were grouped with the 

“Latin” peoples of Europe, and characterized as lacking vigour, and “sentimental, 

undisciplined, superstitious.” Russians, or Slavs, were assigned a particularly low 

position on the hierarchy of white races, viewed as more “Asiatic” than white, and 

described as possessing positive attributes like “endurance, patience, and 

strength,” but also “Oriental” characteristics like being crafty, unscrupulous, 

cunning, decadent, and generally untrustworthy. Hunt argues that this racial 

hierarchy “carried over into American foreign policy.”24 By its grip on the policy 

makers, through its influence on the press, and through its hold on the electorate, 

race influenced the ways the United States dealt with other nations and peoples. 

The belief in a racial hierarchy was closely connected to Social Darwinian 

theories that posited the competition between groups of people, especially races, 

as the motor of human history. In that estimation races were inherently unequal. 

The most “civilized” race, the Anglo-Saxon, was naturally superior and 

progressive. The less “civilized,” more barbaric and backward races, required

22 Hunt, Ideology and U.S. Foreign Policy, 78-79; Strout, The American Image o f the Old World, 
206-207; Kimball, The Juggler, 199.
23 The Japanese were praised for appearing to follow the Anglo-Saxon “march of civilization.” 
However, Americans often underestimated the imperialistic ambitions and military threat of Japan, 
in part due to their racial views of the Japanese and “the national habit of viewing Asians with 
paternalistic contempt.” Hunt, Ideology and U.S. Foreign Policy,! 1, 79-80; Rhodes, United 
States Foreign Policy in the Interwar Period, 129.
24 Hunt, Ideology and U.S. Foreign Policy, 48-52. For other theoretical discussions of race and 
foreign relations see Gerald Horne, “Race to Insight: The United States and the World, White 
Supremacy and Foreign Affairs,” in Explaining the History o f American Foreign Relations, 323- 
335 and “Race and the American Century,” in Major Problems in American Foreign Relations, 
16-23. John Dower’s War Without Mercy: Race and Power in the Pacific War (New York: 
Pantheon Books, 1986) argues that racism influenced the conduct of war in the Pacific between 
the United States and Japan. Hunt argues that race was frequently used to publicly justify 
American foreign policies. In Taking Haiti: Military Occupation and the Culture o f U.S. 
Imperialism, 1915-1940, Mary Renda argues that race was used as a justification for the colonial 
paternalism of the American occupation of Haiti.
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assistance and stewardship so they might someday progress to a likeness of 

civilization. According to historian Gail Bederman the concept of civilization 

therefore was an explicitly racial concept, “Human races were assumed to evolve 

from simple savagery, through violent barbarism, to an advanced and valuable 

civilization. But only white races had, as yet, evolved to the civilized stage. In 

fact, people sometimes spoke of civilization as if it were itself a racial trait, 

inherited by all Anglo-Saxons and other ‘advanced’ white races.”25 My study 

specifically examines the role of the American press in the formulation and 

dissemination of the relationship between race and foreign policy, and most 

importantly the evolution of the belief that the United States represented the 

epitome of western civilization, and had a mission to defend and spread these 

values throughout the world.

25 Gail Bederman, Manliness & Civilization: A Cultural History of Gender and Race in the United 
States, 1880-1917 (Chicago: The University of Chicago Press, 1995) 25.

In their interpretations of European nations and actions, this group of 

American journalists used a racial lens. They frequently contrasted the “racial” or 

national characteristics of European nations, especially France and Germany. 

They portrayed the French as “difficult, uncooperative, parochial, and hysterical,” 

compared to the vigorous and industrious Germans. This racial contrast was 

especially marked following the Fall of France, after which they frequently 

interpreted the roots of French collapse as inherent in the national character. The 

sense of Anglo-Saxonism also became more pronounced after the Fall of France, 

as they played up the “belief that Americans and the British were one people
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united by uncommon qualities and common interests” to argue for American 

assistance and alliance with Britain. The journalists discussed here shared 

Roosevelt’s belief in the Anglo-Saxon “civilizing mission,” the “responsibility for 

97 ordering and civilizing the world.”

Gender was another important lens through which Thompson and her 

colleagues viewed and interpreted European events. Several useful articles 

analyze the ways that gender can be used as an important analytical tool in the 

study of international history, diplomatic history, and American foreign 

relations.28 Beginning with Joan Scott’s seminal essay “Gender: A Useful Tool of 

Historical Analysis,” which argues that gender is “one of the recurrent references 

by which political power has been conceived, legitimated, and criticized,”

26 Zahniser, “Rethinking the Significance of Disaster: The United States and the Fall of France in 
1940,” 255; Hunt, Ideology and U.S. Foreign Policy, 77.
27 Reynolds, From Munich to Pearl Harbor, 35.
28 Emily S. Rosenberg, “Gender. A Round Table: Explaining the History of American Foreign 
Relations” Journal of American History 77 (1990) 116-24; Rosemary Foot, “Where are the 
Women? The Gender Dimension in the Study of International Relations” Diplomatic History 14:4 
(1990) 615-622; Rosenberg, “Culture, Gender and Foreign Policy: A Symposium” Diplomatic 
History 18:1 (1994) 71-124; Elaine Tyler May, “Commentary: Ideology and Foreign Policy: 
Culture and Gender in Diplomatic History” Diplomatic History 18:1 (1994) 71-78; Jeffords, 
“Culture and National Identity in U.S. Foreign Policy”; Kristin Hoganson, “What’s Gender Got to 
Do with It? Gender History as Foreign Relations History,” in Explaining the History o f American 
Foreign Relations, 305-322; Craig Murphy, “Seeing women, recognizing gender, recasting 
international relations,” International Organization 50:3 (1996) 513-538; Robert Ferrell, “Gender 
and Foreign Policy,” Reviews in American History 25:2 (1997) 499-503; Robert Shaffer, “Race, 
Class, Gender and Diplomatic History” Radical History Review 70 (1998) 156-168; Andrew 
Rotter, “The Gendering of Peoples and Nations,” in Major Problems in American Foreign 
Relations, 12-14. See also the recent American Historical Review Forum “Revisiting Gender: A 
Useful Category of Historical Analysis,” 113:5 (2008) 1344-1430. Joanne Meyerowitz’s 
contribution to the AHR forum, “A History of ‘Gender’,” specifically addresses the impact of 
gender in the study of American foreign policy, and provides examples from Rosenberg, Rotter, 
Hoganson, and Renda.
29 Joan Scott, “Gender: A Useful Category of Historical Analysis” American Historical Review 91 
(1986), 1967, 1073.

9Q historians have examined the relationships between gender and foreign policy.
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Historians Emily Rosenberg and Kristin Hoganson have been at the forefront of 

these discussions. Rosenberg argues that gender discourses reveal the “cultural 

assumptions” from which foreign policy was conceived and justified. Feminine 

gendered symbolism became “code words” for “weakness, defeat, and even 

treason.” In her work Rosenberg noted the intersection between race, gender and 

the “civilizing mission” of the United States. Hoganson also argues that race, 

gender, and the concept of Anglo-Saxon civilization were closely related, if not at 

times inseparable. She contends that American politics and the western 

conception of civilization were understood in distinctly gendered and racial ways, 

and “ultimately rested on manly character, something defined in different ways 
o 1 

but generally in reference to contrasting ideas about womanly attributes.”

Several other historians have commented on and investigated the 

interconnectedness between race, gender, and the American concept of

30 Rosenberg. “Gender. A Round Table,” 119, 121. According to Rosenberg, “Whether 
advocating formal imperialism or rejecting it, the leading policymakers in the [Theodore] 
Roosevelt administration shaped their views of the civilizing mission within the professional­
managerial outlook that envisioned progress as the spread of markets and monetary exchanged 
through scientific application of economic laws. These themes also intermingled with presumably 
scientific thinking about gender and race. Notions of gender and racial hierarchy would reinforce 
the civilizationist justifications for dollar diplomacy.” (Rosenberg, Financial Missionaries to the 
World: The Politics and Culture o f Dollar Diplomacy, 1900-1930, 33).
31 Kristin Hoganson, Fighting for American Manhood: How Gender Politics Provoked the 
Spanish-American and Philippine-American Wars (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1998), 3, 
8, 204. Hoganson argues that the discourse of “white manliness” was espoused by political 
leaders and the popular press as the impetus and justification for American involvement in the 
Spanish-American and Philippine-American wars. See also Hoganson’s essay “What’s Gender 
Got to Do with It?” 305-322. Renda’s Taking Haiti explains the colonial paternalism of the 
American invasion and occupation of Haiti through the interrelation of gender, sexuality, racism, 
and the civilizing mission. See also Hoganson’s discussion of Renda’s work in “What’s Gender 
Got To Do With It?” 312.
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T9 civilization and the civilizing mission. Gail Bederman argues that the American 

discourse of civilization was intrinsically both a gendered and racial concept:

“Ideologies of manliness were thus similar to -  and frequently linked with -  

ideologies of civilization. Just as manliness was the highest form of manhood, so 

civilization was the highest form of humanity.”33 Gender discourse was used to 

distinguish and separate the United States, depicted as the manly “Uncle Sam,” 

from lesser nations characterized as dependent and feminine. The gendered 

depiction of the manly and heroic “Uncle Sam,” combined with the racial concept 

of the Anglo-Saxon civilizing mission created a potent set of symbols for 

constructing, moralizing and legitimizing American foreign policy.34

32 Andrew Rotter studies the gendering of nations, “the assignment of certain characteristics based 
on prevailing ideas of masculinity and femininity to a people and nation by another people and 
nation,” especially western nations towards eastern nations. According to Rotter the discourse on 
India’s relationship with the West - “the West is man, the East is woman” - translated into 
gendered and racial stereotypes of Indian men as effeminate, passive, servile, and cowardly, and 
therefore served as justification for western domination in colonial and post-colonial relationships. 
(Andrew Rotter, “The Gendering of Peoples and Nations,” 13. See also Rotter, “Gender 
Relations, Foreign Relations: The United States and South Asia, 1947-1964,” Journal of American 
History 81 (1994) 518-542 and “Saidism without Said: Orientalism and U.S. Diplomatic History,” 
American Historical Review 105:4 (2000) 1205-1217); Cynthia Enloe also argues that many of the 
defining terms of American foreign policy - like civilization, progress, and security -  are linked to 
discourses of gender. (Cynthia Enloe, Bananas, Beaches and Bases: Making Feminist Sense of 
International Politics (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1990) 200);
33 Bederman argues that gender was essential to the concept of civilization: “Civilized women 
were womanly -  delicate, spiritual, dedicated to the home. And civilized white men were the most 
manly ever evolved -  firm of character; self-controlled; protectors of women and children. In 
contrast, gender differences among savages seemed to be blurred. Savage women were 
aggressive, carried heavy burdens, and did all sorts of “masculine” hard labor. Savage men were 
emotional and lacked a man’s ability to restrain their passions.” (Bederman, Manliness & 
Civilization, 25,27,29).
34 Jeffords, “Culture and National Identity in U.S. Foreign Policy,” 95.

This group of American journalists interpreted European people and 

events through a gendered lens. They evaluated national leaders through 

appraisals of the masculine attributes and characteristics of those leaders. They
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presented European events as melodramas with a cast of distinctly gendered 

characters: manly, heroic and “knightly” protagonists; the feminine, weak and 

dependent “damsel in distress” victim, and the dark, evil, sexually aggressive 

villain. They not only contrasted masculine and feminine characteristics, but also 

contrasted two competing discourses of masculinity. According to Gail 

Bederman the white, middle-class ideal of “manliness” encapsulated classical 

notions of virtus, including: temperance (moderation and self-restraint), prudence, 

fortitude, justice, reason, and independence. These characteristics of manliness 

also epitomized civilized characteristics. A competing concept of “masculinity” 

emerged in the late nineteenth and early twentieth century. The characteristics of 

this “masculinity” included: instinctual, irrational aggressiveness, the primacy of 

physical force, and male virility. This concept of “masculinity” appeared less 

civilized and almost barbaric.35 While these journalists praised national leaders 

and nations that appeared to exhibit “manly” ideals, they criticized and degraded 

leaders and nations for appearing either too “feminine” or for behaviour indicative 

of barbaric masculinity.

35 Bederman, Manliness and Civilization, 12, 18-19.

As the war in Europe turned dire for the Allies in mid-1940, Thompson, 

Lippmann and the others gradually combined their national, racial, and gendered 

interpretative lenses into one overriding discourse: civilization versus barbarism. 

The ease with which this hybrid explanation of the European war became 

common interpretive currency confirmed the elastic and resilient meaning at the
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core of American exceptionalism; that if “we” do something, it is the right thing 

to do. They argued that the United States had a “manifest duty” to intervene in 

the world crisis on the side of civilization against the forces of barbarism. Henry 

Luce argued in his famous editorial “The American Century” that: “it now 

becomes our time to be the powerhouse from which the ideals spread throughout 

the world and do their mysterious work of lifting the life of mankind from the 

level of the beasts to what the Psalmist called a little lower than the angels.” 

The civilization versus barbarism discourse had a clear propaganda value, in that 

it was used by journalists to support American participation, if not outright 

intervention, in the European war. Similar language and arguments were used in 

British propaganda in American newspapers during the First World War to push 

for American intervention, and also by the Axis powers during the Second World 

War to gamer support on their home-fronts.

My study contributes to the field of culturalist international history and 

American foreign policy as practiced by Iriye, Rosenberg, Hunt, Hoganson, and 

others. It examines the intersection and interplay of many different “core ideas” 

that shaped American understanding of international relations and foreign policy: 

the belief in American exceptionalism and the distinction between the “old world” 

and the “new world,” a racial understanding of the world dominated by Anglo- 

Saxons, and a gendered view of the global politics defined by the binary opposites 

36 Henry Luce, “The American Century,” Life February 1941, 61-65.
37 Jessica Bennett and Mark Hampton, “World War I and the Anglo-American Imagined 
Community: Civilization vs. Barbarism in British Propaganda and American Newspapers,” in 
American Media Interactions, 1850-2000 (ed.) Mark Hampton and Joel Weiner (Basingstoke: 
Palgrave Macmillan, 2007). 155-175.
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According to Thompson, Franco would join the Rome-Berlin Axis if victorious in 

Spain. She pointed to the recent “cultural treaty” between Franco and Hitler as 

evidence of this strengthening relationship. This would effectively surround 

France and threaten key British strategic points, most prominently Gibraltar. She 

called for the repeal of the arms embargo, arguing that the United States was 

“yielding to blackmail, and, like France, following the lead of a British 

government which has proved an appalling incapacity of courage, leadership, or 

even simple morality.”31

1937-1939”; Tierney, “Franklin D. Roosevelt and Covert Aid to the Loyalists in the Spanish Civil
War, 1936-39.”
31 Thompson, “On the Record: The Spanish Embargo,” New York Herald Tribune 23 January 
1939, 13; Thompson, “On the Record: Spain and the Catholics,” New York Herald Tribune 27 
January 1939, 17.
32 Taylor, The United States and the Spanish Civil War, 197,199.
33 McCormick, “End of War in Spain Opens a New Struggle,” New York Times 5 March 1939, E6.

Franco launched an offensive in December and successfully captured the 

Loyalist capital of Barcelona on 26 January. By late February Franco’s forces 

controlled over three quarters of Spain, and within a month of the fall of 

Barcelona thirty states recognized the Franco regime. Britain and France 

recognized Franco’s Nationalist government on 27 February. McCormick 

commented on the haste of British and French recognition, which revealed their 

concerns with securing their own “vital imperial interests,” a sentiment shared by 

many Americans who disparaged British and French imperialism.33 The civil war 

ended with the capture of Madrid on 28 March 1939. On April 1 the United 

States recognized Franco’s government. In a rare signed article in the Nation,

213







PhD. Thesis -  Karen Dearlove McMaster - History

French democracies as weak.40 Thompson and Lippmann also blamed the 

“weakness, irresolution, division” in the western democracies for their failure to 

resist Hitler’s expansionist policies. For the journalists examined here the 

inability of the democracies to act swiftly and decisively to meet the sudden and 

audacious German foreign policy moves, laid bare the fundamental differences 

between the democracies and dictatorships.41

40 Krock, “In The Nation: Two Views of the Next Move in Europe,” New York Times 16 March 
1939, 21; Krock, “In The Nation: Effects of Hitler’s New Coup on Our Policy,” New York Times 
17 March 1939, 18.
41 Thompson, “On the Record: The World and Adolf Hitler,” New York Herald Tribune 27 March 
1939, 13; Lippmann, “Today and Tomorrow: The Eastern Push,” New York Herald Tribune 18 
March 1939, 15.
42 Krock, “In The Nation: Washington Hardens in Facing Dictators,” New York Times 19 March 
1939, 65; Dallek, Franklin D. Roosevelt and American Foreign Policy, 183; Cole, Roosevelt and 
the Isolationists, 312.
43 Kirchwey, “Loving Hitler Less,” Nation 25 March 1939, 337-338.

Roosevelt reacted quickly to Hitler’s annexation of Czechoslovakia.

Heartened by public revulsion at the occupation and Chamberlain’s 

announcement that Britain would no longer appease the Nazi dictator, Roosevelt 

condemned “the temporary extinguishment of the liberties of a free and 

independent people.” Roosevelt sought revision of the Neutrality Act, and on 20 

March Senator Key Pittman introduced the Peace Act of 1939, which would 

eliminate the mandatory arms embargo and allow trade on a cash-and-carry 

basis.42 In a signed editorial Kirchwey applauded the administration’s move to 

“stop Hitler.” While critical of Roosevelt’s past support for appeasement, she 

recognized the push for Neutrality revision as a step in the right direction.43 

Under Kirchwey the Nation was increasingly lauding public figures for their anti-
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fascism, including Ickes, Roosevelt, and Thompson. Kirchwey’s interventionist 

views conflicted with Villard, who was the honourary chairman of the Keep 

America Out of War Congress, founded in March 1938. The Keep America Out 

of War Congress was a pacifist-socialist group, which opposed American 

involvement in European conflicts through a left-liberal critique of Roosevelt’s 

policies. The Keep America Out of War Congress was just one of many different 

isolationist or anti-interventionist voices, whose protests against American 

involvement in Europe’s problems were becoming louder as Roosevelt was 

“eroding” the Neutrality laws.44

44 “The Nation’s Honor Roll for 1938,” Nation 7 January 1939, 27; Doenecke, “Non­
interventionism of the Left: The Keep America Out of the War Congress, 1938-1941,” Journal o f 
Contemporary History 12 (1977), 221-236; Cole, Roosevelt and the Isolationists, 310-330. There 
are several works detailing the rise of isolationist or non-interventionist pressure groups from 1939 
to Pearl Harbor. See: Cole, America First: The Battle Against Intervention, 1940-1941 (Madison: 
University of Wisconsin Press, 1953); Manfred Jones, Isolationism in America, 1935-1941 
(Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 1966); Cole, Roosevelt and the Isolationists', Doenecke, 
“American Isolationism, 1939-1941.” Journal o f Libertarian Studies 6:3-4 (1982) 201-216; 
Thomas N. Guinsburg, The Pursuit o f Isolationism in the United States Senate from Versailles to 
Pearl Harbor (New York: Garland Press, 1982); Doenecke, “Explaining the Anti-War Movement, 
1939-1941: The Next Assignment,” Journal o f Libertarian Studies 8:1 (1986) 139-142; Doenecke, 
Anti-Intervention: A Bibliographical Introduction to Isolationism and Pacifism from World War I 
to the Early Cold War (New York: Garland, 1987); Doenecke, In Danger Undaunted: The Anti­
Interventionist Movement o f 1940-1941 as Revealed in the Papers o f the America First Committee 
(Stanford: Hoover Institute Press, 1990); Doenecke, The Battle Against Intervention, 1939-1941 
(Malabar, FL: Kreiger Publishing Company, 1997); Doenecke, Storm on the Horizon: the 
Challenge to American Intervention, 1939-1941 (Lanham, M.D.: Rowman & Littlefield 
Publishers, 2000). According to Doenecke isolationists or anti-interventionists came from both 
the left and right wings of the political spectrum. Some were pacifists, like Villard, others 
criticized American intervention from a progressive or liberal-socialist standpoint. Others 
belonged to a more right-wing, Republican, and “nationalist” strain of anti-interventionism. Some 
of these, like Hearst, Colonel McCormick, Father Coughlin and Lindbergh, were virulently anti­
communist and at times appeared pro-Nazi. There was also an ethnic component to anti­
interventionists, with Italian-Americans and German-Americans opposing American intervention 
on the side of Britain. See: Ronald Johnson, “The German-American Bund and Nazi Germany, 
1936-1941,” Studies in History and Society 6 (1975) 31-45. Women also played important roles 
in the anti-interventionist movement. See: Glen Jeansonne, “Furies: Women Isolationists in the 
Era of FDR,” Journal o f History and Politics 8 (1990) 67-96; Jeansonne, The Women o f the Far 
Right: The Mother’s Movement and World War II (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1996);
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On 23 March 1939 German forces had seized Memel, the predominantly 

ethnically German port city of Lithuania. Kirchwey described Hitler’s occupation 

of Memel as an indication he was carving in Europe a new empire “worthy” of 

the German people, and warned that the Polish city of Danzig would be next. 

While Kirchwey cynically wrote “Poland remembers Munich and expects nothing 

from the great powers of the West,” Chamberlain surprised many with his 

announcement of a guarantee of Polish independence on 31 March.45 France 

followed suit. The Times greeted the guarantee as “a turning point in the swiftly 

moving history of Europe.”46

Laura McEnaney, “He-Men and Christian Mothers: The America First Movement and the
Gendered Meanings of Patriotism and Isolationism,” Diplomatic History 18:1 (1994) 47-57.
45 Kirchwey, “Blood and Geography,” Nation 1 April 1939, 365-366.
46 “Warning to Germany,” New York Times 31 March 1939, 20.

Thompson described Chamberlain’s speech guaranteeing the 

independence of Poland as “the most definitive commitment that Britain has made 

ever east of the Rhine since the World war.” The British reversal, she argued, 

stemmed from Chamberlain’s and Halifax’s “personal indignation” over Hitler’s 

breaking of the Munich agreement. Hitler “made a fool of Chamberlain” in front 

of the world. In one of her most memorable columns titled “Chamberlain and 

Alice,” Thompson derided the British Prime Minister as “the masculine twin of 

Alice” in Wonderland. Chamberlain’s naive policies encapsulated the qualities of 

Alice: niceness, reasonability, incredible foolishness, simplicity and innocence. 

According to Thompson Chamberlain possessed none of the masculine
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characteristics of a national leader. Her emasculation of Chamberlain echoed 

Thompson’s earlier attack on Hitler.47

47 Thompson, “On The Record: The Meaning of Meaning,” New York Herald Tribune 3 April 
1939, 17; Thompson, “On The Record: Chamberlain and Alice,” New York Herald Tribune 5 
April 1939, 23.
48 “Rome Moves Held as Retort to Britain,” New York Times 7 April 1939, 8.
49 Quoted in Sally Marks, The Ebbing of European Ascendancy: An International History of the 
World, 1914-1945 (London: Hodder Arnold, 2002), 356. Diggins describes Italy’s invasion of 
Albania as “shameless” and evidence of Mussolini’s fear of playing “second fiddle” in the Axis 
and his attempts to “Prussianize” Italy, also demonstrated by the introduction of racial laws into 
Italy starting in July 1938 (Diggins, Mussolini and Fascism, 318-320, 323). Dennis Mack Smith 
comments that Mussolini’s invasion of Albania sprung from Mussolini’s need “to copy Hitler in 
effective military action.” (Smith, Mussolini: A Biography, 230-231). For the Mussolini’s 
“prussianization” of Italy and the introduction of racial laws see Smith, Mussolini, 217-223. 
Schmitz argues that Mussolini’s invasion of Albania should have ended any further consideration 
of the fascist dictator as a “moderate.” (Schmitz, The United States and Fascist Italy, 200-201).

The Invasion of Albania

On 7 April Britain extended a guarantee to protect the independence of 

Hungary, but on the same day Mussolini sent Italian military forces into 

neighbouring Albania. Historians argue that Mussolini’s actions stemmed from 

feeling snubbed by Hitler’s failure to warn Italy in advance of the seizure of 

Czechoslovakia and Mussolini’s fear that Italy appeared a second-rate partner in 

the Rome-Berlin Axis. The invasion was also a clear repudiation of the Anglo- 

Italian Gentlemen’s Agreement preserving the status quo in the Mediterranean, 

and a warning to Britain. The invasion of Albania, which was already under 

nominal Italian control, was in many ways a repeat of Italy’s invasion of Ethiopia. 

An Italian diplomat derided the empty gesture as an act “like raping your own 

wife,” an act of barbaric and aggressive masculinity.49 Britain reacted with a 

stem warning to Italy and the extension of defensive guarantees to Greece and 

Romania.
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From Paris McCormick observed the strengthening relationship between 

Britain and France since the announcements of the defensive guarantees. The 

French were “naturally more pessimistic” than the British, argued McCormick, 

and accepted their “minor role” in the Anglo-French strategic relationship 

“willingly, even with relief.”50 McCormick warned that Mussolini, once the 

peacemaker in Europe and the “cornerstone” of Chamberlain’s appeasement 

policies, was “now in a fighting mood.” In her earlier interpretations of 

Mussolini’s Ethiopian invasion McCormick had justified Mussolini’s actions as 

legitimate imperial ambitions. But in her comments on the Italian invasion of 

Albania, McCormick provided no such justification. She even suggested that 

Mussolini had little to gain by his move against Albania. She viewed the Italian 

invasion of Albania not as a sign of problems within the Rome-Berlin Axis, but 

that the Axis partners were operating in tandem, a vast “Juggernaut” plowing 

across Europe. Many American journalists used this term “Juggernaut,” defined 

as an overwhelmingly destructive and unstoppable destructive force, to describe 

the aggressive advancing forces of the fascist dictatorships.51 The Nation agreed 

with McCormick that “the gears of the axis are still meshing neatly,” and 

questioned the effectiveness of the Anglo-French policy of using Mussolini as a

50 McCormick, “Europe: France Content to Let Britain Lead in War Moves,” New York Times 10 
April 1939, 13. In her analysis McCormick assumed that the French were continuing to follow the 
British lead in foreign policy, yet several historians agree that by the spring of 1939 the French 
were pressuring the British to act. For French policy in this period see Jackson, The Fall of 
France and Young, France and the Origins of the Second World War.
51 McCormick, “Europe: Britain, in Deadly Earnest, Meets Hitler’s Challenge,” New York Times 8 
April 1939, 14; McCormick, “Europe: France Content to Let Britain Lead in War Moves,” New 
York Times 10 April 1939, 13.
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moderating influence on Hitler, or trying to break up the Rome-Berlin Axis 

altogether. Although the Nation praised British attempts to create a coalition of 

anti-Fascist states, it warned that the Soviet Union was essential to this scheme. 

As a long-standing ideological supporter of the Soviet Union, the Nation had 

criticized the absence of the Soviets at Munich, and looked optimistically to the 

formation of an anti-fascist front among Britain, France and the Soviet Union. 

By mid-April Britain, France and the Soviet Union began pursuing a possible 

defensive alliance.

In a press conference on April 8 the Roosevelt administration responded to 

the Italian invasion of Albania. Secretary Hull decried the “forcible and violent” 

invasion as a clear violation of the Kellogg-Briand Pact.53 Following his return to 

Washington from his Warm Springs retreat, Roosevelt chose the Pan American 

Day address on 14 April to express America’s heightened interest in European 

affairs. The president insisted that the civilizations of America could never be 

truly isolated from the “Old World,” and reiterated the previous year’s pledge to 

defend Canada. The following day in a radio address, Roosevelt sent a public 

message to Hitler and Mussolini, asking them to guarantee the independence of 

thirty-one specific nations for a period of ten years. The president offered to host

52 “Europe in Turmoil,” Nation 15 April 1939,419-420; “Rediscovery of Russia,” Nation 1 April 
1939, 364-365.
53 “Attack on Albania Assailed by Hull,” New York. Times 9 April 1939, 34. The Kellogg-Briand 
Pact, named for American Secretary of State Frank Kellogg and French Foreign Minister Aristide 
Briand, was a treaty concluded in 1928 “providing for the renunciation of war as an instrument of 
national policy.” Although Briand envisioned the pact as a way to involve the United States in 
European international relations and the precursor to a formal alliance, the pact was largely 
symbolic and did not oblige the signatories to any actual action. The Kellogg-Briand Pact was 
signed by numerous nations including Germany, Italy, and Japan.
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a peace conference with the fascist dictators. Roosevelt also sent personal 

telegrams to Hitler and Mussolini outlining his proposals for peace.54

54 “Addresses of President and Hull Before Pan American Union,” New York Times 15 April 1939, 
2; Dallek, Franklin D. Roosevelt and American Foreign Policy, 185-186. The thirty-one nations 
included in Roosevelt’s message were: Finland, Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania, Sweden, Norway, 
Denmark, The Netherlands, Belgium, Great Britain and Ireland, France, Portugal, Spain, 
Switzerland, Liechtenstein, Luxemburg, Poland, Hungary, Rumania, Yugoslavia, Russia, 
Bulgaria, Greece, Turkey, Iraq, the Arabias, Syria, Palestine, Egypt and Iran.
55 Krock, “Roosevelt Moves Far Into European Field,” New York Times 16 April 1939, E3; Dallek, 
Franklin D. Roosevelt and American Foreign Policy, 186.

Many journalists interpreted Roosevelt’s actions as an indication the 

United States would no longer remain isolated from European affairs. Krock 

viewed Roosevelt’s actions as decisive deviations from the traditional American 

policy of neutrality. Although the president had suggested this position 

previously in his 1937 Quarantine speech, the recent proclamations from the 

administration were “clear and honest” announcements that the president was 

moving the frontiers of American foreign policy “far eastwards.” Most surprising 

for Krock, as well as for many members of the Roosevelt administration, was the 

“hearty reception” and public enthusiasm in America to Roosevelt’s appeals.55 

While Kirchwey was not optimistic that Roosevelt’s appeals would have any 

direct impact on Hitler or Mussolini, she applauded the president’s intervention. 

In an intentionally deceptive article titled “Let’s Mind Our Own Business,” 

Kirchwey lamented the demise of democracy in Spain and Czechoslovakia and 

called on the United States to boycott the Axis powers to send a strong message 

that the United States could not ignore European affairs. She correctly concluded 

the American people generally supported their president in his peace efforts: a
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survey conducted by the American Institute of Public Opinion revealed that 60% 

polled favoured Roosevelt’s peace conference suggestion to Hitler and Mussolini. 

That same month, while on tour of the isolationist mid-West, Villard wrote an 

article for the Nation titled “We Can Keep Out of the War.” He supported the 

arch-isolationist stance of the Chicago Tribune and insisted that although “there 

will be tremendous appeal to our sympathies if London is bombed and thousands 

of its inhabitants killed. Still, we can stay out of it.”56

56 Kirchwey, “Roosevelt, Peace-Monger,” Nation 22 April 1939,456-457; Kirchwey, “Let’s Mind 
Our Own Business,” Nation 15 April 1939,421-422; “Roosevelt’s Note to Hitler Backed,” New 
York Times 28 April 1939, 3; Villard, “We Can Keep Out of War,” Nation 29 April 1939, 501.
57 Krock, “In the Nation: President and Duce Agree on Conference Size,” New York Times 26 
April 1939, 22; Krock, “Roosevelt Plan Disclosed,” New York Times 28 April 1939, 1.

On 28 April Krock broke a sensational story about Roosevelt’s peace 

efforts. In it Krock recalled the president’s earlier idea for a peace conference 

proposed in August 1936. Although Krock had received this information from a 

personal interview with the president, the Roosevelt administration had 

vehemently denied Roosevelt’s peace conference plan in 1936 after the American 

public reacted negatively. In April 1939 Krock reported on a new peace plan 

proposed by Roosevelt. According to Krock, a few months previously the 

president had contacted Mussolini, and through Mussolini Hitler, and proposed an 

“unprecedented conference” with the fascist dictators “at sea, or near some neutral 

island such as one of the Azores.” Krock stated that the dictators rejected the 

idea. He argued that this conference proposal refuted critics’ charges that

57 Roosevelt was exaggerating the dire condition of Europe “for selfish purposes.”
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The president soon denied Krock’s latest peace conference story in an official 

statement: “I have read the Krock story in THE NEW YORK TIMES. It is not 

true, but otherwise it is interesting and well written.” Ickes also denied Krock’s 

story in his book America’s House of Lords, calling it a “luridly sensational tale” 

and a “will-o-the-wisp story.” In a memo to Press Secretary Early Krock insisted 

that the source of the story was “a member of the President’s official family,” and 

in a personal letter to Roosevelt Krock defended his story’s publication: “I felt the 

chance should be taken in the interest of illumination your peace record and 

repelling frequent charges in the Nazi-Fascist controlled press. I believed the
CQ 

value of the publication outweighed the professional and personal risk.” While 

Krock claimed that his article was meant to boost support for Roosevelt’s peace 

proposals, he believed the administration was hesitant to reveal previous failed 

attempts while they waited for Hitler’s response in his next Reichstag speech. 

Krock’s story does not appear in most historians’ accounts of Roosevelt’s 

diplomacy in this period, yet the frequent personal messages and interventions by 

the president do not rule out that Roosevelt had attempted to again intervene 

personally at this time.59

58 “Sea Parley Denied by Roosevelt,” New York Times 29 April 1939, 3; Ickes, America’s House 
of Lords, 117; Memo from Krock to Stephen Early, “Background of story published in the New 
York Times on Friday, April 28, 1939,” Series II Box 25 Folder “Early, Stephen,” Papers of 
Arthur Krock, Princeton University; Letter from Krock to Roosevelt, 1 May 1939, Series II Box 
52 Folder “Roosevelt, Franklin,” Papers of Arthur Krock, Princeton University.
59 White maintains that Krock’s sources for this story were individuals within the Roosevelt 
administration. (White, FDR and the Press, 34).
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