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CHAPTER I
ANGLO-AMERICAN-SOVIET RELATIONS 

1941-43

Prom August 23, 1939 to June 22, 1941 the Union of 
Soviet Socialist Republics remained aloof from the con
flict which had engulfed most of Europe. During the 
spring of 1939, the soviet Union maintained simultan
eous negotiations with Germany and Great Britain. Rus
sia was acutely aware of Germany's might. All of 
Europe had witnessed the growing strength of Germany 
and Italy and the drastic consequences of their ambi
tions. Russia had joined with Great Britain and France 
in March 1939 denouncing Hitler's actions in Czechoslo
vakia. Yet, subsequent negotiations between England 
and Russia, during the spring and summer of 1939, 
failed. A basic weakness evidenced itself in opposing 
interests over Poland. And the problem of defining in
direct aggression, proved the futility of the situa
tion."̂

As Anglo-Soviet negotiations were faltering,

^David J. Dallin, Soviet Russia's Foreign Policy 
1939-1942, trans. Leon Dennen (New Haven: Yale Univer- 
sity Press, 1942), pp. 29-31.



2

Hitler, while reluctant to make any agreement with the 
Soviet Union, saw the distinct advantages Germany might 
gain from such an agreement. German agreement with the 
Soviet Union would not only eliminate the threat of a 
two-front war but would also give Hitler a free hand 
in Poland. For her part, Russia desired to avoid war 
and protect her own interests, particularly concerning 
the Baltic States. As it evolved, the Soviet Union and 
Germany signed a treaty of non-aggression on August 23, 
1939. A secret protocol was attached to the treaty 
which delineated their respective spheres of influence 
in Eastern Europe. Finland, Estonia, Latvia, and
Lithuania fell into the Soviet sphere as did the eastern

2portions of Poland and Bessarabia.
When Hitler invaded Poland on September 1, 1939, 

France and England declared war on Germany. Russia, 
however, remained neutral and shortly thereafter on 
September 17, the Red Army entered Poland. As justifi
cation for this move, the Soviet Union maintained the 
state of Poland no longer existed, after its defeat by 
Germany, and Russian troops were needed to protect the

pRaymond J. Sontag and James S. Beddie, eds., 
Hazi-Soviet Relations 1939-1941: documents from the 
German Foreign Office (Washington, D.C.:U.S. Depart
ment of State, 1948), p. 78.
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people. Again assuming the guise of protector, the 
Soviet Union signed a pact of mutual assistance with 
Estonia on September 28.^ Similar pacts were then 
signed by Latvia and Lithuania, giving the Soviet Union 
hegemony in Eastern Europe. The following month, on 
November 26, Russia invaded Finland because the Finns 
would not grant the territorial concessions they had 
requested. Great Britain, France, and the United 
States were indignant at the fact of powerful Russia 
invading the small democratic state of Finland.* 4 5 The 
Russians anticipated little resistance and a quick vie-

\

tory. When the war dragged on, however, the Soviet Un
ion feared that the Allied nations would begin aiding 
Finland. Consequently, the Soviet Union sued for peace 
and instigated negotiations through Great Britain. The 
Finns accepted the Russian peace terms because the 
other Scandanavian countries were being pressured by 
Germany to remain neutral and without their support the 
Finns were reluctant to ask for Allied help. The

5treaty was signed on March 12, 1940.
The following month Germany invaded Denmark and

■̂ Dallin, p. 83.
4Ibid., p. 162.
5Ibid., p. 191.
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Norway, and on May 10 began its western offensive. Hol
land and Belgium were quickly defeated and Hitler 
pushed on into France. In less than a month Nazi Ger
many crushed France and the Franco-German Armistice be
came effective on June 25, 1940. Thus, Germany domi
nated all of the European continent but England in the 
west and neutral Russia in the east. On September 7, 
1940, Hitler ordered systematic and prolonged air at
tacks which lasted fifty-seven nights on Great Britain.^

While Germany was involved in the west, the Soviet 
Union was making a concentrated effort to gather the 
smaller neutral states to her side. For example, she 
signed a trade agreement with Yugoslavia on May 11, 
opening the way for a genuine Soviet-Yugoslav rap
prochement. Russian attempts at rapprochement were op
posed primarily by Italy which also had interests in 
the Balkans.

From the summer of 1940 to March 1941, Hitler was 
building an anti-Soviet alliance system. Through vari
ous diplomatic manuevers (i.e., guaranteeing Rumania's 
borders, gaining control of the Danubian Commission, 6 * *

6Ivan Maisky, Memoirs of a soviet Ambassador,
trans. by Andrew Rothstein (New York:Charles Scrib- 
ner's Sons, 1968), p. 109«

^Dallin, p. 208.
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and inducing Hungary, Rumania and Slovakia to sign the 
Triple Alliance after Russia had refused to do so) 
Hitler hoped to isolate the Soviet Union. Although 
Soviet-German relations were deteriorating and war 
seemed imminent, both Germany and the Soviet Union con
tinued throughout 1940 and the spring of 1941, to em
phasize the solidarity of their relations and publicly

8discount any rumors to the contrary.
In January 1941 the United States Department of 

State received information that Germany was planning to 
attack the Soviet Union. The United States conveyed

\ qthis information to Soviet Ambassador Oumansky. 
Throughout the spring it became increasingly apparent 
that the Germans were preparing an offensive against 
Russia.* 10 * Between March 27 and April 18, eighty inci
dents of border violations by German planes were re
ported.11 An additional 180 violations of this nature

OSontag and Beddie, p. 156.
^Dallin, p. 332.
10The German document entitled Operation Bar- 

barossa, dated December 18, 1940, outlined Germany's 
plan to defeat the Soviet Union in a quick campaign.
(Sontag and Beddie, p. 260.)

11Sontag and Beddie, p. 328.
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were reported by June 21. As the threat of war became 
more apparent the Soviet Union began preparing herself. 
In April 1941 the uoviet Union signed a non-aggression 
pact with Japan thereby eliminating the threat of a 
two-front war. 1'his pact was also advantageous for 
Japan as she was planning to attack Singapore and wanted 
assurance that hussia would remain neutral.

Early in May Stalin, who was General-Secretary of 
the Party, in addition was appointed President of the 
Council of People's Commissars. Thus, he was in full 
control of both the party and the government. This 
event has been subject to many interpretations. Ac
cording to the German Ambassador in the Soviet Union,

13this was a move toward closer Soviet-German relations.
On the other hand, many considered this consolidation 
of power as a part of the Soviet Union's preparations 
for war.1  ̂ In any instance, it caused great specula
tion within both Axis and Allied camps.

A strange incident occurred on May 10, 1941, 
which aroused the concern of the Soviet Union over a

12

12Ibid., p. 353-
15Ibid., pp. 337-38. 
14Dallin, p. 366.
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possible Anglo-German rapprochement- This was the 
flight of Rudolf Hess, Deputy Fuehrer and Leader of the 
Nazi party, to the estate of the Duke of Hamilton in 
Scotland. Hess' intention was to convince the British 
of the futility of war. Hess felt England was being 
led away from her true interests by a handful of war 
mongers, most notably Churchill. Hess hoped Great 
Britain and Germany could reach an agreement by which 
England could retain her empire and Germany could con
trol the continent of Europe. It is generally ac
cepted that Hess did not come as a representative of 
Hitler but rather for personal reasons. Speculation as 
to the motivation for his strange journey ranges from 
idealism to hallucinatory psychopathic tendencies.

Throughout the spring the Red Army was training
intensively, and in a speech on May 5 Stalin stated

17they must be ready for "any surprises." Stalin, 
however, continued and indicated he would try to avoid * 6 17

^Alexander Werth, Russia at War 1941-1945 (Hew 
York: E. P. Dutton & Co., 1964), p. 124.

l6Winston S. Churchill, The Second World War.
Vol. Ill: The Grand Alliance (Boston: Houghton 
Mifflin Company, 1950), p. 48; and Maisky, p. 146.

17Max Beloff, The Foreign Policy of Soviet Rus
sia 1929-1941 (London: Oxford University Press,
1963), II, 377; and 'Werth, p. 122.

15
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war with Germany until autumn, thereby delaying it until 
1942.18 Also in May the Soviet fleet in the Baltic was 
mobilized, bridges were destroyed, and civilians were 
evacuated from the border area.18 19 * 21 Furthermore, the 
Soviet Ambassador to Great Britain, Ivan Maisky, was
given information, which he forwarded to Moscow, con-

20cerning German troop movements in the east. Soviet 
correspondents in Berlin also reported rumors of a 
planned German attack on hussia scheduled for the 
fourth Sunday in June. Throughout May and June, how
ever, Stalin strove to maintain friendly relations with 
Germany. Through various diplomatic ploys, such as the 
closing of embassies in countries occupied by Germany, 
Stalin hoped to prevent war in 1941. In a TASS Com
munique published June 14, Stalin reiterated the loyalty 
of the Soviet Union and Germany to their mutual non
aggression pact. Although this communique is often 
used as proof that Stalin was oblivious to the German 
threat, others hold that it was an attempt to sound out

18Werth, p. 123.
19Dallin, p. 367.
"^Anthony Eden, The Memoirs of Anthony Eden of 

Avon. Vol. Ill: The Reckoning (Boston: Houghton Mif- 
flin Company, 1965), p. 311; and Maisky, p. 149-

21Dallin, p. 368.
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German intentions and could even have been interpreted
22as a concealed threat. In either case, Stalin's ef

forts to postpone war until 1942 failed. The Nazi Army 
invaded the Soviet Union on June 22, 1941.

Upon receiving news of the invasion, Winston 
Churchill broadcast a statement in which he pledged
that the United Kingdom " . . .  shall give whatever help

23we can to Russia and the Russian people." Although 
Churchill had been an outspoken critic of the Soviet 
regime he allowed that " . . .  all this fades away before 
the spectacle which is now unfolding," and continued, 
" . . .  Any man or state who fights on against Nazidom 
will have our aid."22 * 24 The following day the Acting 
Secretary of State, Sumner Welles, issued a statement 
concerning Hitler's invasion of the Soviet Union. After 
recounting the ideological differences between the 
United States and the Soviet Union, Welles said in con
clusion:

In the opinion of this Government, consequently, 
any defense against Hitlerism, any rallying of

22Louis Aragon, A History of the USSR from Lenin
to Khrushchev, trans, by Patrick O'Brian (New York: 
David McKay Co. Inc., 1964), p. 357. Also see The 
Grand Alliance, p. 365; Maisky, p. 149; Beloff, p. 381; 
Dallin, p. 372; and Werth, p. 126.

24Ibid.
2-"’The Grand Alliance, p. 372.
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the forces opposing Hitlerism, from whatever 
source these forces may spring, will hasten the 
eventual downfall of the present German leaders, 
and will therefore redound to^the benefit of 
our own defense and security.̂

Both the United States and Great Britain in these 
statements put aside their ideological differences with 
the Soviet Union in order that they might join together 
to fight a common enemy.

Churchill received no response from Stalin con
cerning his declaration, so he sent a personal message 
to Stalin on July 7, 1941, expressing his desire to do 
all in his power to aid the Russians. Two days later 
Churchill wrote again to Stalin in regard to a mutual 
declaration of intent. The following week Stalin re
plied to Churchill. After thanking him for the messages 
and commenting on the situation at the front, Stalin 
went on to say:

It seems to me, furthermore, that the military 
position of the Soviet Union, and by the same 
token that of Great Britain, would improve sub
stantially if a front were established against 
Hitler in the West (Northern France) and the 
North (the Arctic). . . . The best time to

25u.S., Foreign Relations of the United States, 
Diplomatic Papers 1941, Vol. I: General, The Uoviet 
Union ('Washington, D.C. : Government Printing Office, 
1958), p. 768.

2oThe Grand Alliance, pp. 381-82.
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open this front is now, seeing that Hitler*Sp7 
forces have been switched to the East. . . .

This was the first time Stalin requested his Allies to 
open a second front. The matter of the western front 
took on steadily increasing significance until it was 
opened in 1944. Stalin repeatedly pressed for it, con
sidering it essential to the success of his campaign in 
the East. The disparity between his desire for the 
second front and the Allies reluctance to undertake it 
proved detrimental to harmonious Anglo-American-Soviet 
relations from this time until 1944. In his response 
to Stalin's suggestion, Churchill exjiLained that the 
possibility of initiating a second front had to be ex
plored, but at that time a concentration of German
troops and fortifications along the Franco-Belgian sea

28coast made a cross-channel invasion impossible.
Anglo-Soviet relations during the summer of 1941 

consisted primarily of arrangements for supplies and 
materiel and a smoothing out of the complex diplomatic

^U.S.S.R., Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Corres
pondence Between the Chairman of the Council of Min
isters of the U.S.S.R. and the Presidents of the U.S.A. 
and the Prime Ministers of Great Britain During the 
Great Patriotic War of 1941-1945 (Moscow: Foreign 
Languages Publishing House, 1957), I, 13; and The 
Grand Alliance, pp. 383-84.

2^The Grand Alliance, p. 385.
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situation. In July the Soviet Union resumed diplomatic 
relations with the Czechoslovakian and Polish govern
ments in exile. The .Russians also made an agreement 
providing for the forming of both Czech and Polish
armies in Russia. The Soviet Union also agreed to re-

29gard the territorial changes of 1939 as invalid. In
addition, the Soviet Union restored diplomatic rela-

30tions with Yugoslavia, Norway, Belgium and Greece.
During this period Russian diplomacy was aimed at closer
cooperation between herself, Great Britain and the
United States, but the German invasion of Eastern Europe
and Finland's invasion of Russia further complicated the
situation. In essence, Hungary and Rumania, who had
joined Germany in attacking Russia, and Finland were now
at war with the Soviet Union. They were not at war,
however, with Great Britain, and the British were hesi-

31tant to declare war on them which irritated Stalin.
Soviet-American relations began to improve during 

the early weeks of the Soviet Union's participation in 
the war. Hear the end of July, President Roosevelt

^Edward J. Rozek, Allied Wartime Diplomacy: a 
Pattern in Poland (Hew York: John Wiley & Sons, Inc., 
1958), p. 62; and The Reckoning, pp. 314-15-

•^Werth, p. 293-
^ The Reckoning, p. 325-
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sent Harry Hopkins to Moscow to ascertain what supplies 
the Russians needed. Hopkins met with Stalin and after 
their discussion was optimistic about Russia's ability 
and intent to continue the war effort. This was indi
cated not only by Stalin's attitude but also by his
placing of aluminum second highest on a priority list

✓ 32of materiels.
The following month preparations were being made 

to send a joint Anglo-American mission to Moscow to ar
range the long-term supply of the Red Army. In late 
August and early September, Churchill and Stalin cor
responded concerning supplies and again he brought up 
the need for a second front. Referring to the Germans 
he said: " . . .  they are moving all their forces from 
the West to the East with impunity, knowing that there 
is no second front in the West nor is there likely to 
be one."^ To this Churchill responded frankly: "Al
though we should shrink from no exertion, there is in
fact no possibility of any British action in the West

34-except air action. . . ." He then went on to ex-

^^Robert E. Sherwood, Roosevelt and Hopkins: An 
Intimate History (New York: Harper & Brothers, 1948), 
p. 340. Aluminum was needed to build airplanes.

^^Correspondence, I, 21; and The Grand Alliance, 
p. 456.

^ The Grand Alliance, p. 458; and Correspondence, 
I, 22.
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plain the steps being taken regarding supplies and the
3 5need for joint planning.

The Beaverbrook-Harriman mission arrived in Moscow 
on September 28, 1941. Although the mission was re
ceived coldly, Beaverbrook became convinced that the

36Russians would fight on. The mission succeeded in 
obtaining a Protocol which delineated the amount and 
type of supplies to be sent to Russia from October 1941 
to June 1942. These supplies were to be sent to Russia 
in convoys. On October 30, Roosevelt cabled Stalin to 
give his approval of the materiel decided upon in the 
Protocol, which was procured by Harriman and Beaver
brook. He also stated that one billion dollars would

3 7be financed to Russia under Lend-Lease.
During November the Russians succeeded in retain

ing control of Moscow, Leningrad and the lower Don, and 
Stalin considered their position greatly strengthened. 
He, therefore, began emphasizing the need for political 
settlements. Stalin was primarily concerned with the 
postwar status of Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania, 
which officially had been incorporated into the Union * 37

^ The Grand Alliance, pp. 458-59.
^ The Reckoning, p. 321.
37Sherwood, p. 396.
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of Soviet Socialist Republics in 1940. He also desired 
decisions on the postwar borders of Finland, Poland and 
Lithuania.'58 With these considerations in mind,
Anthony Eden, the British Foreign Secretary, was sent

59to Moscow in an effort to relieve tensions. Two 
days before Eden's departure, he was given a message 
for Stalin from the United States signed by Secretary 
of State Cordell Hull. It stated that: " . . .  the 
test of our good faith with regard to the Soviet Union 
is the measure to which we fulfill the commitments our 
representatives made in Moscow. . . ,"t8 More impor
tant, however, the dispatch recounted the principles of 
the Atlantic Charter and emphasized that the United 
States felt it would be most unfortunate to enter into 
political agreements at that time.

While Eden was in Scotland waiting to depart for 
Russia, the Japanese attacked Pearl Harbor and the 
United States entered the war. After consulting with 
Churchill, Eden decided to continue his mission.
Shortly after the attack, the United States declared

-"^Winston S. Churchill, The Second World War. Vol. 
IV: The Hinge of Fate (Boston: Houghton Mifflin Com
pany , 1950), p. 326.

^ The Reckoning, p. 328.
^°U.S. Foreign Relations Papers. 1941, I, 194-95.
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war on Japan as did. Great Britain. The Soviet Union, 
however, still had a mutual non-aggression pact with 
Japan, signed in April 1941. While enroute to Moscow, 
Eden received a cable from Churchill, stressing the ad
vantages of a Russian declaration of war on Japan. The 
Prime Minister, however, realizing the Soviet Union 
would have to break their treaty with Japan, cautioned 
Eden not to press the matter in his coming talks with 
Stalin.44

Upon Eden's arrival in Moscow, Stalin proposed a 
secret protocol concerning postwar frontiers. Eden 
stated that he could not agree because the Cabinet, the 
Dominions and the United States would have to be con
sulted before Britain could enter into such a protocol. 
The frontier problem arose throughout the conference
and Eden had to repeat and explain the British position 

42many times. Stalin indicated, in reference to the 
war with Japan, that he could not assist in that
sphere. However, he indicated further that in the fu-

„ 43ture the Soviet Union would be ready to help. In a
telegram to Churchill following the conference Eden
reported: " . . .  Our work has ended on a friendly * 42

44The Grand Alliance, p. 627-28.
42The Reckoning, p. 336.
45Ibid., p. 345.
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note. Final discussions with Stalin were the best and 
I am sure that this visit has been worthwhile. We 
have allayed some at least of the past suspicions.

Churchill was enroute to the United States, while 
Eden was conferring with the Russians. Roosevelt and 
Churchill were meeting in order to formulate joint 
plans for the prosecution of the war in all its 
spheres. When Churchill arrived in Washington, the 
United Nations Pact was ready to be signed. Maxim Lit
vinov, the Soviet Ambassador, was wary of the clause in 
the Pact concerning religious freedom. After discus
sion with Stalin, Litvinov agreed to the clause, and 
the Pact was signed New Year's Day, 1942, by Roosevelt, 
Churchill, Litvinov and Soong, representing China. 
Twenty-two other nations joined the Pact, following the 
initial signing. The Combined Chiefs of Staff Com
mittee was also organized at the meetings between Roo
sevelt and Churchill. The Soviet Union was not rep
resented on the Committee, inasmuch as its war effort

45was geographically independent. The Anglo-American 
Washington Conference ended in early January, and 
Churchill returned to Great Britain.

^ Ibid., pp. 352-53«
^The Grand Alliance, pp. 68-83.
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During the remaining winter months the sole en
couraging military successes were on the Russian front. 
Correspondingly, Russian propaganda of the time adopted 
a harsh tone toward British and American contributions 
to the war effort. Stalin's correspondence with Roose
velt during January emphasized the determination of the 
Soviet Union, and the need for the prompt delivery of

A C
American supplies. The problem of postwar frontiers
came to the fore again in February, straining Anglo-

47Soviet relations. Furthermore, the Battle of the 
Atlantic greatly decreased the efficiency of Allied 
shipping, slowing the progress of supply convoys to 
the Soviet Union and aggravating the Russians.

Nonetheless, for a brief period in March 1942, 
Anglo-Soviet relations improved, due primarily to 
Churchill's softening position regarding the postwar 
frontiers of the Soviet Union. Consideration of this 
problem, which Eden had discussed in December, had been 
postponed because of the principles of the Atlantic 
Charter and the United States' objections to such de
cisions. However, Churchill cabled Stalin on March 9, 
to report that he had sent a message to Roosevelt con-

^Sherwood, pp. 496-97.
^ />The Reckoning, p. 375.
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cerning the problem, urging him to approve the fixing
/ Q

of postwar borders. Roosevelt, nevertheless, main
tained that such boundary decisions would be in viola-

49tion of the principles of the Atlantic Charter.
In light of Churchill’s cable, however, Stalin 

agreed to send Molotov, the Foreign Commissar, to 
London in May to work out the text of an Anglo-Soviet 
Treaty. When Molotov arrived in London, he began his 
talks with Churchill on the issue of a second front. 
Churchill agreed that a second front in 1942 would be 
most beneficial to the war effort, yet he considered 
any definite plans to be premature. He emphasized the 
need of more landing craft and the uselessness of a 
small scale invasion.50 51 In regard to the Anglo-Soviet 
agreement, Eden proposed a public treaty of alliance 
which would be effective for twenty years, without any 
reference to postwar boundaries. After discussion, 
Molotov concluded that American and British views con
cerning postwar frontiers coincided. Thus, the Anglo-

51Soviet Treaty was signed May 26, 1942.

abThe Hinge of Fate, p. 327.
^Werth, p. 377.
5°The Hinge of Fate, pp. 332-35.
51Ibid., p. 336.
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Following the signing of the Treaty, Molotov de
parted for the United States. During his stay in 
Washington, Molotov and Roosevelt discussed the over
all military situation, the Soviet Union's need for 
more supplies, and in particular the second front. 
Roosevelt told Molotov that the United States hoped to 
begin a second front in 1942, but emphasized the prob
lem of shipping. He indicated that each ship sent to 
Russia further slowed the build-up of equipment and 
supplies in England for the second front. When the 
same explanation was given at a later meeting, Molotov 
replied that the second front would be strong only if 
the eastern front held. He inquired what answer he 
should take to Stalin. Roosevelt replied that the 
United States expected to establish a second front in 
1942.52

After his return to England on June 11, Molotov
published a communique" which stated: "In the course of
the conversations full understanding was reached with
regard to the urgent task of creating a second front in

53Europe in 1942." To avoid any possible misunder
standing, Churchill gave Molotov an aide-memoire con-

52Sherwood, p. 575.
^ The Hinge of late, p. 341; Sherwood, p. 577; 

and Werth, p. 379.
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cerning the creation of a second front in 1942. It 
stated that preparations were in progress for a landing 
in August or September 1942. However, the concluding 
sentence read: "We can therefore give no promise in 
the matter, but provided that it appears sound and 
sensible we shall not hesitate to put our plans into 
effect. Upon Molotov's return to Moscow, the Soviet
press emphasized the issue of a second front, and the
Russians were generally optimistic due to the reassur-

55ances given Molotov by both Churchill and Roosevelt.
During the summer Anglo-American-Soviet relations 

improved. Secretary of State Cordell Hull and Maxim 
Litvinov signed a new and more comprehensive Lend- 
Lease agreement in June. The next month an Anglo-Ameri
can Conference, dealing with plans for conducting the 
war effort, was held in London. Hopkins represented 
Roosevelt, and the chiefs of staff of both countries 
were present. Roosevelt was anxious to get American 
troops into large-scale combat during 1942 and there
fore, favored the idea of a second front. Churchill, 
on the other hand, thought it inadvisable and conse-

",/4The Hinge of Rate, p. 342; Sherwood, p. 577; 
and Verth, p. 380.

-^Werth, p. 382.
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quently supported the opening of a campaign in North 
Africa. The chiefs of staff reached an impasse, but
finally agreed to postpone opening a second front in

5 ̂Europe and execute a landing in North Africa.
The British and Americans were gravely concerned

with Russian reaction to the decisions taken at the
conference. The Russian front was not holding, and
Roosevelt and Churchill realized the adverse effect
their decision against a second front would have upon
Stalin. Churchill felt it his duty in this delicate
situation to inform Stalin of the decision personal- 

57ly. Churchill arrived in Moscow August 12, 1942, 
accompanied by Roosevelt's representative W. Averell 
Ilarriman. Churchill began the discussions with the 
problem of creating a second front in 1942. He outlined 
the reasons why the offensive could not be carried out
and went on to explain the plans for the North African

58 ^Campaign. The following day Stalin presented an aide-
memoire to Churchill and Harriman concerning the second
front. It began with a reference to the aide-memoire

56The Hinge of Rate, pp. 440-47; and Sherwood,
pp. 606-11.

~^The Hinge of Fate, p. 475.
58Ibid., pp. 477-81.
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which Churchill had given to Molotov in June, but
failed to include the last sentence which indicated 'no

59promise' could be made. The document further pointed 
out the need for a second front to relieve the pressure 
on the Red Army. It also stated: "It is easy to grasp 
that the refusal of the Government of Great Britain to 
create a second front in Europe inflicts a moral blow 
to the whole of Soviet public opinion, . . . and that 
it complicates the situation of the Red Army at the 
front and prejudices the plan of the Soviet Command.
The discussion that followed was no more cordial and as 
had been anticipated Stalin was extremely displeased 
with the Anglo-American decision. The atmosphere after 
this meeting gradually became more cordial and 
Churchill left Moscow a few days later encouraged and 
impressed with the spirit of the Russians.

During this crucial period of the war, when the 
battle of Stalingrad was raging, the attitude of the 
Soviet Union was important. The supply convoys being 
sent to Russia had been a problem throughout the war.
By the summer of 1942 the losses involved imposed a 
heavy demand on the British and American navies for

^^Ibid., p. 482.
^ The Hinge of Fate, p. 490; and Sherwood, p. 619.
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warships to escort the convoys. With the preparations 
for the North African Campaign, the escort requirements 
were virtually impossible to fulfill. In September 
Churchill cabled Roosevelt the message he was going to 
relay to Stalin regarding the cancellation of another 
convoy, PQ 19. ̂  Hopkins received the cable because 
Roosevelt was out of Washington, travelling within the 
United States. Hopkins replied immediately and re
quested Churchill to wait until the information could 
be forwarded to Roosevelt. Hopkins also stated:
". . . It seems very clear to me that the turning 
point in the war may well depend on what is now said to
Stalin and what firm commitments we are prepared to

62make to him." This statement was an accurate assess
ment of the situation. After Churchill's return to 
London, he was even more convinced of the necessity of 
sending aid to Russia. He realized the winter campaign 
would be the key point of the struggle on the Eastern 
front.^ Roosevelt, too, was concerned about the need 
to convince the Soviet Union of Allied good faith. 
Therefore, he was apprehensive about halting the con-

6lThe Hinge of Fate, p. 572; and Sherwood, p. 636.
^Sherwood, p. 638.
k^The Hinge of Fate, p. 563-
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voys altogether and hoped to maintain at least a trickle 
of supplies by sending two or three ships at a time. 
Roosevelt also suggested to Churchill: "It is my very 
strong feeling that we should make a firm commitment to 
put an air force into the Caucasus and that this opera
tion should not be contingent on any other developments. 
. . .  I feel most strongly that we should not tell 
Stalin that PQ 19 will not sail."^ Churchill, how
ever, felt it was essential to tell Stalin the "blunt 
t r u t h . T h u s ,  on October 9, 1942, Churchill sent a 
message to Stalin indicating that warships were not 
available in enough force to escort the convoys because 
of the pending North African Campaign. He said, how
ever, that single ships would continue to bring sup- 
plies. In response to Churchill's message Stalin re
plied on October 13: "I received your message of 
October 9. Thank you."^7

Allied relations had once again become strained. 
Consequently, when Stalin stressed the importance of 
Anglo-American-Soviet relations in his broadcast on

^Sherwood, p. 638.
^ The Hinge of Pate, p. 578.
^ Ibid. , p. 580. ;
67Ibid.
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November 6, Roosevelt and Churchill were most encour- 
SQaged. Coupled with the victory in North Africa and 

the need for joint planning, this prompted Roosevelt to 
propose a military strategy meeting between the United 
States, Great Britain and the Soviet Union. Churchill, 
however, realizing that all Soviet decisions had to be 
submitted to Stalin, suggested a meeting of himself, 
Roosevelt and Stalin. Roosevelt agreed with this pro
posal. He and Churchill sent messages to Stalin in 
early December, proposing a meeting at an unspecified
location in North Africa to plan joint military strategy 

69for 1945« Stalin, however, considered it impossible
to leave the Soviet Union due to the military situation 

70there. In a later message Stalin also regretted he 
would be unable to meet with Roosevelt either in the 
near future or in March 1943 as Roosevelt had proposed

^Werth, p. 68.
69 n U.S.S.R., Ministry of ¡Foreign Affairs, Corres

pondence Between the Chairman of the Council of Minis
ters of the U.S.S.R. and the Presidents of the U.S.A. 
and the Prime Ministers of Great Britain During the 
Great Patriotic War of 1941-1943 (Moscow: Foreign 
Languages Publishing House, 1957), II, 42; and Cor
respondence , I, 81.

70Correspondence, I, 82; Correspondence, II, 43; 
and The Hinge of Fate, p. 665-
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in a second invitation. Nonetheless, Churchill and
Roosevelt decided it would still be advisable for the

72two of them to meet. Casablanca was chosen as the 
site of the conference which began on January 15, 1943. 
Roosevelt and Churchill agreed to demand unconditional 
surrender by the Axis powers. They also considered 
many aspects of the Trench question.

During February and March of 1943 the Russians 
again questioned when the second front would be opened. 
On March 8, Allied relations became further strained 
due to a diplomatic indiscretion by Ambassador Standley 
of the United States. Concerned over the Lend-Lease 
bill pending in Congress, he sought publicity for 
American aid to Russia. When his efforts met with no 
response he mentioned informally to members of the press 
that he felt the Soviet Union was purposely not dis
closing to the Russian people the source of their sup
plies. ̂  Whether his statement caused severe harm or 
whether it served to clear the air, it did cause an 
unnecessary diplomatic flutter. * II,

^ The Hinge of Fate, p. 667; and Correspondence,
II, 43-44.

'̂ The Hinge of Fate, pp. 667-69.
^William H. Standley and Arthur A. Ageton, Ad

miral Ambassador to Russia (Chicago: Henry Regenery 
Co., 1955), p. 341.

71
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During the early months of 1943, the Russians con
tinued to complain of inadequate supplies and persisted 
in their demands for a second front. On March 30,
1943, Churchill wrote Stalin that the supply convoys 
would again have to be halted. In his reply Stalin 
said: "I understand this unexpected action as a
catastrophic diminution of supplies and arms and mili
tary raw materials to the U.S.S.R. on the part of
Great Britain and the United States of America,

74. . ." Also during March, Eden arrived in Washington 
to discuss the Russian situation with Roosevelt. Their 
particular concern was the Soviet Union's postwar re
lations with Finland, Poland and the Baltic States. 
Litvinov, called in for consultation, felt the Soviet
Union would want the Baltic States, part of Finland and

7Sterritorial rights on the Polish border. Following 
Eden's visit to Washington a rupture occurred in 
Russo-Polish relations over the alleged massacre of 
Polish prisoners by the Russians.

Roosevelt continued to be concerned over the

Correspondence, I, 112; and The Hinge of Fate.
p. 755.

"^Sherwood, pp. 708-20.
^ The Hinge of Fate, p. 760.
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Standley incident. On May 5, he sent to Moscow the 
former United States Ambassador to Russia, Joseph E. 
Davies, to request that Stalin meet with Roosevelt to 
smooth out the situation. Stalin agreed to meet Roose
velt on July 15• This proposed meeting was later post
poned indefinitely.

On May 7, 1943, Churchill arrived in Washington 
with a large group of British officials and officers 
for the two-week Anglo-American Trident Conference.
The participants established May 1, 1944, as the date 
for the opening of the second front in Europe. Informed 
of the Anglo-American decision postponing the second 
front for another year, Stalin responded forcefully.
In a long message to Churchill, he traced the state
ments made in 1942 and 1943 concerning the opening of a 
second front, and concluded:

I must tell you that the point here is not just 
the disappointment of the Soviet Uovernment, but 
the preservation of its confidence in its Allies, 
a confidence which is being subjected to severe 
stress. One should not forget that it is a ques
tion of saving millions of lives in the occupied 
areas of Western Europe and Russia and of re
ducing the enormous sacrifices of the Soviet 
armies, compared with which the sacrifices of 7 
the Anglo-American armies are insignificant. '

Churchill's response to Stalin's message was no less

77Correspondence, I, 138.
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forceful. In his reply he stated: . . I am satis
fied that I have done everything in my power to help
you. Therefore the reproaches which you now cast upon

7ftyour western Allies leave me unmoved. . . . ” A tense
situation developed over this exchange and shortly
thereafter Ambassadors Maisky and Litvinov were called

79to Moscow for consultations.

7ftCorrespondence, I, 140. 
79Maisky, pp. 364-65.



CHAPTER II
PREPARATIONS EOR THE MOSCOW CONFERENCE

During the Quebec Conference in August of 1943, 
President Roosevelt and Prime Minister Churchill con
tacted Stalin concerning the possibility of a meeting 
of Foreign Ministers. There is some apparent discrep
ancy in the versions of Cordell Hull and Robert Sher
wood as to the initiation of plans for a Conference of 
Foreign Ministers. Hull states in his Memoirs :

At about the time of the Quebec Conference, a 
portion of the Soviet press suddenly put forth 
the idea that, although a meeting of the chiefs 
of the American, British and Russian Govern
ments was impossible because of Stalin’s pre
occupation with directing the stupendous battle 
in the east against Germany, a meeting of For
eign Ministers could well and fruitfully be 
held.

Shortly thereafter, Hull records that Roosevelt and 
Churchill took up the issue with Stalin.

On the other hand, Robert Sherwood, author of 
Roosevelt and Hopkins, said that in late June Churchill 
" . . .  was hard at work drafting a message to Roose
velt with a counterproposal for a preliminary confer
ence of the British, Russian and American Foreign Sec- 1

1Cordell Hull, The Memoirs of Cordell Hull (New 
York: Macmillan Co., 1948), II, 1252.
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retaries . . .  to smooth out various controversial
points before any meeting of the Big Three, or any part

2thereof, should be held." Churchill had not been 
pleased with Roosevelt's attempts to meet with Stalin 
alone because of Ambassador Standley's faux pas. The 
spring and summer of 1943 had brought no lessening of 
tensions among the three major Allies, and both Roose
velt and Churchill hoped that a meeting with Stalin 
would help to relieve tensions. Since Russia's entry 
into the war against Germany, both the British and the 
Americans had made numerous attempts to meet personally 
with the Russian leaders. In order to fully understand 
the situation at the time the plans for the Conference 
of Foreign Ministers originated, it is necessary briefly 
to explain the previous attempts on the part of the Al
lies to initiate a conference of the Big Three.

Roosevelt first wrote to Stalin about a personal 
meeting shortly after the United States joined the war. 
In this letter of December 14, 1941, Roosevelt indicated 
his desire to meet with Stalin but acknowledged the im
possibility of a meeting at that time.-5 During the

2Robert E. Sherwood, Roosevelt and Hopkins: An In
timate History (hew York: Harper & Brothers, 1948), p. 738.

U.S., Foreign Relations of the United States.•5
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early months of 1942, while the United States was be
ginning her monumental war effort, Roosevelt and 
Stalin, in their correspondence, touched upon the pos
sibility of a meeting. Alaska was suggested as a place 
for a meeting during the summer; however, due to the 
demands of the war effort such a meeting never materi
alized. Their correspondence on the topic remained in- 

4conclusive.
Again during November and December of 1942 Roose

velt wrote to both Churchill and Stalin concerning a 
possible meeting in early January near Khartoum or in 
Southern Algeria. Roosevelt also suggested an alter
nate date, sometime in March, if January was inconven
ient. North Africa was again indicated as a possible 
site for the meeting. Churchill and Roosevelt were 
anxious for a meeting at this time to coordinate mili-

Dinlomatic Papers 1941. Vol. IV (Washington, D.C.: 
Government Printing Office, 1958), p. 752.

^U.S.S.R., Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Corres
pondence Between the Chairman of the Council of Min
isters of the U.S.S.R. and the Presidents of_the U.S.A. 
and the Prime Ministers of Great Britain During the 
Great Patriotic War of 1941-1945 (Moscow:Foreign 
languages Publishing House, 1957), II, 22-23-

^Winston S. Churchill, The Second world War, Vol. 
IV: The Hinge of Fate (Boston: Houghton Mifflin
Company, 1950), pp. 666-67.
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tary strategy for 1943. However, Stalin maintained
that it would be impossible for him to leave Russia at
either of the suggested times because of the precarious

7military situation on the eastern front.
Inter-Allied relations during the fall and winter 

of 1942 were tenous due to the postponement of the 
second front. Although Churchill had gone to Moscow to 
explain the situation, relations remained strained. In 
the spring of 1943 relations between the United States 
and the Soviet Union were further marred by Ambassador 
Standley's indiscretion. Following this diplomatic 
faux pas, Roosevelt sent former Ambassador Davies to 
Moscow to rectify the situation and obtain for Roose-

Ovelt a personal meeting with Stalin. Shortly after 
this invitation, made to Stalin through Davies, Roose
velt wrote to Stalin on May 5, 1943, suggesting either 
side of the Bering strait as a possible location for a

Qprivate meeting between them.'" On May 26, 1943, Stalin 
responded favorably in principle to Roosevelt's pro-

^Ibid., p. 668.
7Correspondence. II, 42-45.
8Sherwood, p. 733-
%.S., Foreign Relations of the United States. 

Diplomatic Papers: The Conferences at Cairo and 
Tehran 1943 (Washington, D.C.: Government Printing 
Office, 1961), pp. 3-4.
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posal and suggested July or August as a convenient time 
for their meeting. However, since Stalin's plans were 
dictated by the military situation within the Soviet 
Union no definite date was set. Stalin agreed to in
form Roosevelt two weeks in advance when he would be 
able to meet with him."*"̂

On June 13, following a Russian complaint that she 
was not being included in the decisions made by the Al
lies, Churchill sent a telegram to Stalin, encouraging 
a meeting of the Big Three at Scapa Flow. Roosevelt 
seconded the idea.~^ Later in June it became apparent 
that Churchill had not been pleased with Roosevelt's
singular attempts to meet privately with Stalin; how-

12ever, the matter was easily straightened out. It is 
possible that Churchill's suggestion for a meeting of 
the Big Three at Scapa Flow is the incident to which 
Sherwood refers in accrediting Churchill with the ini
tial idea for a Foreign Ministers Conference.

In early August 1943, Stalin wrote to Roosevelt 
that he would be unable to meet with him in May as 
they had planned because the military situation was

1QIbid♦. p. 6.
11Ibid., p. 8.
12Sherwood, p. 738
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such that he could not leave the country. He sug
gested, however, that a meeting of responsible repre
sentatives of the two countries might take place at 
Astrakhan or Archangel. He also pointed out that he
would be glad to have the British included at any such 

Idmeeting.  ̂ Two days later Stalin sent a similar mes
sage to Churchill.44

Finally on August 18, Roosevelt and Churchill sent 
a joint message to Stalin from Quebec. They stated that 
Astrakhan and Archangel were not suitable meeting places 
and suggested Fairbanks, Alaska, if it would at all be 
possible for Stalin to leave the front. They further 
stated that if Stalin could not meet with them person
ally, they hoped for a meeting on the Foreign Office 

15level. Hull records in his Memoirs that the possi
bility of a meeting of Foreign Ministers had been pre
viously voiced by a segment of the Soviet press and was 
taken up by Churchill and Roosevelt at the Quebec Con-

1*5U.S. Foreign Relations Papers: The Conferences 
at Cairo and Tehran, pp. 17-18.

14Ibid.. p. 19.
15Winston S. Churchill, The Second World War,Vol. V: Closing the Ring (Boston: Houghton Mifflin 

Company, 1951), p. 278; U.S. Foreign Relations Papers: 
The Conferences at Cairo and Tehran, pp. 20-21; and 
Correspondence. II, 83-
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"I Cference. In replying to their message of August 18, 
Stalin regretted that he could not leave the Soviet Un
ion at the time but said that he favored a meeting of 
Foreign Office representatives. In this message he al
so stated:

This meeting however ought not to have a purely 
exploratory character but a practicable and 
preparatory character in order that after that 
meeting has taken place our Governments are able 
to take definite decisions and thus that delay 
in the taking of decisions on urgent questions 
can be avoided. '

Following Stalin's favorable response, more detailed 
planning for the Foreign Ministers Conference began.

On September 4, 1943, Roosevelt wrote to Stalin 
reiterating how beneficial he felt the forthcoming 
meeting would be for the Allies. He also mentioned he 
would like to send Secretary of State Hull but because 
he was seventy-one years old and in ill health, Sumner 
Welles, the Undersecretary, might have to substitute

1 Ofor Hull. Welles, however, resigned because of cer-

l6Hull, II, 1252.
17U.S. Foreign Relations Papers: The Conferences 

at Cairo and Tehran, p. 22; Closing the Ring, p. 280; 
and Correspondence, II, 85.

18U.S., Foreign Relations of the United States, 
Diplomatic Papers. 1943. Vol. I: General (Washington, 
D.C.: Government Printing Office, 1963), p. 519.
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tain difficulties within the Department of State. More
over, Hull was anxious, despite his age and health, to

19attend the conference. On September 8, 1943, Stalin
wrote to Roosevelt concerning the conference and said:

I consider that the beginning of October as the 
Prime Minister suggested would be convenient 
time for the meeting of our three representatives, 
and I propose as the place of the meeting— Mos
cow. By that time the three Governments could 
have reached an agreement regarding the questions 
which have to be discussed as well as the pro
posals on those questions, without which (agree
ment) the meeting will not give the necessary 
resultgQin which our Governments are inter
ested .

The formulation of concise and thorough agendas for the 
conference was carried on throughout September and 
early October with a great deal of information being 
exchanged among the State Department, the British For
eign Office and the Kremlin.

In order that each delegation have time for ade
quate preparation, each of the three proposed agendas 
was circulated to the other two foreign offices. The 
draft of the United States' agenda was formulated by 
Secretary of State Hull. The first point on the pro
posed agenda dealt with general security. The United

19Hull, II, 1254-56.
U.S. Foreign Relations Papers. 1943, I, 519; and Correspondence, II, 90.

20
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States proposed that they, Great Britain, the Soviet
Union and China sign a four-nation declaration which
would provide for collaboration and consultation on a
peacetime basis. These four nations, it was proposed,
would work for the maintenance of peace following the 

21war.
The treatment of Germany and other enemy countries 

in Europe comprised the second point of the agenda. It 
called for a settlement of postwar Allied questions, 
such as international military, political, and economic 
control over Germany, the length of the armistice peri
od and the settlement of all other questions concerning 
Germany. The third point concerned economic matters 
after the war, in particular the problem of reparations, 
the rehabilitation of war damage in the Soviet Union, 
and assistance to other countries in the areas of food, 
transportation and finance. The final item on the 
agenda of the United States suggested a method of deal
ing with economic or political issues during the prose
cution of the war through the diplomatic representatives
of Great Britain, the Soviet Union, and the United

22States in one of the capitals.

21
U.s. ¿'orei&n Relations Papers. 1943, I, 521.

2?Ibid., p. 522.
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The first point on the agenda was by far the most 
important, in Hull's estimation. He attached great im
portance to the four-nation declaration and the estab
lishment of an international peace-keeping organiza
tion. 2  ̂ The British had agreed to the declaration at 
the Quebec Conference and were in close contact with 
the United States concerning possible amendments and 
additions to the declaration. The Russians, however, 
as Hull was informed by Foreign Commissar Molotov, could 
not accept the declaration and felt there was no need 
to include China in it. However disheartened Hull was, 
his spirits were raised by the passage in the House of 
Representatives of the Fulbright Resolution on Septem
ber 21. As Hull records in his Memoirs :

This committed the House to "favoring the crea
tion of appropriate international machinery with 
power adequate to establish and to maintain a 
just and lasting peace, among the nations of the 
world, and as favoring participation of the 
United States therein."

The passage of the Fulbright Resolution appeared as 
strong backing for Hull's issue concerning the estab
lishment of an international organization for the 
preservation of peace. Of the other points on the

23Hull, II, p. 1256.
24Ibid.. p. 1258.
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agenda Hull was most interested in the economic matters 
relating to postwar reconstruction.

Great Britain submitted a thirteen-point agenda 
for the Conference, beginning with a proposal for the 
discussion of problems relating to Italy and the Bal
kans. The second point of the British agenda concerned 
the organization of consultative machinery to deal with 
current questions. This item referred particularly to 
the politico-military commission in Algiers. The next 
three items were the question of joint responsibility 
in Europe, the relations between the Soviet Union and 
Poland, and the question of agreement between the Al
lies, both major and minor, on postwar issues. The 
sixth point concerned reaching an agreement as to the 
postwar treatment of Germany and other European enemies
both during the armistice period and in the peace 

25settlement.
The next six items pertained to a common policy 

toward Turkey and the Yugoslavian resistance, peace 
feelers from enemy states, the attitude toward the 
French Committee, the future of Poland, Greece, and 
the Danubian and Balkan countries, and a common policy 
in Persia. The final point on the British agenda

25U.S. Foreign Relations Papers, 1945. I, 525-26.
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dealt with economic collaboration with the Soviet Union 
following the war.2^

As Eden records in his memoirs, The Reckoning:
"My purpose was to get agreement to set up machinery 
for consultation between the Allies on European ques
tions connected with the war, for they were crowding in 

27upon us." He also hoped to establish between the Al
lies a general common policy for a number of European 
problems, particularly with regard to the Balkans.

The text of the tentative Russian proposals to be 
considered at the Conference was contained in a letter 
from the Soviet Charge Gromyko to the Acting Secretary 
of State. The first point on the Soviet agenda con
cerned measures for shortening the war against Germany 
and her allies in Europe. In particular it referred to 
the opening of a second front in 1943 by the British 
and Americans. The second item argued against the 
validity of the first item on the United States' 
agenda, the four-nation declaration. The Soviet Union 
maintained that since the Conference was to include 
only herself, the United States and Great Britain,

Anthony Eden, The Memoirs of Anthony Eden, 
Earl of Avon, Vol. Ill": The Reckoning (Boston: 
Houghton Mifflin Company, 1965), p. 476.

27
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there was no reason for the proposal to he included on 
the agenda. The final point of the Soviet agenda em
phasized that the Conference was preliminary in charac
ter and its objective was to work out proposals for

28future governmental decisions. Of primary importance 
to the Soviet Union was the need for a second front in 
Europe in 1944. The topic of a second front had been 
consequential in Anglo-American-Soviet relations since 
1941 and had impaired relations in many instances.

During his preparatory talks with Roosevelt, Hull 
and other members of the delegation reviewed the numer
ous topics to be discussed at the Conference. In dis
cussing the four-nation declaration, Roosevelt's opinion 
is recorded as ". . . the four-power concept should be 
preserved, even at the cost of getting no agreement at 
this time. . . .

In late September, Roosevelt made one final re
quest that the location of the meeting be changed due 
to the physical difficulty involved for Hull in such a 
long flight. Stalin replied immediately acknowledging 
receipt of the message. He maintained, however, that 
Moscow must remain the site, as Molotov could not pos-

28U.S. Eoreign Relations Papers. 1943. I, 537-38.
^ Ibid., p. 541.
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sibly leave the country, and that a change in location
. . 30at such a late date would appear suspicious.

Consequently, Secretary of State Cordell Hull de
parted for Moscow with the other members of the American 
delegation on October 7, 1943. Ten days later Hull and 
Eden met in Tehran and journeyed from there to Moscow, 
arriving the following day.

•^Correspondence, II, 94-95; and U.S. Foreign Re
lations Papers. 1943. I, 530.



CHAPTER III
PROCEEDINGS OF THE MOSCOW CONFERENCE

After nearly two and a half years of Allied coop
eration the Foreign Ministers of Great Britain, the 
Soviet Union and the United States first met together 
at the Conference of Foreign Ministers held in Moscow 
in October 1943« From the time the Soviet Union en
tered the war on the side of the Allies, in June 1941, 
both the British and the Americans had tried to arrange 
a meeting of the three heads of state. Various Anglo- 
American conferences had been held, and both British 
and American officials had met separately with repre
sentatives of the Soviet Union to confer. Churchill 
and Eden had each visited Moscow as had representatives 
of President Roosevelt. Molotov had also visited both 
Great Britain and the United States. Yet there had 
never been a tripartite meeting.

The Conference of Foreign Ministers at Moscow was 
decided upon in the late summer and early fall of 1943. 
It was called in preparation for a meeting of the 
heads of state. It was not, however, merely an explor
atory meeting. Churchill, Roosevelt, and Stalin agreed 
that the Conference should be as Stalin suggested:



. . of a practical and preparatory character in order 
that after the conference our Governments might take 
definite decisions and at the same time might avoid de
lays in taking decisions on urgent questions."1

Preceding the Conference each government circu
lated its proposed agenda to the others in order that 
each might prepare its views and opinions on the vari
ous topics. These proposals were then to "be combined 
and listed on the Conference agenda.

As preparations were still being made, Secretary 
of State Cordell Hull left the United States on the 
first airplane trip of his life. He flew to Puerto 
Rico where he boarded a cruiser for the trans-Atlantic 
voyage to Casablanca. The remainder of his journey 
was by plane with stops in both Cairo and Tehran. W. 
Averell Harriman, the new United States Ambassador to 
Russia, joined Hull in Tehran. Hull also met inform
ally with the British Foreign Secretary, Anthony Eden, 
during his Tehran stop. Although Eden had suggested a 
pre-conference meeting between the two of them, Hull 
declined as he felt such a meeting would arouse Russian

1U.S., foreign Relations of the United States. 
Diplomatic Papers. 1945, Vol. I: General (Washington. 
D.C.: Government Printing Office, 1963), 515.
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. . 2 suspxcions.
October 18, eleven days after his departure from 

the United States, Hull and Harriman arrived in Moscow.
They were met by Molotov, Vishinsky, Maisky and Lit-

3vinov. After brief ceremonies the Americans were 
driven to Spaso House, the American Embassy, while the 
Russian foreign officers remained to greet Eden and 
the British delegation, who arrived shortly there-

4after. The same evening a preliminary conference was 
held at the Kremlin and preparations for the forth
coming sessions were made. Molotov, Eden, and Hull 
agreed not to make any speeches and issued their first 
communique, announcing the safe arrival of the British 
and American delegations. Hull records of this first 
meeting that it had " . . .  every appearance of cor
diality and cooperation, and a strict attendance to 

5business." Eden also noted that the matters were dis- * 3 4 5

^Cordell Hull, The Memoirs of °ordell Hull (Hew 
York: Macmillan Co., 1948}, II, 1277; and U.S. For
eign Relations Papers. 1943. I, 559.

3John R. Deane, The Strange Alliance (New York: 
Viking Press, 1947), p. 5•

4Ibid., p. 5•
5Hull, II, 1278.
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cussed " . . .  quite pleasantly."^ Hull and Eden also
issued separate statements upon their arrival. Hull's
statement began, "It gives me special satisfaction to
visit Moscow, the capital of a great country united

7with, my own in a common cause." Eden's statement was
gsimilarly cordial.

The Moscow Conference ran from October 18 to 
October 30. During this period twelve working sessions 
were held and the twenty-point composite agenda was 
taken up. Each delegation had one major objective 
among the twenty points. The Soviet Union wanted as
surance that a second front would open in the spring of 
1944. The United States was most concerned with the 
four-nation declaration, while Great Britain was con
cerned with the setting up of machinery to deal with 
questions which necessitated close collaboration among 
the Allies,

At the first formal session of the Tripartite Con
ference on October 19, Molotov announced that all pro
posals with the exception of the first proposal of the 8

8Anthony Eden, The Memoirs of Anthony Eden, Earl 
of Avon, Vol III: The Reckoning (Boston: Houghton 
Mifflin Company, 1965), 476.

Û'.S. Foreign delations Papers, 1945, I, 568.
8Ibid.
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United States, the Four Nation Declaration had been in
cluded on the agenda. Molotov explained the omission 
by indicating that the Soviet Government had not under
stood whether this point was to be included. He 
added, however, that this matter could be considered 
further. Hull then stated that he felt the Four Nation 
Declaration " . . .  affected so many aspects of the mu
tual interests of the three countries concerned in in
ternational collaboration that he proposed it be made 
point two on the agenda. . . . Eden agreed with 
Hull's suggestion and the Four Nation Declaration was 
then included as point two. The remainder of the first 
session was devoted to particulars concerning the order 
of the agenda. The final agenda was then agreed upon 
and the three main issues, the second front, the Four 
Nation Declaration, and the setting up of machinery for 
collaboration were the first three items listed.10

The first point on the agenda was taken up at the 
second session of the Conference the following day.
This was the proposal of the Soviet Union regarding 
"The consideration of measures to shorten the duration 
of the war against Germany and her allies in

% b i d . , p. 581.
10Ibid.
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Europe. The preceding day Molotov had circulated his
government's paper on the matter. In this paper the 
Soviet Union proposed three ways to shorten the war.
The first and most important was preparation in 1943 so 
that Anglo-American forces would be able to invade

1northern France in the spring of 1944- The Russians had 
been urging a second front in Europe since their entry 
into the war in 1941. This issue above all others had 
strained Allied relations for two and a half years.
Secondly, the Soviet Union wanted the three powers to 'k
propose to Turkey that she enter the war. This would 
facilitate the sending of supplies to Russia and help 
defeat Germany in the Balkans. The third point sug
gested that the three powers propose to Sweden that she

12provide the Allies with air bases.
As the second session began Molotov asked for a 

reply to these three proposals. Eden said that General 
Ismay, Deputy Secretary of the British War Cabinet, 
would like to give an account of the military plans of 
the British and Americans made at the Quebec Conference 
in August, insofar as they concerned the second front.
He also noted that General Deane, Chief of the United * 12

i:LIbid., p. 703.
12Ibid., pp. 771-72.
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States Military Mission to the Soviet Union, was pres
ent and could clarify anything discussed by General 
Ismay

General Ismay began by saying the points raised in 
the first proposal could be answered by the decisions 
made at Quebec. In recounting these decisions, he be
gan with the bomber offensive. This joint Anglo-Ameri
can undertaking was aimed at destroying and dislocating 
the German military, industrial and economic systems.
He detailed the scope of this offensive and its effec-

14tiveness up to this point.
He then turned to the planned cross-channel in

vasion of northern France. After indicating the gen
eral scale of this proposed assault, General Ismay 
pointed out that certain conditions would be a prere
quisite to the launching of this attack. First, that 
the strength of the German fighter force be substan
tially reduced. This was expected to be effected by 
the bomber offensive previously mentioned. The second 
condition was that no more than twelve German divisions 
be present in France and the Low Countries. It was be
lieved that this condition could be made possible

13Ibid., p. 583.
14Ibid.. pp. 774-75.
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through: the bomber offensive, landings in Italy,
landings in Southern France, guerilla operations in 
the Balkans, and, most important, a coordination of 
pressure from the eastern front. The third and final 
condition was that the Anglo-American forces be able 
to construct and maintain two artificial ports. Gen
eral Ismay pointed out that experiments were being 
carried out in relation to this third condition. He 
then briefly outlined the three phases proposed for 
operations in Italy: the elimination of Italy as a 
belligerent, seizure of Sardinia and Corsica, and
maintenance of constant pressure on the Germans in 

15northern Italy.
General Deane then took the floor and outlined 

measures being taken in preparation for the cross
channel attack in 1944, including the buildup of the 
bomber offensive, the transporting of more than one
million men to England, and the building of landing 

16craft. Following their statements, Molotov and Mar
shal Voroshilov asked a number of technical ques- 

17tions. These being taken care of, Molotov turned to * 16 17

13Ibid.. pp. 775-77.
16Ibid., pp. 778-81.
17Ibid.. p. 583.
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the second and third points of the Soviet proposal,
Turkey and Sweden. Hull indicated that he did not want

18to express an opinion on purely military matters.
Eden, however, indicated his willingness to make some 
preliminary observations on these two questions. In re
gard to Turkey, he indicated there was no disagreement 
regarding the advantage of bringing Turkey into the war. 
However, he noted that due to her military backwardness, 
she might prove to be a liability as Great Britain 
could not supply her to any great extent. In reference 
to Sweden, Eden admitted that this was a new idea to
him. Both Eden and Hull then indicated they would for-

19ward these proposals to their governments.
Molotov then referred back to point one, asking 

whether plans contained in the letter Churchill and 
Roosevelt sent to Stalin in June concerning the invasion 
of northern France in 1944 was still in effect. Eden 
replied affirmatively and General Deane added that this 
decision had been reaffirmed at the Quebec Conference. 
Deane went on to say that the offensive would be 
launched subject to the conditions stated. He added 
that, "One can only appreciate the firmness of the de-

18Ibid♦. p. 584.
19Ibid.. pp. 584-87.
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cision by witnessing the intensive spirit with which
20preparations are now being carried out."

With General Deane’s statement the session ad
journed. This first point on the agenda was not taken 
up again until the tenth session, held October 28. At 
this time certain technical questions in regard to the 
proposed cross-channel invasion were considered and it 
was agreed that these decisions, including the state
ments of General Deane and General Ismay, be included

21in the protocol of the Conference. Following an in
termission, the problems of Turkey and Sweden were dis
cussed. Three points of view were advanced concerning 
Turkey and no conclusions were reached. Eden stated 
that Swedish air bases could not be used as effectively 
as ones currently in use. ho decisions were reached 
concerning these matters, but it was agreed that they 
should be studied in the near future. General Deane 
had also proposed during the second session that bases 
in Russia be made available to United States bombers, 
that weather information be exchanged, and that air 
communications be improved. The Soviet government 
agreed in principle to these three points. Thus, the

^ Ibid., p. 587•
^ Ibid., pp. 657-58.
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long-awaited second front was assured. The major
thrust of the Soviet proposals had been agreed to after

22two years of waiting.
The second point on the agenda was that of "Gen-

23eral Security, lour Nation Declaration." This pro
posal, submitted by the United States, was brought up 
for consideration on October 21 at the third session of 
the Tripartite Conference. Hull began with a general 
description of the views of the United States regarding 
international cooperation, particularly as it might be 
extended into the postwar period. He indicated the 
necessity of continuing collaboration and cooperation
in the period following the defeat of their common 

24-enemy. After Hull's remarks, Eden voiced the opinion 
of the British government and recommended the accept
ance of the Pour Nation Declaration. Molotov, while 
agreeing to the general principles contained in the
Declaration, suggested that it be a draft of the three

25powers as no Chinese representative was present.
Hull responded that the " . . .  inclusion of China was * 2

22Ibid., pp. 657-61.
25Ibid., p. 703- 
24Ibid.. p. 591.
2^Ibid., pp. 592-93-
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of the greatest importance, in order to preserve the
p/fspirit of the unity of the United Nations." Molotov 

then inquired whether any changes in the document 
could be effected without the Chinese. Hull replied 
that the Chinese only wished to be informed of any 
changes. Molotov then stated that including China would 
prevent the signing of the declaration during the Con
ference. Hull maintained that the exclusion of China 
would be a psychological blow to the unity of the Unit
ed Nations. Hollowing the same reasoning, Molotov re
plied that the psychological effect of the three powers’
failure to sign the document at the Conference would

27also be detrimental.
During the intermission that followed, Hull em

phasized to Molotov the importance of China's inclusion 
in the agreement. He pointed out that public opinion 
in the United States " . . .  would be hopelessly torn 
and rent by the news that this Government had joined 
with the Soviet Government in Moscow to throw China out

pQof the war picture. . . . "  Hull records that at this 
point Molotov " . . .  appeared to recognize the reason-

t~̂ Ibid., p. 595*
27Ibid., p. 595.
28Ibid., p. 602.
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ableness of what I said."
When the session reconvened Molotov indicated the

Chinese question could be left open. The discussion
then turned to specific amendments regarding the draft.
The session adjourned following a lengthy discussion

30of particulars and phrasing.
The Four Nation Declaration was discussed again

on October 26 at the eighth session. Hull reopened the
question of including China as a signatory. Molotov
indicated the Soviet Union had no objection to China's
inclusion but was doubtful that in this case the
Declaration could be issued before the close of the
Conference. Hull disagreed, saying he was certain the
Chinese government could delegate the necessary powers
to its Ambassador in the Soviet Union before the end
of the Conference. After a brief discussion Molotov
authorized Hull to submit the Declaration to the

31Chinese government on behalf of the Conference.
Molotov suggested the formation of a committee to 

make preparations for the proposed international or-

29IIull, II, 1282.
50U.S. Foreign Relations Papers, 1943. I, 596-99. 
51Ibid., p. 640.

29
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ganization considered in the Four Nation Declaration.^ 
Both Hull and Eden were pleased with this practical 
move and it was agreed that the representatives should 
meet informally.

On October 30, at the twelfth and final session, 
the three foreign secretaries and the Chinese Ambas
sador, Foo Ping-sheung, signed the Four Nation Declara
tion. It pledged the United States, the United King
dom, the Soviet Union and China to fight the Axis pow
ers until they surrendered unconditionally. In the 
Declaration, the four nations pledged to work together 
to facilitate the transition to peace, and to maintain 
international peace and security in the postwar per- 
iod. The Soviet proposal for a commission of the
three powers to exchange ideas concerning an interna

citional organization also was agreed upon. Thus, Hull 
had succeeded in his main objective and had been able 
to preserve the concept of a four-nation declaration 
rather than one involving only three nations.

The third point on the agenda, "The setting up of 
machinery for dealing with questions requiring current

•^Ibid., p. 642.
53Ibid., p. 756.
34Ibid., p. 750.
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and close collaboration, with particular reference to 
the functions and scope of the Politico-Military Com
mission in Algiers" was proposed by the United King- 

55dom. This proposal was taken up at the fourth ses
sion of the Conference. Eden began with remarks ex
plaining the two categories contained in the proposal. 
The first category dealt with any problems which might
result from the prosecution of the war in Europe, ex-

56eluding the military sphere. He suggested London as 
the location for the commission, which was to have 
broad consultative powers. He noted that in the origi
nal plan the commission was to be located in Algiers 
and was to attend first to Italian problems. The 
Soviet Union, however, had suggested this commission 
might also deal with the problems of Axis satellites 
which broke with Germany and with liberated territories. 
Consequently, Eden favored a permanent advisory commis
sion with a broad purview. His proposal, therefore, 
was similar to the Soviet proposal for a Mediterranean 
commission. Eden rejected, however, the suggestion 
that this commission be located in Algiers or Italy as 
he considered one of the three capitals would be

35Ibid., p. 705.
36Ibid., p. 605-
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better suited for it.
Eden then referred to the second proposal of the 

Soviet Union, which suggested the commission direct 
and coordinate Italian affairs. Eden felt there were 
three basic problems with this suggestion. First, due 
to the nature of the British government it would not be 
possible to give the commission executive functions. 
Second, he maintained that the commission would become 
too involved in local Italian affairs, to the detriment 
of its wider functions. Third, he pointed out that 
other machinery to deal with Italy was being contem
plated.^^

After explaining his objections to the proposal of 
the Soviet Union, Eden proceeded to outline the second 
point of the British proposal, which dealt with the 
establishment of machinery for controlling the armis
tice in Italy. According to this plan, control of 
Italy would pass through three phases. First, a small 
Allied Control Commission under the Allied Commander- 
in-Chief would operate until an Italian government was 
established and would last until the end of the mili
tary campaign. During this period an Inter-Allied Ad-

^ Ibid., p. 706.
38Ibid.

37
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visory Council would work with, the Allied Control Com
mission hut would maintain only an advisory status.
After all military operations in Italy were concluded 
the third period would begin, at which time the Com- 
mander-in-Chief would give over the presidency of the 
Allied Control Commission to the Inter-Allied Advisory 
Council.^ After a few questions on particulars the 
session recessed.

The British proposal was referred to the drafting 
committee the following day. It was taken up again on 
October 29 at the eleventh session of the Conference.
The session opened with a report by the drafting com
mittee on the proposals for the Italian Advisory Council 
and the London Commission. Due to disagreements within 
the drafting committee concerning the composition and 
terms of reference of the London Commission, these
questions were discussed and the proposals resubmitted

40to the committee.
In the protocol of the Conference both measures 

were agreed upon. The European Advisory Commission 
was to be established in London to make recommendations 
concerning European questions. An advisory council for

•^Ibid., pp. 605-606.
^ Ibid., pp. 665-64.
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Italy was to be established. It was to include repre
sentatives of the Big Three plus those of the Trench 
Committee of National Liberation and, later, representa
tives of Greece and Yugoslavia. Its primary task would 
be to watch the machinery which would enforce the terms 
of surrender. After military control was no longer
needed the Council would take over the direction of the

41work of the Allied Control Commission.
Thus the United Kingdom saw its primary objective 

realized, as did the United States and the Soviet Un
ion. The British had maintained throughout the Confer
ence that this machinery was vital to Allied relations 
both during and after the war.

In addition to agreeing upon the three major topics 
discussed, the Conference published in its protocol de
cisions on various other topics. These included a 
declaration on Austria, one on civil affairs in France, 
and a policy regarding the future of Poland and the 
Danubian and Balkan countries. The question of joint 
assistance to other countries and a program for inter
national economic cooperation were also decided upon.
A declaration on German atrocities was also issued over 
the signatures of Roosevelt, Stalin and Churchill.

41Ibid., pp. 756-57.



Furthermore, views were exchanged between the three 
delegations concerning numerous other issues, most 
notably the postwar treatment of Germany and other hos
tile countries, relations between the Soviet Union and
Poland, and problems of postwar economic rehabilita- 

42tion.
Allied relations following this mutually bene

ficial exchange of information began to improve. The 
Conference itself was therefore considered successful. 
Following the last session of the Conference on October 
30, Stalin gave a sumptuous banquet for the members of 
the delegations. Three days later Hull left for the 
United States, arriving there on November 10.

42Ibid., pp. 750-55-



CHAPTER IV
THE ROLE OF CORDELL HULL 

AT THE CONFERENCE

In order to analyze the role of Cordell Hull at 
the Moscow Conference, it is necessary to understand 
his background and his influence within the United 
States. Hull had devoted his whole adult life to pub
lic service. He was born in the foothills of the Cum
berland Mountains of Tennessee in 1871, the son of a 
hard-working, impoverished farmer and timber man. His 
formal education was intensive and sporadic, but he was 
intrigued by ideas, and he had started to read law be
fore he began his political career at the age of 
eighteen, when he was elected chairman of the County 
Democratic Executive Committee.1

Hull's formal legal education consisted of a five- 
month course at Cumberland Law School. He finished the 
course and was admitted to the bar in June 1891— at the 
age of nineteen. A year later he was elected to the

1For the biographical information in this and the 
following two paragraphs I am indebted to: Cordell 
Hull, The Memoirs of Cordell Hull (New York: Macmillan 
Company, 1948), Vol. I.
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first of two terms in the Tennessee Legislature, during 
which he also maintained a legal practice. He de
clined the Democratic nomination for a third term to 
devote full time to his practice. It was interrupted, 
however, by the Spanish American War. After Hull 
raised a company of volunteers in the spring of 1898, 
he was commissioned a captain and he and his company 
spent five months in Cuba.

Hollowing the war, Hull returned to Tennessee and 
his law practice. In 1903, at age thirty-one, he was 
appointed a circuit judge, a position he held until 
1906, when he was first elected to Congress. Hull re
tained his seat in the House of Representatives -until 
the election of 1920, when he lost in the wake of the 
Republican landslide. In 1922 Hull was re-elected to 
the House of Representatives and remained there -until 
1930 when he was elected to the Senate. In 1932, upon 
his election to the Presidency, Franklin Roosevelt 
asked Hull to become his Secretary of State. Thus be
gan Hull's twelve years in that auspicious position.

As Secretary of State from 1933 to 1944, Hull was 
intimately involved in the foreign affairs of the Unit
ed States during one of the most crucial periods in 
history. When he took office, the United States was 
in the throes of the depression, and the international
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situation had grown extremely chaotic. Between 1933 and 
1935, hitler consolidated his power and Nasi Germany be
gan to rearm, Japan had invaded Manchuria and had 
dropped out of the League of Nations, and international 
cooperation was at a low ebb. Nonetheless, during 
Hull's first two years, the United States succeeded in 
resuming relations with the Soviet Union and initiating 
the Good Neighbor policy in Latin America.

The problem of restoring American-Russian relations 
was a complex one. The United States had broken off 
diplomatic relations with Russia following the Bolshe
vik revolution. Many, by 1933, advocated the resump
tion of diplomatic relations, but there remained the 
problems of the Communist International, freedom of re
ligion, and Russian indebtedness to the United States

2government and to individual American citizens. Rus
sia was apprehensive of both German and Japanese aggres-

3sion and sought to better her relations with the West.
A resumption of diplomatic relations would also facili
tate trade and financial agreements to the advantage of

2Hull, I, 294.
•^Donald G. Bishop, The Roosevelt-Litvinov Agree

ments (Syracuse: Syracuse University Press, 1965), 
p. 4.
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both countries. Hull favored recognizing the ¡Soviet 
Union, stating:

Russia and we had been traditional friends up to 
the end of the World War. In general, Russia 
has been peacefully inclined. The world is 
moving into a dangerous period both in Europe 
and in Asia. Russia could be a great help in 
stabilizing this situation as time goeSj-on and 
peace becomes more and more threatened.

In order to participate in the conferences with the 
Soviet Foreign Commissar Maxim Litvinov, Hull post
poned his departure for the Pan American Conference at 
Montevideo, Uruguay. Hull and Litvinov conferred for 
three days and reached agreement on freedom of religion 
for Americans in Russia and the halting of Soviet propa- 
ganda within the United States. With these points 
settled, Hull turned the negotiations over to the As
sistant Secretary of State, R. Walton Moore. Hull de
parted for Montevideo the following day. ¡Negotiations
continued between Litvinov and Moore and diplomatic re-

7lations were restored on November 17, 1933. Soviet- 
American relations, however, did not progress as had 
been hoped due to continued propaganda, spread within 
the United States, from the Communist International.

4

^Ibid., pp. 6-7. 
5Hull, I, 297.
6Ibid.. p. 301.
7Ibid., pp. 301-302.
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Nonetheless, Hull recorded:
As long as I was in the State Department, however, 
I was never to relinquish efforts to promote two- 
way friendly relations with Russia. ± did not 
abandon my original idea that Russia and the 
United States, . . . working together could 
have a beneficial influence on the world.
Hull also sought to improve international rela

tions in the western Hemisphere. Following the failure 
of international cooperation at the London Economic 
Conference and the Geneva Disarmament Conference, Hull
was apprehensive concerning the possibility of success

qat the Montevideo Conference. He hoped to arrange 
mutual national and international economic planning, 
encompassing a lowering of tariffs and the abolition 
of trade restrictions. Hull's economic proposals were 
unanimously approved at the conference and his proposal 
for nonintervention was also accepted.18 The success 
of the Montevideo Conference led the way to a strength
ening of the Good Neighbor Policy in the Western Hemi
sphere .

During these first years relations among Great 
Britain, France, and the United States were not alto- 8 9 10

8Ibid., p. 306.
9Ibid., p. 319.
10Ibid., p. 332.
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gether cordial. Many of the problems— armaments, war 
debts, and isolationist sentiments— stemmed from World 
War I and the peace settlement. In describing Allied 
relations between 1933 and 1935 Hull remarked: "Actu
ally we presented a spectacle of miserable disagreement 
and recrimination more often than of accord."11

With the threat posed by Germany, Italy and Japan 
on the increase from 1935 to 1939, relations among the 
United States, Great Britain and France gradually im
proved. The United States, however, experienced a wave 
of isolationist sentiment which caused a clamor for 
neutrality legislation. Neutrality Acts were passed in 
1935, 1936, and in 1937. The 1937 Act, however, in
cluded the "cash and carry" clause which was a move 
toward the administration's policy of international co- 
operation. Throughout these years, as Italy became 
embroiled in Ethiopia, Germany flouted the Treaty of 
Versailles, and war broke out in Spain, Hull worked to 
stabilize international relations on the economic level. 
He believed improved economic relations were the wisest 
course for averting war and promoting international re- * 12

1:LIbid.. p. 378.
12Basil Rauch, Roosevelt from Munich to Pearl 

Harbor (Hew York: Creative Age Press, 1950), pp. 42- 
43.
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lations. Basil Rauch maintains Hull's international 
policies " . . .  led the peaceful nations of the world 
to liquidate economic rivalries among themselves and 
form ties of great political and military as well as 
economic significance in opposition to the Axis na
tions."13 14 15

Although doth Roosevelt and Hull desired inter
national cooperation, large segments of the American 
public remained intransigent in their isolationism. 
Foreign policy in general was subordinated to domestic 
policy up until the time of the Munich Conference. 
However, Hull actively sought international economic 
cooperation throughout the period. In November 1938, 
after a year of negotiations, Hull succeeded in per
suading Great Britain and Canada to reverse their 
protectionist tariff policies. They signed reciprocal 
trade agreements with the United States, lowering 
tariffs substantially.14 Hull recorded:

My point was that the economic approach should 
be the spear point of the approach to peace. 
First, get all the commercial nations in agree
ment on liberalizing and increasing trade, re
moving trade-, restrictions and eliminating dis
crimination.

13Ibid., p. 7.
14Hull, I, p. 530; and Rauch, p. 93«
15Hull, I, 525.
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In the spring and summer of 1939 Hull and Roose
velt urged Congress to amend the Neutrality Act, in
cluding the repeal of the arms embargo. In the ensuing 
Congressional struggle the "cash and carry" clause of

gress to repeal the embargo and pass the bill. The 
Executive branch and the Congress reached a deadlock in 
July. Congress agreed to consider the neutrality issue 
at its next session, in January. When war broke out in 
September 1939, however, Congress convened in a special 
session and the Pittman Resolution, the neutrality 
legislation, including the repeal of the arms embargo 
and the "cash and carry" clause, was passed on November 
4.1/? After the outbreak of war in Europe, Hull con
sidered aid to the Allies his chief objective, and the 
Pittman Resolution provided the first practical step in 
that direction.

When the Russo-Finnish War broke out in November 
1939, the United States was in a difficult position.
The United States immediately contacted Helsinki and 
Moscow and offered to help mediate their dispute. Fin-

“I ¿Tthe 1937 Act expired."" Hull and Roosevelt urged Con

17Ibid♦, p. 169.
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land accepted the offer but the soviet Union rejected 
it.18 * 20 Subsequently the United States initiated a moral 
embargo on airplanes for Russia. The United States al
so extended small amounts of aid to Finland. Roosevelt 
and Hull agreed not to apply the Neutrality Act to the 
Russo-Finnish War. They did not want to prohibit Fin
land from purchasing arms, nor did they want to aggra
vate the Soviet Union. They hoped to maintain a work
able neutrality while not offending either party in
volved in the conflict.15 As Hull describes it:

Our relations with Russia in 1940 were influenced 
by the desire to do nothing that would drive her 
further into the arms of Germany, . . .  I contin
ued to refuse to believe that Stalin would go on 
supporting Hitler, . . .  I therefore did all I 
could to keep our relations with Russia on an 
even keel in the hope that one day we could count9on the Soviet Union both in Europe and in 
Asia.
In the spring of 1940, Hitler attacked Denmark and 

Norway. The Netherlands, Belgium and Luxembourg were 
invaded in May, and by the end of June Hitler had 
sharply defeated France. On May 10, 1940, Chamberlain 
resigned as Prime Minister of Great Britain because he 
failed to obtain support for a coalition government.

18Iiull, I, p. 706.
15Ibid., pp. 706-707.
20Ibid., pp. 743-45-
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Churchill succeeded him the same day and formed the
National Coalition Government which remained in control 

21for five years. With these momentous events, Hull 
and Roosevelt became firmer in their convictions. They
realized that . .an Allied victory was essential to

22the security of the United States." In accordance
with this basic premise, Hull and Roosevelt proposed
(and Churchill agreed) to exchange fifty destroyers for
a number of bases on British possessions. This action
in early September, combined with the passage of the
Selective Service Act the same month, reinforced the
posture of the United States as a non-belligerent in

23sympathy with the Allies.
These concrete beginnings were soon overshadowed 

by the monumental Lend-Lease program requested by 
Roosevelt. Hull led the administration's fight in the 
Congress for Lend-Lease and the bill was approved in 
March 1941. It provided for immediate aid to Great 
Britain. A corresponding appropriations bill for * 22

Sir Llewellyn Woodward, British Foreign Policy 
in the Second World War (London: Her Majesty's 
Stationery Office, 1962), p. 43*

22Hull, I, 766.
2^Rauch, pp. 248-52.

21
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long-term aid was signed shortly thereafter. In this 
spirit of cooperation Churchill and .Roosevelt met in 
August 1941. They discussed military strategy, peace 
aims, and diplomacy with Japan. Out of this con
ference came the Atlantic Charter, which was essen
tially a joint statement to the press of the war aims

26of the two countries, rather than a formal document. 
Nonetheless, the Atlantic Charter and the principles it 
contained guided Anglo-American policy throughout the 
war.

For the Soviet Union, the Great Patriotic War began 
with the invasion by Nazi Germany in June 1941. Thus 
began the two and a half years of Anglo-American-Soviet 
relations that led to the tripartite Foreign Ministers 
Conference held in Moscow in 1945- The proceedings of 
the Conference previously having been detailed, one can 
begin to analyze the outcome of the Conference.

Upon Hull’s return from Moscow, his success there 
was widely acclaimed. Although all Allied problems had 
not been solved, many agreements had been reached.

24

^Robert E. Sherwood, Roosevelt and Hopkins: An 
Intimate History (New York: Harper & Brothers, 1948), 
p. 229.

^Rauch, p. 358.
^Sherwood, p. 362.
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Alexander Werth calls the Moscow Conference a major 
. 27landmark in Allied relations, while ^ir Llewellyn 

Woodward considered it a hopeful sign of Russian col-
polaboration. Each of the delegations had achieved its 

main objective and numerous other items had been agreed 
upon. When Secretary of State Hull returned he was 
asked to speak to a joint session of Congress about the 
Moscow Conference. This is the first and only time a 
Secretary of State has been honored in this way. In 
his speech Hull outlined the major accomplishments of 
the Conference and explained what they meant. He noted 
that solutions were not found to all of the problems 
but that the cordial atmosphere of the Conference 
rendered these problems more easily solvable. He went 
on to say:

Of supreme importance is the fact that at the 
Conference the whole spirit of international co
operation now and after the war, was revitalized 
and given practical expression. The Conference, 
thus launched a forward movement which, I am 
firmly convinced, will steadily extend in scope 
and effectiveness. within the framework of 
movement, in the atmosphere of mutual under
standing and confidence which made possible its 
beginning in Moscow, many of the problems which 
are difficult today will as time goes on un-

^Alexander Werth, Russia at War 1941-1945 (New 
York: E. P. Dutton & Co., 1964), p. 745.

^Woodward, p. 244.
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aoubtedly become more possible of satisfactory 
solution through frank and friendly discus
sion.'"''
Hull's role in the Conference is generally con

sidered a significant factor in its ultimate success. 
His mere presence at the Conference was an indication 
to the Russians of his dedication to closer relations. 
Hull's numerous efforts over the previous ten years to 
attain international cooperation were impressive. The 
fact that despite his age and physical weakness he had 
undertaken the arduous journey indicated his sincere 
desire to improve Allied relations. His hardworking 
dedication to the business at hand was seen in his re
fusal to participate in any social events during the 
Conference, in order to save his strength.

President Roosevelt stated: " . . .  the net result 
of the Conference has been a tremendous success, not 
only from what has been accomplished in the way of 
definite items of agreement but also the spirit of
it." He continued: "I think Mr. Hull deserves a

30great deal of credit for that spirit. . . ." Prime * 30

^Cordell Hull, "Address by the Secretary of 
State before Congress regarding the Moscow Conference" 
in United States Department of State Bulletin 
(November 20, 1943), p. 344.

30̂ Samuel I. Rosenman, ed., The Public Papers and 
Addresses of Franklin D. Roosevelt 1943 (New York: 
Harper & Brothers, 1950),p. 458.



77

Minister Churchill concurred with Roosevelt's appraisal 
of Hull's role. In a speech made at the Lord Mayor's 
Banquet, Churchill said, "There is no doubt that the 
full frank discussion between the three Foreign Min
isters, Mr. Molotov, Mr. Eden, and that gallant old 
eagle Mr. Hull, who flew far on strong wings, has had 
the effect of making our Russian friends feel as they 
never felt before, that it is the heartfelt wish of the 
British and American nations to fight the war with them

31in loyal alliance. . . .
In reviewing the general accomplishments of the 

Moscow Conference, the United States Ambassador to the 
Soviet Union, W. Averell Harriman, wrote to Roosevelt 
of Hull's role: "His dignity and determination and sin
cerity in presenting our attitude toward the preserva
tion of world peace and world conditions compatible 
with it profoundly impressed the «Soviet officials. I 
cannot over-emphasize the important contribution his
presence made toward the favorable outcome of the Con-

32ference." Others who attended agreed with these 32

•^Cordell Hull, The Memoirs of Cordell Hull (Hew 
York: Macmillan Company, 1948J, II, p. 1314.

32U.S., -froreî n Relations of the United States. Diplomatic Papers: The Conferences at Cairo and 
Tehran 1943 (Washington. D.C.: Government Printing 
Office, 1961), p. 155.
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ideas. Charles E. Bohlen, an American interpreter, was 
told by an Assistant Commissar for Foreign Affairs that 
Hull commanded more respect and admiration than any

' Z  ' Zother foreign official who had visited Russia. 9 Gen
eral Deane, also a participant, maintained that Hull 
succeeded in getting the Four Ration Declaration ac
cepted through " . . .  the sheer force of his person
ality."33 34

The success of the Moscow Conference must not be 
analyzed solely by the tangible objectives accomplished, 
but also by the spirit which prevailed. Both Hull and 
Eden attested to the cordial atmosphere of the Confer
ence. The general betterment of Allied relations re
sulting from the Conference was at least as significant 
as the agreements reached. The Foreign Ministers Con
ference was held in preparation for the meeting of the 
heads of state which was to be held at Tehran. General 
George Marshall, who attended the Tehran Conference, 
wrote to Hull: "The conference at Tehran furnished

33C. E. Bohlen's letter to Hull, 31 October 1943, 
as quoted in: The American Secretaries of State and 
their Diplomacy, edited by Robert H. Ferrell and 
Samuel F. Bemis, Vol. XIII: Cordell Hull, II, by 
Julius W. Pratt (Hew York: Cooper Square Publishers, 
1964), p. 633-

34John R. Deane, The Strange Alliance (hew York: 
Viking Press, 1947), p. 23.
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convincing evidence of the favorable situation which 
you had created at Moscow some weeks earlier. The 
establishment of this situation is one of the many suc
cesses which have characterized your long career of

3 5public service."
The tripartite meeting which had been delayed so 

long proved a vital step in the improvement of Anglo- 
American-Soviet relations. For the first time since 
the war began the representatives of the three major 
Allies met and began to resolve their differences. A 
mood of mutual trust and cooperation lingered after the 
Conference and greatly facilitated Allied planning.
For two and a half years distrust and suspicion 
dominated Allied relations, yet with the Moscow Confer
ence these attitudes began to dissolve.

35"^George Marshall's letter to Hull, 24 December 
1943, as quoted in: The American Secretaries of State 
and their Diplomacy, edited by Robert H. Ferrell and 
Samuel F. Bemis, Vol. XIII: Cordell Hull, II, by 
Julius ¥. Pratt (New Tork: Cooper Square Publishers, 
1964), p. 637.



CHAPTER V
CONCLUSION

The significance of the Moscow foreign Ministers 
Conference of 1943 becomes apparent in the shadow of 
post World War I Anglo-American-Soviet relations. For 
it was from the time of the first World War and the 
Bolshevik revolution that the relationships between 
these three nations developed.

The suspicions and distrust between the Soviet 
Union and the West were fostered by the non-recognition 
policies of Great Britain and the United States. Fol
lowing World War I and the Anglo-American intervention 
in the Russian Civil War, the United States and Great 
Britain withdrew from the European scene. Both nations 
turned inward and concentrated primarily on the numer
ous domestic problems encountered in a return to peace. 
The Soviet Union, too, began to rebuild and implemented 
the New Economic Policy. Continental Europe was occu
pied in like fashion, rebuilding and readjusting. The 
newly formed eastern European countries were concen
trating on stabilizing and unifying themselves.

When the United States stock market crashed in 
1929, economic repercussions were felt throughout the
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world. The ensuing depression struck Europe as it did 
the United States. Amid the economic crisis, hopes for 
world peace— desperately sought in such measures as the 
Kellogg Briand Pact of 1928— faded into the “background. 
By 1932 the full impact of the depression was felt in 
Europe.

Throughout this period the Soviet Union was grad
ually returning to the international sphere from which 
she had been isolated since the Bolshevik revolution.
The Soviet Union was concerned with its national secur
ity, having approached internal stability, and began 
looking toward both eastern and western Europe. The 
Soviet Union had established diplomatic relations with 
the western European countries in the 1920's and with 
the United States in 1933* In her efforts to develop a 
system of collective security with the West, Russia was 
thwarted by the Anglo-French appeasement of Germany and 
Italy between 1935 and 1939* Russia was totally ex
cluded from the Munich conference on the western.font, 
while apprehensive of Japanese aggression on the eastern 
front.

The United States played a limited role in Euro
pean affairs throughout the 1920's and, while trying to 
recover economically, in the 1930's. The United States 
was not a member of the League of Rations. Isolation-
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ist sentiment was prevalent. The main consideration of 
United States foreign policy under Secretary of State 
Cordell Hull, beginning in 1933, was promoting inter
national economic recovery and stability. Throughout 
the 1930's Hull worked to strengthen trade agreements 
and to lower tariffs. The United States, however, re
mained aloof from European affairs, particularly in the 
political sphere. It was not until the outbreak of war 
in Europe that the United States first became fully in
volved in Europe.

From 1939 to 1941 the United States strove to as
sist the Allies economically. Through the "cash and 
carry" measures and later the Lend-Lease program mater
ial aid was given to the Allies. But the United States 
did not enter the war until December 1941 when the 
Japanese attacked Pearl Harbor. The Soviet Union had 
entered the war six months earlier following Hitler's 
invasion. Thus, by the end of 1941, Great Britain, the 
Soviet Union and the United States had become the three 
strongest Allies fighting Hitler.

These thr'ee nations, although -united in the fight 
against a common enemy, were not united in spirit.
Their relations were marred by mutual distrust and 
suspicion. Anglo-American relations were smooth, for 
the most part as Churchill and Roosevelt worked to-
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gether and were in almost constant consultation. The 
relations of the United States and Great Britain with 
the Soviet Union, however, were not as close. One 
reason for this was the geographical separation of the 
military operations. The British and Americans were 
obliged to work together at the military level because 
they were fighting together in North Africa and later 
in western Europe. I'he Soviet Union, however, was 
fighting alone on the eastern front. This was not the 
sole reason for the lack of unity evident within the 
Allied camp. Many other factors contributed to the lack 
of communication and understanding among the Allies.

When Russia was attacked by Hitler in the summer of 
1941, both Great Britain and the United States offered 
material aid. Needing supplies, Russia accepted these 
offers. But difficulties arose as various arrangements 
for aid were made. For instance, the detention or halt
ing of supply convoys for Russia created ill will. This 
ill will resulted primarily from a lack of understanding 
among the Allies. The United States and Great Britain 
looked upon such interruptions in their commitments to 
the Soviet Union as military necessities because of the 
losses incurred or the need for ships for other opera
tions. The Soviet Union, on the other hand, viewed 
them as evidence that the United States and Great
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Britain were not living up to their commitments. When 
the Soviet Union demanded more supplies and the contin
uation of the convoys, the British and Americans con
sidered the demand too great. Yet the Russians were in 
desperate need of supplies as they were engaged in full- 
scale combat, while the British and Americans were not. 
Consequently, the Russians did not interpret such events 
as military necessities but as evidence that the ap
parent good will of the United States and Great Britain 
was spurious. They, in turn, interpreted Russian im
patience as hostility toward their efforts and ungrate
fulness for their aid.

The fact that Russia was fighting desperately on 
her own land, while the British and Americans were not, 
gave rise to yet another serious point of contention: 
a second front in Europe. When Great Britain and the 
United States repeatedly delayed the opening of this 
offensive, the Russians became disillusioned. The Brit
ish and Americans viewed as foolhardy the undertaking 
of such an offensive without extensive supplies and de
tailed preparation. The Russians, however, knew that 
any offensive in western Europe would draw off many of 
the German troops they were fighting in the East. Con
sequently, the delay produced more friction among the
Allies.



The political and ideological differences between 
the United States, the Soviet Union and Great Britain, 
although overshadowed by the imperatives of the common 
fight, were not totally forgotten. These differences 
came to the fore as the war neared a close and the 
problems of a postwar settlement loomed. All these 
factors contributed to the lack of understanding and 
distrust which plagued Allied relations. The Russians 
doubted the good faith of the United States and Great 
Britain. The Americans and the British became im
patient with the Russians and their demands. Allied 
relations continued to suffer for two and a half years 
during which period representatives of the three na
tions never jointly conferred.

The Moscow Conference was significant in that it 
was the first tripartite meeting of the Allies during 
World War II. It was called in preparation for the 
first meeting of the three heads of state which was 
held later in Tehran, For these reasons alone the Con 
ference can be considered a turning point in Allied re 
lations. The Moscow Conference, however, can be ac
claimed a success for many other reasons. The United 
States, Great Britain and the Soviet Union each hoped 
to achieve an end at the Conference. Secretary of 
State Hull hoped to get the Four Nation Declaration



signed in preparation for international cooperation 
after the war. Eden wanted to set up machinery for 
consultation among the Allies concerning the war in 
Europe. And Molotov wanted to get assurance that the 
proposed second front in Europe would open in 1944.
Each of these measures was agreed upon at the Confer
ence. Many other agreements were also reached and nu
merous other issues were discussed.

Previously, a lack of understanding and mutual dis
trust had marred the spirit or atmosphere of Allied re
lations. Within the Conference itself, however, a cor
dial atmosphere prevailed. Although cordiality is not 
as easily measured as agenda points agreed upon, it was 
a significant result of the Conference. The Moscow 
Conference, as the first tripartite conference, set the 
tone for future Allied conferences. In view of the 
need for joint planning, the spirit of mutual trust and 
cooperation was extremely important. For the first 
time since 1941, the three major Allies had worked to
gether successfully.

Secretary of State Hull was most influential in 
both the material accomplishments of the Conference and 
the cordiality which developed. Before the first regular 
session of the Conference, Hull told Molotov that:
". . .it was most important that misunderstandings or
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suspicions that might exist between our peoples should 
be steadily and progressively broken down, and I was 
prepared to devote the closing period of my life to 
facilitating such collaboration.These words take on 
more importance when one considers the speaker. Hull, 
who was 72 years old and in ill health, had flown to 
Moscow to attend the Conference. It was the first 
flight of his life. During the Conference, due to his 
health, Hull attended none of the social functions ex
cept the closing banquet. He conserved his energy for 
the regular sessions of the Conference.

Hull was a well known and respected representative 
to the Conference. His long experience as Secretary 
of State and his efforts to promote better economic re
lations between nations earned him a wide favorable 
reputation. At the Conference Hull was frank and 
honest and particularly insistent on the inclusion of 
China in the I'our Nation Declaration. The fact that 
Hull made the arduous journey coupled with his prestige 
had a favorable effect upon the Russians. It was an 
indication that the United States and Great Britain 
were serious and hoped to promote better understanding 
among the Allies.

■^Cordell Hull, The Memoirs ox Cordell Hull (New 
Yorl: Macmillan Co., 194-8), II, p. 1279.
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The Moscow Foreign Ministers Conference was a 
turning point in Allied wartime relations. Through 
the efforts of the three delegations and in particular 
Hull, the major objectives of the Conference were ac- 
complished. The work of the Conference and the cordial 
atmosphere which prevailed improved Allied relations. 
The successful conclusion of the Conference to which 
Hull made major contributions, therefore exercised a 
far-reaching influence on the conduct of the war and 
the relatively rapid Allied victory.
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