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ABSTRACT 
 
 
 
 
             The objective of this thesis is twofold.  I first wish to address all four of the major 

theories revolving around the motives for the intervention into Russia, as no other work 

has done so.  The first theory is that the war in Europe spurred the Allies to intervene in 

Russia- to keep Russian resources out of German hands.  The saving of the Czechoslovak 

Legion from the Bolsheviks is a second theory.  The fear of Bolshevism and the wish to 

strangle it in the cradle, as Churchill put it, is a third theory.  The fourth and last theory is 

that the impetus for intervention came from a fear that a unilateral intervention by Japan 

in Siberia would lead to Japanese conquest- and the United States was unwilling to see 

this occur.  

              I will also test the validity of these four theories against the primary sources, and 

this is also a novel aspect among intervention literature.  The facts indicate that the 

Czechoslovak Legion was not a major cause for the Allies.  Stopping Germany and, for 

the U.S., stopping Japan, seem to be the strongest motivations for the intervention.  

Bolshevism was an influence on the Allies, but not strong enough an influence to cause 

the intervention on its own.   

             The second objective of this thesis is to ask a number of questions about the 

actions of President Woodrow Wilson during the intervention.  Again, these questions are 

unique, no other work on the intervention asks them (the exception is Foglesong’s work, 

which asks some of these questions, but gives no answers and no evidence on which to 

build answers).   

             There is some speculation that the intervention in Russia was similar to another 

action in Mexico (1914), which was headed by Wilson.  Were these interventions run on 

similar lines?  Yes, but there were minor differences in the interventions.  The indication 

is that the Russian action was directed, its policy created, by Wilson alone.  What was 

Wilson’s role?  Based on the above, the Aide Mémoire, and other information, Wilson 

was the leader of the intervention.  Finally, if the intervention was run by Wilson, why 

did he refuse to intervene for so long before he finally agreed to act?  Evidence suggests  
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that Wilson was not opposed to the intervention, but wanted to wait for the right time to 

use U.S. troops.    
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INTRODUCTION 

History is little more than the register of crimes, follies and misfortunes of mankind. 
Edward Gibbon 

You can never know, as a historian, where an idea will come from.  In my case, a 

mundane assignment in a Russian history seminar has, by degrees, led to the book you 

are now holding, and which will, with luck, soon turn from one book to several.  Like 

many Americans I had little knowledge of this small and relatively unreported event, but 

I soon learned that from 1918 to 1920, forces of the United States served in the ports of 

Murmansk, Archangel and Vladivostok, fighting the newly formed Bolshevik 

Government.   I also learned that, to this day, we have yet to agree upon what the United 

States was trying to accomplish in that cold region.  Thus this thesis. 

             This thesis will focus on the causes of the intervention that took place in war torn 

Russia from 1918 to 1920, and whose military actions covered the whole of Russia from 

Archangel and Murmansk in the North, along the width of the Trans- Siberian Railway, 

and in distant Vladivostok.  This was a conflict that involved Bolshevik Russia, Russian 

resistance groups, Great Britain, the United States, Japan, France, and numerous other 

Allies.  For all of the nationalities involved, however, the American public is, to this day, 

less than knowledgeable about the Allied intervention.  Many are not even aware this 

intervention occurred.  With this in mind, this work has centered on completing two 

tasks, the first of which is a codification and subsequent examination of the four major 

existing theories on the causes of the intervention- a task no intervention literature has 

yet attempted.   

             The major theories behind the goals of the intervention, from the works of 

numerous authors, include fear, racism, military expediency and even humanitarianism.  

During the initial intervention, it is to be remembered, there was still a war raging across 

Europe.  Russia was prostrate and helpless before German power, and possessed wealth 

and resources which the Central Powers could have put to good use.  Given this context, 

it is no wonder that one of the most prevalently mentioned goals for the intervention was 
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to keep these materials and this wealth out of German hands at all costs.  Yet this also 

effectively questioned the legitimacy of the Bolshevik Authority in Moscow.  Many 

statesmen of the time, most notably Winston Churchill, wished to intervene in Russia to 

crush Bolshevism before it spread to other countries.   

             A few authors have accepted this as a legitimate goal of the intervention, but most 

will only go so far as to claim the intervention was a failure because the Bolsheviks 

survived it.  There is also a theory that the whole intervention was launched to rescue the 

Czechoslovak Legion which was trapped in hostile Bolshevik territory and had no way to 

escape without help.  Finally, a few authors have mentioned that Japan was interested in 

acquiring land in Asia (Chinese as well as Russian land).  The United States, which had 

never been overly friendly to Japan in the past, apparently joined the intervention in 

Siberia to keep Japan from acting alone there, and thus prevent Japanese conquest.  All of 

these theories sound plausible, but do they survive the light of research when compared 

to primary documents? 

             The second, and equally unique goal of this thesis is to study, to a greater deal 

than has been done before, the role of President Woodrow Wilson in the Russian 

intervention.  Many authors are willing to echo the normal view that Wilson was an 

unwilling participant in the intervention, but some evidence seems to indicate otherwise.  

For instance, why would Wilson the Reluctant have been allowed to form the policy of 

the Russian intervention, as it appears he did?  And as the Wilson administration had 

intervened in other countries before, most notably in Mexico, could one not rightfully ask 

why Wilson would have been against intervention if it was a favored policy of his?  Was 

Wilson a reluctant combatant who had to be dragged to Russia by his Allies?  I think not.  

It is precisely this mystery that other authors have refrained from researching and that I 

wish to study, and hopefully solve, as the second goal of this work.  In order to 

familiarize the reader with the arguments which already exist, a brief review of 

intervention literature would be helpful.  

             The Allied intervention in Russia in 1918- 1919 is one of those parts of history 

that seems to disappear from U.S. textbooks and television.  Perhaps that is because we 

lost that war, or perhaps we do not know enough about it.  Numerous authors believe that 

the intervention failed.  Some believed it was a failure of politicians to come to a 
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peaceful solution, some see it as a failure in learning from past mistakes, many saw it as a 

failure of planning- the intervention was ill- conceived, lacked a limited goal for the 

limited forces involved, and was ineffective in aiding the White Army.  Yet other works 

stressed that the moral and physical aid provided by the Allies did help the Whites, and 

even  prodded them into continued resistance.  Some even go so far as to call the 

intervention a success in its primary goals.  Explanations for intervention include 

reopening the Eastern Front, securing allied war materiel in Russian ports, getting 

railway and timber concessions, or strangling Bolshevism at birth.  Every debate seems 

to hinge on one crucial question: Why did the Allies go to Russia? 

             For the sake of uniformity, the books in this brief historiography are presented by 

their estimation of the causes of the intervention.  Most authors imply that the activities 

of the Central Powers in Russia spurred the intervention.  Others put the impetus for the 

intervention squarely at the frozen feet of the Czecho- Slovak Legion.  The third and final 

view claims the intervention was both self- serving for the allies and an aid to the White 

armies. 

             The oldest work in this study is Leonid I. Strakhovsky’s work Intervention at 

Archangel, published in 1944.  Strakhovsky accepts the idea that the intervention was an 

extension of the war against Germany.  Combating war- weariness and the loss of Russia 

as a combatant, the allies, the author claims, did not feel equal to the task of stopping 

Germany in a one- front war.  The partial success of what would be the last great German 

offensive of the war  took place in March of 1918 and served to further alarm the Entente 

powers.  Strakhovsky places the impetus for the intervention squarely on the war with 

Germany and the surrender of Russia, in which the “Bolsheviks not only had signed and 

ratified a separate peace… but had permitted, in their helplessness, the occupation by 

German troops of vast regions of the former Russian Empire.”1  German territorial 

holdings in Russia particularly threatened the port of Murmansk2, and generally the use 

of Russian resources would have been a great benefit to the Central Powers.   

             According to the literature, allied involvement in Russia did indeed sap precious 

German resources from the Western front, thus “so far as the Allied intervention is 

concerned, its purely military purpose, undertaken at a time when Germany was still a 

powerful opponent, was eminently successful.”3  The goal of stopping Bolshevism 
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(official or not) was never achieved.  Due to uncoordinated allied action, a lack of 

popular support, and an lassitude in the allies support of the intervention, Strakhovsky 

can only say: “as support to the North Russian counter- revolution it proved to be an utter 

failure.”4In this author’s view, the intervention was both success and failure.5     

             Benjamin D. Rhodes’ The Anglo- American Winter War with Russia, 1918- 1919 

was published in 1988. Once again, we see that America was, at first, dubious of 

intervention and the allies were, in general, dismissive of Bolshevik power.  Rhodes 

separates the goals of the British and American forces, with the British intervening in 

Russia to reopen the Eastern Front, and to not allow the Bolsheviks to use the supplies 

that the Allies had shipped to the Czarist regime.  America, according to the author, came 

mainly to help Russia form a democracy rather than a dictatorship.   

             If Rhodes was forced to describe the intervention in one word, it would probably 

be ‘failure.’  He characterizes the fighting as being done by “poorly- trained” and 

“second- class” troops, with the conduct of the intervention being “amateurish” in 

comparison to the conduct of the Great War.  But the thing he stresses most is that the 

combatants failed to learn the lessons that the winter war could have taught them.  

Indeed, he sees the lost opportunities as undeniably “comparable with the worst mistakes 

of the Crimean War.”6   

             Also published in 1988 was Michael Kettle’s The Road to Intervention.  Kettle 

accepts the argument of numerous other authors that the intervention was a direct result 

of the war with Germany, but the similarity ends there.  The author puts forward a 

completely new and unique argument for the intervention- he looks to German political 

and economic activity in Russia as the cause of intervention.  Kettle is the only author to 

chronicle the activities of German agents in Russia: buying controlling interests in 

Russian factories, real estate, oil companies, granaries and railroads.   

             It was this economic threat that, the author claims, caused Great Britain to 

intervene.  Further, there was a real possibility that the Germans could become closely 

allied with Russia by backing the anti-Bolsheviks.  Such an alliance, it was feared, would 

provide Germany with the materials it needed to win the Great War.  Again, three goals 

become important to the Americans: the defense of the Czech Legion and its eventual 

evacuation from Russia, a weak Bolshevik government that, at the time, was only in 
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power due to the weakness of its enemies were two major reasons to enter Russia.  The 

third reason is also the most familiar- America was convinced by the allies that Germany 

could not be defeated without an intervention to rebuild the Eastern front. 

             W. Bruce Lincoln’s work, Red Victory was published in 1989, and is one of the 

few works on the subject that endeavors to not only tell a chronological narrative of the 

Intervention from the Russian viewpoint, but from the Bolshevik viewpoint, and in the 

greater context of the Russian Civil War.  The narrative itself actually begins some time 

before Brest- Litovsk, when British marines in Mormons and Vladivostok were actually 

in the process of aiding the Russian forces- defending the allied war materials that would 

later have to be defended from the Bolsheviks.  It was only after the peace treaty of Brest 

that tension increased and the British mounted an intervention to, according to General 

Poole, secure railway and timber concessions for their own interests.   

             As for the United States (again seen as a major leader in the intervention), Wilson 

was ambivalent about the involvement, but joined the allies in Russia only when the 

British stated the limited goals of the action, namely securing the allied materiel stores in 

Murmansk and other Russian ports- to keep them out of Bolshevik hands.  Unfortunately, 

the British forces that moved into Archangel took the step “to establish an anti- 

Bolshevik government sworn to restore all ‘liberties and institutions of true popular 

government’ to Russia.”7  Britain toyed with the idea of a provisional military 

government, and limited goals were abandoned.   

             Victor M. Fic published The Collapse of American Policy in Russia and Siberia, 

1918 in 1995, and this can be legitimately labeled as a decisive work in the field of the 

intervention for its detailed analysis of one of the relatively overlooked aspects of the 

intervention- the Czech Legion.   The author asserts that “no other factor had a more 

profound effect upon the evolution of the allied plans for the reopening of the Eastern 

Front than the military operations of the Czechs against the Bolsheviks”8 placing the 

author in the camps of blaming both Germany and the Czech Legion for the intervention.    

It is important to note that the reopening of the Eastern Front is an accepted motivation 

for the allied intervention, and the author relates how allied planners wanted to use the 

Czech Legion as the nucleus of a new front against Germany.   

             Thus, the intervention was launched with the express purpose of ending the Great 
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War, and not with any high- minded ideas of crushing Bolshevism.  And the Czechs 

could be considered a factor in the eventual intervention, not only for these reasons but 

because of their activities along the Siberian railroad.  Their war with the Bolsheviks and 

seizure of the railroad proved to the allies that the rail line could be held by military 

force, the Russian population was friendly to intervention, and that the provisional 

government in Siberia desired to continue the war against Germany.9   

             Fic views the allied plan for intervention as both convincing and realistic in its 

scope.  On the decision of President Woodrow Wilson to intervene in Russia, however, 

he is nearly unduly harsh.  Wilson’s justification for the intervention, the saving of the 

Czech Legion and its escape from Russia, according to the author, was a plan that 

sacrificed all of the military and political gains thus far so nobly advanced by the anti- 

Bolsheviks.  In short, “it was not a policy designed to assist these democratic forces in 

their struggle for self- determination, but a plan for salvaging the Czechs.”10   

             This is how the author accounts for Wilson’s ambivalence towards sending 

enough troops to get the job done (America, the author claims, sent far too few troops to 

do what it stated it planned to do).  After the armistice, Fic states simply that the allied 

forces stayed in Russia to help the anti- Bolshevik governments that had come to depend 

on them for protection.  The intervention aimed to stop the Germans, and whatever the 

rhetoric, it was never designed to stop Bolshevism. 

             Also published in 1995 was David S. Foglesong’s America’s Secret War Against 

Bolshevism.  According to this author, the main incentive behind the intervention was to 

“reorganize military resistance to the Central Powers.”11  Other goals included promoting 

self- determination, preserving Russian territorial integrity against Germany and Japan, 

and securing trade and U.S. international stability against Bolshevism.  Foglesong thus 

believes that, although “no president has spoken more passionately and eloquently about 

the right of self- determination,”12 the goals of American intervention are no different 

from those of the allied powers- namely the ending of the Great War.13       Foglesong’s 

work is also worthy of note for some unique information it provides.  The author 

contrasts Wilson’s policies in Russia with those he used the earlier intervention in 

Mexico.  While claiming that the U.S. had no right to intervene in “social revolutions,”  

Wilson did not recoil from a campaign of economic sanctions, diplomatic non- 
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recognition, arms embargos and support of local resistance groups.  The campaign in 

Mexico also involved the judicious use of U.S. troops, used only in the defense of key 

areas (never for attack).14  Most of the procedures used by the Wilson administration in 

Mexico were used again in Russia, but the author does not take the argument (if 

argument it is) any farther than this.        

             The most recent work to believe in German activity as the cause for the 

intervention is E.M. Halliday’s When Hell Froze Over, published in 2000, but originally 

published in 1958 as The Ignorant Armies.    He lists the two overarching goals of the 

intervention as guarding allied war supplies in Russian ports and reopening the Eastern 

Front.  And while he states that physical support for the White army was ineffective and 

not helpful, he does say that the allies had a saving grace: Americans gave the White 

army, and peasants, a morale boost.  As Halliday says, “if the Yankees were giving up 

the struggle, it seemed reasonable to a good many peasants that the time had come for 

them to give it up too.”15  If nothing else then, the intervention was a success in 

bolstering the morale of White forces, it failed, however, at everything else.   

             In The White Generals, published in 1971, Richard Luckett endeavors to 

chronicle the events of the Allied Intervention of 1919 from the viewpoint of the White 

army.  Unlike the first set of authors, Luckett points to the Czechoslovak Legion as the 

main impetus for intervention- not German machinations.  As most authors in this study, 

Luckett also pays special attention to the place of the United Stated in any intervention.  

Indeed he says that while some 16 nations had a stake in the Siberian operation, only the 

landings at Archangel and Murmansk (exclusively Anglo- American actions) are 

considered “the predominant factor in the Civil War.”16  

              Further, the USA would be the senior partner in any Siberian endeavor, 

apparently because the other allies were incapable, or unwilling, to lead.  Luckett then 

chronicles the two goals of this limited intervention as helping the Czech Legion get back 

to their country and aiding the Russian attempts at self- government or self- defense by 

guarding those military stores that the allies had sent to the Czarist regime against 

Bolshevik use, and organizing local defense.  The major allied contributions included war 

materiel, troops, foodstuffs, financial credit and western advisors.    

             In The Midnight War, Richard Goldhurst offers a unique list of causes which are 
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put forth as motivating the intervention- namely, to aid the White forces against 

Bolshevism.  There is also an implication that the intervention was carried out for self- 

serving purposes not linked to the war.  Goldhurst, rather than rehashing all of the 

reasons that were given for the intervention of the US, proposes that while Americans 

came to Russia for many reasons, they stayed to “intervene in a civil war to see who 

would govern the new Russia.”17  Indeed, he contends that we, the US, did not go into 

Russia to steady their self- government, but rather, to transform Russia into a nation with 

whom other nations had congruent interest.  Thus the goals of the allied intervention 

ranged from instituting democracy, to maritime exploitation, to financial gain or 

increased protection for themselves.  This lack of a single goal was one of many mistakes 

in the intervention.       

             In many ways, the intervention was categorized as a failure.  Some believed it 

was a failure of politicians to come to a peaceful solution, some see it as a failure in 

learning from past mistakes, many saw it as a failure of planning- the intervention was 

ill- conceived, lacked a limited goal for the limited forces involved, and was ineffective 

in aiding the White Army.  Some believed the intervention was a military success.  Yet 

other works stressed that the moral and physical aid provided by the Allies did help the 

Whites, and even went so far as to prod them into continued resistance.  The reasons for 

intervention in the first place varied slightly with every author, from reopening the 

Eastern Front to securing allied war materiel in Russian ports, to getting railway and 

timber concessions or strangling Bolshevism at birth.  Particularly in the most scholarly 

works, various authors have categorized the intervention as a success against Germany, 

and only a failure in its dealings with the anti- Bolsheviks.  It all depends on the goal of 

the intervention itself.    

             There is, however, one loose matter to clear up.  Foglesong, in his work, 

presented information that linked the policies of the Mexican intervention and the 

Russian intervention, yet mentioned no more than that such similarities did exist.  Why 

were the policies so similar?  Did this similarity owe to allied pandering to American 

sensibilities in seeking U.S. military support?  Was the similarity due to the power of 

President Wilson in the matter- did he force the allies to do things his way?  And if the 

President had no qualms about intervention (and the record shows that no other president 
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has intervened more in foreign countries), why would he be afraid to enter Russia- as the 

normal theory suggests?  This is a theory very few authors have encountered, and fewer 

still have noted, yet it has the possibility of drastically altering our views on the 

American reaction to the call for intervention in 1918 and Wilson’s motivations and 

policy.  

             Before going any farther into this discussion, it would be prudent to discuss 

briefly the nature of primary source materials.  This thesis, as many historical works 

before it, relies heavily on primary source documentation to make educated inferences 

about various aspects of history, in this case, the history of the Allied Intervention in 

Russia.  These sources are at best a double- edged sword.  On the one hand, they provide 

the historian with a virtual eye- witness account of the incident in question.  These 

sources can contain the biases of the writer or try to tell the truth.  The Papers Relating to 

the Foreign Relations of the United States: The Lansing Papers 1914- 1920, contain just 

such a problem.  On the one hand, Robert Lansing was a highly- placed official in the 

Wilson administration and his correspondence can give a researcher much information. 

On the other hand, the Lansing papers do contain an amount of bias.   

             Wilson’s Aide Mémoire, is another example used frequently in this work.  This 

document was typed by Wilson himself, and therefore could be a rare study in what 

President Wilson personally believed about the intervention.  It is also the closest the 

intervention ever came to having a concrete, set, goal.  Yet again, this document does 

contain traces of bias.  Perhaps most importantly, however, both the Lansing Papers and 

the Aide Me moiré are published documents.  Simply, these documents have been edited, 

and their true ability to reflect the time period has been diminished.18  Any published 

documents are edited, and thus are not as insightful as the original documents.   

             On the other hand, the materials used in this work that come from  the National 

Archives and Records Administration in Washington D.C. are original, unedited 

documents.  These documents can, therefore, provide more information on possible 

conflicts over policy, or even racism as the documents having to do with joint U.S.- 

Japanese action attest.  This bias is a major weakness for any sources, published or 

otherwise.  Finally, there was one secondary source, a two volume work on the 

intervention by George F. Kennan.  It was not used because it was unavailable to the 
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author.  However, Kennan’s views are summarized in his work, Russia and the West 

under Lenin and Stalin, which was consulted in this thesis.  As the trustworthiness of a 

source is of constant concern,  whenever possible, this thesis has used primary sources 

only when the content of these sources is collaborated by numerous documents.  This 

cross- referencing of facts has, I believe, protected this thesis from falling prey to 

erroneous information.      

             In the next chapters, this thesis will discuss the various military reasons the allies 

used to justify intervention, such as the wish to reopen the Eastern front against 

Germany, evacuate the Czech Legion from Russia and protect war materials in the ports 

of Murmansk, Vladivostok, and Archangel.  The work will also discuss the various 

political motivations to intervention, especially in the American reaction to Japanese 

intervention in Russia.  The discussion on the causes of the intervention will then 

conclude with a debate on the importance of “crushing Bolshevism” as a goal of the 

intervention, and if it ever was an official goal of the intervention at all.         
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Chapter 1 
 

THE ALLIED GOALS IN SIBERIA 

Czecho-Slovaks in the Snow 

“The least movement is of importance to all nature.  The entire ocean is affected by a 
pebble.”  Blaise Pascal 

             The two divisions of the Czech Legion served as part of the Tsarist army in 

Ukraine. The force consisted of local Czechs and Slovaks who lived in the empire and 

was bolstered by Czech and Slovak prisoners of war and deserters from the Austro- 

Hungarian army.  Because of their personal grudge against Austria- Hungary, the Legion 

was unwilling to leave the Great War when the Bolsheviks signed the peace of Brest with 

Germany.  Professor Thomas Masaryk, who would become the political leader of the 

Czecho- Slovak national movement, and Dr. Edward Benes cut a deal with the Bolshevik 

administration to extricate the Legion from Russia.  The Legion would travel, via rail, to 

Vladivostok and then be transported by ship to Western Europe to serve on the Western 

Front.1  The Czech Legion had engaged in minor skirmishes to keep ahead of the 

advancing German army and began moving to Vladivostok  along the Trans- Siberian 

Railroad in late March of 1918.2   

             There was, however, a complication.  The local Soviets, now under Bolshevik 

control, slowed the movement of the Legion, engaged in harassment, and at some points 

demanded the Czecho- Slovaks disarm.3  Worse still, Allied planners proposed that a 

Czecho- Slovak force of 20,000 should march to Northern Russia to bolster the numbers 

of the small British forces in Murmansk against possible German encroachment.  

Apparently, Trotsky had been cool to the idea from the beginning and these incidents 

prodded him to take a hard- line against the Legion.  The Czecho- Slovaks responded by 

hardening their own position.  Thus near the beginning of all the trouble in May of 1918 

the Consul at Moscow (Poole) cabled to the Secretary of State the following situational 

report: “None but Bolshevik newspapers appeared this morning.  These contain long and 

rather hysterical appeals to the people setting forth that… counter- revolutionary plotters 

have caused Czech outbreak.”4  The Legion, looking to its own defense, eventually 
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refused to give up any more of its arms.   

             Skirmishes broke out between the Legion and the local Bolshevik forces all along 

the length of the railway so that by the end of April 1918 roughly six thousand of the 

Legion resided in Vladivostok with the rest en route.  The outbreak of hostilities between 

the Legion and the local Bolshevik forces has been given a great amount of importance.  

According to Fic, as well as Michael Kettle (another noted scholar on the Legion), the 

Czecho- Slovak forces and their fight against the Bolsheviks offered proof that the 

Eastern Front could be reopened successfully against Germany and was the determining 

factor in compelling the United States to send troops into Russia.  Was the Legion the 

main reason for US involvement in the Allied Intervention?   

             Both Luckett’s The White Generals and Fic’s The Collapse of American Policy in 

Russia and Siberia, 1918  point to the actions, and plight,  of the Czechoslovak Legion as 

the driving force behind the intervention.  Certainly the Legion created a unique 

opportunity for the Allied forces which wished to send an expedition to Russia.  For 

instance, a letter from then Secretary of State Robert Lansing to President Woodrow 

Wilson mentions the plight of the Czechs in Russia thus: “it appears that their efforts to 

reach Vladivostok being opposed by the Bolsheviks they are fighting the Red Guards 

along the Siberian line with more or less success.”  And as these forces had been loyal to 

the allied cause and treated harshly by the Bolsheviks that “ought we not to consider 

whether something cannot be done to support them?”  A fine humanitarian goal, but this 

is not the whole story, or the whole letter.  The supporting of the Legion also had military 

benefits: “Is it not possible that in this body of capable and loyal troops may be found a 

nucleus for military occupation of the Siberian railway?”5  

             In fact there was a concerted effort by the Allied forces in this time (1918) to 

create a second Eastern Front against Germany, as was mentioned earlier.  It is true that 

documents have described the Czech Legion as the best trained force in Siberia, and they 

would thus make a suitable core for a future military force.  Some authors have taken the 

stance that, based on Wilson’s letters, speeches, and policy, the United States entered 

Siberia with the single goal of evacuating the Czecho- Slovaks to Europe and keeping 

them from being used by the Allies for operations against Germany on the Eastern Front.  

Wilson’s Aide Mémoire of July 1918 states that one of the main goals for the US forces 
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in Siberia was to “carry out plans for safeguarding the rear of the Czecho- Slovaks 

operating from Vladivostok in a way that will place it and keep it in close cooperation 

with a small military force like its own from Japan, and if necessary from other Allies.”6    

             However, most foreign policy documents from the Lansing Papers deal with the 

Czech Legion only as far as the logistics of supplying them with arms and foodstuffs.  

Lansing himself points out that the Czecho- Slovaks were one of two stated US goals in a 

further letter to President Wilson: “You have stated that our military forces sent to Russia 

are to render such protection and help as is possible to the Czecho- Slovaks… and to 

steady any efforts at self- government or self- defense in which the Russians themselves 

may be willing to accept assistance.”7   

             And yet this statement of goals did not equate to action, as even the publication 

“The Operations of the Czechoslovak Army in Russia in the Years 1917- 1920” clearly 

shows.  This book, authored by Vladimir Klecanda in 1921 chronicles, in detail, the 

creation, service, and eventual rebellion of Czech forces in Russia.  What seems most 

interesting is the information not found in its pages. There appears to be no mention of 

allied (American) activity in regards to the protection and help of the Czecho- Slovaks 

save for veiled insinuations.  For instance, the book attests that “because of the 

international interest involved, the Vladivostok division was unable to be of assistance to 

the western part before the end of June.”8  It also contests that order was only maintained 

on the railroads and in their nearby storehouses “through the efforts of the Czechoslovak 

organs.”9  This publication tends to support the theory that little help was actually given 

to the Czechoslovaks, and confirms the lack of supplies and munitions in the Czech 

forces which was mentioned in contemporary U.S. foreign policy documents.  The 

overall picture seems to be one of futility- Czecho- Slovak forces suffering from poor 

supply and in need of help.  Wilson’s Aide Mèmoire seemed (by mentioning the Czechs 

by name) to offer this needed help.  And yet, the help never arrived- not even 

(apparently) help of a material nature.        

             There is comparatively little documentation to be found in the US foreign 

documents of this time period on the Czech Legion and the existing documents, neither 

promote decisive use of the Legion in Russia as a part of a new Eastern front nor promote 

a decisive plan to evacuate the Legion from Russia. The bulk of the existing documents 
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are letters begging for additional supplies to support the Czecho- Slovaks or letters 

asking President Wilson to do “something,” to make a decision on what action the US 

would take in regards to the Czech Legion.  Wilson, it is to be remembered, had the 

option of sending more troops to support the Czechs and of allowing US troops to fight 

alongside the Czechs.  He refused to do either, leaving a force in Vladivostok that could 

hold the city in event of attack but could not lift a finger to clear the way for the Czech 

Legion.  Indeed, Wilson’s documents seem to indicate that the Czecho- Slovaks would be 

forced to make their own way to Vladivostok- with no help.  Not exactly what Wilson’s 

ringing oratory had promised.   

             With this kind of documentation I cannot agree that the Legion was a deciding 

factor in US intervention or Allied intervention.  In all honesty, the Czech Legion 

occupies the smallest amount of actual documentation of the major causes of Allied 

intervention.  Further, Wilson did specifically mention aiding the Czecho- Slovaks in his 

quasi- declaration condoning the intervention10 but never seemed to get around to helping 

the Czechs retreat to safety or rescue their comrades further inland.  Do the actions match 

the promises?  Were they even intended to?  In the overall scheme of things, the 

Americans themselves had a bigger fish to fry- the Empire of Japan and its designs in 

Asia. 

 

Alliance, War and the Japanese Intervention 

“When dealing with people, remember you are not dealing with creatures of logic, but 
with creatures of emotion, creatures bristling with prejudice and motivated by pride and 

vanity.”  Dale Carnegie 

Could a fear of Japanese conquest have prompted the United States to send its 

forces to Vladivostok?  Could this be one of the causes of the Siberian intervention?  The 

documentation available does indeed show a great amount of tension between not only 

the Japanese and American governments, but also between their troops.  Simple 

misunderstandings and brawls between Japan and the US became international incidents 

and threatened the relations of the two governments.  Perhaps for all the rhetoric Japan 

proclaimed about helping to lift Russia out of its troubles, there was an amount of 
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imperialism left unstated, but it seems that the United States, perhaps even meaning well, 

blew this out of proportion.   

Foglesong’s America’s Secret War Against Bolshevism is the only secondary 

source to deal with this issue, and it does so in the most cursory fashion.  In Foglesong’s 

view, one of the goals of the Wilson Administration’s intervention was to stop any 

Japanese conquests in Russia or China.  From the amount of documentation the Anglo- 

Japanese relations produced and the almost hysterical tone it acquired, this cause may 

deserve more than a cursory examination. 

             In order to understand the less- than- warm feelings the Americans and Japanese 

shared for each other, one must study some few, key events which occurred in the years 

before the outbreak of hostilities in 1914.  Beginning even before the first meeting of the 

Japanese and Americans in 1853, there existed in Japan a belief in the expansion of 

Japanese control overseas for the purpose of creating a strong, self- sufficient Japan.  

This expansion traditionally focused on Korea, Manchuria, Formosa and the Philippines, 

and Japan had made some gains in these areas through the successful conclusion of the 

Russo- Japanese War in 1905.   

             Nearly ten years later, the matter had reopened anew.  China had founded a 

Republic in 1911, a republic recognized by the United States.  The Japanese had asked 

the Wilson Administration to hold off on recognition of the Republic of China in order 

that the two countries could act in concert- but Wilson was unwilling to wait.  In 

response to this slight to Japanese prestige, Japan recognized Mexico as a sovereign 

government and proceeded to begin trade, including arms shipments, with them.  This 

was precisely what America had tried to stop from happening through the use of 

diplomatic isolation against Mexico.11  

              In a sense, Japan resented US activity in its sphere of influence, and the US 

resented their activity in Mexico.12  Finally, in 1913 the California Alien Land Bill was 

passed, bringing indignation from Japan.  The Japanese government called the law 

discriminatory while US observers mistrusted the Japanese protests as having a deeper, 

more insidious meaning.  Generally speaking, American- Japanese relations seem to have 

run on the principle of insult to match insult, with neither side willing to compromise to 

come to a better understanding.  At least twice between 1910 and the outbreak of the 
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Great War, the halls of power bustled with rumors of a Pacific War against Japan, but it 

would be many years before those predictions came true.  

             Given this history of mistrust, it is logical that Japanese activities in Asia during 

the Great War did give many Americans pause.  Great Britain, with a full plate in Europe, 

asked their Japanese ally to destroy German naval power in Asia, and this plan was also 

promoted by the Supreme War Council in Paris.  Indeed, they were of the opinion that 

“Japanese intervention was more than ever necessary to Combat Germany.”13  There was 

some controversy over Japanese seizure of the German port of Tsingtao, as the seizure of 

land by Japan was not a part of the original allied plan.  America lodged a complaint, and 

that complaint is best summarized by the points made by General Tasker Bliss.   

             Bliss stated that America understood the allies wanted to limit German power in 

the area, but that the real danger in the Orient was Japanese control.  He suggested that 

the danger could be reduced by forcing the Japanese intervention to go no further inland 

than the port of Vladivostok. Even some British diplomats believed that a lack of 

American forces was undesirable as “it would leave Japanese in unchecked 

possession.”14  There was also a fear that if Japan did intervene alone “there is some 

likelihood of her late arriving at an understanding with Germany.”15  This fear was not 

the only reason stated in regards to Japan acting alone.   

             Robert Lansing’s notes on the intervention point to the animosity between Russia 

and Japan as another problem of Japanese unilateralist.  For example, “on April 25th Lord 

Reading advocated cooperation in Siberian intervention, asserting that, if Japan acted 

alone, it would result in a large portion of the Russian population going over to 

Germany.”16  In this same document, it is recorded that Japan was asked to give 

assurances that Japan would seek no conquest in Russia.  Finally, “it must be marked, in 

addition, that an agreement of the allies with Japan affords the only means of obtaining… 

declarations… stating that she is acting as an ally of… Russia”17 and would not encroach 

on Russian sovereignty.      

             Japan had the motive, ability, and legal cover (as an ally against Germany) to 

annex Germany’s Asian property for herself, and with the removal of German naval units 

and with the general lack of large British or French forces in Asia (many had been 

withdrawn to Europe) it was felt that the Japanese could act the conqueror.  Incidentally, 
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this is the very theory which Lansing relates in his War Memoirs- that the Great War 

would provide Japan with the opportunity to gain a foothold in China and advance 

Japanese political and economic control over the new Republic of China.18  The issuance 

of the infamous Twenty One Demands (intended to give Japan a free hand in China)19 did 

little to counter these fears.  The United States, however, was not about to forgo its open 

door to Asia or its Chinese and Japanese markets, and the fact that China had just formed 

a Republic in 1911 should not be forgotten.20   

             Because of this tension and mistrust, the United States proposed sending equal 

numbers of Japanese and US troops to garrison Vladivostok.  Even this international 

intervention, with United States involvement, failed to allay the fears of Japanese 

hegemony in Asia.  In “An Account of the American Expeditionary Forces in Siberia,” a 

document prepared for the office of the Chief of Staff, author Captain Laurence B. 

Packard records his reaction to the Japanese declaration which was issued to the Russian 

people on September 13th of the first year of the intervention.   

             The declaration claimed that Japan was the real savior of Russia, wanting nothing 

more than “to draw Russia out of her gulf of misery and to break the chains of slavery, 

which condition has resulted through the efforts of… the Red Army.”21  Perhaps it was 

because of the years of mistrust, or perhaps because the aforementioned declaration 

stated that obstructionists would be pursued and delt with “as nothing must stand in the 

way of the execution of the work of our army”22, but Captain Packard was prompted to 

believe that “their intentions, as has been suggested, were to ’save’ Russia or portions 

thereof for some one else besides Russia.”23  Indeed, in Packard’s view, the facts clearly 

supported the assumption that Japan was on the prowl for Russian territory and influence. 

             Tension also existed in Siberia, despite the claims of “very intimate relations 

between your troops and mine”24 made by Japanese General K. Otani.  Indeed, for all the 

notices posted to the American forces that “it is to be remembered that the Japanese who 

are our allies, are people of a different race and of different customs and whose channel 

of thought are somewhat different from … our own”25 there seems to be no end to the list 

of documents detailing certain troubles between the American and Japanese forces.  

              For instance, there was apparently some question over the rightful owners of 

about 350 tons of brass.  The Japanese were politely informed that “it is the property of 
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the Russians, and he further advises that in case you think differently he will submit the 

question to our government.”26  Perhaps one of the most interesting incidents, however, is 

one which dealt with some altercation between US and Japanese personnel and left a 

paper trail from November of 1918 to February of 1919.  This incident, which in all 

likelihood should have been dealt with and done with, lingered because of “the probable 

far reaching effect it may have on the relations between American soldiers and Japanese 

soldiers.”27  The author, General Graves, went so far as to state “that if American soldiers 

get the idea that they are to be assaulted without any provocation by Japanese soldiers, 

that it will be very difficult for us to avoid very disagreeable incidents between the two 

forces.”28 

             From the Lansing Papers, we find more evidence of American mistrust and some 

degree of real Japanese imperialism.  For instance, W.J. Bryant (Lansing’s predecessor) 

summed up the general points against Japanese involvement in Siberia and in China as 

follows.  Japan had planned to send police advisors into Manchuria, but had never clearly 

denoted the limits of these advisors, “and left it to be inferred that Japan desired to share 

in the general police system of the country.”29  This would be objectionable as it would 

hamper Chinese sovereignty, unless Manchuria became a Japanese territory.   

             Further, Japan proposed that “China should buy a certain percentage of her arms 

from Japan, or establish in China joint Chino- Japanese factories for the manufacture of 

Chinese arms.”30  Control of a nation’s arms is linked closely to the control of the 

country, and such a proposal would threaten the political independence of China.  Thus, 

the two objections in Bryant’s memo are that the Japanese are acting as a menace to 

Chinese political integrity, and that this treaty would interfere with the agreement for the 

equal treatment of all nations known as the “Open Door” policy.  Another memorandum 

from Bryant mentions Japanese orders that would allow Japanese citizens in Manchuria 

to only follow police laws and taxation laws that were approved by Japanese consuls.  

Obviously, such an order, if carried out “is to take away from China the right to make 

laws controlling Japanese residents.”31   

             Relations between the two allies was also marred by various misunderstandings.  

For instance, the Vladivostok garrison was to be made up of perfectly equal numbers of 

Japanese and American forces, so “the fact that the Japanese are sending a larger naval 
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force to Vladivostok then they first led us to expect makes an uncomfortable impression 

on me.”32  President Wilson further stated that “we should show clearly in our reply that 

we should look upon military action in that quarter with distinct disapproval.”  In looking 

over the various documents regarding the relationship between the Japanese Empire and 

the United States on this matter, it seems clear why both sides entered into the 

intervention slowly, as Lansing’s meeting with Japanese ambassador Aimaro Sato shows: 

“I then spoke to him about the situation at Vladivostok and told him that… it would be 

unwise for either the United States or Japan to send troops.”33  The Japanese ambassador 

apparently agreed “that both Great Britain and France had made the suggestion but that 

the Japanese government did not consider it wise.”34   

             Up to this point, we have studied the intervention of Vladivostok from a purely 

American and Japanese angle, but in fact a number of relevant documents come from the 

British Foreign Office.  Earl Curzon is recorded as stating that “in view of the present 

situation, War Office propose that Japanese should be asked to dispatch troops to 

Siberian front.”35  But in order to induce the Japanese to act on this plan, the British 

government was willing to put pressure on China to allow Japanese soldiers to guard the 

Chinese Eastern Railway, a vital lifeline for quick travel.  The British apparently trusted 

Japanese intentions, at least more so than the United States.  But the truly interesting 

document in this regard comes from Viscount Grey, and regards United States relations 

with Japan.  Grey catalogues a number of alarmist telegrams from Siberia warning of 

everything from a German- Russian- Japanese alliance to a fear that “Cossacks might, 

under Japanese instigation and with Japanese support… attack American soldiers in 

Eastern Siberia.”36  Due to this hysteria, Grey believed “it is desirable to reply quickly as 

United States Government are seriously apprehensive.”37   

             The apprehensive nature of the US over even minor matters of shipments of brass 

and a few too many Japanese ships for Wilson’s liking is unmistakable.  As if the content 

of the documents were not enough, there is also the quantity. No other motivation for 

intervention in this thesis, save the war with Germany, comprises as large a part of the 

United States Foreign Policy documents. The high priority of the issue made this a major 

source of documentation.  More research needs to be done for a decisive answer, but 

there is decidedly good evidence to back the theory that part of the goal of the Siberian 
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intervention was to keep China and Russia free of Japanese conquest.  There are, 

however, two other motivations for the intervention into Russia which must be discussed 

due to the large number of authors who count them among the main causes of the 

intervention:  The destruction of the red menace (Bolshevism), and the securing of 

Russian territory and wealth against Germany.   
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Chapter 2 
 

THE ALLIED GOALS IN RUSSIA 
 
 

Whose bright idea was this? 
Why Allied Soldiers found themselves in the North Russian Wilderness. 

“Give us the fortitude to endure the things which cannot be changed, and the courage to 
change the things which should be changed, and the wisdom to know one from the 

other.”  Oliver J. Hart 
 
             The year 1918 opened on a pessimistic note for the Entente and Associated 

Powers.  The Western Front against Germany had been a stalemate for years, Italy, the 

most recent country to join the fray, had provided little to the Allied war effort.  What 

was worse, Russia had been forced out of the war because of revolution, and Germany no 

longer had to deal with a two-front war.   

             By March, the Bolshevik administration officially made peace with the Kaiser’s 

forces at the peace of Brest, and later that month the Germans, with forces pulled from 

the now defunct Eastern Front, launched what would become their last great offensive in 

the West.  How this situation influenced Allied policy in Russia can be seen in some of 

the generally accepted reasons for intervention: the necessity of preventing the Germans 

from seizing Russian resources and war materials for their own war effort, the wish to 

prevent the seizure of allied war supplies in the ports of Murmansk, Archangel and 

Vladivostok by German forces, and an attempt to save what was left of the Russian fleet 

from German control.1 

             Foglesong, Halliday, Fic and Rhodes all point to ending the war with Germany as 

the major force behind the intervention.  Strakhovsky specifically states that the Allies 

intervened to stop the German seizure of Russian land, especially the port of Murmansk 

which, he states, would have made a good submarine base.  Kettle’s The Road to 

Intervention also puts the blame on the European war, pointing out that the Allies could 

not allow Germany to economically or politically manipulate Russia- leading to the 

eventual Allied intervention. 

             The evidence that suggests the intervention was motivated primarily by the war 



25 

 

with Germany is abundant and detailed.  A communication between the First Secretary of 

the British Embassy and the Counselor for the Department of State relays the fears of 

British Secretary of State of Foreign Affairs Balfour as such: The Germans will seize or 

destroy any Russian vessels in the ports of Archangel and Murmansk and further use the 

peace of Brest to demand the evacuation of Murmansk by all allied troops and “make an 

attempt to themselves occupy the port as a submarine base… for the purpose of cutting 

off allied trade with Russia after the war.”2  This is precisely what the Germans did 

demand, according to a communication from the Consul at Moscow to the Secretary of 

State.   

             German ambassador Count von Mirbach sent an ultimatum to the Bolshevik 

administration warning that if all allied forces did not evacuate Murmansk that “it will be 

necessary for Germany to undertake military operations occupying further territory either 

in the direction of Murmansk or elsewhere.”3  A second telegram from the Consul at 

Moscow confirmed this ultimatum’s existence and demands.  It further mentions gossip 

of demands by Germany for Russia to accept economic reforms and German occupation 

of important centers to restore civil order.  The message ends bleakly: “possibility of 

German occupation of Moscow within near future again being discussed by serious 

people.”4  

             But even prior to this, a letter from the British Embassy stated that the local 

commander of the British forces in Murmansk believed “the occupation of Murmansk 

will probably be necessary.”  The unnamed local commander was stated to have noted 

the anti- allied views of the Bolsheviks and a possible assault by the Finns on the 

Petrograd- Murmansk railway as his major concerns.5  In fact, a memorandum dated May 

20, 1918 confirmed that the Finns did, indeed, attack Murmansk.  This force was 

repulsed.   

             Secretary of State Robert Lansing was aware of the Central Powers’ need for 

resources to continue their war effort as well: “their governments are tempted by the 

possibility of obtaining supplies to arrange peace with these people…the result would be 

that Germany and Austria could remove their military forces for use elsewhere and 

Russia’s resources would be at their mercy.”6  The British government was worried by 

similar ideas, in one letter remarking that “there are clear proofs that Italian subjects are 
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being used as agents by German financial interests both here, in South Russia and 

Caucasus.”7   

             Despite the evidence that Germany could conceivably use Russian resources to 

continue its war effort, Lansing believed that, as far as any policy for Russia was to be, 

“Do Nothing’ should be our policy until the black period of terrorism comes to an end.”  

President Woodrow Wilson agreed: “I entirely agree with your argument about sending 

troops to Russia.  There are many reasons why it would be unwise even if it were 

practicable.”8  In fact, the President’s Aide Mémoire of 1918 specifically stated that “it 

would be of no advantage in the prosecution of our main design, to win the war against 

Germany.”9  

             The British Government took an overall different view according to the 

documents.  While they too believed that German designs on Russian resources had to be 

stopped for the good of the Allied war effort, they seemed to be much more hostile to the 

Bolshevik administration.  For instance, one communication regarding British interests in 

Russia, from Sir G. Buchanan mentioned the constant demands on his office to protect 

British companies, Russian companies run with British capital, and companies of 

“interest” to Great Britain.  “In fact, I thought it well to ignore the difference in legal 

status between a British firm, a company registered as British, and a Russian company in 

which all the shares are in British hands.”10  He thus gave embassy protection to as many 

companies as possible (somewhat illegally) and allowed them to file damages.   

             More telling is a letter from the Assistant Secretary of State of Foreign Affairs for 

Foreign Affairs: “we have already publicly informed the Bolshevik leaders that should 

any further acts of violence be committed against a British subject, His Majesty’s 

Government will hold the members of the Soviet Government individually responsible, 

and will make every effort to secure that they shall be treated as outlaws.”11  This more 

hostile association is probably connected to the firm stand of Great Britain in defense of 

the anti- Bolshevik governments.  This can be seen in its greatest extent in the actions of 

Great Britain in Archangel.  Despite the high moral tone of the Allied Declaration to the 

Murman Council, which stated that “representatives of Great Britain, the United States of 

North America, and France… again affirm the absence of any purpose of conquest in 

respect to the Murman region as a whole or in… parts”12 the reality proved somewhat 
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different.   

             The military commander of the Archangel force, Major General Frederick C. 

Poole was continually engaged in a fight for supremacy with the very people that had 

made the Archangel landing a success- the mostly soviet-leaning members of the 

Supreme Administration of the Northern Region led by N.V. Chaikovsky.  For instance, 

after Chaikovsky officially allowed the flag of the revolution to be flown in Archangel, 

General Poole ordered it taken down as a safety measure against pro- Bolshevik 

sentiment.  Not only did Poole override the Administration’s measure, but he politely 

informed them that the town was under martial law.  General Poole also appointed a local 

military governor (infringing on the rights of the Administration).  In general, these are 

not the actions of a man allowing Russia to govern itself and with no wish to dominate it- 

as Poole was ordered to act.  Rather, these actions show a willingness (perhaps against 

orders) by certain individuals, Poole among them, to take matters into their own hands.13  

This being the case, I am unwilling to blame the British Government without more proof 

of wrongdoing.14  

             Until now, this overview has scrutinized documents and causations dating to a 

time during the Great War.  The result has been, I believe, that the main impetus for 

launching the Allied Intervention into Russia was the war with Germany, specifically 

keeping Russian resources out of German hands- whether those resources came from 

Russia herself or from Allied stores in the Northern ports.  These supplies cannot be 

forgotten or go uncounted as Murmansk and Archangel had, combined, over 900,000 

tons of stockpiled materials, and distant Vladivostok held about 450,000 tons: weapons, 

munitions, and perhaps most importantly rations, that the Central Powers could make 

excellent use of- if they could seize them.15   

             On the other hand, we have also seen, very clearly indeed, that there was a 

hesitancy to act aggressively in the United States (even though they were aware of the 

danger) and perhaps a tendency for some British officers to go beyond their stated orders.  

All of this would change on November 11, 1918. The official signing of the Armistice  

would eventually lead to the 1919 Paris Peace Conference, but this peace with the 

Central Powers also stripped the Intervention of its most important, perhaps only goal: 

the defeat of Germany and Austria- Hungary. 
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             According to Strakhovsky and other historians, the Entente and Associated 

Powers were less than willing to speak of their goals for the Russian expedition after the 

cessation of hostilities with the Central Powers.  France remained silent on her reasons 

for sending troops to Russia, as did Great Britain until popular discontent forced that 

government to declare they were not at war with the Bolsheviks.  The United States 

remained silent as well, and made no new policy on the Russian situation until after the 

Paris Peace was signed in 1919.  A communication from the Chargé in Russia to the 

Acting Secretary of State shows the situation in Archangel to be one of confusion, and 

even mutiny: “So far as the American troops are concerned a frank statement from high 

authority would greatly lessen their discontent and end definitely the possibility of 

serious developments.”16  He further proposed a message along these lines:  

                          “You were sent to northern Russia for imperative military reasons 
             growing out of the existence of a state of war with Germany.  You kept the 
             northern Russian ports from becoming submarine bases.  You put an end to the 
             shipments into central Russia, and thence possibly to Germany for use against our 
             troops in France, of military and other stores lying at Archangel.  A considerable 
             part of these stores you saved and are continuing to guard.  Furthermore, your 
             presence in northern Russia tended to frustrate in some degree German troop 
             concentrations on the western front…the end of your task is in sight.  You are to 
             be sent back to the United States with the least possible delay.”17 
 
This proposed notice to the troops, however heroically worded, was apparently never 

adopted as a following communication from the Chargé in Russia states clearly that 

“dissatisfaction and unrest among the soldiers of the 339th Infantry came to a definite 

manifestation Saturday night when I Company refused for a time to return to duty at the 

front.”18  He states again that he could “hardly emphasize too strongly the immediate 

need for either, first a statement from high authority… or, second, authority… to 

announce that the order has been definitely given for the withdrawal of the 339th.”19   

             The Americans were not the only one to have such problems, however.  Only 

days before the 339th Infantry was involved with this incident a similar act of 

insubordination occurred.  The Chargé in Russia noted in a letter to the Acting Secretary 

of State that a French battalion had refused to relieve the American battalion in the front 

lines.  This led to “some 113 men are now disarmed and under guard… while instructions 

are awaited from Paris by the French military attaché.”20   
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             The British Government, however, made plain their feelings on the issue of the 

Russian expedition.  In a speech to the House of Commons on April 16, 1919, Prime 

Minister Lloyd George stated his feelings on the subject, namely that the anti- Bolshevik 

governments that resided in Russia in 1919 had been summoned into being by the Allies’ 

call for a new Eastern Front- and thus had risked their lives to stay true to the Allied 

cause.  Lloyd George thus said that it would make Great Britain unworthy of being called 

civilized if “we, as soon as they had served our purpose, and as soon as they had taken all 

the risks, had said, ‘Thank you; we are exceedingly obliged to you.  You have served our 

purpose.  We need you no longer.  Now let the Bolsheviks cut your throats.”21   

             This wish to protect the governments which helped the Allies in the Great War is 

also mentioned by Mr. O’Reilly in a note from Vladivostok. O’Reilly stated that the anti- 

Bolshevik government in his area was striving after internal improvement, and that the 

only way to steady Russia through the current time of troubles was “by putting ourselves 

behind this Government and enabling it to maintain itself.”22  A collection of notes from 

a meeting of top Allied leaders in Paris echoes this point: “they are therefore disposed to 

assist the Government of Admiral Koltchak… to establish themselves as the Government 

of All Russia.”23  Indeed, this cause became the last gasp of the Allied forces.  Faced with 

the abandonment of Archangel due to pressures at home and the aforementioned 

incidents of mutiny among the French and American soldiers garrisoned there, a British 

diplomat in Archangel wondered “would it not be possible to bring public opinion to 

separate question of continued occupation of Archangel… on the ground that we 

occupied the area as part of the war with Germany…and that we cannot abandon them 

to… Bolshevik reprisals?”24  If there was any official goal for the Russian expeditionary 

forces after the surrender of the Central Powers in the Great War, the defense of the anti- 

Bolshevik governments which promised to continue their resistance to the Germans was 

it. 

             What, then, are we to make of the Allied intervention based on these facts?  The 

intervention was, officially, an extension of the Great War in that it was an attempt to 

deny the Central Powers of Germany and Austria- Hungary the use of Russian ports, 

Russian material resources, Allied munitions, and Russian foodstuffs.  The diminutive 

size of the forces sent to Russia for this purpose may belie their effect, as numerous 
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documents indicate a strong desire by Germany to use Russian wealth (such as it was) to 

continue its own war effort.  It can be argued that the presence of Allied forces, in no 

small measure, forced the Central Powers to treat Russia as a possible front rather than as 

a conquered territory and thus stopped those Powers from availing themselves of 

Russia’s resources.   

             From the documentation, it is also apparent that this is the view that the Allied 

soldiers took of their own actions, as they began to show indiscipline and refuse 

hazardous duty only after the armistice that ended the Great War.  They, seemingly, 

believed their duty to be over when Germany surrendered.  This also explains the silence 

from the French and American Governments regarding the goals of the expedition after 

November 11, 1918.  Indeed, other than the British excuse of protecting the anti- 

Bolshevik Governments from Bolshevik reprisals, there is no official goal set for the 

expedition beyond its original goal of stopping German aggression.  And speaking of 

Bolshevism, could this political movement and its disturbing rhetoric have played a part 

in the decision of the Allied and Associated Powers to intervene?  

 Bolshevism and the Intervention  

“A communist is like a crocodile: when it opens its mouth you cannot tell whether it is 
trying to smile or preparing to eat you up.”  Winston Churchill 

 

             In the last years of the Great War, the newly- empowered Bolshevik party had 

certainly earned a number of enemies among the Allied and Associated powers.  Through 

Bolshevik leadership, Russia was withdrawn from the war and would eventually sign a 

separate peace with the Central Powers.  This allowed German troops otherwise kept 

immobile on the eastern front to be used in actions against French and British forces in 

the west, giving Germany a numerical advantage in the area and perhaps sounding the 

death- knell of Allied hopes of winning the war.   

             Further, in signing a peace with Germany and in promoting such as the only sane 

end to a bloody and useless war, the Bolsheviks made the idea of a peace without victory 

palatable to a war- weary public.  There was also the ever- present problem of Bolshevik 

ideology, which was described as being “to bring about … the ‘Social Revolution’ which 
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will sweep away national boundaries, racial distinctions, and modern political, religious 

and social institutions, and make the ignorant and incapable mass of humanity 

dominant.”25 

             Goldhurst, in his book The Midnight War, states that the objective of the 

intervention was to stop the Bolsheviks from solidifying their rule over Russia.  Other 

authors are not so bold.  Halliday, Lincoln, Rhodes and Strakhovsky state in their 

respective works that the war with Germany was the impetus of the intervention, as has 

been covered earlier.  Yet each one of these authors also considers the intervention a 

failure  because it never overthrew the Bolsheviks- showing that, in their opinions, 

crushing Bolshevism was indeed a goal, if an unmentioned one. 

             This ideology certainly had an impact on the way the allied countries viewed 

Bolshevism- irrespective of the war with Germany.  Wilson considered them foolish 

dreamers for believing they could have peace without a victory over Germany. But he 

also feared the Bolsheviks: 

                          “It is the negation of everything that is American, but it is spreading and 
             so long as disorder continues, so long as the world is kept waiting for the answer 
             of the kind of peace we are going to have and what kind of guarantees there are 
             going to be behind that peace, that poison will steadily spread, more and more 
             rapidly until it may be that even this beloved land of ours will be distracted and 
             distorted by it.”26  

Lansing believed that “they indeed plan to destroy civilization by mob violence.”27  But 

perhaps the most striking condemnation came from Great Britain’s Munitions Minister, 

Winston Churchill.  Churchill continually harangued his own government and the allies 

in general over Bolshevism, stating that “now it stops outside the Conference of Paris, in 

silent reproach at their uncompleted task.”28   

             Despite this kind of rhetoric, which had been directed at the Germans during the 

war, Churchill became charitable to his fallen foe.  Churchill mentions in one speech the 

activities of a lone German force still active in the Baltic states, and states that this 

German force “has saved it from being ravished by the appalling misery and desolation 

which would be their lot if the Bolshevik terror overran them.  Therefore we are not 

obstructing any longer the operations of this force.”29  Not only did Churchill condone 

the actions of this small force of his late enemy, but he even made allowances for feeding 
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Germany to keep it a stable, anti- Bolshevik force.  In fact, “by being the bulwark against 

it, Germany may take the first step toward ultimate reunion with the civilized world.”30  

Generous words, given to an enemy who took four years to subdue at the cost of millions 

of lives.   

             Secretary of State Lansing listed the concrete problems with allowing the 

Bolsheviks to rule in a memo to the President in 1917.  These problems included the fact 

that the Bolsheviks were determined to pull Russia out of the war, prolonged Bolshevik 

rule would allow Russia to slip even further into disintegration and keep it from 

remobilizing against Germany, and that the war with the Central Powers, without Russian 

aid, would last another two years and cost that many more American lives before its end.  

Lansing was hopeful, however, that a fast end to the Bolshevik administration would get 

Russia back into the war in under a year.  Because of this Lansing proposed “that the 

hope of a stable Russian Government lies for the present in a military dictatorship.”31  

Lansing suggested to aid local anti- Bolsheviks in hopes of a successful coup.  

             Woodrow Wilson was just as upset as any at the turn of events, because he 

believed firmly that victory had to be achieved for any peace to exist.  Yet Wilson could 

not openly repudiate the Bolsheviks.  According to Robert Maddox, author of The 

Unknown War with Russia.  Wilson’s Siberian Intervention, both Wilson and his closest 

advisor Colonel E.M. House feared strong rhetoric would force the Bolsheviks to seek 

companionship and security among the Central Powers.  This fear was bolstered by the 

diplomatic recognition of the Bolsheviks by Germany- a policy Lansing thought quite 

dangerous.32  Further, Wilson could not repudiate the Bolsheviks oratory about a just 

peace, as he had been stating a policy very similar to it himself.   

             Wilson could only claim that the current Bolshevik administration was being used 

by (or was paid by) the Germans as part of their war effort, and that these German 

collaborators had to be removed.  Some authors state that Wilson, being wary of his 

imperialist allies in Great Britain and France, wanted to secure for the United States sole 

control of the scope and nature of the intervention.33  It is no surprise, then, that 

numerous documents of the time deal with assurances that there was “the absence of any 

purpose of conquest in respect to the Murman region as a whole or in… parts.”34  Wilson 

was willing to intervene against the wishes of the Russian people, as it would be for their 



33 

 

own good, but only if the intervention would succeed.    

             Wilson, in combating Bolshevism, used a number of non- military tactics.  These 

included his refusal to recognize the Bolshevik government as legitimate, an embargo on 

the shipping of numerous goods to Russia,35 and perhaps most importantly the United 

States indirectly financed a number of the counter- revolutionary groups which existed in 

Russia, sending food, ammunition, and some degree of moral support.36  All of these 

tactics would help the anti- Bolshevik forces, yet keep foreign troops out of Russia- 

echoing the feelings of British Prime Minister Lloyd George: “everyone who knows 

Russia knows that if she is to be redeemed, she must be redeemed by her own sons.”37 

             According to Foglesong, this financial aid was freely given by the Wilson 

administration, it was not coerced, and the secrecy surrounding the aid to the White 

forces was only to make sure good public relations existed between the Russian people 

and the United States.  This assistance continued to be provided after the end of the Great 

War, apparently ruling out the theory that this aid was only intended to help reconstitute 

the eastern front.38  Indeed, a close reading of memoirs such as that of Private First Class 

Donald E. Carey shows that the soldiers in Northern Russia never even heard much about 

why they were fighting in the first place.  What was known was that these soldiers were 

fighting Bolsheviks, and only Bolsheviks.  This search for a nucleus around which to 

build support was all encompassing.   

             In 1917, Lansing stated that “the only apparent nucleus for an organized 

movement sufficiently strong to supplant the Bolsheviks… would seem to be the group 

of general officers with General Kaledin, the hetman of the Don Cossacks.”39  The 

various commanders of the White Armies could have been the elusive “strong man” that 

Wilson hoped would topple the Bolsheviks and reform a front against Germany, and for a 

time the Czech Legion was seen as a possible nucleus around which to form a new front.  

Wilson’s Aide Mémoire sheds more light on the subject.  The three main goals of the 

intervention include helping the Czechoslovaks consolidate in order that they might aid 

the Russians in their attempt at self- rule, guarding the various military stores in 

Murmansk, Archangel and Vladivostok, and rendering aid to Russia so she could see to 

her own defense.  These three goals are obviously impediments to any German activities 

in Russia, but they would also hamper any activities of the Bolsheviks if the definition of 
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“Russia” became “anti- Bolshevik, pro ally Russians.”  These goals could just as easily 

be anti- Bolshevik as they were anti- German.  

             Perhaps the most interesting evidence comes from a press conference on July 10 

of 1919 cited by Maddox.  When asked for the reasons behind the intervention, and its 

goals, Wilson mentioned helping the Czech Legion out of Russia, steadying Russian self- 

defense, fighting the Central Powers, and after the armistice, humanitarian activity in 

Siberia.  He never mentioned the White Generals or the part they played in this 

intervention.  Later, when pressed on the subject, Secretary of War N.D. Baker did 

mention that the administration had aided General Kolchak’s anti- Bolshevik government 

in Siberia.  Secretary of State Lansing in a memo to the President mentioned the goals of 

the intervention as “hastening the end of civil war, the establishment of orderly and 

constitutional government, and the relief of the material distress of the people.”40   

             Finally, when asked about the intervention, Third Assistant Secretary of State 

Breckenridge Long cited the well- worn goals of fighting the Central Powers and helping 

the Czecho Slovaks leave Russian soil.  If the newspapers were any indication, however, 

the American public would not have been completely against a stronger reaction towards 

the Bolsheviks.  The New York Times criticized the president’s intervention in that “to 

vacillate and hesitate is to lose a precious opportunity that will never come again.”41 

They further ask “what possible reason can be given for indecision and delay, except that 

Bolshevik misrule and chaos are desired?”42  Most contemporary American media 

pushed for a stronger reaction by the administration against the Bolsheviks, painting the 

Bolsheviks as perhaps allies of the Central Powers or as dangerous and murderous 

radicals.   

             It is little wonder, then, that the media presented the White Forces in the most 

glowing of ways: “wherever the Allied forces have penetrated, behind them have sprung 

up free republican governments, chosen by and representative of the local population.”43  

This is a patently false statement- the White governments (by and large) had little popular 

support and the various anti- Bolshevik Generals could be in the political spectrums of 

monarchists, moderate socialists, and assorted others.44  Therefore, it is not the 

correctness of this statement that is important.  What is important is what this statement 

tells us of the mood in America both towards the Bolsheviks and towards the 
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intervention.45   

             As can be seen from the range of topics in this section, the debate on the 

importance of the Bolshevik menace to the birth of the Allied Intervention of 1919 is an 

ongoing and multifaceted one. Bolshevik ideology was continually feared as being 

subversive to the war effort.  It proposed peace with Germany, without victory, and 

essentially Russia was seen as having turned against its allies.  The Allied and Associated 

Powers not only feared that this peaceful rhetoric would, by public opinion, force them to 

come to terms with Germany rather than defeat her, but they feared what they called the 

disorder and misery of living under Bolshevik rule.  It is unclear, however, if the Wilson 

administration took this threat seriously.  Wilson spoke out eloquently against the spread 

of Bolshevism, but never gave the White forces enough resources and armed help to 

launch a successful coup.   

             Allied forces used in the intervention were also lacking in the strength to do this.  

If Wilson indeed feared the Bolsheviks, he did not fear them enough to risk open war.  

Bolshevik ideology, it appears, did not cause the intervention.  There were also concrete 

concerns regarding the fate of Russia.  Germany was capable, with Russia removed, of 

launching an offensive which the Allies in France were almost unable to stop- the influx 

of eastern front troops to France could have given Germany that many more years to hold 

out.  Further, there were hopes (far removed from reality) that Russia could, if freed from 

the Bolsheviks, continue the war effort and remobilize its front in a year’s time.  If 

Wilson was primarily concerned with winning the war against Germany, this theory of 

reforming the eastern front may have appealed to him.   

             We do not know which arguments swayed Wilson, but we can judge his actions.  

A meticulous reading of Wilson’s Aide Mémoire leaves one wondering who the various 

statements in it are supposed to work against- is it anti- German or anti- Bolshevik?  The 

weakness of the allied landings in Russia precluded using Allied troops to reconstitute 

the front.  Thus it was left to the various anti- Bolshevik groups to do this, groups which 

never received the supplies they asked for, in the amounts they needed.  Why would 

Wilson depend upon these individuals (some of whom had no strong feelings for 

democracy) to play such a vital part in the plan to reform Russia against Germany?  

Especially in light of the various media outlets which tend to show American opinion 
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was fairly anti- Bolshevik, it seems that Wilson, if he had wished, could have done more 

to stop the Bolsheviks.  Woodrow Wilson’s seeming disregard for Bolshevik propaganda, 

as well as his unwillingness to commit to using enough force to oust the Bolsheviks 

makes me think that, whatever his rhetoric, Wilson was more afraid of open war against 

the Bolsheviks than he was of their rule, and was willing to let them coexist with the rest 

of the world if he could not defeat them with a minimum of force.   

             While the Wilson administration talked about Bolshevism in none too flattering 

terms, fighting the reds does not appear to have been a definite cause of the intervention, 

although it certainly could have influenced some parts of the intervention.  What appears 

more interesting is the implication that President Wilson could have done more, and that 

the tactics used to fight the Bolsheviks (diplomatic non recognition, arms embargos and 

the supporting of White forces with U.S. supplies and finance)  bore a striking 

resemblance to those Wilson used in Mexico in 1914.  By all accounts, Wilson was 

dragged kicking into the intervention by the Allied Powers.  Why, then, did his tactics 

become the tactics of choice during the intervention?  Why did he refuse to intervene at 

first, when intervention had been used by his administration, and at his order, in the 

recent past?  In the next chapter, I will attempt to answer some of these questions, the 

questions that, until now, few authors have asked.  What was Wilson’s role in the 

Intervention?  We shall endeavor to find out.    
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Chapter 3       

WOODROW WILSON AND HIS SPLENDID LITTLE WARS 

“From the President’s thanksgiving message- read to the troops before our return from 
the front- I gathered we were in Russia for a definite, though unexplained, purpose.”  

Donald E. Carey, Private First Class (who served in Northern Russia during the 
intervention) 

 
             By all accounts, Wilson was dragged kicking into the intervention by his allies, 

and wanted no part of the expedition to Russia.  Yet President Wilson employed the same 

tactics against the Bolsheviks in Russia in 1918 as he did in Mexico in 1914.   In fact, 

Wilson was the leader of the Russian intervention, and the sole author of its policy, just 

as he was in Mexico.  Wilson did not have to be dragged into the Allied intervention, he 

was simply waiting to have the United States intervene at the time and in the manner he 

chose. 

             The incidents, tactics and aftermath of the intervention in Mexico do show 

similarities to those of the Allied intervention into Russia in 1919.  In both instances, 

Wilson was unwilling to come to terms with the ruling government and supported local 

resistance, but never recognized any of the local resistance leaders as a legitimate ruler 

during the conflict.  Both instances culminated in a military intervention, the garrison of 

U.S. forces in local port towns (Vera Cruz, Archangel, Vladivostok) in which the United 

States forces were limited specifically to the defense of territory (sometimes with 

dangerous results, as General Funston’s correspondence pointed out earlier). Both the 

Mexican and Russian interventions were started in a  non- military fashion, using tactics 

like diplomatic non- recognition, embargos, and the use of local resistance (whether it 

was Carranza, Villa, or any of the numerous White Army commanders).   

             General Victoriano Huerta had seized power in Mexico through a coup, 

murdering the deposed ruler shortly after his reign began.1  Mexico was, however, 

unenthusiastic about being ruled by such a man, or this can be assumed, as Huerta had to 

deal with numerous resistance groups.  Emiliano Zapata controlled part of the southern 

resistance to Huerta, while General Carranza headed the northern resistance, along with 



41 

 

the revolutionary Pancho Villa.  This was the Mexican situation in 1914, the year of that 

intervention.   

             This situation does parallel nicely to the seizure of power in Russia in 1917 and 

its situation in 1918 when the first Allied troops intervened there.  The Bolsheviks seized 

power by force, and later murdered the Czar and his family to keep them from becoming 

a possible threat to Bolshevik power.  Numerous resistance groups made up of socialists, 

monarchists and everything in between opposed the Bolshevik authority from Siberia, 

Northern Russia and other locations outside the national capital of Moscow.  One would 

think a similar situation would elicit a similar response, and in a manner of speaking, 

Wilson did treat both interventions in a similar nature in the non- military portion of the 

interventions.     

             Policy for the interventions, despite a similar situation and similar crimes, could 

not have been more different.  The policy of the Wilson Administration to Huerta was 

unbending: “the purpose of the United States is solely and singly to secure peace and 

order in Central America.”2  This peace and order was, apparently, based on the 

overthrow of Mexico’s current ruler. This was an overt, specific policy to fix a specific 

problem.  The policy Wilson advanced in Russia was neither specific nor overt and it can 

only be pieced together by careful research. 

             On July 22, 1919, the President issued a message to the Senate in order to state 

why intervention in Russia was necessary.  It mentioned that as early as August of 1918, 

the United States had agreed to enter Russia militarily, and that the purpose of the action 

was to “save the Czechoslovak armies which were threatened with destruction by hostile 

armies apparently organized by, and often largely composed of enemy prisoners of war.  

The second purpose in view was to steady any efforts of the Russians at self- defense, or 

the establishment of law and order.”3   

             The aid sent to the Czech Legion is understandable, as the Czechoslovaks had 

been lobbying to get out of Russia since the revolution, with a mind to continue their 

service to the allies in France.  This would have helped the allied war effort against 

Germany.  The steadying of Russian self- defense is altogether a different matter.  Who 

are the Russians to defend themselves against, Germans or Bolsheviks?  What kind of aid 

would be given to the Russians if they wanted help in their own defense?  More 
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importantly, the document mentions promoting law and order in Russia, but only if the 

Russians agreed to accept the help.  This phrase does not seem to mean anything.   

             On July 17, 1918 President Wilson typed the famous Aide Mémoire, the 

document credited with putting forth the goals of the United States in the Russian 

intervention.4  President Wilson had addressed the goal of stopping German designs in 

Russia, in order to help the European war effort.  Wilson stated that it would “be of no 

advantage in the prosecution of our main design, to win the war against Germany.”5  

Thus military action in Russia was only permissible to “help the Czecho- Slovaks 

consolidate their forces and get into successful cooperation with their Slavic kinsmen and 

to steady any efforts at self- government or self- defense in which the Russians 

themselves may be willing to accept assistance… for helping the Czecho- Slovaks there 

is immediate necessity and sufficient justification.”6   This document, which predates the 

presidential message of July 1919, again mentions the self- defense of the Russians.  

What it does not mention as a goal is the saving of the Czech Legion- the language is 

specific.  Helping the Czecho- Slovaks consolidate and cooperate with the Russians (their 

Slavic kinsmen) does not imply extricating the Legion from Russia.7   

             It, very possibly, points to a plan to use the Czechoslovak Legion as a center 

around which to build some form of pro- allied force.8  In later documents, the 

Czechoslovaks were to be “saved”- either a misinterpretation of the Aide Mémoire or a 

deliberate falsehood.  Because Wilson ruled out the use of forces in Russia against 

Germany, the Legion, as a “strong man” could have been used against the Bolshevik 

administration- and yet this goal (of crushing or stalling Bolshevism) is never mentioned 

in Wilson’s document.  The document, however, gets even more convoluted.  Having 

listed these goals, to save the Legion and help the Russians in self- defense, Wilson then 

states in the document that:  

                          “Whether from Vladivostok or from Murmansk and Archangel, the 
             only legitimate object for which American or Allied troops can be employed, 
             it submits, is to guard military stores which may subsequently be needed by 
             Russian forces and to render such aid as may be acceptable to the Russians 
             in the organization of their own self- defense.”9   
 
As was mentioned earlier in the section examining the Czecho- Slovak Legion and its 

role in the goals of the intervention, the Czechs, according to this statement, would 
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receive no help.  The Legion, under attack and strung out along almost the whole length 

of the Trans- Siberian Railway, was apparently expected to make its own way to 

Vladivostok (the port was their ticket to France) without any military aid, and if their 

records are to be believed, without any material aid from the United States or the Allies 

in general. 

             What we can piece together of the policy seems disorganized and fairly rhetorical, 

but, as the saying goes, a man is known through his actions.  The intervention garrisoned 

the area around Archangel, Murmansk and Vladivostok.  In this way, they could guard 

the ports and the military stores in them.  In Vladivostok, the American and Japanese 

garrison did secure the communications lines and rear area of the Czech Legion, so some 

help was provided to this force by the Allies.  The garrisons also allowed brave, or 

foolish, Russians to form anti- Bolshevik forces in safety.  The problem is, while these do 

seem to fulfill the goals set forth in the Aide Mémoire they seem to be, as George 

Kennan notes, halfhearted, confused and pathetic.10   

             Real help to the Czechoslovaks would have been military aid by fresh U.S. troops 

fighting alongside them to promote a steady retreat towards Vladivostok.  The anti-

Bolshevik groups, while they had a safe place to organize in 1918 and received some 

financial help from the Allies, did not receive help or protection when Allied forces left 

Russia in 1919 and 1920.  This did not promote Russian self- defense, it allowed the 

Bolsheviks to act on the maxim “might makes right” and crush their enemies completely.  

The only saving grace seems to be that the Allies were able to keep the war materials in 

the ports out of German and Bolshevik hands until the war with Germany ended.  By 

judging purely the actions of the intervention, this was their only real goal.   

             In the early stages of both interventions, President Wilson was unwilling to use 

military force to depose the offending authority (Huerta or alternatively the Bolsheviks), 

and instead, used the tactics of an arms embargo and diplomatic non recognition against 

these two government.11  These tactics fit neatly with Wilson’s policy to “isolate General 

Huerta entirely, to cut him off from foreign sympathy and aid and from domestic credit, 

whether moral or material, and to force him out.”12  Wilson never claimed to be attacking 

the Bolsheviks,  but used the same tactics- it appears- to promote a similar amount of 

pressure against the Bolsheviks as he had against General Huerta.  These tactics, it can be 
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assumed, did not cause peace and order to develop but promoted the opposite activities in 

giving the resistance groups in both conflicts (both the 1914 and 1918 interventions) 

hope of success and would prompt them to redouble their efforts.  On top of this, the 

United States sent aid to the revolutionary groups in Mexico and Russia- in hopes that an 

army made up of the local population could overthrow the offending authority in 

command (Huerta or Bolshevik), and American forces would not have to be involved.13  

Military action, however, was not far from either conflict.  

             One place that the interventions were not similar was in their military operations.  

On April 23rd of 1914, Admiral Fletcher seized and garrisoned key buildings in Vera 

Cruz in order that no foreign aid could reach Mexico through that important port.14  

Wilson expected a bloodless landing, but  due to the street fighting which accompanied 

the landing, the U.S. force of sailors and marines were prompted to seize the entire city in 

order to provide for adequate security for themselves and the citizens of Vera Cruz.  

Infantry under General Frederick Funston took over the garrison as a military governor, 

“in compliance with the instructions from the Secretary of War and by direction of the 

President.”15  His actions were limited to “control of the area occupied by the Navy.”16  

In fact, Funston’s power was so limited that he remarked in a correspondence dated May 

the third, that “Trouble is, we not being permitted to scout beyond outposts cannot 

discover a concentration (of enemy forces) made close thereto.  If a disaster should result 

from this condition, I must not be held responsible.”17   

             This quote is vitally important.  Without good information on enemy movements, 

and being not allowed to scout the area himself, Funston was put in an unenviable 

position- as he states in the second part of his quote.  Such a situation could have led to a 

successful assault on the city of Vera Cruz, costing the lives of many U.S. servicemen 

and civilians.  And as Funston held the title of Brigadier General, we must assume that 

the order to refrain from scouting beyond the outposts of the city came from a very 

important position.18  The garrison ended after seven months.  American forces in late 

1918 made their way to the ports of Archangel in Northern Russia and Vladivostok.  

These landings were bloodless, the towns had both fallen to friendly forces before the 

arrival of U.S. troops.  Later in this chapter, I will explain why this landing was safe: it 

was planned that way by Wilson himself.   
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             The interventions of 1914 and 1918 were both similar in their use of the local 

population.  We have already mentioned that both interventions were undertaken with the 

theory that only a force made up of the local population would be allowed to overthrow 

the Bolsheviks or Huertistas.  But further than this, there was a similarity in not 

recognizing any one group as having authority.  General Funston in 1914 was ordered to 

“not make any arrangements with local Mexicans… that could make it seem you are 

recognizing the right of Carranza to jurisdiction over the city.  It is merely desired you 

get out in the best practical fashion.”19  None of the Russian groups were recognized by 

the United States in 1918.  Wilson mentioned on more than one occasion in both conflicts 

that he wanted to wait until one group had cemented its authority over a substantial part 

of the country before backing them diplomatically.  With this policy in place, the various 

groups in Russia and Mexico were left to bloodshed and hardship until one group or the 

other was able to secure a power that the local population would respect.  The groups in 

Mexico and Russia would be forced to rely on a small trickle of supplies and Wilson’s 

prose until they could, themselves, gain power.  Perhaps this was correct morally, but it 

was not in keeping with the goals set out for the Mexican intervention- to overthrow 

Huerta.  It was more plausible a policy in Russia where Wilson was not calling for 

regime change, but it did nothing to promote peace, law or order, as Wilson had claimed 

it would.  Carranza managed to do this in Mexico, and he was eventually recognized as a 

legitimate ruler.  In Russia, years later, the only group to come close to achieving this 

power was, eventually, the Bolsheviks.      

             The interventions were both, finally, similar and dissimilar in their aftermath.  

Carranza was recognized as Mexico’s legitimate ruler in 1917, but from the accounts 

studied in this work, he was not much more democratic than Huerta.  David F. Houston, 

author of Eight Years in Wilson’s Cabinet, calls Zapata a bandit and Villa an unrealistic 

dreamer, so would any of the revolutionaries be more democratic than Huerta as Wilson 

believed?  Despite its shortcomings, the seizure, along with the many internal pressures 

on the Huerta Government, forced General Huerta to resign his position.20  The 

Bolsheviks, however, escaped this fate. Where the intervention aftermaths were similar 

was in the promotion of peace, law and order.   

             The garrison and withdrawal from Vera Cruz led to more confusion, infighting 
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between rival revolutionary groups, and a further U.S. intervention (the punitive 

expedition in 1916 to catch Villa- who had raided into U.S. soil).  The Civil War in 

Russia eventually died away and the Bolsheviks secured their power over Russia. George 

F. Kennan’s work Russia and the West under Lenin and Stalin chronicles that some ten to 

thirty thousand people were executed in Northern Russia for the crime of collaborating 

with the Allies, a taste of what would eventually become one of the most murderous 

regimes in history that would emerge from that country.  Peace and order came slowly, 

and independently of both interventions.    

             Throughout the Mexican and Russian imbroglios, Woodrow Wilson has been 

described, by both the authors in this work as well as biographers, as a highly educated 

President who believed in his own judgment implicitly.  Wilson earned this praise despite 

the fact that he had only a limited personal knowledge of foreign countries and would not 

listen to the expert diplomats who knew the facts.  Wilson, rather, relied on junior 

diplomats and special agents (sometimes unable to speak the local language) to get 

information.  Most importantly, they describe Wilson as a man who would use the facts 

of a situation to justify a pre-determined course of action.  Edward H. Buehrig, editor of 

Wilson’s Foreign Policy in Perspective, views Wilson’s policy in the Caribbean in this 

way.  Perhaps Wilson believed that his tactics in Mexico could be used anywhere for the 

completion of any goal.   

             Wilson’s tactics, and in some way his policies, in Russia paralleled those he used 

in Mexico years before, and it appears the aftermath of both interventions was less than 

what Wilson hoped for.  In both interventions, Wilson had committed both troops and 

resources to secure goals he himself thought worthwhile.  In both interventions, he seems 

to have lost the will to fight for those objectives, to back down when faced with an 

opposing force of sufficient determination.  In short, Wilson seems to have acted on his 

own principles, divorced from the specifics of the situation in many ways, while 

changing some of the minor points in his program.  As with the Mexicans, if the Russians 

wanted to depose the Bolsheviks, they would have to do so on their own.  As with 

General Huerta, the Bolsheviks would be subjected to embargos, non- recognition and 

American financial aiding of their enemies.  Despite these similar tactics, however, 

Wilson did not call for regime change in Russia as he did in Mexico.  Either Wilson had 
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an unstated goal of deposing Bolshevism or he believed that the same tactics could be 

used in both situations to achieve different goals.  

We can determine that President Wilson was not just a member of the 

intervention, he was its leader- it acted on his principles and fought for his goals alone, 

and the Aide Mémoire made sure that Wilson could dictate intervention policy.  Why 

would President Wilson  be allowed to provide the policy to be used by the Allies in the 

intervention, when Wilson himself was, according to popular belief, in no way desirous 

of intervention, and was technically not an Ally- the United States was considered an 

Associated Power and not obliged by treaty, therefore, to fight for any side unless by its 

own choice.  The answer to this can be found in President Wilson’s Aide Mémoire, the 

President’s declaration of why intervention was necessary in Russia and what objectives 

Allied and U.S. troops would be used for.  In this instance, Foglesong’s views on the 

subject bear scrutiny.   

             The Aide Mémoire mentions very specifically that the United States would use 

only those troops it could afford to send to Russia in the intervention, and that should the 

Allies try to act more decisively in Russia (launching an assault on Moscow with Allied 

forces, for instance), and seek goals not mentioned in the Aide Mémoire, then the United 

States would remove all of its troops from Russia immediately.  The Aide Mémoire, 

however, also states that the Wilson administration “does not wish it to be understood 

that in so restricting its own activities it is seeking… to set limits to the action… of its 

associates.”21  Foglesong points out that the former statement, threatening to remove U.S 

forces from Russia, firmly put the leadership of the intervention in Wilson’s hands.  

What he does not state is why.  The U.S. forces sent to Northern Russia were the most 

affected by this statement.  British officers in Archangel knew that the U.S. servicemen 

were their best combat soldiers, the British and French forces in the area were, according 

to Halliday most notably, but other authors as well, not rated militarily fit for front line 

duty.22  The Allies did not want their best troops pulled out of Archangel, and were 

forced to do things Wilson’s way. 23 

              There is also evidence to suggest that the intervention into Russia in 1918 was 

planned to account for the problems evident in the Mexican intervention in 1914.  The 

intervention into Vera Cruz and the seizure of that town militarily led to bloodshed.  As 
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will be mentioned later, the American forces sent to Russia were not expected to seize 

any hostile ground, including the ports they would arrive in.  Also, one of the major 

complaints made by General Funston of the Mexican intervention was that his command 

was put in danger due to strict orders to refrain from scouting or seizing area outside the 

city.  The Aide Mémoire states clearly that American forces could be used to guard the 

port, and any area around the port which could have become hostile to them.  Putting 

these facts together, the policy in the Aide Mémoire and the slight differences in the 

military action to account for earlier problems and solve them,  it seems definite that the 

interventions were both formed and headed by the same agency- President Wilson.     

             Did Wilson refuse to be a part of the intervention?  This is uncharted territory, 

many of the authors in this work: Halliday, Fic, Foglesong, and others, mention that 

Woodrow Wilson was unwilling at first to intervene.  None of them ask why.  I believe 

that Wilson was not opposed to intervention in principle, he merely wanted to wait to 

intervene at the most opportune time, and this is why he turned down Allied proposals to 

intervene in early 1918.  

             We know Wilson had used such tactics in the recent past in Mexico.  We know 

that Wilson feared Japanese action in Siberia, to the point that he is recorded by David 

Houston, author of  Eight Years in Wilson’s Cabinet: 1913 to 1920, as stating that he 

would stay out of the War in Europe: 

                          “if he felt that, in order to keep the white race or part of it strong to 
             meet the yellow race- Japan for instance, in alliance with Russia, dominating 
             China- it was wise to do nothing, he would do nothing, and would submit to 
             anything and any imputation of weakness or cowardice.”24    
 
We also know that in the same meeting as the above quote, Wilson discussed the 

Bolshevik menace with his Cabinet, indicating a distaste for Bolshevism and a fear it 

could spread to other countries.  Why, then, with both the motive to act and a plan of 

action which he had used before, did Wilson refuse to intervene in Russia at first?  Did 

Wilson see the flaws in his intervention in Mexico and wish to keep from repeating them 

in Russia?  If that was the case, President Wilson would have, one would think, tried a 

different approach to intervention in 1919 than he did in 1914.  Was the pressure of the 

Allies to intervene too great to resist?  Biographers seem to dismiss this, as do most of 
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the authors in this work who spend a paragraph on the President’s personality.  Wilson 

was strong- willed, and stubborn once he had made up his mind.  Both Lansing and 

Daniels, who served on Wilson’s Cabinet, also voice this viewpoint of their President.  

But the devil is in the details- like time.   

         Perhaps Wilson genuinely felt sorry about the U.S. and Mexican deaths that 

occurred during the seizure of Vera Cruz and wished to keep from losing U.S. lives in 

this new intervention. Whatever the reason, Wilson would intervene only at what he 

considered the right time.   

             On May 25 of 1918 the Czechoslovak Legion was eventually embroiled in open 

war with the Bolshevik administration, leading to the Bolshevik loss of vast areas of land 

around the Trans- Siberian Railroad.  At the same time, the Soviet in Murmansk 

officially broke with the Bolsheviks in Moscow and entered into a relationship with the 

Allied forces already in Murmansk.  Wilson had rejected intervention only weeks before, 

on the 7th, but after these incidents, he agreed to intervention in Northern Russia- on June 

1.  This could be coincidence, if it was not for a second occurrence.  Wilson agreed to 

intervene in Siberia on July 6, only days after part of the Czech Legion had overthrown 

the Vladivostok Soviet and after Allied forces had seized the port.   

             Wilson, I contend, was simply waiting to intervene at the right time. U.S. troops 

would only be used to garrison the ports of Archangel and Murmansk- the Allies would 

have to take these ports alone and unaided.  One could argue that, as well, Wilson did not 

want to intervene unless he could control the policy of the intervention.  The Aide 

Mémoire was dated July 17, 1918, after Wilson had agreed to the interventions, though it 

is certain that Wilson would have told the Allies what to expect of the document before it 

was released.  In other words, Wilson could have waited to first secure leadership of the 

intervention for himself and second to put U.S. forces in a completely secondary role 

(guards, not front- line soldiers).25  

             Thus the main questions on the role of President Wilson have been answered.  

Rather than the reluctant combatant that history paints him, it appears he was, rather a 

devious and planning man who would intervene on his own time schedule and in a 

manner suited to his own purposes.  Wilson used his own policies to deal with both 

interventions despite the differences between Russia and Mexico.  Further, he seems to 
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have wanted to treat these two similar incidents in a similar way, using non- military 

action to pressure both Huerta and the Bolsheviks.  When military action was used, 

however, these similar situations diverged: Huerta was pressed to resignation at a cost of 

U.S. lives, but the Bolsheviks were allowed to remain in power.  The disparity, I believe 

can only be accounted for by Wilson’s personal preference.    
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Group 141;  National Archives Building, Washington, D.C.  
 
17  From a correspondence dated May 3, 1914.  General Frederick Funston’s Diary of the Vera Cruz 
Operation.  (National Archives Microfilm Publication M9W1 14/6 drawer 4, section 1 page 12)  Record 
Group 141;  National Archives Building, Washington, D.C.  This followed five earlier communications 
which hinted that some force of hostile troops could be planning to assault the city, and numerous 
complaints about the lack of good intelligence Funston was getting about enemy movements.    
 
18 To be honest, this order sounds like something President Wilson would have advocated as part of a 
limited occupation.  However, Funston does not say where the order originated.  
 
19  From:  Acting Secretary of War (Breckenridge) to General Funston.  November 20, 1914.  FRUS: 1914.  
625.   Later in the document, it asks Funston to “making no declaration that could be interpreted as 
committing this government to the recognition of the authority  of any individual or faction.”  This 
correspondence is identical to one found in General Frederick Funston’s Diary of the Vera Cruz Operation.  
(National Archives Microfilm Publication M9W1 14/6 drawer 4, section 1 page 125)  Record Group 141;  
National Archives Building, Washington, D.C.  The message was so important that the Secretary of State 
asked Funston to send him a cablegram stating the cardinal orders of the message so that Funston could 
“prove” he understood his orders.   
 
20  Huerta was forced to resign despite his informal apologies for the diplomatic misunderstandings, despite 
the fact that he made a good impression on the U.S. diplomats on the scene (Nelson J. O’Shaughnessy was 
the charg é d’ affaires in Mexico) and despite the fact that American nationals and their property were safe 
and respected by the Huerta regime.   Also, according to both Lyons and Quirk, not only was this armed 
intervention disliked by Huerta’s regime, but it was also detested by the various revolutionary groups.  This 
sounds very much like the tension between the allies and the Russian groups.  The Russian groups were 
continually in complaint over the lack of materials the Allies were sending them and were demanding 
more.  Further,  this ties in closely with the problems between the civil authority in Archangel and its local 
Allied commander Poole over who had authority.        
 
21  Aide Mé moire.  July 17, 1918 FRUS: 1918.  289. 
 
22  The British were painfully aware of this, stating that the United States was needed in Archangel as 
“withdrawal might entail the collapse of the whole Archangel force.”  From Earl Curzon to Mr. Lindsay 
(Washington).  July 2, 1919. Documents on British Foreign Policy. 311. 
 
23 Kennan notes that Washington was unaware that the British were using U.S. troops in an offensive 
action until late 1918 when the Germans were ready to surrender.  He basically relates that this was not the 
proper time to chide the British into following Wilson’s orders or to pull their men out of Archangel. 
  
24  From:  David F. Houston.  Eight Years in Wilson’s Cabinet: 1913 to 1920.  Vol.1.  (New York:  
Doubleday, Page & Company,  1926). 229. 
25  Not only did he wait until the ports were already garrisoned by friendly troops before sending U.S. 
soldiers to garrison them, but as the M é moire states, Wilson’s troops would not be used for offensive 
actions but only to hold ground- making it monotonous, but fairly safe duty.  Again, North Russia is an 
exception to this, probably because the British were in overall charge in that port, but Siberia was, for 
Americans, rather quiet. 
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CONCLUSION 
 
 
 
 

             “A side issue of the war that either should never have been begun or should have 
been pushed to a successful conclusion.”  Donald E. Carey, Private First Class, United 
States Army 
 
             This thesis has focused on the causes of the intervention that took place in war 

torn Russia from 1918 to 1920, an intervention whose military actions covered the whole 

of Russia from Archangel and Murmansk in the North, along the width of the Trans- 

Siberian Railway, and in distant Vladivostok.  This was a conflict that involved 

Bolshevik Russia, Russian resistance groups, Great Britain, the United States, Japan, 

France, and numerous other Allies.  For all of the nationalities involved, however, the 

American public is, to this day, less than knowledgeable about the Allied intervention.  

Many are not even aware this intervention occurred.  With this in mind, this work has 

centered on completing two tasks, the first of which is a codification and subsequent 

examination of the four major existing theories on the causes of the intervention- a task 

no intervention literature has yet attempted. 

             The first of the four major theories regarding the motivation behind the action in 

Russia, and also the most prevalent theory in intervention literature, is that the Allied 

nations sent troops to Russia for the purpose of advancing the war in Europe, the Great 

War, to an Allied victory.  Authors including Victor M. Fic, David S. Foglesong, E.M. 

Halliday and Benjamin D. Rhodes all state in their works that the Allied action in Russia 

was primarily to stop Germany from gaining much- needed resources from Russian 

territory.  The individual authors disagree on the specific goal of the intervention, with 

some claiming the action was meant to rebuild an Eastern Front, others claiming the goal 

was to protect munitions stores in Archangel, Murmansk and Vladivostok from being 

seized by the Germans, others, such as Michael Kettle claim that the Allies wanted to 

stop German economic and political manipulation of Russia, and still others, as Leonid I. 

Strakhovsky, claim that the Allied intervention was, in part, to keep Murmansk out of 

German hands, as the Germans would have made that port a submarine base.   
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             Specific documents mention Allied goals as protecting the ports, and the 

munitions stored in them, from Germany.  The theory that Murmansk could have been 

turned into a submarine base by Germany is born out by a cable from the First Secretary 

of the British Embassy, and other documents do hint at German economic manipulation 

in Russia.  This theory is supported by documentation from Papers Relating to the 

Foreign Relations of the United States: 1918: Russia,  Papers Relating to the Foreign 

Relations of the United States: The Lansing Papers 1914- 1920, among others. Based on 

the supporting documentation, this theory seems both reasonable and plausible as a cause 

of the intervention. 

             The second most prevalent theory in intervention literature is that Bolshevism, 

and the Allied wish to destroy this new ideology and help the various anti- Bolshevik 

groups in Russia in 1918, was the cardinal reason that the intervention was mounted.   

Richard Goldhurst is the only author to state that the intervention was undertaken solely 

to depose the Bolsheviks, however, Halliday, Rhodes, Strakhovsky and W. Bruce 

Lincoln mention in their works that the intervention was a failure because it did not 

overthrow Bolshevism.  In this way, these authors, while unwilling to state that the 

intervention was launched only to depose Bolshevism, do see the overthrow of that 

ideology as a goal of the intervention.   

             Unlike the first theory, however, the primary sources are at odds with this the idea 

of Bolshevism’s demise as the intervention’s goal.  This is because of the fact that in 

light of the various media outlets (this from Strakhovsky’s American Opinion about 

Russia. 1917- 1920)  which tend to show American opinion was fairly anti- Bolshevik, it 

seems that Wilson, if he had wished, could have done more to stop the Bolsheviks.  Also, 

the weakness of the allied landings in Russia precluded using Allied troops to 

reconstitute the front.  Thus it was left to the various anti- Bolshevik groups to do this, 

groups which never received the supplies they asked for, in the amounts they needed.  In 

other words, if the defeat of the Bolsheviks had been the only reason to go to Russia, the 

Allies would have tried harder to overthrow them.  Thus, while the Wilson 

administration, and the Allies in general, talked about Bolshevism in none too flattering 

terms, fighting the reds does not appear to have been a definite cause of the intervention, 

although it certainly could have influenced some parts of the intervention.     
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             The theory that the saving or use of the Czechoslovak Legion (as it was trying to 

make its way to France to continue the war against Germany) is only mentioned by Fic 

and Richard Luckett.  This theory revolves around the fact that Wilson’s Aide Mémoire 

mentions specifically helping the Czechoslovaks as a goal of the intervention in Siberia.  

As the chapter on Wilson’s policies attests, however, there is a question as to how the 

Czechs were to be helped.  There is comparatively little documentation to be found in the 

US foreign documents of this time period on the Czech Legion and the existing 

documents, far from promoting decisive use of the Legion in Russia as a part of a new 

Eastern front or promoting a decisive plan to evacuate the Legion from Russia.   

             Wilson did specifically mention aiding the Czecho- Slovaks in his quasi- 

declaration condoning the intervention but never seemed to get around to helping the 

Czechs retreat to safety or form them into a front against Germany or the Bolsheviks.  Do 

the actions match the promises?  Were they even intended to?  Wilson, it is to be 

remembered, had the option of sending more troops to support the Czechs and of 

allowing US troops to fight alongside the Czechs.  He refused to do either, leaving a 

force in Vladivostok that could hold the city in event of attack but could not lift a finger 

to clear the way for the Czech Legion.  

              Indeed, Wilson’s documents seem to indicate that the Czecho- Slovaks would be 

forced to make their own way to Vladivostok- with no help.  Not exactly what Wilson’s 

ringing oratory had promised.  With this kind of documentation, and the seemingly 

nonchalant treatment Wilson accorded the Czechs after he had made them his cause for 

intervention, I cannot agree that the Legion was a deciding factor in US- Allied 

intervention.  In all honesty, the Czech Legion occupies the smallest amount of actual 

documentation of the major causes of Allied intervention, and the Czechs situation 

probably provided more of an opportunity to go to Russia (for “humanitarian” purposes) 

than it was an actual goal.   

             The fourth and last theory on the causes of the Allied intervention comes solely 

from Foglesong’s work.  In a small section of one chapter, Foglesong chronicled that 

there was some ill- will between the U.S. and Japan over who would act in Asia and for 

what purpose.  This brief amount of information led to a sizeable collection of primary 

documents which make the theory of Japanese expansionism, and U.S. reaction to it, 
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worthy of being included in this thesis.  Could a fear of Japanese conquest have prompted 

the United States to send its forces to Vladivostok?  Could this be one of the causes of the 

Siberian intervention?   

             The documentation available does indeed show a great amount of tension between 

not only the Japanese and American governments, but also between their troops.  Simple 

misunderstandings and brawls between Japan and the US became international incidents, 

threats to the relations of the two governments.  Perhaps for all the rhetoric Japan 

proclaimed about helping to lift Russia out of its troubles, there was an amount of 

imperialism left unstated, but it seems that the United States, perhaps even meaning well, 

blew this out of proportion.  This is shown by the apprehensive nature of the US over 

even minor matters of shipments of brass and a few too many Japanese ships for 

Wilson’s liking is unmistakable.   

             And if the quality of the documents is not enough, there is also the amount- there 

is no other motivation for intervention in this thesis, save the war with Germany, that  

produced as large a part of the United States Foreign Policy documents, this issue was of 

the highest priority and was important to people in important positions. More research 

needs to be done for a decisive answer, but there is decidedly good evidence to back the 

theory that part of the goal of the Siberian intervention was to keep China and Russia free 

of Japanese conquest.  

             In all, then, the intervention was most likely launched for the reasons of stopping 

Germany from becoming strong with Russian wealth and land, and stopping Japan from 

unrestricted and unilateral action in Asia (which the U.S. feared would lead to Japanese 

conquest and domination of that area).  The cause of stopping Bolshevism in its infancy 

was a possible motivation, but was not strong enough, in my opinion, to promote the 

Allied action in Russia on its own.  Finally, the saving of the Czechoslovak Legion, far 

from being a goal, was nothing more than a pretense for going to Russia for humanitarian 

reasons.    

             The second goal of this thesis is also a unique one in intervention literature.  In 

Foglesong’s work, there was, much as in the case of the Japanese activity in regards to 

the intervention, a small section on Woodrow Wilson’s administration.  From this came 

the first facts- that the Russian intervention mirrored an intervention into Mexico, both 



57 

 

interventions led by Wilson.  I was instantly intrigued to find out what the story was, as 

every other author in this thesis has taken the stance that Wilson, and the United States, 

were dragged into the intervention unwillingly by the Allied Powers.  This begged the 

question, if the intervention in Russia was similar to Wilson’s intervention in Mexico, 

why would Wilson be unwilling to carry it out?  

              After all, he had freely linked himself to the Allies, and, as it turned out, 

intervention was a cornerstone of Wilson’s diplomacy (he intervened in Mexico, Haiti, 

and others, some as late as 1916)- he was not afraid to use force if he deemed it prudent.  

But did this information hold together if the primary documents were consulted?  In 

consulting the Papers Relating to the Foreign Relations of the United States: 1914,  and 

General Frederick Funston’s Diary of the Vera Cruz Operation, there is decidedly a 

similarity in the intervention in Mexico in 1914, and the later Allied intervention into 

Russia.  This included a similarity in the situation- in both instances, the authority was in 

the hands of leaders who had come to power by a military coup and had killed the former 

rulers in cold blood (both Huerta and the Bolsheviks fit this general mold).   

             In both instances, the country was divided between a central authority and the 

military groups fighting against it (General Huerta had to contend with Northern and 

Southern resistance groups, while the Bolsheviks faced the “White” Armies).  And in 

both instances, the U.S. eventually took the same actions- using diplomatic non 

recognition and embargos to peacefully pressure the authority (true in both Huerta’s case 

and the case of the Bolsheviks).  In both instances, Wilson claimed to be intervening to 

better the land he was going to garrison and promote peace, law and order by seizing and 

holding important ports (Vera Cruz in the case of Mexico and Archangel and 

Vladivostok in Russia).  There were a few important differences in the execution of the 

policy, however, and we will get to those in time.   

             Having determined to my own satisfaction that the interventions were similar in 

situation, similar in the U.S. policies towards them, and incidentally similar in their 

aftermath (in both cases, U.S. troops left before a legitimate ruler was named, and 

bloodshed continued in both countries.  Russia was left to the whims and fancies of the 

Bolsheviks, and Mexico was left anything but safe and peaceful- as evidenced by the fact 

that General Pershing had to campaign in Mexico to capture renegade resistance leader 
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Pancho Villa after Villa assaulted U.S. citizens on U.S. soil in 1916), yet another 

question impressed itself on me- why was Wilson, not officially an Ally at all, and 

supposedly not keen on intervention in Russia, allowed to form the policy of the 

intervention?   

             The answer, gleaned from the Aide Mémoire, seems to be “because I could.”  The 

Aide Mémoire mentions very specifically that the United States would use only those 

troops it could afford to send to Russia in the intervention, and that should the Allies try 

to act more decisively in Russia (launching an assault on Moscow with Allied forces, for 

instance), and seek goals not mentioned in the Aide Mémoire, then the United States 

would remove all of its troops from Russia immediately.  And as the U.S. troops in 

Northern Russia were the best combat troops available in the area (the British and French 

troops in the area were only classified medically fit for guard duty- not front line actions) 

the British, it was assumed, would be loath to incur Wilson’s ire for fear of losing these 

quality units.  Thus, threatening to remove U.S forces from Russia, firmly put the 

leadership of the intervention in Wilson’s hands.  Wilson, therefore, was leading an 

intervention very similar to the one he had used against Mexico years before.   

             The final question to strike me was- why would Wilson refuse to back such an 

intervention?  Did Wilson see the flaws in his intervention in Mexico and wish to keep 

from repeating them in Russia?  If that was the case, President Wilson would have, one 

would think, tried a different approach to intervention in 1919 than he did in 1914.  Was 

the pressure of the Allies to intervene too great to resist?  Wilson was, according to 

Lansing, Daniels and numerous biographers, not the type to cave in to pressure once he 

had made up his mind on an issue.  In my view, he didn’t refuse to intervene, not in 

principle.   

             Perhaps Wilson genuinely felt sorry about the U.S. and Mexican deaths that 

occurred during the seizure of Vera Cruz, whatever the reason, Wilson would intervene, 

at the right time.  On May 25 of 1918 the Czechoslovak Legion was embroiled into open 

war with the Bolshevik administration, leading to the Bolshevik loss of vast areas of land 

around the Trans- Siberian Railroad.  Wilson had rejected intervention only weeks 

before, on the 7th, but after this incident, he agreed to intervention in Northern Russia- on 

June 1.  This could be coincidence, if it was not for a second occurrence.  Wilson agreed 
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to intervene in Siberia on July 6, only days after part of the Czech Legion had 

overthrown the Vladivostok Soviet and after Allied forces had seized the port.  

             Wilson, I contend, was simply waiting to intervene at the right time. U.S. troops 

would only be used to garrison the ports of Archangel and Murmansk- the Allies would 

have to take these ports alone and unaided.  One could argue that, as well, Wilson did not 

want to intervene unless he could control the policy of the intervention.  The Aide 

Mémoire was dated July 17, 1918, after Wilson had agreed to the interventions, though it 

is certain that Wilson would have told the Allies what to expect of the document before it 

was released.  In other words, Wilson could have waited to first secure leadership of the 

intervention for himself and second to put U.S. forces in a completely secondary role 

(guards, not front- line soldiers).   

             This thesis has, as has been stated before, delved into the history of the 

Intervention into Russia (1918 to 1920) in ways few other works have.  It is completely 

unique in its testing and questioning of the various theories on what caused the 

intervention.  It is also unique in its focus on President Wilson’s actions, going farther 

than Foglesong (the only author to even bring up the subject) and asking questions never 

before asked in the body of intervention literature.  It has also been able to answer these 

questions with some degree of strength and ability.  But does the story of the Allied 

Intervention end in 1920?  Did it end when the last troops came home?  Will it end when 

the last U.S. troops who served in Russia pass on?  No.  The lessons we could glean from 

this intervention could possibly alter present U.S. policy, point out the flaws which 

remain the same from Mexico to Russia and up to the present.  These modern 

comparisons are not, in fact, the subject of this work, but then, nobody pens just one 

work.   
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Map 1.  Archangel/ Murmansk Area  

Map provided by (National Archives Microfilm Publication M917, roll 1) Record Group 
528; National Archives at College Park, College Park, M.D. 
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Map 2.  Archangel/ Murmansk Area  

Map provided by (National Archives Microfilm Publication M917, roll 1) Record Group 
528; National Archives at College Park, College Park, M.D. 
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Map 3.  Vladivostok Area  

Map provided by (National Archives Microfilm Publication M917, roll 1) Record Group 
528; National Archives at College Park, College Park, M.D. 
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APPENDIX A 

Chronology of Events 
 
1917 
 
November 
 
             -On the 7th, Bolsheviks seize power in Petrograd.  Bolsheviks propose peace to all 
             belligerent nations. 

             -Trotsky announces that military operations have stopped along the Russian front 
             on the 30th. 
 
December 
 
             -Foch proposes landing an Allied force in Siberia on the 3rd. 

             -Peace talks begin in Brest- Litovsk on the 22nd. 
 
             -an Anglo- French agreement divides South Russia into spheres of influence for 
             continued action against Germany on the 23rd. 
 
1918 
 
January 
 
             - British government suggests on the 11th that a force should be sent to 
             Vladivostok to guard war supplies the Allies had sent there. 
 
             -On the 8th, President Wilson announced his Fourteen Points. 

             -Japanese and British cruisers arrive at Vladivostok from the 12th to the 14th. 
  
             -President Wilson rejects the French proposal of intervention on the 16th. 

             -On the 19th, Lenin disperses the Constituent Assembly (as it did not voluntarily 
             give the Bolsheviks power). 

February 

             -Wilson rejects the idea of Japanese intervention on the 8th and the 13th. 

             -On the 23rd, Lenin accepts German terms for peace. 
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March 

             -On the 1st, Wilson gives in to Allied pressure to allow Japanese intervention. 

             -Brest- Litovsk is ratified on the 3rd. 
 
             -Royal Marines, acting with the local Soviet, land at Murmansk on the 6th. 

             -The Soviet Government moves to Moscow on the 12th. 
 
             -On the 16th, the Czech Legion was authorized to move to Vladivostok via the 
             railroad, and would be shipped to France from that port. 

             -The Germans launch their last great offensive on the 21st.  The Allies again urge 
             intervention. 
 
             - Wilson again rejects the intervention on the 24th. 
 
April 
 
             -Japanese and British marines land in Vladivostok to avenge the murder of a 
             Japanese civilian on the 5th. 

             -Czechoslovaks are halted on the 5th, and the 21st, but are allowed to continue 
             thereafter. 
 
             -Allies decide to split the Czech Legion, with half going to Archangel in the 
North   and half continuing to Vladivostok on the 26th.  No one informs the 
             Czechoslovaks. 
 
May  
 
             -Wilson again rejects intervention on the 7th. 

             -On the 23rd, the Czechoslovaks, untrusting of the Soviets and Bolsheviks, resolve 
             to shoot their way through to Vladivostok.  By the 25th, there are armed actions 
             between Czechs and Bolsheviks all along the Trans Siberian Line.  Around the 
             same time, the Soviet in Murmansk officially broke diplomatic connection with t
             he Bolsheviks in Moscow and effectively became a friendly force to the Allies. 

             -Major General Poole arrives in Murmansk on the 24th. 

June 
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             -On the 1st, Wilson agrees to the intervention in the North (but not in Siberia). 

July 

             -Vladivostok and Murmansk taken over by Allies on the 6th.  President Wilson 
             also agrees to the Siberian intervention. 
 
             -On the 16th, the Tsar and his family are murdered. 

August 

             -On the 2nd, Allied forces land in Archangel. 

             -On the 16th,  nine thousand Americans join the garrison in Vladivostok. 

             -On the 18th, German forces on the Western Front were stalled and Allies made a 
             successful counter attack. 

September 

             -Major General Graves (overall American commander of U.S. forces in Siberia) 
             arrives in Vladivostok on the 1st. 

             -Four thousand, five hundred Americans land at Archangel on the 4th. 
 
November 
 
             -On the 11th hour of the eleventh day, the Armistice begins.  A three- day Allied- 
             Bolshevik battle begins on the Archangel front. 

December 

             -Morale in Allied forces and in Czech Legion begins to waver as the war is over, 
             but they remain in danger. 

1919 

February 

             -From the 14th to the 18th, Churchill lobbies the Peace Conference to initiate joint 
             Allied military action against Soviet Russia.  He is unsuccessful. 
 
             -On the 25th, Foch proposes an anti- Soviet crusade to the conference.  It is 
             rejected.  
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March 

             -On the 4th, the British Cabinet decides to evacuate North Russia. 

April 

             -The British leave Transcaspia and France evacuates Odessa. 

             -Lloyd George outlines his Russian policy on the 16th, the British will continue to 
             fund the White Armies. 
 
July 
 
             -General Ironsides plans to evacuate Archangel after mutinies among Russian 
             troops.  The British Cabinet confirms his decision. 
 
September 
 
             -British forces leave Archangel on the 27th. 
 
1920
 
January 
 
             -Allies chose to end the blockade of Soviet Russia and authorize trade with 
             Russian organizations on the 16th. 
 
April 
 
             -U.S. forces leave Vladivostok on the 1st. 
 
November 
 
             -British Cabinet, on the 18th, accepts Bolshevik Administration as de facto 
             government (they get recognition). 
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APPENDIX B 

Names of Key Figures in the Allied Intervention in Russia in 1919, Mexico in 1914 
and Wilson’s Administration 

Great Britain 

Prime Minister Lloyd George. 

Munitions Minister Winston Churchill. 

Major General Frederick C. Poole- First overall commander in the Archangel garrison. 

Major General William Edmund Ironside- Poole’s replacement (October of 1918). 

United States 

President Woodrow Wilson. 

Secretary of State William Jennings Bryan  (Wilson’s first Secretary of State, he  
             served from March1913 to 1915).  

Secretary of State Robert Lansing  (Replaced Secretary of State Bryan in 1915 and  
             served until 1920). 

Secretary of the Interior Franklin K. Lane (served 1913- 1920) 

Secretary of the Navy Josephus Daniels (1913- 1921). 

Secretary of War Newton D. Baker (1916- 1921). 

Brigadier General Frederick Funston (commander of the Vera Cruz occupation in 1914). 

Nelson J. O’Shaughnessy (U.S. Chargé d’ Affaires to the Huerta Government in 1914).  

George W. Guthrie (U.S. Ambassador to Japan, served 1913- 1917).  

Walter H. Page (U.S. Ambassador to Great Britain, served 1913- 1918). 

John Lind (Appointed by Wilson in 1913 as his personal, if unofficial, representative in 
             Mexico to negotiate with General Huerta). 

Edward M. House (Wilson’s unofficial advisor on diplomatic and political affairs). 



68 

 

Professor Thomas Masaryk (political leader of the Czecho-Slovak nationalist movement) 

Dr. Edward Benes (organized the peaceful retreat of the Czech Legion to Vladivostok) 

David R. Francis (official U.S. ambassador to Russia in 1918) 

Col. Raymond Robbins (unofficial diplomatic contact of the U.S. in 1918) 
 
Russia 

Boris Bakhmeteff (Russian diplomat in the United States, an anti- Bolshevik activist). 

N.V. Charkovsky  (Popular Socialist Party Leader). 

Nicholas A. Startsev  (member of the National Center Party and a local of Archangel).  

Commander George E. Chaplin  (former Tsarist Russian officer who distrusted the 
             socialist elements in the Archangel government).  

Mexico 

Francisco Madero (overthrew the Diaz government in 1910, and was deposed himself in 
             1913). 

Victoriano Huerta (overthrew the Madero Government in 1913 to become the leader of 
             Mexico, fell from power in 1914). 

Venustiano Carranza (Leader of the northern forces against Huerta.  Eventually 
             recognized as legitimate leader of Mexico  by United States).  

Francisco (Pancho) Villa (one of the leaders in the northern resistance to Huerta.  Lost 
             power to Carranza and in 1916 raided into U.S. territory- leading to the American 
             Punitive Expedition in that year- led by General Pershing). 

Japan 

Sutemi Chinda  (Ambassador to the United States from 1912 to 1916). 

Viscount Kikujiro Ishii  (Ambassador to France from 1912 to 1915, Foreign Minister 
             from 1915 to 1916, Negotiated the Lansing- Ishii Agreement in 1917 and 
             Ambassador to the United States from 1918 to 1919). 
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