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Preface 

On  December  7,  1941,  the  Japanese  attack  on  Pearl  Harbor 
brought  the  United  States  into  the  most  destructive  and  bloody 

war  in  human  history.  That  attack  also  ended  America's  so- 
called  "isolationism."  The  United  States  played  a  massive  role 
in  helping  to  defeat  the  Axis  Powers  in  World  War  II.  Since  that 
war  the  United  States  has  been  involved  continually  in  military, 
diplomatic,  and  economic  matters  all  over  the  world.  It  never 

returned  to  its  earlier  policies  of  "no  entangling  alliances"  and 
nonintervention  in  European  political  and  military  affairs — to 

what  Charles  A.  Lindbergh  had  called  "an  independent  destiny 
for  America."  In  that  sense  Pearl  Harbor  was  a  watershed  in  the 
history  of  American  foreign  affairs.  There  was  no  turning  back. 

Before  Pearl  Harbor,  however,  the  American  people  and 
their  leaders  had  earnestly  debated  alternative  courses  for  the 

United  States  in  world  affairs.  That  "Great  Debate"  was  a  part 
of  the  democratic  process  in  shaping  American  foreign  policy. 

Few  debates  have  had  such  important  long-term  consequences 
for  the  United  States  and  the  world.  The  debate  grew  increas- 

ingly heated,  but  Americans  conducted  it  without  resort  to 

domestic  violence.  It  provided  them  with  opportunities  to  con- 
sider, argue,  and  advocate  alternative  foreign  policies  during 

those  alarming  times  in  world  affairs.  That  debate  raged  from 

the  highest  decision-making  levels  in  Washington,  D.C.,  to  the 
grass  roots  all  over  the  United  States.  Countless  Americans  in 
and  out  of  the  government  played  active  roles. 
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Preface 

Easily  the  most  popular  and  controversial  "isolationist,"  or 
"noninterventionist,"  leader  was  the  famed  aviator  Colonel 
Charles  A.  Lindbergh.  From  September,  1939,  when  he  began 
speaking  out  against  American  entry  into  World  War  II,  until 
he  was  silenced  by  the  Japanese  attack  more  than  two  years 
later,  Lindbergh  was  the  most  praised,  the  most  criticized,  and 
the  most  maligned  noninterventionist  in  the  United  States.  No 
one  played  a  more  prominent  role  in  opposing  the  foreign 
policies  of  the  Franklin  D.  Roosevelt  administration.  A  study  of 

Lindbergh's  battle  against  American  entry  into  World  War  II 
goes  to  the  heart  of  that  noninterventionist  effort.  His  defeat 
was  the  defeat  of  American  isolationism. 

Though  Lindbergh's  battle  against  intervention  ended  with 
Pearl  Harbor,  many  of  his  ideas  looked  ahead  to  issues  of  more 
recent  times.  His  emphasis  on  the  importance  and  limits  of 

power  in  international  affairs  was  consistent  with  the  "realist" 
approach  so  popular  after  World  War  II.  His  contention  that 
the  United  States  could  not  and  should  not  remake  the  world  in 

its  own  image  has  a  decidedly  contemporary  ring  to  it.  His 
warnings  against  excessive  presidential  power,  secrecy,  and 

deception  in  foreign  affairs  have  striking  parallels  with  Ameri- 
can concerns  a  generation  later.  The  abuse  he  suffered  at  the 

hands  of  his  opponents,  moreover,  illustrated  the  heavy  toll  that 
can  be  exacted  from  those  who  exercise  their  democratic  rights 

and  responsibilities  by  opposing  administration  foreign  policies 
that  they  believe  to  be  unwise. 

This  study  is  based  on  unrestricted  research  access  to  Charles 

A.  Lindbergh's  personal  letters  and  papers  relating  to  his  non- 
interventionist  effort.  Lindbergh's  massive  manuscript  collection 
in  the  Sterling  Memorial  Library,  Yale  University,  is  one  of  the 
most  valuable  sets  of  materials  in  existence  relating  to  the 

opposition  to  American  entry  into  World  War  II.  Also,  drawing 
on  his  unusual  memory  for  factual  detail,  General  Lindbergh 
spent  many  hours  patiently  and  candidly  answering  my  many 
questions.  He  did  not  evade  any  of  my  questions,  no  matter  how 
probing,  sensitive,  or  controversial  they  were. 

In  addition  to  the  essential  Lindbergh  papers,  I  have  also 
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researched  dozens  of  other  manuscript  collections  (both  non- 

interventionist  and  interventionist)  relating  to  Lindbergh's 
battle  against  intervention.  Of  particular  importance  were  the 
America  First  Committee  papers,  at  the  Hoover  Library  on 
War,  Revolution  and  Peace,  Stanford,  California,  and  President 

Roosevelt's  papers,  in  the  Franklin  D.  Roosevelt  Library,  Hyde 
Park,  New  York.  Over  the  years  I  have  also  interviewed  many 
of  the  leading  figures  who  shared  with  Lindbergh  in  the  battle 
against  intervention. 

This  volume  is,  in  effect,  the  third  in  a  series  of  books  I  have 
written  on  the  opposition  to  American  entry  into  World  War  II. 

The  first,  published  in  1953  and  reissued  in  1971,  was  a  history 
of  the  America  First  Committee,  the  leading  noninterventionist 

pressure  group  before  Pearl  Harbor.  The  second,  published  in 
1962,  was  an  interpretive  study  of  the  role  of  Senator  Gerald  P. 
Nye  of  North  Dakota  in  American  foreign  relations.  Each  of 
these  three  volumes  has  been  based  on  unrestricted  research 

access  to  previously  unused  manuscript  collections.  Each  en- 
tailed interviews  in  depth  with  the  principals.  And  in  preparing 

each  of  the  three  I  earnestly  tried  to  be  as  accurate  and  bal- 
anced as  possible.  My  object  has  been  neither  to  vindicate  nor 

to  indict,  but,  rather,  to  describe  and  explain. 
It  has  been  my  custom  in  each  of  the  three  volumes  not  to 

ask  any  of  the  principals  to  read  the  manuscripts  in  advance  of 

publication.  Thus  General  Lindbergh  did  not  read  the  manu- 
script of  this  book.  The  publisher,  however,  did  ask  him  to  read 

the  galley  proofs.  The  General  prepared  comments  on  the  gal- 
leys, and  the  publisher  sent  them  to  me.  As  a  result,  I  made 

minor  factual  corrections  in  seven  instances,  but  I  made  no 

changes  in  analysis  or  interpretation.  I  am  extremely  grateful 
to  General  Lindbergh  for  his  essential  help  with  this  project  but 

it  is  important  to  make  plain  that  this  book  is  not  an  "author- 
ized" account.  The  analyses  and  interpretations  are  mine.  Any 

errors  of  fact,  emphasis,  or  interpretation  are  my  responsibility 
alone. 

I  am  indebted  to  scores  of  librarians  and  archivists,  whose 

knowledge  of  their  materials  and  whose  willingness  to  help  have 
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made  my  research  both  possible  and  pleasant.  Most  essential 
was  the  aid  I  received  from  Miss  Judith  A.  Schiff,  Chief 
Research  Archivist,  Manuscripts  and  Archives,  Yale  University 
Library.  Without  her  help  this  book  could  not  have  been 
written.  Thomas  D.  Flynn  gave  me  permission  to  use  the  papers 

of  his  father,  John  T.  Flynn,  and  Dr.  Martin  Schmitt  at  the  Uni- 
versity of  Oregon  Library  made  key  items  from  that  collection 

available  to  me.  Dr.  Milton  O.  Gustafson  and  Leslie  C.  Waffen 

of  the  National  Archives,  Dr.  Paul  T.  Heffron  of  the  Library  of 
Congress,  William  J.  Stewart  of  the  Franklin  D.  Roosevelt 
Library,  and  their  staffs  all  provided  special  help  for  my  research. 

I  owe  a  unique  debt  to  the  University  of  Maryland.  No 
scholar  could  have  had  better  opportunities  for  research  and 
writing  in  the  history  of  American  foreign  relations  than  the 
University  of  Maryland  provided.  Its  location  just  outside 
Washington,  D.C.,  made  it  easy  for  me  to  do  research  in  the 
Library  of  Congress  and  the  National  Archives.  It  has  allowed 
me  to  teach  exclusively  in  the  field  of  American  diplomatic 
history,  and  it  has  provided  stimulating  students  to  test  and 
challenge  my  ideas.  A  sabbatical  leave  facilitated  my  research. 

The  University's  scheduling  policies  allowed  me  full  days  free 
for  research  and  writing,  and  even  enabled  me  to  make  repeated 
flights  to  New  Haven  to  use  the  Lindbergh  papers  there.  A 
summer  grant  from  its  General  Research  Board  furthered  my 
writing.  Dean  David  S.  Sparks  and  Professors  Walter  Rundell, 
Jr.,  Francis  Haber,  and  Horace  S.  Merrill  provided  essential 
help  and  encouragement.  Richard  P.  Hallion  generously  shared 

his  knowledge  of  aviation  technology  with  me.  I  am  deeply  in- 
debted to  them  and  to  the  University  of  Maryland.  I  am  also 

grateful  for  help  from  Professor  Ross  B.  Talbot  of  Iowa  State 
University. 

A  Fellowship  at  the  Woodrow  Wilson  International  Center 
for  Scholars  in  Washington,  D.C.,  gave  me  released  time  and  a 
delightful  setting  in  which  to  complete  the  research  and  write 

this  book.  W.  R.  Smyser,  Raimi  Ojikutu,  Choon-ho  Park,  W. 
Taylor  Reveley,  and  Eugene  Trani,  Fellows  at  the  Center, 
helped  make  my  stay  there  both  pleasant  and  intellectually 
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stimulating.  Staff  members  who  provided  welcome  aid  and 
encouragement  included  William  M.  Dunn,  Gaenor  Willson, 
Edythe  Holbrook,  Frances  Hunter,  Mernie  Weathers,  and 
Waltraud  Larson. 

My  wife,  Virginia  Rae  Cole,  shared  my  interest  and  provided 
quiet  encouragement.  Only  our  son,  Thomas  Roy  Cole,  benefits 
so  much  as  I  do  from  her  devotion.  And  to  him  I  proudly 
dedicate  this  book. 

WAYNE  S.  COLE 

University  of  Maryland 
January,  1974 
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1  /The  Great  Debate 

It  was  a  clear,  beautiful  summer  evening  in  Southern  Cali- 
fornia, before  smog  had  spoiled  those  lovely  skies.  Men  and 

women  began  to  arrive  early  at  the  Hollywood  Bowl.  The  more 
than  20,000  seats  filled  rapidly.  People  stood  in  the  aisles.  And 
still  they  came.  As  dusk  settled  and  the  sun  dipped  below  the 
horizon,  thousands  covered  the  hills  on  three  sides  looking 
down  on  the  Bowl  far  below.  They  backed  up  a  quarter  of  a 
mile  on  nearby  streets.  Estimates  of  the  crowd  that  evening 

ranged  up  to  60,000  or  70,000;  the  actual  figure  may  have  been 
closer  to  40,000,  with  some  23,000  in  the  regular  seats  and 
thousands  more  patiently  adjusting  in  the  overflow.  Officials  at 

the  time  said  it  was  the  largest  attendance  ever  at  the  Holly- 
wood Bowl.  Sweeping  lights  under  the  stars  revealed  an  orderly, 

serious,  concerned  audience;  most  were  couples  under  the  age 

of  forty  or  over  sixty.  As  one  newspaper  reported,  it  was  "the 
type  of  audience  that  would  be  found  in  the  Bowl  at  the  Easter 

morning  service."1 
But  it  was  no  religious  service.  And  those  thousands  were  not 

turning  out  to  witness  an  athletic  competition,  listen  to  a  rock 

concert,  or  ogle  Hollywood  movie  stars.  They  were  not  attend- 
ing a  political  rally  to  elect  a  President  or  a  Governor.  Those 

thousands  that  Friday  evening  of  June  20,  1941,  were  neverthe- 
less a  significant  part  of  democracy  in  action.  The  America  First 

Committee  rally  they  were  attending  was  billed  as  a  "Peace  and 
1.  The  notes  are  on  pages  243-275. 
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The  Great  Debate 

Preparedness  Mass  Meeting."  It  was  a  dramatic  episode  in 
America's  "Great  Debate"  on  foreign  affairs  before  the  United 
States  entered  World  War  II.  That  orderly,  nonviolent  foreign 

policy  debate  between  so-called  "isolationists"  and  "interven- 
tionists" extended  from  America's  greatest  cities  to  every  small 

town  and  main  street  in  the  land,  from  every  bar  and  barber- 

shop to  the  halls  of  Congress  in  the  nation's  capital  and  to  top- 
level  Cabinet  meetings  presided  over  by  President  Franklin  D. 
Roosevelt  in  the  White  House. 

Millions  of  Americans  in  the  period  1 939-1 941  believed 
that  the  outcome  of  that  debate  could  shape  the  future  of  the 
United  States  and  possibly  the  world.  If  citizens  and  their 

government  followed  mistaken  policies,  the  consequences  con- 
ceivably could  destroy  national  security  and  end  American 

democracy  and  freedom.  The  results  could  determine  the  future 
of  the  United  States  and  of  Western  civilization.  Those  earnest 

people  worried  whether  their  sons  would  get  to  live  out  their 
lives  peacefully  or  would  die  on  foreign  battlefields.  And  if  they 
must  die,  those  concerned  Americans  wondered  whether  their 
deaths  would  or  would  not  make  for  a  better  world  and  for  a 

more  secure,  prosperous,  and  free  America. 
On  matters  of  such  importance,  those  thousands  in  Southern 

California  were  not  turning  out  to  hear  the  President  of  the 

United  States,  his  Secretary  of  State,  or  any  other  top  govern- 
ment or  military  official.  Of  the  four  main  speakers  that  eve- 
ning, only  one  held  public  office  and  he  (Democrat  D.  Worth 

Clark  of  Idaho)  was  a  first-term  United  States  Senator  and  not 
a  major  power  in  the  Congress.  Two  of  the  speakers  were 

women:  a  grey-haired  novelist,  Kathleen  Norris,  and  a  talented 

middle-aged  actress,  Lillian  Gish.  They  spoke  ably  and  mov- 
ingly that  evening,  as  they  had  at  earlier  America  First  rallies 

and  as  they  would  again  at  later  meetings.2 
But  the  man  those  thousands  most  eagerly  waited  to  see  and 

hear  was  a  tall,  slender,  thirty-nine-year-old  aviator,  Colonel 
Charles  A.  Lindbergh.  Since  he  had  first  burst  upon  the  front 

pages  of  the  world's  newspapers  nearly  fifteen  years  before  with 
his  unprecedented  solo  flight  from  New  York  to  Paris  in  1927, 
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The  Great  Debate 

he  had  been  cheered  by  crowds  larger  than  this  one.  He  had 
welcomed  those  earlier  plaudits  for  their  help  in  building  public 

support  for  America's  fledgling  aviation  industry.  This  time  he 
welcomed  the  cheers  as  he  earnestly  urged  his  audience  to 

oppose  American  entry  into  World  War  II,  then  raging  in 
Europe  and  Asia. 

And  well  they  might  ponder  America's  course  carefully,  for 
that  was  already  a  terrifyingly  destructive  war — and  the  worst 

was  yet  to  come.  In  Asia,  Japan's  modern  military  forces  had 
occupied  Manchuria  between  the  years  of  193 1  and  1933.  In 
July,  1937,  Japan  had  thrown  its  land,  air,  and  sea  power 

against  China's  vast  area  and  teeming  millions  in  an  undeclared 
war  that  was  to  last  for  eight  long  years.  By  the  time  Lindbergh 
addressed  his  audience  that  evening,  Japanese  troops  controlled 
the  coastal  areas  and  major  cities  of  China,  had  moved  into 
northern  Indochina,  and  were  soon  to  take  over  the  rest  of  that 

French  colony  in  Southeast  Asia.  Few  felt  certain  of  the  limits 
of  Japanese  military  ambitions  and  capacities.  The  war  in  Asia 
would  have  been  alarming  enough  by  itself.  But  it  also  linked 
with  comparable  developments  in  Europe.  Japan  had  concluded 

an  Anti-Comintern  Pact  with  Germany  in  1936.  In  September, 

1940,  Japan  had  joined  with  Adolf  Hitler's  Nazi  Germany  and 
Benito  Mussolini's  Fascist  Italy  in  a  Tripartite  Pact.  Those 
three  Axis  Powers  appeared  to  threaten  freedom,  democracy, 
peace,  and  security  all  over  the  world. 

Mussolini  and  his  Fascists  had  come  to  power  in  Italy  in 
1922,  in  the  aftermath  of  economic  dislocation  and  political 

disorder  that  followed  World  War  I.  In  the  years  1935-1936, 

Mussolini's  Italy  had  triumphed  over  the  primitive  warriors  of 
Emperor  Haile  Selassie's  Ethiopia,  in  East  Africa.  In  1936,  it 
had  joined  in  a  pact  with  Nazi  Germany  setting  up  the  Rome- 
Berlin  Axis.  From  1936  to  1939,  those  two  dictatorships  had 
sent  guns,  planes,  and  men  to  help  fascism  under  Generalissimo 

Francisco  Franco  triumph  in  Spain's  bloody  Civil  War.  In 
April,  1939,  Italy  had  seized  Albania.  Mussolini's  forces  fared 
badly  in  Greece  and  North  Africa,  but  in  combination  with  the 
other  two  Axis  Powers  they  were  not  to  be  ignored. 
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The  Great  Debate 

But  it  was  Adolf  Hitler's  Nazi  Germany  that  seemed  most 
completely  evil  and  most  militarily  invincible  by  the  time  Lind- 

bergh rose  to  speak  that  summer  evening.  In  January,  1933, 

Hitler  had  become  Chancellor  of  Germany's  Weimar  Republic. 
He  quickly  and  ruthlessly  converted  the  government  into  a  Nazi 

dictatorship,  eliminating  opposition  parties  and  suppressing  dis- 

senters. Blaming  Germany's  woes  on  the  Versailles  Treaty  and 
the  Jews,  he  insisted  that  his  National  Socialist  regime  provided 

the  only  alternative  to  a  Communist  take-over.  He  promised 
economic  prosperity  as  he  repudiated  the  Versailles  Treaty, 

rebuilt  Germany's  military  power,  and  set  out  to  restore  Ger- 
many to  glory  and  greatness  in  Europe  and  the  world. 

In  1936,  German  troops  remilitarized  the  Rhineland  in  viola- 
tion of  existing  agreements.  In  the  Anschluss  of  March,  1938, 

Hitler's  forces  seized  Austria  and  incorporated  it  into  Greater 
Germany.  He  used  Spain's  Civil  War  as  a  testing  ground  for  his 
rapidly  growing  military  forces.  In  October,  1938,  Britain's 
Neville  Chamberlain  and  France's  Edouard  Daladier  had  tried 
to  appease  Hitler  in  the  Munich  Pact  by  yielding  the  Sudeten- 
land  of  Czechoslovakia  to  Nazi  Germany.  In  November,  the 

Nazis  abruptly  stepped  up  their  violent  oppression  of  German 
Jews.  Violating  his  promises  at  Munich,  Hitler  seized  the  rest  of 
Czechoslovakia  in  March,  1939.  He  pressured  Poland  for  the 
Corridor  that  separated  Germany  from  East  Prussia.  Finally 

convinced  that  Hitler's  ambitions  were  insatiable,  Britain  and 
France  decided  to  yield  no  further.  But  they  would  have  insur- 

mountable military  difficulties  against  Germany  in  eastern  Eu- 
rope unless  the  Soviet  Union  helped  defend  Poland.  That 

possibility  dramatically  disappeared  with  the  conclusion  of  the 

Nazi-Soviet  Non-Aggression  Pact  on  August  23,  1939.  That 

agreement  opened  the  way  for  Hitler's  conquest  of  Poland 
beginning  on  the  morning  of  September  1,  1939.  Britain  and 
France  promptly  declared  war,  but  they  were  helpless  to  prevent 

Germany's  blitzkrieg  from  crushing  Poland's  antiquated  forces. 
Though  Poland  fell  quickly,  there  was  little  fighting  on  the 

western  front.  The  lull  during  the  winter  of  1939-40,  the  "sitz- 

krieg," or  "phony  war,"  encouraged  some  to  hope  that  World 
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War  II  might  not  be  the  horribly  destructive  nightmare  so  many 

had  feared.  Headlines  that  winter  went,  instead,  to  the  Russo- 

Finnish  War  as  the  Finns  fought  bravely,  before  finally  suc- 
cumbing to  Soviet  power  in  the  early  spring  of  1940. 

The  winter  lull  in  the  west  did  not  last  long.  In  April,  1940, 
Hitler  once  again  unleashed  his  mechanized  panzer  divisions 
and  his  Luftwaffe.  His  blitzkrieg  quickly  overran  Denmark, 
Norway,  the  Netherlands,  Luxembourg,  and  Belgium.  Nazi 
forces  sliced  between  British  and  French  armies  and  pinned 

Britain's  troops  against  the  sea  at  Dunkirk.  Britain  miraculously 
evacuated  most  of  its  men,  but  they  left  their  equipment  behind 
on  the  beaches.  The  French  had  no  island  redoubt  to  flee  to, 

and  no  channel  to  protect  them.  Torn  by  internal  cleavages, 

weakened  by  shattered  morale,  and  harried  by  Mussolini's 
decision  to  attack  in  the  south,  France  under  Marshal  Henri 

Petain  surrendered  to  Hitler's  might  on  June  22,  1940. 
Hitler  then  turned  his  Luftwaffe  and  submarines  against 

Great  Britain.  Under  Prime  Minister  Winston  Churchill,  the 

British  braced  for  the  attack.  Despite  heavy  damage  inflicted  by 
German  bombers,  however,  the  Royal  Air  Force  denied  the 
Germans  control  of  the  air  in  the  Battle  of  Britain.  And  despite 
heavy  shipping  losses,  the  Royal  Navy  retained  its  command  of 

the  seas.  For  the  first  time  Nazi  Germany's  mighty  forces  were 
checked.  But  whether  Britain  could  survive  the  long  pull  re- 

mained to  be  seen,  and  whether  the  British  could  defeat  Hitler's 
armies  on  the  European  continent  seemed  very  much  in  doubt. 

Pending  the  final  outcome  of  that  contest,  Hitler  turned  his 

forces  east  toward  the  Balkans.  And  at  the  very  moment  that 
Charles  A.  Lindbergh  began  his  speech  to  his  vast  audience  in 
California,  German  generals  were  positioning  their  armies  in 
preparation  for  the  massive  assault  their  Fuehrer  had  secretly 

ordered  against  the  Soviet  Union  in  eastern  Europe.  That  Russo- 
German  War  began  early  on  June  22,  1941,  just  two  days  after 

Lindbergh's  America  First  rally  in  the  Hollywood  Bowl.  Most 
experts  expected  Nazi  Germany  to  crush  Soviet  military  resis- 

tance quickly,  just  as  it  had  overrun  every  other  country  it  had 
attacked  on  the  European  mainland.  In  that  event,  an  even 
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stronger  Germany  might  then  turn  again  on  the  British  Isles, 
with  greater  chances  for  success. 

If  Nazi  Germany  and  Fascist  Italy  triumphed  in  Europe  and 
Africa,  and  if  militarist  Japan  overran  Asia,  those  emboldened 
aggressors  might  then  turn  on  the  Western  Hemisphere.  In  that 

event  many  doubted  America's  capacity  to  defend  itself  success- 
fully, despite  the  protection  of  the  Atlantic  and  Pacific  oceans. 

Even  if  the  Axis  Powers  should  never  invade  the  United  States, 

many  worried  whether  American  democracy,  freedom,  and 
prosperity  could  survive  in  a  world  dominated  by  the  fascist 
dictators.  Little  wonder  that  the  American  people  that  warm 
summer  evening  were  troubled  and  torn  as  they  deliberated  on 
various  alternatives  for  the  United  States  in  world  affairs. 

In  the  face  of  the  alarming  developments  abroad,  the  Ameri- 
cans and  their  leaders  felt  conflicting  emotions  and  desires. 

With  near  unanimity,  they  abhorred  Hitler's  Nazi  Germany  and 
hoped  for  a  British  victory.  Increasingly  the  majority  followed 

President  Roosevelt's  leadership  in  favoring  aid  short  of  war  for 
the  victims  of  Axis  aggression.  After  the  fall  of  France  in  June, 

1940,  the  majority  of  Americans  believed  it  was  more  impor- 
tant to  assure  a  British  victory  over  the  Axis  than  it  was  for  the 

United  States  to  stay  out  of  the  European  war.  At  the  same 
time,  however,  Americans  and  their  elected  representatives  in 
both  houses  of  Congress  overwhelmingly  opposed  a  declaration 
of  war  by  the  United  States  against  the  Axis.  Until  the  Japanese 
attack  on  Pearl  Harbor  in  December,  1941,  public  opinion  polls 
consistently  showed  that  approximately  80  per  cent  of  the 
American  people  opposed  a  declaration  of  war  by  the  United 

States.  Opposition  to  Hitler's  Germany,  sympathy  for  Britain 
and  China,  support  for  aid  short  of  war,  and  opposition  to  a 

declaration  of  war — those  were  the  American  views.  But  they 

left  ample  room  for  debate.3 

The  "interventionists"  believed  it  more  important  to  assure  a 
British  victory  over  the  Axis  than  to  keep  out  of  the  war. 

Following  the  President's  lead,  many  of  them  hoped  aid  short  of 
war  would  be  sufficient;  a  growing  minority,  however,  believed 
the  United  States  must  enter  the  war  as  a  full  belligerent.  The 
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"isolationists,"  or  "noninterventionists,"  believed  it  was  more 
important  for  the  United  States  to  stay  out  of  the  European  war 
than  it  was  to  assure  a  British  victory  over  the  Axis.  They  were 
convinced  that  the  United  States  could  defend  itself  successfully 

in  the  Western  Hemisphere  if  it  properly  prepared  and  main- 
tained its  own  military  forces.  Charles  A.  Lindbergh  was  the 

most  popular  and  controversial  spokesman  for  that  noninter- 
ventionist  view.4 

Under  the  stars  that  evening  in  the  Hollywood  Bowl,  Lind- 
bergh criticized  interventionist  attempts  to  involve  the  United 

States  in  the  war  "by  subterfuge  and  propaganda."  He  attacked 
two  interventionist  "fallacies."  First,  he  discounted  the  claim 

"that  the  developments  of  modern  warfare  make  this  country 
more  vulnerable  to  foreign  invasion  than  before."  Then  he  took 
issue  with  the  contention  "that  the  best  way  to  defend  America 

is  by  defending  England."  In  opposition  to  those  views,  Lind- 
bergh maintained  that  modern  warfare  developments,  particu- 

larly air  power,  made  the  United  States  "less  vulnerable  to 
invasion  than  we  have  ever  been  in  the  past."  And,  speaking  in 
1 94 1,  he  insisted  that  "the  surest  way  for  us  to  lose  a  war  is  by 
trying  to  defend  England  or  any  other  part  of  Europe."  Drawing 
on  his  long  experience  and  observation  of  air  power  in  America, 

Europe,  and,  to  a  lesser  extent,  Asia,  he  said  that  "Aviation,  if 
we  use  it  intelligently,  will  make  American  shores  impregnable 

to  attack." 
Lindbergh  pointed  out  that  the  interventionists  and  the 

British  in  urging  "the  defense  of  England"  really  meant  "the 
defeat  of  Germany."  He  dramatically  described  the  formidable 
difficulties  facing  the  United  States  in  any  attempt  to  defeat  the 
Axis  states  on  the  European  and  Asian  continents.  Preparation 

to  accomplish  that  task  would,  in  Lindbergh's  opinion,  require 
turning  the  United  States  "into  a  military  nation  that  exceeds 
Germany  in  regimentation."  He  feared  that  "Life  as  we  know  it 

today  would  be  a  thing  of  the  past,"  and  he  worried  that  the 
military  operations  "would  probably  mean  the  loss  of  millions 
of  American  lives."  He  insisted  that  "No  foreign  power  can 
invade  us  today,  and  with  reasonable  preparation  on  our  part, 
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no  combination  of  foreign  powers  will  ever  be  able  to  invade 

us."  He  voiced  confidence  in  the  "American  ability  to  hold  its 
own"  in  trade  with  Axis  states. 

Even  if  the  United  States  were  able  to  defeat  Germany  after  a 
long  and  bloody  war,  Lindbergh  feared  that  the  resulting  chaos 

and  devastation  would  result  in  "the  downfall  of  all  European 
civilization,  and  the  establishment  of  conditions  in  our  own 

country  far  worse  even  than  those  in  Germany  today."  He 
thought  no  one  would  be  winners  of  such  a  war  "except  Russia 
and  Japan."  After  that  analysis,  Lindbergh  urged  a  negotiated 
settlement  in  Europe.  In  his  opinion,  "The  alternative  to  a 
negotiated  peace  is  either  a  Hitler  victory  or  a  prostrate  Europe, 

and  possibly  a  prostrate  America  as  well."  He  insisted  that  "the 
only  way  our  American  life  and  ideals  can  be  preserved  is  by 

staying  out  of  this  war,"  and  that  "the  only  way  European 
civilization  can  be  saved  is  by  ending  [the  war]  quickly."  He 
reminded  his  California  audience  that  in  a  democracy  they  had 

both  the  right  and  the  duty  "to  decide  the  direction  your 
country  takes — to  peace  or  to  war."5 

Lindbergh  spoke  earnestly  and  directly,  without  oratorical 
flourishes  or  bombast.  As  his  clear  voice  filtered  through  the 

loud-speakers  to  his  listeners  seated  above  him,  the  thousands 
listened  with  rapt  attention.  Not  all  agreed  with  what  he  said, 
but  they  took  his  analysis  seriously.  And  they  reflected  on  his 
views  and  on  their  own  as  the  meeting  ended,  the  huge  crowd 
dispersed,  and  they  wended  their  separate  ways  homeward  that 
night. 

Though  the  "Great  Debate"  was  impressively  orderly  and 
nonviolent,  emotions  mounted  as  concerned  Americans  ear- 

nestly jousted  verbally  on  what  were  literally  life-or-death 
issues.  Passions  grew,  and  so  did  intolerance  of  conflicting 
foreign  policy  views.  Increasingly,  many  on  each  side  saw  their 
adversaries  in  the  debate  as  not  merely  wrong,  but  evil  and 
perhaps  subversive  as  well.  It  was  then  only  a  short  step  from 
such  emotions  to  justifying  methods  against  opponents  that 

were  not  really  "fair  play."  Isolationists  charged  interventionists 
with  being  "warmongers"  and  "Anglophiles,"  who  were  more 
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dedicated  to  foreign  causes  than  to  the  lives  and  freedom  of 

Americans.  Interventionists  charged  that  isolationists  were  "ap- 

peasers"  and  "defeatists,"  and  were  serving  the  cause  of  Hitler's 
Nazis.  As  the  most  prominent  and  frank  of  the  leading  non- 
interventionists,  Lindbergh  came  under  particularly  severe  at- 

tack. Millions  of  Americans  then  and  later  saw  him  as  little 

better  than  a  Nazi.  His  image  has  never  fully  recovered  from  the 
stereotypes  fostered  by  his  interventionist  assailants  from  the 
White  House  on  down. 

The  hostility  and  discrimination  that  he  and  other  noninter- 
ventionists  encountered  extended  into  circumstances  surround- 

ing America  First  rallies  he  addressed.  For  example,  ten  weeks 
after  the  meeting  in  the  Hollywood  Bowl,  Lindbergh  spoke  near 
Oklahoma  City.  The  Democratic  South  was  the  most  fervently 
interventionist  section  of  the  country;  isolationists  found  little 
support  and  suffered  much  abuse  there.  The  America  First 
Committee  had  met  with  little  success  in  its  efforts  to  organize 
local  chapters  in  the  South.  The  rally  in  Oklahoma  City  was  a 
major  attempt  by  the  Committee,  using  its  star  attraction,  to 

penetrate  that  hostile  territory.6 
Scheduled  for  Friday  evening,  August  29,  the  planned  meet- 
ing encountered  all  sorts  of  difficulties.  Three  days  before  the 

rally  the  city  council  of  Oklahoma  City  voted  unanimously  to 
cancel  permission  to  use  the  Municipal  Auditorium.  Some  250 
people  attended  the  council  meeting,  most  of  them  strongly 
opposing  Lindbergh.  Among  his  adversaries  were  spokesmen 
for  two  local  American  Legion  posts.  The  commander  of  one  of 

them  said  flatly  that  "the  time  for  freedom  of  speech  is  past." 
Newspapers  were  hostile.7 

As  news  of  the  city  council  action  broke,  other  cities  in 
Oklahoma  invited  America  First  to  hold  the  rally  in  their 
communities.  A  friend  of  Lindbergh  in  Texas  offered  money  to 

help — though  he  did  not  agree  with  the  aviator's  views.  Senator 
Burton  K.  Wheeler,  Democrat  from  Montana,  volunteered  to 

speak  on  the  same  platform  with  him.  Governor  Leon  C. 
Phillips  of  Oklahoma  criticized  the  city  council  and  even  offered 
use  of  the  Capitol  steps.  The  America  First  organizer  believed 
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that  if  the  Committee  "changed  cities  and  postponed  even  one 
hour,  all  opportunity  to  break  into  the  South  was  gone  and  a 
defeat  at  Oklahoma  City  meant  opposition  to  our  speaking  in 
every  other  city  where  sentiment  was  not  strongly  organized  to 

our  viewpoint."  With  his  help  and  encouragement,  the  state 
chairman  of  America  First  in  Oklahoma,  Herbert  K.  Hyde,  said 

Lindbergh  would  make  his  scheduled  address  "even  if  we  have 
to  use  a  street  corner  or  a  pasture."8 

The  rally  went  off  on  schedule.  The  free  speech  issue  at- 
tracted more  attention  than  the  meeting  would  have  won  with- 

out the  controversy.  But  the  atmosphere  was  tense,  with 

alarming  threats  of  violence.  Local  thugs  pressured  owners  not 
to  permit  use  of  their  property  for  the  rally,  so  the  Committee 
did  not  announce  the  location  until  the  day  before.  It  arranged 
to  use  a  park  a  mile  west  of  Oklahoma  City  that  belonged  to 
amateur  baseball  teams.  The  field  representative,  hearing  of 
plans  to  demolish  the  seating  facilities,  did  not  have  the  seats 

built  until  the  day  of  the  meeting.  Special  police  guarded  high- 
line  poles  approaching  the  park.  Batteries  for  emergency  light- 

ing and  broadcasting  were  provided  in  case  the  lines  were  cut. 
Flashlights  were  even  available  by  which  to  read  the  speeches  if 
the  power  were  cut. 

When  Lindbergh  arrived  in  Oklahoma  City  the  day  before 
the  meeting,  armed  motorcycle  police  escorted  him  to  his  hotel 
for  his  own  protection.  People  drove  in  from  all  over  the  state 
and  adjoining  states  to  attend  the  meeting.  Former  Governor 

"Alfalfa  Bill"  Murray,  a  crusty  old  isolationist  in  his  own  right, 
came  in  from  his  home  in  Broken  Bow  to  introduce  Lindbergh 

at  the  meeting.  By  the  time  the  police  escorted  Lindbergh, 
Wheeler,  Murray,  and  their  platform  party  to  the  ball  park  at 
7:45  that  Friday  evening,  some  8,000  people  were  already 
there,  with  cars  backed  up  for  miles  on  approaching  roads.  The 
ushers  hired  for  the  evening  had  reneged  at  the  last  moment,  but 

people  managed  to  find  seats  on  the  planks  laid  on  bundles  of 
shingles  for  that  purpose.  There  was  no  applause  when  the 

speakers  arrived,  but  there  was  no  violence,  either.  Micro- 
phones were  placed  carefully  to  muffle  any  heckling  from  the 
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crowd.  After  organized  singing,  Hyde  spoke  (and  challenged  a 

heckler  to  come  up  to  the  platform — which  he  did).  At  nine 

o'clock,  by  the  time  Murray  finished  introducing  Lindbergh, 
there  were  perhaps  15,000  people  in  the  park.9 

Lindbergh  spoke  for  half  an  hour  on  "Air  Power."  He  began 
his  address  with  a  concise  summary  of  the  noninterventionist 
view  he  had  advanced  repeatedly  during  the  preceding  two 

years:  "I  have  said  that  I  did  not  believe  it  was  within  our 
power  to  control  the  wars,  or  to  solve  the  problems  that  have 
existed  in  Europe  since  European  history  began.  I  have  said 
that  we  were  not  prepared  to  wage  war  abroad  successfully  at 
this  time,  and  that  we  would  not  be  prepared  to  do  so  for 

months  if  not  for  years  to  come.  I  have  said  that  our  participa- 
tion in  this  war  would  simply  add  to  bloodshed  and  prostration 

in  Europe,  and  bring  confusion  to  our  own  country.  I  have  said 
that  the  United  States  is  strong  enough  and  able  enough  to 
protect  itself,  and  that  we  in  America  do  not  have  to  depend 
upon  any  foreign  country  for  our  security  and  welfare.  To  these 
statements,  and  beliefs,  I  hold  as  firmly  today  as  I  have  at  any 

time  in  the  past." 
Lindbergh  then  turned  to  his  favorite  subject,  "air  power,  its 

capabilities,  its  limitations,  and  its  consequences."  Again  draw- 
ing on  his  long  and  varied  experience  in  aviation  all  over  the 

world,  he  developed  the  theme  that  "while  aviation  greatly 
strengthened  our  position  in  America  from  the  standpoint  of 
defense,  it  greatly  weakened  our  position  from  the  standpoint  of 

attacking  Europe."  He  conceded  that  scientific  and  technologi- 
cal development  could  change  circumstances  for  the  future,  but 

he  contended  that  in  1941  and  for  the  immediate  future  "the 
quickest  way  for  Germany  to  lose  a  war  would  be  to  attack 
America,  and  the  quickest  way  for  America  to  lose  a  war  would 

be  to  attack  Germany."  Maintaining  that  the  United  States  had 
"the  most  perfect  defensive  position  of  any  nation,"  he  asked 
his  audience  if  America  should  sell  its  "birthright  for  the  mess 
of  pottage  that  is  offered  us  in  Europe  and  Asia  today;  or  shall 
we  preserve  for  our  children  the  free  and  independent  heritage 

that  our  forefathers  passed  on  to  us?"  And  he  closed  with  an 
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appeal  for  support  for  the  America  First  Committee's  noninter- 
ventionist  efforts  so  "that  freedom  and  independence,  and  rep- 

resentative government,  may  continue  to  live  in  this  nation."10 
The  warm  applause  he  received  at  the  close  of  his  address 
indicated  that  he  was  not  without  supporters  and  respect  in  that 
Oklahoma  audience. 

Many  people  left  when  organizers  of  the  meeting  attempted  a 
collection,  but  perhaps  10,000  stayed  on  to  cheer  Senator 

Wheeler's  address.  The  feared  disturbances  did  not  materialize. 
Lindbergh  never  accepted  a  fee  for  any  of  his  noninterventionist 
addresses,  and  he  paid  all  his  own  expenses.  But  the  special 
precautions  necessary  at  Oklahoma  City  had  increased  expenses 
for  the  rally,  and  at  the  same  time  the  collection  had  to  be 

canceled.  Consequently,  America  First  national  headquarters 
had  to  provide  $3,000  to  cover  the  local  deficit  on  the  meeting. 
The  audience  that  left  the  ball  park  that  night,  however,  was 
more  sympathetic  than  the  one  that  had  gathered  there  three 
hours  before.  The  speeches  had  been  broadcast  throughout  the 
state  and  carried  nationally  over  the  Mutual  network.  Even 
local  Legion  officials  and  newspapers  (while  sharply  disagreeing 
with  the  views  expressed  there)  conceded  afterward  that  the 

meeting  had  been  conducted  properly.11 
Most  who  heard  Charles  A.  Lindbergh  that  night  concluded 

that  he  was,  indeed,  an  impressive  man.  During  the  twenty- 
seven  months  between  Hitler's  invasion  of  Poland  and  the 
Japanese  attack  on  Pearl  Harbor,  more  than  any  other  indi- 

vidual he  personified  the  abortive  but  earnest  battle  against 
American  intervention  in  World  War  II. 
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2/The  Making  of  a  Hero 

T 
JLHE  slender  young  man  captured  the  popular  imagination 

with  his  solo  nonstop  flight  from  New  York  to  Paris  in  his  single- 
engine  Spirit  of  St.  Louis  on  May  20-21,  1927.  And,  unlike 
most  whose  daring  or  skills  brought  momentary  fame,  Charles 
A.  Lindbergh  retained  public  attention  and  acclaim  through  his 
personal  character,  his  continuing  accomplishments,  and  what  a 
later  generation  would  have  called  his  charisma.  Quick,  strong, 

and  well  co-ordinated,  he  was  an  exceptionally  skilled  aviator, 
with  plenty  of  courage  and  a  love  of  adventure.  His  flying  career 

eventually  was  to  extend  from  Jennys  to  jets.  But  young  Lind- 
bergh was  no  harebrained  daredevil.  Careful  advance  planning 

was  standard  modus  operandi  for  him.  Schools  and  organized 

churches  had  little  appeal.  But  he  was  bright,  and  had  wide- 
ranging  interests,  a  talent  for  manipulating  things  mechanical, 

an  experimental  temperament,  and  a  self-discipline,  persistence, 
attention  to  detail,  and  capacity  for  sustained  concentrated 
effort  that  enabled  him  to  convert  curiosity  into  action.  He  also 
had  impressive  qualities  of  character:  integrity,  independence, 
modesty,  consideration  for  others,  an  even  temper,  and  personal 
morality.  His  penchant  for  practical  jokes  only  served  to  make 

him  seem  more  appealingly  human.  And  his  qualities  were  con- 
sistent with  his  background.1 

Born  in  Detroit,  Michigan,  on  February  4,  1902,  less  than 
two  years  before  the  Wright  brothers  made  their  first  powered 
flight,  he  grew  up  on  a  farm  near  the  town  of  Little  Falls, 
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Minnesota,  in  the  upper  Mississippi  Valley.  His  father,  Charles 
A.  Lindbergh,  Sr.,  had  been  born  in  Sweden,  was  reared  in  rural 
Minnesota,  graduated  from  law  school  at  the  University  of 
Michigan,  and  practiced  law  in  Little  Falls.  Widowed  in  1898, 
he  then  married  Evangeline  Lodge  Land,  the  chemistry  teacher 
in  the  local  high  school.  She  was  of  English,  Scottish,  and  Irish 

descent,  had  a  family  background  of  dental  science  and  medi- 
cine, and  had  graduated  from  the  University  of  Michigan. 

Strong  and  independent  people,  both  C.  A.,  as  he  usually  was 
called,  and  Evangeline  were  devoted  to  their  only  son.  From  his 

father  the  boy  learned  to  love  the  out-of-doors  and  rural  life. 
From  his  mother  and  her  family  he  gained  scientific  and  techni- 

cal interests. 

In  1906  his  father  won  election  as  a  progressive  Republican 
to  the  United  States  House  of  Representatives,  a  position  he 
filled  for  ten  years.  In  Congress  the  elder  Lindbergh  was  an 
agrarian  radical  and  insurgent.  Sharing  values  of  the  earlier 

Populists  and  of  the  later  Non-Partisan  League,  he  often  fol- 
lowed the  lead  of  Theodore  Roosevelt,  Robert  M.  LaFollette, 

and  George  W.  Norris  on  public  issues.  Critical  of  the  Money 

Trust  and  Wall  Street,  he  blamed  those  "special  interests"  for 
many  of  America's  ills  at  home  and  abroad.  Those  considera- 

tions led  him  to  oppose  American  entry  into  World  War  I.  In 

his  book  Why  Is  Your  Country  at  War,  he  urged  an  indepen- 
dent foreign  policy  for  the  United  States,  and  denounced  busi- 
ness and  financial  interests  for  promoting  war  to  serve  their 

selfish  economic  ambitions.  His  opposition  to  preparedness  and 
war  hurt  him  politically,  and  he  was  subjected  to  abusive  and 
unfair  charges  of  disloyalty.  Defeated  in  his  bid  for  the  Senate 
in  19 1 6,  he  never  again  won  election  to  public  office.  Though  he 
supported  the  American  government  after  Congress  declared 

war,  the  former  Congressman  suffered  politically  for  his  non- 
interventionist  opposition  from  19 14  to  19 17.2 

The  elder  Lindbergh  spent  as  much  time  with  his  son  as  his 
law  practice  and  political  career  permitted.  He  taught  the  boy 
how  to  shoot,  including  the  skills,  discipline,  and  responsibilities 
of  handling  a  gun.  Young  Charles  learned  to  drive  their  Model 
T  Ford  when  he  was  only  eleven  years  old,  and  thereafter  drove 
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for  his  father  on  campaign  trips.  He  distributed  campaign  litera- 
ture and  heard  the  political  speeches.  One  might  have  supposed 

that  young  Lindbergh  was  consciously  following  his  father's 
footsteps  when  he  opposed  American  entry  into  World  War  II 

more  than  two  decades  later.3 
He  insisted,  however,  that  his  father  had  no  direct  influence 

on  his  own  course  in  foreign  affairs.  He  did  not  share  his 

father's  agrarian  radicalism  or  his  hostility  to  the  Money  Trust. 
He  thought  his  father's  economic  views  were  too  extreme  and 
oversimplified.  As  a  boy  he  had  had  little  interest  in  his  father's 
analysis  and  did  not  entirely  understand  it.  He  had  learned  early 
to  dislike  politics.  As  an  adult  he  had  even  married  into  the 
Money  Trust  when,  in  1929,  he  wed  the  daughter  of  a  former 

partner  in  the  House  of  Morgan.  Through  his  wife's  family, 
Lindbergh  gained  the  valued  friendship  of  J.  P.  Morgan,  his 
partners,  and  others  on  Wall  Street.  He  liked  and  respected 
them,  and  thought  his  father  would  have  liked  them,  too,  had  he 
known  them.  Senators  William  E.  Borah  of  Idaho,  Burton  K. 
Wheeler  of  Montana,  Gerald  P.  Nye  of  North  Dakota,  and 

others  operated  from  agrarian  radical  frames  of  reference  in 

opposing  American  entry  into  World  War  II.  Colonel  Lind- 
bergh did  not.  Many  years  later  he  contended  that  he  had  not 

consciously  followed  his  father's  example  when  he  battled 
against  intervention  during  the  years  1 939-1 941. 4 

Nonetheless,  young  Lindbergh  greatly  admired  and  respected 

his  father.  He  shared  his  father's  preference  for  rural  values  and 
dislike  of  cities.  He  was  affected  by  his  interest  in  Darwin  and 

evolution.5  He  admired  and  shared  his  father's  qualities  of 
character,  including  his  independence,  integrity,  courage,  and 
sense  of  responsibility.  He  felt  pride  in  his  father  for  standing 
firm  for  what  he  believed  to  be  right,  even  in  the  face  of  abusive 
and  unfair  attacks.  In  the  years  from  1939  to  1941,  Colonel 
Lindbergh  was  not  an  agrarian  progressive  as  his  Congressman 
father  had  been  in  the  like  period  of  19 14  to  19 17,  but  both 
were  courageously  independent  noninterventionists  trying  to 
serve  the  interests  of  their  country  as  they  saw  them.  And  both 
paid  the  price  those  efforts  exacted. 

Charles  had  wanted  to  become  a  flyer  in  World  War  I,  but 
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was  too  young.  Fifteen  when  America  entered  the  war  and 
sixteen  when  it  ended,  he  was  old  enough  to  help  on  the  farm. 
He  eagerly  seized  the  opportunity  when  Little  Falls  high  school 
permitted  academic  credit  without  attending  classes  for  those 
who  wished  to  work  on  farms  producing  food  for  the  war  effort. 

He  operated  his  father's  farm,  sold  milking  machines  on  the 
side,  and  took  time  out  only  briefly  to  get  his  diploma  in  191 8. 
He  enjoyed  farming  and  felt  mixed  emotions  when  he  turned  the 
place  over  to  a  tenant  in  19 19.  Lindbergh  has  never  lost  his 

love  for  the  land,  for  the  out-of-doors,  and  for  values  he  asso- 

ciates with  rural  living.6 
Encouraged  by  his  parents,  however,  in  1920  he  enrolled  at 

the  University  of  Wisconsin  to  study  mechanical  engineering. 
He  was  bright  enough,  but  was  less  than  enthusiastic  about  his 
studies.  He  found  much  greater  interest  in  his  motorcycle  and  in 
the  rifle  and  pistol  teams.  In  1922,  after  only  three  semesters, 

he  left  the  University  to  begin  his  career  in  aviation.7 
On  April  9,  1922,  at  the  age  of  twenty,  Lindbergh  made  his 

first  airplane  flight,  as  a  passenger.  The  Nebraska  Aircraft 
Corporation  at  Lincoln  barely  honored  its  agreement  to  teach 
him  to  fly,  but  he  got  his  start  there.  Working  as  a  parachute 

jumper,  wing 'walker,  and  general  handyman,  he  barnstormed 
with  pilots  through  the  West  that  summer  and  fall.  With  help 
from  his  father,  he  bought  his  first  airplane  in  1923.  He  paid 
$500  for  that  old  Jenny,  and  in  April  made  his  first  solo  flight  in 
it,  at  Souther  Field  in  Georgia.  During  much  of  the  next  year  he 
barnstormed  through  the  South  and  Middle  West,  giving  rides 
for  hire  and  increasing  his  flying  skills  in  the  process.  In  1924, 
he  enlisted  in  the  Army  Air  Service,  and  as  an  aviation  cadet 
trained  to  be  a  military  pilot  at  Brooks  and  Kelly  fields  in 
Texas.  In  1925,  he  graduated  at  the  top  of  his  class  as  a  pursuit 
pilot  with  a  commission  in  the  Reserve.  The  following  year  he 
became  a  Captain  in  the  Missouri  National  Guard  and  chief 
pilot  for  the  Robertson  Aircraft  Corporation,  flying  the  mail 

between  St.  Louis  and  Chicago.8 
While  flying  the  mail,  in  a  DH-4,  he  became  fascinated  by  the 

idea  of  competing  for  the  $25,000  prize  offered  by  Raymond 
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Orteig  for  the  first  nonstop  flight  across  the  Atlantic  between 
New  York  and  Paris.  He  successfully  interested  several  St. 
Louis  businessmen  in  his  project.  They  provided  most  of  the 

money  (along  with  $2,000  he  had  saved)  for  a  single-engine 
monoplane  to  be  specially  constructed  for  him  by  the  Ryan 
Company  in  San  Diego.  In  California  Lindbergh  helped  to 
design  the  plane,  closely  followed  its  construction,  plotted  his 
route  across  the  Atlantic,  and  piloted  the  new  plane  through 

careful  test  flights.  In  a  record-breaking  flight,  he  flew  the  Spirit 
of  St.  Louis  across  the  continent  from  San  Diego  to  New  York, 

with  an  overnight  stop  in  St.  Louis.  Death  was  already  taking  its 
toll  in  the  prize  competition,  and  other  pilots  and  planes  faced 
delays  caused  by  weather  and  other  problems.  On  the  morning 

of  May  20,  1927,  Charles  A.  Lindbergh  took  off  from  the  rain- 
soaked  Roosevelt  Field,  on  Long  Island,  in  his  heavily  loaded 

plane.  Thirty-three  hours  and  thirty  minutes  later,  after  flying 
through  fog,  rain,  storms,  and  ice,  and  after  desperately  fighting 
against  sleep  (he  had  not  slept  the  night  before  his  departure), 
he  landed  at  Le  Bourget  Aerodrome,  near  Paris.  His  flight  won 
the  Orteig  prize.  And  it  brought  him  fame  and  acclaim  far 

beyond  his  wildest  expectations — and  beyond  his  personal  pref- 
erences. Life  would  never  be  the  same  again  for  that  middle- 

western  farm  boy  and  air  mail  pilot.9 
Some  100,000  wildly  cheering  people  enthusiastically  greeted 

his  arrival  at  Paris.  Ambassador  Myron  T.  Herrick  made  him 
his  guest  in  the  American  Embassy.  Honors  showered  upon  the 
young  man  from  all  over  the  world.  After  rousing  welcomes  in 
Paris,  Brussels,  and  London,  Lindbergh  and  his  airplane  sailed 
back  to  the  United  States  aboard  the  cruiser  Memphis,  which 

President  Calvin  Coolidge  had  provided  for  his  return.  He  was 
promoted  to  the  rank  of  Colonel  in  the  Air  Corps  Reserve. 
Countless  tens  of  thousands  welcomed  him  in  Washington.  The 
President  awarded  him  the  Distinguished  Flying  Cross,  and 
later  the  Congressional  Medal  of  Honor.  Four  million  people  in 

New  York  City  cheered  him  in  a  magnificent  ticker-tape  parade. 
And  St.  Louis  would  not  be  outdone  in  the  enthusiasm  of  its 

welcome.  Few  people  in  human  history  have  won  such  acclaim 
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and  honors  as  were  showered  upon  that  tall,  slender,  twenty- 

five-year-old  aviator  in  1927  and  after.10 
Through  it  all,  Lindbergh  kept  his  poise,  his  modesty,  and  his 

sense  of  proportion.  He  turned  aside  lavish  offers  of  wealth  and 
concentrated  on  promoting  aviation  in  America  and  the  world. 
During  the  summer  and  fall  of  1927,  the  Daniel  Guggenheim 
Fund  for  the  Promotion  of  Aviation  financed  a  tour  in  which 

Colonel  Lindbergh,  flying  the  Spirit  of  St.  Louis,  visited  each  of 

the  forty-eight  states  to  promote  aviation.  In  December,  he  flew 
the  Spirit  of  St.  Louis  to  Mexico  City,  in  response  to  an  invita- 

tion arranged  by  America's  Ambassador  Dwight  W.  Morrow,  as 
a  gesture  toward  improving  United  States  relations  with  its 
neighboring  country.  In  response  to  other  invitations,  he  flew  on 
from  Mexico  to  visit  a  number  of  Latin  American  countries, 

returning  to  the  United  States  in  February.  On  April  30,  1928, 
he  made  his  last  flight  in  the  Spirit  of  St.  Louis,  piloting  it  from 
St.  Louis  to  Washington,  D.C.,  before  turning  the  plane  over  to 

the  Smithsonian  Institution  for  permanent  exhibition.11 
On  May  27,  1929,  Charles  married  Anne  Morrow,  whom  he 

had  met  on  his  trip  to  Mexico.  Her  father  had  been  a  partner  in 
J.  P.  Morgan  and  Company  before  he  became  Ambassador  to 
Mexico.  Morrow  later  won  election  to  the  United  States  Senate 

as  a  Republican  from  New  Jersey.  Anne,  a  foot  shorter  than  her 

six-foot-two-and-a-half  husband,  was  slender,  dark  haired,  blue 
eyed,  and  attractive.  A  graduate  of  Smith  College,  she  was  shy 
and  seemed  a  bit  timid.  The  marriage  of  the  flying  hero  and  the 

daughter  of  the  financier-diplomat  captured  popular  interest. 
Theirs  was  a  successful  marriage,  in  which  each  enriched  the 

spirit  and  continued  growth  of  the  other.  Encouraged  by  her 

husband's  confidence  in  her,  Anne  blossomed  into  an  unusually 
talented  writer.  The  couple  eventually  had  six  children,  four 
boys  and  two  girls. 

Anne  shared  her  husband's  love  of  flying.  Under  his  instruc- 
tion she  earned  licenses  as  an  airplane  and  glider  pilot,  and  also 

as  a  radio  operator.  She  accompanied  him  on  adventurous 
flights  in  the  United  States,  Latin  America,  the  Pacific,  Asia, 
Europe,  and  Africa  to  explore  air  routes  and  help  inaugurate 
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airline  services.  For  example,  in  the  fall  of  1929,  they  flew 
routes  in  South  America  in  the  service  of  Pan  American  Air- 

ways. In  the  summer  of  1931,  they  piloted  their  low-wing 

Lockheed  "Sirius"  plane  on  a  survey  flight  from  New  York  to 
Japan  and  China  by  way  of  Canada,  Alaska,  and  the  Soviet 

Union.12  Anne's  book  based  on  that  flight,  North  to  the  Orient, 
became  a  best  seller  when  it  was  published  in  1935. 13  In  1933, 
they  flew  the  plane,  which  they  named  Tingmissartoq,  on  an 
exploration  of  air  routes  across  the  Atlantic.  Her  description  of 
their  adventures  in  connection  with  the  flight  from  Africa  across 

the  South  Atlantic  to  Brazil  became  a  best-selling  book  in  1938 
as  Listen!  the  Wind.14 

But  the  romance  and  adventure  were  not  entirely  idyllic. 
Fame  exacted  its  price  and  produced  its  own  appalling  tragedy. 
Publicity  was  not  entirely  unpleasant,  and  it  opened  certain 
opportunities.  But  when  carried  to  extremes  by  newsmen  and 
press  photographers  the  nutrient  of  publicity  became  poisonous. 

Qiarle^^aLAnneJiQtli  treasured  their  privacy.  They  co-oper- 
ated with  the  press  in  their  public  activities  while  trying  at  the 

same  time  to  guard  their  ̂ private  Jiyes-ironL_.the  glare  of  pub- 
Jicity.  But  newsmen  would  not  honor  that _  distinction.  As  Anne 

wrote  many  years  later,  "the  freedom  of  j>riyacy_  was  denied 

jus^"  Nothing  was  sacred  to  reporters  seeking  stories.  If  they 
could  not  get  facts  (or  if  the  facts  were  not  sufficiently  sensa- 

tional), they  rdiexL-OJi_tkeix_-ima^inatjo^  Newspapers  carried 

so  many  inaccurate^ndJaise_s_tories  about  them  that  the  Lind- 
berghs almost  despaired  of  accuracy,  restraint,  and  responsibil- 

ity from  the  press.  Colonel  Lindbergh's  own  emphasis  on 
factual  precision  made  the  press  performance  seem  particularly 

abhor-rent-lajiim.  When  the  couple's  attempts  to  co-operate 
with  reporters  failed,  they  began  to  refuse  all  press  interviews. 
The  result  was  a  feud  with  newsmen  that  led  many  reporters 
and  photographers  to  be  still  more  obnoxious  in  invading  the 
privacy  of  the  young  couple.  Even  on  their  honeymoon,  when 
news  photographers  discovered  the^abin  boat  in  which  they 
were  cruising,  they  pursued  them  in  a  speedboat  and  demanded 
that  the  couple  come  on  deck  for  pictures  and  questions.  When 
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Charles  and  Anne  refused,  the  newsmen  cireled  jhe  Lindbergh 
boat  for  six  hours,  rocking  it  with  waves  from  the  wake  of  the 
speedboat,  until  the  Colonel  finally  escaped  them  and  headed 

out  to  the  open  sea.15 
On  June  22,  1930,  their  .first  baby  was  born,  a  son  they 

named  after  his  father.  Lindbergh  sought  a  home  where  he  and 

his  wife  and  son  might  liye_in^peace-aftd~sa£ety.  He  located  a 
rural,  wooded  spot  near  Hopewell,  New  Jersey,  and  built  a  fine 
house  for  them  there.  They  moved  into  their  new  home  near  the 
beginning. of  iq^2.  Despite  its  remote,  rustic  setting,  however, 
they  required  fences,  guards,  and  polic^heJp_to^£rote^t_them 

from  newsmen,  photographers,  crackpots^  and_curiosity  seekers. 

Despite  all  precautions,  on  the  ev^nrrig^fMarch  iJ_i93^7trTeir 

curly-headed  ejghteeibJiion-throld  son,  Charles  A.  Lindbergh, 
Jr.,  was  kidnapped  from  his  crib  in  their  new  home  and 
murdered. 

Charles  and  Anne  faced  the  tragedy  with  courage  and  dig- 

nity. They  co-operated  fully  with  law  enforcement  officers  and 
sought  the  co-04iej^liQn--oi-tj^e~pres&.  in  their  futile  efforts  to 
recover  .the  boy  alive,  and  then  to  apprehend  and  jxmvict  the 

kidnapper.  After  locating  the  boy's  body  in  a  shallow  grave  a 
few  miles  from  his  home,  the  police  finally  captured  the  kid- 

napper. And  in  one  of  the  most  puhlicized-trials  in  history 
Bruno  Richard  Hauptmann  was  tried  and  convicted. 

Some  newspapers  co-operated  and  performed  responsibly 
during  the  long  ordeal,  but  others  did  not.  People  all  over  the 
world  closely  followed  the  sf-asat'nnal  details  nf-ihe  cjjnie  a^cL 

trial  in  their  newspapers.  Anne  could  not  avoid  the  thought  that 

"If  it  were  not  for  the  publicity  that  surrounds  us  we  might  still 
have  him."  Colonel  Lindbergh  never  forgave  press  photographers 

for  l^aking-inliiJhe^^orgue  to  photograph  their  son's  corpse. 
The  birth  of  their  secono^son,  Jon,  on  AugusXjjyJi^,  helped 

ease  their  earlier  loss.16  But  by  the  time  the  state  of  New  Jersey 
executed  Hauptmann  for  the  crime  of  murder  on  April  3,  1936, 
the  Lindberghs  had  long  since  fled  the  United  States  to  seek 

^efug^abroad. 
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A  OR  Charles  and  Anne  Lindbergh  the  Great  American 

Dream  had  turned  into  a  terrible  nightmare.  Hounded  and  haras- 
sed by  newsmen,  photographers,  hero-worshippers,  curiosity 

seekers,  and  crackpots,  the  Colonel  and  his  lady  had  found  a 
modicum  of  privacy  and  security  only  through  strong  fences  and 
armed  guards.  Relaxed  recreation  and  social  activities  taken  for 
granted  by  others  were  impossible  for  them.  The  immediate 
future  in  America  held  little  promise  for  anything  approaching  a 
normal  and  happy  environment  for  the  young  couple  and  their 
son,  Jon.  Consequently,  in  Qecejnker* ._  1935,  they  quietly 
slipped  out  of  the  country  and  sought  temporary  refuge  in 
England^  As  Walter  Lippmann  wrote  at  the  time,  they  were 

^refu^eesJrom  the_tyranny  _of_yellow  journalism''  and  had  been 
denjed_^thej£ Jnalknable-riglU^Q^rirlvacy, In  personal  corre- 

spondence Lindbergh  explained  their  move  as  an  escape  from 
corrupt  New  Jersey  politics,  from^an^irre^ponsible  press,  and 
from  fanatics.1 

Friends  of  Anne's  family  helped  ease  the  move.  Agents  of 
J.  P.  Morgan  and  Company  handled  arrangements  for  their  secret 
departure  from  the  United  States.  They  stayed  a  few  weeks  with 

the  Morgan  family  in  Cardiff,  Wales  (Aubrey-NieLMorgan  had 

married  j^nne's  older,  sister,,  .Elisabeth,  who  had  died  the  year 
before;  later_he jn^rried Jiex^im^er  ̂ stej^J^onsxance).  Then 
the  Lindberghs  stayed  for  a  time  in  London  hotels.  In  March, 
they  moved  into  Long  Barn,  an  old  country  home  that  they 

leased  from  Harold  Nicolson,  Dwight  Morrow^  biographer.2 
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Long  Barn,  located  some  twenty-five  miles  south  of  London 
near  the  small  town  of  Weald  in  Kent,  provided  a  tranquility  the 
Lindberghs  had  rarely  known.  Trees  hid  the  nearest  village 
cottages  from  view,  and  in  other  directions  they  saw  peaceful 
fields  and  hedges.  Townspeople  honored  their  wish  for  privacy. 
Even  newsmen  let  them  alone  for  the  most  part.  Fanatical  and 
threatening  letters,  so  numerous  and  disturbing  in  America, 
were  no  real  problem  in  England.  The  Lindberghs  arranged  to 
have  their  Scottish  terrier  and  giant  German  shepherd,  Skean 
and  Thor,  brought  from  the  United  States.  Anne  and  Charles 
found  time  to  read,  study,  and  write.  Lindbergh  continued  the 
scientific  work  in  collaboration  with  the  French  physician  and 
scientist  Dr.  Alexis  Carrel  that  he  had  begun  in  New  York.  He 

had  a  small  single-engine  airplane  built  in  England.  The  couple 
enjoyed  private  dinners  with  hospitable  friends  and  royalty. 
They  could  go  about  freely  without  being  bothered  (except  by 
American  tourists ) .  They  were  grateful  to  their  civilized  English 

hosts,  enjoyed  their  good  manners,  and  benefited  from  "the  best 
conditions  of  law  and  order  of  any  country  in  the  world."  Their 
situation  was  not  intended  to  be  permanent,  but  it  was  a  wel- 

come respite  after  the  ordeal  in  their  native  America.3 
For  all  that,  however,  Lindbergh  had  growing  reservations 

about  certain  English  qualities,  particularly  in  an  air  age,  as  the 
possibility  of  general  war  loomed  ever  more  menacingly  over 
Europe.  His  own  quick,  systematic,  efficient  style  found  the 

British  slow,  inefficient,  and  complacent.  Confronted  with  de- 
lays and  difficulties  in  the  manufacture  of  technical  equipment 

required  for  his  scientific  work,  Lindbergh  missed  "the  delicate 
lines  of  France,  the  detailed  efficiency  of  Germany,  and  the 

balanced  construction  of  America."  He  complained  of  the 
casual  English  driving  habits  and  the  consequent  high  accident 
rate  on  English  roads.  He  found  the  British  Imperial  Airways 
with  a  reputation  for  often  being  late,  for  operating  obsolete 
equipment,  and  for  inadequate  safety.  He  wondered  whether  the 

English  were  "simply  attempting  to  make  others  believe  that 
British  is  always  best,  or  if  they  actually  believed  it  themselves, 
as  would  seem  from  outward  appearance.  If  the  first  is  the  fact, 

26 



The  English,  the  French,  and  the  Russians 

then  they  have  admirable  ability.  But  if  the  latter  is  the  case  it  is 

an  alarming  condition."  He  worried  about  the  decadence  and 
loss  of  spirit  in  England.4 

It  was  in  the  matter  of  air  power,  however,  that  Lindbergh 
found  British  deficiencies  particularly  disturbing.  In  1938,  he 

wrote  that  it  was  "necessary  to  consider  the  character  and  tradi- 
tions of  the  English  people.  Their  concept  of  time  is  based  on  a 

world  of  ships,  and  not  of  aircraft.  The  speed  and  flexibility 
demanded  by  aviation  are  contrary  to  English  temperament. 
Their  genius  lies  in  a  slow  and  steady  growth,  protected  from 

surprise  by  the  British  Navy,  and  the  Channel."  He  feared 
Britain  had  "neither  the  spirit  nor  the  ability  needed  for  a 
modern  war."  Seeing  "a  combination  of  bluff  and  vanity  in  the 
English,"  Lindbergh  concluded  that  "the  assets  in  English 
character  lie  in  confidence  rather  than  ability;  tenacity  rather 

than  strength;  and  determination  rather  than  intelligence."  He 
conceded,  however,  that  "any  conclusion  one  reaches  in  regard 
to  the  English  is  constantly  shaken  by  the  exceptions  which 

arise."5 The  Colonel  felt  very  real  affection  and  sympathy  for  the 
French.  But  his  misgivings  about  French  capacities  to  cope  with 
the  challenges  of  the  iSBOls  were  even  greater  than  those  he  had 
about  the  English.  His  attitudes  toward  the  French  may  have 
been  affected  by  his  high  regard  for  Ijr.  Alexis  Carrel,  whose 
scientific  accomplish merits  had  heart  ..rewarded  with  a  Nobel 
jPrize_in-i9i2.  The  aviator  and  the  scientist  firsjL_met  in  the 

latter's  labor^lojej^LlheJR  ockef  ell  er  Institute  in  New  York  in 
JL93Q^  Over  a  period  of  years,  the  tall,  slender  American  and  the 
small,  alert  Frenchman  collaborated  in  sc^njific_jyork  that 
culminated  with__the  publication  in  1938  of  Jtheir  book,-  The 

Cvdture_oj^Organs,  on  the  or^n-rjejiusieffc^mmp  and  proce- 
dures they  had  developed  jointly.6 

The  contrasting  appearances  and  backgrounds  of  the  two 

men  blurred  important  similarities.  They  shared  practical  scien- 
tific interests,  experimental  temperaments,  obsessions  for  preci- 
sion and  accuracy  in  the  laboratory,  and  wide-ranging  and 

unfettered  intellectual  curiosities.  Dr.  Carrel  had  "the  most 
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stimulating  mind"  Lindbergh  had  ever  encountered.  Though 
meticulously  careful  in  his  scientific  work,  Carrel  "liked  to  jump 
over  the  moon"  while  playing  with  ideas  in  discussions.  Dr. 
Carrel's  friend  Boris  Bakhmeteff  once  said:  "If  Alexis  was 

right  twenty  percent  of  the  time,  it  was  enough."  Lindbergh  be- 
lieved that  Carrel  "made  himself  vulnerable  because  he  spoke 

so  freely."7  The  two  men,  one  an  American  and  the  other  a 
Frenchman,  also  shared  a  devotion  to  their  respective  native 
lands,  though  both  were  later  accused  of  disloyalty  by  many  of 

their  compatriots.  The  Lindberghs'  respect  and  affection  for  Dr. 
Carrel  also  extended  to  Mme  Carrel,  a  remarkable  person  in  her 
own  right.  Through  the  Carrels,  the  Lindberghs  in  1938  bought 
and  lived  for  some  months  on  the  beautiful  island  of  Illiec,  off 

the  north  coast  of  Brittany,  and  near  the  island  of  Saint-Gildas, 
which  the  Carrels  owned.  Anne  and  Charles  made  frequent  visits 
to  France  while  they  lived  in  England,  and  they  made  their 

home  in  Paris  during  the  winter  of  193 8-39. 8 
On  his  sojourns  in  France  from  1936  to  1939,  Lindbergh 

was  troubled  by  the  difficulties,  domestic  and  foreign,  that  he 
observed  there.  Political  corruption,  lack  of  strong  leadership, 
an  air  of  discouragement,  and  the  loss  of  spirit  there  all  worried 

him.  In  contrast  to  the  English,  however,  the  French,  in  Lind- 

bergh's view,  recognized  their  failings  and  deficiencies.  They 
were  simply  unable  to  correct  them  satisfactorily.9 

Early  in  1941,  nearly  two  years  after  he  had  left  Europe  and 
returned  to  America,  Lindbergh  wrote  that  before  the  European 

war  started  "France  was  alert  to  her  danger  but  disorganized; 
while  England  was  organized  but  only  half  awake.  In  France, 
internal  conditions  were  so  bad  that  I  often  wondered  whether 

war  or  revolution  would  break  upon  the  country  first.  In 
England,  there  was  no  danger  of  revolution,  but  the  people  of 
that  nation  had  never  adjusted  themselves  to  the  tempo  of  this 
modern  era.  Their  minds  were  still  attuned  to  the  speed  of  sail 

rather  than  to  that  of  aircraft."  More  than  three  decades  later 
Lindbergh  remembered  the  prewar  British  as  lethargic  and 

"rather  blind."  He  remembered  the  French  as  "alive"  to  the 

threat  "but  not  sufficiently  organized  to  counter  it."10 
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Colonel  Lindbergh  formed  an  even  less  attractive  view  of  the 
Soviet  Union.  He  and  his  wife  had  visited  eastern  Russia  on 

their  flight  to  the  Orient  in  193 1  and  had  first  visited  European 
Russia  in  1933.  They  returned  on  a  flying  visit  in  August,  1938, 

shortly  before  the  Munich  Conference.  The  Russians  enter- 
tained them  lavishly.  Officials  and  airmen  proudly  demonstrated 

their  military  aircraft  and  toured  their  guests  through  selected 

aircraft  production  facilities.  Lindbergh  found  the  Russians  "an 
open,  likable  people."  But  he  "left  Russia  with  a  very  depress- 

ing picture  of  the  conditions  in  that  country."  With  the  notable 
exceptions  of  the  Russian  ballet  and  the  Moscow  subway,  he 

felt  "almost  always  surrounded  with  mediocrity  unparalleled  in 

any  other  place."  Though  he  considered  Russian  flyers  to  be 
skillful,  courageous,  and  potentially  dangerous  adversaries,  he 

did  not  believe  them  "in  the  class  of  the  American,  English,  and 
German  pilots."  He  took  a  dim  view  of  the  Soviet  practice  of 
including  women  among  military  pilots.  "After  all,  there  is  a 
God-made  difference  between  men  and  women  that  even  the 

Soviet  Union  can't  eradicate."  Russian  aviation  seemed  to 
depend  largely  on  the  copying  of  foreign  aviation  developments. 

"The  only  typically  Russian  development  lies  in  the  personnel 
and  this  is  undoubtedly  their  greatest  weakness."  He  thought 
that  the  Soviet  Union  had  enough  reasonably  modern  military 
airplanes  to  make  its  weight  felt  in  war  but  was  decidedly  not  in 

a  leadership  position  in  aviation.  Lindbergh  predicted  "a  col- 

lapse of  the  Russian  system  in  the  fairly  near  future";  it  could 
come  "at  any  moment  or  it  might  take  several  years  but  it  is  as 
much  a  certainty  as  anything  of  this  type  can  be."11 

After  the  Lindberghs  had  left  the  Soviet  Union  and  returned 

to  England,  a  badly  garbled  third-hand  account  of  the  Colonel's 
critical  impressions  was  carried  in  an  obscure  mimeographed 

news  sheet,  The  Week,  in  London.  The  account  was  then  pub- 
lished sensationally  in  Russia  and  elsewhere.  The  episode  in- 

furiated the  Russians,  embarrassed  Lindbergh,  and  complicated 

matters  for  America's  Military  Attache  in  Moscow.12 
Those  images  that  Charles  A.  Lindbergh  gradually  formed  in 

his  European  travels  might  have  been  of  little  significance  in 
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less  troubled  times.  But  in  the  midst  of  the  crisis-plagued  de- 

pression years  of  the  i93o's,  with  the  increasingly  alarming 
storm  clouds  of  a  devastating  general  war  looming  on  the 
horizon,  his  observations  had  disturbing  connotations  for  the 

future.  And  between  1936  and  1939  Colonel  Lindbergh  ob- 
tained unique  opportunities  for  firsthand  study  of  the  military 

air  power  that  Nazi  Germany  under  Adolf  Hitler  and  Hermann 
Goering  was  to  loose  upon  its  European  neighbors. 
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OLONEL  LINDBERGH  became  fascinated  by  Germany 

in  general,  and  by  German  air  power  developments  in  particular. 

Despite  his  world-wide  travels,  he  had  never  visited  Germany 
before  the  summer  of  1936.  Neither  he  nor  his  wife  spoke  or 
read  the  German  language.  He  never  met  Adolf  Hitler,  and  he 

never  embraced  Hitler's  National  Socialism.  He  disapproved  of 
much  that  occurred  in  Nazi  Germany.  At  the  same  time,  how- 

ever, he  admired  the  German  efficiency,  spirit,  and  scientific 
and  technological  accomplishments.  To  a  degree  he  began  to 

"understand"  and  sympathize  with  certain  German  attitudes 
and  actions  in  the  1930's,  even  when  he  did  not  approve  of 
them.  He  was  tremendously  impressed  by  the  Germans'  accom- 

plishments in  military  aviation.  He  became  persuaded  that 

Germany  was  the  natural  air  power  of  Europe  and  that  Ger- 

many's growing  supremacy  in  the  air  required  major  defense 
actions  and  diplomatic  adjustments  by  other  European  coun- 

tries— and  by  the  United  States.  In  his  fascination,  Lindbergh 
welcomed  opportunities  to  learn  more  about  developments  in 
Germany. 

The  United  States  Military  Attache  in  Berlin  arranged  the 
invitations  that  brought  Lindbergh  to  Germany  in  1936,  1937, 

and  again  in  1938.  He  wanted  Lindbergh  to  help  him  get  infor- 
mation for  the  United  States  about  military  aviation  develop- 

ments in  Nazi  Germany.  Major  Truman  Smith  had  become  the 
Military  Attache  in  Berlin  in  August,  1935,  and  he  served  in 
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that  capacity  until  April,  1939.  An  Army  infantry  officer  since 
World  War  I,  he  knew  little  about  aviation.  Though  he  had  an 

Assistant  Attache  for  Air,  Smith's  responsibilities  extended  to 
both  land  and  air  developments  in  Germany.  And  he  was  not 
satisfied  with  the  quality  of  the  air  intelligence  he  was  obtaining 

and  reporting  to  Washington.1 

At  the  breakfast  table  one  morning  in  May,  1936,  Smith's 
wife  brought  to  his  attention  a  newspaper  item  reporting  a  visit 
by  Colonel  Lindbergh  to  a  French  aircraft  factory.  Smith  had 
never  met  the  aviator,  but  he  began  to  speculate  that  such  a 

Lindbergh  visit  in  Germany  could  increase  America's  knowl- 
edge of  German  aviation  developments.  Without  consulting 

Lindbergh,  he  explored  the  possibility  of  a  visit  with  the  Ger- 
man Air  Ministry.  The  response  was  favorable,  and  a  list  of 

combat  units,  factories,  and  research  installations  to  be  shown 
Lindbergh  if  he  came  was  worked  out.  It  was  also  arranged  that 
Major  Smith  or  his  Air  Attache  would  accompany  Lindbergh  in 

visiting  those  installations.  In  the  absence  of  Ambassador  Wil- 
liam E.  Dodd,  who  was  on  leave  in  the  United  States,  Smith 

cleared  the  idea  with  Ferdinand  Mayer  of  the  American  Em- 

bassy.2 
On  May  25,  1936,  Major  Smith  wrote  Colonel  Lindbergh 

extending  to  him  "in  the  name  of  General  Goering  and  the 
German  Air  Ministry  an  invitation  to  visit  Germany  and  inspect 

the  new  German  civil  and  military  air  establishments."  Smith 
reported  that  Goering  promised  "the  strictest  censorship  would 
be  imposed"  with  regard  to  the  visit.  Major  Smith  wrote  that 
from  "a  purely  American  point  of  view"  he  would  consider 
Lindbergh's  visit  "of  high  patriotic  benefit."  He  expected  the 
Germans  to  "go  out  of  their  way"  to  show  Lindbergh  more  than 
they  would  show  the  Military  Attache  or  his  assistant.  Lind- 

bergh welcomed  the  invitation,  and  was  grateful  for  the  assur- 

ances of  protection  from  newsmen.3 
On  July  22,  1936,  Colonel  and  Mrs.  Lindbergh  flew  from 

England  to  Berlin.  During  their  eleven-day  stay  in  Germany 
they  were  house  guests  of  the  Smiths.  In  the  course  of  their  visit 

they  had  good  opportunities  to  meet  Goering,  State  Secretary 
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for  Air  General  Erhard  Milch,  Chief  of  the  Technical  Office  of 

the  Air  Ministry  Colonel  Ernst  Udet,  the  German  Ambassador 
to  the  United  States  Hans  Dieckhoff,  and  others. 

At  a  luncheon  in  his  honor  on  July  23,  Lindbergh  gave  a 

short  prepared  speech.  In  it  he  emphasized  the  awesome  de- 
structive potential  of  air  power  in  war.  He  contended  that 

aviation  had  "abolished  what  we  call  defensive  warfare."  In  his 

view,  that  terrible  power  imposed  "heavy  responsibility"  on 
people  in  aviation.  He  hoped  that  the  intelligence  required  for 

aviation  could  also  be  used  for  peace  and  civilization.  "It  is  the 
responsibility  of  aviation  to  justify  the  combination  of  strength 

and  intelligence."4 
On  that  first  visit  to  Germany,  Lindbergh  inspected  an  elite 

Luftwaffe  fighter  group,  a  major  German  air  research  institute, 
and  Heinkel  and  Junkers  aircraft  factories.  He  piloted  two 

German  planes  and  inspected  others — including  the  JU-87 
Stuka  dive  bomber  that  was  so  terrifyingly  effective  in  ground 
support  operations  early  in  the  European  war.  He  obtained  data 

on  the  ME- 1 09,  which  was  to  become  Germany's  workhorse 
fighter  of  World  War  II.  On  July  28,  Goering  gave  an  elaborate 
formal  luncheon  at  his  official  residence  on  the  Wilhelmstrasse 

in  honor  of  Colonel  Lindbergh.  On  August  1,  Lindbergh  at- 
tended the  opening  ceremonies  of  the  Olympic  games  in  Berlin 

as  Goering's  guest  and  got  a  distant  glimpse  of  Hitler  there.5 
Colonel  Lindbergh  met  regularly  with  Major  Smith  and  the 

Assistant  Attache  for  Air,  often  with  a  shorthand  stenographer 
on  hand,  to  discuss  the  aviation  developments  they  had  seen. 
Lindbergh  helped  to  educate  the  former  infantry  officer  on 

aviation,  and  he  compared  the-  German  planes  with  those  of 
France,  Britain,  and  the  United  States.  According  to  Smith, 

Lindbergh's  visit  greatly  helped  his  subsequent  access  to  Luft- 
waffe personnel  and  developments  and  made  possible  vastly 

improved  air  intelligence  reports  to  Washington.  Just  before  the 
Lindberghs  had  left  England  on  that  first  trip  to  Germany, 
Roger  Straus,  cochairman  of  the  National  Conference  of  Jews 
and  Christians  in  the  United  States,  had  cabled  Lindbergh  a 

regret  that  he  was  going,  believing  that  German  propaganda 

33 



Preparation 

would  interpret  the  visit  as  approval  of  the  Nazi  regime.  There 
were  more  social  activities  and  reporters  than  Lindbergh  would 
have  preferred,  but  generally  the  press  coverage  in  the  United 

States  was  not  critical.6 
The  visit  was  a  major  success  for  American  air  intelligence  in 

Germany,  and  it  was  a  fascinating  experience  for  the  American 

aviator.  Lindbergh  found  Germany  "in  many  ways  the  most 
interesting  nation  in  the  world  today."  Despite  reservations,  he 
left  "with  a  feeling  of  great  admiration  for  the  German  people." 
He  was  impressed  with  the  German  spirit,  technical  ability,  and 
leadership.  The  aircraft  designs  he  saw  there  in  1936  were 
inferior  to  those  in  America  at  the  time,  but  he  believed  the 

United  States  had  "nothing  like  the  margin  of  leadership  today 
which  we  have  held  in  the  past."  He  thought  it  would  not  "take 
very  much  more  political  bungling  to  remove  the  margin  of 

leadership  which  we  still  hold  in  America."7 
He  found  Hermann  Goering,  the  Nazi  head  of  the  German 

Luftwaffe,  to  be  "a  unique  combination  of  diplomacy  and  force 
(and  possibly  ruthlessness) ;  of  taste  and  vanity,  of  propaganda 

and  fact."  He  formed  a  tentative  impression  of  Hitler:  "With  all 
the  things  we  criticize,  he  is  undoubtedly  a  great  man,  and  I 
believe  he  has  done  much  for  the  German  people.  He  is  a 
fanatic  in  many  ways,  and  anyone  can  see  there  is  a  certain 

amount  of  fanaticism  in  Germany  today.  It  is  less  than  I  ex- 
pected, but  it  is  there.  On  the  other  hand,  Hitler  has  accom- 
plished results  (good  in  addition  to  bad,)  which  could  hardly 

have  been  accomplished  without  some  fanaticism."  The  Colonel 
concluded  "that  when  conditions  became  as  chaotic  as  they 
were  in  Germany  after  the  war,  one  must  expect  fanaticism  to 

result,  and  hope  that  moderation  comes  later."  Viewing  the 
various  European  countries,  he  gained  the  impression  that 

"moderation  is  possible  only  with  an  already  established 

strength."8 On  the  basis  of  that  first  visit,  Lindbergh  was  persuaded  that 

the  Germans  were  "especially  anxious  to  maintain  a  friendly 
relationship  with  England."  He  thought  Germany  had  no  inten- 

tion "of  attacking  France  for  many  years  to  come,  if  at  all." 
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Lindbergh  was  convinced,  however,  that  the  Germans  con- 

sidered war  with  the  Soviet  Union  as  "inevitable,  and  expect  it 

to  come  in  the  fairly  near  future."  When  that  war  erupted  "the 
German  frontier  may  have  to  withstand  a  French  attack."9 

The  fundamental  impact  that  first  visit  to  Nazi  Germany 

made  upon  the  American  aviator  is  suggested  by  the  introspec- 
tive ruminating  he  included  in  a  personal  letter  to  a  friend  in  the 

United  States:  "Modern  Germany  does  not  permit  a  superficial 
judgment.  She  challenges  our  most  fundamental  concepts.  .  .  . 
What  measures  the  rights  of  a  man  or  of  a  nation?  .  .  .  Are 
we  deluding  ourselves  when  we  attempt  to  run  our  governments 
by  counting  the  number  of  heads,  without  a  thought  of  what  lies 
within  them?  Are  our  standards  true?  ...  Is  it  possible  to 

perpetuate  a  government,  or  a  League  of  Governments  unless 
representation  is  clearly  proportional  to  the  strength  which  is 
available  to  support  it?  And  how  is  strength  to  be  measured? 
Not  by  counting  people,  or  guns,  or  geographical  areas,  but  by  a 
combination  of  these  material  things  with  others,  less  tangible 

and  unmeasurable  by  any  system  we  have  yet  developed.  Ger- 
many knows  that  she  has  more  than  her  share  of  the  elements 

which  make  strength  and  greatness  among  nations.  She  also 

knows  that  she  has  less  than  her  share  of  peacetime  representa- 
tion, measured  by  the  type  of  force  which  has  so  often  changed 

history."10  After  World  War  II,  "realists"  in  the  United  States 
were  to  use  somewhat  similar  terms  in  analyzing  international 
relations. 

Lindbergh  had  "some  very  serious  reservations"  about  devel- 

opments in  Nazi  Germany,  and  he  bemoaned  "the  instances  of 
incredible  stupidity  which  seem  to  arise  constantly  among  their 

actions."  But  he  thought  accounts  in  England  and  the  United 
States  gave  "a  very  distorted  and  incomplete  picture."  On 
balance,  in  1936  he  found  developments  in  Germany  to  be 

"encouraging  .  .  .  rather  than  depressing,"  and  he  viewed 
Germany  as  "a  stabilizing  factor"  in  Europe  at  that  time.11 

After  the  German  trip,  Lindbergh  continued  his  scientific 
collaboration  with  Dr.  Carrel.  Anne  continued  her  writing. 
They  made  trips  to  France  and  elsewhere.  From  February  to 
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early  April,  1937,  the  two  of  them  enjoyed  an  interesting  flight 
to  India  and  back  in  their  small  plane.  (The  airman  found  that 

trip  "almost  too  normal.  We  had  no  forced  landings,  and  always 

stopped  on  regular  flying  fields.")  Their  third  son,  Land,  was 
born  in  May.  And  in  October,  1937,  they  returned  for  another 

visit  to  Germany.12 
With  Majorjmith  again  playing  a  central  role,  the  Ulienlhal 

aeronautical  society _jnvited  Colonel  Lindbergh  to  its  annual 
meeting  in_ Munich.  Germany.  Charles  and  Anne  landed  their 
plane  in  Munich  on  October  1 LIQVZ.  After  fourjoxiiY£_days  of 
meetings  on  technical  aspects  of  aviation,  they  went  on  to 

Berlin.  In  the  course  of  their  two-week  stay  in^jermany, 
Lindbergh  visited  an  air  testing  ̂ aliojn^Foj:kejjtolL_  and 

Hens^hd_ajrplane  factories,  and  the  I^aimlejtBenz  engine  fac- 
tory. He  examined  various  aircraft,  including  the  Dornjex  17 

twinnsngine  bomber  and  the  Messexschmitt  t oxl  single-engine 
.  fighter.  He  may  have  been  the  first  American  given  the  oppor- 

tunity to  examine  the  ME- 109  closely,  and  he  was  highly 
impressed.  Again  Lindbergh  rej)^neAiiiS-0J3sex^atipns  to  Smith 
and  to  his j\ssistaiiLAtIache  for  Air,  who  then  reported  the  data 
to  Washington.  Newspapers  in  both  Germany  and  the  United 
States  gave  little  attention  to  his  visit,  and  it  seems  to  have 

provoked  little  criticism.1'5 Before  the  Lindberghs  left  Germany  on  October  2s,  the 
Colonel  spent  three  days  helping  Maior_j^j^j3rjy?^^ 
intelligence^General  Fstimate^-^p^Gennan  air  power  as  of 

November  1,  I937jhe  report  was  over  Smith's  name  in  his 
capacity  as  Military  Attache,  but  most  of  its  data  and  ideas 

belonged  to  Lindbergh  and  they  often  were  in  Lindbergh's 
words.  The  four-page  report  contended  that  so  far  as  military 

technology  was  concerned  Germany  had  '^outdistanced  France 
irj^racdcjlix_all  fields"  and  was  "on  the_whole  superior  to 
Great  Britain  in  the  quality  of  her  planes,  but  js_still_ slightly 

inferior  txTGreaf  BritairTih  motorsT^uTrapidly  closing  the  gap." 
'Wlth~reg^rd~to  GeTmarry-^nTd^enjriited  States,  "ifihe  present 
progress  c^u^y^  ofJhese_Jwo  nations  should  continue  as_jHey_ 
have  in  the  past  two  years,  Germany  should  obtain  technical 
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parity  with  theJLJSAj^j^.i^jor  1942."  Any  American  blunder 
could  bring  German  superiority  sooner.  The  report  concluded: 

"In  November  1937  it  appears  that  the  development  of^erman 
air  power  is  a  European  phenomenon  of  the  first  diplomatic 

importance.  The  upward  movement  is  still  gaining  momen- 

tum."14 Writing  years  later,  after  World  War  II  had  ended,  Smith 

thought  the  conclusions  of  the  report  stood  up  "extremely  well." 
He  considered  its  "most  significant  omission"  was  its  "failure-to 
state  that  the  Luftwaffe  ^as-jiot^a  long  range  air  Jorcer  Jhuilt 

■around  heavy  bombers  with  the  primary_jmsj^n^o^^stroying 

cities  and  factories  jar  behind~foe-enemy's4ines?  but  rather  an 
air  force  .designed  to  operate  in  close  support  of  Germanvls 

ground  armies."  That  is,  the  report  did  not  make  clear  that  Nazi 
Germany  was  building  a  powerfujjactical  ground-support  air 

fojce^eJLsmtedJ^^  04iej^tiojis^ojiJthe_Euro- 
pean  mainland,  but  was  not  building  the  strategic  heavy  bomber 
force  needed  if  Hitler  intended  decisive  operations  against 

England — or  against  the  United  States.  It  also  "failed  to  men- 
tion the  inexperience  and  inefficieney-^-maay Gerheff4s-~of-the- 

Luftwaffe."  In  Washington,  the  General  Staff  and  War  Depart- 
ment gave  the  report  wide  circulation.15 

Early  in  L93&,  America's  newly  appointed  Ambassador  to 
Great  Britain.  Joseph  P.  Kennedy^JioxwardecL  to  President 

jjloosevelt  a  four-page  letter— written  by  I  indhergh-describing 
what  he  had  observed  on  ayj^on_develaprnpnts  in  Germany. 
The  President  sent  it  on  to  Army  Chief  of  Staff  Malin  Craig  and 
to  Chief  of  Naval  Operations  William  D.  Leahy.  General  Craig 

replied^that^h^inforrnation  checked  "veryjjosely"  with  what  he 
already ;_  h_ad  ̂ ^£^^P^j^ard^_^.  number  oLjrrwt-employed 

at  the  Junkers  and  Heinkel  factories/'  Admiral  Leahy  wrote  the 
President  that  the  information  was  "confirmatory  o^ou£informa- 
tion  received  froriLOther  sources."16 
The  1937  visit  strengthened  the  general  impressions  that 

Lindbergh  had  obtained  the  year  before.  "The  growth  _oi  Ger- 
man military  aviatiojL_is,  I  believe,  without  paralleLin^  history ; 

and  the  policies  in  almost  every  instance  seem  laid  out  with 
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great  intelligence  and  foresight."  He  correctly  foresaw  German 
actions  against  Austria,  Czechoslovakia,  Poland,  and  Russia. 

He  was  persuaded  that  "the  people  in  Germany  are  thoroughly 
behind  Hitler."  He  disliked  the  Nazi  fanaticism  but  felt  "a  sense 
of  decency  and  value  which  in  many  ways  is  far  ahead  of  our 

own."  He  felt  so  particularly  when  he  walked  "among  the  head- 
lines of  murder,  rape,  and  divorce  on  the  billboards  of  Lon- 

don." He  considered  Germany  and  Italy  "the  two  most  virile 

countries  in  Europe  today."17 
So  far  as  Germany  was  concerned,  Lindbergh  believed  that 

after  World  War  I  "there  were  two  general  policies  which  could 
be  fbUowed_Jyy  the  Allied  powers.  One,  to  perjrjr^jiier__to 
eventually  regain  her  strength  as  a  first  class  power,  with 

everything  this  implies.  TVo^_to_prevent  her  "rearming  by  tfrp exertion  of  force  if  necessary^  The  time  to  have  exerted  force  to 

prevent  rearmament  is  long  past.  If  that  is  now  attempted  it  will 

probably  result  in  the  loss  of  millions  of  soldiers.  Since  Ger- 
many has  been  allowed  to  rearm,  it  seems  to  me  that  we  should 

be  prepared  to  face  the  logical  consequences  of  that  rearma- 
ment, including  the  readjustment  of  her  eastern  borders  and  the 

eventual  obtaining.  oj  colonial  interests  as  the  opportunity  pre- 

sents itself."  He  thought  the  Germans  were  "an  extremely 
intelligent  and  able  people,  close  to  our  own,  and  it  seems  that 
there  should  be  a  way  of  working  with  them  rather  than  against 

them."  He  considered  the  formation  of  the  German-Italian  Axis 

to  be  one  of  the  "most  serious  blunders  in  all  English  diplo- 

macy."18 In  December,  1937,  Charles  and  Anne  secretly  sailed  back 
to  the  United  States  to  visit  and  to  take  care  of  accumulated 

personal  and  business  matters.  They  returned  to  England  and  to 
their  sons  aboard  the  German  liner  Bremen  three  months  later, 

just  as  Hitler:  was  taking  over  Austria  in  the  Anschluss.  In  the 
spring  and  summer  of  1938,  Lindbergh  and  Carrel  completed 
their  book,  The  Culture-  of  Organs.  Anne  finished  writing  her 

book,  Listen!  the  Wind,  about  the  couple's  flight  across  the 
South  Atlantic  from  Africa  to  South  America  five  years  before. 

They  had  a  varied  social  life  with  friends  and  officialdom  in 
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England  and  France,  including  a  royal  ball  at  Buckingham 

Palace  and  dinners  at  Lord  and  Lady  Astor's  Cliveden.  In  June, 
they  gave  up  Long  Barn  and  moved  from  England  to  their 
lovely  island  of  Illiec  off  the  coast  of  France.  Charles  made  a 

special  effort  to  spend  as  much  time  as  possible  with  his  family 

on  Illiec  that  summer  "because  conditions  in  the  world  are  such 
that  one  should  not  count  too  definitely  on  summers  in  the 

future."19 
During  the  last  two  weeks  of  August,  1938,  Lindbergh  and 

his  wife  made  their  strenuous  tour  of  European  Russia,  with 
visits  to  Moscow,  Rostov,  Kiev,  and  Odessa.  On  their  return 

flight  they  stopped  over  for  a  week  in  Czechoslovakia  (includ- 
ing a  meeting  with  President  Eduard  Benes),  less  than  a  month 

before  that  country  was  compelled  to  yield  its  Sudetenland  to 
Nazi  Germany  after  the  Munich  Conference.  Through  all  that, 

Lindbergh's  interest  in  Germany  in  no  way  diminished,  and  his 
concern  about  developments  in  Europe  mounted.20 

Shortly  after  Munich,  invitations  on  behalf  of  the  Lilienthal 

Society,  the  Air  Ministry,  America's  new  Ambassador,  Hugh  R. 
Wilson,  and  Major  Smith  once  again  brought  Colonel  and  Mrs. 

Lindbergh  to  Germany,  for  a  nineteen-day  stay  from  October 
11  to  29.  Ambassador  Wilson  hoped  the  visit  would  help  him 
develop  personal  contacts  with  Goering.  Once  again  Lindbergh 

toured  aircraft  factories,  consulted  key  people  in  the  Air  Minis- 
try and  Luftwaffe,  and  inspected  and  flew  aircraft. 
Of  particular  importance  were  the  Junkers  88  and,  again,  the 

Messerschmitt  109.  With  the  approval  of  Goering  and  Udet, 
Lindbergh  was  the  first  American  permitted  to  examine  the 

Luftwaffe's  newest  and  best  bomber,  the  JU-88.  And  he  got  the 
unprecedented  opportunity  to  pilot  its  finest  fighter,  the  ME- 

109.  He  was  highly  impressed  by  both  airplanes  and  knew  "of 
no  other  pursuit  plane  which  combines  simplicity  of  construc- 

tion with  such  excellent  performance  characteristics"  as  the  ME- 
109.  In  his  visits  to  Germany  from  1936  through  1938,  Colonel 
Lindbergh  closely  inspected  all  the  types  of  military  aircraft  that 
Germany  was  to  use  against  Poland,  Denmark,  Norway,  the 
Netherlands,  Belgium,  France,  and  England  in  1939  and  1940. 

39 



Preparation 

The  ME- 1 09  and  JU-88  were  first-line  German  combat  planes 

throughout  World  War  II.  And  Lindbergh's  findings  about  those 
various  planes  found  their  way  into  American  air  intelligence 

reports  to  Washington  long  before  the  European  war  began.21 
His  earlier  tours  of  Germany  had  not  provoked  much  criti- 

cism of  Lindbergh  in  the  United  States.  An  episode  during  his 
1938  visit,  however,  became  the  focal  point  for  controversy  and 
a  basis  for  increasingly  vehement  criticism  of  the  aviator.  That 
episode  involved  the  presentation  to  him  of  a  high  German 
medal  by  Field  Marshal  Hermann  Goering. 
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1JLT  8:30  on  Tuesday  evening,  October  18,  1938,  Ambas- 
sador Hugh  R.  Wilson  gave  a  stag  dinner  at  the  American 

Embassy  in  Berlin  in  honor  of  Colonel  Charles  A.  Lindbergh 
and  Field  Marshal  Hermann  Goering.  The  dinner  came  only 
two  and  one-half  weeks  after  the  Munich  Conference,  at  which 

France's  Premier  Edouard  Daladier  and  Britain's  Prime  Minis- 

ter Neville  Chamberlain  had  sought  "peace  for  our  time" 
through  "appeasement"  of  Hitler's  ambitions  by  yielding 
Czechoslovakia's  Sudetenland  to  Nazi  Germany.  It  was  during 
that  transient  moment  of  increased  hope  for  peace  that  the 

Lindberghs  were  once  again  visiting  Germany.  And  the  Ambas- 
sador hoped  his  dinner  might  improve  his  dealings  with  the 

number-two  man  in  the  leadership  of  Nazi  Germany. 
Among  the  Americans  attending,  in  addition  to  Wilson  and 

Lindbergh,  were  Truman  Smith,  now  a  Lieutenant  Colonel;  his 
Assistant  Attache  for  Air,  Major  Arthur  Vanaman;  the  aircraft 
designer  Igor  Sikorsky;  the  Consul  General,  Raymond  Geist; 
and  the  Second  Secretary  of  the  American  Embassy,  the  Naval 
Attache,  and  the  Assistant  Naval  Attache  for  Air.  Among  the 
Germans,  in  addition  to  Goering,  were  General  Erhard  Milch, 
General  Ernst  Udet,  the  aircraft  designers  Dr.  Ernst  Heinkel 
and  Dr.  Willy  Messerschmitt,  and  the  Chief  of  the  Air  Research 
Division  of  the  Air  Ministry.  Also  at  the  dinner  were  the  Italian 

and  Belgian  Ambassadors  to  Germany.1 
The  corpulent  Marshal  Goering,  wearing  a  newly  designed 
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blue  uniform,  and  his  aides  arrived  last.  Ambassador  Wilson 

presented  the  German  leader  to  his  various  guests,  and  he  shook 
hands  with  each  in  turn.  When  they  reached  Lindbergh,  Goering 
handed  him  a  small  red  box  and  spoke  to  him  in  German. 
Consul  General  Geist  translated  the  remarks.  To  the  surprise  of 

the  Americans,  Goering  had  "in  the  name  of  the  Fuehrer" 
awarded  the  aviator  the  Service  Cross  of  the  Order  of  the  Ger- 

man Eagle  with  the  Star,  a  high  German  decoration  for  civil- 

ians. Goering  said  the  decoration  was  for  Lindbergh's  services 
to  aviation,  including  his  historic  solo  flight  across  the  Atlantic 
in  1927.  Lindbergh  accepted  the  award,  and  the  guests 

applauded. 
A  few  hours  earlier,  the  Air  Ministry  had  notified  Colonel 

Smith's  office  that  Goering  intended  to  confer  the  medal  at  the 
dinner.  The  secretary  who  took  the  message,  however,  failed  to 
deliver  it  until  the  next  morning.  None  of  the  Americans  at  the 
dinner  knew  of  the  award  beforehand.  But  if  they  had  been 

informed,  they  probably  would  not  have  changed  their  conduct 
significantly.  To  have  refused  the  medal  in  that  setting  would 

have  embarrassed  America's  Ambassador,  offended  a  top  leader 
in  their  host  country,  and  worsened  German-American  relations 
at  a  moment  when  they  showed  a  possibility  of  improvement. 

At  dinner,  Ambassador  Wilson  sat  at  the  head  of  one  table 

and  Lindbergh  at  the  head  of  another.  During  the  meal  Lind- 
bergh spent  much  of  the  time  talking  to  General  Milch  about 

aviation.  After  dinner  he  spoke  for  a  time  with  the  Italian 
Ambassador.  Later  Goering  suggested  that  he  and  Lindbergh  go 
into  the  next  room  and  talk.  Ambassador  Wilson  served  briefly 
as  interpreter  and  then  turned  that  task  over  to  Geist  and  Smith. 

In  response  to  Goering's  questions,  Lindbergh  told  of  his  ex- 
periences and  observations  on  his  tour  of  the  Soviet  Union  in 

August,  comparing  conditions  there  unfavorably  to  those  in 
Germany,  France,  and  England.  Goering  then  began  talking 

about  Germany's  accomplishments  and  plans  in  aviation.  That 
was  when  he  first  told  Lindbergh  of  the  new  JU-88,  citing  figures 
on  its  high  performance.  Until  then  the  Americans  had  not  even 

known  of  the  existence  of  that  secret  new  German  twin-engine 
bomber.  Lindbergh  remained  a  few  minutes  after  Goering  left 
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the  Embassy  that  evening  and  then  returned  with  Colonel  Smith 

to  the  Military  Attache's  apartment. 
At  the  time,  neither  Lindbergh  nor  Smith  had  been  upset  by 

the  presenlation--of-the~medal.  On  their  arrival  at  the  Smith 
apartment,  however,  both  their  wives  immediately  anticipated 

its  consequences.  Mrs.  Lindbergh  quietly  labeled  it  "the  Alba-^ 
Jross."  Mrs.  Smith  repeatedly  told  her  husband  that  the  medal 
would  "surely  do  Lindbergh  much  harm."2 

Newspa^e^s^reported  lhe_  episode,  but  they  did  not  at  first 
otter  much  criticism  of  Lindbergh  for  accepting  the  medal. 
Three  weeks  after  the  dinner,  however,  Nazi  Germany  violently 

stepped  up _its_pers.ecution  of  the  Jews.  With  the  growing  totali- 

tarian oppression  within  Germany,  with  Germany's  mounting 
threats  to  peace  and  security,  with  the  critical  reactions  in  the 

United  States  to  those  developments,  and  with  Lindbergh's 
efforts  to  discourage  _j£ar—  in-  Europe-  and  his  opposition  _lo_. 

ArnejicminYoiy^ment  ir^lhal_wajv-his  acceptance~of4he  medal 
came  under  increasing  attack. 

Particularly  prominent  in  the  attacks  on  Lindbergh  was 

JIarold  L.-fcke&r  Sex^elaiy^f_the- Interior  in  President  Franklin 

D.  Roosevelt'sXahinet.  In  an  address  before  a  Zionist  meeting 
in  Cleveland,  Ohio,  a  month  after  the  dinner,  Ickes  berated 

Lindbergh  for  ai&eptiiigJ-a-decoratiQn  at_jhe  hands  of  a  brutal 
dictator  who— with  thatj^me_hand  is  robbing^anoVtorturing 

Jliouisjajids_oi^  '  Ickes  would  later  repeatTiis 
criticisms  of  Lindbergh  many  times,  once  referring  to  him  in  a 

public  address  as  a  "Knight  of  the  German  Eagle."  That  par- 
ticular assault,  in  1941,  finally  provoked  Lindbergh  to  defend 

himself.3 
In  an  open  letter  to  president  Roosevelt  on.  July..  J  6,  1941. 

Lindbergh  wrote  that  he  had  "received  this  decoration  in  the 
Amejican-Embassy-r4n  the  .presence-  of -your- Ambassador,  and 
.  .  .  was  there  at  his  request  in  order  to  assist-in-xreating  a 
bejj£r__j^laJlQriship  between  the___American  Embassy^ .and_Jhe 
German  Goye.rnm.ejit,  which  your  Ambassador  desired  at  that 

time."  He  thought  he  desejved  an  apology  from  the  President's 
Cabinet  member.4  He  r^y^er^tt^aJ_arioJx)gy_. 

Despite  his  letter  to  the  President,  Lindbergh  privately 
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minimized  the  importance  of  the  medal  episode.  He  saw  "noth- 
ing constructive  gained  by  returning  decorations  which  were 

given  in  periods  of  peace  and  good  will.  The  entire  idea  seems 

to  me  too  much  like  a  'child's  spitting  contest.'  "  Believing  that 
"there  was  no  sensible  alternative  to  accepting  the  decoration 
under  the  circumstances  in  which  it  was  presented,"  Lindbergh 
would  have  taken  "exactly  the  same  course  again,  under  those 
circumstances,  even  though  I  were  able  to  foresee  all  the  wartime 

hysteria  and  propaganda  that  lay  ahead."5  Writing  ten  years 
after  the  end  of  World  War  II,  Lindbergh  still  insisted  that  the 

German  decoration  had  never  caused  him  "any  worry,"  and  he 
doubted  that  it  had  caused  him  "much  additional  difficulty."  He 
thought  his  opponents  had  simply  used  it  as  "a  ixoiv-ement 

^ject_of_altac_k''  and  that  "if  die^eJiailJbe^njio_decoration,  they 
would  have  found  something  else."  Lindbergh  never  returned 
Jhe_niedal.  Instead,  he  gayj^jt^ along  with  his  many  other 
decorations,  to  the_Mis^urjjIisJ^  St.  Louis.6 

In  his  continuing  efforts  to  learn  and  understand  "more  about 
everything  German,"  Colonel  Lindbergh  seriously  considered 
moving  his  family_to  Berlin  forepart  of  the  winter  of  1938-39. 
He  even  got  so  far  as  preliminary  house  hunting  there.  He  won 

high-level  help  in  that  effort  from  the  Air  Ministry  and  from 
Albert  Speer,  head  of  city  planning  for  Berlin.  Lindbergh  con- 

sulted Ambassador  Wilson  on  October  25  to  determine  if  he 

had  any  objections.  The  Ambassador  had  none  and  thought  the 

move  might  contribute  a  "certain  amount  of  good"  for  German- 
American  relations.  He  warned,  however,  that  Lindbergh 

"would  probably  be  attacked  in  the  United  States  for  choosing 
Germany  as  a  residence."  The  Ambassador  was  sufficiently 
concerned  about  the  growing  newspaper  assaults  on  the  aviator 
to  ask  if  he  had  ever  tried  to  work  out  a  modus  vivendi  with  the 

press.  Lindbergh  replied  that  he  had  tried  in  the  past  but  had 

not  succeeded.  He  added  (as  recorded  in  the  Ambassador's 
diary)  that  "as  far  as  attacks  on  him  went  he  didn't  give  a 

damn."7 
After  the  Nazis  sharply  increased  their  violence  against^  Ger- 

man Jewj_jmISbyember  9,  1938,  the  Department  of  State 
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ordered  Amb^sjsajio£_W^  "for 

consultation."  His  departure  proved  to  be  permanent^  the 
United  States  never  again  sent  an  Ambassador  to  Nazi  Ger- 

many. At  the  same  time,  press  attacks  on  Lindbergh  were 

becoming  increasingly  strident — including  criticisms  for  accept- 
ing the  medal  and  for  thinking  of  moving  to  Berlin.  In  that 

emotion-laden  atmosphere,  his  friends  Colonel  Smith  and  Dr. 
Carrel  both  advised  him  not  to  make  the  move.  Writing  from 

New  York  City,  Dr.  Carrel  warned  that  newspapers  had  "pub- 
lished misleading  articles"  about  Lindbergh's  plan  to  stay  in 

Berlin  and  that  as  a  result  there  was  "a  great  deal  of  ill  feeling" 
against  him.  The  situation  was  "serious."  He  wrote  that  both 
Gentiles  and  Jews  were  turning  against  him  and  illustrated  the 

point  by  sending  Lindbergh  a  critical  item  clipped  from  The 
New  Yorker.  Dr.  Carrel  thought  it  important  that  Lindbergh 

not  lose  his  "moral  authority"  in  the  United  States.8 
Actually,  with  the  mounting  friction  between  the  United  States 

and  Germany,  Anne  and  Charles  had  decided  not  to  move  to 

Berlin.  They  had,  instead,  takejijm_ap£u-tn^  Lind- 
bergh regretted  the  necessity  for  changing  their  plans;  he  had 

hoped  that  by  living  in  Germany  he  "might  better  understand 
the  German  viewpoint  on  the  policies  on  which  we  disagree."  He 
believed  that  Europe  was  "headed  for  a  devastating  war  unless 
some  understanding  is  reached  with  Germany,  and  the  more  diffi- 

cult it  is  to  have  contact  with  that  country,  the  more  difficult  an 

understanding  will  become.  After  all,  contact  does  not  necessar- 

ily mean  support."9 
In  a  personal  handwritten  letter  to  Dr.  Carrel,  Lindbergh  said 

that  his  decision  to  take  an  apartment  in  Paris  rather  than 

Berlin  was  "noL_hased---on--the--antagonism  oL.the^press."  He 
simply  did  "not  wish  to  make  a  move  which  would  seem-to. 

su^rjojrlJhe_Gennan  actions  in  re^ajro^to_thejews."  Also,  he  did 
"not  wishjo  cause  embarrassment  tQ_our_governmenL  oxjgjjie 
Qerman  government."  As  for  the  press  attacks,  the  Colonel 
insisted  that  he  was  "not  very  much  concerned  by  the  stories 
printed  in  the  newspapers";  he  had  "nekher_desire  nor_xespect 

for  a  popularity  which J&_dej)ejiden^on  the  press."  He  had,  he 
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wrote,  "found  that  it  would  be  necessary  to  sell  my  character  if 

I  wished  to  maintain  the  friendship  of  modern  journalism."  He 
"preferred  its  enmity."  Because  of  his  experiences  with  news- 

papers after  the  baby's  kidnapping,  he  had  "not  even  desired 
their  friendship."10  Colonel  Lindbergh's  war  with  the  press  in 
the  United  States  was  already  raging  as  the  war  among  the 
countries  of  Europe  approached  ever  closer.  The  American 

aviator  made  no  effort  to  avoid  his  personal  contest  with  news- 
men, but  he  earnestly  tried  to  use  his  influence  to  avert  what  he 

believed  would  be  a  tragic  war  in  Europe. 
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C 
V^OLONEL  LINDBERGH'S  determined  efforts  to  see,  to 
learn,  and  to  understand  as  much  as  possible  about  developments, 
within  and  among  the  European  states  continued.  But  his 
interest  was  not  just  abstract  curiosity,  especially  as  the  danger 
of  war  grew.  He  became  convinced  that  a  war  would  be  a 

tragedyJLor  Europe  and  for  Western  civilization^  Particularly 

from,  Septemberi_io13.8,  after  his  trip  to-the  Soviet  lining  until 
his  return  toj^^  Lindbergh  tried 
to  use  hisjcnowledge  and  influence  to  dis^ourage_jwar  in  Europe. 

Some  of  those  efforts  were  his  own  initiatives;  some  were  re- 
sponses to  the  initiatives  of  others.  In  the  process  he  shuttled 

frequently  between  Paris  and  London,  with  side  trips  to  Berlin. 
Lindbergh  believed  that  after  World  War  I  the  British  and 

French  either  should  have  kept  Germany  down,  so  that  it  could 
never  become  powerful  enough  to  challenge  them  successfully, 

or  they  should  have  sought  friendly  accommodation  as  Ger- 

many re-established  its  power  and  position  in  Europe  and  the 
world.  For  them  to  acquiesce  clumsily  while  Germany  built  its 

resentments  and  power,  and  then  belatedly  to  attempt  to  re- 
strain Germany  after  its  power  had  reached  formidable  levels, 

seemed  to  Lindbergh  to  have  been  a  terrible  mistake.  He  be- 
lieved the  last  opportunity  England  and  France  had  to  check 

Germany  effectively  without  fighting  a  disastrous  war  was  when 
Hitler  remilitarized  the  Rhineland  in  1936.  After  that  it  was  too 

late.1 
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Never  a  pacifist,  Colonel  Lindbergh  urged  France,  England, 

and  the  United  States  to  speed  their  military  and  air  prepara- 
tions. He  conceded  the  necessity  for  war  in  certain  situations, 

but  he  saw  no  merit  in  fighting  an  unsuccessful  war — even  in 
the  name  of  high  principles.  By  the  years  1938-1939  he  was 
convinced  that  Great  Britain  and  France  did  ..nflLjaominand 

sufficient  power — particularly  air  power — io_beat^  Germany. 
Even  if  they  should  prove  able  to  triumph  after  terrible  sacri- 

fices, he  believed  the  costs  would  have  been  prohibitive.  Simi- 
larly, he  believed  that,  with  the  Maginot  Line,  the  French 

Army,  and  the  British  Navy  arrayed  against  it,  Germany  could 

not  crush  the  British  and  French  without  horrible  losses.2 

In  any  event,  Lindbergh  became  convinced  that  a  war  be- 
tween Germany,  on  one  side,  and  Britain  and  France,  on  the 

other,  would  be  a  tragedy  whichever  side  won.  It  would,  in  his 
view,  be  a  fratricidal  conflict  that  could  destroy  the  inherited 

gejie^ic__and  cultural  treasures  slowly  built  by  Western  civiliza- 
tion over  the  course  of  countless  centuries.  The  only  benefi-^ 

claries^  in  his  opinion,  might  be  the  Communists  and  the  Soviet 
Tinion.  If  left  to  themselves,  Lindbergh  believed,  the  Qermans 
under  Hitler  would  turn  east  tovv^aidjhe__So^deJjiniQn,  not  west 
toward  Britain  and  France.  He  did  not  view  such  a  course  with 

the  same  misgivings  as  he  did  a  war  in  the  west.  Conceivably  a 

Russo-Gerjnarij:ojifiict  would  leayje  the  ramparts  of  Western 
civilization  secure  against  Communist  Russia  and  the  Asiatic 

hordes.3 
Given  his  analysis  of  the  European  situation  by  Lind- 

bergh iirge4—Br4tain-"miih-FT^^ 
j>ower.  And  he  almost  pleaded  with  them  to  reach  an  accom- 

modation with  Germany  in  order  to  prevent  war.  He  found  the 
French  receptive  but  ineffective;  he  found  the  English  generally 
smug  and  unimpressed.  Lindbergh  was  dismayed  by  many  of 
the  German  actions  at  home  and  abroad,  but  he  saw  no  viable 
alternatives  for  the  western  nations  other  than  accommodation 

with  Germany.4  Though  he  did  not  use  the  term,  both  his 

emphasis  on  Germany's  overwhelming  air  superiority  and  his 

appeals  for  accommodation  with  Hitler's  Germany  coincided 
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with  and  may  have  encouraged  appeasement  policies  at  the 
time. 

Colonel  Lindbergh's  attempts  to  prevent  war  included  long 
letters^  to  influential  people  in  Europe  and  America.  They  in- 

cluded countless  conversations  wJth^olicj_makers  in  both 
social  and  official  settings.  They  even  included  the  use  of  his 

"good  offices"  secretly  between  officials  in  different  countries. 
His  contacts  ranged  from  old  JrieJEL^ 

he_adsjoJL£oyem^  And  evi- 
dences of  his  activity  found  their  way  into  the  official  diplomatic 

communications  and  reports  of  the  United  States,  Great  Britain, 
France,  Germany,  and  other  countries.  Not  all  were  impressed 

by  his  efforts  (especially  in  England),  but  many  were  (particu- 
larly in  France). 

Among  others,  his  contacts  in  Great  Britain  included  the 

King_and  Queen,  Prime  Ministers.  Stanley  Baldwin  and  Neville 
Qiajnberlain,  Foreign  Secretary  Lord  Halifax,  former  Prime 
Ministers  David  Lloyd  George  and  James  Ramsay  MacDonald, 
the  future  Ambassador  to  the  United  States  Lord  Lothian, 

Minisjerjorjhe  Co-ordination  of  Defense  Sir  Thomas  Inskip, 
Air  Marshal  Hugh  Trenchard  and  other  high  Air  officers, 
Geoffrey  Dawson  of  the  London  Times,  Lord  and  Lady  Astor, 
and  various  Members  of  Parliament.  In  France  he  conferred 

with  Premier  Edouard  JDaladier,  Minister  of  Justice  Paul 

Reynaud,  Minister  of_Air_Guy__La  Chambre,  the  economist  Jean 
Monnet,_aiid  many  others.  In  Germany  his  secret  conversations 
with  Generals  Milch  and  Udet  were  reported  up  to  Goerin^  and 
Hitler  for  action  decisions.  Among  Americans  he  had  dealings 
with  Ambassadors  William  E.  DodcLand  Hugh  R.  Wilson  in 

Berlin^  ̂ Acting  Ambassador  Alexander  Kirk  in  Moscow,  Am- 
Vaassador  William  C.  Bullitt  in  Paris,  Ambassadors  Robert  W. 

Birigharn  and  JosephjP^JCennedy  in  London,  through  Kennedy 
with  President  Roosevelt  and  Secretary  of  State  Cordell  Hull, 
through  Roosevelt  with  Army  Chief  of  Staff  Malin  Craig  and 
Chief  of  Naval  Operations  William  D.  Leahy,  with  Air  Corps 
Chief  General  Henry  H.  Arnold,  and  with  the  Military  and  Air 
Attaches  in  Moscow,  Berlin,  London,  Paris,  and  Spain. 
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For  example,  in  mid- 1936  King  Edward  VIII  invited  Anne 
and  Charles  to  dinner.  Prime  Minister  and  Mrs.  Stanley  Bald- 

win were  also  there.  When  Lindbergh  began  talking  about 

English  aviation  developments  relative  to  those  on  the  Conti- 
nent, the  Prime  Minister  seemed  to  prefer  to  change  the  subject. 

After  Lindbergh's  return  from  his  first  visit  to  Germany,  Harold 
Nicolson  arranged  a  small  lunch  in  the  Houses  of  Parliament 
for  Lindbergh  with  former  Prime  Minister  MacDonald  and  Sir 
Thomas  Inskip.  Lindbergh  told  them  of  his  observations  in 
Germany.  They  listened  politely,  but  the  only  consequence  of 
the  conversation  was  a  later  invitation  for  him  to  speak  on 

navigation  to  flying  cadets  at  England's  Cranwell.  He  found  that 
a  pleasant  experience,  but  it  did  nothing  to  convince  him  that 

the  British  were  alert  to  the  dangers  he  saw.5 
In  the  spring  of  1938,  after  their  return  to  England  from  their 

three-month  visit  to  the  United  States,  Anne  and  Charles  were 
frequent  guests  of  Lord  and  Lady  Astor  at  Cliveden,  their 
magnificent  country  estate,  and  in  their  London  house.  Through 
the  Astors,  the  Nicolsons,  and  others,  they  visited  socially  with 
the  high  and  the  mighty.  For  instance,  at  a  luncheon  given  by 

Lady  Astor  on  May  5,  1938,  they  were  in  the  company  of 

George  Bernard  Shaw,  Ambassador  Kennedy,  Ambassador  Bul- 
litt, an  editor  of  the  Times,  -and  others.  On  May  17,  the 

Kennedys  gave  a  dinner  at  the  Embassy  for  Lord  and  Lady 
Halifax  and  invited  the  Lindberghs.  Before  dinner  Lindbergh 

talked  with  British  Secretary  of  State  for  War  Leslie  Hore- 
Belisha  and  voiced  his  concern  about  English  aircraft  produc- 

tion in  comparison  with  that  of  the  Germans.  On  May  22,  the 
Lindberghs  had  tea  with  Harold  Nicolson  and  his  wife;  the 

Colonel's  ardent  presentation  of  the  German  case  during  the 
conversation  probably  did  little  more  than  alienate  the  English- 

man. The  Astors  gave  a  dinner  and  ball  on  May  23  attended  by 

the  King  and  Queen,  the  Duke  and  Duchess  of  Kent,  the  Lind- 
berghs, and  many  others.  On  June  1,  the  Lindberghs  attended  a 

formal  ball  at  Buckingham  Palace.6 
So  often  in  those  conversations  Colonel  Lindbergh  found  his 

English  listeners  polite,  complacent,  and  unimpressed.  As  he 
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told  an  America  First  audience  in  St.  Louis  in  the  middle  of 

1 94 1,  "Time  and  time  again,  whenever  the  opportunity  arose,  I 
talked  to  members  of  the  British  government  about  military 

aviation  in  Europe.  They  were  always  courteous,  but  seldom 
impressed.  ...  It  is  impossible  for  me  to  describe  to  you  the 
feeling  of  frustration  I  had  in  England  when  I  attempted  to  tell 

people  there  what  was  taking  place  in  the  air  of  Europe."7 
The  Lindbergh  family  movedJp_I]liec  in  lune^JL938,  and  that 

gave  the  Colonel  opportunities  to  confer  with  high  aviation, 

diplomatic^  and  political  leaders  in  France.  On  June  23,  Lind- 
bergh talked  with  Ambassador  Bullitt  and  the  American  Mili- 

tary Attache  at  the  Embassy  in  Paris,  and  later  he  had  lunch 

with  America's  Air  Attache  to  Spain.8 
When  on  Septejnber_8,  iggS,  the  Lindberghs  got  back  to 

Paris  from_their  trip  to  the  SovieMJnion  and  Czechoslovakia, 
Europe  was  in  the  midst  of  its  most  alarming  crisis  since  World 

War  I.  Hitler  .was demanding  the  German-populated  Sudeten- 
land  from.Czechoslovakia  and  threatenjngjto  take  it  by  force  if 
necessary.  The  Soviet  Union  had  urged  Czechoslovakia  not  to 
yield  and  offered  military  assistance.  The  Soviet  leaders  were 
also  urging  Britain,  France,  and  the  League  of  Nations  to  resist 
the  German  threat.  But  if  Hitler  were  not  bluffing  a  firm  stand  by 
Britain  and  France  would  mearoyar.  The  probable  actions  of 

Germany,  Britain,  France,  and  Czechoslovakia  depended  sub- 
stantially on  their  various  analyses^  of  the  power  each  side  could 

bring  to  beat  in  the^situation.  The  power  of  the  several  states 

would  be  affected  by  .geography  (Hitler's  planned  move  was  to 
the  east,  where  Britain  and  France  could  not  effectively  deploy 

their  ground  forces  and  their  fortifications  were  useless),  by  na- 

tional morale-and-spirit,  by  military  and  air  preparations,  and  by 
the  quality  (or  boldness)  of  leadership.  If  German,  British, 
French,  and  Czech  leaders  and  people  became  convinced  that 
Britain,  France,  and  the  Soviet  Union  could  not  successfully 
check  a  German  military  move  against  Czechoslovakia,  or  that 
the  costs  would  be  prohibitive,  Hitler  would  be  able  to  add  the 
Sudentenland  to  Greater  Germany  without_wjir.  That  was  what 

^happened.  And  Colonel  Lindbergh  played  a  role  in  the  develop- 
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ments  of  the  three  weeks  before  the  British  and  Frenchjbacked 

tan  by  yielding  the  Sudetenland  to  Nazi  Germany  at  the  Mu- 
nich  Conference  on  September  3.Q*-U93jL_ 

It  was  reasonable  to  credit  Colonel  Lindbergh  with  excep- 
tional knowledge  of  European  air  power  at  that  time.  He  had 

already  made  two  major  visitsJii._sJt]idy„Gexman_  power.  He 
had  inspected  aviation  facilities  in  France,  the  Soviet  Union, 
andXze^h^slo^akia.  He  knew  much  about  British  and  United 

States^air--de^e4opments.  And  he  earnestly  and  repeatedly  told 

almost  any  who  would  listen  that  Germany's  air  power  then  was 
greater  than  that  of  all  the  other  European  countries  combined, 

that  France's  was  hopelessly  inadequate,  and  that  British  and 
Soviet  air  power  was  not  sufficient  to  match  Germany's.  Resis- 

tance would  result  in  disaster. 

On  September  9,  1938,  the  day  after  they  reached  Paris, 
Ambassador  Bullitt  invited  the  Lindberghs  to  Chantilly,  the 
magnificent  estate  he  had  rented  near  Paris.  There  Colonel 

Lindbergh  talked  at  length  with  French  Minister  of  Air  Guy  La 

Chambre.  As  Lindbergh  saw  it,  the  French  situation  was  des- 
perate. France  could  not  catch  up  with  Germany  in  air  power 

for  years,  if  at  all.  So  far  as  he  could  determine,  France  was 
building  fewer  than  50  warplanes  per  month,  while  Germany 
was  building^  500  to  800  per  month.  Britain  was  making  about 
70  per  month.  Lindbergh  firmly  contended  that  the  German  air 

force  was  "stronger  than  that  of  all  other  European  countries 
combined."  He  believed  that  the  French  "opportunity  of  stop- 

ping the  extension  of  German  control  to  the  east  passed  several 

years"  earlier;  an  attempt  to  do  so  at  the  present  moment  would 
"throw  Europe  into  chaos."  He  believed  the  results  "would  be 
much  worse  than  the  last  war  and  would  probably  result  in  a 

Communist  Europe."9 
Air  Minister  La  Chambre  was  persuaded  that  Lindbergh's 

analysis  was  essentially  correct.  He  communicated  Lindbergh's 
account  to  Premier  Daladier  and  Foreign  Minister  Georges 

Bonnet.  As  reported  by  the  British  Ambassador  in  Paris,  Bon- 

net "was  very  upset  and  said  that  peace  must  be  preserved  at 
any  price  as  neither  France  nor  Great  Britain  were  ready  for 

52 



Munich 

war."  Daladier  thought  Lindbergh's  estimate  of  Soviet  air 
power  was  too  pessimistic,  but  he  was  certainly  not  sanguine 
about  the  possibility  of  war  with  Germany.  The  British  Military 
Attache  in  Paris,  reporting  on  information  supplied  by  the 

French  Ministry  of  War,  wrote  that  "the  Fuhrer  found  a  most 
convenient  ambassador  in  Colonel  Lindbergh,  who  appears  to 
have  given  the  French  an  impression  of  [German]  might  and 
preparedness  which  they  did  not  have  before,  and  who  at  the 
same  time  confirmed  the  view  that  the  Russian  Air  Force  was 

worth  almost  exactly  nothing."  The  British  Attache  reported  the 
statement  of  a  French  colonel  that  France  "could  not  face  the 
risk  of  the  German  air  threat — since  their  material  was  so 

superior  that  they  (the  French)  were  powerless  to  deal  with  it." 
Aware  of  Colonel  Lindbergh's  analysis,  the  Deputy  Chief  of  the 
French  General  Staff  on  September  22  insisted  (as  reported  by 

the  British  Military  Attache)  "that  French  cities  would  be  laid 
in  ruins  and  that  they  had  no  means  of  defense."  The  Attache 
clearly  got  "the  impression  that  the  French  did  not  intend  to 
fight."10  One  should  not  conclude  that  the  French  attitude  was 

shaped  solely  or  even  largely  by  Lindbergh's  analysis.  But  his 
view  was  noted  seriously,  it  did  circulate  at  the  highest  levels, 
and  it  did  enter  into  French  dealings  with  Britain  during  the 
crisis. 

In  response  to  an  urgent  telegram  from  AiJibassador_Keji- 
jie^j^Jlie.Xindberghs  went  to  London  on_Se^tember  20.  The 

next  day  (after  meeting  six  of  the  Kennedy  children),  Lind- 
bergh conferred  aMength  with  the  Ambassador  and  his  Em- 

bassy^j^un^  Johnson,   about   the  European 
diplojnatic-.  crisis  and  the  military  and  air  power  situation.  On 
Septejnber_2_2^._i538,  Lindbergh  wrote  a  letter  to  Kennedy 
summarizing  the  statements  he  had  made  to  the  Ambassador 

the  day  before.  Kennedy  immediately  cabled  Lindbergh's  docu- 
ment to  Secretary  of  State  Cordell  Hull  in  Washington,  and  he 

made  further  reference  to  the  Colonel's  views  in  a  telephone 
conversation  with  Hull  on  September  24.  In  his  letter  Lindbergh 

wrote:  "Without  doubt  the  German  air  fleet  is  now  stronger 
than  that  of  any  other  country  in  the  world."  He  was  "certain 
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that  German  air  strength  is  greater  than  that  of  all  other  Euro- 
pean countries  combined,  and  that  she  is  constantly  increasing 

her  margin  of  leadership."  He  thought  the  United  States  was 
"the  only  country  in  the  world  capable  of  competing  with 
Germany  in  aviation"  but  that  Germany  was  "rapidly  cutting 
down  the  lead  we  have  held  in  the  past."  He  believed  Germany 
had  "the  means  ot  destroying  London,  Paris  and  Prague  if  she 
wishes  to  do  so"  and  that  "England  and  France  together  have 
not  enough  modern  war  planes  for  effective  defense  or  counter- 

attack." Given  the  German  air  superiority,  Lindbergh  thought  it 
"essential  to  avoid  a  general  European  war  in  the  near  future  at 
almost  any  cost."  He  feared  that  "a  war  now  might  easily  result 
in  the  loss  of  European  civilization."  A  general  European  war, 
whatever  its  outcome,  would  "result  in  something  akin  to 
Communism  running  over  Europe  and,  judging  by  Russia,  any- 

thing seems  preferable."  He  believed  it  "wiser  to  permit  Ger- 
many's eastward  expansion  than  to  throw  England  and  France, 

unprepared,  into  a  war  at  this  time."  Whether  that  Lindbergh 
report,  or  summaries  of  it,  reached  President  Roosevelt  is  not 

clear.11  But  the  President  did  make  last-minute  overtures  to 
urge  the  continuing  of  negotiations  in  Europe. 

Ambassador  Kennedy  also  arranged  for  Colonel  Lindbergh 

to  meet  with  British  political  and  Air  Ministry  officials  in  Lon- 
don. On  the  evening  of  September  22,  Lindbergh  spent  two 

hours  at  dinner  with  John  Slessor  of  the  Air  Ministry  (later 
Marshal  of  the  Royal  Air  Force)  and  the  private  secretary  of 

Sir  Cyril  Newall,  Britain's  Chief  of  the  Air  Staff.  At  the  time 
Slessor  described  Lindbergh  as  "a  man  of  outstanding  charac- 

ter" who  was  "entirely  sympathetic  to  the  British,  so  much  so 
that  one  occasionally  forgot  that  one  was  not  speaking  to  an 

Englishman."  He  also  noted  that  Lindbergh  had  "an  enormous 
admiration  for  the  Germans  and  likes  them  personally,  though 
he  says,  of  course,  that  there  is  much  in  their  policy  and 

methods  which  he  cannot  forgive."  Lindbergh  told  Slessor  that 
the  "only  sound  policy"  was  "to  avoid  war  now  at  almost  any 
cost."  He  "spoke  with  admiration  of  Mr.  Chamberlain  and  said 

he  felt  that  he  had  taken  the  only  possible  course."  Colonel 
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Lindbergh  described  the  German  Air  Force  as  "incomparably 
the  strongest  in  the  world,  and  stronger  than  that  of  France,  the 

United  Kingdom  and  the  United  States  of  America  put  to- 

gether." Slessor  did  not  know  how  much  Lindbergh's  views  may 
have  been  "due  to  German  propaganda  and  carefully  staged 
arrangements  to  impress  him;  but  it  is  easy  to  understand  after 

talking  to  him,  how  he  was  able  to  impress  the  French  author- 
ities with  the  formidable  nature  of  the  German  threat."  Lind- 

bergh told  Slessor  that  the  German  Air  Force  could  "flatten  out 
cities  like  London,  Paris,  and  Prague."  Slessor  concluded  then 
that  Lindbergh  probably  was  "overestimating"  the  German 
capacity  "and  underestimating  their  difficulties  to  some  extent, 
possibly  owing  to  successful  propaganda."  He  wrote  later  that 
he  had  taken  some  of  what  Lindbergh  said  "with  a  pinch  of 
salt"  but  that  "there  was  much  truth  in  his  story."  The  next  day 
Lindbergh  had  lunch  with  Air  Marshal  Sir  Wilfrid  Freeman  and 
also  talked  with  others  in  the  British  Air  Ministry  and  in  Air 

Intelligence.12 
Meanwhile  the  Lindberghs  saw  Londoners  placing  sandbags 

around  doors  and  windows  in  anticipation  of  war;  some  were 
digging  trenches.  Like  others,  Anne  and  Charles  had  themselves 
fitted  with  gas  masks  as  a  precaution.  They  spent  the  night  of 
September  26  at  Cliveden,  with  the  Astors,  and  there  listened  to 

a  broadcast  of  Hitler's  speech.13 
Mutual  friends  arranged  for  Colonel  Lindbergh  to  meet  with 

David  Lloyd  George,  Britain's  Prime  Minister  at  the  close  of 
World  War  I,  at  the  Welshman's  home  on  September  27.  Since 
Lloyd  George  shared  the  general  foreign  policy  views  of  Win- 

ston Churchill  and  Anthony  Eden  and  had  no  confidence  in 
Prime  Minister  Chamberlain,  he  was  not  likely  to  be  receptive 

to  Lindbergh's  views.  He  believed  war  unavoidable  and  wanted 

to  defend  the  "prestige  of  democracy."  Lindbergh  told  the  old 
statesman  that  he  "did  not  see  how  democratic  prestige  would 
gain  much  from  an  unsuccessful  war"  and  urged  that  war 
should  "at  least  be  postponed."  When  Lloyd  George  contended 
that  the  Nazi  system  was  just  as  bad  as  the  Soviet  system, 
Lindbergh  concluded  that  the  former  Prime  Minister  did  not 
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"seem  to  recognize  any  difference  to  England  between  an 
alliance  with  European  Germany  and  Asiatic  Russia.  He  appar- 

ently does  not  worry  about  the  effect  of  Asia  on  European 

civilization."  Clearly  Lindbergh  did.14 
On  the  trip  back  to  Cliveden  after  his  fruitless  session  with 

Lloyd  George,  Lindbergh  thought  Hitler  must  be  "actually 
mad  if  he  starts  a  general  war  under  these  circumstances.  No 
one  can  win  anything  worth  having.  The  best  blood  of  Europe 

will  be  dead  when  it  is  over."  He  had  difficulty  sleeping  that 
night  and  woke  up  from  time  to  time  "thinking  about  England 

being  bombed."15 With  news  of  the  impending  Munich  Conference  between 
Hitler,  Mussolini,  Chamberlain,  and  Daladier,  Lindbergh  was 

"very  much  relieved."  But  he  still  wondered  "whether  England 
would  wake  up  after  the  experience  she  has  gone  through."  He 
was  convinced  that  "If  she  does  not  wake  up  now,  there  is  no 

hope."  Throughout  the  crisis,  Lindbergh  was  favorably  im- 
pressed by  Joseph  Kennedy's  performance  and  believed  that  the 

Ambassador  had  "taken  a  large  part  in  bringing  about  the 
conference."16  With  Munich,  Hitler  got  the  Sudetenland, 
Chamberlain  got  "peace  for  our  time,"  and  Lindbergh  gained  a 
few  more  months  for  his  efforts  to  speed  air  preparations  in 
Britain,  France,  and  the  United  States. 
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X  A.  FEW  hours  before  the  statesmen  concluded  their  agree- 
ment at  Munich,  Ambassador  William  C.  Bullitt  telephoned 

Colonel  Lindbergh  asking  him  to  come  to  Paris  from  London 
for  a  conference  at  the  American  Embassy  on  the  morning  of 

September  30.  Lindbergh  promptly  complied.  Bullitt  even  ar- 
ranged for  the  airman  to  stay  in  the  same  Embassy  room  he  had 

had  after  his  transatlantic  flight  in  1927. 

The  Colonel  quickly  learned  the  purpose  of  the  Ambassa- 

dor's summons.  Bullitt  and  the  French  Air  Minister,  Guy  La 
Chambre,  had  been  wrestling  with  the  problem  of  building  air 

power  so  that  France  would  not  in  the  future  be  in  the  hope- 
lessly weak  position  that  had  seemed  to  make  the  Munich 

appeasement  so  essential.  In  their  deliberations  Bullitt  had 

proposed  the  building  of  huge  airplane  factories  for  France  in 
Canada  near  the  border  of  the  United  States.  The  arrangement 

would  by-pass  the  neutrality  legislation  that  prohibited  Ameri- 
can sale  of  arms  and  munitions  to  belligerents.  But  it  could  take 

advantage  of  North  American  production  facilities,  and  locating 
the  factories  near  Detroit  and  Buffalo  would  permit  them  to 
draw  on  the  trained  labor  force  in  those  cities.  Bullitt  and  La 

Chambre  proposed  that  the  project  be  directed  by  Jean  Monnet, 
Colonel  Lindbergh,  and  a  French  air  production  expert.  Bullitt 
secretly  cabled  the  idea  to  President  Franklin  D.  Roosevelt,  and 
also  got  in  touch  with  Monnet  and  Lindbergh. 

The  Colonel  listened  as  Bullitt,  Monnet,  and  La  Chambre 
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outlined  the  plan,  but  he  did  not  commit  himself.  He  agreed  on 
the  necessity  for  building  French  and  British  air  strength,  of 
course,  but  he  doubted  whether  the  French  had  the  necessary 

spirit,  morale,  and  leadership  even  if  military  planes  could  be 
provided  from  Canada.  The  discussions  continued  on  Saturday, 
October  i.  The  French  also  let  Lindbergh  fly  their  latest  and 
finest  fighter,  the  Moran  406.  On  Monday,  October  3,  Premier 
Daladier,  just  back  from  Munich,  entered  into  the  deliberations, 
which  ended  the  following  day.  Lindbergh  had  doubts  about  the 
idea,  but  he  returned  to  Illiec  to  think  about  it  before  meeting 

once  again  with  Monnet  on  Sunday,  October  9.1 
In  the  tranquil  setting  of  his  little  island,  Lindbergh  drafted  a 

memorandum  summarizing  his  understanding  of  the  project. 

And  he  composed  a  fourteen-page  letter  to  Monnet  outlining 
the  reasons  he  thought  it  inadvisable  for  him  to  take  an  active 
part.  Lindbergh  believed  the  plan  could  produce  needed  aircraft 

for  France.  But,  with  or  without  those  airplanes,  he  was  con- 
vinced that  a  war  with  Germany  would  nevertheless  be  a 

disaster,  with  "something  akin  to  communism  over-running 
Europe."  Consequently,  he  believed  "the  most  important  objec- 

tive" remained  "the  avoidance  of  a  European  war."  In  his 
opinion,  "Victory  itself  would  be  of  little  value,  for  it  would 

leave  no  civilization  able  to  appreciate  or  take  advantage  of  it." 
The  Colonel  regarded  "an  agreement  with  Germany  as  essential 
to  the  future  of  Europe."  If  Britain  and  France  tried  "to  keep 
Germany  weak,"  he  could  see  "little  hope  of  avoiding  a  dis- 

astrous war." 

Lindbergh  feared  that  his  participation  in  the  project  "could 
succeed  only  through  failure."  That  is,  if  Canadian-made  planes 
successfully  helped  prevent  war  in  Europe,  he  would  be  criti- 

cized for  helping  spend  French  money  for  planes  made  in  North 
America  that  never  fought.  Only  if  the  planes  eventually  were 

used  in  war  against  Germany  would  his  participation  win  ap- 
proval, but  he  was  convinced  that  such  a  war  would  be  a  disaster 

whatever  its  outcome.  He  could  enter  the  project  only  if  he  were 
prepared  to  suffer  abuse  for  his  role.  The  fact  that  he  was  an 
American  made  him  more  vulnerable  than  a  Frenchman 

might  be. 
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He  had  other  objections  as  well.  His  personal  participation 
would  inevitably  bring  premature  publicity  to  the  project.  It 
would  disrupt  his  family  plans  and  his  hopes  for  further  study  of 
Germany  and  the  European  situation  during  the  winter  of 

I938-39-2 
Jean  Monnet  did  not  like  Lindbergh's  letter  and  tried  unsuc- 

cessfully to  persuade  him  to  withdraw  it.  But  the  Frenchman 

concurred  with  Lindbergh's  decision  not  to  participate.  A  few 
days  later  Monnet  sailed  for  America.  While  in  the  United 
States  he  hoped  to  explore  the  idea  further,  and  Lindbergh  had 

suggested  the  names  of  airplane  manufacturers  he  might  con- 

sult. But  the  whole  idea  fizzled  out  and  came  to  nothing.3 
France  bought  some  military  airplanes  in  the  United  States.  But 
they  did  not  prevent  war  in  1939.  And  they  did  not  save  France 
from  defeat  when  Hitler  turned  his  blitzkrieg  west  in  the  spring 
and  early  summer  of  1940. 

Two  days  after  his  final  session  on  the  matter  with  Monnet, 

the  Lindberghs'  third  major  visit  to  Germany  began.  The  Colo- 
nel's observations  during  that  trip,  which  lasted  from  October 

11  to  29,  1938,  further  strengthened  the  convictions  he  had  ad- 
vanced repeatedly  before.  On  November  2,  he  wrote  to  General 

Henry  H.  Arnold,  Chief  of  the  United  States  Army  Air  Corps, 

urging  him  to  visit  Germany  in  the  near  future  to  observe  develop- 
ments there.  Arnold  promptly  replied  that  he  had  wanted  to 

make  such  a  trip  to  Germany  three  months  earlier,  "but  for 
diplomatic  reasons  it  was  called  off."  Lindbergh's  letter  led 
Arnold  to  take  up  the  matter  again  with  the  Chief  of  Staff  and 

Secretary  of  War,  but  "the  political  situation"  made  the  trip 
inadvisable.  After  the  anti-Jewish  violence  erupted  in  Germany 

on  November  9,  Lindbergh  agreed  that  it  was  "not  an  oppor- 
tune time  to  send  a  mission  to  Germany."4 

The  deliberations  in  Paris  on  the  "Canadian  Plan"  produced 
another  scheme,  which  brought  Colonel  Lindbergh  back  to 
Berlin  for  two  brief  visits  in  December  and  January.  In  the 
course  of  his  sessions  with  Bullitt,  Monnet,  La  Chambre,  and 

Daladier,  Lindbergh  had  suggested  that  France  might  buy  mili- 
tary airplanes  from  Germany.  The  idea  produced  shock  and 

laughter  initially,  but  Lindbergh  was  serious.  And  Daladier  was 
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not  so  startled  by  the  thought  as  some  of  the  others.  On  his 
return  to  Paris  from  Berlin  at  the  end  of  October,  Lindbergh 

again  discussed  the  idea  with  La  Chambre.  The  Air  Minister 
suggested  that,  instead  of  entire  planes,  just  the  aircraft  engines 
might  be  purchased  from  Germany.  Lindbergh  offered  to  help 
investigate  the  possibilities  of  such  a  purchase. 

After  Lindbergh  moved  his  family  from  Illiec  to  an  apart- 
ment in  Paris  for  the  winter  of  1938-39,  La  Chambre  asked  if 

he  could  find  out  unofficially  whether  the  Germans  would  be 
willing  to  sell  airplane  engines  to  France.  Bad  flying  weather 
had  compelled  the  Lindberghs  to  leave  their  plane  in  Berlin  on 
their  departure  from  Germany  at  the  end  of  October;  the  need 
to  return  for  the  plane  provided  a  convenient  cover  for  that 
secret  mission  in  the  middle  of  December.  Even  Colonel  Smith 

was  not  to  know  the  purpose  of  the  visit.  Lindbergh  explained 
the  proposal  to  Generals  Milch  and  Udet.  Though  France 

wanted  the  engines,  Lindbergh  told  Udet,  "the  policy  was  more 
important  than  the  actual  value  of  the  engines  and  ...  it 
might  be  used  as  a  step  toward  a  closer  relationship  between  the 

two  countries."  The  matter  had  to  be  referred  to  Goering  and 
possibly  to  Hitler  for  decision,  and  both  were  away  at  the  time. 
Consequently  Lindbergh  returned  to  spend  Christmas  with  his 
wife  and  sons  in  Paris.  The  Luftwaffe  Generals  promised  to 
notify  him  as  soon  as  they  learned  the  reactions  of  Goering  and 
Hitler  to  the  idea.  Bad  weather  again  kept  his  airplane  in  Berlin, 

providing  an  excuse  for  an  additional  trip  there.5 
When  word  arrived  from  Germany,  Lindbergh  returned  to 

Berlin  on  January  16,  1939.  It  proved  to  be  his  last  visit  to 
Germany  until  the  close  of  World  War  II,  in  1945.  Milch  and 
Udet  had  obtained  authority  from  Goering  and  Hitler  to  sell  300 

airplane  engines  to  France  under  certain  conditions — including 
secrecy,  payment  in  currency  instead  of  goods,  the  engines  to  be 
delivered  about  December,  1939,  or  January,  1940.  Lindbergh 
(this  time  flying  his  plane)  returned  to  Paris  from  Berlin  with 
the  information.  The  French  government  made  plans  for  going 
ahead  with  the  transaction.  In  the  process  La  Chambre  and 

Daladier  informed  Ambassador  Bullitt  of  the  scheme — explain- 
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ing  that  they  liked  the  idea  less  for  the  value  of  the  engines  than 

for  "the  improvement  that  might  be  produced  by  such  an  order 
in  the  diplomatic  relations  between  France  and  Germany,  and 
because  the  news  of  such  a  deal  would  tend  to  make  the  Italians 

less  sure  of  German  support." 
Before  going  ahead,  however,  Premier  Daladier  wanted  to 

know  from  President  Roosevelt  whether  the  purchase  of  the 

engines  "would  produce  an  unfortunate  effect  on  public  opinion 
in  the  United  States."  Bullitt  had  misgivings  about  the  project 
and  did  not  believe  that  "there  is  any  real  approach  by  Ger- 

many toward  friendship  with  France."  In  March,  the  Ambas- 
sador informed  La  Chambre  that  President  Roosevelt  could  not 

predict  the  effect  of  the  purchase  on  American  opinion.  The 
same  month,  Hitler,  in  violation  of  his  promises  at  Munich, 

took  over  the  rest  of  Czechoslovakia.  President  Roosevelt's 

noncommittal  response  and  Hitler's  renewed  expansion  killed 
the  whole  idea.6 

By  April,  1939,  Colonel  Lindbergh  believed  that  "the  atmo- 
sphere of  war"  was  "constantly  growing"  and  that  it  would 

"only  take  an  incident  or  two  to  start  trouble."7  With  Europe 
soon  to  be  inflamed  by  war,  Lindbergh  returned  to  the  United 

States.  That  voyage  ended  his  self-imposed  exile  abroad  and 
inaugurated  new  phases  of  his  prewar  and  antiwar  activities. 
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^^^HEN  the  liner  Aquitania  eased  from  the  harbor_at Cher- 

bourg, France,  thatlpnng~day  of  April  8,  1939,  it  carried  a  full 

"ToW^oTpassengers.  Many  were  refugees.  Among  the  passengers was  Colonel  Charles  A.  Lindbergh,  returning  home  to  the 

United  States  after-living  for  nearly  three  and  one-half  years,  in 
England  and  France.  The  Old  World  had  provided  him,  his 
wife,  and  their  children  a  degree  of  privacy,  personal  security, 
and  freedom  from  newsmen  that  their  native  America  had 

denied  them.  It  had  also  provided  the  aviator  with  unique 
opportunities  to  observe  closely  the  mounting  storm  clouds  of 
war.  The  conflagration  that  he  feared  would  destroy  Western 
civilization  was  drawing  inexorably  closer. 

Lindbergh  dreaded  the  barbarism  of  newsnieiijr^sx^hpjtogj 
raphers,  and  curiosity  seekers  that  he  was  certain  to  encounter 
in  the  United  States;  he  worried  about  the  safety  of  his  wife  and 
sons  if  he  brought  them  back  to  America.  But  they  had  been 
away  a  long  time.  And  if  war  erupted,  their  place  was  in 

America.  Their  plans  for  the  future  were  not  firm;  if  circum- 
stances abroad  improved,  he  would  return  to  Europe.  But  they 

did  not  improve.  And  Lindbergh  saw  his  responsibilities  Jo  be  in 
the  United  States.  His  wife  and  sons  followed  later  in  April 

They  stayed  briefly  at  her  familyjs  home_in  New  Jersey  before 

locating  at^Lloyd  Neck,  Long  Island.1 

Circumstances  were  to~rJar  Lindbergh's  return  to  Europe  for 
more  than  six  years,  until  after  the  nightmare  of  World  War  II 
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there  had  ended.  During  those  years  he  served  his  country  in 
various  ways.  Some  of  that  service  before  and  during  the  war 
was  to  be  in  the  familiar  patterns  of  aviation  and  flying.  But 

part  of  it  was  to  be  in  the  unfamiliar  (and,  for  him,  the  much 
less  pleasant)  arena  of  political  action  as  he  earnestly  tried  to 
persuade  Americans  that  the  United  States  should  not  and  need 
not  become  involved  in  the  European  war.  Lindbergh  saw  his 
noninterventionist  effort  as  patriotic  service  to  his  country.  But 
it  proved  to  be  more  traumatic  than  any  Lindbergh  experience 

before  or  later,  save  only  the  unspeakable  ordeal  of  the  kidnap- 
ping and  murder  of  their  first-born.  It  was  far  more  damaging  to 

his  image  and  reputation  than  any  other  part  of  his  career.  But 
Lindbergh  had  as  much  courage  in  public  affairs  as  he  had 
always  had  in  the  skies.  And  he  proved  ready  to  pay  the  price 
exacted  by  a  cause  that  he  believed  to  be  paramount  in  the 

years  1939-1941. 
As  usual,  scores  of  newsmen  and  photographers  swarmed  on 

Colonel  Lindbergh  when  he  left  the  ship  in  New  York,  pushing, 
shoving,  shouting,  falling  over  each  other,  and  exploding  flash 

bulbs  in  his  face.  Dozens  of  uniformed  police  and  plainclothes- 
men  formed  a  wedge  so  he  might  get  through.  Even  then  his 
party,  including  Dr.  and  Mme  Carrel,  was  separated  from  him 

by  the  mob.  Lindbergh  thought  it  "a  ridiculous  situation  when 
one  cannot  return  to  one's  own  country  without  having  to  go 
through  the  roughhousing  of  photographers  and  the  lies  and 

insults-o#-the-press."  For  him  it  took  "the  sweetness  frojrn  the 
freedom  of  democracy_and  jnakes  j^^^r^r_v^re  hocdgm 

.ends  and  disorder  begins. "  It  was,  as  he  wrote  in  his  diary,  "a 
barbaric  entry  to  a  civilized  country."  Mrs.  Lindbergh  and  their 
sons  went  through  a  similar  ordeal  when  they  arrived  two  weeks 
later.  Newsmen,  photographers,  curiosity  seekers,  and  crackpots 
hounded  them  wherever  they  went,  much  as  they  had  four  years 
before;  police  and  guards  were  almost  as  necessary  in  1939  as 

they  had  been  in  1935.  Understandably,  Lindbergh  missed  "the 
privacy  and  decency  of  Europe."2 

Others  greeted  Lindbergh's  return  with  more  civilized  and 
responsible  approaches.  While  he  was  still  at  sea,  he  received  a 
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radiogram  from  Congressman  Sol  Bloom,  Democratic  Chair- 
man of  the  House  Committee  on  Foreign  Affairs,  inviting  him 

to  testify  on  the  neutrality  legislation  it  had  under  consideration 

(after  deliberation,  Lindbergh  respectfully  declined).  A  com- 
munication invited  him  to  attend  a  forthcoming  meeting  of  the 

National  Advisory  Committee  for  Aeronautics,  of  which  he  was 

a  long-time  member  (and  he  accepted).  A  radiogram  from 
General  Henry  H.  Arnold  asked  Lindbergh  to  contact  him  as 
soon  as  he  could  after  reaching  the  United  States.  The  Colonel 
immediately  radioed  an  acknowledgment.  He  telephoned  the 

Air  Corps  Chief  the  night  of  his  arrival  and  made  an  appoint- 
ment to  meet  him  at  West  Point  the  next  day,  Saturday,  April 

15,  1939. 
To  avoid  the  newsmen  who  had  bedeviled  him  the  night 

before,  Lindbergh  had  lunch  alone  with  General  and  Mrs. 
Arnold  in  the  main  dining  room  of  the  Thayer  Hotel  at  West 
Point,  which  had  been  cleared  and  closed  to  the  public  to  guard 
their  privacy.  For  some  three  hours  the  two  military  aviators 
discussed  air  preparations  in  Europe  and  America.  When 
waiters  restlessly  indicated  their  need  to  prepare  the  room  for 
the  evening  meal,  the  three  adjourned  to  the  grandstand  of  the 

Military  Academy's  baseball  field,  where  Army  was  playing 
Syracuse.  There,  in  the  midst  of  spirited  cadets,  Lindbergh 

continued  briefing  Arnold  on  Hitler's  Luftwaffe.  Seated  in  front 
of  them  was  a  row  of  reporters  from  New  York  newspapers, 
totally  unaware  that  their  prey  was  behind  them.  General 

Arnold  later  wrote  that  Lindbergh  gave  him  "the  most  accurate 
picture  of  the  Luftwaffe,  its  equipment,  leaders,  apparent  plans, 

training  methods,  and  present  defects"  he  had  received  up  to 
that  time.3 

The  Air  Corps  Chief  asked  Colonel  Lindbergh  to  go  on 
active  duty  with  the  Air  Corps  to  ̂ tudy ^aeronautical  research 
facilities  and  to  make  recommendations  for  improving  those 
facilities  and  using  them  in  the  development  of  American  air 

-power.  Arnold  specifically  asked  him  to  take  into  account  the 
comparable  developments  in  foreign  military  aviation.  Lind- 

bergh promptly  accepted;  on  April.  J  8,  General  Arnold  issued 
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the  formal  order  activating  him.  Officially  Lindbergh  was  on 

active  duty^o^^nJx^\vo_w^ks,  but  from  May  until  September. 
1939  >  he  continued  to  perform  the  same  function,  without  pay, 

on  an  "inactive-active  status."  The  Air  Corps  assigned  him  a  P- 
34A-fighter  for  his  use  in  flying  to  aviation  research,  develop- 

ment, and  manufacturing  facilities  all  over  the  United  States  in 
the  performance  of  his  duties.  In  connection  with  this  work,  he 
served  on  various  committees,  most  notably  on  the  board 
headed  by  Brigadier  General  Walter  G.  Kilner  to  propose 
priorities  for  Air  Corps  research  and  development  programs 

, during  the  period  1 939-1 944.  In  some  degree  reflecting  Lind- 

bergh's influence,  the  Kilner  Board's  final  report  gave  high 
priority  to  the  development  of  powerful  liquid-cooled  aircraft 

engines  and  to  superior  fighter  planes  comparable  to  Britain's 
Spitfire  and  Germany's  ME- 109.  Arnold  found  the  value  of  the 
Board's  work  to  be  "inestimable."4 

On  April  20,  after  going  on  active  duty  with  the  Air  Corps, 
Colonel  Lindbergh  had  his  onixilisetin^^^ 

lin  D.  Roosevelt.  The  appointment  was  arranged  by  Lindbergh's 
^ousin  and  friend  Admiral  "Jerry"  Land,  ..Chairman  of_the 
Jinited~-Stat.es  Maxitimg,_£omjmssion.  During  their  fifteen- 
ininute_visil  at  the  White  House,  Lindbergh  found  the  President 

likable  and  an  interesting  conversationalist,  but  "there  was 
something  about  him"  that  he  "did  noMtrust,  something  a  little 
too  suave,  too  pleasant,  too  easy."  He  saw  Roosevelt  as  "mostly 
politician"  and  thought  the  two  of  them  "would  never  get  along 
on  many  fundamentals."  He  resolved  to  work  with  the  President 
as  long  as  he  could,  but  had  "a  feeling  that  it  may  not  be  for 
long."  Many  years  later,  Lindbergh  recalled  that  the  experience 
was  like  talking  to  a  person  wearing  a  mask.5 

On-May_J7>  at  General  Arnold's  request,  Lindbergh  testified 
before  the  House  of  Representatives  Appropriations  Committee 
onJ^haJ_f_of  funds  for  the  Air  Corps  in  general  and  aviation 
^research  programs  in  particular.  He  said  the  United  States  had 

lost  its  lead  in  military  aviation  and  urged  that  it  "push  ahead" 
as  fast  as  possible.  He  testified  that  Germany  had  "greater 
research  facilities  than  any  other  country  in  Europe"  and 
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"several  times  as  much  in  the  way  of  basic  research  facilities" 
as  the  United  States  had  at  the  time.  Because  it  was  protected 

by  geography  from  direct  assaults  by  unfriendly  states,  he  urged 

that  the  United  States  give  priority  to  the  development  of  high- 
quality  military  aircraft,  rather  than  to  the  accumulation  of 

huge  numbers  of  airplanes.6 
In  addition  to  his  activities  for  the  Air  Corps,  Lindbergh  also 

devoted  much  time  to  the  National  Advisory  Committee  for 
Aeronautics.  As  with  the  Air  Corps,  his  work  for  NACA 

focused  particularly  on  aviation  research  and  development  pro- 
grams. He  served  as  chairman  of  a  major  committee  dealing 

with  NACA  and  university  aeronautical  research  facilities.  He 
testified  before  the  House  Appropriations  Committee  on  behalf 

of  funds  for  NACA  research  programs.  He  drafted  his  commit- 

tee's report  recommending  that  new  NACA  laboratories  be  lo- 
cated at  Moffett  Field,  near  Sunnyvale,  California.  Both  NACA 

and  the  Air  Corps  valued  his  work  and  sought  his  continued 

help.7  Important  as  his  duties  with  them  were,  however,  other 
less  congenial  responsibilities  beckoned  that  seemed  to  him  even 
more  important. 
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D  URING  the  summer  of  1939  Colonel  Lindbergh  focused 
most  of  his  time  and  energies  on  Air  Corps  and  NACA  matters. 
But  his  concerns  about  developments  in  Europe  continued,  and 
tensions  abroad  steadily  mounted.  Hitler  increased  his  pressures  ] 
to  get  the  Polish  Corridor  for  Nazi  Germany.  Britain  and 
France  firmed  up  their  commitments  to  Poland  and  determined 

to  yield  no  further  to  Hitler's  demands.  War  seemed  increas- 
ingly imminent.  Consequently,  in  the  latter  part  of  August, 

Lindbergh's  attention  returned  more  and  more  to  the  dangers  of 
war  in  Europe,  to  America's  policies  toward  such  a  war,  and  to 
deciding  his  own  course  in  the  event  of  a  European  war. 

Conversations  with  friends  and  associates  often  centered  on 
those  worrisome  matters.  He  talked  with  Dr.  and  Mme  Carrel 

and  with  Colonel  Truman  Smith,  who  was  now  back  in  the 
United  States.  He  conferred  with  the  conservative  Democratic 

United  States  Senator  from  Virginia,  Harry  Byrd,  whom  he  had 
known  for  years  through  their  common  friendship  with  Harry 
Guggenheim.  Technical  dealings  with  people  in  the  Air  Corps 

and  the  aviation  industry  spilled  over  into  discussions  of  interna- 
tional affairs.  And,  as  always,  he  particularly  valued  quiet, 

thoughtful  talks  with  Anne. 

William  R.  Castle  played  a  role  in  the  beginning  of  Lind- 

bergh's battle  against  intervention  in  World  War  II.  Castle,  born 
in  Hawaii  and  with  long  associations  with  Harvard  University, 
had  served  prominently  in  the  Department  of  State  after  World 
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War  I.  He  was  Chief  of  the  State  Department's  Division  of 
Western  European  Affairs  during  the  administrations  of  Warren 

G.  Harding  and  Calvin  Coolidge.  He  was  United  States  Ambas- 
sador to  Japan  briefly  in  1930  and  served  as  Under  Secretary  of 

State  during  the  last  two  years  of  Herbert  Hoover's  administra- 
tion. A  conservative,  devoted  to  Hoover,  and  strongly  Republi- 
can politically,  Castle  had  jaundiced  views  of  Franklin  D. 

Roosevelt's  Democratic  administration  on  both  domestic  and 
foreign  affairs.  He  actively  served  the  Republican  National 

Committee  on  foreign  policy  matters  in  the  1930's.  Lindbergh 
had  known  him  since  Castle  helped  Anne  and  Charles  with 
diplomatic  arrangements  for  their  flight  to  the  Orient  in  193 1. 
Early  in  1939,  Castle  and  Lindbergh  had  exchanged  letters  on 

European  developments.  When  the  Colonel  returned  to  Amer- 
ica in  April,  Castle  invited  him  to  stay  in  his  home  whenever  he 

was  in  Washington,  and  wanted  very  much  to  discuss  "the 
European  situation"  with  him.1 

Lindbergh  had  dinner  with  the  Castles  in  mid-July.  In  the 
course  of  their  conversation,  Lindbergh  wondered  if  it  might  not 
be  wise,  should  war  erupt,  to  have  a  small  group  ready  to 

become  active  in  opposition  to  American  entry  into  any  Euro- 
pean conflagration.  Castle  wanted  to  follow  up  on  the  idea  and 

proposed  bringing  Fulton  Lewis,  Jr.,  into  their  discussions. 
Lewis  was  a  conservative  radio  commentator  whose  broadcasts 

were  carried  regularly  by  the  Mutual  Broadcasting  System. 

Lindbergh's  aviation  duties  were  absorbing  his  energies  at  the 
time,  but  Castle  renewed  the  suggestion  a  short  while  later.2 

On  August  23,  with  the  probability  of  war  in  Europe  increas- 
ing, the  Colonel  had  dinner  with  Castle  and  Lewis.  In  the 

course  of  their  conversation,  Castle  suggested  that  Lindbergh 
speak  out  against  American  involvement  in  any  European  war. 
Fulton  Lewis  offered  to  make  arrangements  for  the  network 

broadcast  of  such  an  address.  Lindbergh  fully  shared  the  con- 
viction of  the  other  two  men  that  the  United  States  should  not 

enter  a  European  war,  but  he  was  reluctant  to  take  on  the  role 
of  a  spokesman.  He  had  disliked  politics  ever  since  observing 

his  father's  political  career  a  quarter  of  a  century  before.  Non- 
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interventionist  speeches  would  thrust  him  into  the  limelight 
again,  and  he  had  already  had  more  of  newsmen  and  publicity 

than  he  wanted.3 
Nonetheless,  he  thought  seriously  about  what  part  he  should 

play.  He  turned  the  P-36  he  had  been  using  back  to  the  Air 
Corps  and  began  commuting  by  train  between  New  York  and 

Washington.  It  gave  him  "a  greater  independence  of  action  than 
before."  (To  avoid  attracting  attention,  he  sometimes  wore 
horn-rimmed  glasses  without  lenses.)  "Constantly  thinking  about 

war,"  he  wondered  whether  anything  he  "could  say  in  a  radio 
address  would  be  of  constructive  value,  even  in  a  minute  way." 
He  worried  that  events  may  "have  gone  too  far  on  the  other 
side  for  words  to  have  any  effect.  Better  not  to  speak  at  all  in 

that  case."4 

On  September  1 ,  1939,  Hitler's  military  forces  attacked 
Poland  in  eastern  Europe^  and  two  days  later  Britain  and 
France  responded  by  declaring  war  on  Germany.  The  European 

war  was  a  reality.  Lindbergh  was  shocked  by  the  whole  busi- 

ness. If  Britain  and  France  "wanted  to  fight  a  German  eastward 
movement,  why  in  heaven's  name  pick  this  particular  set  of 
circumstances  to  fight  over?  They  are  in  a  hopeless  position 

militarily."  He  was  convinced  that  if  the  Allies  tried  "to  break 
the  German  Western  Wall,"  they  would  lose,  "unless  America 
enters  the  war."  If  the  United  States  entered,  Europe  would  be 
"still  more  prostrated"  after  the  war  ended.  And  he  feared  the 
consequences  in  America  by  that  time.  "The  future  of  the 
human  world  hangs  in  the  balance  today.  This  war  will  change 

all  of  our  lives."5  It  certainly  changed  his! 
By  September  7,  he  had  prepared  rough  drafts  of  an  article 

and  two  speeches  but  was  not  satisfied  with  them.  He  wrote  in 

his  private  journal  that  day:  " Lila-iiQt. intend ,Jo_slan(Lhy  and 
se^ln^  cc^ntiy^shed  into, war  if  it  is_not. absolutely,, essential 
tqthe  future  welfare  iifJhfijnatiojL  Much  as  I  dislike  taking  part 
in  politics  and  public  life,  I  intend  to  do  so  if  necessary  to  stop 

the  trend  which  is  now  going  on  in  this  country."  On  Sunday, 
September  10,  he  telephoned  Castle  and  Lewis,  and  reached  the 
decision  to  make  a  radio  broadcast  the  following  week.  Fulton 
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Lewis,  Jr.,  made  arrangements  for  the  Mutual  Broadcasting 
System  to  carry  the  address  live  on  Friday  evening,  September 
l5,  l939-  The  National  Broadcasting  System  and  the  Columbia 
Broadcasting  System  also  carried  it,  providing  full  national 

coverage.6 
During  the  days  before  that  first  noninterventionist  broadcast, 

Lindbergh  worked  at  drafting  his  speech  and  also  continued  his 
duties  with  the  Air  Corps  and  NACA.  On  Thursday,  September 
14,  the  day  before  the  broadcast,  he  told  General  Arnold  of  his 
intention  to  speak  out,  though  Arnold  already  knew  (and  may 

have  privately  shared)  Lindbergh's  general  view  on  the  subject. 
The  two  officers  agreed  that  Lindbergh  should  discontinue  his 

"inactive-active"  status  with  the  Air  Corps,  but  Lindbergh 
offered  to  help  in  the  future  if  the  General  wished.  The  Colonel 
let  Arnold  read  the  draft  of  his  radio  address,  and  the  General 

saw  nothing  improper  in  it  so  far  as  Lindbergh's  connection 
with  the  Air  Corps  was  concerned.  Lindbergh  did  not,  however, 
permit  Secretary  of  War  Harry  Woodring  (or  anyone  else  in  the 

Roosevelt  administration)  to  see  the  speech  before  the  broad- 
cast. His  noninterventionist  activities  never  diminished  the 

friendship  and  mutual  respect  that  he  and  Arnold  had  for  each 

other.  Secretary  Woodring  (though  a  noninterventionist  him- 
self) was  displeased  when  he  learned  that  Lindbergh  planned  to 

speak.  He  would  have  prevented  it  if  he  could.7 
Colonel  Lindbergh  spent  Friday  morning,  September  15,  at  a 

long  meeting  of  the  National  Advisory  Committee  for  Aero- 
nautics. In  the  early  afternoon  he  returned  to  his  Washington 

apartment  for  lunch  with  Anne  and  Fulton  Lewis.  Later,  he 
closeted  himself  with  Truman  Smith,  who  had  been  trying  to 
reach  him  all  day.  Smith,  it  turned  out,  was  the  unenthusiastic 

errand  boy  for  an  administration  attempt  to  "buy  off"  Lind- 
bergh with  the  promise  of  a  high  government  position.  The  offer 

came  through  Secretary  of  War  Woodring  to  General  Arnold 
and  through  Arnold  to  Smith  (though  neither  Arnold  nor  Smith 
expected  Lindbergh  to  accept).  The  proposal,  as  it  reached 
Lindbergh  from  Colonel  Smith  that  afternoon,  was  that  if  he 

would  cancel  his  radio  address  and  not  publicly  oppose  the 
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^administration's  foreign  policies,  the  position  of  Secretary  of 
Air  in  the  President's  Cabinet  would  be  created  and  Lindbergh 
appointed  to  fill  it.  Lindbergh,  of  course,  did  not  accept  the 

"offer,"  but  the  episode  .further  increased  his  misgivings  about 
the  Roosevelt  administration.8 

Castle  had  suggested  that  he  and  newsman  Frank  Kent  look 

over  Lindbergh's  speech  before  he  delivered  it  to  assure  its 
effectiveness,  but  Lindbergh  did  not  turn  to  them.  It_was  his 
practice  to  write  all  of  his  own  noninterventionist  speeches  and 
articles,  and  he  spent  much  time  in  their  preparation.  Anne  had 

read-that  first  address  carefully  in  advance  and  had  suggested 
improvements;  she  did  so  with  most  of  his  speeches  and  articles. 
Arnold,  Truman  Smith,  and  Fulton  Lewis  saw  the  draft  in  final 

form.9 
At  9:45  that  evening,  standing  before  six  microphones  in  a 

small  room  in  the  Carlton  Hotel  in  Washington,  D.C,  Colonel 

Lindbergh  broadcast  his  speech  on  "America  and  European 
Wars."  He  spoke  without  great  oratorical  flourishes,  in  a 
clipped,  even-paced,  slightly  nasal  tone.  The  three  networks 
carried  the  address  nationwide.  After  listening  to  a  rebroadcast 
later  that  evening  at  the  Lewis  home,  Anne  and  Charles  took  a 

late  train  for  New  York.10  His  battle  against  intervention  was 
fprmaHx_iaunchedi  it  did  not  end  until  the  Japanese  attack  on 
Pearl  Harbor  brought  the  United  States  into  World  War  II 

twenty-seven  months  later. 
Many  newspapers  and  commentators  criticized  the  speech 

(interventionist  Dorothy  Thompson  portrayed  him  as  the  pro- 
Nazi  recipient  of  a  German  medal),  and  he  received  abusive 

mail.  Lindbergh  himself  was  not  satisfied  with  his  delivery.  But 
the  address  also  won  much  editorial  praise  and  thousands  of 

laudatory  letters.  Among  those,  General  Arnold  sent  a  brief 
note  telling  the  Colonel  that  Secretary  Woodring  (and  he) 

thought  the  address  "was  very  well  worded  and  very  well  de- 

livered."11 
Other  noninterventionists  were  encouraged  by  the  aviator's 

action  and  hoped  he  might  serve  a  leadership  role  in  unifying 
and  strengthening  the  movement  to  keep  the  United  States  out 
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of  World  War  II.  For  example,  former  President  Herbert 

Hoover  wrote  congratulating  him  for  his  "really  great  address." 
On  Hoover's  initiative,  the  two  met  at  the  Waldorf-Astoria 
Hotel  in  New  York  City  on  September  21  to  discuss  foreign 

policy  and  the  possibility  of  organizing  a  nonpolitical  committee 
to  keep  the  country  out  of  war.  (Lindbergh  was  skeptical  and 
Hoover  optimistic  about  the  utility  of  committees.)  Through 

Hoover  and  Castle,  the  Colonel  later  met  other  leading  Repub- 
licans and  noninterventionists.  He  thought  them  able  and  re- 

sponsible, but  too  conservative,  too  political,  and  not  the  caliber 
of  leader  that  America  required.  Senator  Byrd  arranged  for 
Lindbergh  to  meet  some  of  his  Senate  colleagues,  including 
Walter  George  of  Georgia  and  Hiram  W.  Johnson,  an  old 
progressive  and  isolationist  from  California.  Lindbergh  also 
visited  at  length  with  the  aging  Senator  William  E.  Borah  of 
Idaho,  a  noninterventionist  and  the  ranking  Republican  on  the 
Foreign  Relations  Committee.  The  two  men  (both  proudly 
independent)  liked  and  respected  each  other  immediately,  and 
lunched  together  again  later.  Borah  startled  Lindbergh  with  the 
suggestion  that  the  aviator  would  make  a  good  candidate  for 
President — neither  the  first  nor  the  last  time  that  idea  would  be 
broached,  and  neither  the  first  nor  the  last  time  Lindbergh 

would  reject  it.12 
The  responses  of  noninterventionists  encouraged  Lindbergh 

to  continue  his  active  opposition  to  American  involvement  in 
the  European  war.  The  swift  and  terrifying  military  successes  of 

Germany's  blitzkrieg  in  Poland,  the  ineffectiveness  of  British 
and  French  military  efforts,  and  the  spirited  controversy  in  the 

United  States  over  revision  of  neutrality  legislation  also  encour- 

aged his  further  efforts.  Speaking  on  "Neutrality  and  War,"  he 
made  his  second  nationwide  noninterventionist  broadcast  cn 

Friday  evening,  October  13,  1939.  As  he  correctly  anticipated, 
it  provoked  more  criticism  than  the  first  speech.  But  he  thought 

it  "desirable  to  get  people  thinking  about  fundamental  prob- 
lems," and  he  considered  the  resulting  criticisms  to  be  "of  very 

secondary  importance."13 

In  November,  1939,  Reader's  Digest  published  his  contro- 
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versial  article  "Aviation,  Geography,  and  Race."  Readers  Di- 
gest also  carried  Anne  Lindbergh's  "Prayer  for  Peace,"  in  its 

January,  1940,  issue.  The  Colonel's  "What  Substitute  for 
War?"  was  in  the  March,  1940,  issue  of  Atlantic  Monthly.  On 

May  19,  1940,  as  Hitler's  blitzkrieg  was  smashing  British  and 
French  military  resistance  in  western  Europe,  Colonel  Lind- 

bergh made  a  major  radio  address  on  "The^  Air  Defense^  of 
America."  In  the  n^dgXe_oi_Jujie,  just  before  the  French  sur- 

render and  when  the  American  political  parties  were  preparing 

their  platforms  and  planning  to  choose  their  presidential  candi- 

dates, Lindbergh  broadcast  on  "Our  Drift  Toward  War."  In 
August,  in_Chicago,  he  addressed  his  first  major  public  rally.  In 
October,  in  the  midst  of  the  American  presidential  campaign 
and  while  the  Battle  of  Britain  was  raging  in  the  skies  over 

England,  he  broadcast  "A  Plea  for  American  Independence." 
That  same  month  he  addressed  a  meeting  at  Yale  University 

organized  by  Kingman  Brewster,  Jr.,  who  would  later  be  Presi- 

dent of  the  University,  and  other  students.  Anne's  controversial 
little  book,  The  Wave  of  the  Future,  was  published  in  October, 

and  in  December  she  broadcast  an  appeal  for  "Relief  in 

Europe." 
Early  in  1.94 1,  Colonel  Lindbergh  testified  against  the  Roose- 

velt administration's  lend-lease  bill  before  both  the  House  Com- 
mittee on  Foreign  Affairs  and  the  Senate  Committee  on  Foreign 

Relations.  And  in  March,  1941,  after  enactment  of  lend-lease, 

Collier's  published  his  "A  Letter  to  Americans."14 
Thus  during  the  first  year  and  a  half  of  World  War  II  in 

Europe,  before  he  joined  the  America  First  Committee,  Colonel 
Charles  A.  Lindbergh  had  already  made  five  nationwide  radio 
broadcasts,  addressed  two  public  meetings,  published  three 
articles  in  popular  national  magazines,  testified  before  two 
major  legislative  committees,  and  consulted  with  numerous 
noninterventionist  leaders.  Countless  millions  of  Americans  had 

heard  him  on  the  radio,  had  read  his  articles,  had  read  news- 

paper accounts  of  his  speeches,  or  had  heard  or  read  endorse- 
ments or  criticisms  of  him  and  his  views.  He  had  become  the 

most  praised,  the  most  damned,  the  most  controversial,  and  the 
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most  tenaciously  independent  of  the  major  opponents  of  the 

Roosevelt  administration's  policies  toward  the  European  war. 
Each  of  his  speeches  and  articles  had  its  own  distinctive 

emphases.  However,  certain  themes  and  patterns  of  thought 
recurred  again  and  again  in  his  writing  and  public  statements. 

So  far  as  he  was  able,  Colonel  Lindbergh  told  "the  truth  with- 
out prejudice  and  without  passion." 
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Western  Civilization 

JL-^  RAWING  on  his  experiences  and  observations  during 
some  four  or  five  years  abroad  in  Europe,  Asia,  Africa,  and 
Latin  America,  Charles  A.  Lindbergh  provided  Americans  with 
a  portrait  of  the  European  war  that  differed  substantially  from 

the  one  conceived  by  the  Roosevelt  administration  and  by  so- 
called  interventionists  in  the  United  States.  He  did  not  see  the 

conflict  as  basically  a  war  for  ̂ democracy  or  morality.  He  was 
skeptical  of  the  ideological  and  moral  righteousness  of  the 
British  and  French.  He  conceived  of  morality  in  international 
affairs  as  relative  to  time,  place,  circumstances,  and  power.  His 
approach  was,  in  effect,  more  understanding  of  the  Germans 

(without  approving  of  what  they  did)  and  morejskeptical  of  the 
Allies  than  the  conventional  view  in  the  United  States.  Lind- 

bergh saw  a  divided  responsibility  for  the  origins  of  the  Euro- 
pean war,  rather  than  an  assignment  of  the  total  blame  to 

Hitler,  Nazi  Germany,  and  the  Axis  states,  tie  did  not  view 

Germany^JBritain,  and  France- as_  implacable  foes  with  irrecon- 
cilable difference^-ihat_c_QuId  be  resolved  only,  by  war;  he  saw 

them  all  as  g^ri&-oi_Western-  civilizaLioiL.  And  he  conceived  of 
the  European  war  as  a  fratricidal  ̂ struggle  (like  the  wars 

between  Athens  and  Sparta  in  ancient  Greece)  that  could  de_-. 
stroy  Western  civilization.  Conceptions  of  race  were  conspicu- 

ous in  his  analyses,  as  were  his  concerns  about  the  challenge  of 
Asiatic  hordes  to  the  survival  of  Western  civilization.  Like  later 

American  "realists,"  Colonel  Lindbergh  attached  great  weight 
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to  the  role  of  power  in  international  relations  and  in  prevailing 
definitions  of  morality. 

In  his  second  noninterventionist  broadcast  Lindbergh  said  he 

did  not  believe  that  the  conflict  abroad  was  "a  war  for  democ- 

racy." Instead,  he  saw  it  as  "a  war  over  the  balance  of  powerjn 
Europe— a  war  brought  about  by  the  desire  for  strength  on  the 
part  of  Germany  and  the  f ear  ojL&lrength.  on  the  part  of  EnghmdL 

and  France."  And  he  thought  that  the  longer  the  war  lasted  and 
the  more  destructive  it  became,  the  less  hope  there  was  for 

democracy.1 
In  his  Atlantic  Monthly  article,  published  early  in  1940, 

Lindbergh  contended  that  neither  side  in  Europe  had  "a  mo- 
nopoly of  right — except  the  kind  of  right  which  is  judged  by  its 

own  particular  and  rather  momentary  standards."  He  saw  the 
war  as  "a  continuation  of  the  old  struggle  among  western 
nations  for  The  material  benefits  of  the  world."  "The  ideologies 
of  the  opposing  sides  are,"  he  wrote,  "but  in  keeping  with  the 
conditions  in  the  countries  they  represent."  That  is,  Britain  and 
France  embraced  ideologies  "that  come  with  luxury,  and  stable 
times,  and  the  desire  to  enjoy  rather  than  to  acquire."  In  con- 

trast, Germany  had  a  political  system  and  ideology  that  sprang 

from  its  recent  "great  hardships  and  chaotic  times"  and  in- 
volved "rigid  discipline  and  the  subordinating  of  individual 

freedom  to  the  strength  of  a  recuperating  state — a  state  whose 

people  must  acquire  before  they  can  enjoy."  Both  sides  were 
"fighting  for  a  right" — that  is,  "the  right  of  conquest  against  the 
right  of  possession."  Lindbergh  wrote:  "Measured  by  their  own 
standards  of  today,  or  by  their  enemy's  standards  of  yesterday 
and  tomorrow,  the  Germans  are  as  much  in  the  right  as  the 
English  and  French,  for  right  is  not  an  absolute  quality;  it  is 

relative  to  outlook,  and  outlook  changes  with  conditions — 

varies  from  year  to  year,  and  from  generation  to  generation." 
He  did  not  think  the  "vital  need"  was  "to  decide  who  is  at  fault 
in  the  war  in  Europe,  or  to  criticize  the  vacillating  policies  that 

caused  it,  or  to  argue  over  our  concepts  of  right  or  wrong."2 
Speaking  in  Chicago  in  1940,  six  weeks  after  the  fall  of  France, 

Lindbergh  insisted  that  nothing  was  to  be  gained  "by  shouting 
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names  and  pointing  the  finger  of  blame  across  the  ocean."  He 
said:  "Our  accusations  of  aggression  and  barbarism  on  the  part 
of  Germany,  simply  bring  back  echoes  of  hypocrisy  and  Ver- 

sailles."3 The  European  war  was,  as  Lindbergh  saw  it,  a  war  among 
states  within  Western  civilization,  a  war  between  members  of 

the  "white  races."  Such  a  war  could  destroy  the  heritage  of 
centuries  and  open  the  floodgates  to  Asiatic  challenges  from  the 

Russian  border.  In  a  much-quoted  statement  in  his  first  non- 

interventionist  broadcast,  Colonel  Lindbergh  said:  "These  wars 
in  Europe  are  not  wars  in  which  our  civilization  is  defending 
itself  against  some  Asiatic  intruder.  There  is  no  Genghis  Khan 
or  Xerxes  marching  against  our  Western  nations.  This  is  not  a 
question  of  banding  together  to  defend  the  White  race  against 
foreign  invasions.  This  is  simply  one  more  of  those  age  old 

quarrels  within  our  own  family  of  nations — a  quarrel  arising 
from  the  errors  of  the  last  war — from  the  failure  of  the  victors 
of  that  war  to  follow  a  consistent  policy  either  of  fairness  or  of 

force."4  In  his  Reader  s  Digest  article  two  months  later,  he  saw 

it  as  "a  war  within  our  own  family  of  nations,  a  war  which  will 
reduce  the  strength  and  destroy  the  treasures  of  the  White  race, 

a  war  which  may  even  lead  to  the  end  of  our  civilization."  He 
thought  it  essential  "to  turn  from  our  quarrels  and  to  build  our 
White  ramparts  again."  He  believed  Western  civilization  de- 

pended "on  a  united  strength  among  ourselves"  and  on  "a 
Western  Wall  of  race  and  arms  which  can  hold  back  either  a 

Genghis  Khan  or  the  infiltration  of  inferior  blood;  on  an  English 
fleet,  a  German  air  force,  a  French  army,  an  American  nation, 
standing  together  as  guardians  of  our  common  heritage,  sharing 

strength,  dividing  influence."  He  believed  that  Germany  was 
just  as  essential  as  England  and  France  to  that  effort,  for  Ger- 

many alone  could  "either  dam  the  Asiatic  hordes  or  form  the 

spearhead  of  their  penetration  into  Europe."  The  flyer  also 
considered  aviation  "a  tool  specially  shaped  for  Western  hands" 
and  "another  barrier  between  the  teeming  millions  of  Asia  and 
the  Grecian  inheritance  of  Europe — one  of  those  priceless 
possessions  which  permits  the  White  race  to  live  at  all  in  a 
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pressing  sea  of  Yellow,  Black,  and  Brown."  Western  civilization 
should  "not  commit  racial  suicide  by  internal  conflict.  We  must 

learn  from  Athens  and  Sparta  before  all  of  Greece  is  lost."  He 
insisted  that  America's  "bond  with  Europe  is  a  bond  of  race 

and  not  of  political  ideology."  If  the  white  race  were  "ever  seri- 
ously threatened,  it  may  then  be  time  for  us  to  take  our  part  in 

its  protection,  to  fight  side  by  side  with  the  English,  French,  and 
Germans,  but  not  with  one  against  the  other  for  our  mutual 

destruction."  He  was  convinced  that  neither  the  United  States 

nor  Western  civilization  would  "gain  by  a  continuation  of  this 
struggle  in  Europe."  In  all  that  line  of  reasoning,  Lindbergh  saw 
the  Soviet  Union  as  an  Asian  power.5 

Writing  more  than  thirty  years  later,  Charles  A.  Lindbergh 

explained  his  racial  views  in  the  following  terms:  "1^ think  race 
is_an jmportant  and  valuable  quality,  and  that  our  world  would 
be  a  much  poorer  place  to  live  on  if  its  various  races  did  not 
exist.  I  think  a  man  should  be  proud  of  his  race  or  of  his 
mixture  of  races.  Certainly  I  am.  I  would  like  to  see  racial  pride 
encouraged,  but  also  the  freedom  of  mixture  between  races 

according  to  individual  desire.  In  my  opinion,  we  should  en- 
tourage racial  differences,  but  discourage  racial  prejudices.  As 

to  superiority,  I  think  that  can  be  claimed  validly  only  in  rela- 
tion to  the  framework  of  the  race  claiming  it  (as  a  carpenter  is 

superior  to  a  bricklayer  in  the  field  of  carpentry).  It  seems  to 
me  that  the  average  intellectual  superiority  of  the  white  race,  for 
instance,  is  countered  by  the  sensate  superiority  of  the  black 
race.  Even  though  I  was  born  and  live  in  the  framework  of  the 
white  race,  I  believe  it  is  quite  possible  that  the  black  race  will 
achieve  a  better  balance  of  life  eventually.  I  believe  that  each 
race  must  protect  its  own  security  territorially  and  otherwise, 

and  that  it  would  be  unfortunate  for  mankind  if  any  race  ob- 
tained too  great  predominance.  This  does  not  mean  that  I  be- 

lieve the  status  quo  should  always  be,  or  can  always  be 
maintained.  It  goes  without  saying  that  no_pure  race  exists. 
Nevertheless  racial  differences  are  obvious.  As  H.  A.  L.  Fisher 

wrote,  'We  know  a  European  when  we  see  one.'  I  become  more 
and  more  doubtful  that  the  superiority  in  science  and  technol- 
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ogy  of  European  man  is  leading  him  to  a  better  life  than  that 

achieved  by  other  peoples."  In  another  letter,  General  Lind- 
bergh wrote  that  "certain  races  have  demonstrated  superior 

ability  in  the  design,  manufacture,  and  operation  of  machines." 
He  had  in  mind  particularly  the  North  Americans,  British, 

Germans,  Dutch,  and  Swedes.  "The  growth  of  our  western 
civilization  has  been  closely  related  to  this  superiority.  Whether 
or  not  it  will  eventually  be  advantageous  to  our  peoples  is  yet  to 

be  shown."6 
Speaking  to  the  American  people  in  September,  1939,  Lind- 

bergh contended  that  if  World  War  II  brought  "more  Dark 

Ages  to  Europe,"  the  United  States  might  better  serve  the 
Western  heritage  by  staying  out  of  the  war  than  by  getting  in. 

"The  German  genius  for  science  and  organization,  the  English 
genius  for  government  and  commerce,  the  French  genius  for 

living  and  the  understanding  of  life — they  must  not  go  down 
here  as  well  as  on  the  other  side.  Here  in  America  they  can  be 

blended  to  form  the  greatest  genius  of  all."7 
As  he  moved  from  the  general  to  the  specific  in  his  analysis 

of  the  European  war,  Colonel  Lindbergh  told  Americans  essen- 
tially what  he  had  previously  told  the  British,  French,  and 

American  officials  in  private,  before  he  left  Europe.  He  said  that 

air  power  worked  to  Germany's  advantage  in  Europe,  that  it 
worked  to  the  disadvantage  of  Great  Britain,  that  German  air 

power  greatly  surpassed  that  of  other  European  countries,  that 

Germany's  expansionist  ambitions  appeared  to  lie  to  the  east  in 
Europe,  that  Britain  and  France  were  not  militarily  capable  of 
defeating  Germany,  and  that  the  proper  course  for  them  was 
accommodation  or  a  negotiated  settlement  in  Europe.  At  the 
time  of  Munich,  he  said,  England  and  France  should  have 

divided  "European  influence  with  Germany  along  the  Siegfried 

and  Maginot  Lines."8 
The  first  year  of  World  War  II  in  Europe  seemed  to  confirm 

the  accuracy  of  Lindbergh's  analysis.  Germany's  blitzkrieg 
quickly  crushed  Poland  in  the  early  fall  of  1939.  Britain  and 
France  were  not  able  to  provide  effective  military  assistance  to 

their  eastern  European  ally.  Though  the  Soviet  Union  eventu- 
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ally  triumphed,  Finland's  early  military  successes  and  the  Soviet 
Union's  difficulties  in  downing  its  small  neighbor  in  the  Winter 

War  of  1 939-1 940  seemed  to  sustain  Lindbergh's  unfavorable 
impressions  of  Soviet  military  strength.  And  in  the  spring  and 

early  summer  of  1940,  Nazi  Germany's  blitzkrieg  quickly  over- 
ran Denmark,  conquered  Norway,  swept  through  the  Low 

Countries  of  Holland  and  Belgium,  drove  British  forces  off  the 

European  continent  at  Dunkirk,  and  forced  the  French  sur- 

render on  June  22,  1940.  Germany's  mechanized  land  forces, 
effectively  supported  by  the  Luftwaffe's  terrifying  tactical  air 
power,  had  swept  away  all  military  resistance  in  central  and 
western  Europe.  With  Fascist  Italy  under  Benito  Mussolini 
sharing  in  the  final  defeat  of  France,  and  with  Spain  under  the 

dictatorship  of  Generalissimo  Francisco  Franco,  fascists  con- 
trolled central  and  western  Europe.  Only  the  Soviet  Union  in 

eastern  Europe  and  Great  Britain  on  its  island  redoubt  offered 

any  hope  of  effective  resistance  in  Europe  to  the  Nazi  jugger- 
naut. But  the  Soviet  Union  had  been  neutralized  by  the  Nazi- 

Soviet  Pact  of  August,  1939,  and  its  performance  in  the  Russo- 
Finnish  War  provided  little  cause  to  believe  that  its  forces  could 

defeat  Nazi  Germany.  After  Britain's  evacuation  of  its  troops 
from  the  European  continent  at  Dunkirk,  its  capacity  to  survive 
an  all-out  German  assault  was  in  doubt. 

Not  until  the  Battle  of  Britain,  in  the  fall  of  1940,  were  the 
armed  forces  of  any  country  able  to  demonstrate  in  combat  that 
Nazi  Germany  was  anything  less  than  invincible  militarily. 
Winston  Churchill  provided  Great  Britain  with  the  courageously 
inspiring  leadership  it  needed  to  resist  assaults  from  the  air  and 
the  sea.  German  bombers  wrought  terrible  damage  on  English 
bases,  ports,  and  cities.  But  Royal  Air  Force  Hurricane  and 
Spitfire  fighters  inflicted  heavy  losses  on  the  Luftwaffe  and 
successfully  denied  Germany  control  of  the  air  over  Britain. 
The  German  air  power  that  had  been  so  terrifyingly  successful 

against  the  comparatively  small  and  obsolete  air  forces  it  en- 
countered on  the  Continent  proved  less  effective  against  RAF 

fighters.  Goering  and  his  top  Luftwaffe  officers  provided  less 
able  direction  of  the  strategic  air  war  against  Britain  than  they 
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had  given  the  tactical  operations  against  continental  adver- 

saries. For  the  first  time,  Hitler's  expansion  was  checked  suc- 
cessfully by  force.  Whether  Britain  would  be  able  to  survive 

prolonged  assaults  in  the  future  remained  to  be  seen.  And 
whether  the  British  would  be  able  to  defeat  Nazi  Germany  on 

the  European  continent  was  open  to  question. 
Neither  in  his  public  addresses  and  articles  nor  in  his  private 

letters  and  journals  did  Colonel  Lindbergh  comment  much 
about  the  Battle  of  Britain.  In  a  personal  letter  in  October, 

1940,  he  doubted  the  capacity  of  the  English  people  to  "stand 
the  present  strain  indefinitely."  If  Germany  were  not  "seriously 
hampered  by  a  shortage  of  food  or  raw  material,"  Lindbergh 
thought,  "England  would  be  forced  to  meet  German  terms 
eventually,  even  without  an  actual  invasion."  In  that  same 
letter,  he  wrote  that  America's  "encouragement  of  England  and 
France,  both  in  bringing  and  carrying  on  the  present  war,"  had 
"complicated  the  re-adjustment  that  had  to  take  place  in  Eu- 

rope." In  another  letter,  written  a  month  later,  Lindbergh 
pointed  out  that  "the  relative  vulnerability  of  London  and  their 
industrial  areas,  and  the  numerical  superiority  of  the  German 

Air  Force,"  worked  against  the  British.  To  Britain's  advantage, 
however,  was  "the  fact  that  most  of  the  fighting  is  over  British 
soil  and  all  German  planes  and  crews  brought  down  are  lost, 
whereas  many  of  the  British  crews  shot  down  escape  with  their 
lives  and  sometimes  even  without  serious  damage  to  their 

machines."  Writing  many  years  later,  Lindbergh  insisted  that 
the  outcome  of  the  Battle  of  Britain  did  not  conflict  with  his 

analysis  of  air  power  in  Europe.  "The  German  Luftwaffe  had 
not  been  organized  for  the  purpose  of  attacking  England.  No 

serious  attempt  at  the  invasion  of  England  was  ever  made."  In 

any  event,  the  Battle  of  Britain  did  not  change  Lindbergh's 
conviction  that  the  European  war  was  a  terrible  mistake,  which 
should  be  ended  quickly  by  a  negotiated  settlement.  And  it  did 

not,  in  the  slightest,  alter  his  determined  opposition  to  Ameri- 
can involvement  in  the  European  war.9 

By  early  1941,  Britain  had  prevailed  in  the  Battle  of  Britain 
and  was  bracing  for  the  long  haul  in  its  struggle  with  Nazi 
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Germany.  In  his  testimony  against  lend-lease  before  the  House 
Committee  on  Foreign  Affairs  in  January,  1941,  Colonel  Lind- 

bergh contended  that  aviation  strengthened  American  defenses 
but  made  more  difficult  any  attempt  to  invade  Europe.  As  he 

saw  it,  "aviation  decreases  the  security  of  nations  within  a 
continent  against  each  other,  but  increases  the  security  of  the 

continent  as  a  whole  against  foreign  invasion."10 
Over  and  over  again,  in  public  addresses  during  1941,  Lind- 

bergh emphasized  that  he  "never  wanted  Germany  to  win  this 
war."  Repeatedly  he  said  it  would  "be  a  tragedy  to  the  entire 
world  if  the  British  Empire  collapses."  But  just  as  often  he 
insisted  that  "England  and  France  were  never  in  a  position  to 
win  this  war."  Even  if  a  British  victory  were  possible,  he 
thought  it  would  require  years  of  fighting  and  the  loss  of 

millions  of  lives,  and  "would  create  prostration,  famine,  and 
disease  in  Europe — and  probably  in  America — such  as  the 

world  has  never  experienced  before."  He  thought  the  conse- 
quences would  be  "the  downfall  of  all  European  civilization, 

and  the  establishment  of  conditions  in  our  own  country  far 

worse  even  than  those  in  Germany  today."  There  could  be  no 
real  winners  of  such  a  war,  he  feared,  "except  Russia  and 

Japan."  Believing  that,  Lindbergh  charged  that  those  who  had 
urged  Britain  and  France  to  wage  war  to  stop  Germany  had 

"pushed  two  great  nations  to  disaster"  and  were  "pushing  all 
Europe  into  chaos."  Consequently,  Lindbergh  repeatedly  and 
consistently  urged  "a  negotiated  peace"  to  end  the  European 
war  as  quickly  as  possible.  He  opposed  having,  the  United  States 

s^d^d^ojt^-war  to  England,  believing  "that  it  has  weak- 
ened our_position  in  America,  that  it  has  added  to  bloodshed  in 

European  countries,  and  that  it  has  not  changed  the  trend  of  the 

war."  In  his  opinion,  "The  alternative  to  a  negotiated  peace  is 
either  a  Hitler  victory  or  a  prostrate  Europe,  and  possibly  a 

prostrate  America  as  well."  Therefore  he  preferred  "a  negoti- 
ated peace  to  a  complete  victory  by  either  side."  He  believed 

that  "the  only  way  European  civilization  can  be  saved  is  by 

ending  it  quickly."11 
An  early  negotiated  peace  might  save  Europe  from  self- 
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destruction;  he  repeatedly  urged  such  a  settlement.  But  once  the 
war  erupted  in  1939  and  began  to  rage  through  its  devastating 

course,  Colonel  Lindbergh's  main  emphasis  went  to  advocating 
the  construction  of  American  defenses  in  the  Western  Hemi- 

sphere and  to  urging  the  United  States  to  stay  out  of  the 
European  war. 
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1 1  /  Air  Power  and 

American  Defense 

C V^XHARLES  A.  LINDBERGH  shared  many  of  the  views  of 
other  noninterventionists  in  opposing  American  entry  into  World 
War  II.  But  his  personal  knowledge,  experience,  and  expertise 
gave  special  weight  to  the  significance  of  air  power  (its  potential 
and  its  limitations)  in  his  analyses.  He  firmly  insisted  that  air 

power,  properly  maintained,  strengthened  America's  defensive 
position  in  the  Western  Hemisphere. 

Like  others  on  both  sides  in  the  foreign  policy  debate  before 

Pearl  Harbor,  Lindbergh  cited  the  "lessons  of  history"  to 
bolster  his  arguments.  He  quoted  George  Washington's  "Fare- 

well Address,"  and  he  pointed  to  the  lessons  to  be  learned  from 
the  consequences  of  American  involvement  in  World  War  I. 

"The  last  war  demonstrated  the  fallacy  of  sending  American 
soldiers  to  European  battlefields."  He  found  significant  warn- 

ings for  America  in  the  experiences  of  ancient  Rome.1 
Like  other  noninterventionists,  Lindbergh  denied  that  he 

wanted  literal  isolation  or  that  the  word  "isolationism"  accu- 
rately described  the  course  he  urged  for  the  United  States.  He 

repeatedly  called,  instead,  for  "an  independent  destiny  for 
America."  In  October,  1940,  he  delivered  a  nationwide  radio 

broadcast  entitled  "A  Plea  for  American  Independence."  In  his 
second  America  First  address,  in  April,  1941,  he  said:  "It  is  a 
policy  not  of  isolation,  but  of  independence;  not  of  defeat,  but 

of  courage."  In  May,  he  told  a  Madison  Square  Garden  audi- 
ence that  "an  independent  destiny  for  America"  did  not  mean 
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"that  we  will  build  a  wall  around  our  country  and  isolate 
ourselves  from  all  contact  with  the  rest  of  the  world.  But  it  does 
mean  that  the  future  of  America  will  not  be  tied  to  these 

eternal  wars  in  Europe."  As  he  defined  "independent  destiny,''  it 
meant  that  American  "soldiers  will  not  have  to  fight  everybody 

in  the  world  who  prefers  some  other  system  of  life  to  ours." 
And  it  also  meant  that  Americans  "will  fight  anybody  and 

everybody  who  attempts  to  interfere  with  our  hemisphere."2 
Like  other  noninterventionists,  Lindbergh  feared  the  conse- 

quences for  Americans  if  the  United  States  entered  the  war 

abroad.  In  his  first  radio  broadcast,  he  warned:  "We  are  likely 
to  lose  a  million  men,  possibly  several  million — the  best  of 
American  youth.  We  will  be  staggering  under  the  burden  of 
recovery  during  the  rest  of  our  lives.  And  our  children  will  be 
fortunate  if  they  see  the  end  in  their  lives,  even  if,  by  some 
unlikely  chance,  we  do  not  pass  on  another  Polish  Corridor  to 
them.  DejQio^racy..itaelf  mayjiQLjsiiryive^If  we  enter  fighting  for 

democxacy^abroad,  we  may  end  by  losing  it  at-home."  He  in- 
sisted that  "Qur  safety  does  not  lie  in  fighting  European  warsult 

,.Jiej^Jn_QUJu?^^  in  the  character  of  the 

American  people  and  of  American  institutions."  He  repeated 
those  warnings  many  times  later.  In  October,  1940,  he  told 

students  and  faculty  at  Yale  University:  "I  believe  very  firmly 
that  our  involvement  in  this  war  would  be  a  disaster  both  for 

our  own  country  and  for  Europe."  He  believed  that  "iLdemoc- 
r-acy  is -to  be  saved,  it  will  not-he-by-the  forceful  imposition  of 

^our-ideals  abroad,  but  by  the  example  of  their  successful 

operation  at  home."3 
On  those  and  other  themes  he  expressed  views  that  most 

noninterventionist  speakers  advanced  in  varied  forms.  But  when 

Colonel  Lindbergh  turned  to  matters  of  air  power  and  military 
defense,  he  spoke  with  firsthand  knowledge  and  experience  that 
other  noninterventionist  leaders  could  not  equal.  It  was  on 

considerations  of  air  power  and  national  defense  that  his  argu- 
ments carried  their  greatest  authority.  He  touched  on  the  sub- 

ject in  each  of  his  speeches  and  articles.  But  he  provided  his 
most  concentrated  analyses  in  a  nationwide  radio  broadcast  on 
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May  19,  1940,  in  his  testimony  against  lend-lease  before  the 
House  Foreign  Affairs  Committee  on  January  23,  1941,  and  in 
his  address  before  the  America  First  rally  in  Oklahoma  City  on 

August  29,  1941. 
Colonel  Lindbergh  repeatedly  insisted  that  air  power  worked 

to  the  disadvantage  of  Great  Britain,  that  it  enhanced  Ger- 

many's power  in  Europe,  that  it  increased  the  difficulty  of 
invading  Europe,  and  that  it  strengthened  America's  defensive 
position  in  the  Western  Hemisphere.  Even  more  than  Germany, 

Lindbergh  contended,  the  United  States  was  in  "a  singularly 
fortunate  position"  so  far  as  air  power  was  concerned.  Ameri- 

cans had,  he  believed,  "natural  ability  in  the  design,  construc- 
tion, and  operation  of  aircraft."  He  pointed  out  that  "Our  highly 

organized  industry,  our  widely  separated  centers  of  population, 

our  elimination  of  formalities  in  inter-state  travel,  all  contribute 

to  the  development  of  American  aviation."  He  had  personally 
flown  the  ocean  approaches  to  the  United  States  and  insisted 

that  geography  and  the  oceans  enhanced  America's  defense 
relative  to  the  "warring  armies  of  Europe  and  Asia."  If  the 
United  States  properly  formulated  its  defense  policies,  if  it 

constructed  and  maintained  the  land,  sea,  and  air  forces  re- 
quired by  those  policies,  and  if  it  operated  from  appropriate 

defense  bases,  it  could  be  virtually  impregnable  militarily  at  that 

time.  "The  Air  defense  of  America  is  as  simple  as  the  attack  is 

difficult."4 
Lindbergh  believed  that  the  United  States  should  construct  and 

maintain  air  bases  "in  Newfoundland,  Canada,  the  West  Indies, 
parts  of  South  America,  Central  America,  the  Galapagos 

Islands,  the  Hawaiian  Islands,  and  Alaska."  He  favored  gaining 
the  co-operation  of  other  countries  in  the  Western  Hemisphere 

to  get  the  needed  defense  bases.  Though  "secondary  bases" 
might  be  located  in  Greenland,  he  thought  Greenland  was  "not 
of  primary  importance  from  the  standpoint  of  aviation  bases." 
For  the  Philippines,  Lindbergh  believed  the  United  States 

"should  either  fortify  these  islands  adequately,  or  get  out  of 
them  entirely."  He  did  not  think  Iceland  or  the  Cape  Verde 
Islands  were  essential  to  America's  defense,  and  he  ridiculed  the 
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idea  that  America's  defensive  frontiers  lay  on  the  Rhine  or 
anywhere  in  Europe.5 

He  thought  it  unwise  for  the  United  States  simply  to  build 
huge  numbers  of  military  airplanes  without  consideration  of 
what  its  defense  policies  and  goals  should  be.  For  the  policies 

he  envisaged,  he  thought  "a  total  air  force  of  about  ten  thou- 
sand thoroughly  modern  fighting  planes  plus  reserves"  would  be 

sufficient.  He  would  give  priority  to  long-range  bombers  that 
could  attack  approaching  fleets  at  great  distances  from 

America's  shores  and  to  fast  defensive  pursuit  planes  to  strike 
down  attacks  from  the  air.  He  thought  it  "obvious  .  .  .  that 
air  power  made  it  costly,  if  not  impossible,  for  naval  forces  to 

operate  within  effective  bombing  range  of  an  enemy  coast  ade- 

quately protected  by  aircraft."  Consequently,  "troops  could  not 
be  landed  and  maintained  on  any  coast  where  an  enemy  had 

strong  supremacy  of  the  air."6 
Colonel  Lindbergh  readily  conceded  that  even  at  the  then- 

prevailing  level  of  aviation  technology  it  was  possible  to  build 
bombers  capable  of  flying  from  Europe  across  the  Atlantic 
Ocean,  delivering  their  bombs  on  targets  in  the  United  States, 
and  making  the  return  flight  to  Europe  nonstop.  But  he  thought 

"The  cost  of  trans-oceanic  bombing  would  be  extremely  high, 
enemy  losses  would  be  large,  and  the  effect  on  our  military 

position  negligible."  Though  the  damage  from  such  attacks 
could  be  large  by  peacetime  standards,  it  would  be  totally 

ineffectual  for  the  purpose  of  accomplishing  the  military  inva- 

sion of  the  United  States.  In  any  event,  "not  a  single  squadron 
of  trans-oceanic  bombing  planes  exists  anywhere  in  the  world 

today."7 Furthermore,  Lindbergh  contended  that  no  country  could 
successfully  invade  and  conquer  another  country  across  oceans 

using  air  power  alone;  it  would  still  be  necessary  at  that  time  to 
transport  invading  troops  by  sea.  He  told  the  House  Foreign 

Affairs  Committee,  in  January,  1 941,  that  "If  air  invasion  alone 
could  be  successful,  it  would  have  been  used  by  the  Germans 

against  England  many  months  ago."  He  thought  that  "If  England 
is  able  to  live  at  all  with  bases  of  the  German  air  force  less  than 
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an  hour's  flight  away,  the  United  States  is  not  in  great  danger 
across  the  Atlantic  Ocean."  He  believed  an  "air  invasion  across 

the  ocean"  was  "absolutely  impossible  at  this  time,  or  in  any 

predictable  future."8 
Lindbergh  conceded  that  there  would  be  scientific  and  tech- 

nological developments  in  the  future  that  would  force  recon- 

sideration of  America's  defensive  position.  But  he  insisted  that 
"No  generation  can  entirely  safeguard  the  future  for  those  that 
follow.  They  must  meet  their  own  problems  as  those  problems 
arise.  The  greatest  inheritance  we  can  pass  on  to  our  children  is 
a  reasonable  solution  of  the  problems  that  confront  us  in  our 

own  time — a  strong  nation,  a  lack  of  debt,  a  solid  American 

character  free  from  the  entanglements  of  the  Old  World."  He 
told  the  America  First  audience  in  Oklahoma  City  "that  we 
have  enough  problems  to  solve  in  our  own  generation;  and  that 
if  our  grand  children  insist  on  splitting  atoms  and  building 

rockets,  it  must  be  upon  their  own  responsibility."9 
Believing  that  Britain  and  France  could  not  defeat  Germany 

in  Europe,  believing  that  American  aid-short-of-war  simply 
added  to  the  bloodshed  and  destruction  in  Europe  without 
changing  the  course  of  the  war,  and  believing  that  the  United 
States  should  build  its  own  military  power  for  the  defense  of  the 

Western  Hemisphere,  Lindbergh  consistently  opposed  the  send- 
ing of  arms  to  the  belligerents  fighting  abroad.  He  wanted  the 

United  States  to  keep  the  military  equipment  it  manufactured 
for  its  own  defense  forces  at  home. 

In  the  fall  of  1939,  President  Roosevelt  asked  Congress  to 
revise  the  neutrality  law  by  repealing  the  arms  embargo  then  in 

effect  and  re-enacting  the  system  of  cash-and-carry  that  had 
expired  four  months  before  the  European  war  began.  The 
changes  the  President  wanted  would  enable  Britain  and  France 

to  buy  military  equipment  from  American  producers,  providing 
they  paid  cash  and  carried  it  away  from  the  United  States  in 

non- American  ships.  British  control  of  the  seas  would,  in  effect, 
deny  the  Axis  powers  access  to  American  munitions. 

Lindbergh  did  not  attach  great  importance  to  neutrality 
legislation.  His  position  on  the  changes  being  debated  in  the  fall 
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of  1939  was  influenced  a  bit  by  former  President  Herbert 

Hoover.  In  his  second  radio  broadcast,  on  October  13,  Lind- 
bergh urged  the  continuation  of  the  embargo  on  the  sale  of 

offensive  armaments  to  belligerents.  So  far  as  defensive  arms 

were  concerned,  he  favored  "supplying  European  countries  with 
as  much  as  we  can  spare."  He  did  "not  want  to  see  American 
bombers  dropping  bombs  which  will  kill  and  mutilate  European 

children,  even  if  they  are  not  flown  by  American  pilots."  But  he 
was  "perfectly  willing  to  see  American  anti-aircraft  guns  shoot- 

ing American  shells  at  invading  bombers  over  any  European 

country."  Like  most  noninterventionists,  he  urged  the  re-enact- 
ment of  cash-and-carry.  That  is,  he  thought  "The  only  safe 

course  for  neutral  shipping  at  this  time  is  to  stay  away  from  the 

warring  countries  and  dangerous  waters  of  Europe,"  and  he 
believed  "The  extension  of  credit  to  a  belligerent  country  is  a 

long  step  toward  war,  and  it  would  leave  us  close  to  the  edge."10 
Nevertheless,  after  exhaustive  debate,  Congress  did  as  Presi- 

dent Roosevelt  wanted:  it  re-enacted  cash-and-carry,  and  it 
repealed  the  entire  arms  embargo  (not  just  the  embargo  on 
defensive  weapons,  as  Lindbergh  and  Hoover  had  proposed) . 

By  the  latter  part  of  1940,  Britain's  financial  resources  were 
rapidly  becoming  depleted.  In  a  long  letter  to  President  Roose- 

velt on  December  8,  Prime  Minister  Winston  Churchill  warned 

that  the  time  was  coming  when  Britain  would  "no  longer  be 

able  to  pay  cash."  Roosevelt  responded  by  describing,  at  a  press 
conference  on  December  17,  his  plan  "to  eliminate  the  dollar 
sign"  in  aiding  Great  Britain.  In  a  fireside  chat  on  December 
29,  the  President  dramatically  described  the  disastrous  conse- 

quences he  feared  might  befall  the  United  States  if  Britain  were 

defeated  or  agreed  to  a  negotiated  peace.  He  called  upon 

Americans  to  make  the  United  States  "the  great  arsenal  of 
democracy."  On  January  6,  1941,  the  President  urged  Congress 
to  enact  his  lend-lease  idea.  During  the  next  two  months  that 
proposal  was  the  subject  of  one  of  the  most  spirited  and  impor- 

tant debates  in  the  history  of  American  foreign  affairs. 

Colonel  Lindbergh's  opposition  to  lend-lease  was  clear  and 
unequivocal.  Both  the  House  Committee  on  Foreign  Affairs  and 
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the  Senate  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations  invited  him  to 

testify  on  the  proposed  legislation.  Some  who  shared  his  general 
views  thought  he  took  more  controversial  positions  than  were 
necessary.  But  he  handled  himself  extremely  well  in  responding 
to  the  questions  of  Committee  members,  and  he  was  the  star 
witness  for  the  noninterventionists.  His  appearances  packed  the 
Committee  rooms  and  got  detailed  press  coverage. 

On  January  23,  in  some  four  and  one-half  hours  before  the 
House  Committee,  Lindbergh  emphasized  particularly  the  role 
of  air  power  in  American  defense.  In  an  even  more  prolonged 
appearance  before  the  Senate  Committee  on  February  6,  he 
repeated  some  of  his  earlier  testimony,  but  he  particularly 

stressed  that  aid  to  Britain  would  weaken  America's  defenses 
rather  than  strengthen  them.  He  told  both  Committees  that  he 

opposed  lend-lease  because  it  would  be  a  step  away  from 

America's  traditional  system  of  government  and  because  he 
feared  it  would  weaken  the  United  States  and  move  it  closer  to 

war.  He  told  the  House  Committee  that  America's  position  was 
"greatly  strengthened  for  defense  and  greatly  weakened  for 
attack"  by  air  power.  He  told  the  Senate  Committee  that 
America's  aid-short-of-war  policy  in  the  form  of  lend-lease 
involved  "giving  up  an  ideal  defensive  position  in  America  for  a 

very  precarious  offensive  position  in  Europe."  He  favored 
"building  strength  in  America"  because  he  thought  the  United 
States  could  "be  successful  in  this  hemisphere."  He  opposed 
"placing  our  security  in  an  English  victory"  because  he  thought 
such  a  victory  was  "extremely  doubtful."  He  feared  that  the 
policy  represented  by  lend-lease  would  "lead  to  failure  in  war, 
and  to  conditions  in  our  own  country  as  bad  or  worse  than 

those  we  now  desire  to  overthrow  in  Nazi  Germany."  Lindbergh 
opposed  aid  to  Great  Britain  that  would  carry  the  United  States 

into  the  war  or  would  weaken  America's  forces  in  the  Western 
Hemisphere.  He  believed  lend-lease  could  do  both.11 

As  was  usually  the  case,  however,  Roosevelt  and  his  followers 
triumphed;  Lindbergh  and  the  noninterventionists  were  beaten. 

Congress  passed  the  Lend-Lease  Act,  and  President  Roosevelt 
signed  it  into  law  on  March  11,  1941.  It  essentially  resolved  the 
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problem  of  financing  American  aid  to  Britain  and  other  coun- 
tries fighting  the  Axis  Powers  abroad.  But  it  did  not  diminish 

Lindbergh's  opposition  to  entry  into  World  War  II  or  his  con- 
viction that  the  United  States  could  successfully  defend  itself 

within  the  Western  Hemisphere. 

Convinced  that  the  United  States  had  "the  most  perfect 

defensive  position  of  any  nation,"  Colonel  Lindbergh,  in 
August,  1 94 1,  asked  his  America  First  audience  in  Oklahoma 

City:  "Shall  we  now  give  up  the  independence  we  have  won, 
and  crusade  abroad  in  a  Utopian  attempt  to  force  our  ideas  on 
the  rest  of  the  world;  or  shall  we  use  air  power,  and  other 

advances  of  modern  warfare,  to  guard  and  strengthen  the  inde- 

pendence of  our  nation?"12  In  the  summer  of  194 1,  Lind- 
bergh's arguments  against  intervention  were  strengthened  when 

Hitler  turned  his  back  on  England  and  struck  east  to  begin  the 
massive  Russo-German  war. 
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^^)n  June  22,  194 1,  Adolf  Hitler  hurled  his  German  legions 
east  against  the  gigantic  Russian  bear.  Though  most  experts 

predicted  defeat  for  the  Soviet  Union,  the  Russo-German  war 

proved  to  be  a  disaster  for  Nazi  Germany.  Hitler's  panzer  divi- 
sions and  Luftwaffe  drove  deep  into  the  Soviet  Union  and 

wrought  terrible  destruction  and  death  there.  But  they  were 
checked  at  the  gates  of  Moscow;  they  failed  to  take  Leningrad; 
and  they  were  defeated  at  Stalingrad  in  some  of  the  worst 

fighting  of  World  War  II.  Joseph  Stalin's  Communist  Russia 
gobbled  up  Hitler's  men  and  equipment  faster  than  the  efficient 
but  comparatively  small  German  state  could  supply  them. 

Russia  had  been  too  much  for  Napoleon's  France  to  down;  it 
proved  too  much  for  Hitler's  Germany  more  than  a  century 
later.  Napoleon's  reverses  in  Czarist  Russia  set  the  stage  for  his 
subsequent  defeats  at  Leipzig  and  Waterloo;  Hitler's  reverses  in 
Communist  Russia  set  the  stage  for  D-Day,  on  June  6,  1944, 
and  for  V-E  Day,  on  May  8,  1945.  The  men  and  materiel  that 
Nazi  Germany  squandered  against  the  Soviet  Union  in  eastern 
Europe  were  not  available  for  use  against  Great  Britain  and  the 
United  States  in  the  west;  the  millions  of  lives  and  tens  of 

thousands  of  tanks  and  planes  that  the  Soviet  Union  consumed 
in  defeating  Germany  were,  in  effect,  lives  and  equipment  that 
Britain  and  the  United  States  did  not  have  to  consume.  Though 
the  human  and  material  costs  for  the  Soviet  Union  were  fantas- 

tically huge  (and  partly  because  they  were  huge),  Stalin's  Soviet 
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Union  greatly  expanded  its  power  and  empire  during  and  after 
World  War  II.  The  Soviet  successes  helped  make  victory  over 

the  Axis  possible;  they  also  helped  pave  the  way  for  the  Cold 
War  later. 

The  eruption  of  the  Russo-German  war  strengthened  Colonel 

Lindbergh's  conviction  that  the  United  States  should  stay  out  of 

the  European  war.  And  it  reinforced  his  belief  that  Hitler's 
expansionist  ambitions  lay  to  the  east  in  Europe,  rather  than  to 
the  west.  The  visits  he  and  his  wife  made  to  the  Soviet  Union  in 

193 1 ,  1933,  and  1938  had  given  them  an  affection  for  the 

Russian  people,  a  dislike  for  the  Soviet  system,  and  an  unfavor- 
able impression  of  Soviet  technological  and  military  develop- 

ment. He  thought  the  Soviet  system  would  collapse  sooner  or 

later.  He  was  not  favorably  impressed  by  the  aviation  develop- 
ments they  saw  there  in  August,  1938.  But  the  Soviet  Union 

had  enough  land,  people,  and  machines  to  present  real  problems 
for  any  assailant. 

Though  his  German  hosts  in  1936,  1937,  and  1938  generally 

had  not  talked  about  military  and  diplomatic  strategy,  Lind- 
bergh had  gotten  a  clear  impression  that  Nazi  Germany  in- 

tended to  expand  east  rather  than  west.1  Given  his  conception 
of  the  comparative  military  and  air  power  of  the  various  states, 
Lindbergh  had  believed  that  Britain  and  France  could  not 

successfully  war  against  Germany  if  Hitler  turned  east.  Further- 
more, in  terms  of  wisdom  and  statecraft  he  thought  Britain  and 

France  should  not  do  so.  He  believed  that  the  only  European 
beneficiaries  of  a  war  between  the  Allies  and  Germany  might  be 
Communist  Russia. 

On  July  1,  1 94 1,  just  nine  days  after  Hitler  began  the  Russo- 
German  war,  Colonel  Lindbergh  addressed  a  large  America 
First  Committee  rally  in  San  Francisco,  California.  In  that 

speech,  he  leveled  his  forensic  guns  at  Anglo-American  policies 
relative  to  the  war  in  the  east.  If  the  European  war  was  to  be 
viewed  as  a  struggle  for  freedom  and  democracy,  he  found  it  a 
bit  confusing.  At  the  beginning  of  the  war,  Communist  Russia 
and  Nazi  Germany  aggressively  shared  in  dismantling  Poland, 
over  objections  from  Britain  and  France;  by  July,  1941,  the 
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Soviet  Union  was  to  be  cheered  and  aided  as  Britain's  partner  in 
the  struggle  for  freedom.  During  the  winter  of  1939-40,  Ameri- 

can sympathies  went  out  to  Finland  fighting  against  the  Soviet 
Union;  by  1941,  American  sympathies  were  supposed  to  go  to 

the  Soviet  Union  and  against  the  Finns.  "The  murderers  and 
plunderers  of  yesterday  are  accepted  as  the  valiant  defenders  of 
civilization  today;  and  the  valiant  defenders  of  yesterday  have 

become  the  wicked  aggressors  of  today."  He  thought  it  incon- 
gruous that  "the  idealists  who  have  been  shouting  against  the 

horrors  of  Nazi  Germany,  are  now  ready  to  welcome  Soviet 

Russia  as  an  ally."  It  seemed  to  him  that  they  were  "ready  to 
join  with  a  nation  whose  record  of  cruelty,  bloodshed,  and 

barbarism"  was  "without  parallel  in  modern  history."2 
But  if  the  Russo-German  war  compounded  the  ideological 

confusion,  in  Lindbergh's  opinion  it  also  dramatized  the  diplo- 
matic and  military  blundering  of  the  British  and  French.  By 

contesting  Hitler's  moves  east  they  had  brought  Germany's 
might  down  upon  themselves.  Lindbergh  told  his  San  Francisco 
audience  that  he  had  seen  Soviet  bombers  on  Czech  airfields  in 

September,  1938,  and  he  insisted  that  "Russia  and  Germany 
would  have  been  at  each  others  throats  two  years  ago  had  it  not 
been  for  the  interventionist  interference  of  England  and 

France."  Anglo-French  appeasement  at  Munich  (where  "Russia 
was  not  even  represented")  had  restrained  German  forces  that 
"were  prepared  to  march  eastward."  Then,  a  year  later,  Britain 
and  France  "beguiled  Poland  into  a  futile  war."  As  Lindbergh 
explained  it,  "Intervention  by  England  and  France  in  the  war 
between  Germany  and  Poland  did  not  save  Poland;  it  postponed 
the  war  between  Germany  and  Russia,  and  brought  the  defeat 

of  France  and  the  devastation  of  England."  Similarly,  with 
Japan  undecided  whether  to  fight  the  Soviet  Union  to  its  north 
or  the  United  States  in  the  Pacific,  American  policies  had  driven 

Japan  "into  the  arms  of  the  Axis"  and  were  drawing  its  hostil- 
ities against  the  United  States.3 

Speaking  on  the  basis  of  his  firsthand  knowledge  of  condi- 
tions in  Europe,  Lindbergh  told  his  America  First  audience  that 

he  opposed  any  American  alliance  with  either  England  or 
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Germany.  But  he  said  that  he  "would  a  hundred  times  rather 
see  my  country  ally  herself  with  England,  or  even  with  Germany 
with  all  of  her  faults,  than  with  the  cruelty,  the  godlessness,  and 

the  barbarism  that  exist  in  Soviet  Russia."  He  thought  such  an 
alliance  "should  be  opposed  by  every  American,  by  every 

Christian,  and  by  every  humanitarian  in  this  country."4 
He  closed  his  address  with  a  renewed  appeal  for  noninterven- 

tion. "Why  give  up  an  impregnable  position  in  America  for  a 
hazardous  and  untenable  position  in  Europe?  Why  bring  to  this 
country  the  chaos,  the  intolerance,  and  the  hatred  that  will 

inevitably  come  with  a  foreign  war?"  He  said:  "It  is  not  a 
question  of  whether  Hitler  would  like  to  invade  America.  It  is 
not  a  question  of  trusting  promises  that  may  be  broken.  I  never 
have,  and  I  do  not  now  recommend  basing  the  security  of  our 
nation  on  the  promises  of  any  man,  or  any  foreign  government. 
Our  security  should  rest  on  the  strength,  the  character,  and  the 

arms  of  our  own  people."  As  he  saw  it,  "The  real  defeatist  in 
America  is  the  man  who  says  that  this  nation  cannot  survive 

alone."  He  called  for  "a  unified  nation  behind  an  impregnable 
defense,  and  an  independent  destiny  for  America."5 

In  his  very  last  noninterventionist  address,  before  an  America 
First  rally  in  New  York  City  on  October  30,  1941,  Lindbergh 

said  that  "If  Germany  had  been  permitted  to  throw  her  armies 
eastward  against  Russia  in  1939  instead  of  in  1941,  the  picture 

in  Europe  would  be  far  different  today.  Whether  or  not  Ger- 
many would  have  turned  west  after  conquering  Russia  is  debat- 
able. But  even  if  she  had  done  so,  a  weaker  Germany  would 

have  faced  a  stronger  England  and  France."6 
Most  American  noninterventionists  shared  Lindbergh's  gen- 

eral views  on  the  significance  of  the  Russo-German  war  for  the 

United  States.7  But  the  Roosevelt  administration,  the  interven- 
tionists, and  the  majority  of  the  American  people  disagreed. 

They  continued  to  see  Nazi  Germany  as  the  principal  threat  and 
favored  aid  to  the  Soviet  Union  as  a  way  of  contributing  to  the 
essential  defeat  of  Hitler.8 

One  has  no  difficulty  singling  out  both  accurate  and  inaccu- 

rate predictions  in  Charles  A.  Lindbergh's  analyses  of  interna- 
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tional  affairs  (and  in  the  analyses  of  those  who  opposed  his 

position).  Nevertheless,  any  evaluation  of  his  views  should 

properly  take  into  account  the  Russo-German  war. 
The  ease  and  efficiency  with  which  the  German  military 

forces  crushed  Poland,  Denmark,  Norway,  the  Netherlands, 
Luxembourg,  Belgium,  and  France  suggest  that  Lindbergh  was 

not  entirely  mistaken  in  his  evaluation  of  Germany's  military 
power  on  the  European  continent.  Britain's  RAF  fighters  were 
more  successful  and  Germany's  Luftwaffe  less  effective  in  the 
Battle  of  Britain  than  Lindbergh's  analysis  would  have  led  one 
to  expect.  And,  contrary  to  his  predictions,  Britain  did  defeat 
Germany.  But  it  did  not  do  so  alone.  When  one  takes  into 
account  the  magnitude  of  the  total  military  effort  that  ultimately 
proved  essential  to  accomplish  the  final  defeat  of  Nazi  Germany 

in  Europe,  it  does  not  seem  entirely  unreasonable  to  have  ques- 

tioned Great  Britain's  military  capacity  to  accomplish  that 
defeat  of  Germany  alone — or  even  with  American  aid-short-of- 
war.  Surely  Britain  could  not  have  defeated  Nazi  Germany  by 
itself  without  vastly  greater  losses  than  it  actually  suffered  in  the 
war. 

Superficially,  Lindbergh's  forecast  that  the  United  States  was 
"likely  to  lose  a  million  men,  possibly  several  million,"  if  it 
attempted  to  defeat  Germany  in  war  seems  excessive.  During 

World  War  II  the  United  States  suffered  "only"  i  million 
casualties  and  "only"  300,000  killed  in  helping  to  defeat  Ger- 

many, Italy,  and  Japan.  But  before  the  final  surrender  by  Nazi 
Germany,  in  May,  1945,  a  total  of  more  than  12  million 
soldiers  on  all  sides  died  in  the  European  war.  When  one  adds 
civilian  deaths,  the  total  increases  to  more  than  25  million.  The 

overwhelming  majority  of  those  died  in  the  Russo-German  war 
in  eastern  Europe.  If  any  substantial  proportion  of  the  losses 
suffered  by  the  Soviet  Union  had  been  shifted  to  Great  Britain 

and  the  United  States,  Lindbergh's  alarming  estimates  would 
not  have  been  excessive.  And  if  the  resultant  human,  economic, 

and  material  losses  had  been  added  to  those  actually  suffered  by 
the  countries  of  western  Europe  and  North  America,  one  might 
reasonably  suspect  that  their  political  systems,  economies,  and 
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civilizations  would  have  been  much  more  damaged  by  World 

War  II  than  they  were.  Without  the  Russo-German  war,  Lind- 

bergh's frightening  forecasts  about  the  difficulties  and  costs  of 
defeating  Nazi  Germany  in  the  west  might  have  proved  tragi- 

cally accurate. 
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13/ Veterans  and  Legionnaires 

A  HE  heated  debates  in  the  United  States  on  policies  toward 
the  European  war  were  part  of  democracy  in  action,  with  all  its 
vitality  and  imperfections.  Mass  pressure  groups  played  colorful 

and  important  roles  in  those  debates,  in  the  so-called  "battle  of 
the  committees."  Citizens  have  organized  foreign  policy  pres- 

sure groups  throughout  American  history.  In  the  years  1940- 
194 1,  such  groups  tried  to  arouse  support  for  or  opposition  to 
particular  policies  by  means  of  advertisements,  pamphlets,  radio 
speeches,  public  rallies,  and  motion  pictures.  They  also  tried  to 

influence  government  policy-making  through  letters,  petitions, 
and  lobbying.  Though  much  criticized,  those  committees  helped 
to  clarify  issues  and  crystallize  existing  attitudes.  They  informed 
the  public,  organized  public  opinion,  and  made  it  vocal.  They 
helped  to  convert  general  attitudes  into  demands  for  action  on 
particular  measures.  In  that  sense  they  were  agencies  for  the 
democratic  process  in  the  making  of  American  foreign  policies. 
Such  committees  organized  on  all  sides  in  the  foreign  policy 

debates  before  Pearl  Harbor.  And  Charles  A.  Lindbergh  some- 

what reluctantly  became  a  prominent  figure  in  that  "battle  of 
the  committees." 

Throughout  his  noninterventionist  efforts  Lindbergh  was  his 
own  man.  He  wrote  his  own  speeches  and  articles.  He  advanced 
his  own  ideas.  He  controlled  his  own  moves.  He  did  not  trim  his 

statements  and  actions  to  win  popularity,  to  please  friends,  or  to 

appease  foes.  He  pridefully  guarded  his  independence  and  integ- 
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rity.  He  was  not  an  organization  man.  In  spite  of  (or  because 
of)  his  previous  experiences  with  committees  and  boards,  he 
was  skeptical  of  the  effectiveness  of  committees  to  accomplish 
practical  goals. 

At  the  same  time,  however,  he  recognized  the  necessity  for 
working  with  others  in  the  common  effort  to  keep  the  United 
States  out  of  World  War  II.  And  other  noninterventionists 

eagerly  sought  Lindbergh's  help  in  organizing  and  leading  the 
opposition  to  entry  into  the  war.  There  were  far  more  efforts  to 
draw  him  into  organizational  roles  than  he  could  possibly  have 
honored  even  if  he  had  wished.  Some  approached  him  through 
his  known  associates,  such  as  William  R.  Castle,  Truman 

Smith,  and  Juan  Trippe  of  Pan  American  Airways.  Some  he  met 

through  his  friendships  with  various  legislators,  including  Sena- 
tor Harry  Byrd  of  Virginia  and  Senators  Henrik  Shipstead  and 

Ernest  Lundeen  of  his  old  home  state  of  Minnesota.  Some 

simply  wrote  to  him  without  prior  contacts.  And  each  new 
acquaintance  brought  him  into  contact  with  still  others  in  the 
noninterventionist  movement.  At  one  time  or  another  he  was  in 

touch  with  virtually  every  leading  opponent  of  American  entry 
into  the  war,  and  with  countless  lesser  figures  in  that  effort. 

Most  were  transient  contacts  (though  name-droppers,  news- 
papers, and  interventionists  often  made  them  seem  more  sub- 
stantial than  they  were).  A  few  developed  into  friendships  that 

endured  long  after  the  Japanese  attack  on  Pearl  Harbor  brought 
their  common  strivings  against  the  war  to  an  abrupt  end. 

Since  his  earlier  activities  had  centered  on  aviation  and 

science,  Lindbergh  had  not  previously  known  most  of  those 
with  whom  he  worked  in  opposing  involvement  in  the  war.  The 
noninterventionist  movement  (like  the  interventionist  move- 

ment) attracted  support  from  a  wide  range  of  groups  and 

viewpoints  within  the  American  population.  Lindbergh  recog- 
nized that  diversity.  Without  compromising  his  own  views,  he 

tried  to  work  with  individuals  and  groups  who  held  widely 
varying  views  on  other  matters  but  who  shared  a  common 
opposition  to  involvement  in  the  war  abroad.  Those  who  sought 

his  help  spanned  nearly  the  entire  spectrum  of  the  noninterven- 
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tionist  movement,  from  the  right  to  the  left  and  from  militarists 
to  pacifists.  But  he  won  greater  enthusiasm  from  conservative 
and  Republican  circles  than  from  liberals,  socialists,  or  pacifists 
within  the  noninterventionist  movement. 

William  R.  Castle  brought  him  into  contact  with  Dean  Carl 
W.  Ackerman  of  the  Columbia  University  Graduate  School  of 
Journalism  and  with  Merwin  K.  Hart,  a  Harvard  classmate  of 

Roosevelt  and  president  of  the  ultraconservative  New  York 
State  Economic  Council.  They  were  more  generous  with  ideas 
for  tasks  for  the  Colonel  to  undertake  than  he  wanted.  Castle 

also  arranged  for  Lindbergh  to  meet  with  John  Cudahy,  a 

noninterventionist  who  had  served  as  Roosevelt's  diplomat  in 
Poland,  Belgium,  and  the  Irish  Free  State.  Lindbergh's  friend 
Juan  Trippe  introduced  him  to  Douglas  Stewart  and  George  T. 
Eggleston,  publisher  and  editor  respectively  of  the  conservative 

noninterventionist  magazine  Scribner's  Commentator.  Truman 
Smith  arranged  for  him  to  meet  Lawrence  Dennis,  a  former 

Foreign  Service  Officer  who  edited  the  right-wing  Weekly  For- 
eign Letter.  Through  President  Alan  Valentine  of  the  University 

of  Rochester,  Lindbergh  visited  with  the  famed  historian 
Charles  A.  Beard.  The  aviator  had  known  Henry  Ford,  the 
noninterventionist  Michigan  industrialist,  for  many  years  and 
had  given  the  multimillionaire  his  first  airplane  ride.  A  letter 
from  the  energetic  writer  and  journalist  O.  K.  Armstrong  of 
Missouri  near  the  end  of  1939  eventually  brought  the  Colonel 

into  the  turmoil  surrounding  Verne  Marshall's  No  Foreign  War 
Committee  a  year  later.1 

Identification  with  reputable  organized  groups  could  serve  a 

helpful  function  in  Lindbergh's  efforts  to  reach  the  American 
people.  Through  radio  broadcasts,  published  articles,  and  testi- 

mony before  legislative  committees,  he  reached  many  millions. 
But  to  address  public  meetings  in  cities  across  the  land  called 
for  local  organization.  It  was  difficult  for  him  to  determine  the 
character  and  responsibility  of  individuals  and  groups  that 

approached  him  to  address  such  meetings.  A  continuing  asso- 
ciation with  an  established  organization  could  relieve  him  of 

such  concerns  in  arrangements  for  addressing  public  rallies.2 
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The  need  for  such  assistance  became  apparent  in  the  circum- 
stances surrounding  the  first  two  or  three  public  meetings  he 

addressed. 

Veterans'  groups  were  divided  within  themselves  on  the 
proper  course  for  the  United  States  relative  to  wars  abroad. 
Like  Colonel  Lindbergh,  the  American  Legion  and  the  Veterans 

of  Foreign  Wars  favored  building  America's  military  defense 
forces.  Many  of  their  leaders  and  members  opposed  entry  into 

wars  abroad.  And  in  the  summer  of  1940,  individuals  promi- 

nent in  the  Legion  and  the  VFW  sought  Lindbergh's  help  in 
marshaling  those  organizations  against  involvement  abroad. 
Bennett  Champ  Clark,  Democratic  United  States  Senator  from 
Missouri  and  a  founder  and  former  national  commander  of  the 

American  Legion,  conferred  at  length  with  him  on  the  matter. 

James  E.  Van  Zandt,  Republican  Congressman  from  Pennsyl- 
vania and  also  a  former  commander  of  the  Legion,  was  brought 

into  the  deliberations,  as  was  the  head  of  the  VFW.  O.  K. 

Armstrong  had  been  active  in  the  Legion  and  was  a  member  of 

its  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations.3 
Late  in  June,  Senator  Clark  asked  Lindbergh  to  address  a 

major  antiwar  rally  in  Chicago.  After  checking  on  its  sponsors, 

Lindbergh  agreed.  Though  ostensibly  representing  veterans' 
groups,  the  rally  was  sponsored  by  the  Citizens  Keep  America 
Out  of  War  Committee.  It  was  a  local  Chicago  organization 

headed  by  Avery  Brundage  of  the  American  Olympic  Associa- 

tion and  Judge  William  J.  Grace,  a  Republican  politico.4 
The  rally  was  originally  scheduled  for  July  7,  but  Democratic 

leaders  in  Chicago  forced  its  postponement  until  Sunday,  August 
4,  after  the  major  presidential  nominating  conventions  were 

over.5  It  was  the  first  public  rally  that  Lindbergh  addressed  in  his 

noninterventionist  effort.  It  came  only  six  weeks  after  Hitler's 
Germany  and  Mussolini's  Italy  had  forced  the  surrender  of 
France;  the  Battle  of  Britain  was  already  beginning  in  the  skies 
and  seas  around  England.  The  Democratic  Party  had  nominated 

Franklin  D.  Roosevelt  for  an  unprecedented  third  term  as  Presi- 
dent of  the  United  States.  The  Republican  Party  had  rejected 

noninterventionist  contenders  and  had,  instead,  nominated  the 
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corporation  executive  and  internationalist  from  Indiana  and 
New  York,  Wendell  L.  Willkie.  It  was  a  crucial  time  both  at 
home  and  abroad. 

Lindbergh  abhorred  Roosevelt,  and  he  was  not  enthusiastic 

about  Willkie.  But  he  was  pleased  with  "the  so-called  'isola- 
tionist' planks  which  have  been  adopted  in  both  party  plat- 
forms." Indeed,  he  momentarily  allowed  himself  to  wonder  if 

"the  danger  of  our  military  intervention  in  Europe  is  past." 
Perhaps  the  Chicago  "Keep  America  Out  of  War"  rally  "might 
be  an  anticlimax."0  That  optimism  did  not  last  long,  however, 
and  his  speech  in  Chicago  provoked  more  criticism  than  any 
earlier  statement  in  his  battle  against  intervention. 

The  Citizens  Keep  America  Out  of  War  Committee  had 
secured  the  huge  Soldier  Field  for  its  rally.  With  lots  of  free 

publicity  from  Colonel  Robert  R.  McCormick's  Chicago  Tri- 
bune, the  Committee  hoped  for  an  overflow  attendance.  It  was 

to  be  disappointed.  Still,  some  35,000  to  40,000  people  filled 
half  the  seats  on  that  hot  Sunday  afternoon  to  hear  speakers  on 

American  foreign  affairs  (a  much  better  turnout  than  Chi- 
cagoans  generally  gave  their  beloved  Cubs  or  White  Sox  in  their 

ball  parks).  Brundage,  Van  Zandt,  and  Senator  Patrick  A. 
McCarran,  Democrat  from  Nevada,  shared  the  speaking  honors 
with  Lindbergh.  He  was  not  displeased  by  the  attendance,  and 
was  not  really  surprised  by  the  vehement  criticism  that  his 
speech  provoked  among  interventionists.  As  he  told  his  Chicago 

audience,  "I  prefer  to  say  what  I  believe,  or  not  to  speak  at 

all."7 On  his  Chicago  trip  Lindbergh  met  with  others  who  would 
share  in  the  noninterventionist  effort.  He  was  a  house  guest  of 
Colonel  McCormick.  At  dinner  after  the  rally  Lindbergh  visited 
at  length  with  Bob  and  Barbara  Stuart,  who  were  in  the  process 
of  converting  their  tiny  Yale  student  group  into  the  national 
America  First  Committee.  Stuart,  a  young,  idealistic  New 
Dealer,  was  a  bit  put  off  by  the  conservatism  of  Lindbergh  and 
the  sponsors  of  the  Chicago  rally.  He  had  misgivings  about 

Lindbergh's  hope  that  the  veterans'  groups  might  be  suitable 
vehicles  for  opposing  entry  into  World  War  II.  As  Stuart  saw  it, 
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those  groups  were  so  conservative  and  nationalistic  that  many 
people  might  identify  them  with  an  American  brand  of  fascism. 

On  Lindbergh's  return  trip  from  Chicago,  he  stopped  off  for  a 
visit  with  Henry  Ford  in  Dearborn,  Michigan.8 

O.  K.  Armstrong  of  Springfield,  Missouri,  had  been  in  the 

middle  of  Lindbergh's  explorations  of  the  possible  use  of  the 
American  Legion  and  other  veterans'  groups  for  opposing 
American  entry  into  the  war.  He  was  a  talented  magazine 
writer,  whose  boundless  energies  and  great  enthusiasms  often 
outdistanced  his  judgment  and  organizational  talents.  He  had 
triggered  the  discussions  that  Lindbergh  had  in  the  summer  of 
1940  with  Senator  Clark,  Congressman  Van  Zandt,  Theodore 

Roosevelt,  Jr.,  and  others  of  the  Legion.0  In  September,  1940, 
Armstrong  used  his  position  as  a  member  of  the  Foreign  Rela- 

tions Committee  of  the  Legion  to  plan  a  conference  opposing 
involvement  in  the  war.  But  the  national  commander  of  the 

Legion,  Raymond  J.  Kelly,  promptly  repudiated  the  action  and 

helped  force  Armstrong's  resignation  from  its  Foreign  Relations 
Committee.  Though  it  included  many  isolationists,  the  Legion 
increasingly  moved  in  interventionist  directions.  At  the  national 
conventions  in  Boston  in  1940  and  in  Milwaukee  in  1941,  the 

isolationists  were  badly  beaten,  and  the  Legion's  utility  as  a 
noninterventionist  vehicle  evaporated.10 

The  second  public  meeting  Colonel  Lindbergh  addressed  dur- 
ing this  period  was  a  smaller  affair  than  the  first  had  been,  with 

fewer  complications.  On  the  evening  of  October  30,  1940,  he 

spoke  to  a  full  house  in  Yale  University's  Woolsey  Hall.  The 
meeting  came  near  the  close  of  the  presidential  campaign,  as 
Willkie  and  Roosevelt  were  trying  to  outdo  each  other  in  their 
speeches  against  involvement  in  the  war.  Kingman  Brewster, 
Jr.,  then  a  Yale  undergraduate,  organized  the  meeting  on  behalf 
of  the  local  student  group  that  had  been  the  nucleus  out  of 
which  the  national  America  First  Committee  had  emerged. 

Lindbergh's  thirty-minute  address  was  the  longest  he  had  so  far 
delivered  on  foreign  affairs.  It  won  a  good  reception,  including 

unequivocal  plaudits  from  Yale's  distinguished  diplomatic  his- 
torian, Samuel  Flagg  Bemis,  and  its  international  law  authority, 

Edwin  Borchard.11 
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■  J  INDBERGH'S  friend  O.  K.  Armstrong  was  a  hard  man  to 
down.  After  the  American  Legion  convention  in  Boston  had 
turned  its  back  on  him  and  his  fellow  noninterventionists,  he 

revived  his  call  for  an  Emergency  Peace  Conference  to  meet  in 
Washington  on  Monday  and  Tuesday,  October  21  and  22,  1940. 
He  rounded  up  support  for  the  meeting  from  leaders  of  major 

organizations  "interested  in  keeping  our  country  at  peace." 
Among  those  included  were  such  prominent  pacifists  as  Fred- 

erick J.  Libby  of  the  National  Council  for  Prevention  of  War 

and  Dorothy  Detzer  of  the  Women's  International  League  for 
Peace  and  Freedom.  It  also  included  such  nonpacifist  noninter- 

ventionists as  R.  Douglas  Stuart,  Jr.,  of  the  America  First 
Committee,  the  young  man  Lindbergh  had  visited  with  in 

Chicago.1 
In  an  unannounced  appearance,  Colonel  Lindbergh  spoke 

briefly  at  a  dinner  meeting  of  the  Conference.  His  was  an  appeal 

for  unity  and  co-operation  in  the  common  effort  to  keep  the 

United  States  out  of  the  war.  "Some,  in  which  I  include  myself, 
believe  that  we  should  build  strong  military  forces  for  defense. 
Others  among  us  believe  that  war  can  best,  be  prevented  by 
more  peaceful  answers.  This  viewpoint  I  respect,  as  I  hope  they 
will  respect  mine.  The  essential  point  is  that  all  of  us  oppose 

America's  involvement  in  this  war,  and  believe  that  such  in- 
volvement can  and  must  be  prevented."  He  concluded  that  "Our 

methods  may  differ,  but  our  objective  is  the  same,  and  it  is 

important  enough  to  necessitate  co-operation  among  us."  He 
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hoped  the  meeting  would  "help  to  bring  that  co-operation 

about."2 The  Conference  created  a  No  Foreign  War  Campaign,  with 
Armstrong  as  temporary  chairman.  Its  officers  ranged  from 

conservative  isolationists,  such  as  Douglas  M.  Stewart  of  Scrib- 

ner's  Commentator,  to  religious  pacifists,  such  as  Dr.  Charles  F. 
Boss,  Jr.,  of  the  Methodist  World  Peace  Commission  and 

Frederick  J.  Libby.  It  planned  its  own  ornate  sponsoring  com- 
mittee. Theoretically  it  was  designed  to  co-ordinate  the  non- 

interventionist  efforts  of  the  already  established  pacifist  and 

isolationist  groups.3 
In  operation,  however,  the  activity  in  the  No  Foreign  War 

Campaign  centered  with  Armstrong  and  the  conservative  isola- 
tionists around  him  (including  Stewart,  George  Eggleston,  and 

Charles  S.  Payson,  all  of  Scribner's  Commentator) .  They — par- 
ticularly Armstrong — identified  with  Lindbergh,  though  he  was 

not  formally  a  member.  In  November  and  December,  Verne 

Marshall  of  the  Cedar  Rapids,  Iowa,  Gazette  became  increas- 
ingly prominent.  Marshall  had  been  an  ambulance  driver  for  the 

French  at  Verdun  in  191 6,  and  had  joined  the  American  Army 

after  the  United  States  entered  World  War  I.  As  a  newspaper- 
man he  specialized  in  exposing  skulduggery  and  corruption  in 

high  places.  He  had  a  flair  for  publicity,  inexhaustible  energy, 
plenty  of  courage,  and  intense  patriotism,  but  erratic  judgment. 

He  was  active  in  the  Republican  Party,  nominated  Iowa's 
Hanford  MacNider  for  President  in  1940,  and  campaigned  for 
Willkie  against  Roosevelt.  In  the  course  of  the  campaign, 

Marshall  became  privy  to  documents  on  a  proposed  peace  con- 
ference allegedly  obtained  from  top  Nazi  leaders  in  October, 

1939,  and  brought  back  to  the  United  States  by  oilman  William 
Rhodes  Davis.  Davis  claimed  to  have  gone  to  Europe  at 

Roosevelt's  behest  to  consult  German  leaders,  but  the  President 
and  his  Secretary  of  State,  Cordell  Hull,  refused  to  see  him  on 

his  return.  Marshall  had  tried  unsuccessfully  to  persuade  Will- 
kie to  use  the  information  against  Roosevelt  in  the  Republican 

presidential  campaign.  He  believed  the  documents  were  authen- 
tic, and  he  was  convinced  that  they  further  proved  the  duplicity 

and  warlike  intentions  of  President  Roosevelt.4 
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Despite  his  original  willingness  to  participate  in  the  No 
Foreign  War  Campaign,  young  Stuart  of  the  America  First 

Committee  quickly  became  disenchanted  with  it.  He  was  con- 
vinced that  Armstrong  was  trying  to  build  a  competing  non- 

interventionist  organization.  Flurries  of  consultations,  inquiries, 

and  correspondence  deepened  Stuart's  misgivings.  Stewart  and 
Eggleston  of  Scribnefs  Commentator  seemed  too  conservative, 
in  his  opinion,  and  Marshall  was  too  erratic,  political,  and 

injudicious.  Also,  he  worried  about  evidences  of  anti-Semitism 

in  the  group.5  The  Armstrong-Marshall-Stewart  group  in  turn 
distrusted  the  liberal  and  New  Deal  leanings  of  some  in 

America  First — including  Stuart.  Hanford  MacNider  of 
America  First,  an  Iowa  manufacturer  with  a  distinguished 
combat  record  in  World  War  I,  wanted  nothing  to  do  with  the 
likes  of  pacifist  Frederick  J.  Libby.  And  though  most  pacifists 
were  not  enthusiastic  about  America  First,  they  found  the 

conservative-nationalist  tone  of  the  Armstrong-Marshall- 

Stewart  group  to  be  even  less  acceptable.6 
In  the  fall  and  winter  of  1940,  Colonel  Lindbergh  was  not 

formally  a  member  of  any  of  the  organizations — and  did  not 
want  to  be.  But  he  wanted  to  encourage  organization  and 

promote  co-operation  in  the  common  effort  to  keep  the  United 

States  out  of  the  war.  He  wrote  Stuart  that  Armstrong's  No 
Foreign  War  Campaign  would  "not  conflict  with  the  work  of  the 
America  First  Committee."  He  thought  it  "desirable  to  encour- 

age all  possible  organizing  against  our  involvement  in  the  war." 
And  he  believed  that  nonpacifists  could  "afford  to  cooperate 
with  the  'Peace  Groups'  against  involvement  in  war  without 
jeopardizing  our  national  rearmament  program,  or  altering  our 

own  stand  in  favor  of  building  an  adequate  defense."7 
In  early  December,  1940,  the  America  First  leaders  decided 

definitely  not  to  work  with  Armstrong's  No  Foreign  War  Cam- 
paign. Armstrong  and  Marshall  tried  to  draw  MacNider  and 

Castle  into  leadership  positions — and  failed.  After  conferring 
with  Marshall  in  New  York,  General  Robert  E.  Wood,  national 

chairman  of  America  First,  concluded  that  he  did  not  "question 
his  sincerity,  his  enthusiasm  and  his  energy,  but  he  would  be  a 
difficult  man  to  control  and  I  would  be  afraid  to  lend  my  name 
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to  the  committee  while  he  had  direction  of  the  work  of  the 

committee."  Instead,  Wood  and  Stuart  assigned  the  responsibil- 
ity for  co-ordinating  America  First  activities  with  the  various 

pacifist  organizations  to  Sidney  Hertzberg,  the  America  First 
publicity  director.  Hertzberg,  Jewish,  a  pacifist  and  a  socialist, 
had  good  relations  with  the  peace  organizations  and  was  vastly 
more  acceptable  to  them  than  Armstrong  or  Marshall  could 

be.8 With  the  collapse  of  the  No  Foreign  War  Campaign,  Verne 
Marshall,  O.  K.  Armstrong,  and  their  associates  promptly 
organized  a  No  Foreign  War  Committee  and  announced  it  to 

the  public  on  December  17,  1940.  With  financial  backing  from 

some  of  the  same  people  who  were  behind  Scribner's  Com- 
mentator, the  No  Foreign  War  Committee  might  concentrate  its 

strength  in  the  eastern  United  States,  while  America  First 
focused  on  the  Middle  West.  It  also  hoped  to  do  a  better  job  of 
reaching  the  man  in  the  street  than  the  more  aloof  America 

First  Committee  might.0 
Verne  Marshall  insisted  (then  and  later)  that  Colonel  Lind- 

bergh had  personally  persuaded  him  to  accept  the  chairmanship 
of  the  No  Foreign  War  Committee.  Lindbergh  insisted  (then 
and  later)  that  he  had  not  done  so.  Lindbergh  was  close  to 

Armstrong,  Stewart,  and  others  in  the  Committee,  and  he  par- 

ticipated in  the  discussions  that  culminated  in  its  formation.10 
He  had  agreed  to  address  a  rally  in  St.  Louis  to  be  organized  by 
Armstrong  and  sponsored  by  the  No  Foreign  War  Campaign 

(later  Committee),  providing  Armstrong  made  no  commit- 
ments or  announcements  without  prior  approval  by  Lindbergh. 

Armstrong  and  Marshall  pressed  ahead,  however,  with  arrange- 

ments that  were  not  acceptable  to  him.  In  the  ensuing  confu- 
sion, Lindbergh  called  off  the  St.  Louis  meeting  at  that  time.  He 

thought  the  arrangements  might  have  gone  satisfactorily  "if 
Armstrong  had  not  allowed  his  enthusiasm  to  push  him  quite  so 

fast."11 At  the  same  time,  Marshall  and  Armstrong  were  parting 
ways.  Both  were  energetic,  impulsive,  courageous,  patriotic, 

aggressive,  emotional,  "banty  rooster"  types.  Both  pushed 
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themselves  too  hard.  Each  thought  the  other  was  trying  to 

upstage  him;  each  questioned  the  judgment  and  good  faith  of 

the  other.  Passions  mounted.  Marshall's  emotions  became 
strained  to  the  breaking  point.  He  said  things  he  should  not 
have  said.  Finally,  Armstrong  resigned  from  the  No  Foreign 
War  Committee  on  January  13.  The  next  day  the  America  First 
national  committee  formally  approved  the  earlier  decision  by 

General  Wood  to  disassociate  America  First  from  "Verne  Mar- 

shall and  his  organization."12 
On  January  16,  1941,  Colonel  Lindbergh  telegraphed  a 

statement  to  the  press  services  that,  while  he  had  "attempted  to 
cooperate  with  all  American  organizations  opposed  to  our 

entering  the  war  in  Europe,"  he  had  "no  connection  with  the  No 
Foreign  War  Committee."  In  his  statement  he  said  that  he  had 
"attended  a  number  of  conferences  when  .  .  .  the  No  Foreign 
War  Committee,  was  being  formed"  but  found  himself  "unable 
to  support  the  methods  and  policies  adopted  by  the  new  organi- 

zation." He  pointed  out  that  he  had  "at  no  time  been  a  member 
of  the  Committee"  and  had  not  "contributed  to  its  financial 

support."  At  the  same  time,  he  pledged  his  continued  opposition 
to  American  entry  into  the  war.13 

Marshall,  abandoned  all  around  and  his  nerves  shot,  col- 
lapsed along  with  his  Committee.  Charges  of  every  sort  rained 

on  him,  including  allegations  that  he  was  anti-Semitic  and  pro- 
Nazi.  The  disintegration  was  so  complete  as  to  be  almost 

pathetic.  At  the  end  of  January,  Stuart  wrote:  "Both  Mr. 
Marshall's  committee  and  his  financial  backers  have  deserted 
him.  He  has  been  smeared  from  'hell  to  breakfast'  and  is  on  the 

verge  of  a  nervous  breakdown."  The  No  Foreign  War  Commit- 
tee formally  disbanded  in  April,  1941.  Verne  Marshall  was 

hospitalized  in  May  for  a  nervous  collapse  and  spent  many 

weeks  recovering  his  health.14 

The  fiasco  conceivably  may  be  attributed  both  to  Marshall's 
indiscretions  and  bad  judgment  and  to  the  effectiveness  of  his 
interventionist  assailants.  The  whole  traumatic  experience  made 
Lindbergh  even  more  wary  of  working  with  committees.  But  it 
also  increased  his  awareness  that  a  responsibly  led  organization 
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could  help  him  constructively  in  his  battle  against  intervention. 
O.  K.  Armstrong  retired  from  the  battleground  briefly  to  lick 

his  wounds,  but  he  was  soon  back  in  the  thick  of  things.  In 

May,  1 94 1,  the  America  First  Committee  hired  him  to  organize 

noninterventionist  meetings  in  the  interventionist  South — with 
strict  orders  to  undertake  only  projects  specifically  assigned  to 
him.  But  his  style  did  not  change.  In  his  typical  manner,  he 

wrote  Stuart  that  he  was  "ready  to  be  used  anywhere,  anytime, 
in  any  way,  and  you  know  that.  On  to  Atlanta!  We'll  take  that 
town  like  Sherman  never  dreamed  of."  Again,  things  did  not  go 
right.  Other  America  First  organizers  also  had  difficulties  in  the 
South,  but  Armstrong  failed  spectacularly  in  trying  to  organize 

a  meeting  in  Atlanta.  He  blamed  his  failure  on  "the  stupendous 
difficulties  thrown  in  our  way  in  the  interventionist  south." 
Difficulties  there  were,  but  the  America  First  leaders  concluded 

that  some  of  them  were  of  Armstrong's  own  making.  They  fired 
him  after  only  two  months  on  the  payroll.15  Charles  A.  Lind- 

bergh, however,  was  to  have  a  much  longer  run  with  America 
First. 
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JL  ROM  September,  1940,  until  December  7,  1941,  the  Amer- 
ica First  Committee  was  the  most  powerful  isolationist  or  non- 

interventionist  pressure  group  in  the  United  States.  And  from 
the  time  he  joined,  in  April,  1941,  until  Pearl  Harbor,  nearly 

eight  months  later,  Charles  A.  Lindbergh  was  the  Committee's 
most  popular  and  controversial  speaker. 

The  America  First  Committee  grew  out  of  an  earlier  student 
organization  at  Yale  University  led  by  R.  Douglas  Stuart,  Jr.,  a 

twenty-four-year-old  law  student  and  son  of  the  first  vice- 
president  of  the  Quaker  Oats  Company.  During  the  summer  of 
1940,  young  Stuart  won  the  support  of  prominent  middle 

western  business  and  political  leaders  for  a  national  organiza- 
tion. On  September  4,  1940,  the  Committee  announced  its 

formation,  with  national  headquarters  in  Chicago.1 
General  Robert  E.  Wood,  chairman  of  the  board  of  Sears 

Roebuck  and  Company,  served  as  national  chairman  of  America 
First,  and  Stuart  was  national  director.  Wood,  born  in  Kansas 

in  1879,  was  graduated  from  West  Point  in  1900.  He  served  in 
the  Philippines  during  the  insurrection  and  in  Panama  while  the 
canal  was  being  built.  During  World  War  I  he  was  Acting 
Quartermaster  General.  After  the  war  he  retired  from  the  Army 

and  became  vice-president  of  Montgomery  Ward  and  Company, 
before  moving  to  Sears  Roebuck  as  vice-president  in  1924.  He 
became  president  of  Sears  in  1928  and  chairman  of  the  board  in 

I939-  Though  a  Republican  and  a  businessman,  Wood  con- 
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sidered  himself  a  liberal.  He  voted  for  Roosevelt  in  1932, 

supported  much  of  the  early  New  Deal,  and  with  growing 

misgivings  voted  for  Roosevelt  again  in  193 6. 2  A  skilled  ad- 
ministrator, he  commanded  the  respect  of  other  America  First 

leaders  and  tempered  differences  among  them  that  might  have 

reduced  the  Committee's  effectiveness. 
Young  Stuart  had  studied  government  and  international  rela- 

tions at  Princeton  University,  graduating  in  1937.  He  spent 
several  months  traveling  in  Europe  before  entering  the  Yale 
University  Law  School  in  1938.  He  held  an  Army  Reserve 
Officers  Training  Corps  commission.  Handsome,  personable,  and 

idealistic,  Stuart  gave  to  the  limits  of  his  capacities  in  the  Com- 

mittee's battle  against  intervention/5  Some  criticized  his  youth 
and  lack  of  administrative  experience,  but  his  judgment  on 
matters  of  policy  generally  was  sound. 

General  Wood,  Stuart,  and  five  others  from  the  Middle  West 

(mostly  businessmen)  formed  the  executive  committee  that 
shaped  and  supervised  America  First  policies.  More  than  fifty 
prominent  individuals  served  at  one  time  or  another  on  a  larger 
national  committee.  Among  the  more  noted  members  of  the 
national  committee  were  John  T.  Flynn,  Hanford  MacNider, 
William  R.  Castle,  George  N.  Peek,  Chester  Bowles,  Mrs. 

Bennett  Champ  Clark,  Mrs.  Burton  K.  Wheeler,  Alice  Roose- 
velt Longworth,  Edward  Rickenbacker,  Kathleen  Norris,  and 

Lillian  Gish  Henry  Ford  was  a  member  of  the  national  com- 
mittee for  a  time  in  the  fall  of  1940,  but  the  Committee  dropped 

him  in  an  effort  to  reduce  its  vulnerability  to  the  charge  of  anti- 
Semitism. 

The  Committee  financed  its  battle  against  intervention 
through  voluntary  contributions.  William  H.  Regnery  of  Chicago, 
president  of  the  Western  Shade  Cloth  Company  and  a  member  of 
the  America  First  executive  committee,  was  the  largest  financial 
backer.  Altogether  the  America  First  national  headquarters 

received  around  $370,000  from  approximately  25,000  contrib- 
utors. Local  chapters  were  largely  self-supporting  through  vol- 

untary contributions  and  were  more  dependent  on  small 
contributions  than  was  the  national  headquarters. 
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In  the  fall  of  1940,  the  Committee  placed  full-page  advertise- 
ments in  major  newspapers  and  sponsored  radio  broadcasts. 

Though  most  of  its  leaders  and  members  were  Republicans,  it 

also  included  many  Democrats  and  earnestly  tried  to  be  non- 
partisan. America  First  took  no  official  position  on  the  presiden- 

tial election  of  1940,  but  General  Wood  hoped  that  its 
newspaper  advertisements  would  help  inject  the  foreign  policy 
issue  into  the  campaign. 

In  November,  the  Committee  began  to  organize  local  chap- 
ters in  cities  and  towns  all  over  the  country.  The  chapter  system 

took  advantage  of  local  enthusiasm  for  the  noninterventionist 
view,  and  it  decentralized  the  financing  of  the  battle  against 

intervention.  The  Committee's  greatest  growth  occurred  be- 
tween December,  1940,  and  May,  1941.  By  December  7,  1941, 

the  America  First  Committee  had  approximately  450  chapters 
and  subchapters.  Its  total  national  membership  was  around 
800,000  to  850,000.  The  Committee  had  members  in  every 
state  and  organized  chapters  in  most  of  them,  but  it  won  its 
greatest  strength  in  the  Middle  West.  It  was  least  successful  in 
the  interventionist  South.  Among  the  more  prominent  and 
active  of  the  speakers  at  major  America  First  rallies  were 
Senator  Burton  K.  Wheeler,  Democrat  from  Montana,  and 
Senator  Gerald  P.  Nye,  Republican  from  North  Dakota. 

Its  original  public  announcement,  in  September,  1940,  in- 
cluded the  following  statement  of  the  America  First  Commit- 

tee's Principles : 

"1.  The  United  States  must  build  an  impregnable  defense  for America. 

"2.  No  foreign  power,  nor  group  of  powers,  can  successfully 
attack  a  prepared  America. 

"3.  American  democracy  can  be  preserved  only  by  keeping 
out  of  the  European  war. 

"4.  'Aid  short  of  war'  weakens  national  defense  at  home  and 
threatens  to  involve  America  in  war  abroad." 

Early  in  1941,  the  Committee  battled  against  enactment  of 

lend-lease.  After  President  Roosevelt  signed  lend-lease  into  law 
on  March  11,  1 941,  it  crusaded  against  the  use  of  the  American 
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Navy  to  escort  convoys  to  Britain,  fearing  shooting  incidents 

that  might  drag  the  United  States  into  the  war.4 
Colonel  Lindbergh  was  not  a  member  of  America  First 

during  the  first  half  of  its  existence.  He  repeatedly  encouraged 
its  organizational  efforts,  and  he  was  in  touch  with  some  leaders 
of  the  Committee  even  before  it  was  created.  But  he  preferred 
to  keep  his  own  efforts  independent  of  the  constraints  that 
organizational  affiliation  might  have  imposed.  For  reasons  of  his 
own,  neither  did  Stuart  want  the  America  First  Committee  to 

identify  too  closely  with  Lindbergh. 

As  early  as  November,  1939,  Stuart's  student  group  at  Yale 
had  written  to  Lindbergh  asking  him  to  address  a  mass  meet- 

ing— but  got  no  response.  In  July,  1940,  O.  K.  Armstrong 
served  briefly  as  a  communications  intermediary  between 

Stuart's  group  and  the  aviator.  Stuart  and  Lindbergh  first  met 
early  in  August,  1940,  when  the  Colonel  was  in  Chicago  to 
address  the  Keep  America  Out  of  War  rally,  and  when  Stuart 
was  in  the  process  of  developing  his  student  group  into  a 
national  organization.  In  conversation  at  dinner  at  that  time, 

Stuart  found  Lindbergh  to  be  "a  most  attractive  guy  and  a  very 
clear  thinker."  He  thought  Lindbergh  was  "a  very  sincere  and 
courageous  American  who  has  the  habit  of  sticking  his  neck 

out."  Stuart  was  uneasy  about  the  extreme  conservatism  of 
some  around  the  Colonel.  He  feared  that  if  the  America  First 

Committee  were  to  identify  publicly  with  Lindbergh,  it  would 

bring  attacks  and  "smears"  that  could  discredit  the  new  organi- 

zation and  reduce  its  effectiveness.  Consequently,  Lindbergh's 
frequently  expressed  desire  to  remain  independent  made  it  easy 

for  Stuart  to  avoid  inviting  him  to  join  the  Committee.5 
The  eagerness  of  interventionist  critics,  in  the  fall  of  1940,  to 

seize  on  any  opportunity  to  identify  Lindbergh  with  America 

First  strengthened  Stuart  in  his  original  conviction.  When  Lind- 
bergh agreed  to  speak  at  Yale  in  October,  Stuart  urged  King- 

man Brewster  to  "handle  the  public  relations  carefully."  He 
wanted  it  made  clear  that  the  invitation  came  from  the  local 

group  at  Yale  rather  than  from  the  national  America  First 

Committee.  Both  Stuart  and  Lindbergh  attended  O.  K,  Arm- 
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strong's  Emergency  Peace  Conference  in  October,  and  in  differ- 
ent ways  both  were  concerned  over  the  controversies  surround- 
ing the  No  Foreign  War  Campaign  and  the  later  No  Foreign 

War  Committee.  Those  experiences  further  increased  Stuart's 
misgivings  about  some  of  the  conservative  isolationists  identi- 

fied with  Lindbergh.6 
For  his  part,  Colonel  Lindbergh  was  pleased  with  the  devel- 

opment of  America  First  and  tried  to  be  helpful.  When  indi- 
viduals sent  him  contributions  to  support  his  noninterventionist 

activities,  Lindbergh  returned  the  checks,  enclosed  an  America 
First  circular,  and  suggested  that  the  Committee  needed  all  the 
help  it  could  get.  His  discussions  with  Henry  Ford  played  a 

major  role  in  the  industrialist's  decision  to  serve  on  the  America 
First  national  committee.  Lindbergh  contributed  $100  to  the 
Committee  and  allowed  his  name  to  be  included  when  the 

Committee  made  public  a  list  of  its  contributors.  His  testimony 

against  lend-lease  before  the  Senate  Foreign  Relations  Commit- 
tee and  his  "A  Letter  to  Americans"  in  Collier's  were  both 

printed  in  the  Congressional  Record.  Congressmen  and  Sena- 
tors could  legally  send  bulk  packages  of  franked  reprints  from 

the  Record  to  an  addressee,  who  could  then  address  them  to 

individuals  and  remail  them  free,  using  the  legislator's  frank.  In 
that  way  the  America  First  Committee  mailed  out  many  thou- 

sands of  copies  of  the  Lindbergh  items  to  people  on  its  mailing 

lists.7 
Though  Stuart  thought  it  wiser  not  to  have  Lindbergh  as  a 

member  of  America  First,  General  Wood  thought  differently. 
Wood  and  Stuart  had  very  real  affection  and  respect  for  each 
other.  They  held  essentially  the  same  foreign  policy  views,  and 
they  shared  a  determination  to  guard  the  respectability  of  the 
Committee,  in  order  to  enhance  its  effectiveness.  But  General 
Wood  was  less  cautious  than  Stuart  in  that  regard,  he  was  more 
conservative  in  his  views,  and  he  felt  a  growing  need  to  solicit 

Lindbergh's  help  in  the  leadership  of  the  Committee.  General 
Wood's  responsibilities  in  directing  Sears  Roebuck  left  him  with 
less  time  and  energy  for  active  leadership  of  America  First  than 
were  required.  He  was  uneasy  lest  his  Committee  activities 
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harm  the  corporation  he  headed.  He  repeatedly  asked  to  step 
down.  And  he  hoped  that  Lindbergh  might  succeed  him  as 
national  chairman  of  America  First. 

General  Wood  and  Colonel  Lindbergh  first  met  in  the  offices 

of  Harry  Bennett  at  the  Ford  Motor  Company's  River  Rouge 
plant  in  Michigan,  on  September  16,  1940,  not  long  after  the 
formation  of  America  First.  They  and  Stuart  were  there  to 
recruit  Henry  Ford  as  a  member  of  the  national  committee. 
From  the  first,  Wood  and  Lindbergh  liked  and  respected  each 
other.  Throughout  his  dealings  with  America  First,  Lindbergh 
communicated  most  frankly  and  confidentially  with  General 
Wood.  After  their  first  meeting  they  exchanged  views  in  private 
correspondence.  They  consulted  personally  on  December  12, 
1940,  when  Wood  was  in  New  York  for  a  meeting  of  the 
National  Association  of  Manufacturers  and  also  to  confer  on 

relations  between  the  America  First  and  No  Foreign  War 
organizations.  They  visited  when  Wood  was  again  in  New  York 

late  in  January,  1941.8 
At  a  meeting  of  the  America  First  executive  committee  on 

March  28,  1941,  General  Wood  again  emphasized  his  desire  to 

step  down  from  the  chairmanship  and  his  belief  that  the  Com- 
mittee needed  a  full-time  chairman.  He  thought  Colonel  Lind- 

bergh was  the  best  man  for  the  position.  Lindbergh  "had 
emerged  as  the  real  leader  of  our  point  of  view,  with  a  tremen- 

dous following  amongst  the  people  of  this  country. "  Stuart 
"admired  Colonel  Lindbergh  and  thought  him  a  very  great 
citizen,"  but  he  believed  "the  smear  campaign  which  had  been 
leveled  against  him  throughout  the  country  removed  him  as  a 

possible  head  of  this  Committee."  After  thorough  discussion, 
the  executive  committee  authorized  General  Wood  to  write 

Lindbergh  asking  if  he  would  serve  as  chairman  of  America 

First,  subject  to  approval  by  a  majority  of  the  national  commit- 

tee. In  his  letter  to  the  Colonel,  General  Wood  wrote:  "Your 
patriotism,  your  courage,  your  intellectual  honesty  have  made 
you  stand  out  as  the  head  of  all  the  elements  that  are  opposed 

to  our  entry  into  this  European  conflict."  Wood  emphasized 
that  he  would  continue  as  a  member  of  the  Committee  and  that 
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his  dedication  to  its  cause  was  not  diminished.  But  he  thought 

America  First  was  "seriously  handicapped1'  by  his  inability  to 
"devote  the  necessary  time  to  it."  General  Wood  and  Stuart  also 
went  to  New  York,  where  they  conferred  privately  with  Lind- 

bergh.9 
Colonel  Lindbergh  was  troubled  when  he  discovered  that 

word  of  his  being  considered  for  chairman  of  America  First  had 
leaked  to  members  of  the  New  York  chapter  even  before  he 
talked  to  Wood.  And  he  feared  that  cleavages  on  the  matter, 
along  with  festering  friction  within  the  New  York  chapter, 

might  worsen  if  he  were  named  chairman.  He  thought  "it  would 
be  a  great  mistake,  from  every  standpoint,  for  me  to  take  a 
leading  position  in  the  America  First  Committee  at  a  time  when 

internal  friction  may  come  to  a  head."  He  feared  that  the 
interventionist  opposition  "would  seize  upon  this  immediately  in 
an  attempt  to  discredit  the  Committee  and  to  nullify,  as  far  as 

possible,  the  unifying  effect  we  are  striving  for  among  anti- 

interventionist  forces."  As  an  alternative,  Lindbergh  suggested 
that  he  become  a  member  of  the  national  committee,  address  an 

America  First  meeting,  and  urge  noninterventionists  to  rally  to 

the  Committee  "in  a  unified  effort  to  counteract  the  trend  of 

intervention."  He  thought  he  "could  help  to  increase  the  mem- 
bership and  influence  of  the  Committee  in  this  way  without 

precipitating  the  friction  and  argument  which  apparently  would 

be  involved  in  my  taking  a  leading  position  at  this  moment."  He 
thought  it  "essential"  for  America  First  "to  act  with  the  utmost 
rapidity,"  because  America's  "decision  on  intervention"  must 
be  made  "in  the  very  near  future."10 

At  a  meeting  of  the  America  First  executive  committee  on 

April  10,  General  Wood  read  a  letter  from  Lindbergh  declining 
the  chairmanship  but  agreeing  to  become  a  member  of  the 
national  committee.  The  executive  committee  promptly  added 

Lindbergh  to  the  national  committee — the  decision  to  be  an- 
nounced in  connection  with  an  America  First  rally  in  Chicago 

later  in  April.11 
General  Wood  and  Stuart  concurred  in  the  decision  without 

abandoning  their  separate  convictions  on  the  matter.  Wood 
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continued  to  believe  that  Lindbergh  was  "the  one  man  in  the 
United  States  to  head  up  this  committee  and  rally  ...  the 
sentiment  in  this  country  that  is  opposed  to  our  entry  into  the 

war."  He  still  hoped  that  "if  the  announcement  [of  Lindbergh's 
membership]  is  received  with  the  enthusiasm"  he  expected,  "by 
June  ist  at  the  latest  the  time  will  be  ripe"  for  Lindbergh  to 
accept  the  chairmanship.  In  contrast,  Stuart  still  had  misgivings 
about  the  wisdom  of  adding  Lindbergh  to  the  Committee.  He 

conceded  that  Lindbergh's  membership  would  "give  the  Com- 
mittee a  big  lift  throughout  the  country,"  but  he  expected  "the 

smearing  to  start."12 
At  the  same  time,  some  were  advising  Lindbergh  not  to  tie  up 

with  America  First.  Judge  William  J.  Grace  of  the  Citizens 

Keep  America  Out  of  War  Committee  wrote  Lindbergh  com- 
plaining that  America  First  was  straddling  the  fence  in  its 

position  on  aid  to  Britain  even  though  "aid  to  Britain  means 
nothing  else  but  war."  Grace  charged  that  America  First  had 
been  unwilling  to  co-operate  with  his  or  other  noninterventionist 

groups.  He  saw  America  First  as  "little  more  or  less  than  an 
opportunity  for  some  ladies  and  gentlemen  of  the  social  register 
to  bask  in  limelight  or  public  attention  without  mixing  up  with 
the  hoi  polloi  in  the  matter  of  doing  the  front  line  soldier  rough 

work  which  is  necessary  to  win  both  in  war  as  well  as  in  peace- 

time activity."  But  Lindbergh  responded  that  it  was  "essential 
to  combine  our  forces  against  intervention"  and  that  he  tried 

"to  cooperate  with  all  reliable  organizations  opposing  interven- 
tion." He  believed  that  "In  these  times,  one  cannot  search  too 

long  for  perfection."  He  thought  it  "essential  to  act  quickly."13 
In  practice,  Charles  A.  Lindbergh's  role  in  America  First, 

from  April  to  December,  1941,  did  give  the  Committee  a  boost. 
He  was  its  most  popular  speaker.  He  won  new  members  and 
rallied  enthusiasm  for  the  Committee  and  its  cause.  He  had 

become  the  acclaimed  leader  for  the  noninterventionist  move- 
ment. But  the  attacks  on  the  Committee  did  increase  greatly 

after  he  became  a  member.  Critics  seized  on  his  statements  to 

"smear"  the  organization  and  the  movement.  During  the  last 
half  of  1 94 1,  interventionist  attacks  and  "smears"  won  far  more 
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attention  in  the  press  than  the  efforts  to  prevent  entry  into  the 
war  did.  One  can  only  guess  whether  the  patterns  would  have 
been  substantially  different  if  Lindbergh  had  never  joined  the 
Committee.  Interventionists  were  gaining  strength  and  boldness; 
noninterventionists  were  falling  under  the  domestic  and  foreign 
avalanche  that  was  to  destroy  them.  Late  in  May,  General 
Wood  again  urged  Lindbergh  to  become  chairman  of  America 

First,  and  once  again  Lindbergh  declined.14  General  Wood 
continued  as  national  chairman  of  the  Committee  until  it  dis- 

banded after  Pearl  Harbor. 

Colonel  Lindbergh  addressed  his  first  rally  as  a  member  of 
America  First  at  the  Chicago  Arena  on  April  17,  1941.  Ten 
thousand  people  crowded  in  to  hear  him,  with  an  overflow  of 
some  4,000  outside.  The  enthusiastic  audience  interrupted  him 

with  applause  and  cheers  some  thirty  times  in  a  twenty-five- 
minute  speech.  He  urged  support  for  America  First  whatever 

the  listener's  views  on  aid  to  Britain  were  (America  First 
approved  it  if  it  were  truly  aid-short-of-war;  Lindbergh  thought 
aid  unwise  both  for  Britain  and  the  United  States).  He  referred 

to  America  First  as  "a  purely  American  organization  founded 
to  give  voice  to  the  hundred  odd  million  people  in  our  country 

who  oppose  sending  our  soldiers  to  Europe  again."  His  two-day 
stay  in  Chicago  also  included  consultations  with  America  First 

and  noninterventionist  leaders  in  the  area — including  General 
Wood,  Stuart,  Judge  Grace,  and  President  Robert  M.  Hutchins 

of  the  University  of  Chicago.15 
Altogether,  Lindbergh  addressed  overflow  audiences  at  thir- 

teen America  First  rallies  in  almost  every  part  of  the  United 
States.  No  other  speaker  attracted  such  huge  crowds,  won  such 

enthusiastic  acclaim,  or  was  subjected  to  such  vehement  criti- 
cism from  interventionists.  He  spoke  at  huge  America  First 

rallies  in  New  York  City  in  April,  May,  and  October.  In  May  he 

also  addressed  meetings  in  St.  Louis,  Minneapolis,  and  Phila- 
delphia. In  June  he  spoke  before  that  huge  audience  in  the 

Hollywood  Bowl,  near  Los  Angeles.  In  July  he  spoke  in  San 
Francisco.  In  August  he  addressed  meetings  in  Cleveland  and 
Oklahoma  City.  In  September  he  gave  a  highly  controversial 
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speech  in  Des  Moines.  The  Fort  Wayne  chapter,  by  winning  an 
America  First  membership  drive,  won  a  Lindbergh  rally  in 
October.  He  delivered  his  final  America  First  address  in  New 

York's  Madison  Square  Garden  on  October  30,  1941.  He  had 
planned  to  speak  in  Boston  on  December  12,  but  by  then  Pearl 

Harbor  had  brought  the  United  States  into  the  war.16  He  wrote 
all  his  own  speeches,  taking  great  pains  to  compose  them  care- 

fully. And  he  paid  all  his  own  expenses  in  his  noninterventionist 

activities.17 
In  addition,  dozens  of  other  America  First  chapters  sought 

him  to  address  their  meetings.  Many  of  them  conducted  major 

drives  to  persuade  America  First  to  give  them  a  "Lindbergh 
rally."  As  Stuart  wrote  him,  "If  you  can  just  arrange  to  divide 
yourself  into  118  equal  parts,  all  the  America  First  representa- 

tives will  be  happy."18 
Lindbergh  also  advised  on  Committee  policy,  particularly 

through  correspondence  and  consultation  with  General  Wood 
and  Stuart.  The  Committee  reached  its  peak  of  strength  and 
controversy  while  he  was  a  member.  But  the  interventionists 

also  stepped  up  their  opposition;  they  concentrated  their  attacks 
on  America  First  in  general  and  on  Colonel  Lindbergh  in 

particular.  At  the  core  of  that  opposition  was  President  Frank- 
lin D.  Roosevelt's  administration. 
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A  RANKLIN  D.  ROOSEVELT  the  political  statesman  and 

Charles  A.  Lindbergh  the  aviator  were  two  of  the  most  charis- 
matic Americans  of  the  twentieth  century.  Each  inspired  the 

worshipful  adoration  of  millions;  each  aroused  passionate 
hatred  from  others.  So  long  as  they  performed  in  separate 
spheres  there  was  no  contest  between  them.  But  when  either 
invaded  the  domain  of  the  other  (as  when  the  Roosevelt 
administration  canceled  commercial  air  mail  contracts  in  1934, 

or  when  Lindbergh  spoke  out  on  foreign  affairs  from  1939  to 
1 94 1 ),  the  result  was  a  battle  of  the  giants. 

In  most  respects  Roosevelt  and  Lindbergh  provided  a  study 

in  contrasts.  Though  each  was  widely  traveled,  Lindbergh's 
family  roots  were  in  the  rural  and  small  town  Middle  West; 

Roosevelt's  were  in  the  Northeast.  Neither  had  distinguished 

himself  academically,  but  Roosevelt's  studies  at  Groton,  Har- 
vard, and  Columbia  provided  him  with  more  impressive  creden- 

tials than  Lindbergh  possessed  from  his  attendance  at  scattered 
public  elementary  and  secondary  schools  and  his  unenthusiastic 
stay  of  less  than  two  years  at  the  University  of  Wisconsin. 

Neither  was  a  pacifist,  but  Roosevelt's  great  love  was  the  sea 
and  the  Navy;  for  Lindbergh  it  was  aviation  and  the  Air  Corps. 
Roosevelt  loved  politics  and  was  the  supreme  master  of  the  art; 
Lindbergh  had  disliked  politics  since  childhood  and  disdained 
the  political  arts.  Roosevelt  enjoyed  the  limelight  and  delighted 
in  playing  to  his  audience;  Lindbergh  was  the  most  private  of 
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individuals  and  thought  it  demeaning  to  make  a  play  for 
popularity.  Roosevelt  could  be  intuitive,  clever,  and  devious; 
Lindbergh  was  direct,  candid,  and  honest.  Lindbergh  had  an 

obsession  for  technical  precision  and  factual  accuracy;  Roose- 
velt could  be  loose  with  details  but  alert  to  political  possibilities 

and  limitations.  Each  was  a  "doer,"  a  man  of  action. 
Despite  the  charges  made  against  each  of  them  at  the  time, 

Roosevelt  was  not  pro-Communist  and  Lindbergh  was  not  pro- 
Nazi.  But  Roosevelt  was  anti-German,  while  Lindbergh  found 
much  to  admire  in  the  Germans.  Roosevelt  viewed  Nazi  Ger- 

many as  a  vastly  more  dangerous  menace  to  America  and  the 
world  than  Communist  Russia;  Lindbergh  saw  Germany  as  a 
barrier  for  the  West  against  challenges  from  Asia  spearheaded 

by  the  Soviet  Union.  Roosevelt  thought  no  peace  with  Hitler's 
Germany  could  endure;  Lindbergh  repeatedly  urged  a  negoti- 

ated settlement  in  Europe.  Roosevelt  favored  aid-short-of-war 
to  the  victims  of  Axis  aggression;  Lindbergh  believed  that  aid 

would  prolong  the  war  abroad  and  weaken  America's  defenses 
without  altering  the  course  of  the  European  war.  Roosevelt 
believed  the  defeat  of  Nazi  Germany  to  be  essential  for  peace 
and  security;  Lindbergh  thought  that  a  war  sufficiently  massive 
to  defeat  Germany  could  also  destroy  Western  civilization  and 
benefit  Communist  Russia.  By  1941,  both  men  realized  that 
Charles  A.  Lindbergh  was  the  most  formidable  adversary  of 

President  Roosevelt's  policies  toward  the  European  war.  They 
acted  accordingly. 

In  December,  1933,  Roosevelt  had  wired  his  congratulations 
to  Anne  and  Charles  Lindbergh  on  the  completion  of  their  flight 

exploring  potential  commercial  air  routes  across  the  Atlantic.1 
Early  in  1934,  however,  the  President  was  troubled  by  the 

Colonel's  public  criticism  of  Postmaster  General  James  A. 
Farley's  cancellation  of  air  mail  contracts.  Lindbergh  charged 
that  Farley's  action  condemned  "the  largest  portion  of  our 
commercial  aviation  without  just  trial."  He  declined  an  invita- 

tion from  Secretary  of  War  George  H.  Dern  to  serve  on  a 
special  committee  to  report  on  Army  aviation  in  relation  to 

national  defense.  He  wanted  nothing  to  do  with  the  promul- 
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gators  of  the  executive  action  that  had  compelled  the  Army  to 

take  over  the  commercial  air  mail  system.2 
Lindbergh  never  voted  for  Roosevelt  in  any  election.  The 

Colonel  unenthusiastically  cast  his  ballot  for  Herbert  Hoover 
against  Roosevelt  in  1932;  he  was  out  of  the  country  in  1936 
and  did  not  vote  at  all;  he  voted  for  Wendell  Willkie  against 

Roosevelt  in  1940,  and  for  Thomas  E.  Dewey  in  1944.3 
Colonel  Lindbergh  had  co-operated  closely  with  Truman 

Smith  and  Ambassador  Hugh  R.  Wilson  in  Berlin,  with  Ambas- 
sador Joseph  P.  Kennedy  in  London,  with  Ambassador  William 

C.  Bullitt  in  Paris,  with  General  H.  H.  Arnold  of  the  Air  Corps, 

and  with  others  of  President  Roosevelt's  appointees.  But  how- 
ever valuable  his  help  may  have  been,  the  dealings  of  those 

officials  with  Lindbergh  did  not  enhance  their  status  with  the 

President.  Roosevelt's  call  for  50,000  military  airplanes  a  year 
was  consistent  with  Lindbergh's  emphasis  on  building  American 
air  power.  But  the  President's  sensational  focus  on  numbers 
departed  from  the  priority  Lindbergh  gave  to  research  and 
development. 

President  Hoover  had  appointed  Colonel  Lindbergh  to  the 
National  Advisory  Committee  for  Aeronautics  in  193 1.  He 

continued  to  serve  on  NACA  under  Roosevelt,  until  he  re- 
signed on  December  1,  1939.  In  1938,  Lindbergh  had  been 

approached  about  an  appointment  as  Chairman  of  the  new  Civil 
Aeronautics  Authority,  but  he  had  declined.  The  Colonel  and 
the  President  had  met  personally  only  once,  at  the  White  House, 
when  the  aviator  went  on  active  duty  with  the  Air  Corps  in 
April,  1939.  Just  before  his  first  noninterventionist  broadcast  he 
had  been  approached  indirectly  about  a  position  as  Secretary  of 

Air  in  the  President's  Cabinet.  Late  in  September,  1939,  Mrs. 
Roosevelt  had  urged  Mrs.  Lindbergh  to  address  a  Democratic 

luncheon  in  Philadelphia,  but  Anne  had  graciously  declined.4 
The  President  and  the  Colonel  were  warily  stalking  each  other 

as  Lindbergh  began  his  active  opposition  to  Roosevelt's  foreign 
policies. 

Initially,  Roosevelt  did  not  honor  Lindbergh's  opposition 
with  any  public  references.  But  in  personal  conferences,  letters, 
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and  public  addresses  the  President  skillfully  guided  American 
public  opinion  away  from  isolationism  toward  internationalism 
of  an  aid-short-of-war  variety.  He  encouraged  interventionists 
to  organize  against  the  isolationists.  In  private  conversations 
and  correspondence  he  criticized  Colonel  Lindbergh,  Senator 
Burton  K.  Wheeler,  Senator  Gerald  P.  Nye,  and  others  who 
opposed  his  foreign  policies.  And  by  1941  his  feuds  with 
Lindbergh  and  Wheeler  were  headlined  across  the  land. 

In  December,  1939,  President  Roosevelt  invited  the  mellow 
old  Kansas  Republican  newspaper  editor  William  Allen  White 
to  spend  a  night  at  the  White  House.  The  President  wanted  the 

newsman's  help  in  getting  "the  American  people  to  think  of 
conceivable  consequences  [of  the  war  in  Europe  and  Asia] 
without  scaring  the  people  into  thinking  that  they  are  going  to 

be  dragged  into  this  war."  A  direct  result  of  that  overture  was 
the  formation  of  the  Committee  to  Defend  America  by  Aiding 

the  Allies,  under  White's  chairmanship.  Among  all  the  foreign 
policy  pressure  groups  that  existed  before  Pearl  Harbor,  the  so- 
called  White  Committee  was  the  principal  adversary  of  America 

First.  In  1940  and  the  early  months  of  1941,  its  leaders  con- 
sulted frequently  with  administration  policy  makers.  Its  stand 

on  foreign  affairs  corresponded  closely  to  President  Roosevelt's 
public  positions  at  the  time.  Though  its  influence  waned  during 
the  last  half  of  1941,  it  continued  active  until  after  Pearl 

Harbor.5 
May  20,  1940,  was  the  day  that  White  publicly  announced 

the  formation  of  his  Committee;  it  was  the  day  after  Lind- 

bergh's broadcast  on  "The  Air  Defense  of  America";  it  was  a 
few  days  before  Britain  evacuated  its  forces  from  Europe  at 
Dunkirk;  and  it  was  only  a  month  before  France  surrendered  to 

Hitler's  Germany.  On  that  date,  President  Roosevelt  confided  to 
his  Secretary  of  the  Treasury,  Henry  Morgenthau,  Jr.:  "If  I 
should  die  tomorrow,  I  want  you  to  know  this.  I  am  absolutely 

convinced  that  Lindbergh  is  a  Nazi."  The  next  day  the  President 
wrote  Henry  L.  Stimson,  who  was  soon  to  join  his  Cabinet  as 

Secretary  of  War,  that  he  was  worried  "by  'fifth  column'  activ- 
ities over  here."  He  wrote:  "When  I  read  Lindbergh's  speech  I 

felt  that  it  could  not  have  been  better  put  if  it  had  been  written 
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by  Goebbels  himself.  What  a  pity  that  this  youngster  has 
completely  abandoned  his  belief  in  our  form  of  government  and 

has  accepted  Nazi  methods  because  apparently  they  are  effi- 

cient."0 Interventionists  increasingly  used  that  tactic  of  identify- 
ing isolationists  with  Nazism  to  discredit  Lindbergh  and  other 

noninterventionist  opponents  of  the  administration's  foreign 
policies. 

On  the  same  day  as  the  Stimson  letter,  May  21,  1940,  the 

President  authorized  the  Attorney  General  "to  secure  informa- 
tion by  listening  devices  direct  to  the  conversation  or  other 

communications  of  persons  suspected  of  subversive  activities 

against  the  Government  of  the  United  States,  including  sus- 

pected spies."  Many  telegrams  received  at  the  White  House 
criticizing  the  President's  defense  policies  were  being  referred  to 
J.  Edgar  Hoover,  Director  of  the  Federal  Bureau  of  Investiga- 

tion. In  May,  1941,  correspondence  endorsing  Lindbergh's 
opposition  to  the  use  of  American  ships  to  escort  convoys  was 

removed  from  White  House  files  and  "sent  to  Secret  Service." 
In  November,  1941,  the  President  asked  his  Attorney  General 

"about  the  possibility  of  a  Grand  Jury  investigation  of  the 

money  sources  behind  the  America  First  Committee."7 
The  White  House  helped  arrange  for  Senators  and  others  to 

broadcast  critical  replies  to  Lindbergh's  noninterventionist 
speeches.  It  obtained  the  services  of  Assistant  Secretary  of  State 

Adolf  A.  Berle  and  the  Democratic  National  Committee's 
Director  of  Radio  to  help  with  those  replies.  For  example, 
Democratic  Senator  James  Byrnes  of  South  Carolina  broadcast 

a  vigorous  attack  on  Lindbergh  after  his  radio  address  of  May 
19,  1940.  The  White  House  got  Democratic  Senator  Key 

Pittman  of  Nevada  to  broadcast  "the  same  sort  of  beating  that 

JB  gave  him"  after  Lindbergh's  speech  of  June  15.  Democratic 
Senator  Scott  Lucas  of  Illinois  answered  Lindbergh's  speech  of 
August  4  in  Chicago,  and  Senator  Claude  Pepper  of  Florida 
vehemently  denounced  the  Colonel  from  the  Senate  floor.  Adolf 

Berle  helped  former  Assistant  Secretary  of  War  Louis  A.  John- 
son write  the  speech  that  he  broadcast  in  response  to  Lind- 

bergh's address  of  October  14,  1940. 8 

President  Roosevelt's  pugnacious  Secretary  of  the  Interior, 
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Harold  L.  Ickes,  began  his  spirited  public  attacks  on  Lindbergh 
as  early  as  December,  1938.  He  repeated  them  often  thereafter, 
with  increasing  ferocity.  To  keep  track  of  what  Lindbergh  was 
saying,  Ickes  maintained  a  complete  indexed  file  of  all  the 

airman's  noninterventionist  speeches.  Ickes  strongly  urged  the 
administration  to  organize  propaganda  to  build  national  unity 
and  to  combat  the  isolationists.  Late  in  1940,  Roosevelt  named 
him  to  chair  a  Cabinet  committee  to  consider  the  matter.  On 

December  19,  the  President's  Cabinet  had  "a  long  talk  over  the 
alarming  growth  of  the  appeasement  movement  headed  up  by 
General  Wood  and  Lindbergh  and  various  others,  which  is 

assuming  dangerous  proportions."  Secretary  of  War  Stimson 
thought  "It  would  be  shocking  if  these  people,  who  have  no 
morals  on  international  affairs,  should  succeed  in  stalling  all 

action."0 Speaking  at  Columbia  University  around  that  time,  Secretary 

Ickes  called  Colonel  Lindbergh  a  "peripatetic  appeaser  who 
would  abjectly  surrender  his  sword  even  before  it  is  demanded." 
On  April  13,  1941,  four  days  before  Lindbergh  gave  his  first 
address  as  a  member  of  America  First,  Ickes  spoke  at  a  dinner 

in  Chicago  sponsored  by  the  Jewish  National  Workers'  Alliance 
of  America.  In  his  speech,  Ickes  accused  Lindbergh  of  being 

the  "No.  1  Nazi  fellow  traveler"  in  the  United  States  and  "the 

first  American  to  raise  aloft  the  standard  of  pro-Naziism."  He 
said  the  aviator  was  "the  proud  possessor  of  a  Nazi  decoration 
which  has  already  been  well  earned."  Ickes  described  Anne 
Lindbergh's  little  book,  The  Wave  of  the  Future,  as  "the  bible 
of  every  American  Nazi,  Fascist,  Bundist,  and  appeaser."  In  his 
opinion,  the  America  First  Committee  should  have  been  re- 

named "the  America  Next"  Committee.  He  insisted  that  it 

attracted  "antidemocrats,  appeasers,  labor  baiters,  and  anti- 
Semites"  and  that  Hitler  was  "enthusiastic  about  it."10 

President  Roosevelt  asked  the  news  commentator  Jay  Frank- 
lin (John  F.  Carter)  to  do  some  research  for  him  on  the  Civil 

War  Copperheads.  Franklin  did  his  work  and  submitted  a  fifty- 
page  report  to  the  President  on  April  22.  The  Copperheads 

were  northerners  with  pro-southern  sympathies  who  had  been 
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critical  of  Abraham  Lincoln  and  his  policies  during  the  Civil 

War.  In  his  memorandum  Franklin  compared  Colonel  Lind- 

bergh to  the  Civil  War  General  George  B.  McClellan  as  simi- 

larly "giving  the  sanction  of  professional  prestige  to  the 
doctrines  of  defeatism."  At  his  press  conference  three  days  later 
(the  day  after  Lindbergh  addressed  a  New  York  America  First 
rally),  newsmen  asked  Roosevelt  why  Colonel  Lindbergh  had 
not  been  called  into  active  military  service.  In  his  response  the 
President  compared  Lindbergh  to  Clement  L.  Vallandigham, 

the  leading  Civil  War  Copperhead.11 
The  allusion  delighted  most  interventionists  and  infuriated 

noninterventionists.  John  T.  Flynn,  chairman  of  the  America 

First  chapter  in  New  York,  issued  a  scorching  statement  defend- 
ing Lindbergh  and  excoriating  the  President.  But  others  praised 

the  President.  One  of  the  latter  telegraphed  the  President  urging 

that  Lindbergh  "be  given  one  way  transportation  to  Germany." 
Another  wired:  "Future  of  democracy  more  important  than  half 
baked  views  of  aerial  acrobats  mesmerized  by  the  German  air 

force."12 
The  most  important  response  came  from  Lindbergh  himself. 

In  a  letter  to  the  President  on  April  28,  1941,  Lindbergh  re- 
signed his  commission  as  a  Colonel  in  the  Army  Air  Corps 

Reserve.  Since  the  President,  his  Commander  in  Chief,  had 

"clearly  implied"  that  he  was  "no  longer  of  use  to  this  country 
as  a  reserve  officer,"  and  since  he  had,  in  effect,  questioned 
Lindbergh's  loyalty,  character,  and  motives,  the  Colonel  be- 

lieved he  had  "no  honorable  alternative"  to  resigning  his  com- 
mission. He  took  the  action  "with  the  utmost  regret,"  because 

his  "relationship  with  the  Air  Corps  is  one  of  the  things  that  has 
meant  most  to  me  in  life."  He  placed  it  "second  only  to  my 
right  as  a  citizen  to  speak  freely  to  my  fellow  countrymen,  and 
to  discuss  with  them  the  issues  of  war  and  peace  which  confront 

our  nation  in  this  crisis."  He  promised  to  continue  to  serve  the 
United  States  "as  a  private  citizen."  Colonel  Lindbergh  also 
wrote  to  Secretary  of  War  Stimson  formally  resigning  his  Air 

Corps  commission.  In  his  private  journal  Lindbergh  reflected  on 

the  irony  of  finding  himself  "opposing  my  country's  entrance 
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into  a  war  I  don't  believe  in,  when  I  would  so  much  rather  be 

fighting  for  my  country  in  a  war  I  do  believe  in."  He  was 
"stumping  the  country  with  pacifists  and  .  .  .  resigning  as  a 
colonel  in  the  Army  Air  Corps,  when  there  is  no  philosophy  I 
disagree  with  more  than  that  of  the  pacifist,  and  nothing  I  would 

rather  be  doing  than  flying  in  the  Air  Corps."13 
Responses  to  his  resignation  were  predictable:  silence  from 

the  White  House;  denunciations  from  interventionists;  praise 
from  noninterventionists.  Senator  Robert  A.  Taft  of  Ohio  wrote 

Lindbergh  congratulating  him  on  his  foreign  policy  stands  and 

criticizing  the  President's  "cowardly"  attack  on  the  airman.  As 
Taft  saw  it,  the  President  "lacks  the  courage  to  come  out  openly 
for  a  declaration  of  war,  while  taking  every  possible  step  to 
accomplish  that  purpose,  and  yet  threatens  those  who  oppose 

his  policy,  as  if  the  country  were  at  war."  Oswald  Garrison 
Villard,  a  long-time  pacifist  and  civil  liberties  crusader,  wrote  a 
formidable  defense  of  Lindbergh.  Some  undergraduate  students 

at  the  University  of  Southern  California  formed  a  "Campus 

Copperhead"  organization  supporting  Lindbergh.14 
On  July  14,  1 94 1,  in  an  address  in  New  York,  Secretary 

Ickes  again  flailed  away  at  Lindbergh.  "No  one  has  ever  heard 
Lindbergh  utter  a  word  of  horror  at,  or  even  aversion  to,  the 
bloody  career  that  the  Nazis  are  following,  nor  a  word  of  pity 
for  the  innocent  men,  women  and  children,  who  have  been 

deliberately  murdered  by  the  nazis  in  practically  every  country 

in  Europe."  Ickes  had  "never  heard  this  Knight  of  the  German 
Eagle  denounce  Hitler  or  nazism  or  Mussolini  or  fascism."  He 
had  not  even  "heard  Lindbergh  say  a  word  for  democracy 

itself."  As  he  saw  it,  "all  of  Lindbergh's  passionate  words  are  to 
encourage  Hitler  and  to  break  down  the  will  of  his  own  fellow 

citizens  to  resist  Hitler  and  nazism."15 
Lindbergh  saw  no  advantage  in  contesting  with  Ickes,  but  he 

tried  to  assign  responsibility  for  the  Cabinet  member's  remarks 
to  the  President.  On  July  16,  Lindbergh  wrote  to  Roosevelt 

concerning  Ickes's  repeated  charges  that  he  was  connected  with 
a  foreign  government  and  the  criticism  of  him  for  accepting  the 
German  medal  in  1938.  Lindbergh  reminded  the  President  that 
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he  had  received  the  decoration  "in  the  American  Embassy,  in 

the  presence  of  your  Ambassador,"  and  "was  there  at  his  re- 
quest in  order  to  assist  in  creating  a  better  relationship  between 

the  American  Embassy  and  the  German  Government,  which 

your  Ambassador  desired  at  that  time.'"  Lindbergh  wrote  that  if 
Ickes's  statements  and  implications  were  false,  he  had  "a  right 

to  an  apology"  from  the  President's  Secretary  of  the  Interior. 
He  maintained  that  he  had  "no  connection  with  any  foreign 

government"  and  had  "had  no  communication,  directly  or 
indirectly,  with  anyone  in  Germany  or  Italy"  since  he  had  left 
Europe  in  1939.  Lindbergh  offered  to  open  his  files  for  the 

President's  investigation  and  to  answer  any  questions  that  the 
President  might  have  about  his  activities.  He  asked  the  Presi- 

dent to  give  him  "the  opportunity  of  answering  any  charges  that 

may  be  made  against"  him.  But  he  insisted  that  "unless  charges 
are  made  and  proved."  as  an  American  citizen  he  had  "the  right 
to  expect  truth  and  justice"  from  the  members  of  the  President's 
Cabinet.  The  only  response  Lindbergh  got  from  the  White 

House  was  a  memo  from  Stephen  T.  Early,  the  President's 
secretary,  verbally  spanking  him  for  releasing  his  letter  to  the 

press  before  it  reached  Roosevelt.16 

Ickes  seemed  pleased  by  Lindbergh's  letter.  He  wrote  in  his 
diary:  "Up  to  that  time  I  had  always  admired  Lindbergh  in  one 
respect.  No  matter  how  vigorously  he  had  been  attacked  per- 

sonally he  had  never  attempted  to  answer.  He  had  kept  deter- 
minedly in  the  furrow  that  he  was  plowing.  I  had  begun  to  think 

that  no  one  could  get  under  his  skin  enough  to  make  him 
squeal.  But  at  last  I  had  succeeded.  I  suspect  that  it  was  my 

reference  to  him  as  a  'Knight  of  the  German  Eagle'  that  got 
him."  In  a  reply  carried  in  Frank  Knox's  Chicago  Daily  News, 
Ickes  wrote:  "Neither  I  nor  anyone  in  this  administration  ever 
charged  that  Mr.  Lindbergh  had  any  connection  with  any 
foreign  government  or  that  he  was  in  communication  with  any 
representative  of  a  foreign  government.  But  it  is  a  notorious  fact 
that  he  has  been  devoting  himself  to  a  cause  which,  if  it  should 

succeed,  will  be  of  immeasurable  benefit  to  Hitler."  In  his 

article,  Ickes  suggested  that  Lindbergh  could  "put  himself  right 
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by  championing  the  cause  of  democracy  and  civilization.  He 
can  denounce  Hitler  and  his  brutal  aggressions.  He  can  cheer  on 

England.  He  can  unite  with  those  who  are  prepared  to  defend 

American  institutions."17  In  effect,  Ickes  was  saying  that  Lind- 
bergh could  cleanse  himself  if  he  would  abandon  his  noninter- 

ventionist  opposition  to  Roosevelt's  foreign  policies  and  join 
with  Ickes  in  support  of  intervention.  That  Lindbergh  would 
not  do. 

Despite  its  vigorous  opposition  to  Lindbergh  and  the  other 
isolationists,  the  Roosevelt  administration  did  not  create  the 

aggressive  government  propaganda  organization  that  Secretary 
Ickes  repeatedly  urged.  Lowell  Mellett  of  the  White  House  staff 
headed  an  Office  of  Government  Reports,  which  performed  an 

"information"  function.  But  his  operation  was  much  too  bland 
and  restrained  to  suit  Ickes  and  other  interventionists.18 

On  May  20,  1941,  President  Roosevelt  appointed  Mayor 
Fiorello  H.  La  Guardia  of  New  York  City  to  be  Director  of  a 
new  Office  of  Civilian  Defense.  One  of  his  responsibilities  was 

"to  sustain  national  morale."  And  the  President  explicitly  de- 
fined the  "morale"  aspect  to  include  "the  whole  subject  of 

effective  publicity  to  offset  the  propaganda  of  the  Wheelers, 

Nyes,  Lindberghs,  etc."  Under  La  Guardia  the  Office  of  Civilian 
Defense  did  undertake  anti-isolationist  efforts.  It  also  encour- 

aged and  co-operated  with  private  groups  in  their  campaigns 
against  isolationism.  The  total  effort  by  the  Roosevelt  adminis- 

tration to  defeat  the  isolationists  was  massive,  many-faceted, 
and  effective.  But  it  fell  far  short  of  the  wishes  of  Secretary 
Ickes  and  other  extreme  interventionists.  La  Guardia  was  fully 
as  interventionist  as  Ickes,  but  his  tremendous  energies  were 
spread  much  too  thin.  So  far  as  the  Office  of  Civilian  Defense 
was  concerned,  La  Guardia  focused  most  of  his  attention  on 

narrowly  civil  defense  matters.  In  the  end,  the  Roosevelt  ad- 

ministration's interventionist  crusade  against  the  isolationists 
depended  heavily  on  the  activities  of  private  individuals  and 
interventionist  pressure  groups  (often  encouraged  and  aided  by 

the  administration).19 
Nevertheless,  the  tone  that  Secretary  Ickes  had  set  in  attack- 
ing Lindbergh  and  America  First  increasingly  became  the  gen- 

134 



The  Roosevelt  Administration 

eral  tone  of  the  "Great  Debate"  in  the  last  half  of  1941.  In 
some  respects  it  was  much  like  that  of  the  McCarthy  era  ten 

years  later.  The  guilt-by-association,  the  charges  that  indi- 
viduals were  serving  a  dangerous  and  evil  foreign  totalitarian 

cause  by  not  sufficiently  voicing  their  opposition  to  that  cause, 
were  devastating  in  destroying  the  reputations  and  effectiveness 
of  Lindbergh,  America  First,  and  other  noninterventionists.  But 
those  tactics  were  by  no  means  limited  to  members  of  the 

Roosevelt  administration.  Interventionist  pressure  groups, 

special  interest  groups,  newspapers,  and  individual  intervention- 
ists joined  in  bludgeoning  Charles  A.  Lindbergh  and  his  fellow 

noninterventionists.  Figuratively,  it  became  a  bloody  brawl 
during  the  last  half  of  1941. 
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1— )uRING  the  year  and  a  half  before  Pearl  Harbor,  the 
two  most  powerful  interventionist  pressure  groups  were  the 
Committee  to  Defend  America  by  Aiding  the  Allies  and  Fight 

for  Freedom,  Incorporated.  Those  two  groups  reflected  a  cleav- 
age and  the  different  tendencies  within  the  interventionist  camp, 

and  within  the  Roosevelt  administration.  The  White  Committee 

adhered  to  President  Franklin  D.  Roosevelt's  public  aid-short- 
of-war  approach;  the  Fight  for  Freedom  Committee  believed 
aid-short-of-war  would  not  be  enough  to  defeat  the  Axis  and 
favored  full  United  States  involvement  in  the  war.  The  Fight  for 

Freedom  Committee  also  was  more  aggressive  than  the  Com- 
mittee to  Defend  America  in  its  attacks  on  the  isolationists. 

The  Committee  to  Defend  America  by  Aiding  the  Allies, 
organized  in  May,  1940,  maintained  its  national  headquarters 
in  New  York.  William  Allen  White,  the  respected  Republican 
editor  of  the  Emporia  Gazette,  was  national  chairman,  and 
Clark  Eichelberger  was  executive  director.  Like  interventionists 
in  general,  the  White  Committee  insisted  that  it  was  more 

important  to  assure  a  British  victory  over  the  Axis  than  to  keep 
the  United  States  out  of  the  war.  Following  the  lead  of  the 
President,  the  White  Committee  opposed  a  negotiated  peace 

and  favored  all-out  aid-short-of-war.  It  conducted  major  cam- 

paigns for  the  destroyer  deal  with  England  in  1940,  for  lend- 
lease  early  in  1941,  and  for  the  use  of  American  ships  as 

convoy  escorts.1 
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In  December,  1940,  Britain's  Prime  Minister  Winston  Chur- 
chill was  appealing  for  more  aid  from  the  United  States,  and 

President  Roosevelt  was  beginning  the  moves  that  culminated 

with  passage  of  the  Lend-Lease  Act  a  few  weeks  later.  And,  in 
December,  the  White  Committee  suffered  a  major  internal 
crisis.  White,  from  Kansas  on  the  Great  Plains,  recognized  and 

understood  the  mixed  feelings  of  most  Americans — their  sym- 

pathy for  Britain,  their  opposition  to  the  Axis,  and  their  con- 
tinued desire  to  stay  out  of  the  war.  Indeed,  he  shared  those 

feelings.  (A  later  generation  of  Americans  could  have  its  own 

antiwar  sentiments  and  at  the  same  time  find  it  incomprehen- 
sible that  pre-Pearl  Harbor  Americans  were  reluctant  to  enter 

World  War  II. )  White  was  increasingly  troubled  by  the  strength 
and  restiveness  of  the  more  extreme  interventionists  in  his 

Committee.  They  were  particularly  vocal  in  the  New  York 

chapter  and  centered  in  the  so-called  "Century  Club  group" 
there.  White's  age,  health,  and  Kansas  responsibilities  made  it 
hard  for  him  to  cope  with  them.  Charges  by  isolationists  that 

the  warlike  "Century  group"  represented  the  true  views  of  his 
Committee  made  his  situation  more  difficult. 

On  December  23,  1940,  White  dropped  a  bombshell  that 
threatened  to  blow  his  Committee  apart.  In  response  to  an 

inquiry  from  Roy  W.  Howard  of  the  Scripps-Howard  news- 

papers, White  wrote  from  Kansas  that  "The  only  reason  in  God's 
world  I  am  in  this  organization  is  to  keep  this  country  out  of 

war."  He  opposed  repeal  of  the  Johnson  Act  and  did  not  want 
American  ships  to  carry  contraband  into  the  war  zone.  "If  I  was 
making  a  motto  for  the  Committee  to  Defend  America  by 

Aiding  the  Allies,  it  would  be  'The  Yanks  are  not  coming.'  "  He 
thought  it  unfair  to  criticize  his  Committee  because  some  of  its 

members  were  more  warlike.  He  wrote:  "Any  organization  that 
is  for  war  is  seriously  playing  Hitler's  game."2 

White's  statement  pleased  the  moderates  in  his  Committee, 
infuriated  the  extreme  interventionists,  disturbed  those  in  his 

Committee  who  feared  its  divisive  effects,  and  delighted  Lind- 
bergh and  the  noninterventionists.  Colonel  Lindbergh  immedi- 

ately released  a  statement:  "Mr.  White  has  rendered  a  great 
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service  to  this  country  by  clarifying  his  position,  and  the  posi- 
tion of  his  Committee.  He  has  given  us  new  hope  for  a  united 

America  at  a  time  in  our  history  when  unity  is  essential." 
Differences  between  them  still  existed  on  aid  to  Europe,  he 
wrote,  but  those  remaining  differences  were  less  important  than 

that  Americans  could  unite  "on  the  necessity  of  building 

strength  at  home,  and  keeping  out  of  war  abroad."  General 
Robert  E.  Wood  and  other  noninterventionists  responded  in 

similar  ways.3 
Extreme  interventionists,  however,  were  much  less  pleased. 

Fiorello  La  Guardia  charged  White  with  "doing  a  typical 
Laval."  He  wrote  to  White  suggesting  that  the  Committee 
divide:  "You  could  continue  as  Chairman  of  the  'Committee  to 

Defend  America  by  Aiding  the  Allies  with  Words'  and  the  rest 
of  us  would  join  a  'Committee  to  Defend  America  by  Aiding  the 
Allies  with  Deeds.'  "  At  La  Guardia's  request,  a  copy  of  his 
letter  was  brought  to  President  Roosevelt's  attention,  and  others 
kept  the  White  House  informed  as  the  controversy  developed  in 

the  Committee.  The  New  York  chapter  rubbed  salt  in  White's 
wounds  by  promptly  inviting  La  Guardia  to  be  its  honorary 
chairman.  In  the  turmoil,  White  resigned  as  national  chairman 
on  January  2,  1941,  though  he  stayed  on  as  honorary  national 

chairman  and  pledged  his  continued  support  for  the  Committee.4 
The  crisis  weakened  the  Committee  to  Defend  America,  but 

it  did  not  really  benefit  Lindbergh  and  the  noninterventionists. 
Neither  Senator  Ernest  W.  Gibson  of  Vermont  nor  Clark 

Eichelberger,  who  in  turn  succeeded  White,  satisfactorily  filled 
his  shoes  as  national  chairman.  But  Americans  did  not  draw 

together  in  opposition  to  war,  as  Lindbergh  had  hoped.  Inter- 
ventionists from  the  Northeast  strengthened  their  positions  in 

the  Committee  to  Defend  America. 

In  April,  1941,  extreme  interventionists  organized  Fight  for 
Freedom,  Incorporated.  The  new  organization,  drawing  support 

from  many  who  had  backed  the  White  Committee  earlier,  in- 
sisted that  aid-short-of-war  would  not  be  enough  and  urged  the 

United  States  to  enter  the  European  war  as  a  full  belligerent. 

Episcopal  Bishop  Henry  W.  Hobson  of  southern  Ohio  was 
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national  chairman,  and  Senator  Carter  Glass  of  Virginia  was 

honorary  chairman.  It  reflected  the  attitudes  of  Secretary  of 
War  Henry  L.  Stimson  and  Secretary  of  the  Navy  Frank  Knox 

in  the  President's  Cabinet.  It  won  its  greatest  support  in  states 
along  the  Atlantic  seaboard.5 

Fight  for  Freedom  gained  strength  as  the  more  moderate 
program  of  the  Committee  to  Defend  America  seemed  less  and 
less  adequate  for  the  task  of  defeating  the  Axis.  And  it  gained 

as  the  "war  now"  wing  of  the  interventionist  forces  grew  in 
relation  to  the  "aid-short-of-war"  wing.  During  1941,  the  Com- 

mittee to  Defend  America  continued  its  activities — and  its 

opposition  to  the  isolationists.  But  it  seemed  bland  in  compari- 
son with  the  more  strident  tone  of  Fight  for  Freedom  and  its  no- 

holds-barred  assaults  on  the  isolationists.  The  increasingly 
vicious  attacks  on  Charles  A.  Lindbergh,  Burton  K.  Wheeler, 
Gerald  P.  Nye,  and  other  noninterventionists  were  devastatingly 
effective.  The  consequences  of  those  methods  are  still  evident  in 

the  shattered  careers  and  reputations  of  prewar  noninterven- 
tionists.6 

In  addition  to  those  two  major  groups,  whose  primary  con- 
cern was  foreign  policy,  there  were  many  other  organizations 

that  added  their  weight  to  the  crusade  against  the  isolationists  in 

general  and  against  Lindbergh  in  particular.  Especially  promi- 
nent and  effective  was  an  organization  called  Friends  of  Democ- 

racy, Incorporated.  Described  as  "a  non-partisan,  non-sectarian, 
non-profit,  anti-totalitarian  propaganda  agency,"  Friends  of 
Democracy  was  formed  in  Kansas  City  in  1937  and  moved  its 
main  headquarters  to  New  York  City  in  1939.  Its  founder  and 

national  director  was  the  Reverend  Leon  M.  Birkhead,  a  Uni- 
tarian minister.  Its  national  chairman  was  the  author  Rex  Stout. 

It  attacked  both  rightists  and  leftists,  but  Birkhead  believed 
fascism  was  a  much  greater  threat  to  American  democracy  than 
communism  was.  Friends  of  Democracy  claimed  to  take  no 
foreign  policy  position,  but  Birkhead  and  Stout  were  both 
dedicated  interventionists.  Birkhead  had  been  aroused  against 
Nazism  on  visits  to  Europe  in  the  1930^,  and  he  had  favored 
an  American  declaration  of  war  against  Nazi  Germany  even 
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before  the  European  war  began.  Stout  was  a  sponsor  of  Fight 
for  Freedom,  and  both  Birkhead  and  Stout  addressed  meetings 
of  the  Fight  for  Freedom  Committee.  Friends  of  Democracy 
raised  funds  to  conduct  major  campaigns  against  Charles  A. 
Lindbergh,  the  America  First  Committee,  Henry  Ford,  Father 
Charles  E.  Coughlin,  Hamilton  Fish,  and  others.  Early  in  1941 
it  published  an  elaborate  brochure  entitled  The  America  First 
Commitee — The  Nazi  Transmission  Belt.  It  called  America 

First  "a  Nazi  front.  ...  by  means  of  which  the  apostles  of 
Nazism  are  spreading  their  antidemocratic  ideas  into  millions  of 

American  homes!"  Friends  of  Democracy  co-operated  with 
Fight  for  Freedom  and  the  Committee  to  Defend  America,  both 

of  which  purchased  and  distributed  its  pamphlets  attacking 
Lindbergh  and  America  First.  One  of  its  investigators  was  John 
Roy  Carlson,  author  of  the  book  Under  Cover,  which  attacked 

prewar  isolationists.7  In  New  York,  the  Council  Against  Intol- 
erance in  America,  headed  by  George  Gordon  Battle,  was 

another  of  the  non-foreign  policy  groups  that  turned  its  guns  on 
Lindbergh  and  America  First  in  1941.8 

Countless  newspapers,  magazines,  journalists,  and  columnists 
added  their  might  to  the  assaults  on  Lindbergh  and  America 
First.  Some  were  as  dignified  and  responsible  as  the  New  York 

Times;  others  were  as  extreme  and  vitriolic  as  Marshall  Field's 
PM  in  New  York.  Critical  columnists  ranged  from  Walter 

Lippmann  to  Dorothy  Thompson  and  Walter  Winchell.  News- 
reels  portrayed  the  isolationists  and  their  activities  in  unfavor- 

able light. 
Some  writers  and  speakers,  particularly  in  1940  and  earlier, 

kept  their  arguments  on  a  high  plane.  They  presented  the  case 
for  intervention  positively,  and  they  argued  against  the  reasoning 
of  the  noninterventionists.  There  was  no  significant  violence  on 

either  side  in  the  foreign  policy  debate  before  Pearl  Harbor.  But 

as  it  dragged  on  emotions  mounted.  Self-restraint  was  harder  to 
maintain.  Individuals  on  both  sides  found  it  increasingly  diffi- 

cult to  see  their  opponents  as  honest  people  who  happened  to 
hold  different  opinions.  Attacks  on  both  sides  became  more 
personal,  more  vicious,  and  more  destructive.  It  became  easier 
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Colonel  and  Mrs. 

Lindbergh,  with 
their  son  Jon, 
disembarking 

from  the 

American  Importer, 
Liverpool, 
England, 

December  1935 

Wide  World  Photos 

Lindbergh  and  Major  Truman  Smith  during 
inspection  trip  in  Germany,  1936 



Luncheon  guests  of  Hermann  Goering,  1936:  far  left,  Captain 
Koenig,  American  Air  Attache;  third  from  left,  Lindbergh;  center, 
Goering;  fourth  from  right,  Frau  Goering;  third  from  right,  Anne 

Morrow  Lindbergh 

L  i 

Lindbergh  and  Michel  Detroyat,  French  aviation  expert,  conferring 
during  inspection  of  a  German  airplane  factory 



National  Archives  photograph 
Lindbergh  piloting  the  Mohawk,  built  to  his  specifications  in  Eng- 

land, that  he  and  his  wife  flew  on  various  trips  to  France  and 

Germany;  to  Italy,  Yugoslavia,  and  India  in  1937;  and  to  Czecho- 
slovakia and  the  Soviet  Union  in  1938 

itional  Archives  photograph ■3 Wide  World  Photos 

In  a  Curtiss  P-36  before 
take-off,  Moffett  Field, 
San  Jose,  California, 

July  4,  1939 

Return  to  America: 

disembarking  from  the 
Aquitania, 
New  York,  April  1939 



On  the  speakers'  platform  at  America  First  rally,  Madison  Square 
Garden,  New  York,  May  23,  1941:  from  the  left,  Senator  Burton 
K.  Wheeler,  Lindbergh,  Kathleen  Norris,  and  Norman  Thomas 

Lindbergh  addressing  the  America  First  rally  in  Hollywood  Bowl, 
California,  June  20,  1941 





ide  World  Photos 

(Above)  America  First  rally,  Madison  Square  Garden,  New  York, 
October  30,  1941,  at  which  Lindbergh  spoke;  (facing  page,  top 
left)  American  Indians,  members  of  the  Non-Sectarian  Anti-Nazi 

League,  picketing  the  America  First  Committee's  New  York  office 
to  protest  the  rally 
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(Left)  Lindbergh 
at  the  rostrum 
in  Manhattan  Center, 
New  York, 

April  23,  1941,  and 
(above,  right)  the  crowd 
outside 
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I: 

In  the  Pacific  during  World  War  II:  (above)  with  General  Robert 
B.  McClure  in  the  Solomons,  1944;  (below,  left)  with  Major 
Thomas  B.  McGuire  on  Biak,  1944;  (below,  right)  with  Lieu- 

tenant General  George  C.  Kenney,  Commanding  General  of  the 
Far  East  Air  Command,  in  Brisbane,  Australia,  July  1944 
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to  see  one's  adversaries  not  just  as  mistaken  but  as  evil,  and 
possibly  motivated  by  selfish,  antidemocratic,  or  even  subver- 

sive considerations.  By  the  last  half  of  1941,  the  debate  on 

America's  policies  toward  the  European  war  was  being  con- 
ducted on  a  much  lower  level  than  one  might  prefer  in  a 

democracy.  And  in  that  contest  Charles  A.  Lindbergh  and  the 
America  First  Committee  took  a  terrible  beating. 
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F A  EW  Americans  have  been  so  lavishly  praised  as  Charles  A. 
Lindbergh;  few  have  been  so  severely  denounced  as  he,  for  his 
opposition  to  American  entry  into  World  War  II.  Some  simply 
criticized  his  foreign  policy  analyses  and  found  them  mistaken 
or  unwise.  Many  questioned  his  qualifications  to  speak  on 
foreign  affairs.  But  increasingly,  especially  in  1941,  critics 
challenged  his  loyalty,  his  patriotism,  and  his  dedication  to 
democracy.  In  the  eyes  of  millions  of  Americans  then  and  later 
he  was  seen  as  little  better  than  a  Nazi.  The  effectiveness  of 

such  charges  seriously  undermined  the  noninterventionist  move- 
ment before  Pearl  Harbor. 

The  increasingly  vicious  attacks  on  Lindbergh  were  partly  a 
calculated  tactic  to  defeat  the  opposition  by  whatever  methods 
seemed  most  effective.  The  long  feud  between  Lindbergh  and 
the  press  made  many  newsmen  ready  agents  for  destroying  him. 
But  there  were  other  variables  in  the  compound.  The  foreign 

policy  debate  that  took  place  before  Pearl  Harbor  was  tremen- 
dously important  for  the  world,  for  the  United  States,  and  for 

the  very  lives  and  futures  of  individual  Americans.  From  the 
highest  to  the  most  obscure,  most  Americans  felt  intensely  on 

the  subject.  Because  the  issues  were  so  fundamental  and  impor- 
tant, emotions  heightened  on  all  sides.  As  passions  mounted,  it 

was  increasingly  more  difficult  to  see  adversaries  as  "honorable 
though  mistaken."  The  emotional  tendencies  encouraged  the 
questioning  of  the  motives  and  morality  of  those  who  advanced 
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conflicting  views.  A  few  extremists  on  each  side  provided 
provocations  inviting  extreme  responses  from  the  other.  The 

patterns  escalated.  And,  as  the  premier  spokesman  for  noninter- 
ventionism,  Charles  A.  Lindbergh  attracted  both  the  enthusiasm 
of  its  devotees  and  the  enraged  enmity  of  its  adversaries.  He 

was  ever  so  visible — and  vulnerable.  His  triumph  might  be  the 

defeat  of  the  Roosevelt  administration's  foreign  policies;  his 
destruction  could  bring  the  whole  noninterventionist  cause 
down  as  well. 

The  intensity  of  such  emotions  is  increased  when  they  are 
part  of  cataclysmic  world  conflicts.  That  has  often  been  true  in 
the  history  of  American  foreign  affairs,  whether  the  conflicts 
abroad  were  the  Wars  of  the  French  Revolution,  the  Napoleonic 
Wars,  or  the  Cold  War  with  the  Communist  states  after  World 

War  II.  Noninterventionists  could  (and  did)  charge  interven- 
tionists with  being  more  interested  in  foreign  causes  than  in 

American  interests.  They  could  (and  did)  charge  intervention- 
ists with  being  Anglophiles  who  wanted  to  crawl  back  into  the 

British  Empire.  After  the  beginning  of  the  Russo-German  war 
they  could  (and  did)  charge  interventionists  with  advancing  the 

cause  of  atheistic  communism.  But  with  Hitler's  Nazi  Germany, 

Mussolini's  Fascist  Italy,  and  militarist  Japan  aggressively 
threatening  to  triumph  in  a  world-wide  assault  on  freedom  and 
democracy,  the  isolationist  charges  were  not  terribly  effective.  To 
urge  any  policy  that  was  less  than  unqualified  opposition  to 
Hitler  and  Nazi  Germany  could  be  (and  was)  interpreted  as 

positive  support  for  Hitler  and  the  Nazis,  Such  was  Lindbergh's 
experience. 

It  obviously  was  in  Germany's  interest  to  prevent  American 
entry  in  the  war  on  the  side  of  Great  Britain.  All  German 
propaganda  agents  and  agencies  in  the  United  States  opposed 
American  entry  into  the  war.  There  were  striking  similarities 
between  the  foreign  policy  views  of  American  isolationists  and 
Nazi  propaganda  in  the  United  States.  In  August,  1940,  Facts 
in  Review,  the  leading  German  propaganda  publication  in  the 

United  States,  quoted  Field  Marshal  Hermann  Goering  as  say- 
ing that  there  were  no  planes  in  Germany  that,  when  loaded 
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with  bombs,  could  fly  to  America  and  return.  Goering  con- 

tinued: "America  simply  cannot  be  invaded  by  air  or  sea.  That 
is  particularly  true  if  her  armaments  and  national  defense  are 

appropriate  to  or  commensurate  with  the  country's  size,  popula- 
tion, resources  and  industrial  production,  not  to  mention  the 

spirit  of  the  people.  ...  If  American  defenses  are  what  they 

should  be,  particularly  if  America's  air  force  is  properly  devel- 
oped, built  up,  organized  and  strategically  based,  America  can 

defy  any  group  of  powers.  No  one  would  be  so  idiotic  as  to 

attempt  an  invasion."1  Those  views  were  almost  identical  to  the 
ones  Lindbergh  was  advancing  at  the  time. 

In  its  reports  to  Berlin,  members  of  the  German  Embassy 
staff  claimed  to  have  contact  with  some  around  Lindbergh  and 

America  First,  but  they  recognized  that  it  would  be  the  "kiss  of 

death"  for  American  isolationists  to  identify  with  Nazi  Ger- 
many. German  officials  in  the  United  States  repeatedly  urged 

their  government  in  Berlin  to  avoid  giving  any  public  endorse- 
ments of  Lindbergh  or  other  leading  noninterventionists.  In 

May,  1940,  the  German  Military  Attache  in  Washington  in- 

sisted that  "what  Lindbergh  proclaims  with  great  courage,  is 
certainly  the  highest  and  most  effective  form  of  propaganda." 
He  thought:  "The  slightest  sign  of  activity  on  the  part  of 
German  agents  would  dash  the  weapons  from  the  hands  of  these 

men."  In  July  he  repeated  that  view.  In  October,  he  and  Hans 
Thomsen,  the  German  Charge  d'affaires  in  Washington,  urged 
"that  Lindbergh,  his  speeches  and  his  connections  with  leading 
German  personages  not  be  mentioned  in  the  press,  in  speeches 

and  discussions,  etc."  In  December,  Thomsen  advised  that  the 

work  of  the  isolationist  committees  "be  passed  over  in  silence  in 

the  German  press  and  radio  as  far  as  possible."  The  German 
Foreign  Ministry  in  Berlin  warned  that  statements  by  American 

isolationists,  including  those  by  Lindbergh,  "must  not  in  any 
case  be  incorporated  in  the  propaganda  bulletin  and  distributed 
by  the  Mission  because  it  is  to  be  feared  that  the  isolationist 
spokesmen  will  be  compromised  with  the  American  public  as  a 

result  of  this."2  But  those  precautions  were  not  sufficient.  It  was 
in  the  German  interest  for  the  United  States  to  stay  out  of  the 

European  war;  the  tiny  pro-Nazi  contingent  in  America  (includ- 
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ing  the  German- American  Bund)  did  urge  noninterventionist 
policies  for  the  United  States;  and  the  interventionists  had  no 
difficulty  contending  that  in  urging  nonintervention  Lindbergh 

was  ("consciously  or  unconsciously")  serving  the  cause  of  Nazi 
Germany. 

Some  of  Lindbergh's  friends  and  fellow  noninterventionists 
tactfully  advised  him  to  tailor  his  statements  to  reduce  his 

vulnerability  to  attacks.  After  the  Colonel's  first  Chicago  ad- 
dress, in  August,  1940,  William  R.  Castle  wrote  him  that  his 

influence  was  "so  terribly  important  in  this  whole  struggle  to 
keep  out  of  the  war  that  we  must  make  every  effort  to  let 

nothing  happen  which  will  destroy  that  influence."  Castle 
thought  it  "immensely  important"  that  Lindbergh  "somehow  be 
cleared  of  the  charge  of  being  pro-German."  He  volunteered  "to 
look  over  an  address  purely  from  the  point  of  view  of  the 

English,  as  the  words  may  affect  your  audience,"  if  Lindbergh 
wished — which  he  did  not.  In  reply,  Lindbergh  said  that  he 

wrote  his  speeches  "without  an  attempt  to  gain  popularity  and 
with  the  feeling  that  it  is  desirable  for  someone  to  speak  frankly 

and  as  he  actually  feels."  He  thought  America  already  had  "far 
too  many  of  the  type  of  articles  and  addresses  that  bend  with 

the  changing  winds  of  popular  opinion."  The  Socialist  noninter- 
ventionist Norman  Thomas  also  wrote  to  Lindbergh,  urging: 

"(1)  Emphasize  your  personal  opposition  to  the  cruelty,  intol- 
erance and  tyranny  of  fascism.  (2)  Make  it  clear  that  at  the 

very  least,  a  desirable  peace  would  mean  the  continuance  of 

Great  Britain  and  her  self-governing  dominions  as  absolutely 
independent  nations  with  real  power,  not  as  puppets  to  Hitler. 

(3)  Clarify  your  own  position  on  co-operation  by  us  with  the 
winner  of  this  war.  I  do  not  think  you  mean  to  imply  that 
American  business  is  temporarily  to  share  with  the  German 
state  the  profits  of  exploitation,  yet  some  of  your  enemies  so 

interpret  your  remarks."  Historian  Charles  A.  Beard  advised 
Lindbergh  that  he  was  "doing  great  damage  to  the  cause  of 
staying  out  of  war  by  repeatedly  saying  in  public  that  Britain 

has  lost  the  war."  Beard  thought  "the  declaration  may  make 
more  enemies  to  our  cause  than  friends."3 

In  the  middle  of  1941,  when  Lindbergh  urged  "new  leader- 
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ship"  for  America,  General  Robert  E.  Wood  wrote  to  him 
pointing  out  that  the  statement  "might  be  misconstrued  by  some 
extremists  as  advocating  a  revolution."  Wood  realized  that  was 
"far-fetched,"  but  he  feared  that  "our  opponents  are  anxious  to 

hang  anything  they  can  on  us."  Lindbergh  did  issue  a  statement 
clarifying  his  meaning,  but  he  wrote  Wood  that  he  did  not  think 

there  was  "any  way  of  preventing  an  antagonistic  press  from 
removing  sentences  from  their  context.  One  can  only  attempt  to 
avoid  giving  our  opposition  the  opportunity  to  do  this  more 

than  is  necessary."  Through  General  Wood,  George  N.  Peek 
advised  Lindbergh  to  say  that  "he  and  America  First  are  for 
defense  of  constitutional  Americanism  against  Communism, 
Fascism,  Nazism,  Imperialism  or  any  other  alien  isms  that 
threaten  from  within  or  without  the  integrity  of  our  form  of 

government  and  way  of  life."  Peek  thought  such  a  statement 
could  silence  the  "whispering  campaigns  that  he  is  pro-Nazi."4 
Lindbergh  did  not  make  the  statement  Peek  suggested;  and  the 
campaigns  were  not  just  whispered,  but  were  shouted. 

Lindbergh  correctly  understood  those  and  other  pieces  of 

advice  to  be  the  well-intentioned  urgings  of  friends  of  his  cause. 
But  he  did  not  bend.  He  spent  long  hours  composing  his 
speeches,  carefully  choosing  his  words  to  express  exactly  what 
he  wanted  to  say.  He  was  not  willing  to  advance  views  only  to 
please  his  friends,  to  win  applause  from  his  audiences,  or  to 
appease  his  adversaries.  Early  in  1941,  he  wrote  in  his  private 

journal:  "I  prefer  adventure  to  security,  freedom  to  popularity, 
and  conviction  to  influence."  Many  years  later,  he  said  that 
before  Pearl  Harbor  it  had  become  "such  a  fetish  to  damn  the 

enemy  that  I  got  disgusted  with  it."5  His  interventionist  oppo- 
nents compelled  him  to  pay  a  high  price  for  his  stance. 

An  editorial  in  the  New  York  Times,  commenting  on  Lind- 

bergh's radio  address  of  May  19,  1940,  used  the  words  "pecu- 
liar," "ignorant,"  and  "blind"  in  analyzing  the  Colonel's  views 

and  concluded  that  "Colonel  Lindbergh  remains  a  great  flier." 
Democratic  Senators  James  F.  Byrnes  of  South  Carolina,  Key 
Pittman  of  Nevada,  and  Claude  Pepper  of  Florida  were  among 

the  many  who  charged  him  with  being  America's  number-one 
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"Fifth  Columnist. "  Senator  Pepper  thought  the  airman  wanted 

to  see  American  life  regimented  in  Hitler's  way.  Professor 
William  Y.  Elliott  of  Harvard  University  accused  him  of  cow- 

ardice in  his  plea  for  appeasement  and  co-operation  with  Ger- 
many. Henry  A.  Wallace,  the  Democratic  vice  presidential 

candidate,  called  him  "the  outstanding  appeaser  of  the  nation 
battling  for  the  Republican  party."  In  December,  1940,  Robert 
E.  Sherwood,  the  distinguished  playwright  and  a  speech  writer 
for  President  Roosevelt,  told  a  White  Committee  rally  that 

Lindbergh  was  "simply  a  Nazi  with  a  Nazi's  Olympian  con- 
tempt for  all  democratic  processes — the  rights  of  freedom  of 

speech  and  worship,  the  right  to  select  and  criticize  our  own 

government  and  the  right  of  labor  to  strike."  Professor  James 
H.  Sheldon  of  the  board  of  directors  of  the  Non-Sectarian  Anti- 

Nazi  League  charged  that  Lindbergh  was  "the  kind  of  person 
who  would  have  advised  George  Washington  to  quit  at  Valley 

Forge."  Hostile  and  abusive  letters,  both  signed  and  unsigned, 
reached  him  by  the  thousands.  In  August,  1940,  a  handwritten 

letter  to  "Dear  Nazi  Lindbergh"  demanded  that  he  stop  his 
antiwar  speeches  and  retract  his  earlier  statements  "or  else  you 
will  not  see  your  other  baby  alive  within  three  weeks  from 

today."  Many  urged  that  he  be  deported  to  Hitler's  Nazi  Ger- 
many.6 Those  and  countless  other  charges  and  denunciations 

preceded  his  affiliation  with  the  America  First  Committee  in 

April,  1 94 1.  From  then  on  things  got  worse! 
One  may  get  some  idea  of  the  difficulties  Lindbergh  faced  by 

focusing  on  the  first  two  America  First  rallies  he  addressed  in 

New  York,  one  in  Manhattan  Center  on  April  24,  1941,  and 
the  other  in  Madison  Square  Garden  on  May  23.  At  the  earlier 
rally  the  speakers  included  Democratic  Senator  David  I.  Walsh 
of  Massachusetts  and  novelist  Kathleen  Norris,  in  addition  to 

Lindbergh.  John  T.  Flynn,  chairman  of  the  New  York  chapter 
of  America  First,  presided.  Some  10,000  people  crowded  into 
the  auditorium,  with  an  overflow  of  several  thousand.  Leon  M. 

Birkhead's  Friends  of  Democracy  and  other  groups  had  orga- 
nized opposition  picketing  of  the  meeting.  Birkhead  charged  in 

advance  that  the  rally  would  be  "the  largest  gathering  of  pro- 
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Nazi  and  pro-Fascists,  of  both  domestic  and  imported  brands, 
since  the  German  American  Bund  raliies  in  Madison  Square 

Garden."  In  the  crowd  outside,  the  Non-Sectarian  Anti-Nazi 

League  distributed  copies  of  a  circular  on  "What  One  Hitler 
Medal  Can  Do."  The  speeches  were  broadcast  locally  by  one 
radio  station;  the  station  also  carried  replies  by  Rex  Stout  and 
James  P.  Warburg,  which  were  sponsored  by  the  Fight  for 

Freedom  Committee.7 

The  newspaper  PM  reported  the  meeting  as  including  "a 
liberal  sprinkling  of  Nazis,  Fascists,  anti-Semites,  crackpots  and 

just  people.  The  just  people  seemed  out  of  place."  It  charged 
that  "Lindbergh  followed  the  Nazi  line  to  a  't'  "  and  that 
"Audience  reaction  would  have  pleased  even  Joe  Goebbels,  the 
Nazi  Propaganda  Minister."  Walter  Winchell  referred  to 
America  First  as  "the  America  Last  Outfit"  and  contended  that 

"every  hate  spreader  they  could  find  showed  up  for  that  meet- 
ing." He  charged  that  "What  Lindbergh  and  that  group  want  is 

no  opposition.  No  supporters  of  dictators  can  stand  opposition!" 
In  his  broadcast  reply,  Stout  maintained  that  Lindbergh  "would 
be  acceptable  to  Hitler  as  an  American  gauleiter,  or  two  and 

two  no  longer  make  four."  Not  long  after  the  meeting,  Birkhead 
told  organizers  of  Fight  for  Freedom  in  Cincinnati  that  Lind- 

bergh had  "already  been  selected  by  Hitler  as  the  'Fuehrer'  of 

America."8 
Lindbergh's  appearance  on  May  23  attracted  some  23,000 

people  into  Madison  Square  Garden,  with  perhaps  10,000  more 
listening  outside.  Senator  Burton  K.  Wheeler,  Kathleen  Norris, 
and  Norman  Thomas  also  spoke  at  the  meeting.  John  T.  Flynn 
again  presided.  From  the  platform  Flynn  denounced  Joseph 

McWilliams,  a  local  pro-fascist  in  the  audience,  and  said  such 
people  were  not  wanted  at  America  First  meetings.  Before  the 
rally,  the  New  York  chapter  of  the  Committee  to  Defend 
America  by  Aiding  the  Allies  charged  that  those  attending 

would  "mingle  with  Nazis,  Fascists  and  Communists"  and 
"with  persons  of  all  shades  of  opinion  subversive  to  the  United 
States  and  the  democratic  way  of  life."  Friends  of  Democracy 
distributed  handbills  outside  the  meeting  linking  Lindbergh  with 
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the  Nazis.  The  Henry  Luce  publications  Time  and  Life  carried 

pictures  of  Lindbergh,  Wheeler,  and  the  other  speakers  at  the 
rally  with  arms  raised  giving  the  Pledge  of  Allegiance,  and 
commented  on  the  similarities  to  the  Nazi  salute.9 

The  reporting  on  the  character  of  the  audience  there  varied 

widely.  John  Roy  Carlson,  in  Under  Cover,  described  Flynn's 
denunciation  of  Joseph  McWilliams  at  the  rally,  but  he  insisted 

that  "the  Coughlinite  mob  burst  into  applause  for  Joe!!!" 
According  to  Carlson,  it  took  Flynn  several  minutes  to  quiet  the 

applause.  He  said  there  was  a  "weak,  unconvincing  round  of 
boos"  against  McWilliams.  A  writer  in  the  interventionist  PM 
reported:  "The  bulk  of  the  Garden  throng  seemed  sympathetic 
to  Flynn's  attack  on  McWilliams.  There  was  only  a  smattering 
of  applause  for  the  Yorkville  Fuehrer."  That  writer,  however, 
contended  that  many  Coughlinites  attended  the  rally.  Concern- 

ing the  latter  point,  Edwin  S.  Webster,  Jr.,  secretary  of  the  New 

York  America  First  chapter,  asserted:  "Although  certain  of  the 
people  mentioned  were  probably  at  our  rally  they  were  in  the 
very  small  minority.  No  press  tickets  or  tickets  of  any  sort  are 
given  to  the  people  in  question.  It  has  been  remarked  frequently 
by  people  coming  to  our  rallies  that  they  have  seldom  seen  such 

a  fine  looking  crowd  of  Americans."  Writing  many  years  later, 
Lindbergh  remembered  that  he  had  agreed  in  principle  with  the 

denunciation  of  McWilliams  but  thought  Flynn  had  "attacked 
with  far  too  much  emotion  and  excitement."  Flynn's  tone 
"spread  quickly,"  and  the  audience's  "first  angry  shouts  merged 
into  a  somewhat  alarming  roar."  Police  moved  into  position  to 
protect  McWilliams,  but  the  uproar  subsided;  there  was  no 

violence.  Lindbergh  did  not  "recall  any  indication  of  support 
for  McWilliams,"  but  he  doubted  "that  any  pro-McWilliams 
shouting  could  have  been  heard  during  that  antagonistic  roar."10 
Whatever  one  may  conclude  about  the  meeting,  the  most 
critical  reports  were  not  necessarily  the  most  accurate. 

In  June,  1941,  PM  carried  a  major  article  by  Ralph  Ingersoll 

and  James  A.  Wechsler  charging  that  "to  the  men  and  move- 
ments which  compose  the  pro-Fascist  front  and  imperil  democ- 

racy at  home,  Charles  A.  Lindbergh  has  brought  hope;  and  their 
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offensive  against  democracy  threatens  our  future."  The  colum- 
nist Dorothy  Thompson  repeatedly  charged  "that  Lindbergh  is 

pro-Nazi,  and  that  he  shares  the  Nazi  philosophy."  She  insisted 
that  "the  entire  pro-Nazi  mass  movement  in  this  country  is 
behind  Lindbergh — the  whole  kit  and  kaboodle  of  them."  The 
City  Council  in  Charlotte,  North  Carolina,  changed  the  name  of 
Lindbergh  Drive  to  Avon  Avenue.  When  the  chairman  of  the 
Norwalk,  Connecticut,  America  First  chapter  proposed  a  public 
debate  on  foreign  affairs,  the  Connecticut  state  chairman  of 

Fight  for  Freedom  responded  that  "instead  of  spending  money 
hiring  a  hall"  America  First  should  hire  "an  aeroplane  and  a 
few  parachutes  and  letting  Messrs.  Lindbergh,  Wheeler,  and 

Taft  and  some  others  do  a  Rudolph  Hess  into  Hitler's  Germany, 
which  they  are  aiding  so  much  by  their  present  activities,  and 

from  which  government  Lindbergh  received  a  military  decora- 
tion and  concerning  the  acts  of  which  country  he  has  never  once 

uttered  one  word  of  condemnation.  In  our  first  fight  for  freedom 
we  got  rid  of  Benedict  Arnold.  In  this  fight  for  freedom  let  us 

get  rid  of  all  of  the  Benedict  Arnolds."11 
Lindbergh  addressed  a  huge  crowd  in  the  Hollywood  Bowl  in 

June,  1 94 1.  When  Wendell  Willkie  then  addressed  an  interven- 
tionist rally  there  in  July,  his  supporters  went  all  out  in  their 

unsuccessful  efforts  to  outdo  America  First  and  Lindbergh.  As  a 
part  of  that  effort,  Darryl  F.  Zanuck  sent  a  memo  to  20th 

Century-Fox  Film  Corporation  department  heads  urging  them 
to  get  personal  pledges  from  all  those  in  their  departments  that 
they  would  come  to  the  Willkie  rally  and  would  bring  their 
families  with  them.  He  directed  each  department  head  to  report 

personally  to  him  on  the  results  of  his  efforts.12 
Until  June  22,  194 1,  American  Communists  were  noninter- 

ventionists;  on  that  date,  the  beginning  of  the  Russo-German 
war,  they  immediately  reversed  themselves  and  became  fervent 
interventionists.  But  both  before  and  after  the  beginning  of  the 

Russo-German  war  the  Communists  were  among  Lindbergh's 
assailants.  In  January,  1941,  the  Communist  New  Masses 

called  Lindbergh  "our  foremost  Nazi."  An  editorial  in  the  Daily 
Worker  on  April  25,  1941,  labeled  him  "a  reactionary  imperial- 
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ist,  part  and  parcel  of  the  same  imperialist  class  which  runs  the 
show  at  Washington;  he  just  happens  to  have  a  difference  of 
opinion  with  them  at  the  moment  on  how  best  to  go  about 
expanding  the  American  Empire,  and  preparing  for  a  war 

against  the  Soviet  Union. "  After  the  Russo-German  war  con- 
verted the  American  Communists  from  isolationists  into  inter- 

ventionists, William  Z.  Foster  of  the  American  Communist 

Party  charged  that  Lindbergh  and  General  Wood  were  "con- 
scious Fascists  who  want  to  come  to  an  agreement  with  Hitler 

at  any  cost,  abolish  the  communist  party  and  labor  unions."13 
In  August  and  September,  1941,  Friends  of  Democracy 

prepared  an  elaborate  pamphlet  entitled  Is  Lindbergh  a  Nazi? 
The  Reverend  Leon  M.  Birkhead  thought  the  pamphlet  would 

be  "a  major  contribution  to  the  cause  of  destroying  the  influ- 
ence of  Lindbergh."  In  its  preparation,  Friends  of  Democracy 

"had  in  mind  those  sections  of  the  country  where  Lindbergh 

had  his  biggest  following."  To  that  end,  they  "left  out  personal- 
ities and  stories  about  Lindbergh  that  might  boomerang."  Ulric 

Bell  of  Fight  for  Freedom  thought  his  organization  "would 
invest  $500  in  mailing  costs."  He  believed  it  best  "to  concen- 

trate in  the  isolationist  states."  In  October,  Birkhead  sent  Bell 
"a  very  confidential  statement  outlining  our  plans  for  our 
Lindbergh  project."  Friends  of  Democracy  arranged  a  luncheon 

at  Toots  Shor's  Restaurant  in  New  York  for  fifty  members  of  its 
motion  picture  division  at  which  Birkhead  sought  $10,000  in 

contributions  "for  a  publicity  campaign  branding  Charles  A. 

Lindbergh  as  a  Nazi."14 
The  twenty-eight-page  pamphlet,  Is  Lindbergh  a  Nazi?, 

missed  no  argument  in  its  attempts  to  discredit  Lindbergh.  It 

charged  that  he  had  become  "the  American  voice  of  the  Berlin 

Propaganda  Ministry."  It  saw  him  as  "a  very  real  threat  to  our 
democratic  way  of  life.'*  Charging  that  Lindbergh  advocated 
"policies  which,  if  carried  out,  will  result  in  an  American 
Hitler,"  it  contended  that  "his  words  might  have  been  written 
by  Adolf  Hitler."  It  printed  some  of  Lindbergh's  statements  in 
columns  parallel  to  similar  statements  by  Hitler,  the  English 
fascist  Sir  Oswald  Mosley,  and  Lawrence  Dennis.  For  example, 
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Lindbergh  was  quoted  as  saying:  "Neither  I  nor  anybody  else  in 
the  America  First  Committee  advocates  proceeding  by  anything 

but  constitutional  methods."  In  the  parallel  column  it  quoted 
Hitler's  words:  "Neither  I  nor  anybody  else  in  the  National 
Socialist  Party  advocates  proceeding  by  anything  but  constitu- 

tional methods.'1  It  was  not  entirely  clear  from  the  pamphlet 
whether  its  authors  thought  everyone  else  who  advocated  the 

use  of  constitutional  methods  was  also  a  Nazi  and  pro-Hitler. 

The  pamphlet  concluded  that  Lindbergh  had  become  "the  voice 
of  American  Nazism."  It  was  widely  distributed  by  Friends  of 
Democracy,  Fight  for  Freedom,  and  other  interventionist 

groups.15 
In  many  respects,  Charles  A.  Lindbergh's  foreign  policy 

views  were  similar  to  those  advanced  by  Nazi  propaganda  in  the 

United  States.  If  his  policies  had  been  implemented,  the  conse- 

quences would  have  benefited  Hitler's  Germany.  And  if  Nazi 
Germany  had  been  defeated  in  World  War  II,  the  defeat  would 

not  have  been  accomplished  by  American  men  and  equipment. 

German  agents  were  pleased  by  Lindbergh's  noninterventionist 
efforts,  and  profascists  in  the  United  States  applauded  him. 

At  the  same  time,  however,  Lindbergh  did  not  like  Hitler  or 

Nazism.  He  did  not  favor  a  Nazi  dictatorship  either  for  Ger- 
many or  for  the  United  States.  He  did  not  want  Nazi  Germany 

to  triumph  in  Britain  or  in  the  United  States.  Whatever  one  may 
think  of  his  views,  Lindbergh  formulated  them  in  terms  of  his 
own  judgment  of  what  was  best  for  the  United  States  and  for 
Western  civilization.  He  thought  the  United  States  should  not  be 
guided  in  its  conduct  of  foreign  affairs  by  the  wishes  of  any 
foreign  government  (German,  British,  or  Russian)  but,  rather, 
by  what  Americans  thought  best  for  the  United  States. 

The  methods  used  by  interventionists  in  attacking  Lindbergh 

in  1 94 1  were  fundamentally  similar  to  those  used  by  McCarthy- 

ites  in  attacking  liberal  internationalists  in  the  early  i95o's.  The 
McCarthyites  discredited  their  adversaries  by  associating  them 

with  Communist  Russia;  interventionists  discredited  their  adver- 

saries by  associating  them  with  Nazi  Germany.  Those  "guilt-by- 
association-with-an-aggressive-totalitarian-power"  methods  were 
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effective  in  destroying  the  careers  and  reputations  of  liberal 
internationalists  in  the  1950Y,  those  same  methods  were  even 

more  effective  in  destroying  the  careers  and  reputations  of 
Lindbergh  and  other  leading  isolationists  in  World  War  II. 

Those  methods,  both  in  1941  and  195 1,  were  unfair,  intoler- 
ant— and  effective.  But  they  were  even  more  effective  in  1941 

than  in  1951.  In  the  i95o's,  McCarthyites  were  contesting  with 
the  so-called  "liberal  internationalist  establishment,"  which 
finally  triumphed  over  Senator  Joseph  McCarthy  and  his  fol- 

lowers. It  discredited  both  the  Senator  and  his  methods.  In 

1 94 1,  however,  the  "liberal  internationalist  establishment" 
shared  in  the  use  of  those  methods  against  the  isolationists.  Not 
only  did  it  triumph,  it  did  not  even  seriously  object  to  the 
methods  used  to  accomplish  that  victory.  And,  unlike  its  tone  in 

the  i95o's,  it  showed  no  pity  for  the  victims  of  those  methods 
during  the  World  War  II  years.  To  be  trite,  it  depended  on 
whose  bull  was  being  gored. 

The  interventionist  assaults  on  Lindbergh  were  becoming 
increasingly  vicious  and  effective  by  the  middle  of  1941.  But  he, 
in  effect,  invited  even  more  devastating  attacks  by  a  speech  he 
delivered  at  an  America  First  Committee  rally  in  Des  Moines, 
Iowa,  on  September  11,  1941. 
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19/ "Who  Are  the  War  Agitators?" 

F JL.  ROM  the  very  beginning  of  his  battle  against  intervention 

in  1939,  Colonel  Charles  A.  Lindbergh  warned  against  propa- 
ganda by  those  who  wanted  to  drag  the  United  States  into  the 

war  abroad.  In  the  years  1 940-1 941,  he  repeatedly  berated  the 

"powerful  elements"  that  were  pressing  the  United  States  to- 
ward war.  In  his  radio  broadcast  on  May  19,  1940,  nearly  a 

year  before  he  joined  the  America  First  Committee,  Lindbergh 

said:  "The  only  reason  that  we  are  in  danger  of  becoming 
involved  in  this  war  is  because  there  are  powerful  elements  in 
America  who  desire  us  to  take  part.  They  represent  a  small 
minority  of  the  people,  but  they  control  much  of  the  machinery 
of  influence  and  propaganda.  They  seize  every  opportunity  to 

push  us  closer  to  the  edge."'  He  urged  "the  underlying  character 
of  this  country  to  rise  and  assert  itself,  to  strike  down  these 

elements  of  personal  profit  and  foreign  interest."1  He  repeated 
that  general  view  many  times  in  later  speeches. 

On  June  15,  he  charged  that  an  "organized  minority  in  this 

country"  was  "flooding  our  congress  and  our  press  with  propa- 
ganda for  war"  and  was  "pushing  us  closer  and  closer  to  the 

edge."  On  August  4,  he  told  his  audience  in  Chicago  that  there 
were  "interests  in  this  country  and  abroad  who  will  do  their 

utmost  to  draw  us  into  the  war."  On  April  17,  1 941 ,  in  his  first 
address  as  a  member  of  America  First,  he  complained  that  the 

United  States  had  "been  led  toward  war  by  a  minority  of  its 
people,  through  misinformation  and  through  confusion  of  the 
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issues  involved."  When  he  spoke  in  New  York  less  than  a  week 
later,  he  said:  "We  have  been  led  toward  war  by  a  minority  of 
our  people.  This  minority  has  power.  It  has  influence.  It  has  a 

loud  voice.  But  it  does  not  represent  the  American  people."2 
Thomas  W.  Lamont  of  the  Wall  Street  banking  firm  of  J.  P. 

Morgan  and  Company  was  an  active  internationalist  and  inter- 
ventionist. He  had  been  a  partner  of  Dwight  W.  Morrow  and  a 

friend  of  his  family,  including  his  daughter  Anne  Morrow 
Lindbergh.  Through  the  Morrows,  Lamont  was  also  a  friend  of 

Charles  Lindbergh.  After  Lindbergh's  radio  address  on  May  19, 
1940,  Lamont  wrote  to  the  Colonel  chiding  and  challenging  him 

on  the  reference  to  "powerful  elements"  who  wanted  to  involve 
America  in  the  war.  He  asked  Lindbergh  to  name  names. 

Lamont  insisted  that  he  was  "in  contact  with  a  good  many 
different  people  and  shades  of  opinion"  but  did  not  "know  of 
any  such  elements."  He  admonished  Lindbergh  that  "we  must 
not  broadcast  suspicions  and  accusations  unless  we  have  com- 

plete basis  for  the  charges."  It  was  a  friendly  letter,  and  Lind- 
bergh responded  in  kind.  In  his  reply  Lindbergh  wrote  that  he 

"intentionally  did  not  specify  individuals,  groups,  or  organiza- 
tions" because  he  still  hoped  it  would  "not  be  necessary  to  do 

this."  He  thought  it  obvious  that  there  were  "  'powerful  ele- 
ments' in  America  who  desire  us  to  take  part  in  the  war,"  but  he 

believed  it  to  be  "of  vital  importance  for  us  to  avoid  the  class 
antagonism  and  hatred  which  would  arise  from  such  accusa- 

tions." Lindbergh  feared  that  involvement  in  the  European  war 
would  cause  "chaotic  conditions"  that  could  destroy  "the  mod- 

eration we  have  known  in  America."  He  wanted  "to  avoid  this 

at  all  costs"  and  believed  "that  the  only  possibility  of  avoiding  it 
is  for  us  to  keep  out  of  the  war  in  Europe."3 

Except  for  references  to  the  Roosevelt  administration,  Lind- 

bergh did  not  "name  names"  until  less  than  three  months  before 
Pearl  Harbor.  His  speeches  and  articles  were  notable  for  their 

lack  of  "name  calling."  He  did,  however,  give  the  matter  much 
thought,  and  he  began  to  shape  his  views  on  the  subject.  For 
example,  in  August  and  September,  1940,  he  devoted  many 

hours  writing  several  drafts  of  "A  Letter  to  Americans,"  which 
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was  to  be  published  in  Collier's  late  in  March,  1941.  His  early 
versions,  however,  were  much  different  from  the  published 
article.  In  those  rough  drafts  he  was,  in  effect,  experimenting 
with  variations  of  thoughts  that  he  would  voice  publicly  in  his 
Des  Moines  address  a  year  later.  A  handwritten  version  that  he 

scribbled  on  August  18,  1940,  was  entitled  "To  the  Capitalist, 
[the  Intellectual]  the  Politician,  and  the  Jew."  Two  days  later 
he  changed  and  called  it  "To  the  Capitalist,  the  Politician,  and 
the  Jew":  the  intellectual  had  been  dropped.  He  wrote  to  those 
groups:  "Upon  your  shoulders  more  than  any  others  rests  the 
blame  for  America's  trend  toward  war."  A  draft  that  he  pre- 

pared a  month  later  was  again  directed  "To_thg_Capitalist,  the 
Intellectual,  the  Politician,  and  the  Jew."  And  again  he  con- 

tended that  those  four  groups  "more  than  all  others  are  causing 
this  agitation  for  war."  He  charged  that  they  had  "sacrificed  our 
Americari^destiny  to  your  idol  of  money,  to  your  academic 

idealism,  and  to  your  selfish  desires  for  power."4  But  Lindbergh 
was  still  shaping  his  thoughts  and  groping  on  his  timing.  No 
more  weight  should  be  given  to  those  versions  than  to  any  other 

writer's  discarded  rough  drafts.  He  did  not  use  those  versions 
for  his  final  article,  and  he  refrained  from  "naming  names"  for 
another  year. 

Colonel  Lindbergh  decided,  however,  that  if  it  appeared  that 

the  United  States  would  enter  the  war,  he  "would  name  the 

groups  responsible  for  pushing  us  into  it."  The  question  was 
when  to  do  so.  It  would  have  to  be  before  Congress  declared 

war.  Lindbergh  determined  to  continue  his  opposition  to  in- 
volvement up  to  the  last  moment,  but  he  resolved  to  stop  his 

noninterventionist  efforts  when  war  came.  By  September,  1941, 

he  had  concluded  that  America's  participation  was  "practically 
inevitable"  and  that  "an  incident  to  involve  us  might  arise  on 
any  day."  Fearing  that  the  United  States  could  enter  the  war 
before  his  next  address,  Lindbergh  decided  to  make  a  "for-the- 
record"  speech  identifying  the  war  makers  as  he  saw  them.  He 
correctly  anticipated  the  uproar  his  speech  would  provoke  and 

the  abuse  he  would  suffer  for  making  it.5 
General  Robert  E.  Wood  and  other  leaders  of  American  First 
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urged  Lindbergh  to  address  a  meeting  in  Des  Moines,  Iowa. 

Despite  its  location  in  the  heart  of  America's  agricultural 
Middle  West,  Iowa  had  lagged  in  the  organization  of  local 
America  First  chapters.  It  was  the  home  of  Vice  President 
Henry  A.  Wallace,  who  enthusiastically  supported  President 

Roosevelt's  foreign  policies.  Furthermore,  the  state  was 
blanketed  by  the  Gardner  Cowles  newspapers,  the  Des  Moines 

Register  and  Tribune,  which  actively  supported  the  President's 
foreign  policies.  Committee  leaders  hoped  a  Lindbergh  rally  in 
Des  Moines  might  spark  the  growth  of  America  First  in  the 
state  and  dramatize  the  opposition  to  the  interventionist  views 
of  the  Cowles  publications,  Vice  President  Wallace,  and  the 

President.0 
The  Des  Moines  Register  struck  hard  at  Lindbergh  in  an 

editorial  ten  days  before  the  rally.  At  the  same  time,  the  tempo- 
rary chairman  of  the  newly  organized  Des  Moines  chapter  of 

the  Fight  for  Freedom  Committee  gave  a  speech  calling  Lind- 

bergh "the  most  valuable  aid  to  Hitler  of  any  man  in  America" 
and  "public  enemy  number  one  of  the  U.S."  He  charged  that  if 
Lindbergh  "were  a  paid  agent  of  the  German  government  he 
could  not  serve  the  cause  of  Hitler  so  well."  Several  local 
American  Legion  posts  voted  to  bring  another  nationally  known 
speaker  to  Des  Moines  to  answer  Lindbergh.  An  American 
Legion  band  scheduled  to  play  at  the  rally  withdrew  because  of 

the  post's  opposition.  And  interventionists  organized  heckling  of 
the  speakers  at  the  meeting.7 

Lindbergh  labored  long  and  hard  in  preparing  his  speech. 

Initially  he  entitled  it  "Who  Are  the  Interventionists?"  At  the 
last  moment,  however,  he  changed  it  to  "Who  Are  the  War 
Agitators?,"  believing  the  new  title  was  "stronger."  As  usual,  no 
one  but  Lindbergh  and  his  wife  saw  the  speech  before  he  de- 

livered it.  But  both  titles  worried  R.  Douglas  Stuart,  Jr.,  and 
others  of  the  America  First  staff  who  gathered  in  his  suburban 

Chicago  home  to  listen  to  the  coast-to-coast  broadcast  of  the 

speech.8 
More  than  8,000  people  crowded  into  the  Des  Moines  Coli- 

seum to  hear  Lindbergh.  President  Roosevelt  broadcast  his 
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"shoot-on-sight"  speech  earlier  the  same  evening.  In  his  talk  the 
President  announced  that  he  had  ordered  the  American  Navy  to 
attack  German  and  Italian  warships  found  within  the  Atlantic 

patrol  zone  without  waiting  for  them  to  attack  first.  The  orga- 
nizers of  the  America  First  rally  had  arranged  for  the  Presi- 

dent's speech  to  be  carried  live  to  their  audience  at  the  start  of 
the  meeting.  Lindbergh  and  his  party  came  on  the  platform  just 
after  the  President  completed  his  powerful  and  moving  address 

— a  difficult  act  to  follow.  Noisy  and  organized  hecklers  in  the 
audience  made  matters  worse.  The  first  speakers,  Mrs.  Janet 

Ayer  Fairbank  and  Hanford  MacNider,  the  national  vice- 
chairmen  of  America  First,  handled  the  situation  well,  and  the 

audience  was  far  more  receptive  by  the  time  Lindbergh  gave  his 

twenty-five-minute  address.9 

Lindbergh  began  his  speech  by  referring  to  the  "ever-increas- 
ing effort  to  force  the  United  States  into  the  conflict."  He 

thought  that  effort  had  been  "so  successful  that,  today,  our 
country  stands  on  the  verge  of  war."  The  main  body  of  his 
speech  focused  on  the  question  of  who  was  "responsible  for 
changing  our  national  policy  from  one  of  neutrality  and  inde- 

pendence to  one  of  entanglement  in  European  affairs."  He 
promised  to  speak  "with  the  utmost  frankness." 

Lindbergh  told  his  audience:  "The  three  most  important 
groups  who  have  been  pjcessjn£jlris_c^iitry  toward  war  are  the 
BrjtisJi^_trie_Jewish,  and  the  Roosevelt  Administration^  Behind 

these  groups,  but  of  lesser  importance,  are  a  number  of  capi- 
talists, anglophiles,  and  intellectuals,  who  believe  that  their 

future,  and  the  future  of  mankind,  depend  upon  the  domination 
jjfJJie.  Jkiiish- Jam  pi  re .  Add  to  these  the  Communistic  groups 
who  were  opposed  to  intervention  until  a  few  weeks  ago,  and  I 

believe  I  have  named  the  major  war  agitators  in  this  country." 
He  distinguished  between  the  "war  agitators,"  on  the  one  hand, 
and  the  "sincere  huLmisguided  men  and_women  who,  confused 
by  misinformation  and  frightened  by  propaganda,  follow  the 

lead  of  the  war  agitators."  He  emphasized  that  the  ";wjir_agi- 
tators- comprise  only  a  small  minority  of  our  people;  but  they 
control  a  tremejndoii&Jrifl^         He  discussed  in  some  detail 
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each  of  the  three  major  groups  and  concluded  that  "If  any  one 
of  these  groups — the  British,  the  Jewish,  or  the  Administra- 

tion— stops  agitating  for  war"  there  would  "be  little  danger  of 
our  involvement."  He  did  "not  believe  that  any  two  of  them  are 
powerful  enough  to  carry  this  country  without  the  support  of 

the  third."  He  charged  that  the  three  groups  "planned,  first,  to 
prepare  the  United  States  for  foreign  war  under  the  guise  of 
American  defense;  second,  to  involve  us  in  the  war  step  by  step, 
without  our  realization;  thirds  to  create  a  series  of  incidents 

which  would  force  us  into  the  actual  conflict."  The  plans  were, 
he  charged,  "covered  and  assisted  by  the  full  power  of  their 
propaganda."  He  berated  their  "smear  campaign"  against  the 
noninterventionists.  Lindbergh  concluded  that  the  only  thing 

keeping  the  United  States  out  of  the  war  was  "the  rising  opposi- 
tion of  the  American  people."  Though  America  was  "on  the 

verge  of  war,"  he  said,  it  was  "not  yet  too  late  to  stay  out."  In 
his  view,  "the  last  stronghold  of  democracy  and  representative 
government  in  this  country  is  in  our  House  of  Representatives 

and  our  Senate."  He  urged  his  listeners  to  make  their  wishes 
known  and  expressed  the  hope  that  if  they  did  so,  "indepen- 

dence and  freedom  will  continue  to  live  among  us,  and  there 

will  be  no  foreign  war."  Lindbergh's  address  won  enthusiastic 
applause  from  most  of  his  audience,  and  he  got  standing  cheers 

with  his  reference  to  "the  British,  the  Jewish,  and  the  Roosevelt 

Administration."10 
Nevertheless,  no  speech  by  Charles  Lindbergh  or  by  any 

other  noninterventionist  speaker  before  Pearl  Harbor  provoked 
such  widespread  controversy  and  criticism.  In  most  newspapers 

President  Roosevelt's  "shoot-on-sight"  address  won  the  head- 

lines, but  Lindbergh's  speech  got  ample  publicity  without  them. 
The  Des  Moines  Register  editorialized  that  "it  may  have  been 
courageous  for  Colonel  Lindbergh  to  say  what  was  in  his  mind, 

but  it  was  so  lacking  in  appreciation  of  consequences — putting 
the  best  interpretation  on  it — that  it  disqualifies  him  for  any 

pretensions  of  leadership  of  this  republic  in  policy-making." 
Scores  of  newspapers  and  hundreds  of  speakers  all  over  the 
United  States  echoed  that  reaction  or  more  extreme  variations 

of  it.11 
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In  his  references  to  the  three  groups  of  "war  agitators," 
Lindbergh's  tone  was  most  sympathetic  and  understanding  of 
the  Jewish;  he  was  most  critical  in  his  references  to  the  Roose- 

velt administration.  The  responses  to  his  address,  however,  gave 
a  radically  different  proportion  to  his  remarks  than  he  had 

given.  His  references  to  the  British  and  the  Roosevelt  adminis- 
tration were  largely  ignored  by  his  critics;  the  uproar  centered 

almost  exclusively  on  his  reference  to  the  Jews. 

Undoubtedly  much  of  the  uproar  was  due  to  genuine  dis- 

approval of  Lindbergh's  key  statement  regarding  the  Jews. 
Many  may  have  denounced  the  speech  publicly  to  protect 

themselves  from  any  possible  charges  of  anti-Semitism.  But 
there  can  be  no  doubt  that  interventionists  exploited  the  inci- 

dent in  their  attempts  to  discredit  Lindbergh  and  weaken  the 
campaign  against  intervention  in  the  European  war.  Whatever 
one  concludes  about  the  sincerity,  accuracy,  or  wisdom  of 

Lindbergh's  statements,  his  Des  Moines  speech  was  an  ex- 
tremely serious_4iolitical  blunder.  It  dealt  America  First  and  the 

noninterventionist  movement  a  staggering  blow.  It  gave  the 
interventionists  their  best  opportunity  to  discredit  Lindbergh 
and  America  First.  The  deluge  of  criticism  that  the  Des  Moines 

speech  precipitated  was  so  all-encompassing  that  it  dwarfed  all 
succeeding  noninterventionist  efforts  in  the  few  weeks  remaining 
before  Pearl  Harbor.  To  examine  the  matter  in  depth,  it  will  be 

well  to  analyze  Lindbergh's  views  and  the  reactions  from  each 
of  the  three  groups  of  "war  agitators." 
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and  the  British 

l_-/INDBERGH  included  the  British,  capitalists,  and  intel- 

lectuals among  the  greater  or  lesser  "war  agitators."  By  the  last 
half  of  1 94 1,  however,  he  was  devoting  comparatively  less 
attention  to  the  British  than  he  had  earlier.  And  the  capitalists 
and  intellectuals  never  loomed  large  in  his  public  statements. 
They  were,  however,  among  the  adversaries  in  his  battle  against 
intervention. 

His  father's  active  opposition  to  American  entry  into  World 
War  I  a  quarter  of  a  century  earlier  had  been  aimed  particularly 

against  eastern  capitalists  and  financiers — against  the  Money 
Trust.  The  Minnesota  Congressman  had  charged  them  with 
involving  the  United  States  needlessly  in  wars  and  imperialism 

abroad  to  advance  their  selfish  economic  interests.  Many  agrar- 
ian progressives  continued  to  use  such  analyses  in  later  oppos- 
ing entry  into  World  War  II.  Senators  William  E.  Borah  of 

Idaho,  Hiram  Johnson  of  California,  Burton  K.  Wheeler  of 

Montana,  and  Gerald  P.  Nye  of  North  Dakota  were  among  the 

progressives  whose  agrarian  economic  analyses  were  funda- 
mental to  their  noninterventionism.1 

A  year  before  his  Des  Moines  speech,  in  the  early  rough 

drafts  of  his  "A  Letter  to  Americans,"  Colonel  Lindbergh  had 

listed  "capitalists"  first  among  those  to  whom  he  considered 
directing  his  message.  And  in  his  Des  Moines  speech  he  in- 

cluded capitalists  among  the  war  agitators  "of  lesser  impor- 
tance." Occasionally  he  mentioned  economic  interests  and 
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profit  seeking  in  his  other  analyses  of  war  and  intervention.  In 

October,  1939,  when  the  arms  embargo  and  cash-and-carry 

were  being  debated,  he  said  he  did  "not  believe  that  the  material 
welfare  of  this  country  needs,  or  that  our  spiritual  welfare  could 

withstand,"  a  policy  of  making  profits  bv  capitalizing  "on  the 
destruction  and  death  of  war."  If  American  industry  depended 
"upon  a  commerce  of  arms  for  its  strength,  then  our  industrial 
system  should  be  changed."  In  defending  cash-and-carry,  he 
thought  the  "extension  of  credit  to  a  belligerent  country"  was  "a 
long  step  toward  war."  He  found  it  "unfortunate  but  true  that 
there  are  interests  in  America  who  would  rather  lose  American 

lives  than  their  own  dollars."  In  his  Reader's  Digest  article  of 

November,  1939,  Lindbergh  worried  about  the  "spiritual  de- 
cline which  seems  invariably  to  accompany  an  industrial  life." 

In  a  tone  that  agrarian  radicals  would  have  approved,  Lind- 

bergh asked:  "How  long  can  men  thrive  between  walls  of  brick, 
walking  on  asphalt  pavements,  breathing  the  fumes  of  coal  and 
of  oil,  growing,  working,  dying,  with  hardly  a  thought  of  wind, 
and  sky,  and  fields  of  grain,  seeing  only  machine  made  beauty, 

the  mineral-like  quality  of  life?"  He  thought  that  was  "our 
modern  danger."  His  father  would  have  approved  when,  in  his 
broadcast  on  June  15,  1940,  Lindbergh  said  that  "our  capi- 
talists-ras:  well  as  our  soldiers  should  be  willing  to  serve  without 

personal  profit."-  Most  of  his  friends  in  eastern  financial  circles 
sharply  disagreed  with  his  positions  on  foreign  affairs. 

Nevertheless,  Colonel  Lindbergh  did  not  attach  great  weight 
to  economic  bases  for  war  and  involvement  abroad.  For  the  most 

part,  his  opposition  to  American  entry  into  World  War  II 
emerged  from  a  substantially  different  analysis  than  that  on 

which  his  father's  opposition  to  entry  into  World  War  I  many 
years  before  had  been  based. 

Lindbergh  focused  even  less  attention  on  intellectuals  and 

idealists,  though  he  saw  them,  too,  as  among  the  "lesser"  war 
agitators.  He  was  uncertain  whether  to  include  intellectuals  in 

his  early  rough  drafts  of  "A  Letter  to  Americans."  In  the  final 
version,  published  in  March,  1941,  the  Colonel  complained  that 

"politicians  and  idealists  harangue"  Americans  about  defending 
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freedom  and  democracy  by  destroying  Hitler's  Nazi  regime,  but 
that  they  offered  "not  one  feasible  plan"  for  successfully  invad- 

ing Europe.  He  told  an  America  First  audience  in  St.  Louis 
early  in  May,  1941,  that  in  England,  France,  and  the  United 

States  he  had  "listened  to  politicians  and  idealists  calling  upon 
the  people  for  war,  with  hardly  a  thought  of  how  that  war  is  to 

be  fought  or  won."  A  few  days  later,  he  recalled  for  his  audi- 
ence in  Minneapolis  that  before  the  United  States  entered  World 

War  I  "Idealists  called  on  us  to  fight.  Hysteria,  hatred  and 
intolerance  arose.  Even  college  presidents  and  their  faculties 

joined  in  the  cry."  He  reminded  his  listeners  that  when  his 
father  opposed  war  "his  meetings  were  broken  up,  his  patriot- 

ism was  questioned,  and  the  plates  of  his  book  were  destroyed 

by  government  agents."  He  contended  that  after  World  War  I 
"we  left  the  future  of  the  world  in  the  hands  of  our  college 
presidents  and  our  idealists,"  but  that  "the  idealists  themselves 
seem  to  be  about  all  we  fought  for  in  the  last  war  that  remains 

intact."  He  charged  that  in  1941  "Our  college  presidents  are 
shouting  for  war,  just  as  they  did  before."  But  he  pointed  out 
that  there  were  "many  people  in  the  nation  who  have  ideals  of 
another  kind."  He  was  one  of  them:  "There  are  many  of  us  who 
believe  that  thejplace  to  save  democracy  is  right  here  in 
America.  We  do  nof  accept  the  claim  that  Christianity  will 
thrive  on  famine,  or  that  our  way  of  life  can  be  spread  around 
the  world  by  force.  We  believe  that  it  is  possible  for  a  man  or  a 
nation  to  be  self  reliant,  to  be  practical,  to  be  successful,  even  to 

be  tolerant,  and  still  have  ideals  of  the  highest  type."  After  the 
beginning  of  the  Russo-German  war,  Lindbergh  charged  that 

"the  idealists  who  have  been  shouting  against  the  horrors  of 
Nazi  Germany"  were  then  ready  to  ally  with  the  Soviet  Union, 
"whose  record  of  cruelty,  bloodshed,  and  barbarism,  is  without 

parallel  in  modern  history."  Rather  than  follow  their  lead, 
Lindbergh  urged  his  compatriots  to  "build  an  impregnable 
delense-for^rnerica,  and  keep  this  hemisphere  at  peace."3 

The  capitalists  and  intellectuals  might  have  been  war  agi- 

tators "of  lesser  importance,"  but  in  his  Des  Moines  speech 
Lindbergh  listed  the  British  first  among  the  three  groups  he 
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thought  most  important  in  pressing  the  United  States  toward 
war.  In  elaborating  on  the  British  influence,  he  conceded  that  it 

was  "perfectly  understandable  that  Great  Britain  wants  the 
United  States  in  the  war  on  her  side."  As  he  had  said  many 
times  before,  however,  Lindbergh  insisted  that  England  could 
not  win  the  war  against  Germany  by  itself,  even  with  American 

material  aid.  "Even  if  America  entered  the  war  it  is  improbable 
that  the  Allied  armies  could  invade  Europe  and  overcome  the  V 

Axis  powers."  (He  was  speaking  during  the  period  before 
r  Soviet  forces  checked  Germany's  advance  into  the  Soviet 
Union. )  He  believed  that  if  the  British  had  not  been  hopeful  of 

making  the  United  States  "responsible  for  the  war  financially,  as 

well  as  militarily,"  they  "would  have  negotiated  a  peace  in 
Europe  many  months  ago,  and  be  better  off  for  doing  so."  He 
charged  that  "England  has  devoted  and  will  continue  to  devote 
every  effort  to  get  us  into  the  war."  He  conceded  that  "If  we 
were  Englishmen  we  would  do  the  same."  But  he  insisted  that 
"our  interest  is  first  in  America;  and,  as  Americans,  it  is  essen- 

tial for  us  to  realize  the  effort  that  British  interests  are  making 

to  draw  us  into  their  war."4 
He  had,  of  course,  warned  against  British  propaganda  before 

and  would  do  so  again.  In  "A  Letter  to  Americans,"  published 
in  March,  1941,  Colonel  Lindbergh  wrote  that  "British  propa- 

ganda in  the  United  States  attempts  to  persuade  us  that  Great 
Britain  will  win  the  war,  providing  she  receives  somewhat  more 

help  than  we  have,  up  to  that  moment,  given  her."  He  also 
charged  the  British  with  trying  to  convince  Americans  "that  a 
British  victory  is  essential  to  American  security."5 

British  leaders  had  long  been  aware  of  the  distrust  with  which 

Americans  viewed  foreign  propaganda  in  general,  and  British 
propaganda  in  particular.  They  tried  to  avoid  playing  into  the 
hands  of  isolationists  by  any  obvious  attempts  to  propagandize 
the  American  people.  They  correctly  recognized  that  American 

public  opinion  in  the  years  1939-194 1  was  overwhelmingly 
sympathetic  to  the  British  in  their  struggle  against  Nazi  Ger- 

many but  was  opposed  to  entering  the  European  war.  British 
leaders  were  persuaded  that  Americans  were  most  likely  to  be 
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moved  by  emotional  and  ideological  themes.  They  were  confi- 

dent of  President  Roosevelt's  sympathy  for  their  cause  and  of 
his  determination  to  lead  the  United  States  in  internationalist 

and  interventionist  directions  as  rapidly  as  public  opinion  would 
permit.  They  saw  their  role  as  tactfully  encouraging  and  quietly 
assisting  the  Roosevelt  administration  and  its  interventionist 
supporters  in  those  efforts  as  much  as  they  could  without 
making  it  appear  that  they  were  doing  so.  British  diplomats  in 

the  United  States  encouraged  those  methods,  and  Prime  Minis- 

ter Winston  Churchill's  personal  and  official  dealings  with 
President  Roosevelt  skillfully  followed  such  a  pattern.6 

In  June,  1940,  for  example,  Lord  Lothian,  the  Ambassador 
to  the  United  States,  advised  the  British  government  in  dealing 

with  the  United  States  "to  stress  the  gravity  of  the  [British] 
position,  the  fearful  consequences  for  civilization  which  would 
follow  a  Nazi  victory,  the  determination  of  the  Allies  to  fight  on 
in  order  to  maintain  the  freedom  of  civilization  and  their 

confidence  that  if  enough  people  show  enough  resolution  in  that 

cause  it  is  bound  to  prevail."  He  thought  it  "a  profound  mistake 
for  anybody  in  Europe  to  make  appeals  to  the  United  States  to 

intervene."  In  Lord  Lothian's  opinion,  "The  case  for  the  British 
is  already  being  very  well  made  over  here  by  influential  Ameri- 

cans." Prime  Minister  Churchill  instructed  Lothian  to  make  it 

clear  in  speaking  with  President  Roosevelt  that  "If  we  go  down 
Hitler  has  a  very  good  chance  of  conquering  the  world."7 

Late  in  1940,  T.  North  Whitehead  of  the  American  Depart- 
ment in  the  British  Foreign  Office  prepared  a  long  document  on 

"Policy  for  Publicity  in  the  United  States."  He  defined  the 
British  objective  as  obtaining  "the  utmost  assistance  from  the 
United  States  as  quickly  as  possible,  not  excluding  direct  par- 

ticipation in  the  war."  The  British  task  was  "to  help  in  the 
process  both  of  educating  and  also  of  sensitising  American 
public  opinion  to  the  need  for  assisting  us  more  vigorously  as  a 

means  of  saving  themselves."  He  recommended  that  Britain 
constantly  "flood  America  with  the  relevant  facts  so  presented 
as  to  make  them  fit  into  the  general  picture  of  our  strategic 

problem."  He  urged  the  British  to  "avoid  even  the  implication 
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of  advising  Americans  what  they  should  do  in  their  own  inter- 
ests. Any  such  advice  would  be  at  once  regarded  by  Americans 

as  'propaganda,'  and  would  be  hotly  resented."  Besides,  he 
thought  such  propaganda  "quite  unnecessary"  because  "literally 
hundreds  of  American  press  and  radio  commentators  are  per- 

forming this  service  for  us  daily."  He  believed  it  was  "always 
more  effective  for  information  to  reach  Americans  by  an  Ameri- 

can rather  than  a  British  medium."  Whitehead  urged  that  "full 
advantage  should  be  taken  of  the  American  press  correspon- 

dents in  London  and  of  Mr.  Child's  organization  in  New  York 
for  supplying  information  to  the  press  writers  in  the  United 

States."8  That  was  essentially  the  approach  the  British  govern- 
ment used. 

Harold  Nicolson,  Parliamentary  Secretary  to  the  British 
Ministry  of  Information,  had  been  a  friend  of  the  Lindberghs 
for  some  years,  both  in  America  and  in  England.  He  first  met 

them  while  preparing  a  biography  of  Anne's  father,  Dwight  W. 
Morrow.  He  and  his  wife  befriended  Anne  and  Charles  when 

they  fled  to  England  in  1935.  But  he  and  Lindbergh  differed 
sharply  on  foreign  affairs,  and  in  1939  Nicolson  struck  hard 

and  personally  at  the  Colonel  in  public  print.9 
The  British  Library  of  Information  in  New  York  provided 

English  leaders  with  impressively  full  and  accurate  information 

on  the  state  of  American  public  and  press  opinion.  Anne  Lind- 

bergh's younger  sister,  Constance,  was  married  to  Aubrey  Neil 
Morgan  of  the  British  Information  Service  in  New  York.  It 

actively  helped  American  interventionists,  including  the  Fight 
for  Freedom  Committee,  in  efforts  to  move  public  opinion  in 
the  direction  of  aid  and  involvement  on  the  side  of  Great 

Britain's  struggle  against  the  Axis  Powers.10 
Similarly,  William  S.  Stephenson  and  his  British  Security  Co- 

ordination in  New  York  quietly  and  effectively  helped  Fight  for 

Freedom  and  other  interventionist  groups.  Stephenson's  organi- 
zation also  worked  to  discredit  Lindbergh,  the  America  First 

Committee,  and  other  isolationists.  Those  efforts  helped  defeat 
the  noninterventionist  movement  in  the  United  States.  Once 

Stephenson's  efforts  to  down  Lindbergh  accidentally  backfired. 
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Before  Lindbergh's  final  America  First  address,  in  New  York's 
Madison  Square  Garden  on  October  30,  1941,  Stephenson  had 

duplicate  tickets  printed  and  distributed  to  pro-British  organiza- 
tions. He  hoped  the  holders  of  those  tickets  would  cause  trouble 

at  the  rally.  But,  as  he  remembered  it  later,  the  attendance  at 
the  rally  was  smaller  than  expected,  and  his  counterfeit  tickets 

apparently  provided  Lindbergh  with  a  somewhat  larger  au- 
dience for  his  last  noninterventionist  address  than  he  would 

otherwise  have  had.  Nonetheless,  one  study  concluded  that 

Stephenson's  efforts  against  the  America  First  Committee  in 
1 94 1  "did  considerably  reduce  its  usefulness"  and  "the  way  was 
paved  for  the  great  disrepute  into  which  it  [and  Lindbergh] 

shortly  fell."11 
Lindbergh's  reference  to  the  British  as  "war  agitators"  did 

not  greatly  increase  attacks  upon  him,  and  only  rarely  was  he 

charged  with  being  an  Anglophobe.  In  striking  contrast,  how- 

ever, his  reference  in  the  same  breath  to  the  Jewish  as  "war 

agitators"  brought  a  torrent  of  charges  that  he  was  anti-Semitic. 
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V^HARLES  A.  LINDBERGH'S  speech  in  Des  Moines,  Iowa, 
on  September  1 1 ,  1 94 1 ,  was  the  only  public  address  in  which  he 
mentioned  the  Jews.  In  that  speech  he  listed  the  Jewish  along 
with  the  British  and  the  Roosevelt  administration  as  the  three 

most  important  groups  pressing  the  United  States  into  war. 
Though  he  opposed  the  interventionist  efforts  of  all,  the  one  out 
of  the  three  groups  that  he  expressed  greatest  sympathy  for  was 
the  Jewish.  But  he  was  most  vehemently  denounced  for  listing 
the  Jews. 

In  elaborating  on  the  Jewish  group  in  his  address,  Lindbergh 

said:  "It  is  not  difficult  to  understand  why  Jewish  people  desire 
the  overthrow  of  Nazi  Germany.  The  persecution  they  suffered 
in  Germany  would  be  sufficient  to  make  bitter  enemies  of  any 
race.  No  person  with  a  sense  of  the  dignity  of  mankind  can 
condonelhe  persecution  of  the  Jewish  race  in  Germany.  But  no 

person  of  honesty  and  vision  can  look  on  their  pro-war  policy 
here  today  without  seeing  the  dangers  involved  in  such  a  policy, 
both  for  us  and  for  them. 

"Instead  of  agitating  for  war,  the  Jewish  groups  in  this 
country  should  be  opposing  it  in  every  possible  way,  for  they 
will  be  among  the  first  to  feel  its  consequences.  Tolerance  is  a 
virtue  that  depends  upon  peace  and  strength.  History  shows  that 

it  cannot  survive  war  and  devastation.  A  few  far-sighted  Jewish 
people  realize  this,  and  stand  opposed  to  intervention.  But  the 
majority  still  do  not.  Their  greatest  danger  to  this  country  lies  in 
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their  large  ownership  and  influence  in  our  motion  pictures,  our 
press,  our  radio^and  our  Government. 

"*~*Tlun  not  attacking  either  the  Jewish  or  the  British  people. 
Both  races,  I  admire.  But  I  am  saying  that  the  leaders  of  both 
the  British  and  the  Jewish  races,  for  reasons  which  are  as 

understandable  from  their  viewpoint  as  they  are  inadvisable 
from  ours,  for  reasons  which  are  not  American,  wish  to  involve 
us  in  the  war.  We  cannot  blame  them  for  looking  out  for  what 
they  believe  to  be  their  own  interests,  but  we  also  must  look  out 

for  ours.  We  cannot  allow  the  natural,  passions  and  prejudices 

of  other  peoples  to  lead  our  country  to  destruction."1 
Those  three  paragraphs  constitute,  in  full,  Lindbergh's  only 

public  reference  to  the  Jews.  So  far  as  one  can  determine  from 

his  private  journal,  personal  correspondence,  and  reports  by 

others  of  conversations  with  him,  Lindbergh's  privately  ex- 
pressed views  on  the  subject  were  essentially  the  same  as  those 

he  voiced  publicly  in  his  Des  Moines  speech.  For  example,  after 
the  violence  against  the  Jews  in  Nazi  Germany  in  November, 

1938,  Lindbergh  wrote  in  his  diary:  "I  do  not  understand  these 
riots  on  the  part  of  the  Germans.  It  seems  so  contrary  to  their 
sense  of  order  and  their  intelligence  in  other  ways.  They  have 
undoubtedly  had  a  difficult  Jewish  problem,  but  why  is  it 
necessary  to  handle  it  so  unreasonably?  My  admiration  for  the 
Germans  is  constantly  being  dashed  against  some  rock  such  as 

this."  In  June,  1939,  after  a  conversation  with  Senator  Harry 
Byrd  of  Virginia,  Lindbergh  wrote  in  his  diary:  "We  are  both 
anxious  to  avoid  having  this  country  pushed  into  a  European 
war  by  British  and  Jewish  propaganda,  of  which  there  is  already 
too  much.  I  can  understand  the  feeling  of  both  the  British  and 
the  Jews,  but  there  is  far  too  much  at  stake  for  us  to  rush  into  a 

European  war  without  the  most  careful  and  cool  considera- 

tion." After  a  dinner  conversation  with  William  R.  Castle  and 
Fulton  Lewis,  Jr.,  in  August,  1939,  he  wrote  in  his  journal: 

"We  are  disturbed  about  the  effect  of  the  Jewish  influence  in  our 
press,  radio,  and  motion  pictures.  It  may  become  very  serious. 
Lewis  told  us  of  one  instance  where  the  Jewish  advertising  firms 
threatened  to  remove  all  their  advertising  from  the  Mutual 
system  if  a  certain  feature  were  permitted  to  go  on  the  air.  The 
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threat  was  powerful  enough  to  have  the  feature  removed.  I  do 
not  blame  the  Jews  so  much  for  their  attitude,  although  I  think 

it  unwise  from  their  own  standpoint."  On  May  i,  1941,  there  is 
this  diary  entry:  "Most  of  the  Jewish  interests  in  the  country  are 
behind  war,  and  they  control  a  huge  part  of  our  press  and  radio 

and  most  of  our  motion  pictures."2  In  his  references  to  the 
Jews,  he  explained  their  foreign  policy  positions  in  terms  of 

their  conceptions  of  their  own  self-interest.  He  did  not  embrace 

a  "conspiracy  theory";  he  agreed  with  his  wife  in  rejecting  what 
she  called  "hidden-hands"  conceptions  of  public  affairs. 

Lindbergh  fully  expected  his  references  to  the  Jews  in  his  Des 

Moines  speech  to  cause  an  uproar  and  to  bring  charges  of  anti- 
Semitism  down  upon  him.  In  his  handwritten  first  draft  of  the 

speech  he  had  scribbled:  "I  realize  that  in  speaking  this  frankly 
I  am  entering  in  where  Angels  fear  to  tread.  I  realize  that 

tomorrow  morning's  headlines  will  say  'Lindbergh  attacks 
Jews.'  The  ugly  cry  of  Anti-Semitism  will  be  eagerly  joyfully 
pounded  upon  and  waved  about  my  name.  It  is  so  much  simpler 
to  brand  someone  with  a  bad  label  than  to  take  the  trouble  to 

read  what  he  says.  I  call  you  people  before  me  tonight  to 
witness  that  I  am  not  anti-Semitic  nor  have  I  attacked  the 

Jews."3  In  the  speech's  final  form  Lindbergh  omitted  that  part  of 
his  first  draft,  but  he  was  completely  correct  in  his  expectations. 

Rarely  has  any  public  address  in  American  history  caused  more 
of  an  uproar,  or  brought  more  criticism  on  any  speaker,  than 

did  Lindbergh's  Des  Moines  speech. 
Denunciations  were  most  concentrated  in  New  York,  but 

they  came  from  all  across  the  United  States.  They  came  from 
Jews,  but  also  from  Protestants  and  Catholics.  They  came  from 
interventionists,  but  also  from  noninterventionists.  They  came 
from  Democrats,  but  also  from  Republicans  and  Communists. 

They  came  from  high  government  leaders,  but  also  from  grass- 
roots America.  They  charged  Lindbergh  with  anti-Semitism, 

Nazism,  and  sympathy  for  Hitler.  They  called  on  the  America 
First  Committee  to  repudiate  him.  They  urged  a  congressional 
investigation.  And  individual  letter  writers  wanted  to  send  him 
back  to  Germany. 

Newspapers  across  the  land  joined  in  editorial  attacks  on 
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Lindbergh  and  his  speech.  The  Des  Moines  Register  called  it 

"the  worst  speech  he  has  made  so  far."  The  New  York  Herald 
Tribune  flailed  the  speech's  anti-Semitism  and  called  it  an 
appeal  to  "dark  forces  of  prejudice  and  intolerance."  The 
Philadelphia  Record  charged  that  "Lindbergh  hates  what  Hitler 
hates."  The  Kansas  City  Journal  concluded  that  "Lindbergh's 
interest  in  Hitlerism  is  now  thinly  concealed."  The  San  Fran- 

cisco Chronicle  concluded  that  "The  voice  is  the  voice  of 

Lindbergh,  but  the  words  are  the  words  of  Hitler."  The  pas- 
sionately interventionist  PM  in  New  York  sent  telegrams  to 

members  of  the  America  First  national  committee  urging  them 

to  disavow  Lindbergh.4 
Understandably,  Jews  and  Jewish  organizations  criticized  the 

speech,  urged  America  First  to  repudiate  Lindbergh,  and  called 

for  an  investigation  of  America  First.  But  non-Jews  were 
equally  critical.  The  Christian  theologian  and  interventionist 

Reinhold  Niebuhr  urged  America  First  to  "divorce  itself  from 
the  stand  taken  by  Lindbergh  and  clean  its  ranks  of  those  who 

would  incite  to  racial  and  religious  strife  in  this  country." 
Commonweal,  a  liberal  Catholic  magazine,  was  noninterven- 

tionist  but  thought  it  "a  bad  speech."  It  also  pointed  out  that 
Jews  probably  controlled  less  than  their  share  of  the  daily 

newspapers  and  magazines.5 
Organized  interventionist  groups  eagerly  seized  on  the  Des 

Moines  speech  as  a  club  with  which  to  beat  Lindbergh,  America 

First,  and  the  whole  noninterventionist  movement.  The  Com- 
mittee to  Defend  America  and  the  Fight  for  Freedom  Commit- 

tee denounced  the  speech  and  called  on  America  First  to 
repudiate  Lindbergh.  The  national  executive  secretary  of  Fight 

for  Freedom  pointed  out  that  though  interventionist  sentiment 
was  strongest  in  the  South,  that  section  had  the  smallest  Jewish 

population.  Fight  for  Freedom  also  distributed  a  thirty-six-page 

pamphlet  entitled  America's  Answer  to  Lindbergh  that  quoted 
editorials  and  articles  from  newspapers,  writers,  and  spokesmen 

all  over  the  country  attacking  Lindbergh  and  his  speech.6 
Communist  publications,  now  thoroughly  interventionist, 

joined  in  the  cries  against  Lindbergh.  The  Daily  Worker 
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charged  that  his  speeches  and  activities  were  "entering  the 
realm  of  treason  and  outright  violations  of  the  laws  of  the  land" 
and  demanded  "the  practical  attention  of  the  Federal  govern- 

ment." It  called  Lindbergh  a  fascist,  Nazi,  traitor,  and  an 
"Open  Hitler  Ally."  New  Masses  called  him  "a  racist  and 
fascist"  and  urged  a  congressional  investigation  of  America 
First.7 
But  criticism  emanated  from  high  political  levels  in  the 

United  States  as  well.  President  Roosevelt  made  no  public 

comment,  but  his  secretary,  Stephen  T.  Early,  said  there  was  "a 
striking  similarity"  between  Lindbergh's  statement  and  "the 
outpourings  of  Berlin  in  the  last  few  days."  The  Republican 
Party's  1940  presidential  nominee,  Wendell  Willkie,  called  it 
"the  most  un-American  talk  made  in  my  time  by  any  person  of 
national  reputation."  Governor  Thomas  E.  Dewey  of  New 
York,  who  was  to  be  the  Republican  presidential  nominee  in 

1944  and  1948,  called  Lindbergh's  speech  "an  inexcusable 
abuse  of  the  right  of  freedom  of  speech."  Assistant  Secretary  of 
State  Adolf  A.  Berle,  Jr.,  in  an  address  at  Harvard,  said  that 

Lindbergh  was  "following  the  exact  line  which  had  been  laid 
down  in  Berlin  for  the  use  of  Nazi  propagandists  in  the  United 

States."8 
Critical  responses  were  not  limited  to  words.  Vandals  broke 

windows  in  the  Manhattan  offices  of  America  First.  The  Board 

of  Education  in  Sioux  City,  Iowa,  refused  permission  for  an 

America  First  rally  in  a  school  auditorium  unless  the  Commit- 

tee guaranteed  there  would  be  "no  un-American  utterances." 
The  lower  house  of  the  Texas  legislature  adopted  a  resolution 
advising  Lindbergh  he  was  not  welcome  on  any  speaking  tour 

he  might  plan  in  that  state.9 
The  Des  Moines  speech  provided  a  field  day  for  interven- 

tionist critics  of  Lindbergh,  America  First,  and  the  noninterven- 
tionist  movement.  But  it  caused  dismay  and  consternation 

within  the  America  First  Committee  as  well,  and  in  noninter- 
ventionist  ranks  in  general.  Responses  by  noninterventionists 
ranged  all  the  way  from  angry  resignations  from  America  First, 

at  one  extreme,  to  enthusiastic  praise  from  anti-Semites,  who 
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were  delighted  that  Lindbergh  had  spoken  out  publicly  on  "the 
real  issue,"  with  every  imaginable  response  between  the  ex- 

tremes. Most  noninterventionists,  however,  generally  supported 
Lindbergh,  thought  he  had  spoken  the  truth,  and  opposed  any 
repudiation  of  him. 

Some  wrote  to  America  First  resigning  in  protest.  Some  of 

those  were  Jews,  but  others  were  not.10  Still  others  lavishly 
praised  Lindbergh  and  his  speech.  One  woman  in  Illinois  wrote 

Lindbergh:  "I  have  never  so  respected  and  deeply  admired  any 
man  as  I  do  you!  Your  wonderful  fight  against  involvement  in 
this  war  was  climaxed  by  your  truthful  and  courageous  speech 
last  night  at  Des  Moines.  I  thank  God  that  we  have  men  like 

you  of  indomitable  courage  and  undying  faith  in  the  American 
tradition!  Mr.  Lindbergh,  you  would  make  a  great  AMERICAN 

President."  Countless  others  responded  with  similar  enthu- 

siasm.11 
Though  most  such  responses  gave  no  evidence  of  anti- 

Semitism,  some  wrote  in  such  extreme  anti-Semitic  terms  that 

the  America  First  staff  stamped  their  letters  "crank  -  ignore." 
One  Chicagoan  who  praised  Lindbergh's  speech  wrote:  "His- 

tory shows,  that  whenever  the  Jews  get  hold  of  a  nation,  this 

very  nation  is  doomed  to  destruction  from  within  and  without." 
Another,  from  Long  Beach,  California,  wrote  that  as  long  as 

Lindbergh  spoke  on  flying  he  did  not  "bother  the  war  mongers 

so  very  much,"  but  when  he  put  his  "finger  upon  the  trickery  of 
the  Administration,  and  the  double-cross  of  the  Jewish  profi- 

teers, there  and  then  you  really  became  a  great  orator."  A 
woman  from  Los  Angeles  insisted  that  "we  need  thousands  of 
fearless  men  and  women  to  rid  this  country  of  the  JEWS,  who 

have  already  taken  it  over."  She  wrote  that  Roosevelt  was  a 

Jew.  A  man  from  Blythe,  California,  wrote  that  he  hated  "a  Jew 
worse  than  poison"  and  insisted  that  "If  we  dont  curb  him  in  the 

USA  very  shortly  we  are  going  to  be  working  as  his  slaves."12 
Individuals  and  organizations  publicly  identified  with  the  far 

right  or  with  anti-Semitism  cheered  Lindbergh's  speech.  Merwin 
K.  Hart,  Father  Charles  E.  Coughlin's  Social  Justice  magazine, 
Gerald  L.  K.  Smith  and  his  Committee  of  1,000,000,  and 

176 



The  Jewish  Interventionists 

Scribner's  Commentator,  for  example,  all  praised  the  speech.13 
Noninterventionists  in  exposed  positions  with  responsibilities 

separate  from  America  First  often  ran  for  cover.  That  seemed 
particularly  true  for  newsmen.  The  publisher  Frank  E.  Gannett 

informed  General  Robert  E.  Wood  that  because  of  Lindbergh's 
speech  he  could  not  "run  the  risk  of  being  identified  with  the 
Committee."  The  Hearst  newspapers  opposed  American  entry 
into  World  War  II,  but  they  attacked  Lindbergh's  "intemperate 
and  intolerant  address  in  Des  Moines."  The  noninterventionist 

commentator  Boake  Carter  wrote  that  Lindbergh  "performed  a 
disservice  to  himself  and  to  the  nation"  in  his  speech  and  "was 

unjust  to  the  Jews  as  a  people."  Even  Colonel  Robert  R. 
McCormick's  Chicago  Tribune  refused  to  go  along  with  its 
hero.  Its  headline  the  day  after  the  speech  told  of  Lindbergh's 
attack  on  the  Roosevelt  administration,  but  a  careful  examina- 

tion of  the  news  columns  was  necessary  to  learn  of  his  reference 
to  the  Jews.  On  September  13,  the  Tribune  carried  an  editorial 

designed  to  explain  that  the  newspaper  was  not  anti-Semitic.  A 

feature  page  with  pictures  of  some  of  Lindbergh's  medals  had 
already  been  printed  for  the  September  2 1  issue.  On  September 

20,  the  Tribune  carried  an  editorial  that  denounced  the  "impro- 
priety" of  Lindbergh's  reference  to  the  Jews  and  hoped  that 

none  of  its  readers  would  "assume  that  the  publication  of  this 
page  at  this  time  is  to  be  regarded  as  in  any  sense  an  evidence  of 

approval  of  the  Des  Moines  speech."  President  Henry  Noble 
MacCracken  of  Vassar  College  and  Norman  Thomas  of  the 

Socialist  Party  were  both  noninterventionists,  but  in  their  efforts 

to  disassociate  themselves  from  Lindbergh's  reference  to  the 
Jews  both  declined  to  speak  at  any  more  America  First 

meetings.14 
Norman  Thomas's  reaction  was  significant.  A  Socialist  and  a 

pacifist,  he  held  many  views  on  public  issues  that  differed 

sharply  from  Lindbergh's.  But  the  two  men  liked  and  respected 
each  other;  they  had  appeared  together  on  the  programs  of 
America  First  rallies.  Two  years  earlier,  in  a  book  urging  the 
United  States  to  stay  out  of  war,  Thomas  had  advised  American 
Jews  in  words  much  like  those  that  Lindbergh  used  in  his  Des 
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Moines  speech.  He  believed  Lindbergh  was  not  anti-Semitic  and 

that  what  he  had  said  "was  mostly  true,  but  by  no  means  all  the 
truth."  He  thought  much  of  the  criticism  was  "quite  insincere 

and  hypocritical."  Nevertheless,  Thomas  contended  that  the 
speech  "did  great  harm,"  and  he  said  so  "publicly  for  the  sake, 
not  only  of  the  cause  of  keeping  out  of  war,  but  of  preserving 

some  tolerance  in  America."  He  thought  Lindbergh  oversimpli- 
fied, "exaggerated  the  solidarity  of  the  Jews  in  this  matter  and 

their  power,  and  overlooked  the  power  of  other  groups."  He 
believed  that  even  if  the  Jews  or  the  British  stopped  their 
propaganda,  the  President  might  still  get  the  United  States  into 
the  war.  In  a  letter  to  General  Wood,  Thomas  said  he  thought  it 

"an  enormous  pity  that  our  friend  the  Colonel  will  not  take  the 
advice  on  public  relations  which  he  would  expect  an  amateur  in 

aviation  to  take  from  an  expert."  The  national  executive  com- 
mittee of  the  Socialist  Party  denounced  Lindbergh's  speech  as  a 

"serious  blow  to  democracy  and  to  the  movement  to  keep 
America  out  of  war."15 

The  executive  director  of  the  Keep  America  Out  of  War 

Congress  (composed  of  pacifist  noninterventionist  organiza- 

tions) wrote  that  the  speech  had  "done  more  to  fan  the  flames 
of  Anti-Semitism  and  push  'on-the-fence'  Jews  into  the  war 
camp  than  Mr.  Lindbergh  can  possibly  imagine."  The  governing 
committee  of  the  Keep  America  Out  of  War  Congress  an- 

nounced its  "deep  disagreement"  with  Lindbergh's  "implication 
that  the  American  citizens  of  Jewish  extraction  or  religion  are  a 

separate  group,  apart  from  the  rest  of  the  American  people,  or 

that  they  react  as  a  separate  group,  or  that  they  are  unani- 

mously for  our  entrance  into  the  European  war."  Nevertheless, 
that  statement  also  criticized  interventionists  for  concealing 

Lindbergh's  "denunciation  of  the  treatment  of  the  Jews  in 
Germany"  in  his  speech.  All  of  the  twenty-five  persons  at  the 
meeting  that  authorized  the  statement,  including  four  Jews, 

agreed  that  the  speech  was  not  anti-Semitic.16 

Lindbergh's  speech  sparked  a  vendetta  between  Oswald  Gar- 
rison Villard  and  the  Council  Against  Intolerance  in  America 

under  George  Gordon  Battle.  Villard  had  devoted  his  long  life 
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to  active  crusades  for  peace,  humanitarian  causes,  and  civil 
liberties.  He  was  a  member  of  the  Council  Against  Intolerance; 
he  was  also  a  noninterventionist.  After  the  Des  Moines  speech, 

Battle  wired  prominent  Americans  seeking  statements  "to 
counteract  Charles  Lindbergh's  injection  of  race  and  religious 
issue  into  American  life."  The  statements  he  obtained  subse- 

quently were  published  by  the  Council  as  a  fifteen-page  pam- 
phlet, America  Answers  Lindbergh!  And  in  a  Council  mailing 

sent  out  by  the  thousands  in  October,  Battle  charged  Lindbergh 

and  Senator  Nye  with  "seeking  to  destroy  liberty  through 

bigotry^"  Villard's  name  was~on~t:he  letterhead  of  the  official Council  stationery  that  Battle  used  for  his  mailing,  but  Villard 

was  angered  by  the  Council's  attacks  on  Lindbergh  and  Nye.  He 
wrote  to  Battle  contending  that  Lindbergh  had  not  really  "in- 

jected the  race  and  religious  issue."  He  insisted  that  Lindbergh 
had  "made  a  truthful  statement,"  though  Villard  thought  it 
"would  have  been  better"  if  he  had  not  mentioned  the  Jews. 

Villard  did  not  "want  to  play  into  the  hands  of  Colonel  Lind- 

bergh's enemies,  who  have  seized  upon  this  mistaken  judgment 
of  his  to  distort  or  misrepresent  what  he  said."  Battle  did  not 

answer  the  letter.  Subsequently,  Villard,  "outraged  by  the  at- 
tacks being  made  by  the  Council  Against  Intolerance  in 

America  upon  Colonel  Lindbergh,"  resigned  from  the  Council. 
He  criticized  it  for  being  "so  intolerant"  as  to  brand  Lindbergh 
and  Nye  "with  faithlessness  to  America  because  they  say  things 
that  the  Council  doesn't  like."17  President  Robert  M.  Hutchins 
of  the  University  of  Chicago  and  Senator  Bennett  Champ  Clark 
of  Missouri  also  resigned  from  the  Council  Against  Intolerance 

in  protest  against  the  intolerance  it  had  directed  against  Lind- 
bergh. Alf  M.  Landon,  the  Republican  presidential  nominee  in 

1936,  was  not  an  isolationist,  and  he  publicly  regretted  "the 
tragedy  of  raising  racial,  class,  and  religious  issues."  But  he 
thought  Lindbergh  had  "suffered  from  unjust  and  fearful  slan- 

derous attacks  on  his  Americanism,"  and  he  refused  to  provide  a 
statement  joining  in  the  Council's  "proposal  to  stone  him."18 

Most  politicians  either  criticized  Lindbergh's  speech  or 
avoided  comment.  Senator  Gerald  P.  Nye  of  North  Dakota, 
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however,  publicly  defended  the  aviator.  Nye  had  recently  spent 

an  afternoon  with  him  and  concluded  that  there  was  "not  a 
shred  of  anti-Semitism  in  a  single  fibre  of  the  being  of  this 

courageous  American."  Nye  agreed  with  Lindbergh  that  "the 
Jewish  people  are  a  large  factor  in  our  movement  toward  war." 
Senator  Robert  A.  Taft  of  Ohio  in  a  private  letter  wrote  that  he 

disapproved  "entirely  of  Colonel  Lindbergh's  speech,  and  par- 
ticularly that  part  attacking  the  Jews."  He  pointed  out  that 

Lindbergh  "referred  to  the  Jews  as  if  they  were  a  foreign  race, 
and  not  Americans  at  all,  a  grossly  unjust  attitude."  But  Taft 
did  "not  propose  to  criticize  Colonel  Lindbergh  for  intolerance 
when  his  intolerance  is  more  than  matched  by  the  intolerance  of 
the  Fight  for  Freedom  Committee  and  others  toward  him  and 

his  views."19 Within  the  America  First  Committee  there  were  wide  differ- 

ences of  opinion.  Many  members  disapproved  of  the  speech. 
The  chairman  of  the  Indianapolis  chapter  and  the  Oklahoma 
state  chairman,  for  example,  both  criticized  it.  John  T.  Flynn, 
chairman  of  the  New  York  chapter  and  a  member  of  the  national 
committee,  was  particularly  upset.  He  complained  to  America 

First  national  headquarters  that  Lindbergh  could  not  play  "a 
lone  hand"  and  drag  the  Committee  "out  into  the  no  man's  land 
of  this  debate  on  any  issue  that  he  chooses  to  adopt."  Flynn 
pointed  out  that  in  the  East  he  was  right  "on  the  firing  line";  the 
speech  complicated  his  earnest  efforts  to  bar  unsavory  elements 
from  his  chapter,  and  it  inundated  the  chapter  with  assaults 

from  its  adversaries.  Flynn  saw  the  problem  as  "one  of  clearing 
the  America  First  Committee  of  this  taint  without  at  the  same 

time  breaking  it  up  or  weakening  its  influence  to  keep  us  out  of 

war."20 In  a  personal  letter  to  Lindbergh,  Flynn  wrote  that  his  first 

reaction  to  the  speech  was  "one  of  utter  distress."  He  contended 
that  anti-Semites  in  his  chapter  were  "uproariously  delighted" 
with  the  speech,  while  those  who  had  been  afraid  of  the  issue 

were  "depressed."  He  conceded  that  Lindbergh  was  "com- 
pletely without  anti-Semitism,"  but  that  the  charge  would  stick 

and  America  First  would  be  "tagged  with  the  anjijewish  label." 
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Flynn  agreed  "that  the  Jewish  population  of  New  York"  was 
"practically  unanimously  for  war,"  but  he  insisted  that  no  one 
could  publicly  denounce  them  as  war  makers  "without  incurring 
the  guilt  of  religious  and  racial  intolerance  and  that  character  is 

poison  in  a  community  like  ours."21 

Lindbergh  found  it  difficult  to  understand  Flynn's  view.  After 
the  two  men  had  discussed  the  matter  in  conversation  for  an 

hour,  Lindbergh  wrote  in  his  journal:  "He  feels  as  strongly  as  I 
do  that  the  Jews  are  among  the  major  influences  pushing  this 
country  toward  war.  He  has  said  so  frequently,  and  he  says  so 
now.  He  is  perfectly  willing  to  talk  about  it  among  a  small 
group  of  people  in  private.  But  apparently  he  would  rather  see 
us  get  into  the  war  than  mention  in  public  what  the  Jews  are 

doing,  no  matter  how  tolerantly  and  moderately  it  is  done."22 
Most  America  First  leaders  and  members,  however,  gave 

Lindbergh  at  least  qualified  support.  Eighty-five  to  90  per  cent 
of  the  letters  received  by  national  headquarters  supported  him. 

Most  did  not  believe  Lindbergh  was  anti-Semitic.  They  believed 
the  references  to  the  Jews  might  have  been  phrased  more  tact- 

fully and  accurately  or,  better  still,  not  have  been  voiced  at  all. 

Most  Committee  members  believed  Lindbergh's  statements  con- 
cerning the  Jews  were  largely  correct,  and  the  overwhelming 

majority  opposed  repudiating  him.  Most  of  them,  however, 
hoped  America  First  would  make  a  clear  statement  that  it  was 

not  anti-Semitic.23 

Gregory  Mason,  chairman  of  the  Stamford-Greenwich- 
Norwalk  America  First  chapter  in  Connecticut  and  later  a 

national  committee  member,  turned  the  charge  of  anti-Semitism 

back  on  the  interventionists.  Professor  Mason  wrote:  "A  great 
deal  of  hypocrisy  has  been  evidenced  by  smug  citizens  in  our 
midst  who  sounded  off  to  condemn  Lindbergh  on  the  basis  of  a 
hasty  reading  of  two  or  three  sentences  lifted  from  his  Des 

Moines  address.  Many  such  citizens  practice  anti-Semitism 
every  day  of  their  lives.  Many  of  the  individual  supporters  of 
the  Committee  to  Defend  America  by  Aiding  the  Allies  and  of 
the  Fight  for  Freedom  Committee  and  of  other  interventionist 
organizations  belong  to  exclusive  social  clubs  from  which  Jews 
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are  strictly  barred.  ...  the  Greenwich  Real  Estate  Board 

opposes  renting  or  selling  houses  to  Jews  in  the  'exclusive'  part of  Greenwich  from  which  was  subscribed  in  a  few  weeks  enough 

money  to  buy  England  six  ambulances  .  .  .  and  from  which 

comes  the  loudest  local  denunciation  of  Lindbergh."  Mason 
concluded  his  letter  by  challenging  the  chairman  of  the  Green- 

wich chapter  of  the  Committee  to  Defend  America  to  a  public 

debate  on  the  subject  "Resolved,  That  the  Committee  to  Defend 
America  by  Aiding  the  Allies  is  riddled  with  Anti-Semitism."24 
His  challenge  was  not  accepted. 

America  First  national  headquarters  could  not  ignore  the 
massive  criticism  of  the  Des  Moines  speech  without  serious 
consequences  for  the  Committee.  It  urged  local  chapters  to 

withhold  comment  on  the  speech  until  after  the  national  com- 
mittee met  on  September  18,  a  week  after  the  Des  Moines  rally. 

Lindbergh  went  to  Chicago  and  discussed  the  matter  at  length 
with  General  Wood,  R.  Douglas  Stuart,  Jr.,  Flynn,  and  staff 

members  before  the  meeting.  General  Wood  suggested  adjourn- 
ing America  First,  on  grounds  that  the  President  had  already 

involved  the  United  States  in  war  through  executive  action; 
Lindbergh  and  Stuart  both  opposed  that  course.  Lindbergh 
would  not  repudiate  or  modify  his  Des  Moines  speech.  He  was 
willing,  if  the  Committee  wished,  to  issue  a  statement  saying 

that  the  speech  represented  only  his  personal  opinions  and  not 
America  First  policy,  though  he  thought  such  a  statement  would 
be  unwise.  Since  the  discussions  would  focus  on  him  and  his 

speech,  he  did  not  attend  the  first  part  of  the  national  committee 

meeting  held  in  Janet  Ayer  Fairbank's  home  that  Thursday 
afternoon.26 

With  General  Wood  presiding,  the  committee  members  dis- 
cussed the  matter  at  length.  Members  pointed  out  that  Lind- 

bergh had  sacrificed  much  for  America  First.  Most  of  them 

believed  that  what  Lindbergh  had  said  was  true.  Consequently 
the  national  committee  decided  not  to  repudiate  Lindbergh  or 

his  speech.  A  letter  by  Amos  R.  E.  Pinchot,  a  national  commit- 
tee member  present  at  the  meeting,  throws  light  on  the  view 

taken  in  the  discussion.  Pinchot  wrote:  "We  did  not  consider 
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the  Lindbergh  speech  anti-Semitic.  ...  It  did  not  criticize 
.  .  .  the  Jewish  people  on  the  ground  of  race  or  religion.  It  did, 
however,  state  plainly  what  I  think  you  will  agree  is  true, 

namely  that,  as  a  group,  the  Jews  of  America  are  for  interven- 
tion, and  that  they  constitute  one  of  the  main  forces  for  inter- 

vention. ...  I  think  the  Lindbergh  statement  was  true.  And 

so  far  I  have  met  no  Jewish  man  or  woman  who  doesn't  admit 

it's  true.  .  .  .  Needless  to  say  I'm  thoroughly  opposed  to  anti- 
Semitism  in  any  form.  ...  I  am  personally  grateful  to  Colonel 

Lindbergh  for  helping  to  keep  America  patriotic  and  sane." 
With  Flynn  in  the  minority,  the  national  committee  decided  not 

to  ask  Lindbergh  to  issue  a  separate  statement.26 
Only  eleven  members  of  the  national  committee  (including 

Lindbergh)  attended  the  meeting  on  September  18.  That  was 
less  than  half,  so  General  Wood  had  the  absent  members  polled 
before  the  statement  approved  at  that  meeting  was  issued. 
Several  (both  those  attending  the  meeting  and  those  consulted 
later)  thought  the  statement  weak  or  deficient  in  one  way  or 
another.  For  example,  Chester  Bowles  thought  it  did  not  answer 

the  issue  raised  in  the  Des  Moines  speech.  He  had  "the  greatest 
admiration"  for  Lindbergh  and  did  not  think  him  anti-Semitic. 
He  believed  the  Des  Moines  speech  "was  simply  poorly  worded, 
tactless  and  in  bad  judgment."  But  Bowles  thought  Lindbergh's 
"remarks  sounded  definitely  anti-Semitic,"  and  he  wanted  the 
Committee  to  take  the  stand  that  it  could  not  be  responsible  for 
every  individual  statement  its  members  or  representatives  made. 

William  R.  Castle  initially  had  thought  Lindbergh's  references 
to  the  Jews  "were  the  exact  truth,"  but  he  wished  "the  state- 

ment had  never  been  made  because  it  clouds  the  issue  and  pins 

on  us,  however  unfairly,  the  anti-Semitic  label."  He  wondered  if 
there  were  any  chance  "that  Lindbergh  would  let  somebody 

censor  his  speeches."  He  approved  the  national  committee 
statement  but  was  not  terribly  impressed  by  it.  Despite  reserva- 

tions, however,  ten  members  in  addition  to  those  at  the  meeting 
voted  to  approve  the  statement,  and  the  Committee  made  it 

public  on  September  24. 27 
In  that  statement  the  national  committee  charged  the  inter- 
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ventionists  with  trying  "to  hide  the  real  issue  by  flinging  false 
charges  at  the  America  First  Committee  and  at  every  leader 
who  has  spoken  out  against  our  entry  into  the  European 

conflict."  It  declared:  "Colonel  Lindbergh  and  his  fellow  mem- 
bers of  the  America  First  Committee  are  not  anti-Semitic.  We 

deplore  the  injection  of  the  race  issue  into  the  discussion  of  war 
or  peace.  It  is  the  interventionists  who  have  done  this.  America 
First,  on  the  other  hand,  has  invited  men  and  women  of  every 

race,  religion  and  national  origin  to  join  this  committee,  pro- 
vided only  that  they  are  patriotic  citizens  who  put  the  interests 

of  their  country  ahead  of  those  of  any  other  nation.  We  repeat 
that  invitation.  .  .  .  There  is  but  one  real  issue — the  issue  of 

war.  From  this  issue  we  will  not  be  diverted."  At  the  same  time 
Stuart  sent  a  letter  to  all  chapter  chairmen  admonishing  them  to 

redouble  their  efforts  "to  keep  our  membership  rolls  clear  of 
those  who  seek  to  promote  racial  and  religious  intolerance."28 

A  few  days  later  America  First  released  a  letter  from  Dr. 

Hyman  Lischner,  a  physician  and  former  president  of  B'nai 
B'rith  in  San  Diego.  In  his  letter,  Dr.  Lischner,  a  Russian-born 
Jew,  defended  Lindbergh  and  insisted  that  there  was  no  race 

prejudice  in  any  of  Lindbergh's  talks.  He  agreed  that  the  Jewish 
group  was  one  of  the  most  important  of  those  pressing  America 

toward  war.29 
The  Des  Moines  speech  was  the  only  major  foreign  policy 

address  by  Lindbergh  in  which  he  specifically  mentioned  the 
Jews.  Without  explicitly  referring  to  that  speech  or  to  Jews, 
however,  he  did  attempt  to  defend  himself  at  an  America  First 
rally  in  Fort  Wayne,  Indiana,  on  October  3.  He  maintained  that 
his  statements  had  been  distorted  and  his  motives  and  meanings 

"falsely  ascribed."  He  said  he  did  not  "speak  out  of  hate  for  any 
individuals  or  any  people."30  Many  years  later,  Lindbergh  said 
that  if  he  had  been  a  Jew  he  "might  have  been  for  war"  before 
Pearl  Harbor.  He  said  some  Jews  had  been  aboveboard  in 

advocating  war  but  others  had  not.  Lindbergh  had  found  it 
frustrating  not  to  be  able  to  talk  about  the  subject  publicly.  As 
he  had  seen  it,  most  Jews  (though  not  all)  were  pushing  for  war 

before  Pearl  Harbor,  and  he  thought  "You  should  not  hide 

reality."31 
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As  he  intended,  Lindbergh  in  his  Des  Moines  speech  publicly 
placed  on  the  record  his  conviction  that  Jews  were  one  of  the 
most  important  groups  pressing  the  United  States  into  war, 
along  with  the  British  and  the  Roosevelt  administration.  Other 
than  that,  however,  his  reference  to  the  Jews  in  that  address  was 
largely  counterproductive  so  far  as  the  noninterventionist 
movement  was  concerned.  It  did  not  reduce  Jewish  support  for 
intervention,  and  it  did  not  win  Jews  to  the  noninterventionist 

cause.  It  encouraged  anti-Semites  to  be  more  boldly  outspoken. 
It  strengthened  the  interventionists  and  gave  them  their  best  op- 

portunity to  go  on  the  offensive  against  the  isolationists.  It 
greatly  increased  the  ferocity  and  effectiveness  of  the  attacks  on 
Lindbergh  and  America  First.  It  divided  and  weakened  the 
noninterventionist  movement  and  placed  it  on  the  defensive. 
Because  of  the  repercussions  from  that  speech,  the  Committee 
canceled  its  plans  for  a  major  Lindbergh  rally  in  Washington, 

D.C.,  later  in  September.32  The  organization  director  for 
America  First  in  the  East  found  it  necessary  to  set  aside 

projects  he  had  under  way  for  forming  new  chapters.33  And  the 
repercussions  of  the  Des  Moines  speech  diverted  attention  from 

Lindbergh's  continuing  criticisms  of  President  Roosevelt's  tac- 
tics in  leading  the  United  States  toward  war. 

185 



22 /"Government  by  Subterfuge" 

In  his  treatment  of  the  three  major  groups  of  "war  agitators," 
Charles  A.  Lindbergh  was  most  critical,  least  sympathetic,  and 
most  persistent  in  his  criticisms  of  the  Roosevelt  administration. 

Unlike  his  references  to  the  British,  which  he  made  with  de- 
creasing frequency,  and  unlike  his  reference  to  the  Jews, 

which  he  made  publicly  only  once,  Lindbergh's  criticisms  of  the 
Roosevelt  administration  grew  increasingly  frequent,  bold,  and 
strident  during  1941.  He  did  not  mention  Franklin  D.  Roosevelt 

by  name  in  any  of  his  speeches  during  1939  and  1940.  A  year 

before  the  Des  Moines  speech,  in  his  rough  drafts  for  "A  Letter 
to  Americans,"  he  directed  his  attention  to  "the  Politician" 
generally,  rather  than  to  the  Roosevelt  administration  specifi- 

cally. His  early  allusions  to  politicians  and  the  administration 
focused  on  their  relation  to  the  war  and  intervention.  Increas- 

ingly during  1941,  however,  he  voiced  alarm  about  the  Presi- 

dent's role  in  undermining  democratic  processes  and  representa- 
tive government.  He  called  for  "new  leadership,"  and  he 

berated  "government  by  subterfuge."  He  saw  President  Roose- 
velt as  using  dishonest  methods  to  take  the  United  States  into 

war,  contrary  to  the  wishes  of  80  per  cent  of  the  American 
people.  And  he  feared  those  methods  were  creating  for  the 
United  States  the  dictatorship  that  the  President  professed  to  be 

opposing  abroad.  Lindbergh  urged  open  discussion,  more  legis- 
lative authority  in  foreign  affairs,  and  limitations  on  the  Presi- 

dent's war-making  powers.  He  used  arguments  in  attacking 

186 



"Government  by  Subterfuge" 

Roosevelt  in  1941  that  were  almost  identical  to  those  that 

liberal  internationalists  would  use  in  attacking  President  Rich- 
ard M.  Nixon  thirty  years  later. 

In  August,  1940,  in  a  rough  draft  of  his  "A  Letter  to 
Americans,"  Lindbergh  wrote  that  history  would  "attach  the 
greatest  blame  for  the  debacle  of  this  period"  on  the  politician. 
In  his  Des  Moines  speech  on  September  11,  1941,  he  charged 

the  Roosevelt  administration  with  using  "the  war  to  justify  the 
restriction  of  congressional  power,  and  the  assumption  of  dicta- 

torial procedures."  In  his  opinion,  the  "danger  of  the  Roosevelt 
administration"  lay  in  "its  subterfuge."  He  insisted  that  the 
administration  had  "promised  us  peace"  but  had  led  the  United 
States  toward  war,  "heedless  of  the  platform"  upon  which  it 
was  elected.1 

Lindbergh's  attacks  on  President  Roosevelt's  "government  by 
subterfuge"  coincided  with  efforts  by  the  America  First  Com- 

mittee to  move  the  foreign  policy  debate  away  from  the  issue  of 

"aid-short-of-war"  and  place  it  on  the  simple  issue  of  whether 
the  United  States  should  or  should  not  declare  war.  The  ma- 

jority of  the  American  people  had  approved  each  major  pro- 
posal advanced  by  the  administration  to  aid  Britain  short  of 

war.  By  the  middle  of  1940,  a  clear  majority  believed  it  was 
more  important  to  aid  Britain  in  its  efforts  to  defeat  Germany 
than  it  was  for  the  United  States  to  keep  out  of  the  war.  At  the 

same  time,  however,  public  opinion  polls  indicated  that  ap- 
proximately 80  per  cent  of  the  American  people  opposed  entry 

into  the  war.  At  no  time  before  Pearl  Harbor  did  a  majority 

favor  a  declaration  of  war  on  the  Axis.  Those  seemingly  con- 
flicting desires  of  the  American  people  enabled  both  interven- 
tionists and  noninterventionists  to  contend  that  they  spoke  for  a 

majority  of  Americans.2 
America  First  Committee  leaders  feared,  however,  that,  de- 

spite public  opposition  to  a  declaration  of  war,  the  administra- 
tion steps  short  of  war  would  make  intervention  inevitable. 

They  feared  that  lend-lease,  the  Atlantic  patrols,  the  "shoot-on- 

sight'l-policy,  and  allowing  armed  American  merchant  ships  to 
enter  the  war  zones  would  lead  to  incidents  that  would  plunge 
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the  United  States  into  the  European  conflagration.  And.  in- 
creasingly, America  First  leaders  became  convinced  that  the 

administration  and  the  interventionists  actually  hoped  steps  short 
of  war  would  lead  to  intervention.  During  the  last  half  of  1941. 

America  First  spokesmen,  including  Lindbergh,  repeatedly  de- 

nounced the  "'subterfuge'"  by  which  interventionists  and  the 
Roosevelt  administration  were  leading  the  United  States  to  war 
while  professing  to  be  working  for  peace. 

In  June.  1 941 .  the  America  First  executive  committee  for- 
mally approved  a  new  Committee  principle  advocating  a  national 

advisory  referendum  on  the  issue  of  peace  or  war.  It  was  not  to 
be  in  the  form  of  a  constitutional  amendment,  nor  was  it  to  bind 

the  hands  of  Congress  or  the  President.  America  First  proposed 
that  Congress  pass  a  concurrent  resolution  authorizing  a  purely 

advisory  vote  by  the  people  on  the  issue  of  war  or  peace.  There 
was  no  real  expectation  that  the  measure  would  pass  or  even  be 
voted  on  in  Congress.  The  Committee  approved  the  policy  as  a 
basis  around  which  to  conduct  a  positive  campaign  on  the  issue 
of  war  or  peace.  It  also  hoped  that  agitation  for  the  referendum 
might  put  the  administration  on  the  defensive.  It  might  put 
interventionists  in  the  embarrassing  position  of  opposing  a 
democratic  procedure.  In  addition  to  proposing  the  national 

referendum,  the  America  First  Committee  financed  war-peace 
referendums  in  specific  areas — each  showing  that  approxi- 

mately 80  per  cent  of  those  polled  opposed  a  declaration  of 

war.3 In  the  fall  of  1941.  the  America  First  Committee  tried  to 
have  the  issue  of  war  or  peace  submitted  for  a  definite  vote  in 

Congress.  On  October  20.  the  America  First  national  commit- 
tee voted  to  send  an  open  letter  to  President  Roosevelt  urging 

him  to  submit  a  war  resolution  to  Congress.  General  Wood  sent 
such  a  letter  to  the  President  two  days  later.  In  it  he  made  clear 
that  America  First  would  vigorously  oppose  the  war  resolution 
but  would  honor  it  if  Congress  voted  for  war.  At  the  same  time. 

General  Wood  insisted  that  if  Congress  voted  against  a  declara- 

tion of  war  "the  Administration  must  respect  that  decision  and 

take  no  further  step  toward  our  involvement."  Secretary  of  War 
Henry  L.  Stimson  and  others  had  been  urging  the  President  to 
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follow  just  such  a  course.  Roosevelt  was  convinced,  however, 
that  he  would  be  defeated  in  such  a  vote.  He  did  not  ask  Con- 

gress to  declare  a  state  of  war  until  after  the  Japanese  attacked 
Pearl  Harbor.  The  America  First  Committee  was  never  able  to 

focus  public  attention  exclusively  on  the  simple  issue  of  war  or 
peace.  Despite  its  efforts,  the  foreign  policy  debate  in  1941  was 

conducted  primarily  upon  grounds  chosen  by  the  President.4 

Lindbergh's  attacks  on  the  Roosevelt  administration  bore  his 
own  individual  stamp,  but  they  were  consistent  with  those  of  the 

America  First  Committee  in  general.  In  an  address  in  Minne- 
apolis on  May  10,  he  complained  that  the  President  asked 

Americansjo  fight  for  the  'Tour  Freedoms,"  but  then  he  denied 
them  ''the  freedom  to  vote  on  vital  issues"  and  also  denied _them 
''freedom  of  information — the  right  of  a  free  people  to  know 

where  they  are  being  led  by  their  government."'  On  May  23,  he 
told  the  America  First  audience  in  Madison  Square  Garden  that 

in  the  1940  presidential  campaign  Americans  were  given  ''just 

about  as  much  chance"  to  express  their  foreign  policy  views  "as 
the  Germans  would  have  been  given  if  Hitler  had  run  against 

Goering."5 
In  a  controversial  address  in  Philadelphia  on  May  29,  Lind- 

bergh called  for  "new  leadership"  in  the  United  States.  That 
was  the  first  speech  in  which  he  referred  to  Roosevelt  by  name. 

He  ridiculed  the  President's  assertion  that  the  safety  of  America 
depended  upon  control  of  the  Cape  Verde  Islands  off  the  coast 

of  Africa:  "Even  Hitler  never  made  a  statement  like  that." 

Lindbergh  said:  "If  we  say  that  our  frontier  lies  on  the  Rhine, 

they  can  say  that  theirs  lies  on  the  Mississippi."  He  charged  that 
"Mr.  Roosevelt  claims  that  Hitler  desires  to  dominate  the 
world.  But  it  is  Mr.  Roosevelt  himself  who  advocates  world  ; 

domination  when  he  says  that  it  is  our  business  to  control  the 

wars  of  Europe  and  Asia,  and  that  we  in  America  must  domi- 

nate islands  King  off  the  African  coast."'  In  his  speech  he  asked: 
"Is  it  not  time  for  us  to  turn  to  new  policies  and  to  a  new 

leadership?"  He  urged  his  listeners  to  join  with  the  America 
First  Committee  to  "create  a  leadership  for  our  nation  that 

places  America  first."6 
Critics  promptly  charged  that  in  calling  for  "new  leadership" 
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Lindbergh  was  attempting  to  become  the  catalyst,  "the  man  on 
horseback,"  for  a  violent  fascist  overthrow  of  the  American 
government.  For  the  only  time  in  his  noninterventionist  speak- 

ing career,  Lindbergh  issued  a  clarifying  statement  after  that 
address.  In  a  telegram  to  the  Baltimore  Sun,  he  explained: 

"Neither  I  nor  anyone  else  on  the  America  First  Committee 
advocate  proceeding  by  anything  but  constitutional  methods.  It 
is  our  opposition  who  endanger  the  American  Constitution 
when  they  object  to  our  freedom  of  speech  and  expression. 
Under  the  Constitution  we  have  every  right  to  advocate  a 

leadership  for  this  country  which  is  non-interventionist  and 

which  places  the  interests  of  America  first."7  Many  who  op- 
posed Lindbergh  felt  no  hesitation,  earlier  and  later,  in  urging 

new  leadership  when  a  President  they  disliked  was  in  office. 
But,  in  the  emotional  atmosphere  before  Pearl  Harbor,  they 
were  prepared  to  put  the  worst  interpretation  on  anything 
Lindbergh  said. 

On  August  9,  in  Cleveland,  Lindbergh  spoke  on  "Govern- 
ment by  Representation  or  Subterfuge."  His  speech  was  a 

direct  attack  on  Roosevelt's  tactics.  He  charged  that  "our  Presi- 
dent consults  our  representatives  in  Congress  with  less  and  less 

frequency."  In  a  key  statement,  he  said:  "The  hypocrisy  and 
subterfuge  that  surrounds  us  comes  out  in  every  statement  of 
the  war  party.  When  we  demand  that  our  Government  listen  to 

the  80%  of  the  people  who  oppose  war,  they  shout  that  we  are 
causing  disunity.  The__same  grougs__who  call  on  us  to  defend 
democracy  and  freedom  abroad,  demand  that  we  kill  democracy 

and  freedom  at  home  by  forcing  four-fifths  of  our  people  into 
war  against  their  will.  The  one-fifth  who  are  for  war  call  the 

four-fifths  who  are  against  war  the  'fifth  column.'  "  He  charged 
that  the  interventionists  "know  that  the  people  of  this  country 
will  not  vote  for  war,  and  they  therefore  plan  on  involving  us 

through  subterfuge."  He  contended  that  the  interventionists  and 

the  administration  "plan  on  creating  incidents  and  situations"  to 
force  the  United  States  into  war.  He  insisted  that  the  issue  in 

America  was  "even  greater  than  the  issue  of  war  or  peace."  He 
saw  it  as  "the  issue  of  whether  or  not  we  still  have  a  representa- 
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tive  government;  whether  jj^  not  we  JiLlhe  United  States  of 
America  are  still  £  free  people,  with  the  right  to  decide  the 

fundamental  policies  of  our  nation."8 
Thus  by  the  time  Lindbergh  singled  out  the  Roosevelt  ad- 

ministration as  one  of  the  major  "war  agitators"  in  his  Des 
Moines  speech  on  September  1 1,  he  had  already  been  emphasiz- 

ing that  theme  vigorously  for  some  months.  He  would  continue 
to  do  so  until  the  Japanese  attack  on  Pearl  Harbor.  And  he 
never  changed  his  opinion  of  Roosevelt  and  his  tactics. 

In  Fort  Wayne,  Indiana,  on  October  3,  in  his  first  address 
after  the  Des  Moines  rally,  Lindbergh  worried  that  he  might  be 

giving  his  "last  address."  He  warned  "that  an  Administration 
which  can  throw  this  country  into  undeclared  naval  war  against 
the  will  of  our  people,  and  without  asking  the  consent  of 
Congress,  can  by  similar  methods  prevent  freedom  of  speech 

among  us."  Consequently,  he  spoke  to  his  audience  as  though 
he  were  giving  his  last  speech  (he  did  give  only  one  more  before 

Pearl  Harbor  silenced  him).  He  charged  that  "Not  one  step  the 
Administration  has  taken  in  these  last  two  years  was  placed 

honestly  before  our  people  as  a  step  toward  war."  He  contended 
that  the  administration  had  "been  treating  our  Congress  more 
and  more  as  the  German  Reichstag  has  been  treated  under  the 
Nazi  regime.  Congress,  like  the  Reichstag,  is  not  consulted.  The 
issue  of  war  or  peace  has  never  been  put  up  to  the  people  nor  to 

its  duly  elected  representatives  in  Congress  because  the  Presi- 
dent and  his  Administration  know  that  the  people  would  not 

accept  it."9 
Less  than  six  weeks  before  Pearl  Harbor,  in  New  York's 

Madison  Square  Garden,  Lindbergh  delivered  what  proved  to 
be  his  final  America  First  address.  In  that  speech,  he  reviewed 

Europe's  path  to  war,  his  long  battle  against  intervention,  and 
the  administration's  steps  toward  involvement.  He  charged  that 
President  Roosevelt  and  his  administration  "preach  about  pre- 

serving Democracy  and  freedom  abroad,  while  they  practice 

Dictatorship  and  subterfuge  at  home."  In  his  view,  "They  used 
the  phrase  'Steps  Short  of  War'  to  lead  us  to  foreign  war."  He 
insisted  that  "The  most  fundamental  issue  today  is  not  one  of 
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war  or  peace,  but  one  of  integrity.  .  .  .  There  is  no  danger  to 

this  nation  from  without.  The  only  danger  lies  from  within."  In 
the  last  sentence  of  what  was  to  be  his  last  noninterventionist 

speech,  Lindbergh  said:  "I  appeal  to  all  Americans,  no  matter 
what  their  viewpoint  on  the  war  may  be,  to  unite  behind  the 
demand  for  a  leadership  in  Washington  that  stands  squarely 

upon  American  traditions — a  leadership  of  integrity  instead  of 
subterfuge,  of  openness  instead  of  secrecy;  a  leadership  that 
demonstrates  its  Americanism  by  taking  the  American  people 

into  its  confidence."10 
Prior  to  the  Japanese  attack  on  Pearl  Harbor  on  December  7, 

Lindbergh  had  agreed  to  address  an  America  First  rally  in 
Boston  on  December  12.  With  the  coming  of  war,  America 
First  canceled  the  rally.  But  Lindbergh  had  already  drafted  his 

speech  for  that  meeting.  Though  he  never  delivered  it,  it  pro- 
vides a  final  expression  of  his  views  before  Pearl  Harbor.  He 

had  intended  to  speak  on  "What  do  we  mean  by  Democracy  and 
Freedom?"  He  had  planned  to  say  "thaL^Awo^aQLJs_g.Qne 
from  a  nation  when  its^e^ople_.are^Q_Iojn.gexJnfoimed.  of  the 

fundamental  policies  and  intentions  of  their  government,"  and 
that  ''freedom  is  a  travesty  among  men  who  have  been  forced 
into  war  by  a  President  they  elected  because  he  promised 

peace."  He  wrote  that  "Freedom  and  Democracy  cannot  long 
exist  without  a  third  quality,  a  quality  called  Integrity.  It  is  a 
quality  whose  absence  is  alarming  in  our  government  today. 
Without  integrity,  freedom  and  democracy  will  become  only 

politicians'  nicknames  for  an  American  totalitarian  state."  In 
his  opinion,  the  word  that  best  described  the  "danger  in 
America"  was  not  invasion,  intervention,  Germany,  Russia,  or 
Japan;  "that  word  is  subterfuge."  He  insisted  that  "Subterfuge 
marked  every  step  we  made  'short  of  war,'  and  it  now  marks 
every  step  we  are  making  'short  of  a  dictatorial  system  in 
America.  Our  nation  has  been  led  to  war  with  promises  of 

peace.  It  is  now  being  led  toward  dictatorship  with  promises  of 

democracy."  He  suggested  that  before  America  crusaded  "for 
freedom  and  democracy  abroad,  let  us  decide  how  these  terms 
are  to  be  applied  to  the  negro  population  in  our  southern 

states."11 
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In  its  final  desperate  efforts  to  keep  the  United  States  out  of 
the  war,  the  America  First  Committee  announced  on  December 

i,  1 94 1,  that  it  would  play  an  active  role  in  the  1942  congres- 
sional elections.  That  announcement  followed  careful  planning 

within  the  Committee  and  consultations  with  noninterventionist 

Senators  and  Congressmen.  It  had  the  endorsement  of  America 
First  chapter  leaders  and  the  national  committee.  America  First 
did  not  intend  to  form  a  third  party.  Instead,  it  hoped  to  provide 
nonpartisan  political  support  for  noninterventionist  candidates 

in  both  parties  and  to  oppose  interventionist  candidates.12 
Charles  A.  Lindbergh  had  often  been  urged  to  run  for  politi- 

cal office — perhaps  for  the  position  of  United  States  Senator 
from  Minnesota  or  for  President.  His  noninterventionist  activ- 

ities and  his  opposition  to  President  Roosevelt  revived  such 
ideas  on  the  part  of  his  admirers.  He  had  been  urged  to  run  for 
elective  office  as  early  as  1927,  after  his  solo  flight  to  Paris.  The 
suggestion  was  repeated  many  times  later. 

After  Colonel  Lindbergh's  testimony  against  lend-lease  be- 
fore the  Senate  Foreign  Relations  Committee  in  February, 

1 94 1,  Senator  Gerald  P.  Nye  and  others  publicly  urged  him  to 
run  for  Congress.  By  July,  Chester  Bowles  (a  member  of  the 
America  First  national  committee)  and  Senator  Burton  K. 

Wheeler  believed  that  a  new  political  party  would  have  to  be 

developed  in  the  postwar  period  to  provide  a  democratic  alter- 
native to  the  twin  threats  of  communism  and  fascism  in  the 

United  States.  Bowles  privately  believed  that  "Lindbergh  may, 
when  the  war  is  over,  loom  as  the  logical  spokesman  for  such  a 

group."  He  thought  that  if  the  United  States  entered  the  war  "a 
great  deal  of  bitterness  will  follow  the  peace."  And  if  the  United 
States  stayed  out  of  war,  there  would  be  "a  vast  disillusionment 
when  the  public  becomes  aware  of  the  vicious  methods  that 
have  been  used  by  the  interventionists  during  the  last  year  or 

two  in  their  efforts  to  trick  us  into  this  mess  in  Europe."  Bowles 
and  Wheeler  were  "most  enthusiastic"  about  the  possible 
leadership  role  that  Lindbergh  could  play  for  "millions  upon 
millions  of  Americans  who  are  determined  to  bring  about  the 
right  kind  of  economic  and  social  system  through  traditional 

American,  democratic  methods."  Bowles  suggested  that  Lind- 
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bergh  run  for  the  Senate  in  Minnesota  in  1942  so  that  he  might 
be  in  an  important  position  for  the  future.  In  September,  1941, 
the  press  carried  rumors  that  Lindbergh  might  run  for  office  in 
Minnesota.  Early  in  1942,  he  was  still  being  urged  to  run  for 

the  Senate  there,  by  Senator  Henrik  Shipstead  and  others.13 
At  various  times  Lindbergh  had  given  thought  to  running  for 

public  office.  But  he  always  decided  against  it.  As  a  boy  he  had 

observed  his  father's  experiences  and  learned  to  dislike  politics. 
When  Senator  William  E.  Borah  suggested  to  him  in  1939  that 

he  would  make  a  good  presidential  candidate,  Lindbergh  re- 

corded in  his  journal  that  he  preferred  "intellectual  and  per- 
sonal freedom  to  the  honors  and  accomplishments  of  political 

office — even  that  of  President."  In  May,  1941,  when  friends 
told  him  he  could  not  avoid  eventually  running  for  office,  that 
he  would  be  pushed  into  it,  he  recorded  in  his  diary  that  he 

could  avoid  it  "by  making  one  address,  or  by  writing  one  article 
in  which  I  discuss  truthfully  and  openly  the  fundamental  issues 

which  face  this  country  today."  If  he  wrote  and  spoke  exactly 
what  he  believed,  he  "need  have  little  fear  of  being  pushed  into 
politics — even  by  his  friends."  After  his  Des  Moines  speech, 
former  President  Herbert  Hoover  told  him  the  speech  had  been 

a  mistake  and  that  in  politics  one  "learned  not  to  say  things  just 
because  they  are  true."  Lindbergh's  response  was  that  that  was 
one  of  the  reasons  he  did  not  wish  to  be  a  politician.  He  would 

rather  say  what  he  believed  than  "measure  every  statement"  he 
made  "by  its  probable  popularity."  In  January,  1942,  he  wrote 
in  his  journal  that  politics  would  cut  him  off  from  the  things  he 

valued  most  in  life,  including  the  "freedom  to  move  and  think 
and  act"  as  he  thought  best.14 

It  is  impossible  to  determine  just  what  effect  the  America 
First  Committee  might  have  had  on  the  election  campaigns  of 
1942  if  the  United  States  had  stayed  out  of  the  war  until  then. 
According  to  a  Gallup  poll  in  the  fall  of  1941,  16  per  cent  of 

American  voters  would  have  supported  candidates  of  a  hypo- 

thetical "keep-out-of-war  party"  led  by  Lindbergh,  Wheeler, 
Nye,  and  others.  That  would  have  been  a  larger  vote  than  any 
third  party  had  won  since  1924.  But  America  First  did  not 
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intend  to  form  a  third  party.  Since  it  proposed  to  give  nonparti- 
san support  to  noninterventionist  candidates  of  the  two  estab- 

lished political  parties,  America  First  strength  might  have  been 

sufficient  to  swing  some  close  elections.15 
Whatever  the  results  might  have  been,  the  Japanese  attack  on 

Pearl  Harbor  on  December  7,  1941,  took  the  decision  of  war  or 

peace  out  of  American  hands.  By  the  time  of  the  1942  congres- 
sional elections  the  United  States  was  engaged  in  an  all-out  war 

against  the  Axis.  The  America  First  Committee  had  long  since 
dissolved.  Prewar  isolationists  did  better  than  expected  in  the 

elections  of  1942.  But  Lindbergh's  reputation  was  by  then  so 
scarred  that  he  might  have  had  difficulty  winning  election  to 
public  office  had  he  sought  it.  In  any  event,  he  neither  sought 
nor  accepted  it.  And  insofar  as  he  had  contested  politically  with 

Franklin  D.  Roosevelt  in  the  "Great  Debate"  before  Pearl 
Harbor,  the  President  emerged  the  decisive  victor.  Lindbergh 

was  to  depart  the  arena  "bloodied  but  unbowed." 
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N Jl.  ̂   EITHER  Charles  A.  Lindbergh  nor  the  America  First 

Committee  slackened  their  efforts  in  the  battle  against  interven- 
tion during  the  short  time  remaining  before  Pearl  Harbor.  In 

October  and  November,  1941,  the  Committee  vigorously  fought 
against  repeal  of  the  vital  provisions  of  the  Neutrality  Act.  It 
mobilized  its  maximum  strength  and  used  every  proved  method 

to  make  that  strength  felt  in  the  nation's  capital.  That  dramatic 
effort  was  the  most  efficiently  organized  in  the  Committee's 
history.  The  interventionists  once  again  triumphed  in  the  con- 

test, and  consequently  armed  American  merchant  ships  were 
permitted  to  carry  cargoes  in  the  war  zones.  The  vote  against 
the  administration  in  both  houses  of  Congress,  however,  was 

greater  than  it  had  been  a  few  months  earlier  on  lend-lease.  A 
shift  of  ten  votes  in  the  House  of  Representatives  would  have 
defeated  the  measure.  Those  Congressmen  who  voted  against 
the  Roosevelt  administration  represented  approximately  50  per 
cent  of  the  American  voters.  Among  the  House  members  from 

twenty  states,  a  majority  of  those  voting  cast  their  votes  against 

the  President's  proposal.  The  administration  even  lost  the  votes 

of  a  few  southern  Congressmen.  The  margin  of  Roosevelt's 
victory  was  much  too  narrow  to  encourage  any  move  for  a 

declaration  of  war.  And  public  opinion  polls  continued  to  indi- 
cate that  the  overwhelming  majority  of  Americans  opposed  a 

declaration  of  war.  The  noninterventionists  never  gave  up,  and 

their  strength  remained  formidable  in  and  out  of  Congress.1 
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Nevertheless,  Lindbergh,  General  Robert  E.  Wood,  R.  Doug- 
las Stuart,  Jr.,  and  other  noninterventionists  could  not  avoid 

asking  themselves  whether  continued  activity  would  be  worth 
the  effort,  whether  they  had  any  real  chance  for  success  in 
their  attempts  to  keep  the  United  States  out  of  the  war,  whether 
they  were  fighting  a  hopelessly  lost  cause.  Both  President 

Roosevelt's  "shoot-on-sight"  speech,  proclaiming  an  unde- 
clared naval  war  against  Nazi  Germany  in  the  Atlantic,  and  the 

traumatic  repercussions  of  Lindbergh's  Des  Moines  speech  on 
the  same  night  encouraged  their  self-doubts  and  stocktaking. 
Lindbergh,  Wood,  Stuart,  and  other  America  First  leaders  were 
not  politicians.  Each  had  other  responsibilities  that  required  his 
attention  and  other  interests  he  ordinarily  would  have  preferred 
to  pursue.  And  though  all  had  plenty  of  courage,  none  was  so 

tough-skinned  or  insensitive  as  to  be  unaffected  by  the  increas- 
ingly vicious  smears  and  abuse  to  which  they  were  subjected. 

Young  Stuart  confessed  to  a  "beaten  down"  feeling  in  mid- 
August.  After  taking  only  one  day  off  in  over  a  year,  he  had 

slipped  away  for  a  few  days'  relaxation  in  the  West.  He  seri- 
ously considered  returning  to  law  school  at  Yale  in  the  fall, 

urged  in  that  direction  by  his  father.  He  finally  decided,  instead, 
to  stay  on  with  America  First,  but  his  momentary  indecision 
was  shared  by  others  as  they  examined  their  separate  roles  in 

the  battle  against  intervention.2 
On  September  20,  Hanford  MacNider,  national  vice- 

chairman  of  America  First,  wrote  to  General  Wood  that  the 

Committee  had  "come  to  the  end  of  the  road"  so  far  as  keeping 
the  United  States  out  of  war  was  concerned.  MacNider  thought 

the  President's  "shoot-on-sight"  speech  was,  in  effect,  an  illegal 
declaration  of  war  that  would  "bring  about  the  necessary  inci- 

dents" to  make  war  a  reality.  He  wrote  that  Roosevelt  had 
"short  circuited  the  Constitution,  violated  the  Neutrality  Act, 
showed  his  contempt  for  Congress  by  not  even  bothering  to 
consult  them.  Congress  could  stop  it,  but  there  are  no  signs 
whatsoever  that  it  intends  to  do  so.  Hitler  still  has  his  choice. 

The  President  has  left  us  none."  MacNider  saw  "no  good 
reason"  for  America  First  "to  continue  being  dragged  along 
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with  our  heels  dug  in,  stirring  up  dust,  but  accomplishing  little 

else  in  our  present  hopeless  cause."  He  thought  America  First 
should  not  continue  its  "present  procedure  a  single  additional 
day."  The  Iowa  manufacturer  concluded  that  if  the  Committee 
determined  to  press  on,  he  would  "have  no  choice  but  to  jump 
off  and  swim  home"  as  best  he  could.3 

Even  before  he  received  MacNider's  letter,  General  Wood 
had  independently  reached  much  the  same  conclusion.  With  his 

heavy  responsibilities  as  chairman  of  the  board  of  Sears  Roe- 
buck and  his  duties  as  national  chairman  of  America  First, 

General  Wood  had  been  under  tremendous  pressures  for 
months.  He  was  as  opposed  to  intervention  and  as  dedicated  to 
the  America  First  cause  as  ever,  but  he  had  wanted  to  step  down 
from  the  chairmanship  of  the  Committee  from  the  beginning. 
Three  days  before  MacNider  wrote  his  letter,  Wood  suggested  to 
Lindbergh,  Stuart,  and  two  America  First  staff  members  that  in 
October  the  Committee  adjourn  until  the  congressional  election 
campaigns  of  1942.  He  thought  that  Roosevelt  had  already 
involved  the  United  States  so  deeply  in  the  war  that  for  the  time 

being  the  Committee  could  accomplish  little  by  continued  activ- 
ity. At  the  national  committee  meeting  on  September  18,  he 

said  the  Committee  should  either  adjourn  or  disband.  He  wrote 

MacNider  that  he  would  have  favored  "stopping  right  now  were 
it  not  for  the  fact  that  if  we  did  so  now,  the  matter  would  be 

linked  up  with  the  Lindbergh  speech  at  Des  Moines  and  taken 

as  a  repudiation  of  Lindbergh."  He  did  not  want  to  do  that. 
But,  to  bolster  his  plea  for  an  October  adjournment,  he  sent 

copies  of  MacNider's  letter  to  Lindbergh  and  several  other 
members  of  the  national  committee.  He  also  consulted  non- 
interventionist  Congressmen  and  Senators  in  Washington  on  the 

matter.4 
Despite  MacNider's  agreement  with  General  Wood,  other 

Committee  leaders  strongly  disagreed.  Stuart  and  Lindbergh 
both  felt  a  warm  affection  and  great  respect  for  the  General,  but 

both  opposed  his  proposal  and  did  their  influential  best  to 
dissuade  him.  When  Wood  first  advanced  his  suggestion  to 

Lindbergh,  Stuart,  and  the  others,  the  day  before  the  national 
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committee  meeting,  they  all  opposed  it,  believing  the  Committee 
should  continue  until  Congress  declared  war  or  until  it  was 

obvious  that  the  Commitee  could  not  succeed.  Lindbergh  dis- 

cussed the  matter  further  that  night  at  General  Wood's  home. 
Lindbergh  preferred  "to  go  down  fighting  for  what  we  believe 
in,  if  we  must  go  down  at  all."  Similarly,  at  the  national 
committee  meeting  the  next  day  those  present  disagreed  with 

the  General's  suggestion.  But  Wood  hoped  to  win  them  over. 
Stuart  urged  him  not  to  let  his  idea  become  public,  "because 
nothing  would  encourage  the  opposition  more  than  knowing 
this;  nothing  would  put  more  pressure  on  the  Committee  than  if 

it  were  known  there  was  a  possibility  of  this."5 
On  September  24,  Lindbergh  wrote  to  Wood  expressing  the 

fear  that  "an  adjournment  at  this  time  would  be  misunderstood 
by  our  supporters,  and  used  to  great  advantage  by  the  Interven- 

tionists." He  thought  the  Committee  had  played  a  major  role  in 
keeping  the  country  out  of  the  war  so  far  and  pointed  out  that 
polls  continued  to  show  strong  opposition  to  war.  Lindbergh 

insisted  that  the  Committee  "should  continue  its  activities  un- 
less (1.)  Congress  declares  war  or  (2.)  conditions  become  such 

that  continued  activity  is  ineffective."  He  feared  that  if  it 
stopped  before  one  or  the  other  of  those  conditions  was  met, 
noninterventionists  would  feel  that  the  Committee  had  let  them 

down,  and  it  "would  also  be  a  go  signal  to  our  opposition."  He 
worried  that  it  "might  even  be  the  element  which  decides  the 
issue  of  peace  or  war  this  coming  winter,  and  all  that  this  issue 

involves  both  in  America  and  the  rest  of  the  world."  To 
adjourn  until  the  next  congressional  elections  might  be  risky, 
Lindbergh  said,  as  he  was  not  entirely  confident  that  under 

Roosevelt  those  elections  would  even  be  conducted  in  1942. 6 
On  October  4,  the  day  after  the  Fort  Wayne  rally,  Lindbergh 

conferred  with  Wood,  Stuart,  and  others  in  Chicago  on  the 
matter.  General  Wood  had  been  working  much  too  hard,  was 
discouraged,  and  looked  tired.  Lindbergh  again  advised  against 

adjournment.  Committee  members  "would  feel  we  were  show- 
ing weakness  at  the  very  moment  we  should  be  fighting  the 

hardest."  General  Wood  insisted  that  he  "must  soon  choose 
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between  giving  up  his  work  with  Sears,  Roebuck  and  giving  up 
such  active  participation  in  the  affairs  of  the  America  First 

Committee."  He  said  he  could  not  "continue  to  carry  on  both."7 
Nonetheless,  the  combined  efforts  of  Lindbergh,  Stuart,  and 

others  prevailed.  General  Wood  laid  aside  his  proposal  for 

adjournment.  By  the  latter  part  of  October  he  was  back  "in  a 
fighting  mood."8  He  continued  as  America  First  national  chair- 

man. He  led  the  Committee's  opposition  to  repeal  of  the  vital 
provisions  of  the  Neutrality  Act.  Under  his  guidance,  the  Com- 

mittee announced  its  plans  for  bipartisan  support  of  noninter- 
ventionist  candidates  in  the  election  campaigns  of  1942.  The 
America  First  Committee,  with  General  Wood  at  its  helm  and 

Lindbergh  as  its  most  sought-after  speaker,  continued  its  battle 
against  intervention  until  Congress  declared  war. 

Though  Lindbergh  helped  persuade  General  Wood  to  con- 
tinue the  fight,  and  though  he  shared  in  that  effort,  he,  too,  began 

to  rethink  his  role  and  his  future.  The  aviator  had  spent  more 

than  two  years  in  the  battle  against  intervention.  That  "semi- 

political  activity"  was  "not  leading  to  the  type  of  life"  he 
wanted  to  live.  He  wanted  to  press  ahead  with  the  writing  of 

what  was  to  become  his  prize-winning  book,  The  Spirit  of  St. 

Louis.  And  since  he  had  "no  intention  of  going  into  politics 
permanently,"  he  thought  it  time  for  him  "to  begin  building 
toward  the  future  of  a  different  type  of  life."  He  still  loved  to 
travel,  but  he  wanted  to  build  a  permanent  home  in  the  country 

for  his  family.  "I  want  one;  Anne  deserves  one;  and  the  children 
need  one."  Nevertheless,  he  thought  his  time  was  "well  spent  in 
opposing  our  participation  in  this  war."  He  "simply  could  not 
stand  idly  by"  and  watch  the  United  States  "follow  a  leader- 

ship" that  he  believed  was  "so  dishonest,  so  incompetent,  and 

so  wrong."9 On  October  27,  three  days  before  his  final  America  First 
address  and  just  over  a  month  before  the  Committee  announced 
its  plans  for  activity  in  the  1942  elections,  Lindbergh  wrote  a 
long,  careful  letter  to  General  Wood  outlining  his  tentative 

plans.  He  thought  he  was  not  suited,  "either  by  temperament  or 
desire,  to  the  field  of  active  politics."  He  did  not  regret  the  time 
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he  had  devoted  to  America  First  and  would  continue  those 

efforts  in  the  future.  But  he  found  himself  "headed  toward  a 

position"  he  did  not  wish  to  hold  and  one  that  he  thought 
"would  be  inadvisable  from  the  standpoint  of  the  Committee 
itself."  He  believed  the  Committee  should  "avoid  building  up 
any  one  man  to  a  position  of  too  great  importance  in  the 

organization."  The  Committee  was  made  up  of  too  many  con- 
flicting views  "to  permit  its  membership  to  be  satisfied  with  any 

single  leader";  the  reactions  to  his  Des  Moines  address  illus- 
trated his  point.  Also,  he  felt  "written  out"  on  speeches.  He  did 

not  want  to  speak  unless  he  had  something  he  believed  "worth 
saying."  He  was,  he  believed,  "speaking  much  too  often."  And 
each  meeting  he  addressed  increased  the  problem.  "Instead  of 
building  up  new  speakers,"  it  made  America  First  members 
depend  on  him  even  more  for  their  rallies.10 

Consequently,  he  informed  General  Wood  that  he  intended 

"to  withdraw  gradually  from  participation  in  these  rallies."  That 
work  should,  he  believed,  be  turned  over  to  others  who  had  "a 

natural  aptitude  for  politics  and  speaking."  He  wanted  to  help 
America  First  as  much  as  he  could  "from  the  standpoint  of  a 
supporter,  rather  than  from  the  standpoint  of  a  Committee 

leader."  He  worried  that  many  Committee  members  felt  respon- 
sible for  his  personal  views  on  matters  outside  the  war-peace 

issue.  "Their  primary  interest  often  lies  in  popularity  and  effect, 
whereas  I  think  my  primary  interest  lies  in  belief  and  fact.  We 
frequently  disagree  on  the  compromise  that  is  to  be  made 

between  these  elements."11 
He  wanted  both  his  plans  and  those  of  America  First  kept 

flexible,  however,  to  allow  for  unknown  developments  of  the 

war.  "The  collapse  of  the  Russian  armies  may  easily  bring  the 
demand  in  England  for  negotiation.  If  so,  I  think  we  should  be 
ready  to  support  that  demand  over  here,  and  that  I  shall  hold 

myself  in  readiness  to  assist  in  doing."  But  if  America  First 
entered  "the  field  of  domestic  politics,"  he  thought  it  best  for 
him  to  become  less  prominent  in  the  Committee.  He  promised 

General  Wood  that  he  would  "continue  opposing  American 
intervention  as  strongly  as  ever,  and  in  whatever  way  I  think 
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will  be  most  effective."  The  course  he  outlined  did  not  require 

any  "immediate  decisions,"  and  he  realized  it  was  "quite  pos- 
sible that  war  developments  will  sweep  these  problems  entirely 

out  of  our  control."12  He  was  correct.  But  those  "war  develop- 
ments" did  not  entail  the  collapse  of  the  Russian  armies  or 

British  moves  for  a  negotiated  peace.  Instead,  they  came  in  the 
form  of  a  surprise  attack  by  Japan  that  abruptly  ended  the 
foreign  policy  debate  and  projected  the  United  States  into  the 
war. 

As  he  proposed  in  his  letter  to  Wood,  Lindbergh  spoke  less 
frequently  in  the  fall  of  1941  than  he  had  earlier  in  the  year. 
His  address  at  Fort  Wayne  came  three  weeks  after  the  Des 
Moines  speech,  and  nearly  four  weeks  then  elapsed  before  his 
Madison  Square  Garden  speech  in  New  York.  He  did  not 
address  any  rallies  in  November,  and  if  war  had  not  intervened 
there  would  have  been  an  interval  of  more  than  six  weeks 

before  his  next  planned  America  First  rally,  in  Boston  on 
December  12. 

Furthermore,  Lindbergh's  last  four  addresses  increasingly 
took  on  summing-up  and  for-the-record  tones.  At  Fort  Wayne 

he  said:  "In  making  these  addresses,  I  have  no  motive  in  mind 
other  than  the  welfare  of  my  country  and  my  civilization.  This 

is  not  a  life  that  I  enjoy.  Speaking  is  net  my  vocation,  and 
political  life  is  not  my  ambition.  For  the  past  several  years,  I 
have  given  up  my  normal  life  and  interests;  first,  to  study  the 
conditions  in  Europe  which  brought  on  this  war,  and,  second,  to 

oppose  American  intervention.  I  have  done  this  because  I  be- 
lieve my  country  is  in  mortal  danger,  and  because  I  could  not 

stand  by  and  see  her  going  to  destruction  without  pitting  every- 
thing I  had  against  that  trend.  I  am  moved  by  no  personal 

interest  or  animosity.  I  do  not  speak  out  of  hate  for  any  indi- 
viduals or  any  people.  But  neither  have  I  tried  to  avoid  facts  in 

order  to  have  my  speeches  politically  popular.  I  have  tried,  and 
I  shall  continue  to  try,  as  long  as  it  is  possible,  to  give  you  the 

truth  without  prejudice  and  without  passion."13 
In  Madison  Square  Garden  on  October  30,  he  surveyed  his 

experiences  and  thinking  from  the  beginning  of  his  stay  in 
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Europe  onward.  He  explained  why  he  had  opposed  war  before 
it  erupted  in  Europe.  He  described  his  motives  for  opposing 
American  intervention  in  the  war.  He  pointed  out  that  he  and 

other  noninterventionists  had,  "from  the  beginning,  encountered 
an  insidious  opposition.  ...  an  opposition  that  has  made  con- 

stant use  of  under  cover  methods;  an  opposition  that  has  fought 
in  personalities  and  smearing  campaigns,  and  not  on  issues;  an 
opposition  that  has  discarded  one  American  tradition  after 
another,  while  it  claims  to  be  upholding  the  American  way  of 

life."  He  described  the  steps  short  of  war  that  he  saw  as  moving 
the  United  States  ever  closer  to  war.  "These  steps  to  war  were 
taken  in  a  way  that  was  cunningly  calculated  to  disarm  opposi- 

tion. They  were  taken  under  cover  of  false  promises  and 

implications."  He  described  in  alarming  terms  the  possible 
consequences  for  the  United  States  if  it  entered  the  war.  He 

thought  it  clear  "that  it  would  be  disastrous  for  us  to  enter  this 
war  abroad."  But  he  insisted  that  "even  more  disastrous"  would 

be  "a  continuation  of  the  subterfuge,  the  confusion,  and  the 
irresponsibility,  with  which  we  have  been  led  along  the  road  to 

war."14  Even  as  he  spoke,  Japanese  warships,  military  air- 
planes, and  personnel  were  readying  for  their  attack  on  Ameri- 

can military  installations  in  Hawaii  and  the  Philippines. 
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Just  before  eight  o'clock  on  Sunday  morning,  December  7, 
1 94 1,  the  quiet  of  that  lovely  day  at  Pearl  Harbor  was  shattered 
by  the  roar  of  Japanese  dive  bombers  flying  low  with  their 

deadly  cargoes.  Within  one  hour  and  forty-five  minutes,  two  big 

waves  of  Japanese  planes  had  destroyed  much  of  America's  sea 
and  air  power  in  Hawaii.  Some  3,500  Americans  were  dead, 

dying,  or  wounded.  With  incredible  surprise  and  tactical  suc- 
cess, Japan  had  brought  war  to  the  United  States  in  the  Pacific. 

And  with  equal  decisiveness,  the  Japanese  attack  abruptly 

ended  Charles  A.  Lindbergh's  battle  against  intervention  in 
World  War  II. 

Few  adult  Americans  who  lived  then  would  ever  forget  the 

moment  they  first  heard  the  startling  news  that  Sunday  after- 
noon in  the  States.  When  the  news  arrived,  Senator  Gerald  P. 

Nye  was  addressing  an  America  First  rally  in  Pittsburgh,  Penn- 

sylvania. It  was  the  Committee's  last  public  meeting.  Lindbergh 
was  spending  a  quiet  day  with  his  family  on  the  island  of 

Martha's  Vineyard,  off  Cape  Cod  in  Massachusetts.  They  had 
moved  there  from  Long  Island  in  August  to  gain  greater 
privacy. 

Like  that  of  Senator  Nye,  Lindbergh's  initial  response  to  the 
news  of  the  attack  included  a  touch  of  disbelief.  Was  it  really  a 

major  attack  or  just  an  exaggerated  story  by  radio  commen- 

tators? In  his  journal  he  wrote  that  he  was  "not  surprised  that 
the  Japs  attacked,"  believing  the  United  States  had  "been 
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prodding  them  into  war  for  weeks."  He  had  expected  an  attack 
in  the  Philippines.  He  was  surprised  that  the  Japanese  also 
struck  Pearl  Harbor,  however,  and  he  was  surprised  by  the  size 

of  the  attack  and  by  America's  heavy  losses.  He  wondered  if  the 
United  States  had  sent  so  many  of  its  planes  and  ships  to  the 
Atlantic  that  the  Japanese  thought  they  could  successfully 

attack  Pearl  Harbor.1 

In  the  "Great  Debate"  on  American  foreign  policies,  both  the 
interventionists  and  the  noninterventionists  had  focused  their 

attention  largely  on  the  war  in  Europe  and  in  the  Atlantic.  They 
had  given  much  less  attention  to  the  war  in  Asia  and  the  Pacific. 
On  August  ii,  1 94 1,  the  America  First  executive  committee 
had  adopted  a  formal  resolution  opposing  war  with  Japan 
except  in  case  of  attack.  But  the  Committee  had  never  mounted 

a  major  campaign  to  prevent  war  with  Japan.2 
Anne  and  Charles  Lindbergh  had  visited  Japan  in  193 1 

during  their  flight  to  the  Orient.  But,  like  America  First,  Lind- 

bergh had  looked  primarily  to  Europe  and  spent  little  time  dis- 
cussing policies  toward  Japan.  He  did  not  think  Orientals  had 

the  natural  talents  for  aviation  and  air  power  that  Americans 
and  Europeans  had.  In  his  Atlantic  Monthly  article  of  March, 

1940,  Lindbergh  wrote  that  "Asia  alone  is  no  threat  to  the 
powerful  mechanized  armies  of  the  West."  He  believed  it  was 
"only  when  western  nations  turned  inward  toward  war  among 
themselves  that  Asiatic  armies  stir  from  their  contemplation  and 

feel  the  smothering  strength  of  their  myriad  numbers."  In  his 
speech  at  Yale  University  on  October  30,  1940,  he  said:  "If  we 
intend  to  fight  a  war  in  the  Orient,  it  is  long  past  time  for  us  to 
begin  the  construction  of  bases  in  the  Pacific,  and  to  stop  our 

wavering  policy  in  the  Philippines — we  should  either  fortify 

these  islands  adequately,  or  get  out  of  them  entirely."  He  be- 
lieved that  an  adequately  prepared  United  States  "could  prob- 

ably wage  a  successful  war  in  the  Orient — provided  Europe 

remained  neutral,  or  was  on  our  side."  But  he  criticized  the 

"blundering  diplomacy"  of  the  United  States  that  "forced  Japan 
to  turn  toward  Germany  for  assistance."  He  insisted  that  if  the 
United  States  intended  "to  attack  Europe,  then  we  have  no 
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forces  to  spare  for  an  Oriental  war."  In  April,  1941,  just  before 
Lindbergh's  initial  America  First  rally,  William  R.  Castle 
wrote  him  a  long  letter  on  Japanese-American  relations.  He 

urged  the  Colonel  to  make  a  speech  opposing  American  in- 
volvement in  a  war  to  block  Japanese  expansion.3  But  Lind- 

bergh did  not  make  the  major  appeal  that  Castle  urged. 
On  Sunday  evening,  December  7,  America  First  national 

headquarters  issued  a  statement  urging  its  followers  to  support 

America's  war  effort  against  Japan.  The  Committee  ceased  its 
noninterventionist  activity,  advised  chapters  to  postpone  sched- 

uled rallies,  and  stopped  its  distribution  of  noninterventionist 
literature.  But  the  Committee  statement  deliberately  left  the 
door  open  for  possible  continued  opposition  to  participation  in 

the  European  war.4 
On  the  Monday  morning  after  the  Japanese  attack,  Lind- 

bergh telephoned  Stuart  at  America  First  headquarters  to  urge 
that  his  scheduled  rally  in  Boston  be  canceled.  He  also  called 

General  Wood.  Wood's  first  words  to  Lindbergh  on  the  tele- 
phone were:  "Well,  he  got  us  in  through  the  back  door." 

Lindbergh  prepared  a  statement  for  immediate  release  to  the 
press  through  the  America  First  Committee.  In  his  statement  he 

wrote:  "We  have  been  stepping  closer  to  war  for  many  months. 
Now  it  has  come  and  we  must  meet  it  as  united  Americans 

regardless  of  our  attitude  in  the  past  toward  the  policy  our 
government  has  followed.  Whether  or  not  that  policy  has  been 
wise,  our  country  has  been  attacked  by  force  of  arms,  and  by 
force  of  arms  we  must  retaliate.  Our  own  defenses  and  our  own 

military  position  have  already  been  neglected  too  long.  We  must 
now  turn  every  effort  to  building  the  greatest  and  most  efficient 
Army,  Navy,  and  Air  Force  in  the  world.  When  American 
soldiers  go  to  war,  it  must  be  with  the  best  equipment  that 

modern  skill  can  design  and  that  modern  industry  can  build."5 
At  noon  that  same  day,  December  8,  he  listened  to  President 

Roosevelt's  broadcast  speech  calling  for  a  declaration  of  war  on 
Japan.  Lindbergh  was  convinced  that  if  the  President  had  asked 

for  a  declaration  at  any  time  before  the  Japanese  attack,  Con- 
gress would  have  refused.  He  thought  America  had  brought  that 
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attack  on  itself,  but  he  could  see  no  alternative  for  the  United 

States  under  the  circumstances  "except  to  fight."  In  his  journal 
he  wrote  that  if  he  had  been  in  Congress  he  "certainly  would 
have  voted  for  a  declaration  of  war."  In  actual  practice,  only 
one  person  in  either  house  (Congresswoman  Jeanette  Rankin 

of  Montana)  voted  against  war  with  Japan.6 
On  December  n,  1941,  Germany  and  Italy  declared  war  on 

the  United  States,  and  Congress  promptly  and  unanimously 
voted  for  war  against  those  Axis  Powers  in  Europe.  The  United 
States  was  formally  and  fully  a  belligerent  in  World  War  II.  As 

Lindbergh  wrote  in  his  journal:  "Now,  all  that  I  feared  would 
happen  has  happened.  We  are  at  war  all  over  the  world,  and  we 

are  unprepared  for  it  from  either  a  spiritual  or  a  material  stand- 
point. Fortunately,  in  spite  of  all  that  has  been  said,  the  oceans 

are  still  difficult  to  cross;  and  we  have  the  time  to  adjust  and 
prepare,  which  France  lacked  and  which  England  has  had  only 

in  part  since  aviation  has  spanned  the  barrier  of  her  Channel." 
But  he  feared  that  to  defeat  the  Axis  Powers  "probably  means 
the  bloodiest  and  most  devastating  war  of  all  history."7 

Lindbergh  did  not  attend  the  America  First  national  commit- 
tee meeting  in  Chicago  on  December  11.  Before  it  met  he  wired 

his  preference  for  adjourning  the  Committee  rather  than  dis- 

solving it;  such  a  course  "would  be  burning  no  bridges."  The 
majority  at  the  meeting,  however,  voted  to  dissolve  and  disband 
America  First.  And  when  he  learned  of  the  decision  later, 

Lindbergh  was  persuaded  that  the  decision  to  dissolve  was 

correct.  America's  war  had  been  extended  to  Europe  as  well  as 
to  Asia,  most  national  committee  members  preferred  dissolu- 

tion, and  he  was  concerned  about  "the  hysteria  and  intolerance 

which  seem  to  be  rising  rapidly  in  the  country."  He  believed 

history  would  show  that  the  America  First  Committee's  prin- 
ciples had  been  wise  and  that  its  activities  were  "among  the 

constructive  efforts  of  the  pre-war  period."8 
At  its  meeting  the  America  First  national  committee  ap- 

proved a  final  public  statement:  "Our  principles  were  right.  Had 
they  been  followed,  war  could  have  been  avoided.  No  good 
purpose  can  now  be  served  by  considering  what  might  have 
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been,  had  our  objectives  been  attained."  It  urged  the  protection 
of  the  rights  of  American  citizens  during  the  war  and  spoke  for 

the  powers  of  "the  people  through  Congress"  to  shape 
America's  "long  range  aims  and  policies."  But  it  concluded  that 
the  "period  of  democratic  debate  on  the  issue  of  entering  the 
war  is  over;  the  time  for  military  action  is  here."  It  urged  its 
followers  "to  give  their  full  support  to  the  war  effort  of  the 
nation,  until  peace  is  attained."9 

The  next  day,  General  Wood  wrote  to  Lindbergh  explaining 

the  Committee's  action  and  warmly  praising  him:  "I  have  never 
met  a  man  anywhere  whom  I  admired  or  respected  more — your 

character,  your  courage  and  your  patriotism."  Wood  felt  "no 
regrets"  about  his  and  Lindbergh's  noninterventionist  efforts. 
They  had  stood  for  what  they  believed  was  right,  and  he  was 
sure  that  history  would  vindicate  them.  He  thought  Lindbergh 

had  "a  destiny"  in  America  and  advised  him  to  bide  his  time; 
the  country  would  need  and  call  him.10 

On  December  14,  Lindbergh  prepared  a  letter  to  the  mem- 
bers of  America  First.  In  it  he  expressed  the  conviction  that 

they  had  been  correct  in  their  stand.  "The  final  judgment  of  our 
policies  must  be  left  to  the  future  and  to  more  objective  times; 

but  in  this  final  judgment,  I  have  complete  confidence."  For  the 
present,  however,  he  maintained  that  there  was  nothing  to  be 

gained  "by  arguing  about  who  was  right  and  who  was  wrong." 
He  urged  a  concentration  on  "prosecuting  this  war  in  the  most 
constructive  and  intelligent  manner.  We  have  contributed  the 
best  we  could  give  to  our  country  in  time  of  peace.  Now,  we 

must  contribute  the  best  we  can  give  in  time  of  war."11 
But  Lindbergh  was  to  learn  that,  so  far  as  prewar  isolationist 

leaders  were  concerned,  America's  wartime  President  could  be 

unforgiving.  The  administration  blocked  Lindbergh's  efforts  to 
serve  in  the  United  States  armed  forces.  Only  with  much  diffi- 

culty did  he  eventually  find  ways  to  put  his  knowledge  and 
ability  to  use.  Nevertheless,  as  a  civilian  aviator  Lindbergh 

shared  in  waging  America's  war  against  the  Axis  Powers  from 
1942  to  1945. 
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c V^HARLES  A.  LINDBERGH  was  nearly  forty  years  old, 
married,  and  the  father  of  three  living  children  when  the  United 

States  entered  World  War  II.  Most  men  in  comparable  circum- 
stances made  their  contributions  to  the  war  effort  as  civilians, 

generally  without  departing  drastically  from  their  peacetime 
routines.  That  was  not  the  course  Lindbergh  preferred  for 
himself. 

Trained  as  a  military  pilot  in  the  mid-i92o's  and  commis- 
sioned as  an  officer,  Lindbergh  had  been  a  Colonel  in  the  Air 

Corps  Reserve  until  his  resignation  in  April,  1941.  Proud  of  his 
commission,  his  technical  knowledge,  and  his  flying  skills,  and 
devoted  to  his  country,  Lindbergh  earnestly  wanted  to  serve  the 
United  States  in  the  war.  And  he  did  so — even  in  combat.  But 
President  Roosevelt  and  the  more  fervent  interventionists  in  his 

Cabinet  blocked  his  attempts  to  regain  his  Air  Force  commis- 

sion and  prevented  him  from  serving  as  a  member  of  America's 
armed  forces  during  World  War  II. 

Initially  Lindbergh  considered  writing  directly  to  the  Presi- 
dent to  offer  his  services,  without  repudiating  his  prewar  convic- 

tions. But  he  did  not  trust  Roosevelt.  He  feared  the  President 

might  be  vindictive,  that  he  might  use  the  offer  for  "politics  and 
publicity"  and  then  assign  him  to  some  "out  of  the  way"  posi- 

tion where  he  could  not  be  effective.  Lindbergh  considered 
making  his  contribution  through  the  aviation  industry.  But  he 
really  wanted  to  be  back  in  the  Air  Force,  so  much  so  that  he 
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almost  regretted  his  resignation.  In  any  event,  Lindbergh  deter- 
mined that  he  must  take  some  active  part  in  the  war  effort.1 

To  that  end  he  telephoned  seeking  an  appointment  with 
General  H.  H.  Arnold  of  the  Army  Air  Force.  When  there  was 

no  response  to  his  call,  he  wrote  to  the  General  on  December  20 
offering  his  services  to  the  Air  Force.  Newsmen  called  Arnold 
on  December  29  to  ask  if  Lindbergh  had  offered  his  services 

and  what  the  response  had  been.  The  General  said  that  "if 
Lindbergh  did  volunteer  his  services  to  the  War  Department  it 
indicated  that  he  had  changed  from  a  noninterventionist  status 
to  one  in  which  he  desired  to  participate  in  activities  for  which 

his  years  of  experience  had  best  qualified  him."  Though  he  had 
not  changed  his  views,  Lindbergh  felt  encouraged  that  Arnold's 
statement  to  the  press  meant  his  offer  might  be  accepted.2 

Rumors  circulated,  and  the  press  and  others  gave  the  Air 
Force  and  the  White  House  conflicting  advice  on  whether  to 

accept  the  offer  or  not.  Though  some  urged  "forgive  and 
forget,"  others  vehemently  objected  to  allowing  a  man  they 
called  "a  traitor"  and  "Nazi"  to  serve  in  America's  armed 

forces.  One  couple  wrote:  "Our  son  is  in  the  service  and  we 
want  no  Quislings  behind  his  back."  The  New  York  Times, 
however,  believed  Lindbergh's  offer  should  and  would  be  ac- 

cepted.3 
Several  in  Roosevelt's  Cabinet  had  strong  feelings  on  the 

matter.  As  usual,  Secretary  of  the  Interior  Harold  L.  Ickes  was 
in  the  vanguard.  On  December  30,  he  wrote  the  President 

vigorously  opposing  acceptance  of  Lindbergh's  services.  Ickes 
charged  that  Lindbergh  was  "a  ruthless  and  conscious  fascist, 
motivated  by  a  hatred  for  you  personally  and  a  contempt  for 

democracy  in  general."  He  insisted  that  Lindbergh's  speeches 
showed  "an  astonishing  identity  with  those  of  Berlin"  and  that 
the  similarity  was  "not  accidental."  He  charged  that  Lind- 

bergh's actions  were  "coldly  calculated  with  a  view  to  attaining 
ultimate  power  for  himself"  and  that  "a  military  service  record" 
was  part  of  that  effort.  Citing  examples  from  history,  Ickes 

warned  that  it  would  be  "a  tragic  disservice  to  American 
democracy  to  give  one  of  its  bitterest  and  most  ruthless  enemies 
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a  chance  to  gain  a  military  record."  He  urged  that  Lindbergh 
"be  buried  in  merciful  oblivion."  Roosevelt's  response  was 

prompt  and  unequivocal:  "What  you  say  about  Lindbergh  and 
the  potential  danger  of  the  man,  I  agree  with  wholeheartedly." 
Without  identifying  its  author,  the  President  sent  copies  of 

Ickes's  letter  to  Secretary  of  War  Henry  L.  Stimson  and  Secre- 
tary of  the  Navy  Frank  Knox.4 

Secretary  Knox's  response  was  equally  blunt.  He  wrote  the 
President,  on  January  i,  that  if  it  were  a  Navy  matter  he 

"would  offer  Lindberg  an  opportunity  to  enlist  as  an  air  cadet, 
like  anybody  else  would  have  to  do.  He  has  had  no  training  as 

an  officer  and  ought  to  earn  his  commission."  Knox's  facts  were 
wrong,  but  his  attitude  was  clear.  President  Roosevelt  endorsed 

the  view,  and  on  January  12  he  forwarded  Knox's  memo  to 
Secretary  of  War  Stimson.  He  suggested:  "For  the  time  being 

the  matter  can  be  possibly  maintained  'under  consideration.'  "n 
If  Stimson's  own  predilections  and  the  advices  of  the  Presi- 

dent, Knox,  and  Ickes  were  not  sufficient,  others  were  eager  to 
help.  For  example,  James  P.  Warburg  in  New  York  sent  John  J. 
McCloy,  Assistant  Secretary  of  War,  a  report  on  a  private 
meeting  of  America  Firsters  in  the  home  of  Edwin  S.  Webster, 

Jr.,  an  America  First  national  committee  member.  The  Rever- 
end Leon  M.  Birkhead  of  Friends  of  Democracy  had  provided 

the  report.  It  contended  that  Lindbergh  attended  the  gathering 

in  Webster's  home  on  the  evening  of  December  17  and  spoke 
for  an  hour.  According  to  the  report,  Lindbergh  had  said  that 

the  only  danger  in  the  world  was  "the  yellow  danger"  and  that 
Germany,  in  control  of  Poland  and  the  Soviet  Union,  should 

have  formed,  in  collaboration  with  Britain,  "a  block  against  the 

yellow  people  and  bolshevism."  Instead,  "the  British  and  the 
fools  in  Washington  had  to  interfere."  The  report  quoted  him  as 

saying  that  Britain  was  "the  real  cause  of  all  the  trouble  in  the 
world  today."  He  was  supposed  to  have  urged  America  First  to 

"keep  on  the  alert"  and  become  "a  political  force  again"  later. 
McCloy  telephoned  Arthur  Sulzberger  of  the  New  York  Times 

to  check  on  the  report.  Sulzberger  had  sent  a  reporter  to  inter- 
view Webster.  The  reporter  was  able  to  confirm  that  there  had 
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been  a  meeting  and  that  Lindbergh  had  spoken  informally. 
Webster  denied  that  Lindbergh  had  said  much  of  what  the 
report  contended.  Unable  to  confirm  the  report  adequately,  the 

New  York  Times  decided  it  was  inadvisable  to  print  it.6  The 
New  York  Post,  PM,  the  New  York  World-Telegram,  and  other 
newspapers,  however,  felt  no  such  inhibitions.  They  carried 
stories  on  the  report,  sometimes  with  editorial  embroidery.  One 
copy  of  the  report  was  sent  to  Mrs.  Eleanor  Roosevelt,  who 

passed  it  on  to  her  husband,  who  then  forwarded  it  for  Secre- 

tary Stimson  and  General  Arnold  to  see.7 

Lindbergh's  personal  account  of  the  gathering  differed  sub- 
stantially from  the  one  originating  with  Birkhead.  Lindbergh's 

journal  put  the  episode  on  December  16  rather  than  17.  Web- 

ster's party  was  a  combination  of  an  engagement  dinner  with  his 
fiancee  and  a  farewell  dinner  for  former  "street  speakers"  for 

America  First.  In  Lindbergh's  opinion,  the  group  of  about  forty 
had  included  some  of  "the  more  radical"  who  had  not  wanted 
America  First  to  dissolve.  Lindbergh  had  not  known  about  the 

dinner  until  he  telephoned  Webster  the  same  morning.  Webster 
invited  him  to  attend  and  promised  he  would  not  have  to  speak. 

On  that  condition,  he  came  to  "a  sort  of  last  get-together  and 
farewell  party."  Lindbergh  did  speak  for  five  or  ten  minutes. 
According  to  his  recollections  ten  weeks  later,  he  said  nothing 

about  the  "yellow  race,"  or  about  England  and  Germany  getting 
together.  Instead,  as  he  recalled,  he  said  that  since  the  United 

States  had  been  attacked,  it  must  fight,  that  America  First  was 
correct  in  dissolving,  that  the  Committee  had  been  right  in 
urging  strong  defenses  for  America,  and  that  all  Americans 
should  concentrate  on  conducting  the  war  successfully.  In  the 
privacy  of  his  journal,  Lindbergh  conceded  that  he  believed  a 
protracted  war  would  benefit  Russia  and  Japan,  that  he  hoped 

the  war  would  end  "before  all  Western  nations  are  too  worn  out 

to  resist  the  nations  of  the  East,"  and  that  he  thought  "A  Rus- 
sian-dominated Europe  would  ...  be  far  worse  than  a  German- 

dominated  Europe."  But  he  insisted  that  he  had  said  none  of 
those  things  at  the  dinner  because  he  thought  it  inopportune 
when  the  United  States  was  in  the  war.  Lindbergh  conceded, 
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however,  that  he  may  have  said  that  "it  was  a  tragedy  for  us  to 
fight  among  ourselves  while  we  gave  Japan  a  free  hand  in  the 

Orient."8 Regardless  of  what  Lindbergh  may  or  may  not  have  said  at 
that  private  gathering  in  December,  the  Birkhead  report  of  the 
meeting  reached  the  President,  the  War  Department,  and  the 
press.  It  reinforced  the  course  that  Stimson  undoubtedly  would 

have  pursued  anyway  in  dealing  with  Lindbergh's  efforts  to 
serve  in  the  Army  Air  Force. 

After  making  various  preliminary  inquiries,  Lindbergh  took 
the  night  train  to  Washington  and  spent  ten  days  there,  from 
January  8  through  17,  1942,  trying  to  determine  how  he  might 

best  serve  the  nation's  war  effort.  It  was  a  discouraging  sojourn. 
Through  his  second  cousin,  Rear  Admiral  Emory  S.  Land,  he 
met  on  January  8  with  Colonel  William  J.  Donovan,  who 
headed  the  secret  Office  of  Strategic  Services  throughout  World 
War  II.  Donovan  said  he  would  be  glad  to  have  the  airman  in 
his  organization  if  the  President  did  not  object,  but  he  was  not 

sure  just  where  Lindbergh's  expertise  might  fit  in.  Nothing  came 
of  that  initiative,  and  the  flyer  preferred  to  serve  in  the  Air 

Force,  anyway,  if  possible.9 

On  Saturday,  January  10,  he  telephoned  General  Arnold's 
office  seeking  an  appointment.  The  General's  aide,  however, 
advised  him  to  make  an  appointment  directly  with  the  Secretary 
of  War.  Believing  that  such  a  course  had  been  prearranged, 

Lindbergh  telephoned  the  War  Department  and  got  an  appoint- 
ment with  Secretary  Stimson  for  Monday  afternoon,  January 

12.  Stimson  received  him  courteously,  in  his  office  in  the 

Munitions  Building,  just  after  four-thirty  in  the  afternoon.  The 
two  men  talked  for  half  an  hour.  Lindbergh  told  Stimson  that  he 
wanted  to  be  of  service  in  the  war  effort.  He  was  considering 

taking  some  sort  of  position  in  the  aviation  industry,  but  first  he 
wanted  to  see  if  he  could  help  in  the  Air  Force,  where  he  really 

preferred  to  serve.  Stimson  said  he  welcomed  ideas  and  sugges- 

tions, but  because  of  Lindbergh's  prewar  views  he  would  be 
extremely  hesitant  about  placing  him  in  any  position  of  com- 

mand. Lindbergh  confirmed  that  he  still  held  the  opinions  he 
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had  expressed  before  Pearl  Harbor,  but  now  that  the  United 
States  was  at  war  he  wanted  to  help  in  whatever  way  he  might 

be  most  effective.  Because  of  Lindbergh's  views  (Lindbergh 
thought  Stimson  held  mistaken  impressions  about  them),  the 

Secretary  of  War  doubted  that  Lindbergh  would  feel  the  neces- 

sary aggressiveness  in  a  "position  of  command." 
Stimson  then  called  in  Assistant  Secretary  of  War  for  Air 

Robert  A.  Lovett.  Lindbergh  felt  uncomfortable  as  Stimson 

explained  to  Lovett,  in  his  presence,  that  because  of  his  "political 
views"  and  consequent  "lack  of  aggressiveness"  it  was  inadvis- 

able to  place  him  in  a  "position  of  command."  Lovett  arranged 
for  Lindbergh  to  meet  with  him  and  General  Arnold  the  next 

day,  and  the  session  ended  on  a  friendly  tone.10 
Early  Tuesday  afternoon,  Lindbergh  met  for  a  half  hour  with 

Lovett  and  General  Arnold.  Again  the  discussion  was  friendly 
and  courteous,  but  the  differences  proved  irreconcilable.  Lovett 
and  Arnold  thought  Lindbergh  might  not  be  able  to  serve 

"loyally"  under  the  President  without,  in  effect,  repudiating  his 
prewar  beliefs.  Lindbergh  was  willing  to  issue  additional  state- 

ments, but  he  would  not  retract  his  earlier  views.  He  said  he  had 

"very  little  confidence  in  the  President"  and  would  like  to  see 
the  administration  changed,  but  if  he  returned  to  the  Air  Force 

he  "would  follow  the  President  of  the  United  States  as  Com- 

mander-in-Chief of  the  Army."  That  was  not  sufficient  for 
Lovett  and  Arnold.  Consequently  Lindbergh  concluded  that, 
under  the  circumstances,  it  would  be  a  mistake  for  him  to  return 
to  the  Air  Force,  and  that  it  would  be  better  for  him  to  make  his 

contribution  to  the  war  effort  through  the  aviation  industry.  In 

answer  to  Lindbergh's  inquiry,  Lovett  said  he  did  not  think  the 
War  Department  would  object  to  his  working  for  a  commercial 
aviation  company.  Lindbergh  got  the  impression  that  Lovett 

and  Arnold  were  operating  under  restraints  from  higher  politi- 
cal authority  and  found  their  assignment  a  bit  awkward.  Lind- 

bergh regretted  not  being  in  the  Air  Force  during  the  war,  but 

he  was  "convinced"  that  the  stand  he  "took  on  the  war  was 

right"  and  that  that  would  "be  realized  eventually."11 
The  Roosevelt  administration  not  only  blocked  Lindbergh's 
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efforts  to  serve  as  an  Air  Force  officer  during  World  War  II,  it 

also  prevented  him  from  serving  as  a  civilian  with  various 
aviation  businesses  that  had  government  contracts.  Lindbergh 
had  many  friends  in  the  aviation  industry.  Among  those  through 
whom  he  sought  positions  were  Juan  Trippe  and  Harold  M. 
Bixby  of  Pan  American  Airways,  Eugene  E.  Wilson  and  Lauren 
D.  Lyman  of  United  Aircraft  Corporation,  and  Guy  Vaughan  of 

Curtiss- Wright.  In  each  instance,  the  corporation  would  have 

welcomed  Lindbergh's  services;  in  each  instance,  the  executives 
checked  with  the  War  Department  and  the  White  House  to 
determine  if  there  would  be  any  objections;  in  each  instance, 

there  were  objections  that  made  it  inexpedient  for  the  corpora- 
tion to  employ  Lindbergh.  So  far  as  Pan  American  and  Curtiss- 

Wright  were  concerned,  the  obstacle  was  the  White  House.  In 

the  case  of  United  Aircraft,  the  difficulty  apparently  came  from 
the  Senate.  That  company  had  sold  equipment  to  Japan  and 
Germany  before  the  war.  Lindbergh  had  had  no  connection 
with  those  developments,  but  under  the  circumstances  it  seemed 
best  for  him  not  to  make  a  connection  with  the  company.  None 
of  those  businesses  felt  free  to  use  Lindbergh  in  their  war  work 
in  1942,  and  he  did  not  wish  to  endanger  those  companies,  or 
his  friends  in  them,  by  working  for  them  against  the  wishes  of 

the  wartime  government.12 
It  seemed  that  in  whatever  direction  he  turned,  Lindbergh 

came  up  against  a  wall.  His  failures  and  frustrations  produced 
one  of  the  rare  instances  when  he  allowed  his  spirits  to  flag  and 
his  discouragement  to  show.  On  February  25,  1942,  he  wrote  in 

his  personal  journal:  "I  am  beginning  to  wonder  whether  I  will 
be  blocked  in  every  attempt  I  make  to  take  part  in  this  war.  I 
have  always  stood  for  what  I  thought  would  be  to  the  best 
interest  of  this  country,  and  now  we  are  at  war  I  want  to  take 
my  part  in  fighting  for  it,  foolish  and  disastrous  as  I  think  the 
war  will  prove  to  be.  Our  decision  has  been  made,  and  now  we 
must  fight  to  preserve  our  national  honor  and  our  national 
future.  I  have  always  believed  in  the  past  that  every  American 
citizen  had  the  right  and  the  duty  to  state  his  opinion  in  peace 

and  to  fight  for  his  country  in  war.  But  the  Roosevelt  Adminis- 
tration seems  to  think  otherwise."13 
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Not  until  nearly  four  months  after  Pearl  Harbor  was  Charles 
A.  Lindbergh  able  to  secure  a  position  that  would  let  him  use 

his  knowledge  and  skills  for  the  nation's  war  effort.  It  was  old 
Henry  Ford  who  provided  that  opportunity. 
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D  ESPITEthe  unwillingness  of  the  Roosevelt  administra- 
tion to  use  his  knowledge  and  talents  in  the  war  effort,  Charles 

A.  Lindbergh  found  opportunities  to  serve.  Through  the  Ford 
Motor  Company  and  the  United  Aircraft  Corporation,  he  aided 
in  the  development,  production,  and  testing  of  American 
bombers  and  fighter  planes.  As  a  civilian  he  tested  fighters  in 
combat  in  the  South  Pacific,  shooting  down  a  Japanese  plane  in 

the  process.  He  went  to  Europe  just  after  V-E  Day  to  study 
German  jet  and  rocket  propulsion.  He  used  his  technical  skills 

and  talents  constructively  for  America's  war  against  the  Axis 
during  World  War  II.  And  he  did  so  without  ever  repudiating 
the  stands  he  had  taken  on  American  foreign  policies  before 
Pearl  Harbor. 

Henry  Ford  provided  an  excellent  entree  for  Lindbergh.  A 

prewar  noninterventionist  himself,  Ford  was  independent,  un- 
conventional, and  powerful.  He  was  no  more  impressed  or  awed 

by  Roosevelt  than  was  Lindbergh.  Ford  used  his  company's 
talents  and  production  facilities  for  America's  war  effort,  but, 
like  Lindbergh,  he  did  not  abandon  his  personal  independence 
and  private  convictions  in  the  process.  Lindbergh  had  known 

Ford  since  1927,  and  had  given  him  a  ride  in  the  Spirit  of  St. 

Louis  (Ford's  first  airplane  ride).  Though  the  industrialist  was 
nearly  forty  years  older  than  the  aviator,  the  two  men  had 
developed  a  warm  affection  and  respect  for  each  other.  Both 
had  emerged  from  rural  backgrounds  and  simpler  times  in  the 
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Middle  West,  and  each  retained  some  of  the  values  rooted  in 

those  backgrounds.  In  their  tenacious  independence  they  were 
kindred  spirits;  each  felt  responsibilities  toward  others,  but 
neither  was  prepared  to  sell  his  genius  for  the  mess  of  pottage  of 
personal  popularity.  Both  tenaciously  resisted  attempts  to  beat 
them  into  conformist  molds.1 

As  early  as  May,  1940,  newspapers  reported  Henry  Ford  as 
saying  that  with  the  counsel  of  men  like  Lindbergh  and  Edward 
Rickenbacker  he  could  soon  turn  out  a  thousand  airplanes  a 
day  if  red  tape  did  not  interfere.  Late  in  1940,  the  government 
contracted  for  the  Ford  Company  to  begin  producing  Pratt  & 
Whitney  aircraft  engines  at  its  River  Rouge  plant.  In  1941,  the 
War  Department  arranged  for  Ford  to  produce  Consolidated 

B-24  Liberator  four-engine  bombers.  The  company  built  the 
huge  Willow  Run  plant  for  that  purpose.  But  the  initial  produc- 

tion schedules  were  beyond  the  capacities  of  even  that  huge  in- 
dustrial installation,  and  it  did  not  begin  mass-producing  the 

heavy  bombers  until  the  fall  of  1942. 2 
In  March,  1942,  Ford  approached  Lindbergh  about  helping 

at  the  Willow  Run  factory.  The  airman  responded  immediately 
and  met  with  Ford  and  his  top  executives  in  Detroit.  The  War 
Department  had  no  objections,  and  that  time  the  White  House 

did  not  block  the  arrangement.  Ford  paid  the  Lindberghs'  mov- 
ing expenses  to  Michigan,  but  the  airman  did  not  draw  any 

salary  or  retainer  for  his  work  for  the  Ford  Company  during  the 

war.3  Lindbergh  preferred  to  fly  single-engine  planes,  and  he  had 
more  knowledge  of  and  experience  with  fighters  than  with 

bombers.  Nevertheless,  he  had  flown  multiengine  aircraft  (in- 
cluding the  old  Ford  Tri-motor  plane),  and  he  soon  familiarized 

himself  with  the  heavy  bomber.  His  experience  with  the  design 
and  production  of  airplanes  had  begun  in  1927  or  before,  had 

been  enriched  by  his  prewar  inspections  of  aircraft  factories  in 
Europe,  and  had  been  updated  by  his  service  with  the  Air  Corps 
and  NACA  in  1939.  He  quickly  put  his  technical  expertise  to 
work  on  problems  in  design,  production,  and  testing. 

He  located  a  house  for  his  family  in  Bloomfield  Hills,  near 
Detroit,  and  Anne  and  the  children  moved  there  in  July.  Their 
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son  Scott  was  born  in  August  (making  a  family  of  three  sons 
and  a  daughter).  Charles  tried  to  spend  Sundays  and  extra 
hours  with  his  family  whenever  possible,  but  his  work  often 
kept  him  away  from  home  from  daybreak  until  after  dark,  and 
it  involved  much  travel.  He  avoided  public  comment  on  the  war 
and  foreign  affairs.  As  he  wrote  in  personal  letters  to  friends 

from  prewar  days,  he  had  "purposely  entered  technical  fields" 
in  which  he  could  give  his  "utmost  support"  to  America's  war 
effort  "without  taking  part  in  the  responsibility  for  policies"  that 
he  thought  were  "badly  conceived"  and  with  which  he  strongly 
disagreed.  When  President  Roosevelt  visited  Willow  Run  in 

September,  1942,  Lindbergh  quietly  absented  himself.4 
In  the  course  of  his  work,  he  made  high-altitude  flights  in  a 

P-47  Thunderbolt  fighter,  to  test  the  ignition  system  used  on  the 
aircraft  engines  that  the  Ford  Company  manufactured.  That  led 
him  to  make  some  experimental  flights  to  determine  the  effects, 
on  both  pilot  and  plane,  of  very  high  altitudes  (over  40,000 
feet,  well  above  effective  combat  altitudes  at  that  time).  In 

1943,  Henry  Ford's  production  of  Pratt  &  Whitney  engines, 
along  with  Lindbergh's  own  personal  friendships,  brought  him 
into  consulting  and  flight-testing  projects  for  the  United  Aircraft 
Corporation  in  Connecticut,  in  addition  to  his  continuing  work 
for  Ford.  In  that  capacity  he  helped  improve  the  Navy  Marine 

Corsair  F4U  fighter,  which  used  a  Pratt  &  Whitney  engine.5 
Other  America  First  leaders  also  actively  served  the  war 

effort.  Robert  E.  Wood,  a  retired  Brigadier  General,  volunteered 
and  served  with  Army  Ordnance  in  Chicago.  From  1943  to 

1944,  at  the  request  of  General  H.  H.  Arnold,  he  went  on 
extended  missions  for  the  Air  Force  in  combat  areas.  Because 

of  administration  opposition,  however,  Wood  (like  Lindbergh) 

did  not  have  his  commission  restored,  and  he  served  as  a  civil- 
ian. Hanford  MacNider,  the  national  vice-chairman  of  America 

First,  had  been  in  combat  during  World  War  I.  He  volunteered 
again  after  Pearl  Harbor  and  had  a  distinguished  combat  record 
in  the  South  Pacific.  He  rose  to  Brigadier  General,  and  added  a 
second  Purple  Heart  and  other  medals  to  those  he  had  been 
awarded  in  World  War  I.  R.  Douglas  Stuart,  Jr.,  had  an  ROTC 
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commission,  and  he  volunteered  for  active  duty  after  Pearl 
Harbor.  As  an  Army  Major  he  served  in  General  Dwight  D. 

Eisenhower's  SHAEF  headquarters  in  England  and  landed  in 
Europe  shortly  after  D-Day.  Lindbergh's  friend  Colonel  Truman 
Smith  had  been  retired  for  health  reasons  in  1941,  but  General 

George  C.  Marshall  called  him  back  to  active  duty  as  a  G-2 
intelligence  officer  after  Pearl  Harbor.  Marshall  made  certain 
that  Colonel  Smith  was  decorated  for  his  work,  but  because  of 

White  House  attitudes  he  concluded  that  he  could  not  get  Lind- 

bergh's friend  promoted  to  general-officer  rank.6 
In  April,  1944,  Lindbergh  went  to  the  Pacific,  as  a  technical 

representative  for  United  Aircraft,  to  study  fighters  under  combat 

conditions.  He  was  then  forty-two  years  old — middle-aged  by 
usual  standards  and  little  less  than  ancient  for  a  fighter  pilot. 

The  purpose  of  his  trip  was  to  get  information  to  help  in  plan- 
ning the  design  of  future  fighter  airplanes,  including  data  on  the 

relative  advantages  of  single-engine  and  twin-engine  fighters.  To 
that  end,  during  a  period  of  nearly  five  months  from  April  to 
September,  Lindbergh,  a  civilian,  flew  fifty  combat  missions 

against  the  Japanese  in  the  South  Pacific.  Half  of  those  missions 

were  in  Army  Air  Force  twin-engine  Lockheed  P-38  Lightning 

fighters,  and  half  were  in  Marine  Corps  Vought  Corsair  single- 
engine  fighters.  They  included  patrol,  escort,  reconnaissance, 

strafing,  and  dive-bombing  missions.  Lindbergh  was  not  under 
fire  on  all  of  the  missions,  but  on  some  he  came  under  heavy  fire 

from  the  Japanese.  And  on  July  28,  1944,  in  a  thrilling  encounter 

in  which  he  narrowly  missed  a  head-on  crash  with  his  adversary, 
Lindbergh  shot  down  a  Japanese  plane  while  he  was  flying  a 

P-38.7 
Less  spectacular,  but  important  for  the  war  effort,  while  he 

was  in  the  South  Pacific  he  improved  the  combat  effectiveness 

of  the  P-38  by  greatly  increasing  its  range.  He  demonstrated 
that  fuel  consumption  could  be  reduced  by  flying  the  plane  at 

low  revolutions-per-minute,  high  manifold  pressure,  and  auto- 

lean  mixture-control  setting.  The  procedure  did  not  damage  the 
aircraft  engine,  and  it  substantially  increased  the  effective  range 
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of  the  P-38.  He  gave  lectures  on  fuel  economy  for  P-38's  and 
P-47's  to  various  fighter  pilot  units.8 

Lindbergh  also  experimented  with  carrying  heavier  bomb 
loads  in  Corsairs.  Some  Marine  Corps  pilots  were  uneasy  about 

carrying  thousand-pound  loads.  He  not  only  flew  with  such  a 
load,  he  gradually  increased  the  load  his  plane  carried  until  it 

was  four  times  that  weight — the  heaviest  bomb  load  ever  car- 
ried on  a  Corsair.  That  had  little  military  effect  at  the  time,  but 

it  may  have  improved  the  confidence  and  morale  of  the  less 

experienced  pilots  flying  with  thousand-pound  loads.9 
Lindbergh  enjoyed  the  flying,  the  adventure,  and  the  chal- 

lenge of  combat,  and  he  recognized  the  necessity  for  killing  to 
defeat  the  enemy  in  war.  But  he  was  saddened  by  the  ugly 
devastation  and  death  that  he  and  his  fellow  airmen  wrought. 
He  never  became  callous  or  insensitive  to  the  tragedy  of  war. 
The  fact  that  in  bombing  and  strafing  the  combat  pilot  could  not 
see  or  even  know  what  death  or  agony  he  was  causing  did  not 

ease  his  concern.  "I  don't  like  this  bombing  and  machine- 
gunning  of  unknown  targets,"  he  wrote  in  his  journal.  In  another 
entry  he  wrote:  "That's  the  trouble  with  this  air  war.  You  don't 

know  what  you're  shooting  at.  The  hut  may  be  empty.  It  may  be 
full  of  Japanese  soldiers.  It  may  be  a  cover  for  machine  guns.  It 
may  hold  a  mother  and  a  child.  .  .  .  Inside  may  be  emptiness 
or  writhing  agony.  You  never  know.  Holes  in  a  dirt  floor;  a 
machine  gun  out  of  action;  a  family  wiped  out;  you  go  on  as 

you  were  before."10 He  was  troubled  by  the  impact  of  the  war  and  of  Western 

civilization  on  the  island  peoples:  "The  natives  have  lost  their 
natural  habits  and  resourcefulness  without  gaining  enough  from 
Western  civilization  to  make  up.  Their  wild,  barbaric  freedom 
has  been  taken  away  from  them  and  replaced  with  a  form  of 
civilized  slavery  which  leaves  neither  them  nor  us  better  off.  The 

white  man  has  brought  them  a  religion  they  do  not  understand, 
diseases  they  are  unable  to  combat,  standards  of  life  which 
leave  them  poverty  stricken,  a  war  which  has  devastated  their 

homes  and  taken  their  families  away;  and  they  are  still  sup- 
posed to  be  grateful  to  us  for  giving  them  the  benefits  of  Chris- 
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tianity  and  civilization."11  These  wartime  thoughts  merged  with 
his  interest  in  and  activity  on  behalf  of  primitive  peoples  in  later 

years. 
Lindbergh  was  also  shocked  by  the  atrocities  committed  by 

some  Americans  against  captured  Japanese  soldiers.  He  per- 
sonally saw  the  nauseating  physical  evidences  of  such  episodes. 

He  conceded  that  the  Japanese  were  guilty  of  atrocities,  but  he 
insisted  that  that  was  no  justification  for  the  American  actions. 

In  his  journal  he  wrote:  "It  was  freely  admitted  that  some  of 
our  soldiers  tortured  Jap  prisoners  and  were  as  cruel  and  bar- 

baric at  times  as  the  Japs  themselves.  Our  men  think  nothing  of 

shooting  a  Japanese  prisoner  or  a  soldier  attempting  to  sur- 
render. They  treat  the  Jap  with  less  respect  than  they  would  give 

to  an  animal,  and  these  acts  are  condoned  by  almost  everyone. 
We  claim  to  be  fighting  for  civilization,  but  the  more  I  see  of  this 
war  in  the  Pacific  the  less  right  I  think  we  have  to  claim  to  be 
civilized.  In  fact,  I  am  not  sure  that  our  record  in  this  respect 

stands  so  very  much  higher  than  the  Japs'."  On  another  occa- 
sion he  wrote :  "It  is  not  the  willingness  to  kill  on  the  part  of  our 

soldiers  which  most  concerns  me.  That  is  an  inherent  part  of 

war.  It  is  our  lack  of  respect  for  even  the  admirable  characteris- 
tics of  our  enemy — for  courage,  for  suffering,  for  death,  for  his 

willingness  to  die  for  his  beliefs,  for  his  companies  and  squad- 
rons which  go  forth,  one  after  another,  to  annihilation  against 

our  superior  training  and  equipment.  What  is  courage  for  us  is 

fanaticism  for  him.  We  hold  his  examples  of  atrocity  scream- 
ingly to  the  heavens  while  we  cover  up  our  own  and  condone 

them  as  just  retribution  for  his  acts."12 
Because  of  his  love  for  the  beauties  of  nature,  Lindbergh 

would  actively  serve  the  causes  of  conservation  and  ecology  in 
later  years.  That  same  kind  of  concern  made  him  sensitive  to 

the  ugly  devastation  that  modern  man  and  war  were  bringing  to 

the  South  Pacific.  "War  is  like  a  flame.  Where  it  sweeps,  life 

disappears,  the  birds  and  the  trees  with  the  Japanese."  He 
wondered:  "The  gashes  modern  man  has  cut  in  the  jungle — 

how  long  will  they  show?"13 
Though  he  performed  superbly,  both  the  Army  and  the  Navy 
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were  uneasy  about  having  a  civilian,  particularly  one  so  famous 
and  controversial,  flying  in  combat.  If  he  were  downed  and 
captured,  they  assumed,  he  would  be  executed  immediately. 
They  also  feared  an  adverse  public  uproar  back  in  the  States. 
Twice  Lindbergh  was  called  to  Brisbane,  Australia,  and  had 
meetings  with  General  Douglas  MacArthur  and  others  there. 
MacArthur  knew  of  his  combat  flying  and  welcomed  his  help  in 

extending  the  effective  range  of  the  P-38.  Both  Army  and 

Marine  commanders  managed  to  "look  the  other  way"  most  of 
the  time  with  regard  to  his  combat  flying.  But  their  uneasiness 
increased,  especially  when  he  went  on  notably  risky  missions.  In 

mid-August,  General  George  C.  Kenney,  commander  of  the  Air 
Force  in  the  South  Pacific,  finally  ordered  that  he  do  no  more 
combat  flying.  That  did  not  prevent  him  from  going  on  more 
missions  with  the  Marine  Corsair  units,  but  he  was  already 
beginning  to  plan  his  return  to  the  United  States.  By  the  middle 
of  September  he  was  back  on  the  American  mainland.  And  on 
September  20,  1944,  Anne  welcomed  him  home  to  the  house 

she  had  rented  for  the  family  in  Connecticut.14 
His  combat  was  over,  but  Lindbergh  continued  to  serve 

America's  war  effort  through  United  Aircraft  and  Ford.  And  in 
May,  1945,  he  again  traveled  abroad.  That  time  he  went  to 

Europe  as  a  United  Aircraft  representative  with  a  Naval  Tech- 
nical Mission  sent  to  Germany  at  the  close  of  World  War  II  to 

study  advanced  German  military  airplanes.  He  was  particularly 
interested  in  German  jet  and  rocket  propulsion.  It  was  his  first 
visit  since  he  left  Europe  more  than  six  years  before,  in  the 

spring  of  1939.  He  stopped  in  Paris  a  few  days,  where  he 
inquired  about  the  fate  of  his  old  friend  Dr.  Alexis  Carrel.  Dr. 
Carrel  had  returned  to  his  native  France  from  the  United  States 

early  in  the  war  and  had  died  there  in  1944. 15 
On  May  17,  1945,  just  ten  days  after  the  German  surrender, 

Lindbergh  flew  to  Munich,  Germany.  The  ravages  of  war  were 

everywhere — particularly  in  the  cities.  "When  you  looked  at  the 
cities,  you  felt  it  would  take  a  century  for  the  Germans  to 
rebuild  and  reorganize.  When  you  looked  at  the  farms  and 
villages,  you  felt  it  would  not  take  long.  It  is  interesting  to 
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contemplate  the  fact  that  the  city,  which  has  produced  these 
devices  of  sciences  and  warfare,  has  reaped  the  whirlwind  they 
caused.  In  the  country  lie  the  seeds  of  new  strength  and  the  soil 

for  new  growth."  The  center  of  Munich  was  "a  mass  of  rubble." 
It  was  "a  city  destroyed."  He  found  "Mile  after  mile  of  bombed 
and  ruined  buildings,  high  piles  of  rubble  where  God  knows 

how  many  people  died  or  how  many  bodies  still  lie  buried." 
With  time  out  for  a  brief  return  to  Paris,  Lindbergh  traveled 
more  than  2,000  miles  by  jeep  during  some  three  weeks  in  the 

American-occupied  areas  of  Germany  and  Austria.  Everywhere 
he  found  hunger,  suffering,  destruction,  vandalism,  and  devasta- 

tion. He  felt  deep  compassion  for  the  hungry  German  people 
and  the  displaced  persons,  and  he  sharply  disapproved  of  the 
vandalism  and  looting  by  American  GFs  as  well  as  by  troops 

from  other  countries.  And  he  feared  the  Soviet  danger  there.16 
In  the  performance  of  his  duties  for  the  Technical  Mission, 

Lindbergh  talked  with  top  German  aeronautical  scientists  and 
engineers,  including  Willy  Messerschmitt,  the  aircraft  designer; 

Dr.  Helmut  Schelp,  head  of  German  jet  and  rocket  develop- 
ment; Adolf  Baeumker,  head  of  the  German  Experimental 

Institute  for  Aviation;  Dr.  Heinz  Schmitt,  director  of  jet  devel- 
opment for  Junkers;  and  many  others.  He  inspected  Me-262  jet 

fighters  and  Me- 163  rocket  fighters.  He  and  others  on  the 
Technical  Mission  obtained  detailed  plans  of  jet  engines,  helped 
arrange  for  shipment  of  engines  to  the  United  States  for  tests, 
and  aided  some  Junkers  technical  experts  to  move  with  their 

families  from  the  Soviet  to  the  American  zone.17 
On  June  1 1,  in  the  course  of  inspecting  the  underground 

factory  at  Nordhausen  that  had  produced  the  V-i  and  V-2 
weapons,  Lindbergh  came  on  Camp  Dora,  a  Nazi  extermination 

camp.  Skeletonlike,  starved,  and  dying  ex-prisoners  were  still 
there,  as  were  the  cremation  furnaces  that  had  consumed 
25,000  bodies  in  a  year  and  a  half.  The  smell  of  death  was 
everywhere.  He  described  the  scene  and  his  reactions  in  his 

private  journal:  "Here  was  a  place  where  men  and  life  and 
death  had  reached  the  lowest  form  of  degradation.  How  could 

any  reward  in  national  progress  even  faintly  justify  the  estab- 
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lishment  and  operation  of  such  a  place?"  It  was  a  horrifying 
scene.  He  thought  those  responsible  for  the  atrocities  "should  be 
found  and  punished  according  to  civilized  standards  of  justice." 
It  reminded  Lindbergh  of  the  smells  and  scenes  of  death  and 
American  atrocities  against  Japanese  that  he  had  seen  in  the 

South  Pacific.  "We,  who  claimed  that  the  German  was  defiling 
humanity  in  his  treatment  of  the  Jew,  were  doing  the  same  thing 

in  our  treatment  of  the  Jap."  He  recalled  the  Biblical  admoni- 
tion :  "And  why  beholdest  thou  the  mote  that  is  in  thy  brother's 

eye  but  considerest  not  the  beam  that  is  in  thine  own  eye?"  As  a 
long  list  of  atrocity  incidents  against  Japanese  in  the  Pacific 

passed  before  his  mind's  eye,  and  as  he  looked  down  into  the  pit 
of  ashes  from  the  furnaces  at  Camp  Dora,  he  concluded  that 

such  atrocities  were  "not  a  thing  confined  to  any  nation  or  to 
any  people.  What  the  German  has  done  to  the  Jew  in  Europe, 

we  are  doing  to  the  Jap  in  the  Pacific."  In  his  view,  "What  is 
barbaric  on  one  side  of  the  earth  is  still  barbaric  on  the  other. 

'Judge  not  that  ye  be  not  judged.'  It  is  not  the  Germans  alone, 
or  the  Japs,  but  the  men  of  all  nations  to  whom  this  war  has 

brought  shame  and  degradation."18  As  he  flew  back  to  the 
United  States  later,  Lindbergh  felt  no  cause  to  regret  his  opposi- 

tion to  the  beginning  of  the  war,  nor  his  opposition  to  American 
entry  into  that  war. 

By  the  time  the  American  B-29  fire  bombings  of  Tokyo  and 
the  atomic  bombings  of  Hiroshima  and  Nagasaki  brought  the 

final  surrender  of  Japan  on  V-J  Day,  September  2,  1945,  some 
300,000  Americans  had  died  in  World  War  II.  They  had  given 
all  that  man  has  to  give.  Another  700,000  had  been  wounded, 

some  horribly.  There  were  still  other  Americans  who  had  con- 
tributed more  to  the  task  of  defeating  the  Axis  and  winning 

World  War  II  than  Charles  A.  Lindbergh  had.  But  most  had 
not. 
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T 
JLHE  leading  isolationists  paid  high  prices  for  their  opposition 

to  the  war.  Voters  turned  most  of  those  in  elective  positions  out 
of  office.  Senators  Gerald  P.  Nye  of  North  Dakota  and  Bennett 
Champ  Clark  of  Missouri,  as  well  as  Congressman  Hamilton 

Fish  of  New  York,  lost  their  bids  for  re-election  in  1944.  Two 
years  later  Senators  Burton  K.  Wheeler  of  Montana  and  Henrik 
Shipstead  of  Minnesota  suffered  defeat.  Others  also  fell  by  the 
wayside.  In  most  cases,  their  opponents  got  money  and  help 
from  internationalists  outside  their  states  who  wanted  to  make 
certain  that  isolationism  did  not  revive  after  World  War  II  as  it 
had  after  World  War  I.  Robert  A.  Taft  served  on  in  the  Senate 

and  made  major  bids  for  the  Republican  presidential  nomina- 
tion in  1948  and  1952.  But  his  isolationist  past  hurt  him 

politically;  he  did  not  get  the  nominaton.  Chester  Bowles,  Philip 
C.  Jessup,  and  Senator  Arthur  H.  Vandenberg  managed  to 

escape  their  "shady"  noninterventionist  pasts  and  gained  re- 
spectability in  internationalist  circles — but  they  were  excep- 

tions. To  have  been  prominently  identified  with  opposition  to 
American  entry  into  World  War  II  was  to  be  forever  suspect 
and  stigmatized;  generally  the  stain  would  not  rub  out.  To  make 

matters  worse,  most  prominent  prewar  noninterventionists  re- 
fused to  confess  error  and  wear  sackcloth  and  ashes;  they 

continued  to  believe  they  had  been  right  in  opposing  American 
entry.  Even  Senator  Vandenberg  and  Chester  Bowles  did  not 
disavow  the  stands  they  had  taken  on  foreign  affairs  before 

Pearl  Harbor.1 
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In  many  respects,  Charles  A.  Lindbergh,  too,  was  made  to 
suffer  for  opposing  American  entry  into  World  War  II.  The 
Roosevelt  administration  had  prevented  him  from  regaining  his 
commission  and  from  serving  as  a  member  of  the  armed  forces 
during  the  war.  No  isolationist  was  more  vilified  than  Lindbergh 

for  his  prewar  views  and  activities.  In  August,  1942,  he  hon- 
ored a  subpoena  to  testify  for  the  defense  in  the  sedition  trial  of 

William  Dudley  Pelley,  head  of  the  fascistic  Silver  Shirts. 
Lindbergh  had  not  known  Pelley  personally  and  was  on  the 
stand  only  twelve  minutes.  But  the  episode  further  identified 
him  in  the  public  mind  with  unsavory  and  seditious  elements  in 

America.2 
During  and  after  the  war,  the  sensational  book  Under  Cover, 

by  John  Roy  Carlson  (pseudonym  for  Avedis  Derounian),  was 
sold  and  distributed  by  the  tens  of  thousands  throughout  the 
country.  It  claimed  to  reveal,  according  to  its  subtitle,  How 
Axis  Agents  and  Our  Enemies  Within  Are  Now  Plotting  to 

Destroy  the  United  States.  It  made  most  leading  isolationists 

(including  Lindbergh)  seem  little  better  than  Nazis.3  At  best 
the  liberal-internationalists  saw  Lindbergh  as  a  naive  dupe  of 
the  Nazis;  at  worst  they  saw  him  as  a  conscious  fascist  de- 

termined to  destroy  democracy  and  build  a  Nazi  dictatorship 
in  America.  Those  images  and  stereotypes  even  affected  some 

who  had  shared  Lindbergh's  views  before  Pearl  Harbor.  More 
than  thirty  years  later,  many  who  prided  themselves  on  their 
scholarly  precision  and  tolerance  were  still  prepared  to  see 

Lindbergh  as  the  epitome  of  anti-Semitism,  racism,  and  fascism 
in  America.4 

During  and  after  the  war,  Lindbergh  kept  in  touch  with 
noninterventionist  friends  from  prewar  days,  most  notably  with 
General  Robert  E.  Wood.  He  occasionally  had  lunch  with  some 
of  those  friends.  They  speculated  on  the  future  and  on  what 
they  might  do  to  give  life  to  their  cause.  But,  so  far  as  Lindbergh 
was  concerned,  little  came  of  such  speculations.  Since  he  was 
close  to  Henry  Ford,  some  approached  him  concerning  the 

prospect  of  getting  Ford's  financial  aid  for  projects  related  to 
the  prewar  noninterventionist  movement.  For  example,  General 
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Wood  consulted  Lindbergh  for  support  for  the  historian  Harry 
Elmer  Barnes  in  writing  a  revisionist  history  of  the  causes  for 

World  War  II.  Partly  through  Lindbergh's  intercession,  the 
Ford  Company  helped  Barnes.5 

Lindbergh,  Wood,  and  other  leading  prewar  noninterven- 
tionists  hoped  for  and  expected  ultimate  historical  vindication 
of  the  positions  they  had  taken  on  foreign  affairs  before  Pearl 
Harbor.  But  the  revisionist  interpretations  of  American  entry 
into  World  War  II  did  not  gain  the  dominant  position  among 
historians  after  the  war.  And  the  generally  critical  reception  that 

Lindbergh's  own  Wartime  Journals  got  from  reviewers  when 
published  in  1970  suggested  that  the  time  for  vindication  or 
even  for  a  sympathetic  hearing  had  not  yet  arrived.  Lindbergh 
was  disappointed  by  the  tardy  recognition  from  Clio. 

Nevertheless,  the  aftermath  of  his  noninterventionist  activ- 
ities damaged  Lindbergh  less  than  many  others.  And  some  of 

the  consequences  were  beneficial  to  him  personally.  By  taking 
him  out  of  the  limelight,  they  left  him  more  free  than  he  had 
been  earlier.  They  did  not  prevent  him  from  moving  on  to  new 
interests  and  new  challenges.  He  held  no  elective  position  and 
had  no  political  ambitions,  so  he  could  not  be  put  out  of  office, 

as  isolationist  legislators  were.  His  inner  strength  and  self- 
reliance  made  him  less  dependent  on  popular  approval  than 
most  might  have  been.  In  conversations  many  years  later, 
General  Lindbergh  minimized  the  viciousness  of  the  attacks  on 
him.  He  said  that  one  had  to  expect  such  things  in  public  life, 
and  that  if  an  individual  could  not  take  it  he  should  stay  out  of 

public  controversies.  He  pointed  out,  correctly,  that  the  pre- 
Pearl  Harbor  foreign  policy  debate  had  been  almost  completely 
free  of  physical  violence,  in  contrast  to  the  controversies  over 
Vietnam  later.  The  attacks  on  him  had  been  less  vicious  and 

damaging  than  those  against  his  father  in  World  War  I.6 
As  the  years  passed,  newspapers  paid  little  attention  to  him. 

Young  people  knew  and  cared  less  about  him  than  their  elders 
had.  Though  he  continued  to  look  younger  than  he  was,  over 
the  decades  nature  gradually  provided  a  partial  disguise  as  his 
hair  slowly  thinned  and  greyed.  He  and  Anne  could  travel  in 
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public  without  being  identified,  without  being  besieged  by  news- 
men and  photographers.  They  enjoyed  trips  together,  including 

safaris  in  Africa.  They  took  pride  as  their  three  sons  and  two 
daughters  grew  into  adults,  began  careers,  married,  and  reared 
families  of  their  own.  During  the  decades  after  World  War  II, 
Lindbergh  inconspicuously  channeled  his  energies  and  talents 
into  Air  Force  affairs,  Pan  American  Airways,  writing,  helping 
Anne  with  her  books,  and  activities  relating  to  conservation  and 
ecology. 

For  several  years  after  World  War  II  he  served  on  various 
Air  Force  and  Defense  Department  committees,  including  those 

dealing  with  Army  ordnance  and  weapons  research,  reorganiza- 
tion of  the  Strategic  Air  Command,  selection  of  the  site  for  the 

new  Air  Force  Academy,  and  ballistic  missiles.7  Confronted 
with  Soviet  developments  in  hydrogen  bombs,  planes,  and  mis- 

siles, in  1954  Lindbergh  wrote  an  article  for  the  Saturday 

Evening  Post  urging  the  United  States  to  maintain  "a  method  of 
delivering  our  bombs  in  the  event  a  surprise  attack  is  made 
upon  this  country,  and  after  we  have  absorbed  the  first  terrific 

blow."  American  defense,  in  his  judgment,  required  modern 
aircraft  scattered  over  hundreds  of  bases,  "research,  develop- 

ment and  industrial-decentralization  programs,"  and  "develop- 
ment of  the  human  element  in  our  military  forces."  He  urged 

the  United  States,  in  the  interests  of  national  security,  to 

maintain  "the  indestructible  power  to  destroy."  His  article  was 
widely  distributed  in  Air  Force  circles,  and  its  ideas  were 

incorporated  officially  into  Air  Force  policy.  When  the  Republi- 
cans regained  the  White  House,  President  Dwight  D.  Eisen- 

hower and  Congress  in  1954  restored  his  commission  in  the  Air 
Force  Reserve  and  promoted  him  to  Brigadier  General.  He 

wore  the  wings  of  an  Air  Force  command  pilot.8 

In  the  I950's  he  resumed  his  prewar  position  as  consultant 
for  Pan  American  World  Airways,  and  he  later  became  a 
director  of  Pan  American.  He  devoted  much  time  to  travel  all 

over  the  world  on  airline  matters.9 

Lindbergh  also  returned  to  writing.  In  1948,  Scribner's  pub- 
lished his  thoughtful  little  book,  Of  Flight  and  Life.  Drawing  on 
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his  wartime  experiences,  he  developed  the  theme  that  "To  live 
modern  man  needs  both  science  and  religion."  He  concluded: 
"Our  salvation,  and  our  only  salvation,  lies  in  controlling  the 
arm  of  western  science  by  the  mind  of  a  western  Philosophy 
guided  by  the  eternal  truths  of  God.  It  lies  in  the  balanced 
qualities  of  spirit,  mind,  and  body  of  our  people.  Without  this 
control,  without  this  balance,  our  military  victories  can  bring  no 
lasting  peace,  our  laws  no  lasting  justice,  our  science  no  lasting 

progress."10 
In  1953,  Scribner's  published  his  autobiographical  The  Spirit 

of  St.  Louis.  Young  Lindbergh  had  written  We  during  less  than 
three  weeks  of  concentrated  effort  in  1927.  He  began  writing 
The  Spirit  of  St.  Louis  in  Paris  in  1938,  revised  it  many  times 
during  his  travels  to  remote  parts  of  the  world,  and  did  not 

complete  the  final  manuscript  until  fourteen  years  later.11  It 
was  a  best  seller  and  won  a  Pulitzer  Prize.  The  movie  based  on 

it  starred  James  Stewart,  but  it  was  not  a  box-office  success. 
(Anne  and  Charles  took  three  of  their  children  with  them  to  see 

the  movie.  About  halfway  through  the  film,  as  the  tiny  airplane 

struggled  through  storms  over  the  vast  Atlantic,  their  eleven- 

year-old  daughter,  Reeve,  turned  to  her  mother  and  asked,  "He 
is  going  to  get  there,  isn't  he?")  In  1970,  Harcourt  Brace 
Jovanovich  published  the  personal  wartime  journals  that  Lind- 

bergh had  kept  from  1938  to  1945.  He  assisted  his  wife  in 
preparing  her  diaries  and  letters  for  publication  in  the  1970s. 

And  he  wrote  various  articles  for  Life  and  Reader's  Digest, 
concentrating  particularly  on  ecology  and  conservation  topics.12 

Lindbergh's  love  of  nature — the  land,  water,  skies,  and  wild- 
life— extended  back  to  his  childhood  days  in  rural  Minnesota. 

His  early  flying  had  kept  him  close  to  the  elements.  He  and 

Anne  found  beauty  and  tranquility  in  the  skies  and  on  sea- 
shores. He  worried  about  the  deteriorating  impact  of  urbaniza- 

tion, of  brick  and  concrete,  on  human  character  and  on  Western 
civilization.  He  was  saddened  as  he  saw  science,  industry,  and 

urbanization  destroying  the  natural  environment  and  the  wild- 
life dependent  on  that  environment.  Consequently,  long  before 

it  was  fashionable,  Lindbergh  became  active  in  conservation 
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projects  and  in  efforts  to  save  endangered  species.  He  was  a 
member  of  the  Citizens  Advisory  Committee  on  Environmental 
Quality  and  of  the  International  Union  for  the  Conservation  of 
Nature.  He  was  a  director  of  the  World  Wildlife  Fund.  He 

played  important  roles  in  efforts  to  save  the  humpback  whale 
and  the  blue  whale.  In  the  Philippines,  he  helped  preserve  the 

tamarau  and  the  monkey-eating  eagle  from  extinction.  He 
helped  raise  funds  for  national  wildlife  parks  in  East  Africa. 
Deeply  interested  in  primitive  peoples,  he  was  a  member  of  the 
board  of  trustees  of  the  Panamin  Foundation  of  the  Philippines, 

designed  to  protect  and  assist  national  minorities.13 

So  far  as  Lindbergh's  public  role  in  American  foreign  policy 
was  concerned,  it  essentially  ended  with  Pearl  Harbor.  The 
United  States  had  rejected  the  course  he  had  urged  in  foreign 

affairs;  the  interventionists  had  triumphed.  There  was  no  turn- 
ing back.  Foreign  affairs  were  now  the  responsibility  of  those 

who  had  downed  him.  After  World  War  II  he  seldom  made 

speeches.  The  few  he  did  make  generally  focused  on  either 

aviation  or  conservation.  Only  rarely  did  he  comment  on  for- 
eign affairs,  and  then  without  any  real  expectation  of  influencing 

policy  decisions.14 
During  World  War  II,  Lindbergh  thought  America's  "uncon- 

ditional surrender"  policy  was  unwise;  he  would  have  preferred 
a  negotiated  peace.15  In  July,  1945,  after  his  return  from 
Europe,  he  permitted  a  press  release  through  the  Chicago 

Tribune.  In  it  he  contended  that  "the  seeds  of  a  third  world 

war"  were  "already  being  sown."  He  "attributed  the  collapse  of 
the  German  Luftwaffe  to  the  fighting  qualities  of  our  own 
airmen,  to  our  ability  to  mass  produce  aircraft,  to  the  switch  of 
communist  Russia  from  the  side  of  the  Axis  to  the  side  of  the 

Allies,  and  to  the  incompetence  of  the  Nazi  form  of  govern- 

ment." He  saw  the  performance  of  that  government  as  an 
example  "of  the  weakness  which  results  from  the  suppression  of 
criticism  and  opposition."  Lindbergh  complained  that  many  of 
the  so-called  "liberated"  countries  of  Europe  had  "simply  ex- 

changed the  Nazi  form  of  dictatorship  for  the  Communist 

form."  He  believed  the  United  States  should  help  relieve  the 
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terrible  "suffering  of  Europe,  to  feed  her  starving,  and  to  help  in 
her  reconstruction,  and  that  for  the  time  being  we  should 

maintain  sufficient  forces  abroad  to  make  this  possible."  But  he 
thought  neither  military  victories,  political  systems,  nor  the 

United  Nations  would  "be  enough  unless  based  on  a  dynamic 

strength  of  character  and  the  power  of  Christian  ethics."  In  his 
judgment,  "No  peace  will  last  which  is  not  based  on  Christian 
principles,  on  justice,  on  compassion  allied  with  strength,  and 

on  a  sense  of  the  dignity  of  man."16 
In  an  address  before  the  Aero  Club  of  Washington  in  Decem- 

ber, 1945,  to  mark  the  forty-second  anniversary  of  the  Wright 

brothers'  flight,  Lindbergh  expressed  regret  that  airplanes  were 
being  used  to  bring  death  and  destruction.  "What  peaceful  men 
take  a  thousand  years  to  build,  fools  can  now  destroy  in  a  few 

seconds."  Reconsidering  circumstances  in  the  new  atomic  age, 
he  said:  "The  oceans  .  .  .  which  proved  effective  barriers  to 
bombing  aircraft  of  World  War  II,  will  not  protect  this  country 

from  atomic  rockets  of  World  War  III,  if  such  a  war  begins." 
He  pointed  out  that  "aircraft  and  the  atomic  bomb  have 
brought  us  to  a  time  when  we  will  either  live  in  an  organized 

world  or  in  constant  insecurity."  But  he  opposed  any  world 
organization  based  on  the  extremes  of  either  "the  arbitrary 
power  of  a  Roman  State"  or  "on  the  complete  equality  of  man." 
In  the  latter  case,  he  feared  that  the  United  States  would  have 

less  influence  than  the  more  populous  states  of  China,  India, 
and  the  Soviet  Union.  He  insisted  that  whatever  compromise 

was  made  between  the  "extremes  of  Roman  state  and  mass 

control,  it  must  contain  an  element  of  power  to  be  effective." 
He  was  skeptical  of  the  adequacy  of  the  United  Nations  after 

World  War  II.  At  the  same  time  he  was  "fearful  of  the  use  of 

power"  and  urged  "strong  military  forces  only  because,"  he 
believed,  "the  alternative  is  worse."  "Power,  to  be  ultimately 
successful,  must  be  backed  by  morality,  just  as  morality,  must 
be  backed  by  power.  A  world  organization,  to  have  permanent 
influence,  must  wield  a  power  that  is  guided  not  by  the  desire 
for  revenge,  not  by  the  intent  to  exploit  or  enslave,  but  by  the 

qualities  represented  in  Christian  ideals."  Speaking  in  1945,  he 
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called  for  "charity,  humility  and  compassion"  in  the  postwar 
world;  he  complained  that  those  qualities  were  lacking  "in  the 
complacency  with  which  we  greeted  the  inverted  hanging  of 

Mussolini's  body"  and  "in  the  court  trials  of  our  conquered 

enemies."17 
Two  years  later,  in  April,  1947,  Lindbergh  touched  on  for- 

eign affairs  in  a  short  talk.  In  it  he  said  that  though  the  United 
States  had  been  victorious,  it  had  emerged  from  World  War  II 

"with  western  civilization  greatly  weakened  in  a  world  full  of 
famine,  hatred,  and  despair.  We  have  destroyed  Nazi  Germany 
only  to  find  that  in  doing  so  we  have  strengthened  Communist 

Russia,  behind  whose  'iron  curtain'  lies  a  record  of  bloodshed 

and  oppression  never  equalled."  He  thought  World  War  II  had 
"resulted  in  one  of  the  greatest  of  human  tragedies,"  but  that  it 
would  "do  little  good  to  argue  the  wisdom  of  the  past."  What 
had  been  done  could  not  be  changed.  Now  that  the  United 
States  was  involved  in  Europe,  it  must  carry  through  what  it 

had  started.  Speaking  just  after  the  beginning  of  Truman  Doc- 
trine aid  to  Greece  and  Turkey  and  just  before  the  beginning  of 

Marshall  Plan  aid  to  Europe,  Lindbergh  said:  "We  must  help  to 
rebuild  western  civilization.  We  must  reestablish  and  protect  the 
ideals  we  believe  in.  This  will  require  our  extending  financial 

assistance.  It  may  require  the  use  of  military  force."  He  said 
that  "in  a  rocket-atomic  age,  the  welfare  of  other  nations  is 
more  than  important,  it  is  vital  to  us."  He  concluded  that 
American  security  depended  "on  the  cooperation  of  peoples 
who  believe  in  the  freedom  and  dignity  of  man,  and  in  a  way  of 
life  that  is  basically  similar  to  our  own.  Wherever  these  peoples 

need  help,  we  must  assist  them.  There  is  no  better  way, 
probably  there  is  no  other  way  to  attain  security,  peace,  and  the 

progress  of  our  civilization."18 
In  later  years,  commenting  on  the  McCarthy  era  of  the  early 

I950's,  Lindbergh  said  he  disliked  both  the  "radical  right"  and 
the  "radical  left."  But  he  favored  activity  by  the  one  to  balance 
the  other — providing  neither  got  too  strong.  So  far  as  Senator 

Joseph  McCarthy  was  concerned,  Lindbergh  was  "never  im- 
pressed" by  him.  He  did  not  like  McCarthy's  tactics,  but  he  did 
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not  think  the  Wisconsin  Senator  had  enough  ability  to  be  a  great 

danger.19 
Lindbergh  was  "unhappy"  about  America's  roles  in  both  the 

Korean  War  of  1950- 1953  and  the  Vietnam  War.  But  since  he 
was  not  in  a  position  to  be  closely  informed  on  the  circum- 

stances in  either  war,  he  was  not  prepared  to  urge  alternative 
policies.  Consequently  he  supported  the  Administration  policies 
both  in  Korea  and  in  Vietnam.  He  thought  it  unfortunate  that 
the  United  States  got  into  the  fighting  in  Vietnam,  but  he  did  not 
see  any  easy  way  out.  He  voted  for  Democrat  Adlai  Stevenson 
against  Dwight  D.  Eisenhower  for  President  in  1952,  in  the 
midst  of  the  Korean  War,  but  he  voted  for  Eisenhower  four 

years  later.  He  opposed  John  F.  Kennedy  at  the  polls  in  i960, 

but  he  voted  for  Lyndon  B.  Johnson  in  1964  against  Republi- 
can Barry  Goldwater  (despite  his  friendship  with  Goldwater). 

He  cast  his  ballot  for  Richard  M.  Nixon  for  President  in  i960 
and  again  in  1972  (in  1968  he  had  been  out  of  the  country  and 
returned  too  late  to  vote).  Nevertheless,  he  was  shocked  by  the 

Watergate  episode.  Generally  he  supported  the  Johnson-Nixon 
policies  in  Vietnam.  But  those  were  personal  views,  and  he  took 
no  public  positions  on  them.  In  private  correspondence  he 

expressed  the  fear  that  "if  we  are  not  careful,  the  means  we  use 
to  insure  our  survival  today  and  tomorrow  will  lead  to  our 

destruction  the  day  after."  He  had  in  mind  "Nuclear  weapons, 
overemphasis  of  science  and  technology,  neglect  of  man  him- 

self."20 
Late  in  1969,  thirty  years  after  he  began  his  battle  against 

intervention  in  World  War  II,  Lindbergh  wrote:  "We  won  the 
war  in  a  military  sense;  but  in  a  broader  sense  it  seems  to  me  we 
lost  it,  for  our  Western  civilization  is  less  respected  and  secure 
than  it  was  before. 

"In  order  to  defeat  Germany  and  Japan  we  supported  the  still 
greater  menaces  of  Russia  and  China — which  now  confront  us 
in  a  nuclear- weapon  era.  Poland  was  not  saved.  The  British 
Empire  has  broken  down  with  great  suffering,  bloodshed,  and 

confusion.  England  is  an  economy-constricted  secondary  power. 
France  had  to  give  up  her  major  colonies  and  turn  to  a  mild 
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dictatorship  herself.  Much  of  our  Western  culture  was  de- 
stroyed. We  lost  the  genetic  heredity  formed  through  aeons  in 

many  million  lives.  Meanwhile,  the  Soviets  have  dropped  their 
iron  curtain  to  screen  off  Eastern  Europe,  and  an  antagonistic 
Chinese  government  threatens  us  in  Asia. 

"More  than  a  generation  after  the  war's  end,  our  occupying 
armies  still  must  occupy,  and  the  world  has  not  been  made  safe 
for  democracy  and  freedom.  On  the  contrary,  our  own  system 
of  democratic  government  is  being  challenged  by  that  greatest 
of  dangers  to  any  government:  internal  dissatisfaction  and 
unrest. 

"It  is  alarmingly  possible  that  World  War  II  marks  the 

beginning  of  our  Western  civilization's  breakdown,  as  it  already 
marks  the  breakdown  of  the  greatest  empire  ever  built  by  man. 

Certainly  our  civilization's  survival  depends  on  meeting  the 
challenges  that  tower  before  us  with  unprecedented  magnitude 
in  almost  every  field  of  modern  life.  Most  of  these  challenges 

were,  at  least,  intensified  through  the  waging  of  World  War  II." 
He  hoped  that  his  wartime  journals,  published  in  1970,  would 

"help  clarify  issues  and  conditions  of  the  past  and  thereby 
contribute  to  understanding  issues  and  conditions  of  the  present 

and  the  future."21 
By  1974,  the  seventy-two-year-old,  grey-haired  General 

Lindbergh  was  still  slender,  quick,  alert,  and  active.  He  sup- 
ported his  government  in  its  conduct  of  foreign  affairs.  But  he 

focused  most  of  his  energies  on  airline  matters  and  on  conserva- 
tion and  ecology.  And  he  still  believed  that  he  and  his  fellow 

noninterventionists  had  been  right  before  Pearl  Harbor. 

Americans  have  been  quick  to  judge  Lindbergh,  and  most  of 

America's  opinion-forming  elite  has  concluded  that  he  was 
wrong.  Any  judgment  in  depth,  however,  must  wrestle  with 
difficult  questions  about  the  consequences  of  alternative  policies 
in  the  years  before  and  during  World  War  II.  For  the  most  part 
one  can  only  guess  at  the  possible  consequences  of  alternative 

courses  of  action — those  proposed  either  by  Lindbergh  or  by 
others.  But  even  intelligent  guesses  cannot  properly  be  made 
without  facing  the  following  questions  directly  and  squarely: 
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Would  Hitler  and  his  Nazis  have  triumphed  in  Germany  if 
Britain,  France,  and  the  United  States  had  followed  either  more 

generous  or  more  severe  policies  in  dealing  with  Germany  after 
World  War  I?  Would  earlier  and  more  effective  military  and  air 

preparations  by  Britain,  France,  the  United  States,  and  the 

Soviet  Union  have  limited  or  moderated  Nazi  Germany's  course 
in  foreign  affairs  in  the  1930's?  Once  Hitler  built  up  Germany's 
military  might,  would  it  have  been  possible  to  work  out  a 
durable  negotiated  settlement  of  differences  with  his  government 
without  war  in  the  west?  Would  Britain  and  France  have  gone 
to  war  in  1939  if  the  United  States  had  made  it  clear  that  they 
could  not  expect  American  aid  or  intervention?  If  Britain  and 
France  had  not  declared  war  on  Germany  when  Hitler  attacked 

Poland  in  September,  1939,  would  he  have  stopped  after  driv- 
ing to  the  east  in  Europe,  or  would  Nazi  Germany  have  turned 

west  to  strike  at  France  and  England  sooner  or  later?  If  Hitler's 
Germany  had  driven  east  against  the  Soviet  Union  without  war 

in  the  west,  would  he  have  triumphed  over  Stalin's  Russia, 
would  he  have  been  defeated,  or  would  there  have  been  a 
stalemate  in  the  east?  And  would  the  result  then  have  been  a 

stronger  and  more  dangerous  Nazi  Germany,  a  stronger  and 
more  dangerous  Communist  Russia,  a  devastated  Europe  in  a 
condition  little  better  than  anarchy,  or  a  balanced  Europe  with 
both  Germany  and  the  Soviet  Union  checked  by  that  balance? 

If  the  United  States  had  not  extended  aid-short-of-war  to  Brit- 
ain, would  Britain  have  fallen?  If  it  had  not  encouraged  Britain  to 

hope  for  growing  support  from  the  United  States,  would  Britain 
have  concluded  a  negotiated  peace  with  Germany?  What  would 

have  been  the  long-term  consequences  of  such  a  settlement  for 
England,  Germany,  the  United  States,  and  the  world?  If  Hitler 
and  Nazi  Germany  had  triumphed  everywhere  in  Europe  and 

Africa,  and  if  Japan  had  triumphed  in  Asia,  could  the  United 
States  have  successfully  guarded  its  security,  its  freedom,  its 
economy,  and  its  survival  in  the  Western  Hemisphere?  Would 
the  alternative  courses  of  action  urged  by  Colonel  Charles  A. 
Lindbergh  from  1937  through  1941  have  provided  a  more  or 
less  secure,  free,  and  stable  world  for  Americans  and  others 
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than  they  find  today?  To  what  extent  did  the  "Great  Debate" 
and  the  tactics  by  both  the  isolationists  and  the  interventionists 
enhance  or  undermine  democracy,  freedom,  peace,  and  security 
for  the  United  States?  To  what  extent  did  American  involve- 

ment in  World  War  II  enhance  or  undermine  a  moral  order  in 
the  United  States  and  the  world?  These  and  others  are  difficult 

questions  to  answer  with  any  certainty,  even  a  generation  after 

the  war.  Any  evaluation  of  Charles  A.  Lindbergh's  battle 
against  intervention  that  goes  beyond  mere  passion  and  preju- 

dice, moreover,  must  face  up  to  thoughtful  responses  to  such 
questions.  They  were  not  to  be  taken  lightly  when  he  helped  to 
raise  them  before  Pearl  Harbor;  they  are  not  to  be  treated 
superficially  when  one  attempts  fairly  to  evaluate  his  role  a 
generation  and  more  later. 
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Inevitable  Questions 

".  .  .  Would  the  alternative  courses  of  action  urged  by  Colonel 
Charles  A.  Lindbergh  from  1937  through  1941  have  provided  a 
more  or  less  secure,  free,  and  stable  world  for  Americans  and  others 

than  they  find  today? 

"To  what  extent  did  the  'Great  Debate'  and  the  tactics  by  both 
the  isolationists  and  the  interventionists  enhance  or  undermine  de- 

mocracy, freedom,  peace,  and  security  for  the  United  States? 

"To  what  extent  did  American  involvement  in  World  War  II  en- 
hance or  undermine  a  moral  order  in  the  United  States  and  the  world? 

"These  and  others  are  difficult  questions  to  answer  with  any  cer- 
tainty, even  a  generation  after  the  war.  Any  evaluation  of  Charles 

A.  Lindbergh's  battle  against  intervention  that  goes  beyond  mere 
passion  and  prejudice,  moreover,  must  face  up  to  thoughtful  re- 

sponses to  such  questions.  They  were  not  to  be  taken  lightly  when 

he  helped  to  raise  them  before  Pearl  Harbor;  they  are  not  to  be  treated 

superficially  when  one  attempts  fairly  to  evaluate  his  role  a  generation 

and  more  later." 
—FROM  THE  BOOK 


