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While Communists make full use of liberals and their solicitudes, and sometimes flatter them to their faces, in private they treat them with that sneering contempt that the strong and predatory almost invariably feel for victims who volunteer to help in their own victimization.
 

—Whittaker Chambers, Witness


For the time will come when people … will stop listening to the truth and will be diverted to myths.
 

—2 Timothy 4: 3–4
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Introduction
 


THE OVERLOOKED ROLE OF THE DUPE
 

 

 

This is a book about dupes, about those Americans who have unwittingly aided some of the worst opponents of the United States.1 Misled about the true aims of foreign adversaries, many Americans (and other Westerners) have allowed themselves to be manipulated to serve opponents’ interests. Most notably, after the Bolshevik Revolution and throughout the Cold War, Communists took full advantage of Western dupes. Indeed, Communist propagandists in the Soviet Union, around the world, and within America itself conducted this duping on a remarkable, deliberate scale and with remarkable, deliberate craftsmanship—with America's liberals and progressives as the prime target. Yet the story does not stop with the end of the Cold War. Unfortunately, dupes have surfaced in the War on Terror—including some of the very same Americans who unknowingly played the role of sucker to the Soviets—occasionally providing fodder for Middle East enemies, although the periods, and the processes, are quite different.
 

Pointing out this ongoing phenomenon is not a matter of beating up on the gullible. Using the word “dupes” may come across as name calling or sensationalism, but the reality is that it is the best term to describe those who are deceived by, and therefore unknowingly assist, foreign adversaries. The word has, in fact, been widely used throughout American history and up to the present to characterize the tools of foreign influence. President George Washington used the term “dupes” in his historic 1796 Farewell Address, for example.2 And like the associated phrase “useful idiots”—widely attributed to Vladimir Lenin3—“dupes” became especially prominent in the Cold War: many of those misled by the Communists  said they regretted having been duped; others spoke openly of fears of being duped.
 

The plain, undeniable—but historically unappreciated4—fact is that the dupe has played a significant role in the recent history of America and in the nation's ability to deal with destructive opponents. This book aims to shine light on this troubling aspect of our history. Of course, the phenomenon of the dupe is not merely of historical interest. Because it persists today, we must understand how the duping occurs—both how our opponents exploit the American home front and how some Americans allow themselves to be manipulated.
 

When I began this project, I did not recognize the extent to which duping still occurs, or how duping in the distant Cold War past has emerged as very relevant in today's politics. I initially conceived of the book as strictly a Cold War project. But it was nothing short of stunning to research this book during the presidential bid of Barack Obama and hear so many of the names in my research surface repeatedly in the background of the man who became president of the United States of America. The names included the likes of Frank Marshall Davis, a mentor to the young Obama in Hawaii; the controversial, well-publicized Bill Ayers; and the marquee figures in the 2008 group “Progressives for Obama,” which read like a Who's Who of the ’60s radicals called to testify before the House Committee on Internal Security. It was impossible for me to have foreseen this, given that I decided to pursue this project in 2006, when no one on the planet would have predicted the 2008 presidential election of a young politician named Barack Obama.5 The way in which so many names and themes from the Cold War past aligned and made their way into Obama's orbit was chilling. This was the most fascinating, frustrating, and unanticipated aspect of the research for this project.6 Though I had not expected to extend the narrative beyond the Cold War, I concluded that this information could not be ignored. It would be a worse sign of bias to ignore it than include it.
 

Nor is Obama is the only such contemporary case. Other political leaders today are products of the Vietnam era or the political godchildren of notable Marxist radicals, and they seek to lead America in a new war against a new kind of foreign totalitarianism.7 Here, too, the Cold War past is not entirely disconnected from current threats. In key ways, past is prologue.
 

Lenin's “Deaf-Mutes”

It would be easy to dismiss dupes as gullible but ultimately harmless. But in fact, they have proven indispensable to America's adversaries. Most significantly, dupes  were front and center—even when unaware of their position—in the longest-running ideological battle of the twentieth century, which began in October 1917 and did not end until the period of 1989–91, and which saw the deaths of an unprecedented volume of human beings at the bloody hands of Communism.
 

The pervasiveness of the dupe, and of Communist efforts to manipulate Americans, has become fully apparent only with the massive declassification of once-closed Cold War archives, from Moscow to Eastern Europe to the United States—the central factor that made this book possible and demanded it be done in the first place.8 These voluminous archives, especially those of the Soviet Communist International (Comintern) on the Communist Party USA, are the primary source for this book, and were its heart and motivation.
 

From these records we now know that American Communists and their masters in Moscow (and “masters” is not too strong a word, as this book will show) were acutely aware that they could never gain the popular support they needed to advance their goals. Instead they concealed their intentions and found clever ways to enlist the support of a much wider coalition that could help them push their private agenda. The Communists carefully ensured that the coalition was kept unaware of that agenda. The larger coalition was duped—or at least targeted to be duped.
 

The Communists could not succeed without the dupes. If they flew solo, operating without dupes at their rallies, at their protests, in their petitions and ads in newspapers, then the Communists would reveal themselves to be a tiny minority. They also would be open to immediate exposure.
 

The dupes lent a presence, an apparent legitimacy, credibility, and generally a helping hand to the pro-Moscow agenda. Without the dupes, the Communists were dead in the water. Thus, they sought out the dupes desperately.
 

From the outset of the Bolshevik Revolution, the Soviet Union specialized in this unique form of outreach. Vladimir Lenin himself preached the mode of recruitment: “The so-called cultural element of Western Europe and America,” averred Lenin, speaking of the elite, “are incapable of comprehending the present state of affairs and the actual balance of forces; these elements must be regarded as deaf-mutes [idiots] and treated accordingly.” These so-called useful idiots—the title of a bestselling book on the Cold War by Mona Charen9—were to be major components of the Communists’ campaigns.
 

The Communists targeted naïve individuals—usually on the left, and nearly always liberals/progressives10—for manipulation. Whittaker Chambers, a longtime Soviet spy who later renounced Communism, wrote in his memoir, Witness, that “Communists make full use of liberals and their solicitudes.” These  liberals were prey, typically made vulnerable by their misplaced trust in the far left. They mistakenly saw American Communists as their friends and as simply another group of citizens practicing civil liberties in a democratic society based on First Amendment freedoms. Most liberals, obviously, were not themselves Communists, but in sharing the left portion of the ideological spectrum, they shared with the Communists many key sympathies: workers’ rights, the redistribution of wealth, an expansive federal government, a favoring of the public sector over the private sector, class-based rhetoric (often demagoguery) toward the wealthy, progressively high tax rates, and a cynicism toward business and capitalism, to name a few. The differences were typically matters of degree rather than principle.
 

Communists also zeroed in on American liberals with a strong distaste for anti-Communists. As James Burnham, the great convert to anti-Communism, famously remarked, for the Left, “the preferred enemy is always to the right.”11 To this day, much of the Left views anti-Communists as worse than Communists. Professors Richard Pipes of Harvard and Robert Conquest of Stanford's Hoover Institution—deans of contemporary Sovietology, Communism, and the Cold War, and both conservatives—have spoken at length of how liberals, particularly within academia, have tended to be not pro-Communist as much as anti-anti-Communist. This anti-anti-Communism led many liberals to forsake their better judgment and to be taken in by the Communists. The Communists prized the dupes, then, because these Americans helped not only advance a pro-Moscow agenda but also discredit the anti-Communists who opposed that agenda.
 

The Communists’ “Sneering Contempt” Toward Dupes

Here is how the process of duping typically worked: The Communists would engage in some sort of unpopular, unsavory work that they would be prepared to publicly deny. (I will give plenty of examples in the pages ahead.) Deceit was a deliberate element of a larger, carefully organized campaign. As Lenin said, in a favorite quote of Ronald Reagan, the only morality that Communists recognized was that which furthered their interests.12
 

At some point as the Communists pursued their intentions, someone or some group—usually moderate to conservative Republicans or conservative Democrats—would catch on and blow the whistle. When the alarm was sounded, the Communists typically lied about whatever they were doing. They claimed not to be guilty of the charges and said they were victims of right-wing, “Red-baiting”  paranoia. They relied on non-Communist liberals to join them in attacking their accusers on the right.
 

Contrary to public perception, this process actually preexisted the McCarthy era, although it was particularly after Senator Joe McCarthy that liberals often came to dismiss, dislike, and even detest the anti-Communists on the right. Despite the fact that the warnings of anti-Communists were borne out in the twentieth-century slaughter otherwise known as Marxism-Leninism, anti-anti-Communism was always a powerful tool for the true Communists who relied on liberals as their dupes.
 

For instance, liberals were unaware that their harsh criticisms of President Ronald Reagan, who was rightly seeking to counter and undermine the USSR, often were thrust onto the front page of Pravda and cut and pasted into releases from TASS, the official Soviet news agency. This happened all the time. These liberals inadvertently added fodder to the Kremlin's propaganda machine. To be fair, many of them were offering sincere criticisms of the president—legitimate dissent. Only now, however, are we aware of the level to which the enemy exploited such dissent.
 

The same happened in the 1960s with the Vietnam War. As readers will see, some of the antiwar movement's marches and statements were organized behind the scenes by American Communists. Some of their published work was actually appropriated by the Vietcong prison guards and laid into the hands of American POWs. Some of the worst, most irresponsible antiwar material was used for the attempted indoctrination of American soldiers held in odious places like the Hanoi Hilton.
 

Sadly, these liberals did not recognize that the Communists, at home and abroad, were privately contemptuous of them, viewing them as comically credulous. As Whittaker Chambers noted, Communists privately treated dupes “with that sneering contempt that the strong and predatory almost invariably feel for victims who volunteer to help in their own victimization.” In this sense, the greatest victim in this equation—aside from truth itself—has always been the duped liberals. They failed to recognize that the Communists were not their friends—that, indeed, the Communists often hated what they loved.
 

More than that, the Communists hated those whom the liberals loved. As this book will make clear, the Communists maligned the Democratic presidents whom liberals adored. Throughout the twentieth century, each and every Democratic leader was a target for Communist vilification, beginning with Woodrow Wilson, whom Lenin called a “shark” and a “simpleton.” The Communists, whether American or Soviet, demonized icons of the Democratic Party. They claimed, for instance, that Franklin Roosevelt was responsible for a “Raw Deal” and that Harry Truman was pursuing “World War III” in the name of an emerging American  fascist-racist state. Obama mentor Frank Marshall Davis is an unimaginably outrageous case in point—one that must be read to be appreciated. Davis's brutal demonization of, and vile accusations against, Democratic Party heroes like Truman, a man of true courage and character, ought to disgust modern Democrats. His accusations against Truman and his secretary of state, George Marshall—Davis dubbed the Marshall Plan “white imperialism” and “colonial slavery”—make Joe McCarthy's accusations look mild by comparison.
 

The Communists frequently sought to undermine not only individual Democratic presidents but the Democratic Party en masse. At one point—in an episode either misrepresented or ignored by modern historians and journalists—American Communists targeted the 1968 Democratic National Convention, in part for the purpose of trying to advance their own far-left third party. Bear in mind that they did not target the Republican National Convention that year. It was the Democrats they looked to unravel. In the revolution, it would be their brothers on the left who were put against the wall first.
 

Then there were the Communist betrayals of the causes dearest to liberals’ hearts. For instance, because of their lockstep subservience to the Soviet Comintern—also illustrated in these pages—American Communists flip-flopped on issues as grave as Nazism and World War II based entirely on whether Hitler was signing a nonaggression pact with Stalin or invading Stalin's Soviet Union. The disgusting about-face by Communist Party USA (CPUSA) on this matter was unforgivable.
 

Moreover, Communists repeatedly lied to and exploited the Roosevelt and Truman administrations as they sought victory for Communist leader Mao Tse-tung in China. Mao prevailed in 1949, which led to the single greatest concentration of corpses in human history: at least sixty million dead Chinese, and probably many more.13 When Republican congressmen in the 1950s were furious at the Truman State Department for allegedly having “lost” China, those Republicans were—whether they fully understood it or not—really angry over how some good liberal people in the Truman State Department were manipulated by underhanded forces within their midst.
 

To this day, liberals need to be reminded again and again: the Communists were not your friends. Quite the contrary, American Communists were for the most part a strikingly intolerant, angry bunch—a point well known to anyone who joined, survived, and fled the Communist movement or has studied it closely.14
 

Nonetheless, the Communists found that they could deflect charge after charge—“Red herring!” “Red-baiter!” “Witch-hunter!” “McCarthyism!”—and immediately count on an echo chamber from liberals who were more suspicious of right-wing anti-Communists than of far-left Communists.
 

Standing Against Dupery

Fortunately, and importantly, there have always been non-Communist liberals and (more generally) Democrats who refused to be duped. These were shrewd individuals who deserve to be commended for playing a pivotal, positive role during the Cold War. They figured out, some sooner than others, that the Communists often undermined genuine liberal/Democratic Party causes—including workers’ rights and civil rights.
 

Consequently, this book certainly does not indict the entirety of the Democratic Party. Democrats like Henry “Scoop” Jackson, Sam Nunn, Thomas Dodd, Zbigniew Brzezinski, John F. Kennedy, James Eastland, Francis Walter, Edwin Willis, Richard Russell, and Harry Truman—plus certain union leaders like the AFL-CIO's Lane Kirkland, some key players in the NAACP, and savvy intellectuals like Sidney Hook and Lionel Trilling15—were hardly dupes. Rather, they were committed Cold Warriors or chastened anti-Communist liberals who stood apart in their willingness to confront the Kremlin and not be hoodwinked. Some of them led America in intense Cold War showdowns.
 

Interestingly, some of their inheritors—for example, Senator Ted Kennedy, brother of Senator John F. Kennedy (both Massachusetts Democrats), or Senator Chris Dodd, son of Senator Thomas Dodd (both Connecticut Democrats)—bear little political resemblance.16 It is impossible to picture Ted Kennedy in the 1980s borrowing the words of his late brother, who had alerted America to the perils of its “atheistic foe,” of the “fanaticism and fury” of the “godless” “communist conspiracy,” possessed by an “implacable, insatiable, unceasing … drive for world domination” and “final enslavement.”17 Ted Kennedy instead torched presidents like Ronald Reagan, who sounded more like Ted's brother than Ted did. Likewise, Ted Kennedy's pal and Senate colleague Chris Dodd would have never in the 1980s chastised his fellow liberals as “deluded” “innocents,” as “unwitting” and “muddle-headed” “naïve sentimentalists,” saddled with “confusion” over Communism and “communist political warfare”—as had Dodd's father.18 For these modern liberals, the apple fell far from the tree.
 

The point, though, is that Democrats should not be painted with a broad brush; the views of the son (or the brother) were not necessarily identical to the father's. The 2008 Democratic senator from the Northeast was not the 1960 Democratic senator from the Northeast. The Democratic Party fifty years ago was more conservative than today. Similarly, the Republican Party then was more liberal than today. Just as Democrats like JFK and Scoop Jackson took hawkish or at least measured stances on Communism, there were liberal to moderate Republicans  (like Senator Mark Hatfield) who pushed for accommodation and “freezes” with the Soviets. In fact, détente, which was the essence of Soviet accommodation, was begun by two Republican presidential administrations—those of Richard Nixon and Gerald Ford—before Democrat Jimmy Carter picked it up. Thus, this book is not a one-sided partisan rant against or in favor of a particular political party. Democrat Harry Truman is defended in these pages as much as, if not more than, Republican Ronald Reagan.
 

Often, too, prominent Democrats tried to stop other members of their party from being duped by the Soviets. For example, in the 1940s diplomat George Earle, the former governor of Pennsylvania, informed FDR that he was being badly misled by the Soviets on the infamous Katyn Wood massacre. Earle was far from the only Democrat to warn FDR.
 

In fact, large sections of this book could not have been completed without the digging of the Democrats who headed the House and Senate committees that collected information on certain indigenous threats. The House Committee on Un-American Activities was launched by Democrats in the 1930s, and for almost all of its nearly forty-year history it was chaired by Democrats—from Congressman Martin Dies of Texas in the 1930s, to Congressman Francis Walter of Pennsylvania in the 1950s, to Congressman Richard Ichord of Missouri in the late 1960s and early 1970s. Likewise, Democratic Party champions Senator James Eastland of Mississippi and Senator Thomas Dodd of Connecticut served as anti-Communist pillars on the Judiciary Committee, and chair and vice chair, respectively, of the Subcommittee on Internal Security, which produced numerous investigative analyses. It is crucial to understand that Democratic stalwarts played an important role in standing against the Soviet threat throughout the Cold War—or at least, until Democrats in Congress took a significant turn to the left after Watergate and Vietnam.
 

Of course, many liberals today have nothing good to say about the likes of the House Committee on Un-American Activities. In fact, many accounts lump together—quite inaccurately—the work of this House committee with the investigations of Senator Joe McCarthy, as M. Stanton Evans ably demonstrates in his 2007 book on McCarthy.19 Frequently, too, the House committee is dismissed as conducting nothing more than “witch hunts.” But in truth, the House Committee on Un-American Activities did much commendable work, from exposing traitors like Alger Hiss to blowing the whistle on insidious Communist-front groups such as the American Peace Mobilization, which unapologetically appeased Nazi Germany simply because Hitler had signed a pact with Stalin—and did so as the Nazis mercilessly pounded Britain. (The American Peace Mobilization will be documented at length in this book.) The House Committee on Un-American Activities—run  by Democrats—played an indispensable role in casting light on this and other loathsome Communist fronts.
 

Further along those lines, some of the best work exposing the crimes and treasonous duplicity of American Communists—and thereby illuminating the dupes—has come from journalists and scholars who are on the left, or who at least are not right-wingers. To give just a few examples cited in the pages ahead: Arthur M. Schlesinger Jr., Allen Weinstein, Sam Tanenhaus, George F. Kennan, Ron Radosh, Anne Applebaum, John Lewis Gaddis, Mark Kramer, Jerry and Leona Schecter, not to mention leftist sources like The New Republic,20 and leading academic publishing houses like Yale University Press and Harvard University Press.21 Remarkably, the longtime editorial director of Yale University Press who launched the invaluable Annals of Communism series, Jonathan Brent, has been the Alger Hiss Professor at Bard College (no kidding).22 This book builds on the foundation laid by these historians, journalists, and publishers.
 

The book further draws—and heavily so—on Communist literature and even the post–Cold War books and memoirs of Soviet officials as high ranking as Mikhail Gorbachev and his close aide Alexander Yakovlev. This is likewise (and especially) true for memoirs of American Communists, from CPUSA officials in the 1930s to the student radicals of the 1960s—the latter including Bill Ayers and Mark Rudd as well as ex-Communists such as David Horowitz, Peter Collier, and Ron Radosh. I have also drawn on the testimony of a long line of former Communists, from Arthur Koestler to J. B. Matthews to Whittaker Chambers.
 

The sterling investigative work of certain Democrats and liberals, and the eye-opening testimony of former Communists, should speak to all Americans—conservatives and liberals, Republicans and Democrats. In fact, it is my most sincere wish that liberals and Democrats will read this book carefully. It offers a cautionary tale for my friends on the left—the non-Communist left. For the best of my country, I want the dupery to stop. I plead with liberals to consider this book with an open mind, and be ready to be surprised and even occasionally encouraged.
 

The Duped, the Innocent, and the Redeemed

This book covers a wide cast of Cold War types and characters: Communists and non-Communists, left-wingers and right-wingers, fellow travelers, legitimate dissenters, anti-Communist liberals, duped and unduped liberals, and even full-fledged traitors. Some hopped across various of these categories at different points in their lives: For example, when Roger Baldwin founded the ACLU he  was the prototype dupe and seemingly a small “c” communist—though prudent enough not to join CPUSA—but later he cooperated with the FBI in identifying Americans working for the KGB. More famously, Whittaker Chambers sojourned from KGB spy to conservative Republican. Even a wild progressive like educational reformer John Dewey ultimately learned (but only later) not to say the utterly stupid things about Joseph Stalin gushed by the likes of George Bernard Shaw and H. G. Wells, or by Dewey's student Corliss Lamont—men who forever embarrassed themselves with the most luscious praise for Soviet dictators.
 

Some folks who were duped on occasion were, on other occasions, sensible in recognizing the latest Soviet sham and bravely denounced Moscow's newest set of lies. Eleanor Roosevelt joined Stalin in blasting Winston Churchill's prophetic, courageous “Iron Curtain” speech, but two years later rightly called Stalin and Molotov liars because of their outrageous claims about America's treatment of Europe's “Displaced Persons.” Others, like diplomat William C. Bullitt and Senator Paul Douglas, were once duped but made a 180-degree turn, emerging as brilliant observers who spoke to the brutal reality of the USSR. A major thrust of this narrative is the possibility of political redemption by former dupes. Indeed, three of the four dupes profiled in this book's early chapters later redeemed themselves, and did so while remaining Democrats and liberals in good standing.
 

The goal in this book is to be truthful. This means that I have not shied away from exploring how President Franklin Roosevelt was duped by certain aides, possibly including the enigmatic Harry Hopkins. But it also means that I defend FDR against the villainous charges leveled by Communists, not to mention certain inaccurate assertions made by anti-Communists. For instance, this book clarifies the record on FDR's relationship with Comrade Earl Browder, general secretary of CPUSA, a complicated issue subject to longtime, lingering misinterpretation.
 

In this book I also acknowledge that some people whom I admire were once dupes. In particular I have in mind the president on whom I began my career as an author: Ronald Reagan. Reagan obviously changed, and later acknowledged that he had been duped early in his Hollywood days. Even ex-Communists like Morris Childs and Ben Gitlow changed. Some of the once duped, who remained liberals to their dying day, have had a profound impact on me spiritually, and still do, such as Thomas Merton.
 

In short, I have tried to write this history as objectively as possible. I am open to the possibility that herein I myself have been duped on occasion: it may later emerge from FBI files and Soviet archives that one or more of the “innocent” characters in this book was not a gullible liberal but in fact a hard-line KGB spy. Time will tell.
 

Dupes: Defending the “Most Colossal Case of Political Carnage in History”

The compelling reason why this story needs to be told is that the dupes, the fellow travelers, the traitors, and whoever else wittingly or unwittingly aided and abetted the Communist movement in the last century also knowingly or unknowingly contributed to the most destructive ideology in the history of humanity. That is no small malfeasance. Whether they knew it or not, these folks defended or helped defend the indefensible. Some of them expressed regret, while many others did not. Many of the unrepentant instead attacked those who asked questions or shed light on their wrongdoings—and still do to this day.
 

No form of government or ideology in history killed so many innocents in such a short period as Communism. Stéphane Courtois, editor of the French journal Communisme and also of the seminal volume The Black Book of Communism, published by Harvard University Press, notes that government-orchestrated crime against its own citizens was a defining characteristic of the Communist system throughout its existence. Communism was responsible for an unfathomable amount of murder—a “multitude of crimes not only against individual human beings but also against world civilization and national cultures,” writes Courtois. “Communist regimes turned mass crime into a full-blown system of government.”23
 

Martin Malia, who wrote the preface to The Black Book of Communism, agrees. “Communist regimes did not just commit criminal acts,” writes Malia, noting that non-Communist states have done likewise, “but they were criminal enterprises in their very essence: on principle, so to speak, they all ruled lawlessly, by violence, and without regard for human life.” Here is a critical point and lesson: Under Communism, totally different national cultures, from all over the globe, sharing only Communism as their common characteristic, all committed mass violence against their populations. This violence was an institutional policy of the new revolutionary order. Its scope and inhumanity far exceeded anything in the national past of these cultures.24
 

Malia aptly writes that the Communist record offers the “most colossal case of political carnage in history.”25
The Black Book of Communism tabulates a total Communist death toll in the twentieth century of roughly 100 million.26 And these frightening numbers actually underestimate the total, especially within the USSR.27 The late Alexander Yakovlev, the lifelong Soviet apparatchik who in the 1980s became the chief reformer and close aide to Mikhail Gorbachev, and who, in the post-Soviet 1990s, was tasked with the grisly assignment of trying to total  the victims of Soviet repression, estimated that Stalin alone was responsible for the deaths of 60 to 70 million, a stunning number two to three times higher than estimates in The Black Book of Communism.28 Mao Tse-tung, as noted, was responsible for the deaths 60 to 70 million in China.29 And then there were the killing fields of North Korea, Cambodia, Cuba, Eastern Europe, and more. In fact, the Black Book went to press too early to catch the 2 to 3 million who starved to death in North Korea in the late 1990s.30
 

A mountain of skulls of at least 100 million blows away Hitler's genocide in sheer bloodshed, and is actually twice the death toll of World War I and II combined.31 It is difficult to identify any ideology or belief system in history that has killed more people, let alone in such a concentrated period of time—a roughly seventy-year period that equates to almost four thousand dead victims per day.32 It boggles the mind to imagine how one ideology could cause so much pain and suffering. The very worst moments of the entirety of the Spanish Inquisition come nowhere near the level of death in Stalin's purges or even Lenin's first year in power.33
 

To be duped on, say, a poorly written piece of pork-barrel legislation submitted to Congress is one thing, but to be duped on the most horrific slaughter in human history is quite another.
 

Compounding the tragedy is that this murderous ideology was expansionary and dedicated to global revolution. While the commitment to that mission varied from Communist country to country, it had been a central tenet in the writings of Marx and Lenin and was the basis for the formation of the Soviet Comintern—the Communist International—which directed Communist parties worldwide from a central headquarters in Moscow. CPUSA was not merely another political party; its founding members considered themselves loyal Soviet patriots committed to this goal.
 

This fact—laid out in Chapter 1—is of enormous significance in understanding why fears over domestic Communism in the United States were not unduly obsessive but completely legitimate. And the dupes obliviously helped to advance the savage interests of Soviet Communism.
 

A debate still rages to this day: would American Communists have fought for the Soviets in a war between the United States and the USSR? The answer is not black-and-white, and ranged from individual to individual; many American Communists were torn on the matter. An easier question would be whether they would refuse to fight against the USSR. Their loyalties were with Moscow—certainly that was true for formal Communist Party members. They were blindly loyal patriots and parrots for the Soviet cause. As George F. Kennan put it, Communists faithfully obeyed only “the master's voice.”34 As will be seen in the pages ahead, this  sentiment is especially pervasive in Comintern archives on CPUSA, declassified by the Russian government in the early 1990s.
 

In short, American Communists were defending a barbarous machine of genocidal class warfare, committed to the overarching goal of spreading itself all over the world, with the ultimate intention of a single Communist state directed from Moscow. Their naïve accomplices—the dupes—were sadly, dangerously unaware of how they were helping to advance that horrid system and its interests. That is why all of this still matters. And that is why the role of the dupe should never be laughably dismissed from our history or from discussions of where America, as a nation, goes from here.
 

The Dupe Today

Finally, that brings us from history—the past—to the present and future. America today finds itself fighting another form of totalitarianism in another global battle: radical Islamic fundamentalism, which brews the hate that the United States confronts in the War on Terror. In the twentieth century, the malignant force America confronted was militant, atheistic, murderous, expansionary communism; in the twenty-first century, it seems to be the scourge of suicidal/homicidal Islamism.
 

President George W. Bush, the 9/11 president, described the ten-year period after the fall of the Soviet Union in 1991 as the “hiatus” before the “day of fire” that exploded on September 11, 2001. In the mid-1990s, the emergent players on the world's stage were not clear to the United States. These were “years of repose, years of sabbatical,” said Bush in his second inaugural address. What would come next? The answer came abruptly and violently, compliments of Osama bin Laden's suicide bombers, with three thousand Americans blown to pieces in the process.
 

The dupes of the War on Terror are not precisely the same as the dupes of the Cold War. That is especially so because the dupers are not nearly as adept at duping, or even at trying to dupe; the modern-day Islamist does not focus on honing the crass art of propaganda at which the twentieth-century Communist excelled. Moreover, it would never be right to assert that, say, a liberal critic of Bush policy in Iraq in 2006 was a dupe simply because that criticism pleased the enemy. That would be extremely unfair. Legitimate, proper dissent, especially at time of war, is a hallmark of American democracy. I had my own criticisms of Bush policy in Iraq, which I do not think made me a liberal dupe; no doubt, President Bush too often hurt himself—his own worst enemy in making himself the most unpopular president in modern times.35
 

Furthermore, in contrast to the Cold War, there is no centrally headquartered Comintern—such as, say, a “Khomeintern” in Iran—or al-Qaeda equivalent to CPUSA, cooking up propaganda to feed to the field workers, in careful coordination with ringmasters in Tehran.
 

In the War on Terror, then, the examples of dupery can be much more difficult to define. Nonetheless, clear cases of dupery have emerged since September 11, 2001, and especially since the U.S. invasion of Iraq in 2003. What's more, in plenty of situations certain Americans—including leading politicians—have said and done some really dumb things that were not legitimate, had no basis in fact, and no doubt elated the enemy.
 

Remarkably, some of those voices said things in the 2000s nearly identical to what they had said as much younger war protesters in the 1960s and 1970s. Some of the same figures who accused U.S. soldiers of war crimes and burning down villages in the Middle East in 2005 made the same irresponsible, incorrect, and deleterious allegations against U.S. soldiers in Southeast Asia thirty years earlier. Their transition from “Cold War dupe” to “War on Terror dupe” appears to have been almost seamless. Moreover, many of the radicals and war protesters of the ’60s have suddenly reemerged as politicians, tenured professors, and even associates of the current president of the United States.
 

Those details will be provided in the pages ahead. What it means is that the dupe has not gone the way of the Cold War. The role of the dupe continues to be profoundly important, dangerous, and unappreciated. This book endeavors to show how and why.
 





WORLD REVOLUTION, THE COMINTERN, AND CPUSA
 

 

 

American Communists explicitly committed themselves to a systematic effort to promote and expand Communism throughout the world, with the violent, nondemocratic, totalitarian leadership in Moscow the guiding light of that effort. Of this, there is no question whatsoever. It was especially true of those who were actual members of the Communist Party USA (CPUSA), but applied even to some who never joined the party but were dedicated small “c” communists.
 

Of course, it was in the interest of American Communists to publicly deny this bold ambition, which patently ran contrary to U.S. interests. They scoffed at claims of any global ambition, so as to try to diminish the American public's fears, and to frame their accusers as paranoid. And they realized early on that they could count on many liberals/progressives to defend them against charges raised by anti-Communists.
 

Even to this day, much of the American academy downplays, if not outright denies, the Communists’ international objective. Rather, it is the claims of the anti-Communists that are immediately held suspect, and tend to be rejected almost out of hand. That is to say, a Lillian Hellman or Earl Browder is reflexively given the benefit of the doubt, whereas a Whittaker Chambers or Ronald Reagan is not.
 

Yet the international objectives of the Communists are undeniable. The historical record on this matter is abundantly clear. It is unfortunate that space needs to be devoted to illustrating the most basic facts regarding the Communists’ global ambitions. It would be like beginning a book on Hitler and World War II  with a lengthy chapter trying to establish that the führer had expansionary designs on Europe. Tragically, the gross failure to teach these most elementary realities about Communism requires such a treatment.
 

The World According to Marx and Lenin

From the outset, Marxism-Leninism was expansionary, openly calling for Communism throughout the world. Even the typical college freshman can probably recognize the bumper-sticker slogan of Karl Marx: “Workers of the world, unite!” These triumphant final words of The Communist Manifesto (1848) are immediately preceded by Marx's proclamation that the proletarians of the revolution “have a world to win.”1
 

In his 1850 Address of the General Council to the Communist League, Marx candidly explained, “It is our interest and our task to make the revolution permanent, until the proletariat has conquered state power and until the association of the proletarians has progressed sufficiently far—not only in one country but in all the leading countries of the world.”2
 

There was no mistaking the universality of Marx's project, or that of Vladimir Lenin and the Bolsheviks. The Bolsheviks seized power in Russia in their October 1917 revolution. Richard Pipes, emeritus professor of Russian history at Harvard and the author of seminal books on the Russian Revolution and Communism, emphasizes that the Bolsheviks took the reins in Russia only because that country happened to be a ripe target of opportunity. They never had any intention, writes Pipes, of staying strictly within those borders. Quite the contrary: the Bolsheviks were convinced that the capitalist powers would quickly snuff out their revolution unless it rapidly spread to the industrial countries of the West.3
 

Lenin himself frankly explained that Communism must extend beyond Russia's borders: “We have always emphasized that one cannot achieve such a task as a socialist revolution in one country.”4 Indeed, he said that “the final victory of socialism in a single country is impossible.”5
 

In a decree published in December 1917, only a few weeks after launching the Bolshevik Revolution, Lenin and cohort Leon Trotsky announced that they would appropriate the huge sum of two million rubles “for the needs of the revolutionary internationalist movement.”6 At the time their own revolution was far from secure, with the treacherous Russian Civil War (1918–21) imminent. Still, the urgent need to protect themselves did not deter them from their paramount priority: global revolution.
 

In a major speech in 1920, Lenin could not have been clearer about the international scope of his and his party's ambitions: “[In October 1917] we knew that our victory will be a lasting victory only when our undertaking will conquer the whole world, because we had launched it exclusively counting on the world revolution.”7 When he gave this speech, the Bolsheviks were embroiled in the Russian Civil War, but tellingly, Lenin defined victory as occurring when Communism had triumphed not only in Russia but around the globe.
 

Comrades immediately endorsed Lenin's words. Trotsky, who himself professed the “proletarian world revolution” and the goal of “overturning the world,” declared that in regard to the Bolsheviks’ ultimate objectives, “more unassailable testimony could not be asked.”8
 

America in the Communists’ Crosshairs

For decade upon decade of the Cold War, the American Left angrily denied a point made by many sources on the right, from National Review to President Ronald Reagan: Vladimir Lenin and his Bolsheviks had their eyes not only on Europe but even on America.9
 

Of course, that point should hardly be controversial. After all, Lenin spoke of world revolution, as had Marx. But given the many times this elemental point has been challenged over the years, it is worth revisiting exactly what Lenin and others said on the subject.
 

As early as August 1918, less than a year after seizing control in Russia, Lenin took the time to write an open letter to American workers. The remarkably frank letter, laden with his notorious bile, was a classic Lenin diatribe.10 He railed against America's so-called imperialists and multimillionaires, who, he said, were “disgusting” hypocrites, slanderous “vultures,” “scoundrels,” “sharks,” and “modern slave-owners” who arrogantly wallowed in “filth and luxury,” holding Americans on the verge of “pauperism.” “Every dollar” they earned was “stained with blood.”
 

Yes, said Lenin, these Americans might think that they are “geographically the most secure” of the world's “bloodsuckers,” but, alas, assured the Bolshevik, invoking revolutions from Jacobin France to Bolshevik Russia, they were not secure from his “invincible” proletariat: “The American workers will not follow the bourgeoisie. They will be with us, for civil war against the bourgeoisie.” He urged: “We are banking on the inevitability of world revolution.…We are in a besieged fortress until other armies of the world socialist revolution come to our aid.”
 

This was a direct appeal to the worker-troops of the United States of America. And violence would be necessary: “The truth,” explained Lenin, a moral relativist, “is that no revolution can be successful unless the resistance of the exploiters is crushed.” A few months later, in November 1918, Lenin warned that “Anglo-French and American imperialism will inevitably strangle the independence and freedom of Russia unless world-wide socialist revolution, unless world-wide Bolshevism, conquers.”11 He insisted that “the Soviet government triumph in every advanced country in the world,” particularly over “Anglo-American imperialism.” “One or the other” must triumph. “There is no middle course.”12
 

There it was, in the plainest language, addressed to Americans: global revolution and conquest, worldwide Communism and Bolshevism, capitalist encirclement and confrontation. There was never any doubt about Lenin's intentions, or his belligerence.
 

Violence Is Necessary

The language that Lenin and his followers used—seeing the opposition “crushed,” calling for Bolshevism to “conquer,” “overturning the world”—is instructive. Lenin, Trotsky, and others insisted that to achieve the Bolsheviks’ goals, force was necessary, from sparking revolts to fomenting full-scale civil wars. As early as January 1919, Moscow instigated a revolt in post–World War I Germany, though it was quickly quelled. By July 1920, the Communists had sparked uprisings in Hungary, Finland, and Poland. Lenin, Trotsky, Nikolai Bukharin, and Grigori Zinoviev all excitedly signed a manifesto announcing that “world Civil War” was the “watchword” and “the order of the day.”13
 

Lenin went so far as to favor another world war to advance his cause, precisely the strategy Stalin adopted in 1939.14 It is uncanny to read secret Lenin missives from the 1920s on spreading Communism to Poland, Italy, Hungary, Germany, and other countries, and then to read Stalin's secret speech to his Central Committee advocating the same two decades later.15 Stalin was truly Lenin's disciple.
 

Lenin, like Stalin after him, foresaw inevitable military conflict with the West. He forthrightly explained this view in a March 1919 report to the Eighth Party Congress: “We live not only in a state but in a system of states, and the existence of the Soviet Republic side by side with the imperialist states for an extended period is unthinkable. In the end either one or the other will conquer. And before this result, a series of horrible conflicts between the Soviet Republic and the bourgeois states is inevitable.”16 One cannot casually skip over the phrase  “horrible conflicts,” which was no small statement. Lenin had deduced that “as long as capitalism and socialism exist, we cannot live in peace: in the end, one or the other will triumph—a funeral dirge will be sung either over the Soviet Republic or over world capitalism.”17
 

Later, in a major 1946 article for Life magazine, the prominent liberal historian Arthur M. Schlesinger Jr. underscored this crucial Lenin quotation. Schlesinger noted that Lenin and his followers, including Stalin and his associates, were bound to regard the United States as the enemy not because of a particular American deed but because of the “primordial fact” that America was the leading capitalist power and thus, by “Leninist syllogism,” unappeasably hostile. Lenin assumed that America would seek to oppose, encircle, and destroy Soviet Russia.18 Perhaps Schlesinger hoped to spare his fellow liberals the embarrassment of denying such obvious facts, particularly since Republican anti-Communists they disliked were loudly citing the Communists’ frank statements. Like Schlesinger, other esteemed men of the left wrote candidly of the Communists’ ambitions at the time. A notable example was George F. Kennan in his historic “X” article, in which he outlined the policy of containment.19
 

Not surprisingly, Lenin frequently expressed a favorable view of war. “To reject war in principle is un-Marxist,” he wrote in July 1914, knowing full well that Marx himself said the same. Lenin also stated: “Who objectively stands to gain from the slogan ‘Peace’? In any case, not the revolutionary proletariat.” He reaffirmed this one year later, in July 1915: “We cannot support the slogan ‘Peace’ since it is a totally muddled one and a hindrance to the revolutionary struggle.”20
 

Lenin and Trotsky fondly harked back to the most barbarous group of killers prior to the Bolsheviks: the French fanatic Maximilien Robespierre and his guillotine-dropping Jacobins, who beheaded forty thousand French citizens from 1793 to 1794, with special attention to persecuting the religious.21 “It will be necessary to repeat the year 1793,” wrote Lenin. “After achieving power, we'll be considered monsters, but we couldn't care less.”22 Lenin and his self-described group of “glorious Jacobins” would monstrously do just that, and, indeed, could not care less.
 

Here one sees a commitment to world revolution at truly any cost, including any carnage necessary. Lenin biographer Dmitri Volkogonov, a former Red Army general, stated that “world revolution” was “a matter to which he [Lenin] devoted unprecedented effort.”23 The unprecedented effort required unprecedented means.
 

Establishing the Comintern

To achieve his “full-fledged political project: world socialist revolution,” Lenin established the Communist International (Comintern) in March 1919.24 Writing in Pravda at the time, Lenin declared, “The founding of the …Communist International heralds the international republic of Soviets, the international victory of communism.”25 In his concluding speech to the congress at which the Comintern was established, Lenin proclaimed that “the victory of the Proletarian revolution on a world scale is assured.”26
 

The Comintern was centralized under Moscow leadership, which was to have “uncontested authority” over the Communist parties that would soon be established all over the world, including in the United States.27 The entire physical apparatus for the Comintern, which included several buildings and the radio school that served as its all-important source for mass communication, was located exclusively in Moscow. Every country with a Communist Party would have a representative stationed in Moscow.28
 

The USSR's leadership was to be the conductor of the global Communist symphony, orchestrating an international association of Communist parties, all dedicated to the goal of a global revolution. Those parties were to march in lockstep with Moscow. The master's foreign-policy goals were to be theirs.
 

By 1919, already impressed with the “dizzying speed” of the Communists’ progress, Grigori Zinoviev, the first head of the Comintern, confidently predicted that “in a year all Europe shall be Communist. And the struggle for Communism shall be transferred to America, and perhaps Asia and other parts of the world.”29
 

The military-minded Trotsky described the Comintern as the “General Staff of the World Revolution.”30 Lenin himself left no doubt that he envisioned the Comintern as (in Richard Pipes's words) “a branch of the Russian Communist Party, organized on its model and subject to its orders.” The 1920 Comintern Congress made this clear, demanding that its foreign delegates enforce “iron military discipline” on party members in their home countries. Directing delegates to take over mass organizations and especially trade unions in their home countries, Lenin said that Communists should, by “necessity,” not hesitate to “resort to every kind of trick, cunning, illegal expedient, concealment, suppression of truth.”31
 

The Comintern made clear that any members of Communist parties around the world who did not give total subservience to Moscow, “who reject in principle the conditions and theses put forward by the Communist International, are to be expelled from the party.” The 1920 Congress spelled out the necessity of total fealty to Moscow with the following stated condition for admission to the Comintern:  “Every party which wishes to join the Communist International is obligated to give unconditional support to any Soviet republic in its struggle against counter-revolutionary forces.”32
 

Here we see the pattern established: members of Communist parties around the world, including in the United States, would see themselves as loyal Soviet patriots. The slogan, in effect, was “Moscow first.” Soviet interests reigned supreme, holding sway over those of any other regime. “Party discipline” would become an infamous trademark of Communist parties everywhere, including in the United States. Discipline was harsh, more fiercely dogmatic than any religious excommunication.
 

In keeping with Lenin's goals, the 1920 Comintern Congress explicitly stated that violence was central to the Communist mission. It instructed its delegates to support “armed insurrection” against non-Communist governments in order to supplant them with Communist regimes. As Pipes notes, these Communist regimes “would ultimately fuse into a worldwide Soviet Socialist Republic.”33 And among the twenty-one requirements for membership that the Comintern Congress issued, point seventeen declared bluntly, “The Communist International has declared war on the entire bourgeois world.”34
 

The Comintern continued that pledge after Lenin departed this world. In 1924, a year that began with the Bolshevik godfather's death in January, the Fifth Congress reiterated the Comintern's global objectives: “The ultimate aim of the Communist International is to replace the world capitalist economy by a world system of Communism.” The “successful struggle” for the “dictatorship of the proletariat presupposes the existence in every country of a compact Communist Party, hardened in the struggle, disciplined, centralized and closely lined up with the masses.”35
 

The Comintern was to be the permanent platform of the Soviet Communist state. Thus, when asked to pick a date for the start of the Cold War, some historians have chosen not customary dates like 1945 or 1947 or 1948, but 1920—the year the Comintern took flight.36
 

The Comintern Comes to America: CPUSA

In America, many within the non-Communist Left shrugged off the Comintern. For years, some questioned whether the organization had ever existed, let alone whether it harbored such global ambitions. These deniers were precariously susceptible to Communist manipulation.
 

And yet it did not take long before the tentacles of Vladimir Lenin and the Comintern reached all the way into America.
 

The Communist Party established in the United States was, like other Communist parties around the world, expected to thrive on lawlessness and deceit. This was made official at that first major Comintern Congress in July 1920. Point three of the twenty-one requirements for membership in the Comintern called on Communists in every country, including in America, to create a “parallel illegal apparatus,” which, “at the decisive moment,” would take charge of the revolution. When the moment was right, those comrades would assist the masters in Moscow in “performing [their] duty to the revolution.” Lest there be any doubt that the Soviets intended American Communists to understand this duty, Moscow widely disseminated these orders within the United States, in English, in a document titled “The Twenty-one Conditions of Admission into the Communist International.”37
 

The American effort started in September 1919, only months after the establishment of the Comintern in Moscow. At a convention in Chicago, two U.S. Communist parties were formed: the Communist Labor Party and the Communist Party of America. After a few additional mergers and name changes, the American Communists in 1929 formed a single Communist Party USA (CPUSA). CPUSA became the political party for American Communists throughout the entirety of the Cold War.38
 

It cannot be emphasized enough that American members of the Communist Party saw themselves as subservient to the Comintern and to Moscow. This is the single most important point in understanding the party, its positions, and why it was indeed a threat—and why anti-Communists were rightly concerned.
 

From the outset, the Comintern micromanaged the party in America. It created an “Anglo-American Secretariat,” and stationed a representative of the American party in Moscow. This liaison delivered orders from Moscow to American Communists.39
 

Moscow's control of the American party was constant and total, in ways far too numerous to summarize here. Historian and former Communist Theodore Draper provided a simple but telling indicator in his eye-opening account of CPUSA. Draper recalled that when a new member (like himself) joined the party in, say, New York in the 1920s, he signed a party registration card inscribed with these words: “The undersigned, after having read the constitution and program of the Communist Party, declares his adherence to the principles and tactics of the party and the Communist International, agrees to submit to the discipline of the party as stated in its constitution, and pledges to engage actively in its work.”40
 

New members swore a loyalty oath, which stated: “I pledge myself to rally the masses to defend the Soviet Union, the land of victorious socialism. I pledge myself to remain at all times a vigilant and firm defender of the Leninist line of the party, the only line that insures the triumph of Soviet Power in the United States.” This particular oath was issued in 1935, during the height of Stalin's terror, which annihilated tens of millions.41
 

Unflagging allegiance to the Bolsheviks was the mission of Americans who joined the Communist Party. They swore to it. They literally carried it with them. It is self-evident that this allegiance was not “American”; it most certainly stood in contrast to the principles of the American republic as conceived by its founders.
 

The Comintern Archives on CPUSA

CPUSA subservience to the Comintern/Moscow was so total that when CPUSA picked leaders for its own Central Committee, it first sent a list to the Comintern for permission. These lists exist for viewing today, declassified in the Comintern Archives on CPUSA.42 Portions of those archives are available for examination at the Library of Congress, which in the early 1990s purchased from the post-Soviet Russian government (of Boris Yeltsin) a sizable reservoir of material. Each reel of microfiche from those archives contains a day's worth of viewing material, compliments of CPUSA's fastidious reporting to bosses at the Comintern. And each details the American party's shocking subservience to Moscow. The files include reports to the Comintern from the American party's Central Executive Committee, instructions from the Comintern to CPUSA, financial reports, correspondence among the heads of the groups, and much more.43
 

From the countless examples that can be drawn from those archives, here are three from the immediate September 1919 to November 1919 period when the American party was first created. These examples are significant in demonstrating the level of Comintern control over the American party and, in turn, the loyalty of those party members to Moscow.
 

The first example, which is among the earliest documents in the massive Comintern Archives on CPUSA, is from the summer of 1919, just prior to the party's formation in Chicago in September. The heading on the double-spaced document states, “Soviet Power and the Creation of a Communist Party of America.” The three-page report, described as a “Thesis of the Executive Committee of the Third International,” carries two authoritative signatures: “For the Bureau of the Communist International, N. Bucharin, J. Bersin (Winter).”44 (See pages 24–25.) This refers to Nikolai Bukharin, one of the core Bolshevik founders, and Jan Berzin, who later became head of the GRU (Soviet military intelligence).
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The document begins by affirming that the American party will not be independent from the Soviet Comintern. It orders: “1) For the purpose of attaining an immediate success of the revolutionary class struggle, of systematically organizing it, of uniting and co-ordinating all really revolutionary forces, and for the purpose of unifying principles and organizations, it is necessary to form a Communist Party which should be affiliated with the Communist International.” The next line makes the allegiance clear: “2) The cardinal unifying and directing idea should be the recognition of the necessity for proletarian dictatorship, that is, Soviet power.”45 The document commits both the Soviet and American representatives to the Soviet superstructure.
 

The Comintern concludes with a telling reminder to the “comrades” in America: “We call the attention of the comrades to the necessity of creating illegal underground machinery side by side with the legally functioning apparatus.” Here we see the essence of the third requirement of membership that the Comintern Congress delineated—but in a document issued months before the Congress produced its twenty-one-point manifesto. Moscow's order to the American comrades is unambiguous: you must carry forth your work of “revolutionary Marxism”—aimed at “the destruction of the bourgeois state machinery”—by all means available, legal and illegal.
 

This was quintessential Leninist morality. “To speak the truth is a petit bourgeois habit,” said Lenin. “To lie, on the contrary, is often justified by the lie's aim.”46 The good comrades in America would agree.
 

A second document in the Comintern Archives from the period appears to have been issued from the Chicago convention of September 1–7, 1919.47 (See page 27.) It is printed on the letterhead of the newly established Communist Party of America, at 1219 Blue Island Avenue, Chicago, Illinois. In this letter, the Communist Party of America's executive secretary, Charles Ruthenberg, an international hero of the Communist movement, addresses “International Delegates” and the Comintern in Moscow.48 The brief, celebratory letter bears four simple sentences:
 

In the name of the Communist Workers of the United States organized in the Communist Party of America I extend greetings to the Communist Party of Russia.

 

Hail to the Dictatorship of the Proletariat!
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Long live the Russian Socialist Soviet Republic!

 

Long live the Communist International!

 

The level of loyalty to Moscow speaks for itself. The respect was mutual: upon Ruthenberg's death a decade later, his body was placed in memoriam at the wall of the Kremlin near Lenin's tomb, alongside other “heroes” of Bolshevism.49 This American chose to spend eternity in the cold bosom of his beloved USSR, as close as possible to the rotting breast of Vladimir Lenin.
 

A third document, a remarkable seven-page letter dated November 24, 1919, is addressed “To the Bureau of the Communist International.” Sent from Chicago, the letter is signed by “International Secretary, Louis C. Fraina,” and attested to by “C. [Charles] Ruthenberg, Executive Secretary,” both with the Communist Party of America. (See page 29.) The letter begins, “Comrades: As International Secretary, I make application for admission of the Communist Party of America to the Bureau of the Communist International.” Noting that the Communist Party of America was officially organized on September 1, 1919, with “approximately 55,000 members,” Fraina and his comrades are now filing their official application.50
 

And as they do, Fraina and friends make their loyalties frighteningly clear. Here is their close on page seven:
 

The Communist Party realizes the immensity of its task; it realizes that the final struggle of the Communist Proletariat will be wage[d] in the United States, our conquest of power alone assuring the world Soviet Republic. Realizing all this, the Communist Party prepares for the struggle.


 

Long live the Communist International! Long live the World Revolution!!


 

Fraternally yours,

 

International Secretary,

 

Louis C. Fraina (signature)

 

In absorbing this letter, consider that a long line of dupes would later defend the American Communist Party against charges that it was battling for the USSR, the Comintern, and global revolution. Those individuals simply did not know what they were talking about.
 

As for Louis C. Fraina, he was one of the core founders of the American party, credited as the first Communist editor in the United States. Fraina edited Revolutionary Age, a Boston-based magazine that in its first edition, July 5, 1919—the day after America's birthday—devoted itself to the overthrow of the American government and “the annihilation of the fraudulent democracy of the parliamentary system.”51 Fraina's next issue, in August, called for a “dissolution and collapse of the whole capitalist world system” and “world culture,” to be “replaced by communism.” It advocated “an international alliance of the Communist Party of the United States only with the communist groups of other countries, such as the Bolsheviki of Russia.” These, said Fraina's Revolutionary Age, would be the principles to be adopted by the comrades at their convention in Chicago in September.52
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With Soviet Communism, Fraina had found his system and his calling—and so had his friends. Their servility lasted throughout the existence of the American party, which was and would remain a Bolshevik puppet.53 Herb Romerstein, a leading authority on Communism in America, sums it up: “From 1919, when it [the American Communist Party] was formed, to 1989, when the Soviet Union collapsed, it was under total Soviet control.”54
 

Further Subservience to Moscow: Year Two

Again, these examples of subservience to Moscow are only a tiny sampling of the evidence. Bear in mind, too, that this mountain of evidence comes from just a few months in 1919 immediately surrounding the formation of the American Communist Party. A similarly voluminous dossier can be assembled from practically any other time period covered in the Comintern Archives on CPUSA. To suggest the extensiveness of this evidence, I will cite a handful of additional remarkable cases, these from the second year of existence of the American Communist Party and the Comintern—the year 1920. These, too, are extremely telling. They are critical to understanding that American Communists were not members of a conventional political party.
 

The first example is a three-page document titled “TO THE CENTRAL COMMITTEES OF THE AMERICAN COMMUNIST PARTY AND THE AMERICAN COMMUNIST LABOUR PARTY.” Dated January 12, 1920, the letter is issued from Moscow by “President of the Executive Committee of the Communist International, Zinoviev”—that is, Comintern chief Grigori Zinoviev.55 In the letter, Zinoviev indicates that the relationship between American Communists and the Soviet Union is to be underground, illicit, and insidious. The head of the Comintern suggests that Communists engage in all sorts of clandestine activity in America, ranging from “revolutionary propaganda among the masses” to “an underground  printing-plant and distribution machinery.” Zinoviev closes the letter with this final order from the Comintern: “The Executive Committee urges the American Comrades immediately to establish an underground organisation, even if it is possible for the party to function legally.”56 So the clear order from the Comintern was that Communists in America needed to develop covert capabilities even when they were legally permitted to assemble as a political party. Here was another explicit instruction from the Comintern to establish an illegal “underground” in America, issued months in advance of the Comintern Congress's formal requirement that Communist parties overseas create a “parallel illegal apparatus.”
 

The Comintern edicts that followed throughout 1920 displayed a similarly dictatorial tone. Among them is a caustic memo addressed “To All Members of the Socialist Party of the United States,” dealing with the May 1920 report issued at the National Convention of the American Socialist Party.57 In this seven-page memo, the Comintern expresses its frustration at the lack of centralization among America's comrades. It barks:

 

The Communist International is not a hotel, where travellers may come with their baggage and carry on their private affairs. The Communist International is an army in wartime; volunteers who join the Army of the Revolution must adopt its principles and obey its orders, submit to its discipline. None but revolutionary, Communist parties are accepted in the Communist International.

 

The Comintern demands a “strongly centralized form of organization, a military discipline.” This is “war,” after all—or, as the memo puts it, the party is “an army in wartime.” Getting testy, Moscow wants to know: are the American comrades on the side of Bolshevism, or not?
 

Right on cue, the United Communist Party of America (a merger of the two previous parties) called a convention on May 31, 1920, where it responded with a brief one-and-a-half page resolution for the Comintern.58 (See page 32.) The delegates concluded by adopting this specific resolution:

 

The United Communist Party, in its program, form of organization and methods of party activity conforms to every requirement of the Communist International; and it is a first desire of our party to make itself an [sic] native unit of the International in every possible respect.

 

Greetings to the Communists of all countries!

 

Long live the Communist International!
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This resolution ought to be a chilling wake-up call to those who have claimed that the American Communist Party was just another political party. Here the American Communists unequivocally declared their absolute dedication to the supreme party in Moscow and to the worldwide revolution.
 

Moscow Money to CPUSA

The most salient illustration of Soviet control over American Communists was the fact that the American party all along received funding from the Soviet government, beginning in 1919 and continuing until the collapse of the Soviet empire in 1989.
 

This fact publicly emerged only after the Cold War ended. We now know, however, that the Soviets did not provide some piddling sum; rather, they kept CPUSA afloat with massive stipends. By 1980 the funding had reached nearly $2.8 million annually. In the 1920s, when cash from the USSR was especially scarce, the Comintern supplied the American Communist movement with an enormous sum in valuables: several million dollars’ worth of gold, silver, jewels, much or perhaps all of which the Soviet regime had stolen, and in some cases had probably removed from sacred relics from ransacked churches.59
 

The significance of this support cannot be overstated: a foreign government, with which America was effectively at war by the late 1940s, was funding an American political party, and that party concealed the funding. This was illegal at both ends, on the Soviet side and CPUSA side.
 

And yet the dupes shrugged off suspicions of funding as “inordinate fear” of Communism, as the latest Red-under-every-bed theory of extremists such as those from the John Birch Society. They refused to concede the possibility that such a nightmare existed under Uncle Sam's nose. In fact, as made clear by documentation that has emerged since the end of the Cold War, the funding was real, it was deep, it was illicit, and it most assuredly proved that CPUSA was an arm of the Soviet regime.
 

That financial connection likewise applied to the Daily Worker, the house organ of CPUSA, which received heavy cash infusions from the Comintern from the earliest days of its existence.60 That, too, is no surprise, given that, as the U.S. Congress affirmed, the Daily Worker was “founded in response to direct instructions from the Communist International in Moscow.”61 It was a creature of the Comintern, which exercised control over the publication, either directly or through CPUSA, or both. The editor of the Daily Worker was approved by the Comintern.
 

So intertwined was the Daily Worker with Moscow that editors of the American paper ended up as top Comintern officials (Morris Childs, to name just one) and as employees of the official Soviet news agency, TASS (Harry Freeman, among others).62 Quite a few members of CPUSA worked for TASS and were recruited (some successfully) by Soviet intelligence—Samuel Krafsur, Paul Burns, and Beatrice Heiman, to name a few.63
 

These Communists served not America but the Soviet Union. Their loyalties were elsewhere. As Lincoln Steffens, the popular journalist for The New Republic, unforgettably put it, “I am a patriot for Russia; the Future is there; Russia will win out and it will save the world.”64
 

Herb Romerstein repeatedly stresses this loyalty point: “Communist Party members were loyal Soviet patriots.… Most were not qualified to be spies, but those who were qualified were recruited through Party channels and made available to Soviet intelligence for classic espionage, agent-of-influence operations, or as couriers.” He says that “almost every spy” tapped by the Soviets was a member of the American party.65 CPUSA was a major recruiting ground for Soviet espionage, and some of those American Communists saluted the Red flag and consciously collaborated with Moscow.
 

Romerstein clarifies that these individuals in CPUSA “were not the useful idiots,” not the “suckers”—that is, they were not the dupes. Quite the contrary, he affirms: “They were fully aware of exactly what they were doing. They manipulated the useful idiots on behalf of Soviet interests. Trusted Party members in the front organizations controlled them and recruited suckers to promote Soviet interests.”66
 

Lenin's Dupes

Sadly, many Americans, especially liberals, neglected these vital points of distinction. Too often, they defended CPUSA as just another political group with the traditional right to practice civil liberties and form a political party, and dismissed allegations that the party was collaborating with the Comintern. In doing so, the dupes became a huge asset to the American Communists, who covered up the truth about their operations not just out of caution but in keeping with explicit orders from Moscow. While the Communists dissembled, the dupes aided their denials.
 

Vladimir Lenin had brilliantly foreseen this assistance by dupes, whom he referred to as “deaf-mutes”—an expression that, in less sensitive times, has been translated as “idiots.” He cynically but shrewdly saw dupes—drawn from the  Western cultural elite—as useful specifically on matters involving the Comintern. He stated:
 

We must (a) In order to placate the deaf-mutes, proclaim the fictional separation of our government … from the Comintern, declaring this agency to be an independent political group. The deaf-mutes will believe it. (b) Express a desire for the immediate resumption of diplomatic relations with capitalist countries on the basis of complete non-interference in their internal affairs. Again, the deaf-mutes will believe it.67

 

They will believe it. Lenin confidently predicted that these idiots—this is the basis for the “useful idiots” phrase attributed to Lenin—would believe the denials and therefore help advance the Communist conspiracy. Added Lenin: “They will even be delighted and fling wide-open their doors through which the emissaries of the Comintern and Party Intelligence agencies will quickly infiltrate into these countries disguised as our diplomatic, cultural, and trade representatives.”68
 

In his typical crude fashion, Lenin laughed at these people. He really did see these elites as useful idiots. He held them in greater contempt than did anyone on the right.
 

Lenin saw huge potential in America, telling a meeting of activists in December 1920, “Thus we have before us the greatest state in the world.”69 And the “deaf-mutes” were a big part of his plan for that greatest state in the world.
 

Murdering the Masses in Moscow

In the meantime, Lenin and his minions had some killing to do. As American Communists pledged their heart and soul to Moscow, their new gods were gunning down the masses. Those who dared possess property were especially reviled—for Marx had written, “The theory of the Communists may be summed up in the single sentence: Abolition of private property.”70 Landowners like the kulaks were carted off or simply expunged on the spot, and they were merely one category of Lenin's identified “harmful insects.”
 

The Soviet slaughter largely credited to Joseph Stalin was begun by Lenin, the man who instituted the gulag labor-camp system and established the secret police, first called the Cheka. By 1918–19, within just months of the October 1917 revolution, the Cheka was averaging a thousand executions per month, without trial, for political offenses alone.71 The Cheka proudly self-reported this number in its  documents. In fact, it apologized that its data was incomplete, and boasted that the number was likely much higher.
 

In the 1920s, the Cheka introduced a quota method: each region and district had to arrest, deport, or shoot a certain percentage of people who were deemed denizens of several “enemy” social classes.72 Members of certain groups from within the bourgeoisie were targeted in the USSR as Jews were in Nazi Germany—that is, for isolation and liquidation.
 

Here are excerpts from three contemporaneous reports on Cheka brutality, filed not by Bolshevik enemies but by Communist officials themselves:
 

(1) I have checked up on the events surrounding the kulak uprising in the Nova-Matryonskaya volost. The interrogations were carried out in a totally chaotic manner. Seventy-five people were tortured, but it is impossible to make head or tail of any of the written reports.… The local Cheka leader [said]: We didn't have time to write the reports at the time. What does it matter anyway when we are trying to wipe out the bourgeoisie and the kulaks as a class?

 

(2) The Cheka are looting and arresting everyone indiscriminately. Safe in the knowledge that they cannot be punished, they have transformed the Cheka headquarters into a huge brothel where they take all the bourgeois women. Drunkenness is rife. Cocaine is being used quite widely among supervisors.

 

(3) It is impossible to get any clear idea of who was shot or why.… Orgies and drunkenness are daily occurrences. Almost all the personnel of the Cheka are heavy cocaine users. They say this helps them deal with the sight of so much blood on a daily basis. Drunk with blood and violence, the Cheka is doing its duty.73

 

W. H. Chamberlain, the journalist who became probably the first historian of the revolution, said that by 1920 the Cheka had carried out 50,000 executions.74 Historian Robert Conquest, drawing exclusively on Soviet sources, tallies 200,000 executions at the hands of the Bolsheviks under Lenin from 1917 to 1923, and 500,000 when combining deaths from execution, imprisonment, and insurrection.75
 

Across the board, the leading Bolsheviks preached the necessity of “mass terror,” from Lenin—in a direct, written order to the Comintern's Zinoviev76—to  Felix Dzerzhinsky, founder of the Soviet secret police, to G. I. Petrovskii, commissioner of home affairs, to the pages of Izvestia. All of this was prior to the bloodthirsty Stalin. As one historian wrote, “Terror was implicit in Bolshevism from the start.”77 And Vladimir Lenin was its godfather. Page after page of this book could be filled with bloodcurdling directives that Lenin wrote in longhand, order after order whereby this political gangster requested that various groups and peoples, from kulaks to priests, be hanged or shot.78
 

The chief of Lenin's killing machine, the ferocious Latvian Martin (M. Y.) Latsis, explained this early Red Terror with deadly candor in his orders to underlings in the field:
 

We are exterminating the bourgeoisie as a class. In your investigations don't look for documents and pieces of evidence about what the defendant has done, whether in deed or in speaking or acting against Soviet authority. The first question you should ask him is what class he comes from, what are his roots, his education, his training, and his occupation. These questions define the fate of the accused.79

 

We are exterminating the bourgeoisie as a class. Like Nazism, Bolshevism was fueled by hatred.
 

Defending the Indefensible

Those who manage to say, even today, that Communism is a good idea in theory, since it allegedly purports to help one's fellow man, are badly deceived, clearly having read no Marx or Lenin.80 Communism was never about love and brotherhood; Communism was built on a specific type of hatred: class hatred. Certain classes were targeted not only for envy and rage but also for genocidal destruction. It was a system constructed on the most wretched vices; it was vicious.
 

Over time, most Americans figured this out. Too many, however, were hoodwinked from the start.
 

Typical of the bad thinking on the American left was the author, poet, and playwright Langston Hughes, who once joined the Communist side but later abandoned it. Writing in 1934, Hughes captured American Communists’ love for the Soviet Union, their Soviet patriotism, their atheism, their desire to spread the ideology worldwide through the Comintern, and their ultimate dream of remaking America into a Soviet sister state. “Put one more ‘S’ in the USA to make it  Soviet,” declared Hughes. “The USA when we take control will be the USSA.”81 Hughes urged his comrades to rise and fight for the “great red flag … of the Internationale.” Or, as he put it in one of his most famous poems:

 

Goodbye Christ, Lord Jehovah,

 

Beat it on away from here, make way for a new guy with no religion at all,

 

A real guy named Marx, Communism, Lenin, Peasant, Stalin, worker, me.82

 

As segments of the American Left persisted with this homicidal sophistry, the ideology of global Communism had begun a rampage of hate, violence, and mass murder that would claim at least a hundred million lives worldwide.
 

How long would it take for American Communists to wake up and smell the corpses? How long would it take for their fellow travelers on the left to realize the true nature and horrific brutality of the experiment in Moscow? Sadly, in many cases the answer to that question was too long.
 

Instead, a parade of Communists and their dupes marched proudly, blindly along after the founding of the Comintern and American Communist Party. And the first target in their sights was a liberal president—no less than a progressive icon.
 





WOODROW WILSON: “UTTER SIMPLETON”
 

 

 

President Woodrow Wilson stands astride history as the progressive's progressive. He advanced a vigorous, activist federal government in both domestic and foreign policy, creating a host of new regulatory agencies, implementing the income tax, establishing the Federal Reserve, and pioneering an interventionist foreign policy—so much so that liberal internationalism is often summed up simply as “Wilsonianism.”
 

President Wilson's impact is undeniable. Winston Churchill described Wilson's influence at the end of World War I: “Writing with every sense of respect, it seems no exaggeration to pronounce that the action of the United States with its repercussions on the history of the world depended, during the awful period of Armageddon, upon the workings of this man's mind and spirit to the exclusion of almost every other factor; and that he played a part in the fate of nations incomparably more direct and personal than any other man.”1
 

While Wilson is a liberal icon, many conservatives decry his influence. They argue that he excessively wielded—even abused—state power, particularly during wartime.2 They cite his appalling, retrograde views on race and segregation, long concealed by his liberal hagiographers. And, particularly relevant at this current juncture in American history, they see in Wilson the beginning of a long march leftward, of an ever-expanding and ever-more-powerful federal government. In the progressive Wilson, in other words, they see the seeds of groups like today's “Progressives for Obama,” discussed at length later in this book.
 

Yet neither Wilson's progressive admirers nor his conservative critics typically take account of a crucial aspect of Wilson's presidency: his response to Communism. It was during his administration that the Bolsheviks took power in Russia, the Comintern was established, and the Communist Party was founded in America. Wilson watched all of this intently, with deep concern. Unlike the liberals/progressives who today uphold his name, Wilson was not an anti-anti-Communist. He detested Marxism-Leninism, and never made excuses for its disciples. He would not denounce the anti-Communists as worse than the Communists. That is because he was an anti-Communist.
 

Wilson paid a price for his opposition to the Communists. While many on the Right do not like Wilson, their distaste is nothing compared to the oozing hatred expressed by the far Left—a hatred that few Americans are aware of.
 

Yes, Woodrow Wilson was a man of the Left, but he knew that Bolshevism was a very bad thing—and he did not hesitate to say so or to act accordingly.
 

Barbarians, Terrorists, Tyrants

Throughout the 1980s, liberals denounced conservative Ronald Reagan as a paranoid, hysterical, Red-baiting Commie hater. Those critics would be quite surprised that the liberal Woodrow Wilson used language every bit as harsh as Rea-gan's in describing Communism.
 

Wilson loathed Communism for its aggression, expansionary tendencies, and denial of basic civil liberties. As the world's foremost voice for democracy, he had opposed the czarist autocracy that the Bolsheviks replaced in Russia. Yet he understood that the Bolsheviks were not a force for democracy, but in fact were the worst of anti-democrats. Perhaps most importantly, the inherent godlessness of the Marxist-Leninist ideology repelled Wilson, who was an extremely religious man—a devout Calvinist who had what biographer Arthur Link described as a “superb command of Reformed theology.”3
 

Where Reagan rebuked the USSR as an “evil empire,” the genteel Wilson dubbed the Bolsheviks “barbarians,” “terrorists,” and “tyrants.” He said they were engaged in a campaign of “mass terrorism,” of “blood and terror,” of “brutal force,” of “indiscriminate slaughter” through “cunning” and “savage oppression.” The “violent and tyrannical” Bolsheviks were “the most consummate sneaks in the world,” and Bolshevism was an “ugly, poisonous thing” that “feeds on the doubt of man.” President Wilson used such language openly and frequently, including in remarks to a joint session of Congress. He warned of how the  Bolsheviks were “poisoning” (probably his most common metaphor) the Russian people (and people elsewhere) with an “expansionist” ideology that they wanted to export throughout the world and against the United States. They aimed for “the promotion of Bolshevist revolutions throughout the world.”4
 

“Bolshevism is a mistake and it must be resisted,” insisted Wilson. “It is wrong.”5 It was wrong, he averred, for Russia, for America, and for the world. “No man in his senses would think that a lot of local soviets could really run a government.”6
 

So repugnant were Lenin and his agitating, conspiratorial ilk that Wilson and his State Department refused to engage in diplomatic relations or even try to find common ground with the Bolsheviks. “In the view of this Government,” the Wilson State Department announced in an official statement, “there cannot be any common ground upon which it can stand with a Power whose conceptions of international relations are so entirely alien to its own, so utterly repugnant to its moral sense.… We cannot recognize, hold official relations with, or give friendly reception to the agents of a government which is determined to conspire against our institutions; whose diplomats will be the agitators of dangerous revolt; whose spokesmen say that they sign agreements with no intention of keeping them.”7
 

One of the more striking displays of Wilson's anti-Bolshevism was a September 6, 1919, speech in Kansas City. Here he expressed his “abhorrence” of Bolshevism and reiterated his “hope” that “there won't be any such a thing growing up in our country as international Bolshevism, the Bolshevism that destroys the constructive work of men.”8 Ironically, Wilson said this precisely at the moment that American Communists were meeting in Chicago and “growing up” a form of international Bolshevism in their country.
 

Wilson was speaking in Kansas City to rally support for the Treaty of Versailles, which was being opposed by isolationist Republicans in the Senate. In the speech, Wilson slyly compared the Republican opposition to the Bolshevik “spirit.” He told his critics to “put up or shut up,” and then stated: “Opposition constructs nothing. Opposition is the specialty of those who are Bolshevistically inclined. And again, I assure you I am not comparing any of my respected colleagues to Bolsheviki; but I am merely pointing out that the Bolshevistic spirit lacks every element of constructive opposition.”9
 

This was a stunning statement. No doubt, had a Republican president so characterized his liberal opponents, it would have prompted liberal journalists and historians to forever tag the president a Red-baiting reprobate. In Wilson's case, however, the comments have been conveniently sunk into a historical black hole.
 

That is likewise true for another arresting assertion by Wilson. Dr. Cary Grayson, Wilson's esteemed friend, physician, and adviser, recorded an expression of Wilson's concerns about Bolshevism that also reflected the great progressive's highly regressive views of ethnic minorities. In a diary entry of March 10, 1919, Grayson noted that Wilson feared “the American negro returning from abroad … would be our greatest medium in conveying bolshevism to America.” As evidence, Wilson pointed to a single anecdotal example of a “negro laundress,” a “negress,” who was demanding a higher wage than she had been offered. From this one case, reported to him personally, the liberal icon projected a pandemic of “negro”-imported Bolshevism.10
 

Despite his inherent bigotries and misplaced analogies, Wilson's characterization of Bolshevism in and of itself was not some ill-informed rant. Quite the contrary, Wilson was arguably America's best-educated president, with a law degree from the University of Virginia and a Ph.D. in political science from Johns Hopkins. In addition to practicing law, he taught for years at such prestigious institutions as Bryn Mawr, Wesleyan, and Princeton—he also served as college president of the last—and he published landmark journal articles and books that remain seminal works in their fields even today.11 The well-read, scholarly Wilson studied Bolshevism with a discerning eye. He was not given to childish delusions about Marxism-Leninism. He knew the bad guys were bad guys, and that a genuine liberal should not support or defend them.
 

President Wilson backed up his anti-Bolshevik rhetoric with action. He wanted Bolshevism out of power, and was willing to dedicate American force to help make it happen. In the Russian Civil War he aided the “White” Menshavik forces fighting the “Red” Bolsheviks. He supported a naval blockade of a Red-controlled area inside the USSR, and even joined a multinational Western coalition in sending troops—including a huge contingent of more than ten thousand American boys12—to fight the Bolsheviks. So intense (and forgotten) was Wilson's sustained military action against the Bolsheviks that historian Robert Maddox has called it America's “Unknown War with Russia.”13
 

Wilson was a man of the liberal Left who understood the vicious hazard posed by these men of the Communist Left. He knew that Communism was a terrible threat to all of humanity.
 

And that is why Communists, from Chicago to New York to Moscow, despised Wilson.
 

Lenin on Wilson

Vladimir Lenin's words were always remarkably militant, and President Woodrow Wilson was hardly exempted from the dictator's caustic tongue and pen.14
 

In an August 1918 letter to American workers, Lenin employed bloodcurdling language to describe the American system, economy, culture, form of government, way of life, and president. Lenin counted Wilson among the slanderous “vultures,” “bloodsuckers,” “scoundrels,” “sharks,” “modern slave-owners,” and wallowers in “filth and luxury” who held Americans on the verge of “pauperism.” Wilson was among those “bandits” who ensured that “every dollar” Americans earned was “stained with blood.”
 

Just in case it was not completely clear that Lenin was calling out Wilson in particular, the Russian leader took explicit aim at the American president. Of the liberal's liberal, the great internationalist, the Bolshevik gangster wrote: “I am not surprised that Wilson, the head of the American multimillionaires and servant of the capitalist sharks, has thrown [socialist leader Eugene] Debs into prison. Let the bourgeoisie be brutal to the true internationalists, to the true representatives of the revolutionary proletariat! The more fierce and brutal they are, the nearer the day of the victorious proletarian revolution.” It was in this same letter—this direct appeal to the worker-troops of the United States of America—that Lenin pledged that violence would be necessary: “The truth is that no revolution can be successful unless the resistance of the exploiters is crushed.”
 

It was nothing at all for the Communists to call for President Wilson's head on a platter. Such an unapologetically violent missive provides still more evidence that it was absurd to defend the Communist Party in America—wholly dedicated to Lenin—as just another political party.
 

Lenin also mocked Wilson's “empty phrases about the ‘great importance’ of ‘democracy.’” In his October 1919 “Greeting to the German, Italian, and American Communists,” which was reprinted in American Communist publications that fall, Lenin declared that such “designations” of “democracy” were mere empty designs of “the exploiters” and the “Philistines” and the “petty bourgeois.” This, and Wilsonianism generally, had to be resisted, said Lenin, so that “victory will be ours.” The leader of the worldwide revolution concluded: “The victory of Communism is inevitable.”15
 

Lenin had expressed all of these sentiments together the previous year, in November 1918, when he warned that “Anglo-French and American imperialism will inevitably strangle the independence and freedom of Russia unless worldwide socialist revolution, unless world-wide Bolshevism, conquers.”16
 

Was Wilson up to the task of stopping this inevitable Communist takeover of America and the world? No, not in Lenin's mind. The highly educated American president was too stupid, the Bolshevik said. Lenin told a meeting of activists in December 1920 that this “greatest state in the world,” standing before them as a grand prize in waiting, was led by a president who was “an utter simpleton.”17
 

America's Comrades

Of course, the Communists at home, being subservient to their masters in Moscow, saluted the red flag. That meant that they also shook their fist at Woodrow Wilson and the American flag.
 

Consider the case of Communist editor Louis C. Fraina, who dedicated the first edition of Revolutionary Age, printed in Boston on July 5, 1919, to the overthrow of the U.S. government and “the annihilation of the fraudulent democracy of the parliamentary system.”18 Who was Fraina's target at the moment? The administration of the great liberal Democrat Woodrow Wilson.
 

Similarly, a 1920 flier produced by the United Communist Party (see page 45) called for not only a boycott of the 1920 election in America but an actual “overthrow” of the American “capitalist government” and the establishment of a “Soviet government.” The party widely disseminated this flier and other materials that unflinchingly urged this mission; there was nothing secret about the Communists’ objectives.
 

Such fliers were not only found on buildings, in mailboxes, and on doorsteps throughout America in 1920 but also on the desks of the Comintern in Moscow. In fact, this exact flier today resides in the Comintern Archives on CPUSA.19 America's comrades were reporting their noble efforts to their bosses in Moscow. They wanted Lenin's men to know they were working hard for the USSR—working hard on the American front, against America itself, just as Lenin wanted.
 

As revealed in official United Communist Party proclamations (also sent to the Comintern),20 the comrades’ ultimate goal was to “STAND BY SOVIET RUS-SIA”—not by the United States, but by Russia. (See page 46.) Bolshevik Russia was their country, their love, their home—not Woodrow Wilson's America.
 

Worse, bemoaned the party, was that Wilson's America opposed Russia in solidarity with the allegedly murderous minions of England, France, and Poland. Yes, innocent Bolshevik Russia was under relentless assault from vicious, imperialist-driven Poland. The party was irate that Wilson's America, Lloyd George's England, and Clemenceau's France were sending “their armies,” money, and munitions to “Polish bandits.”
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Wilson's “Stupid” Dream

Another reason American Communists so stridently objected to President Wilson was his faith. The Marxists sneered that Wilson thought he was doing the “Lord's” work in seeking to establish the League of Nations.
 

Lord? The Communists knew where to look for supreme authority and inspiration—to Vladimir Lenin. They would do Lenin's work. And a rich area in that mission field was to demonize Woodrow Wilson's loftiest ambition.
 

Wilson's dream was the League of Nations. Today it is common for conservatives to beat up Wilson for establishing this international “peace” organization, the precursor to the United Nations. But it was the far Left that first attacked him for this effort.
 

The League of Nations was the crowning touch on Wilson's historic “Fourteen Points,” the principles for which, he said, the Great War was fought. Establishing the league was deeply personal for him; doing so would fulfill his lifelong ambition to leave his mark on history. His relentless campaign for Senate approval of American membership in the league, against staunch Republican opposition, was so physically and mentally debilitating that it arguably killed him.
 

And yet Wilson steamed ahead, filled with the spirit, as the devout five-point Calvinist saw his effort as sanctified and predestined by Providence. He believed the League of Nations was God's will. Wilson intoned:
 

The stage is set, the destiny is closed. It has come about by no plan of our conceiving, but by the hand of God who led us this way. We cannot turn back. We can only go forward, with lifted eyes and freshened spirit, to follow the vision. It was of this that we dreamed at our birth. America shall in truth show the way. The light streams upon the path ahead, and nowhere else.21

 

The Communists saw this clatter as “stupid,” as they did any “superstitious” belief in a deity. They perceived it as spiritual pabulum, as “Wilson the simpleton” at his most simplistic, at his pious worst. The godless already had a vampiric reaction to the God-fearing. And now Wilson was endeavoring to create a world based on democratic freedom—the antithesis of the world for which the comrades were crusading.
 

Wilson famously wanted to “make the world safe for democracy.” American Communists framed Wilson's talk of democracy as bunk, since it was not Bolshevik “democracy.” For real democracy, opined Anton Pannekork in the May 15, 1920, edition of Communist Labor, the official organ of the Communist Labor Party of America, the world should look to Soviet Russia. “The question of Democracy appears to be a great and debatable one,” wrote Pannekork in a piece titled “Bolshevism and Democracy.” Yet, said Pannekork, toeing the Party line, it was not debatable as to which country and leader shone forth the guiding light; it was Lenin and his Russia, not Wilson and his America. Wrote Pannekork: “There is no people in the world today (except the Russian people) which has the right to decide its fate.”22
 

The United Communist Party of America drove home this message in fliers it circulated before the 1920 elections. One of them noted that the “main issue” between Republicans and Democrats was whether the United States should join the League of Nations. The “big international banking interests” and the “industrial capitalists,” America's comrades said, were behind Wilson's crusade. The Communist Party said that the political debate over the league amounted to “a fight between two groups of capitalist interests,” neither of which would ever “improve the conditions under which [Americans] live and work.”23
 

Wilson's entire prospect was so ridiculous, concluded America's Marxist-Leninists, that Americans should boycott the 1920 elections.
 

Thus, Woodrow Wilson's indefatigable effort to launch the League of Nations, with America as a member, was another liberal cause vilified by the Communists.
 

Wilson and “The Fighting Quaker”

Even as Lenin and his fellow Communists around the world baldly stated their violent, expansionist ambitions, the Communist Party accused the Wilson administration of overreacting to the Communist threat. That Communist line in the 1920s became the party line among liberals/progressives in America, and remains a common view even today.
 

The principal target for the Left has been Wilson's controversial attorney general, Alexander Mitchell Palmer.
 

The vigorous Palmer was in his late forties when he served Wilson as the nation's fifty-first attorney general from March 1919 to March 1921. Palmer was a progressive from the old school: a moralist, a social reformer, a pacifist, a Christian  (he was a Quaker). Elected to Congress in 1908, he had pushed a number of major progressive causes, from the abolition of child labor to the advancement of women's suffrage. He became a star in the Democratic Party constellation, a delegate to the Democratic National Convention in 1912 and 1916 and a member of the Democratic National Committee from 1912 to 1920.
 

Palmer was close to Wilson personally and, even more so, ideologically. Both men had been very much against American entry into World War I. Wilson, in 1916, had stumped on a platform to keep America out of the war, but ultimately changed course after Germany provoked the United States through a series of complicated international incidents. Eventually, Wilson sought and secured war authorization from Congress in April 1917.
 

For his part, Palmer remained opposed to the war, committed to his Quaker convictions. He refused Wilson's offer to be secretary of war. Instead, after the war, Palmer took the position of attorney general. One of his first postwar acts was to release some ten thousand aliens of German ancestry whom the Wilson administration had seized during the war out of suspicion that they harbored loyalties to the kaiser.
 

By then, in 1919, it was no longer Germany but the Communists who threatened the American way of life. As would be the case after World War II, it was a Democratic president and his administration that fingered the threat and developed strategies to counter it, with American Communists crying foul and seeking out liberals to join the chorus.
 

Likewise posing a danger was the rising anarchist movement. The Wilson administration struggled to make distinctions between anarchists and Communists and to respond appropriately. The attorney general's office was at the tip of the spear.
 

In April 1919, only weeks into Palmer's tenure as attorney general, anarchists sent a booby-trapped bomb to his home. The bomb was intercepted and defused, but a few months later they successfully exploded another bomb on his porch. It killed one of the plotters but failed to injure Palmer, his wife, or his child, who were home in bed at the time.
 

“The Fighting Quaker,” as Palmer became known, was ready to fight back. He and Wilson saw the anarchists as part of a witches’ brew of radical-Left elements endangering America. He was particularly concerned about Red activity during May Day 1920. With the encouragement—in fact, mandate—of his president, Palmer began wiretapping suspected indigenous threats and rounding them up. More than ten thousand people were arrested, and some were deported.
 

The reaction to the “Palmer Raids” was multifaceted. Traditional Democrats applauded his actions, whereas many liberals decried what they saw as a flagrant  abuse of civil liberties. No doubt, some “suspects” were wrongly suspected, and treated quite harshly and unfairly, but others were genuinely dangerous and anti-American. One can debate each and every case of alleged sedition, from smaller names to bigger fish like Emma Goldman, but there is no debate that some anarchists were assembling and exploding bombs, or that the leadership of the Communist Party in America was hell-bent on overthrowing the U.S. government. Both Palmer and Wilson understood that the Communists in particular were “revolutionists,” as the Reds’ own bombastic literature stated unequivocally, and that they were absolutely dedicated to the USSR.
 

Palmer did show some mercy. He had asked Wilson to pardon the great socialist Eugene Debs. The Quaker viewed his request as, among other things, an act of compassion toward a man of declining health. The liberal president angrily refused, reportedly shouting, “Never!”24
 

But the Communists showed no such mercy toward Palmer. The Reds detested him. From the start they had used their publications to blast the attorney general, and the attacks became even more intense once he began seeking to hold them accountable for their obvious advocacy of violence and antigovernment activity. They published caricatures of Palmer as a stomping, bloodthirsty American Indian, carrying a long, sharp knife in his left hand and hoisting a dripping, bloody scalp in his right hand. (See page 51.) That picture, splashed across the February 25, 1920, issue of Communist Labor, was sent to the Comintern.25 The American comrades surely hoped to impress their mentors in Moscow with their dedicated demonization of Palmer.
 

In truth, Palmer had never killed anyone. Lenin was doing the killing. Palmer himself had been targeted for murder, as had his wife and child. To the Communists, however, it was the attorney general who was unhinged.
 

And how is Palmer remembered today? Not as victim but as victimizer.
 

For example, the popular reference website Encyclopedia.com features several entries on Palmer, including one from The Encyclopedia of World Biography that begins: “As U.S. attorney general, Alexander Mitchell Palmer (1872–1936) was instrumental in creating the ‘red scare’ of internal Communist subversion after World War I.”26
 

Note that Palmer is described not as one who early on recognized the subversive intent of Communists in America and around the world, but instead as progenitor in a long line of “scare” mongers. Note, too, that this is the very first line of the entry, clearly signaling that Palmer unfairly maligned Communists.
 

It is no accident that “Red scare” gets attached to Palmer's name. From the outset of the American Communist threat, the Left accused major government officials who looked into the legitimate problem of subversion and infiltration, of overreaching, of paranoia, and of drumming up “inordinate” fears of Communism. Most famously, Senator Joe McCarthy was accused of fomenting a “Red scare” in the 1950s, but before McCarthy, there was FBI director J. Edgar Hoover, Congressman Martin Dies (Texas Democrat), and, yes, Attorney General Palmer and President Woodrow Wilson. The Left has characterized just about every major pursuit of the Marxist menace as an unsavory, regrettable “Red scare” by paranoid U.S. government officials—Democrats and Republicans.
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To cite merely one case in point, consider Dr. Harry F. Ward, a liberal Methodist preacher, seminary professor, ACLU founder, and dupe of dumbfounding proportions. Writing in Protestant Digest in January 1940, long before Senator McCarthy descended on the scene, Reverend Ward admonished the liberal faithful of the perils of “anti-communism,” which was being employed “under the leadership of [Congressman] Dies in a new red hunt” that promised to be even “more ruthless than that of Mitchell Palmer.” Practically any anti-Communism was deemed ruthless, and every new attempt was worse than its vulgar predecessor.27
 

As demonstrated by the case of Palmer and his president, Woodrow Wilson, this was the Left's line from day one of the American Communist movement. The Communists could count on liberals to push that line, even against Democratic presidents and administrations.
 

The Eternal Villain

Woodrow Wilson was the first in a long line of liberal Democratic presidents whom the Communists attacked ferociously. They wasted no time finding their eternal villain: the anti-Communist blowing the whistle.
 

Thus began the peculiar situation of American liberals defending Communist subversives against investigations by anti-Communists even as the Communists blistered the liberals/progressives. The bizarre dynamic of anti-anti-Communism, which has infected liberals from the very beginning, has mangled their ability to best react to the extremists on their far left.
 

President Wilson was an exception to this rule—a progressive who understood that the Communists were not the friends of liberals. Some of his inheritors understood that, too, but far too many did not—and never have.
 





POTEMKIN PROGRESSIVES
 

 

 

From the very start of their movement, Communists looked to liberals for assistance—that is, to liberals they could dupe. The strategy began in late 1919, with the founding of their party in Chicago, and picked up full force in 1920–21, the final stretch of Woodrow Wilson's presidency.
 

Liberal dupery by Communists lasted throughout the history of the Soviet Union, but it was never as widespread or successful as in the 1920s and 1930s. This should not be a surprise. The 1920s was the first full decade for the Soviet Communist Party, the Communist Party in America, the Comintern, and Communist parties around the world. In the early 1920s Stalin had not yet taken the helm, and many leftists had been hoodwinked into thinking that Lenin was a friendly fellow—despite what should have been obvious from his writings and public statements.1 Of course, even in the late 1920s, once the brutal Stalin had fully assumed power, many liberals were still being taken, seeing him, too—unbelievably—as a jovial chum.
 

To some liberals of the day, the brave new world being charted by the men in Moscow seemed like it might dovetail with the growing progressive movement in the United States, which had taken off in the first decades of the twentieth century. There was a sense among many liberals/progressives—ubiquitous in their writings at the time—that they and the Soviets were traveling along a similar path, “fellow travelers” on a shared road toward a better world based on the collective, on redistribution of wealth, on public ownership of “the means of production,” on a devotion to the state and central planning. No matter what their goal,  progressives almost always looked to the federal government for resolution. Such thinking made progressives particularly easy prey for Communists, especially through front groups, which the Communists created for the specific purpose of deceiving the broader public. It is instructive that when the U.S. Congress later published its major investigation of front groups, titled “Guide to Subversive Organizations and Publications,” many of the organizations featured the word “Progressive” in their names. Those groups originated in this period.2
 

No dummies, the statists running the USSR saw a giant opportunity. They invited progressives to the Soviet Union and, among other forms of propaganda, subjected them to carefully managed tours of “Potemkin villages.” In the late eighteenth century, Russian official Grigori Aleksandrovich Potemkin had purportedly constructed fake settlements in the Crimea to impress Catherine II during her visit there. The Communists embraced this tactic as a way to convince visitors that Communism was producing a glorious new world. The Soviets built not only villages but, more often, showplace buildings, factories, and farms. Just as important was what they prevented visitors from seeing.3 Through this artful stagecraft the Soviets manipulated legions of gullible Westerners. I call these dupes “Potemkin Progressives.”
 

Potemkin Progressives were usually people of impact—educators, academics, journalists, union organizers. The Soviet strategy was not to convince the duped to sign up as Soviet citizens and stay, but rather to send them back home to the non-Communist world raving about Lenin, Stalin, and the alleged grand achievements of Bolshevik Russia. Many of these Western elites did precisely that.
 

“I've never met a man more candid, fair, and honest,” marveled author H. G. Wells after meeting with Stalin in 1934, at the start of the Great Purge. “Everyone trusts him.” Wells had likewise been impressed by Lenin, whom he called a “frank,” “refreshing,” and “amazing little man” who had “almost persuaded me to share his vision.”4
 

Wells's fellow socialist, playwright George Bernard Shaw, was fully persuaded, piping up with an even more outrageous assessment after meeting with Stalin: “We cannot afford to give ourselves moral airs when our most enterprising neighbor [the Soviet Union] … humanely and judiciously liquidates a handful of exploiters and speculators to make the world safe for honest men.”5
 

That shameful, deadly serious statement was an almost verbatim regurgitation of the line Stalin had fed him as justification for Soviet mass murder.6 Shaw praised not only the dictator's “utilitarian killing” but also the henchmen who pulled the triggers, such as Cheka founder Felix Dzerzhinsky.7 Shaw's repeated rationalizations of Bolshevik manslaughter, which he deemed necessary to fulfill  the USSR's “gifted” “economic conscience,” were unconscionable.8 He defended purges. He dismissed reports of famine as a “lie” and as “inflammatory irresponsibility”—as no less than a “slander” of Stalin's Five-Year Plan.9 Most remarkably, he backed the willful extermination of the intelligentsia—a “persecution,” said Shaw, that “was, I think, justified at the time.”10
 

Shaw was not alone. Some of the very brightest of the West's feted intellectuals were taken in by Stalin's gaze and faux villages. There to observe the curious spectacle of these Potemkin Progressives was Malcolm Muggeridge, the British journalist and commentator. Muggeridge would become an intellectual giant of the twentieth century and, most unlike Shaw, one of the century's illustrious converts to Christianity. At this time, Muggeridge was a man of the Left, but, true to his curmudgeon nature, he was not taken by anyone, least of all Soviet handlers. He was bewildered by the credulity of his friends, of whom he recorded:
 

They are unquestionably one of the wonders of the age, and I shall treasure till I die as a blessed memory the spectacle of them travelling with radiant optimism through a famished countryside, wandering in happy bands about squalid, over-crowded towns, listening with unshakable faith to the fatuous patter of carefully trained and indoctrinated guides, repeating like schoolchildren a multiplication table, the bogus statistics and mindless slogans endlessly intoned to them.11

 

Elsewhere Muggeridge wrote:

 

There were earnest advocates of the humane killing of cattle who looked up at the massive headquarters of the OGPU [the successor to the Cheka as the Soviet secret police] with tears of gratitude in their eyes, earnest advocates of proportional representation who eagerly assented when the necessity of the Dictatorship of the Proletariat was explained to them, earnest clergymen who walked reverently through anti-God museums and reverently turned the pages of atheistic literature, earnest pacifists who watched delightedly tanks rattle across Red Square and bombing planes darken the sky, earnest town-planning specialists who stood outside overcrowded ramshackle tenements and muttered: “If only we had something like this in England!”12

 

“The almost unbelievable credulity of these mostly university-educated tourists,” Muggeridge added, “astonished even Soviet officials used to handling foreign visitors.”13
 

Muggeridge noted that the common bond among these Western visitors was not nationality but that they were all “progressives.” He recorded: “These fellow passengers provided my first experience of the progressive elite from all over the world who attached themselves to the Soviet regime, resolved to believe anything they were told by its spokesmen.” He noted that they were mostly academics and writers, and “all upholders of progressive causes and members of progressive organizations,” ecstatic about playing a part in this “drama of the 20th century. Ready at any moment to rush on to stage, cheering and gesticulating … a Western version of the devotees of Krishna who throw themselves under the wheels of the great Juggernaut.”14
 

For all their acclaimed cynicism, these Western intellectuals, these high-minded progressives, were putty in the hands of Bolshevik molders and shapers—precisely as Lenin had predicted.
 

The Soviets practiced this Potemkin manipulation so frequently that it is not unusual to peruse documents from the Comintern Archives on CPUSA and encounter memos from Communist officials spelling out strategies for influencing specific officials via these tours. Consider a July 8, 1936, missive from Sam Darcy, CPUSA's representative to the Comintern (using his code name, “Randolph”) to “Comrade Shvernik” at Comintern headquarters in Moscow. The purpose, as expressed in the title of the memo, was to influence two American union officials visiting the USSR. The letter began, “The above two American trade union officials [Joseph Schlossberg and David Dubinsky] are coming to the USSR and should be given special attention.” The confidential letter noted that both Americans “are on the whole friendly to the USSR.” The memo ended, “I propose they be received by Comrade Shvernik and the trade unions and every effort made to influence them.”15 (See page 57.)
 

The “influence” here was not the coercion that Stalin employed against millions of suffering souls captive to the prison nation he was erecting; rather, it was the sweet, seductive lie of the Potemkin village, with its cakes and pies, teeming caviar, booming factories, fine ballets and museums. This was standard operating procedure.
 

Oftentimes, the dupes came by the literal boatload, as the naïve shoved themselves onto ships like the SS President Roosevelt and SS Europa, launched from New York City en route to the workers’ paradise. When we look back at these fellow travelers, it is often hard to tell whether the duped were liberals, communists, liberals becoming communists, or some other variant of progressives/leftists. Moreover, while some of the passengers were plainly duped, sometimes for life, others did not take the bait; still others redeemed themselves later, learning valuable life lessons put to good use in the service of opposing Moscow as stalwart anti-Communist Democrats.
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What is clear is that the manipulation was done on an incredible scale, with sweeping success, and with many victims, each a fascinating and sad story in itself. The scale was so vast, in fact, that it would be impossible to limit the cases to a single chapter. Among the schools of suckers swirling in the waters, this chapter focuses on three individuals, covered chronologically according to their voyages to the Motherland: William C. Bullitt, Paul H. Douglas, and Corliss Lamont. All three men will resurface later in this book, with two of them experiencing remarkable turnabouts, moving so far as to warn Democratic presidents about the Communist menace.
 

These case studies serve as cautionary tales as well as (in two instances) hopeful examples of personal and political redemption.
 

William C. Bullitt: Man of “Deep Wisdom and Liberality”

Among the first to set sail for the red horizons of Russia was William Christian Bullitt. Born on January 25, 1891, to a wealthy, high-society family in Philadelphia, Bullitt studied at Yale, where he earned Phi Beta Kappa honors and was voted “most brilliant” in his 1912 class.16 That latter achievement, no small feat for any year at Yale, was particularly notable given the steep competition in 1912, a class that included Averill Harriman and Cole Porter.17 Initially, Bullitt followed the family tradition by pursuing law, enrolling at Harvard Law School, but he withdrew upon the untimely death of his father.
 

After leaving Harvard, he traveled to Europe, where he had summered as a child. He became fluent in French and German—and in the left-wing politics that dominated European culture. He drank up the Marxism that prevailed among the continent's chattering classes.
 

In Europe, Bullitt put his Yale mind and connections to work, becoming a foreign correspondent for the Philadelphia Public Ledger in 1915. In The New Republic, editor Walter Lippmann christened him “the sharpest of the American correspondents” covering the Great War.18
 

Through that war coverage Bullitt became close to some of President Woodrow Wilson's most influential advisers, including Colonel Edward House. This led to a prestigious appointment: as an assistant secretary of state in December 1917, only weeks after the outbreak of the Bolshevik Revolution. The young man was rising quickly. By the time of the Versailles Conference in 1919 he was advising  President Wilson. It was at Versailles that Bullitt's growing adoration for Bolshevism became clear to Wilson.
 

As a member of Wilson's staff, Bullitt pushed hard for recognition of Russia—very, very hard. Like many other liberals/progressives of the era, Bullitt saw the Soviet state as nothing less than the future itself, and wanted the U.S. government to recognize the regime. President Wilson, however, did not share the infatuation of many of his progressive friends. He rebuffed Bullitt's requests to recognize the Soviet state. Devastated, the young State Department official resigned.
 

“Enthusiastic Supporter of the Bolshevik Experiment”

When it came to matters Bolshevik, William Bullitt felt that President Wilson's staff needed “men of deep wisdom and liberality,” such as himself, to understand the fine efforts that Moscow was undertaking on behalf of all humanity.19 He was quite disappointed that Wilson did not appreciate the utopia laid out before them. How could this erudite president of Ivy League pedigree be so shallow? After all, stressed Bullitt, Vladimir Lenin was a “genial” man of “large humor and serenity.” The Bolshevik godfather and his Communist Party were “strong politically and morally.”20
 

How did Bullitt come to this naïve thinking about the Soviets?
 

First and foremost, there was the stilted experience of Bullitt's many trips abroad, including to Lenin's Russia. In March 1919 he was dispatched to Russia on a special diplomatic mission that included a week and a half of meetings with high-level Soviet officials, meaning he was wined and dined in the best, select places, and got nowhere near an accurate representation of life in the real Soviet Russia. He met with the likes of diplomat Maxim Litvinov, Foreign Minister Georgi Chicherin, and, on March 14, Lenin himself. The meeting with Lenin apparently made Bullitt swoon. After this trip Bullitt became, in the apt description of diplomatic historian Francis Sempa, “among the first Americans and Westerners to be hoodwinked by Soviet leaders.”21
 

It did not help that Bullitt had been accompanied by The New Republic’ s Lincoln Steffens and the well-known Swedish Marxist Karl Kilbom. He could not have picked two worse travel companions. Kilbom was already a true believer, and Steffens was even more gullible than Bullitt. Steffens's magazine, The New Republic, which became the political bible of the Left, was filled with gibberish on Soviet Russia. The magazine dubbed the Russian Revolution “one of the great enterprises in the history of human liberation.”22 Recall, too, that it was Steffens who, upon his return from Russia, scribbled that he had seen “the Future,” and that  Russia would “save the world.” Steffens was moved to verse: “I would like to spend the evening of my life watching the morning of a new world.”
 

Thus, William Bullitt made his Soviet foray with friends who were not exactly dubious of Bolshevism. Not surprisingly, he was duped. He became so enamored with the Soviet Union and such a bleeding-heart Red that he divorced his first wife in 1923 and in 1924 married Louise Bryant, the widow of Marxist playboy John Reed. Reed, the namesake of the infamous Communist John Reed Clubs, was (like Charles Ruthenberg) buried under the wall of the Kremlin as a foreign Communist hero.
 

By the 1920s Bullitt had unmistakably become “an enthusiastic supporter of the Bolshevik experiment,” in the words of historians Douglas Brinkley and Townsend Hoopes.23 Now outside the Wilson administration and far removed from the Republican administrations that followed, he continued—like so many other progressives in the 1920s—to fight for U.S. diplomatic recognition of the Soviet Union. Even after Lenin died, Bullitt's enthusiasm for the Soviet system and its “genial,” “moral” leaders—including the newly elevated Joseph Stalin—remained undiminished.
 

When a new Democratic administration came to power under Franklin Roosevelt in 1933, Bullitt was rewarded for his patience and dedication to Soviet Russia. Incredibly, in November 1933, FDR appointed this giddy member of Stalin's fan club as America's first U.S. ambassador to the Soviet Union.
 

What an extraordinary accomplishment for the forty-two-year-old Bullitt. And what an extraordinarily naïve decision by an American president. It remains unclear what, or who, compelled FDR to pick a man of such insatiable Soviet sympathies as America's ambassador to the USSR.
 

And it was only a short time before Bullitt's new boss did what Bullitt and his fellow “men of liberality” had been urging for more than a decade: he recognized Russia. The president thrilled progressives everywhere. William Bullitt was their boy.
 

And he was not only their boy. Bullitt celebrated with a dinner date with Joseph Stalin. This date was more intimate than any he had shared with Lenin. It was December 30, 1933, and the author of the Great Purge wined and dined Bullitt. At the end of a lovely evening together, FDR's new ambassador bade Stalin goodnight with a tender kiss on the cheek; the doting despot dutifully reciprocated.24
 

When some anti-Communists charged that Bill Bullitt and Joe Stalin were “in bed” together, they were closer to the truth than even they realized. It was a budding Russian romance.  Or so it seemed. Bullitt's fling was more puppy love than a lasting marriage. His path ahead would take some surprising turns. Neither Bullitt nor his friends and foes could possibly see it then, but he was about to learn some hard lessons regarding the country and dictator he loved. They were lessons gleaned from a longer, deeper look at the real Russia, not the quick head fake of a Potemkin illage tour.
 

William Christian Bullitt had a Saul-like conversion ahead of him.
 

Paul H. Douglas: An Early Target

A likewise compelling story is that of Paul H. Douglas.25
 

Paul Howard Douglas was born a Quaker in Salem, Massachusetts, on March 26, 1892. The young man of New England stock made his way to graduate school at Columbia University, where he earned a master's degree in 1915 and a doctorate in economics in 1921, en route to becoming a longtime college professor. Also in 1915, he married Dorothy Wolff, a non-Quaker (Jewish), who likewise earned a Ph.D. from Columbia. The politics of both Paul and Dorothy were staunchly on the left; Dorothy would drift even further in that direction as time went on. The two would divorce in 1930 after having four children together.
 

As will be abundantly evident in the pages ahead, Columbia was home to an inordinate number of not mere progressives but committed Marxists. That toxic Columbia milieu of extreme-Left politics infected the mind of the young Douglas. It would take decades, including two wars, one hot, one cold—plus hot wars within the Cold War—to goad the lifelong Democrat away from the Columbia perspective.
 

But that was later. For now, Paul Douglas was on the Reds’ radar.
 

A List of “Liberal” Professors

Among the first indications that Communists targeted Douglas is a fascinating December 2, 1920, letter that today resides in the Comintern Archives.26 The letter was sent by “Paul Stolt,” executive secretary of the “National Office” of the United Communist Party, to a recipient identified only as “Latimer,” which was typical of the cryptic surnames used by the Communist movement.27 (Even the fuller “Paul Stolt” was a pseudonym.)28 The cover page of the four-page letter includes only two sentences: “Some time ago we received word from the Comint  [Comintern] that they wanted the names and addresses of ‘liberal’ college professors in this country, so as to be able to send them literature for college libraries. Such a list is enclosed.” (See page 63.)
 

Within the archives, the letter rests amid other party documents that stress the importance of disseminating Communist literature inside the United States—the better to educate the masses.29 The letter is written in that spirit. Clearly, the Communists thought these professors could help place their materials in American college libraries—places of study for the nation's youth, who were long a hot target for Marxists. Given the brevity of the cover letter, it is unclear whether the party saw these academics as potentially helpful because they were civil libertarians, progressives, liberals who were soft on Communism, liberals who were easily duped, or some combination thereof. At least some were pro-Communist, though none jump off the page as leading Communist Party members.
 

Seventy-eight academics are listed in the pages that follow Stolt's cover letter. They cover a wide range of institutions, from Smith College to Swarthmore to Vassar to Wellesley to Amherst, from Bates to Brown to Bryn Mawr. Cornell University won the most mentions. The most common cities of residence for the professors were New York City, Chicago, Berkeley, and Boston/Cambridge. And “social justice” professors from such institutions of the Religious Left as General Theological Seminary, Mount Holyoke, Trinity College, and Union Theological Seminary received a disproportionate share.
 

Some of the names on the list are recognizable to this day, ninety years later:
 

Arthur M. Schlesinger Sr. In the document, Dr. Schlesinger is listed as “A. M. Schlesinger—University of Iowa City. Iowa [sic].”30 This refers to the late, esteemed Schlesinger (1888–1965), father of the equally renowned Arthur M. Schlesinger Jr. (1917–2007) and husband of the noted feminist Elizabeth Bancroft Schlesinger. Schlesinger received his Ph.D. in history from Columbia. He first taught at Ohio State University and, as the letter suggests, briefly at the University of Iowa (1919–1922), before landing at the faculty of Harvard, where he became an institution.
 

Harry F. Ward. Ward, listed with Union Theological Seminary in New York City, was not only a staunch liberal but also one of the best-known fellow travelers of the Communist Party among clergymen. A Methodist minister, Ward, at the time of this letter, was working with Roger Baldwin to establish the American Civil Liberties Union (ACLU), which was launched that same year. The ACLU's Baldwin was an atheist initially enamored with Soviet Communism, as was evident in his 1928 book Liberty under the Soviets, which was based on his two month Potemkin-village tour of the USSR in 1927. Ward and Baldwin were such extraordinary cases of dupery throughout the 1920s—though Baldwin, to his credit, turned around considerably later31—that they merit a book in and of themselves, and cannot be given due justice here. Put simply, the Reverend Ward may well have been the single greatest sucker in the entire history of the American Religious Left.32
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Irving Fisher. Fisher (1867–1947) is listed with Yale University, where he became a recognized economist. After getting his Ph.D. in economics from Yale in 1891 (reportedly the first doctorate Yale awarded in economics), Fisher went on to serve in a number of fields, including mathematics—and eugenics. He once served as secretary of the American Eugenics Society.
 

Harold Laski. Designated on the list as “Harold J. Laski—Cambridge, Mass,” Laski was on his way to becoming one of the most influential socialists of the twentieth century. He ended up as a major player in British politics and a longtime professor at the London School of Economics (1926–1950). One of Laski's famous students was a young American named John F. Kennedy, who enrolled in Laski's course in the summer of 1935. JFK, a hawkish anti-Communist Democrat, referred to Laski as a “radical of the left,” a “discontented spirit,” and a man “filled with bitterness” and “great venom.”33
 

Also on the list is Paul Douglas.
 

He is identified as “Paul H. Douglas—University of Washington, Seattle, Wash.” (See page 65.) It is telling that the Communists knew Douglas's proper location. Between 1915 and 1920 he had moved six times, shifting throughout the country to various academic posts; he was at the University of Washington for only a very short time (1919–1920).34 In short, Stolt and Latimer knew Douglas before he had become an academic star (he would make his name at the University of Chicago later in the 1920s). They almost certainly knew him from his time at Columbia in the 1910s.
 

Aboard the SS
Useful Idiot

In July 1927, six and a half years after being placed on this Communist Party list, Douglas set off for the USSR on the ultimate progressive voyage. A mix of progressives, varying sorts of liberals, and (mostly closet) communists traveled aboard the aptly titled SS President Roosevelt, named for the first progressive president, Teddy Roosevelt. The human cargo was replete with professors, union officials, left-wing journalists (including contributors to The New Republic and The Nation), ACLU staff, and members of the “social justice” Christian Left from such institutions as Yale Divinity School and Mount Holyoke College. Among the professoriate on the expedition, economists and teachers of education dominated. Predictably, Columbia University served up more passengers than any other college, including not only Douglas but also economist Rexford Guy Tugwell, Carlos Israels of Columbia's School of Law, and George Counts of Columbia Teachers College, an earnest disciple of Professor John Dewey.35
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Too often today, professors teach their students that it was the Great Depression that compelled American interest in Communism.36 In reality, American Communism was launched, and attracted hordes of elite admirers, well before the Great Depression—in fact, during one of the most prosperous decades in American history, the 1920s. The trip that Paul Douglas and his fellow political pilgrims took aboard the SS President Roosevelt is a case in point. They could hardly have pointed to fears of depression as the reason for their soul-searching in Lenin land; at the time of their voyage, the unemployment rate was a stellar 3.3 percent, and the stock market was solid.37 They had no good excuse for their impressionability.
 

The Soviets worked hard to take advantage of their gullibility. As author Sylvia Margulies reported some forty years later, the Comintern was secretly involved in planning the SS President Roosevelt trip from the beginning, instructing the Communist Party in America on which individuals to send along. Soviet officials arranged not only stops at Potemkin villages but also interviews with innumerable Soviet conspirators.
 

Unfortunately, neither Douglas nor Rex Tugwell nor most of the others seemed to have any idea of the level of Communist involvement, at home or in the USSR.38 They were primed to be duped, so much so that the SS President Roosevelt ought to be posthumously rechristened the SS Useful Idiot.
 

“Useful Things” for Useful Idiots

One of the most dramatic examples of liberal dupery in Communist history occurred during this 1927 voyage. As Amity Shlaes chronicled in her bestselling book The Forgotten Man: A New History of the Great Depression, the dupery was done by no less than Joseph Stalin.
 

Stalin met with the Potemkin Progressives from the SS President Roosevelt on September 9, 1927, at 1 p.m.39 This was no quick meet-and-greet. The dictator and his guests chatted for more than six hours. Clearly, Stalin saw this as an investment worth his precious time, well worth a break from bludgeoning kulaks.
 

During the meeting, Paul Douglas and company tepidly asked the dictator about the matter of religion. Did a Communist have to be an atheist? Yes, Stalin said—but at the very moment he answered, church bells began ringing across the street. The dupes all laughed, while Stalin smiled, as if, Shlaes wrote, “to signal the tolerance he could not articulate officially.”40
 

Though the bells elicited a chuckle from Stalin's guests, the truth of Soviet intolerance of religion would have shocked them. That intolerance was so vast, petty, and intrusive that it actually extended as far as, yes, the ringing of church bells. Stalin and his officials worked feverishly to silence those bells, as documents from the Soviet archives reveal.41 For example, from January to February 1930, Soviet official Alexander Likhachev exchanged a series of letters with Ivan Tovstukha, personal secretary to Stalin, in which they examined the ongoing “problem” of the ringing of church bells in villages. Such noise had already been strictly prohibited. As usual, however, the Bolsheviks had to grapple with the stubborn faith of Orthodox Christians. Likhachev and Tovstukha discussed removing the church bells and recasting them into more “useful things.” But in the end, the Communist regime chose to do what it did best: destroy. The bells were rolled down steeples and smashed into shards or blown up.
 

Of course, church bells were hardly the only target of the Soviet regime. In one of the letters between Likhachev and Tovstukha, the good comrades considered the transformation of the glorious Cathedral of Christ the Savior, an eyesore to the atheists that stood just a few blocks away from the Kremlin. Czar Alexander I had dedicated the church in gratitude to Divine Providence for saving Russia from Napoleon in 1812. It was the pride of Russia, with Michelangelo like artwork adorning the towering ceilings. Yet Stalin, like Lenin before him, found all this reverence “stupid.” He envisioned morphing the historic cathedral into a museum, maybe a museum to atheism, as had been done with many Russian churches since the 1920s, one of the pet initiatives of Lenin's League of the Militant Godless.
 

Stalin grew tired of the debate over what to do with the cathedral. In December 1931 he had the ornate structure dynamited and reduced to rubble. In its place, he planned to erect a sacred Palace of Soviets. Fittingly, however, the central planners could never get the project off the ground. They ultimately converted the mess into a large municipal swimming pool.
 

Despite what was really happening outside the walls of the Kremlin, Stalin charmed his American callers during their marathon meeting in September 1927. As the afternoon progressed, Paul Douglas and his group chatted and laughed, and ate—sausage, cheese, caviar. The caviar was so thick that the progressives  gobbled it up on sandwiches, as crackers offered an insufficiently small platform. They did so as the proletariat outside scoured the earth for potatoes and turnips.42
 

When the visitors tried to leave, a gracious Stalin urged them to stay, and then posed some questions of his own, which were transcribed by official Soviet note takers. Just a few days later Pravda published the amiable exchange.43 For Moscow, this meant a double propaganda effect from the visit: not only did the Soviets publish the dialogue in their government-controlled press, but also the progressives filed pleasant dispatches in the American media when they returned home.
 

At the end of the long session, Paul Douglas stared off at a bust of Karl Marx in the corner of the room, apparently somewhat unsettled by the experience. Stalin, the master of manipulation, seemed to sense this whiff of ambivalence among one of his Potemkin Progressives.
 

Douglas suddenly felt a hand on his shoulder. He spun around and saw Generalissimo Stalin, who cracked a joke about whether Marx had worn a necktie.44 The progressive friends all shared a parting laugh. It had been a delightful afternoon.
 

Paul Douglas's Skepticism

Many of the American visitors left Moscow satisfied. These hopeful progressives could not wait to get home to spread the gospel about the exciting new world they had encountered in Mother Russia. They would give Stalin what he wanted.
 

But as Amity Shlaes noted, “Several of the travelers sensed that they had been used to an extent they had not foreseen.”
 

Paul Douglas was one who emerged skeptical. He argued with one of his duped colleagues about the recollection they were jointly composing for publication back home. Douglas felt his partner was painting a far-too-rosy scenario.45 He was not so comfortable putting his name atop a whitewash.
 

Douglas was not quite as taken with the Soviet Union as many of his comrades. His unease was a bellwether of things to come.
 

Corliss Lamont: The Soviets’ Gushing Admirer

Emblematic of the hopelessly naïve was Corliss Lamont. Unlike Paul Douglas and William Bullitt, Lamont never veered from the pro-Soviet path.
 

Lamont was the son of wealthy New York banker Thomas W. Lamont, chairman and partner at J. P. Morgan, and a giant of Wall Street.46 Born in Englewood,  New Jersey, in March 1902, this blueblood attended the elite prep school Phillips Exeter Academy before heading off to Harvard, where he earned a bachelor's degree in 1924. He then spent a year studying at Oxford. Ultimately, like many progressives of his day (including Paul Douglas), he settled in New York City and landed at Columbia University, a fateful turn. At Columbia he imbibed Marxism and atheism, as well as progressive philosophy from John Dewey and colleagues, who were busy reshaping America not through its political institutions but through education.
 

Lamont earned his Ph.D. in philosophy from Columbia in 1932. He turned his dissertation into a book titled The Illusion of Immortality (1935); it became an immediate atheist classic and is still in print.47 That book launched him as a leading “humanist” of the twentieth century. He also emerged as a vocal advocate for American civil liberties, becoming a director of the ACLU.
 

During this same period Lamont became enamored with the Great Experiment in Moscow.
 

It is difficult (and controversial) to assess whether Lamont was himself a communist, and if so, to what degree—nothing has ever shown that he joined CPUSA, for instance. What is undeniable is that he was pro-Communist, supporting both Communist causes and the USSR itself.
 

Indeed, he was a prototype Potemkin Progressive.
 

Corliss and Friends

One of the clearest examples of Corliss Lamont's pro-Soviet work was his leadership role in one of the worst Communist front groups, Friends of the Soviet Union, which—unbeknownst to the American public at the time—had been created by the Communist Party in America.48 Originally called Friends of Soviet Russia, the group went through a slight name change in 1929 under orders from the Comintern. That same mandate from the Comintern also directed the group to push the U.S. government to recognize, and support, the USSR.49 That push for diplomatic recognition attracted many progressives to the group, just as the Communists who controlled the group knew it would.
 

Friends of the Soviet Union was headquartered in New York City, at 80 East 11th Street. The organization's masthead carried this slogan: “HAIL the glorious achievements of the workers and peasants of the U.S.S.R.—where STARVATION AND UNEMPLOYMENT HAVE BEEN ABOLISHED.” (See page 70.) The group also published a propaganda work called Soviet Russia Today. A simple glance at the inside cover of the magazine shows that the organization was thoroughly penetrated by Marxists. The short list of contributing editors featured names and photos of such usual suspects as Maxim Gorky, Theodore Dreiser, Anna Louise Strong, Karl Radek, and longtime CPUSA head and hard-line Soviet loyalist William Z. Foster—who in 1932 openly professed, “The American Soviet government will join with the other Soviet governments in a world Soviet Union.”50
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Other notable contributing editors to the magazine included non-Communist liberals/progressives such as the writer Upton Sinclair. (See page 72.) Sinclair, who was an extraordinary dupe, somehow managed to avoid ever seeing the correspondence that the national offices of Friends of the Soviet Union sent to locals in Chicago, Cleveland, Detroit, Los Angeles, Minneapolis, Philadelphia, San Francisco, Seattle, and elsewhere.51 In these letters, correspondents openly greeted each other as “comrade.”52
 

As a nonofficer, Sinclair might be excused for such ignorance. But it is difficult to claim ignorance for Corliss Lamont, who was not only a leader of the group but often its keynote speaker at events like its first national “Soviet Union Day,” held in New York City on December 17, 1933.53 (See page 73.)
 

Where did Corliss Lamont really stand?
 

Russia Day by Day

One thing is certain: like atheistic humanism, the USSR became one of Corliss Lamont's loves. In 1932 he and his wife, Margaret—comrades-in-arms-and-marriage—shoved off for the earthly utopia that was the Soviet Union. The pair put their experiences to paper and in 1933 published a book called Russia Day by Day.54 It was Corliss Lamont's first published work, even before The Illusion of Immortality.
 

The goal of Russia Day by Day, as the Lamonts stated in the opening paragraph, was to provide a work of “value for persons who are interested in the Soviet, especially those planning to go there for the first time.” They hoped the book would both inspire and guide wayfarers to the USSR. It was tailor-made for Potemkin Progressives.
 

Russia Day by Day is a work that needs to be seen to be believed. Page after page features examples of how horribly the Lamonts were duped.
 

The Lamonts set sail for the workers’ paradise from New York on July 1, 1932, aboard the SS Europa, along with 250 other passengers. Their book was not exactly transparent as to who was managing the trip, other than to point to “group tours” engineered by “travel agencies” or by “experienced American travelers in Russia.” Nor did the book say anything about the “interpreters” supplied to the Lamonts.55
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Upon their arrival in Leningrad on July 11, the Lamonts wrote, they were whisked from spot to spot in “brand-new” and “big shiny” Lincoln Eight limousines. Presumably, this was not the typical method of transportation for the Russian proletariat. The Lamonts—true limousine liberals—acknowledged that “some of the Americans object strongly and assert that this is the naïve Soviet way of trying to impress visitors,” but then they quickly dismissed the possibility. Such was the tone of their book from the outset.
 

The Lamonts downplayed practically every criticism of the USSR. At each stop in Bolshevik Russia, they found more “evidence” of American “misperception.” This started with the moment the Soviet secret police rifled through their bags. Lamont, the noted champion of American civil liberties, simply shrugged at the search. The “dreaded G.P.U.,” he and his wife wrote, did not look “either formidable or ferocious”; rather, the secret police were “courteous and efficient,” and “good-natured.”
 

Of course, some negatives were undeniable, even to the Lamonts. In 1932 poverty and starvation were everywhere in the Soviet Union—even a blind man would recognize it. The Lamonts’ handlers, no matter how much they strove to stage every encounter and control every move, could not avoid scenes of desperation. And, indeed, the Lamonts noted that one of their “first impressions of Leningrad is that a considerable amount of begging is going on.” They glimpsed a ragged woman on a house-step holding a tiny baby in one arm and pleading for food with the other. So much for the USSR's having “abolished” starvation, as Corliss Lamont's organization the Friends of the Soviet Union claimed.
 

Yet the Lamonts blissfully accepted the explanation of their interpreter/handler, who said “that most of these beggars are people who are too lazy to work, since every Russian can get a job if he wants to.” They further justified the situation to readers by explaining that the deprivation had been “bequeathed by the Tsarist regime.” All that starvation left over from the czars “cannot be completely eliminated all at once,” the Lamonts said. But the Bolsheviks had made progress: the Lamonts claimed that Czar Nicholas had left a trail of one million “professional beggars” but that this figure was now down to just forty thousand.
 

This was the first of innumerable Soviet statistics that the Lamonts cited unquestioningly. On this, at least two noteworthy corrections are in order: First, this report of forty thousand beggars contradicted the Lamonts’ own claim, made later in the book, that there was “no unemployment” in the USSR—unless begging was considered a form of employment. Second, had any nation in human history  achieved such a dramatic reduction in begging, it would have been an astounding achievement. But the inconvenient truth—unmentioned by the Lamonts—was that as a result of Stalin's policies, forty thousand people were starving to death practically every two weeks in the Ukraine alone.
 

Corliss and Margaret Lamont were just like the Potemkin Progressives Malcolm Muggeridge spoke of, “repeating like schoolchildren” the Soviets’ “bogus statistics.”
 

Smelly Saints

Many Potemkin Progressives of this period shrugged off the Soviet repression of religion, claiming that it wasn't as bad as simple-minded American anti-Communists made it out to be. The Lamonts went further in Russia Day by Day: they not only failed to condemn the Soviet hatred of God and persecution of worshipers but actually seemed to affirm it.
 

The Lamonts’ militant atheism shines through in their book, particularly in its later stages. They laughed scornfully at the “trivial religious mumbo-jumbo” they encountered. Chronicling their visit to one chapel, the couple dispassionately recorded how the house of worship was being torn down: “The workmen hack away unconcernedly, burying their picks with nonchalance in the head of Jesus or in the face of an apostle.” The Lamonts also noted approvingly that the Bolsheviks’ anti-religion museum inside St. Isaac's Cathedral in Leningrad mocked every imaginable aspect of religious life: “the fragments of the true cross, the bottles of the holy tears, and so on.” More than once the couple ridiculed the Russian Orthodox Church's teaching that the bodies of some saints resisted decomposition, divinely protected on earth even in death. They took pains to show that the remains of saints “crumble away after all.” Of the corpse of one “old priest-saint” they saw on display, they wrote, “The profound smell of it and the numerous worm-holes in the face and hands do not indicate that the Lord has been watching over his body with any particular care.”
 

On July 14, the Lamonts ventured to the Leningrad headquarters of the Union of Militant Atheists, where they were impressed by a “very alert” young atheist. They noted approvingly that the Soviet propaganda work “against God” was “always tied up with other superstitions such as the idea of immortality.” Their agreeable atheist host sent them off by proudly presenting husband and wife with the “Militant Atheist insignia,” an official button of the “Atheists Union.” The Lamonts consented.
 

Many God-fearing liberals like Paul Douglas and William Bullitt were ultimately  appalled by what they saw in the Soviet assault on religion. Malcolm Muggeridge was so horrified by what he witnessed (in 1932, the same year as the Lamonts’ trip) that his experience put him on the road to becoming a leading Christian convert and apologist.56 But Corliss Lamont and his wife embraced the Soviets’ anti-religion campaigns.
 

At the Foot of Lenin

As soon as the Lamonts arrived in Moscow via their limousine, they headed for their source of spiritual sustenance: Lenin's Tomb. The plate at the foot of the tomb declared the former Soviet leader to be “the immortal one”—a statement that Corliss Lamont, soon to publish The Illusion of Immortality, did not lampoon or even acknowledge. Though Lenin had been dead and encased in a glass box for more than eight years, the Lamonts saw no signs of corruptibility, as they had with the decaying saints. They recorded: “Lenin's face is strong, calm, and refined in the fundamental sense. His hand rests on a red pillow and his hands, clasped on his chest in a tranquil way, appear delicate and intellectual.”
 

The secular pilgrims expressed their devotion to Lenin—indeed, their love for the deceased leader. They “want[ed] to stop” and gaze longingly at Lenin's body, but they had to “keep moving.” They ached for more. One trip was simply “not enough,” so they got in line again. They paid “homage,” “taking strength from [Lenin's] impersonally beautiful and resolute face,” which seemed “perfectly natural and wholly desirable.”
 

“Collective Nurseries” and “Factory Kindergartens”

The Lamonts also admired the Soviets’ treatment of children. They especially appreciated how Soviet boys and girls were separated from their mothers, since that separation “liberated” moms to perform “activities of real significance.” The Lamonts praised the mass youth group Young Pioneers; Komsomol, the Communist Party youth organization; “collective nurseries”; “factory kindergartens”; and communes. Most stunning, they found “charming” the sight of uniformed, androgynous children—boys and girls alike had their heads shaved—marching in formation, singing in unison under banners.
 

At one commune, the Lamonts were enamored with the children freed from their mothers and their “bourgeois toys.” They were overwhelmed when the kids  humored them with a question. “The comrades of the commune are very loath to let us go,” reported the teary-eyed couple, “and only do so after we have sung with them the [Communist] Internationale, all three verses.”
 

The Lamonts apparently had no trouble with the lyrics.
 

The couple also wrote of a strange “Children's Village” where four-year-old boys and girls—“left by their mothers for the day in the care of qualified nurses”—participated in a “mimic war” against dastardly capitalists, replete with firecrackers, fake guns, gas masks, a pretend gas attack that scared even the “shivering” police dogs on hand, and “damnable smoke” everywhere.
 

The Lamonts asked the obvious question: “Is this a pernicious militarization of young boys and girls?” The civil-liberties heroes, though, were quick to set the record straight. The Soviet government, they explained, needed to “teach its citizens, young and old, how to defend themselves against foreign attack.” Besides, “most other governments, it may be said, do not spend much time or money on peace propaganda,” as did (allegedly) the Soviet government. In other words, the Bolsheviks, in the minds of the Lamonts, struck a perfect balance in teaching children about war and peace. The authors then began a long discourse on how and why “the sincerity of the Soviet's desire for peace can hardly be questioned.”
 

“A Tremendous Positive Factor for Peace”

Practically nothing escaped the attention—or praise—of the Lamonts. They covered birth control and legalized abortion (here the Soviets were way ahead of American liberals); John Dewey and Karl Marx; the supposedly incomparable reporting of Anna Louise Strong and the New York Times’ s Walter Duranty; “no unemployment”; science “fast triumphing over superstition”; racial prejudice that had “all but disappeared”; divorce and mental health; rapidly diminishing problems of prostitution and “homosexualism”; “jolly” women's prisons where “some of the prisoners act as guards”; priest-less Red funerals; a solemn visit to John Reed's grave; a governing “true international spirit”; the flourishing of “minority languages and cultures”; and marvelous Five-Year Plans.
 

The Lamonts challenged the view that Russians were unhappy under the Soviets. In fact, they reported—repeating what their tour guide had told them—there were folks everywhere, from Romania to Finland, dying to cross the border to enter Russia. And the Lamonts informed readers that the Comintern was “a tremendous positive factor for peace in the world as a whole.”
 

The Lamonts’ tour took them from city to city throughout the USSR.  They wrapped up their stage-managed journey in late August, as they boarded the SS Lenin en route to Yalta on the Crimea. It was a fitting site, though the couple could not have known it: Yalta would be the site where, in the final months of World War II, the major powers set up the postwar division of Europe that laid the groundwork for the Cold War. In another chilling portent the Lamonts could not have comprehended, they disembarked at Yalta seven years to the day before the signing of the Hitler-Stalin Pact, which precipitated World War II.
 

After wrapping up their tour of the USSR, the Lamonts headed to Poland. They left the Soviet Union on September 1, 1932—exactly seven years before the Germans, newly allied with the USSR through the Hitler-Stalin Pact, invaded Poland, thus launching World War II. Once the Lamonts got to Poland their tone shifted from ebullient to sour. They no longer gave everything the benefit of the doubt. No, they perceived the Polish soldiers as haughty and brutish—so unlike the gentle, affable souls in the Soviet secret police. For the first time in the entire book, the Lamonts at long last utter the word “dictatorship”—in regard to Poland.
 

“The New World”

As the Lamonts steamed back to America aboard the SS Europa, they relaxed for a friendly card game. They felt their hearts “fill with envy” at a pack of “Soviet antireligious playing cards” presented by one of their travel mates, purchased back in the city of Rostov. The deck included “satires of the four main religions of Russia: Greek Orthodox, Catholic, Mohammedan, and Buddhist.” The cards featured priests and nuns “shown up as hypocrites who eat, drink, and live in luxury; and who cast glances of suppressed desire at each other and everyone else.” It was a rollicking fun card game.
 

Once in New York, Corliss and Margaret Lamont reflected that things in the USSR had been “much more comfortable than expected.” This was not, they concluded, because they had been driven to Potemkin villages in limousines, fed caviar and wine, and manipulated by Soviet handlers. No, they assured their readers that “no person” ready for an “expedition to Russia” should fear simply being “‘ shown’ special apartments, people, and villages dressed up to impress the tourist mind.” “So as far we know,” they told their readers, “we were permitted to see everything we wanted to see and had time to see.…As someone else has said, you see in Russia what the Russians want you to see, but they want you to see everything.”
 

What the Lamonts saw, in sum, was “a great deal of happiness”—a “new human nature.” They ended their book with, in effect, a plea for more duped  American progressives to visit more Potemkin villages: “The new world of the twentieth century is the Soviet Union. And no one who is seriously interested in the progress of the human spirit can afford to miss it.”
 

Big Fish

The Kremlin must have been positively elated with the Lamonts’ chronicle of the Soviet Union. The Comintern itself could not have produced a better book. The Soviet Department of Agitprop could not have commissioned anything as important as this piece of wild Soviet propaganda composed by a respected professor at an Ivy League school for mass American consumption.
 

Was Corliss Lamont a communist? Reading Russia Day by Day makes it extremely difficult to believe that he was not. Yet let us accept the claims of liberals, made for more than three-quarters of a century, that he was a man of the Left, nothing more.
 

If that is the case, then we must conclude that Corliss Lamont was a dupe of staggering proportions. And if some hidden file or document one day emerges to reveal that he was secretly a Communist Party member, then it is his liberal stalwart defenders who were duped. Whatever the truth, there is a lot of duping in this picture.
 

Russia Day by Day was hardly Lamont's last encomium to the experiment in Moscow. He was not done being duped.
 

Nor was his alma mater, Columbia University, which offered up another esteemed progressive from the Teachers College and the pragmatist school of the Philosophy Department, another professor to assert the unbelievable—another sucker for the Soviet experiment. This sucker would be the biggest fish of them all.
 





JOHN DEWEY: THE KREMLIN'S FAVORITE EDUCATOR
 

 

 

To Moscow, one of the most important dupes among those boatloads of Americans who came to witness the Soviets’ grand experiment was the renowned John Dewey, a progressive pillar and icon. Dewey—educator, philosopher, professor, reformer—was a liberal's man for all seasons. His impact on education and philosophy, most notably during his long tenure at Columbia University, is difficult to overstate. His influence has been felt for more than a century, as he inspired sweeping changes in education, from K–12 to higher education, especially involving the training of college students to become public-school teachers. He is the father of modern public education.
 

As early as the 1920s, he was already being referred to as the “venerable” John Dewey, as “America's philosopher.” To this day there exists a long line of Dewey devotees, mainly liberals/progressives, whose respect borders on adoration. But there are nearly as many Dewey detractors, mainly from the political Right, whose disrespect borders on demonization.
 

It is in the realm of education that Dewey receives his most loving praise and damning criticism. Consider Dewey's best-known work, Democracy and Education (1916). This book would find itself on practically any list of top “progressive” books. Moreover, it is required reading in graduate programs in education, and in many courses in philosophy, history, and political science. But the reception is quite different at the other end of the political spectrum. For instance, the conservative publication Human Events placed Democracy and Education at number five on its list of the “Ten Most Harmful Books of the 19th and 20th Centuries”—trailing  only The Communist Manifesto, Mein Kampf, Quotations from Chairman Mao, and The Kinsey Report. Human Events judged Dewey's book worse than Marx's Das Kapital, Betty Friedan's The Feminine Mystique, and Nietzsche's Beyond Good and Evil (itself a Dewey favorite).1
 

More broadly, critics have held Dewey accountable for the decline of education in the United States. Professor Henry Edmondson III, an expert on education, writes that the degree to which American education is “unsound” is “largely attributable to the influence of John Dewey.”2 Similarly, Georgetown University political theorist George W. Carey says that “we cannot come close to understanding why our public education is in such a wretched state without examining John Dewey's philosophy.” Carey laments that “the degenerative effects of Deweyism” still “thrive in the schools of education on our college campuses across the country.”3
 

Clearly, more than a half century after his death, John Dewey remains a lightning rod.
 

Yet, as in the case of Woodrow Wilson, there are equally important aspects of Dewey's career and legacy that neither his admirers nor his detractors have properly explored. The purpose here is to uncover the crucial, underemphasized elements of his politics and worldview, and to reveal the profound effect of his educational ideas in a most surprising part of the world: Soviet Russia. Dewey was very proud of that influence, but his hagiographers have missed—or worse, covered up—this part of the story.
 

Further, of course, the purpose here is to show how badly John Dewey was duped by the men in Moscow.
 

Dewey on Education

Before we consider where John Dewey came from, where he went, and how and where he was duped, it is important to understand his perspective on public education, since those ideas were what appealed to the Soviets and brought him into contact with the architects of the Bolshevik state.
 

John Dewey is often claimed as the “father” of a number of concepts, many of which overlap, and some of which are run together or confused. He has been called a founding father of “pragmatism,” and of “experimentalism” or “instrumentalism” in the classroom.4 Today we can see the spirit of Dewey in the constant experimentation that prevails in modern public education, the always-changing methods, programs, terms and trends, fads and fashion, and “research” into “bettering” education.5
 

Dewey also favored, and in some respects helped shape, the secular relativism that has come to dominate public education. When it came to repudiating religion and moral absolutes in the public schoolroom, he was way ahead of his time. He rejected the notion of a single fixed, transcendent reality.6 He also dismissed time-honored concepts like “virtue,” asserting that honesty, chastity, courage, and industry were not the private possessions of the individual but, instead, what he called “working adaptations of personal capacities with environing forces.” Dewey underscored the allegedly indispensable formative role of the “collective,” the “public,” and “socialization.” He preached that “all morality is social,” as are all ethics. He opposed traditional notions of individual character.7
 

To Dewey, the student was seen not as an individual human being, with private thoughts or feelings, but as part of the “collective”—the collective experience of human beings.8 He or she was a product of the “public,” of the larger society. Thus, “socialization” was a driving principle of Dewey's ideas about education. Not coincidentally, socialization remains at the crux of public education.
 

As Henry Edmondson observes, Dewey's views on an individual's education cannot be separated from his broader worldview. Dewey was a political progressive, which at its core means that he viewed humanity and history as constantly being refined and moving forward, as inexorably progressing. His sweeping plans for the child were just an element of his sweeping plans for the nation and the world. Dewey believed that for the United States to survive, “American democracy” must be transformed first by a revolution in education, which would be followed by a social and economic revolution.9
 

Significantly, Dewey judged that pursuing political and social change through politics was frustratingly slow, whereas doing so through education could be much quicker and more efficient.10 This was a central theme in his Democracy and Education. His primary focus, then, was the schoolhouse, not the houses of legislature.
 

That is no small point. As we shall see, so many radical children of the 1960s embraced this thinking, heading to places like Columbia to earn graduate degrees in education and ultimately becoming the tenured professors of today. They eschewed politics for education, ascertaining that they could be more directly effective in the classroom. Here, too, John Dewey was their forerunner.
 

The Life and Career of Dewey

John Dewey was born in Burlington, Vermont, on October 20, 1859, and died in New York City on June 1, 1952. He was the third of four sons to Lucina Artemisia  Rich and a shopkeeper named Archibald Sprague Dewey. Dewey's father was not an academic but pursued books and the life of the mind; he was known to be partial to British literature, and introduced the boy to faculty friends at the University of Vermont. His mother was said to be strict and devoutly religious.11 Some scholars maintain that the mother's (supposed) overbearing piety—a common caricature by Dewey's secular-progressive admirers—ultimately turned away the son.12
 

The question of religious impact was no small thing, not only to Dewey and his fellow progressives but also, later, to the Soviets.
 

Dewey, at age eleven, joined the First Congregational Church in Burlington, with a membership application written by his mother.13 One could argue that Dewey's slow departure from the faith, barely perceptible at first, began when he was an undergraduate at the University of Vermont, where—along with his reading of “progressive” journals outside the classroom—he was exposed to an intoxicating brew of agnosticism, positivism, and Darwinian evolution.
 

Though undecided about his profession when he graduated, he accepted a teaching position in Oil City, Pennsylvania, and then, two years later, took another back in Vermont. At Lake View Seminary in Charlotte, Vermont, he met a philosopher named H. A. P. Torrey, who introduced him to Immanuel Kant. Still a Christian, even an orthodox one, Dewey read Kant as a corrective to the scientific skepticism of faith that was prevailing in much of the academic world.14
 

Dewey's professional life as a scholar also began to take flight at this time. In 1882 he published an essay in the Journal of Speculative Philosophy, which encouraged him to pursue graduate studies. That same year he entered the doctoral program in philosophy at Johns Hopkins University, where he encountered another mentor, George Sylvester Morris, a leading neo-Hegelian philosopher. Dewey ate up Hegel, referring to Hegel's thought as a kind of personal liberation. “At the same time,” writes Dewey scholar Jared Stallones, “Hegel allowed Dewey to stay within the intellectual camp of theism, albeit a type of philosophical pantheism. He was not yet ready to cut loose the moorings of his religious upbringing.”15 Indeed, even after Dewey earned his doctorate and joined the faculty at the University of Michigan, he became an active member of the First Congregational Church and, on campus, involved himself with several student Christian groups and Bible classes.16
 

Over the long term, however, Dewey's infatuation with Hegel would have other effects—especially involving his sympathies for Marxism.
 

A turning point came in his marriage in 1886 to Harriet Alice Chapman, who was raised with a deep skepticism of organized religion and any form of what she swiftly dubbed “dogma.” Harriet, who felt that theology and “ecclesiastic  institutions” had “benumbed rather than promoted” religious attitudes, had an abiding effect on her husband's faith and politics, lasting long after her death.17 It appears that Dewey had abandoned organized religion by the mid-1890s.18
 

His wife was not the only important influence on his thinking. As his academic career took off, he entered a series of environments that fostered radical Left thinking. In 1894 he earned a major promotion by being named head of the department of philosophy at the University of Chicago. By this point deeply interested in education and pedagogical reform, Dewey thrived under the social progressivism and left-wing thinking that dominated the city of Chicago's intellectual life. He participated in the lectures at Jane Addams's “progressive” Hull House, which attracted popular speakers such as Clarence Darrow and young professors like Paul H. Douglas. Chicago was a hotbed of radical politics; it is no coincidence that the Communists would, a quarter-century later, choose this “progressive” city for the formal launch of the Communist Party in America.
 

In 1905 Dewey moved to another radical hotspot, New York City. He became professor of philosophy at Columbia University, with a joint appointment at Columbia Teachers College, the university's school of education. It was there—at Columbia and in New York City—that Dewey began to shape progressivism. Joining up with like-minded politicos, he became a founding member of groups like the Teachers League of New York (1913), the American Association of University Professors (1915), and the American Civil Liberties Union (1920). He also became president of the American Philosophical Society and the American Psychological Association.
 

Over the next few decades, Dewey wrote the works that made him an academic celebrity and philosopher-educator extraordinaire—one of the most recognized names in American education, culture, and politics. His books included such classics as Essays in Experimental Logic (1916), Democracy and Education (1916), Human Nature and Conduct (1922), Experience and Nature (1925), The Public and Its Problems (1927), The Quest for Certainty (1929), Individualism, Old and New (1930), A Common Faith (1934), Liberalism and Social Action (1935), Logic: The Theory of Inquiry (1938), Theory of Valuation (1939), and Freedom and Culture (1939). His articles could be found throughout major publications of the day, including the liberal flagship, The New Republic. Disciples like William H. Kilpatrick made sure that Dewey's ideas became the blueprint for instructing thousands of education majors; Democracy and Education, in fact, became a veritable “bible of Columbia Teachers [College].”19
 

God and Man at Columbia

Like so many other secular progressives, John Dewey expressed a hearty distaste—bordering on contempt—for religion. This trait would appeal to the God-haters in Moscow.
 

The onetime Bible-study-teaching son of a devout mother took such a hard left turn that he came to agree with Karl Marx on religion. In April 1935, in a glowing review of a book by a prized student, Columbia colleague, and unflagging atheist and Stalin apologist—none other than Corliss Lamont—Dewey asserted that “religion is the opium of peoples.”20 Elsewhere he judged that religion “has lost itself in cults, dogmas, and myths.”21 The remark on “dogma” seemed to reflect his wife's influence, while the language on “cults” and “myths” was no doubt what he had heard from Marxist colleagues in Chicago and New York and, as we shall see, during his visit to the Soviet Union. The Bolshevik government created an actual Department of Cults, charged with monitoring the dangerous “myths” and “superstitions” of Christians.
 

Religion, Dewey maintained, had a crippling, degenerating effect, instilling “a slavery of thought and sentiment.” He devoured Nietzsche, who called the morality of Christian religion a “slave morality.” Dewey wrote that religion is “an intolerant superiority on the part of the few and an intolerable burden on the part of the many.”22 Christianity, in particular, was a “dying myth,” he said. He commended those wise enough to have “escaped this delusion” of “supernatural commands, rewards, and penalties” connected with “Christendom as a whole.” And those who subscribed to more orthodox forms of Christianity were especially foolish, desperately needing to be “progressively liberated from [their] bondage to prejudice and ignorance.”23
 

Was Dewey an atheist? Numerous atheist websites proudly claim him as one of their own, while several conservative Christian websites call him an atheist for very different reasons. Some of these sites (pro and con) employ an atheistic quote attributed to Dewey, but the quotation is not reliably sourced.24 We do know that in addition to being a harsh critic of religion, Dewey was also the most prominent philosopher to sign the 1933 Humanist Manifesto, which declared, among other things, that humanists “regard the universe as self-existing and not created,” that “the time has passed for theism [and] deism,” and that “the distinction between the sacred and the secular can no longer be maintained.”25
 

Corliss Lamont, who had studied under Dewey while getting his Ph.D. at Columbia, seemed to affirm that Dewey had rejected God. In his atheist  classic The Illusion of Immortality, which, as noted, began as Lamont's doctoral dissertation, Lamont fondly called Dewey “one of my earliest teachers in philosophy” and then declared that Dewey was “convinced that this life is all.”26
 

The elder philosopher not only did not object to this characterization but even wrote an endorsement for the book; it was the only endorsement that appeared on the dust jacket. Further, Dewey wrote a glowing review of Lamont's book (the review in which he called religion “the opium of peoples”).27 Lamont liked the review so much that he asked Dewey's permission to use it as the introduction to subsequent editions of the book. Dewey happily agreed, and the introduction was carried into the book's fifth edition (1990), many years after his death.28
 

Dewey's hostility to religion seemed to spike the more he ran with fellow travelers and admirers of the Great Experiment in Moscow, of which there were many in New York. Columbia University, in particular, was an extremely secular and politically radical place, no doubt the worst of the Ivy League schools in that regard, far ahead of the secular-left drift of universities later in the century. For a Dewey already moving away from conventional religion, and whose politics were already on the left, Columbia was an explosive environment.
 

One of the better sources on this political zoo—many others could be cited—was the late, great Catholic writer Thomas Merton, who was a student at Columbia in the 1930s. Merton was a man of the Left throughout his life. He was a vocal peace activist, a prolific author and poet, the world's best-known Trappist monk, and eventually a prominent Vietnam War critic. The very liberal International Thomas Merton Society today bears his name. Merton attested to the extreme secular-left bent of the campus in this period, and to the abnormally high number of Communists at Columbia, especially among students. Merton himself joined the Communist Party while there, and wrote that “there were, at that time, quite a few communists or communist sympathizers among the undergraduates.”29 The Communists at Columbia actually had full control of the student newspaper and other groups on campus.30
 

The faculty, said Merton, were mostly liberals, not Communists, and that included the professors at Teachers College, who, wrote Merton, with an edge, “always stood for colorlessness and mediocrity and plain, hapless behaviorism.”31 But secularism was dominant at Columbia, he said. In his brilliant spiritual autobiography, The Seven Storey Mountain (1948), Merton wrote:
 

Poor Columbia! It was founded by sincere Protestants as a college predominantly religious. The only thing that remains of that is the university motto: In lumine tuo videbimus lumen— one of the deepest and most beautiful lines of the psalms. “In Thy light, we shall see light.” It is, precisely, about grace. It is  a line that might serve as the foundation stone of all Christian and Scholastic learning, and which simply has nothing whatever to do with the standards of education at modern Columbia.32

 

This spiritual vacuum, combined with the radical leftism on campus, offered ample opportunities for CPUSA and front-group recruiters who worked the street corners hunting for intelligent but immature recruits. Merton's narrative helps explain why someone like Whittaker Chambers, who attended Columbia in the 1920s, could enter the college as a Taft Republican and leave a Marxist who not only joined the Communist Party and edited its publications but also became a KGB spy.
 

John Dewey spent decades in this secular-progressive environment. Of course, he came to influence it as well. By the time Merton arrived on campus, Dewey had been a fixture there for three decades. Dewey towered over Columbia, inspiring near worship. The school's secularism, Merton said, was part of the prevailing Deweyan zeitgeist.
 

In fact, Merton suggested that Columbia's motto—In lumine tuo videbimus lumen— “might profitably be changed to: In lumine Randall videbimus Dewey” (here referring to John Dewey and to another influential Columbia philosophy professor, John Herman Randall).33
 

Dewey's Politics

Clearly, John Dewey's politics were on the left—but exactly how far to the left has long been a matter of dispute.
 

One source of the confusion is that much of his written work was ambiguous. Oliver Wendell Holmes called Dewey's writing “inarticulate.” Jacques Maritain said the innumerable “ambiguities” in Dewey's work fostered “a disastrous confusion of ideas.” Lionel Trilling listened to a Dewey lecture at Columbia and “found him incomprehensible.”34 Political scientist Leo R. Ward noted that “it is difficult to say for sure in what Dewey believed.”35 All of this is true.
 

Here Dewey had much in common with Karl Marx. As with Marx, a cottage industry arose in trying to ascertain what Dewey meant; when he was being practical or abstract; what kind of a blueprint, if any, he left for his form of utopia; and the degree to which the implementers of his vague concepts had successfully executed his ideas.
 

Dewey and Marx also shared a connection to Hegel, notes William Brooks, a scholar at Canada's St. Lawrence Institute for the Advancement of Learning.  Marx drew from the German philosopher his view of the dialectic. Dewey, too, was influenced by Hegel, and he created his own dialectic—educational where Marx's was economic. Dewey's educational dialectic owed a debt not just to Hegel but also to Marx himself, Brooks points out: “Dewey found Marxism useful, if not indispensable, in the formulation of his educational theories.”
 

Like Marx, Dewey was convinced that economics was central to determining the course of society and history. He also indicated that he thought Marx had correctly applied Hegel's dialectic to the realm of economics. “We are in for some kind of socialism, call it whatever name we please,” averred Dewey. “And no matter what it will be called when it is realized”—some called it socialism, some called it communism—“economic determinism is now a fact, not a theory.”36
 

Of course, Dewey and Marx were united in their hostility to religion, too. According to Brooks, Dewey believed that schools needed to be liberated from religious influences in order to demonstrate that it was not Providence but man's labor that was responsible for progress. His apostles would take up the charge of banning religion from public schools.
 

Dewey, like so many other leftists of the era, closely considered Marxism and was influenced by it to a substantial degree. He had many Marxist sympathies and might have been a Marxist for a period. As for the Communist movement, he was an intimate of many of the chief figures involved and fell in with a number of front groups.
 

True, for various reasons (as we shall see) this man of the Left ended up repudiating official Communism. But his sympathies placed him in a number of socialist groups—including, reportedly, the Socialist Party.37 And as a result he was in position to be suckered by the Communists into supporting their causes.38
 

Whatever John Dewey's politics actually were, he was, indisputably, a dupe.
 

Embracing Comrade Dewey

For a time, at least, John Dewey and the Bolsheviks formed a mutual-admiration society. His ideas influenced the Bolsheviks from the very start of their revolution. In fact, the Soviets embraced Dewey's ideas for their schools before American liberals did. As William Brickman, a colleague at Columbia's Teachers College, wrote in a gushing but authoritative introduction to Dewey's book Impressions of Soviet Russia, “The number of translations of Dewey's works was quite impressive during the initial decade [of the Russian Revolution].”39
 

No question about that. The Bolsheviks wasted no time getting John Dewey's works into Russian. In 1918, only three years after it was published in the United States, Dewey's Schools of Tomorrow was published in Moscow.40 Given what was happening in Russia at the time, this is staggering. The Bolshevik Revolution had begun only months earlier and the devastating Russian Civil War was in full swing. Millions of people were on the verge of poverty, starvation, and death by war and execution. What's more, the Bolsheviks were broke; they did not have the money to be translating American books into Russian. The fact that they managed to make Dewey's work such a high priority at that perilous moment is compelling testimony to how much they emphasized education as the way to build the Communist state, and to how utterly indispensable Lenin, Trotsky, and Stalin considered Dewey's teachings.
 

Only a year after Schools of Tomorrow was published came a Russian translation of Dewey's How We Think (1919) and then, in 1920, The School and Society.41 These, too, came during the misery of the Russian Civil War (1918–21), which, according to historian W. Bruce Lincoln, snuffed out the lives of seven million men, women, and children.42 Dewey's ideas were apparently judged as crucial to the revolution as any weapon in the arsenal of the Red Army.
 

And so several more translations immediately followed, including a big one: in 1921, even before the civil war had ended, the Soviet government published a sixty-two-page pamphlet excerpted from Dewey's Democracy and Education.43
 

Remember, Democracy and Education stands as John Dewey's most significant work. It remains the most common choice of schools of education as an introduction to Dewey's thought. It became the bible of Columbia Teachers College, and a guidepost for educational programs across the country. It was the book in which the philosopher himself said he attempted to summarize his “entire philosophical position.”44 Liberals and progressives adore the book; it is one of the classics in their movement.
 

And it was a Bolshevik favorite.
 

Dewey's impact on the Soviet Union was immediate and pervasive. A witness to this was Anna Louise Strong, who worked and lived in the USSR in the early 1920s and closely observed Soviet education.45 Strong was one of the eight contributing editors to the flagship publication of the front group Friends of the Soviet Union. She was close to Corliss Lamont. She was (in the words of the U.S. Congress) “for years one of the most active agents for the Communist International.”46 She was a splendid duper of Protestant clergymen in particular.47 Even Corliss and Margaret Lamont could not avoid calling Strong an “American supporter of the Communist cause.” She was author of the pamphlet “The Soviets  Conquer Wheat” and coeditor of the English-language Moscow Daily News, along with “Michael Borodin,” whom the Lamonts identified in their book only as “of Chinese fame.”48 In fact, Mikhail Borodin was widely known in Communist circles as “Stalin's Man in China,” having helped forge the Chinese Marxist movement in the 1920s.49 (This was another of those crucial facts the Lamonts neglected to mention to their readers.)
 

Note Strong's testimony on Dewey's impact on the Soviets: contemporary school reform in Stalin's state, she said, was “modeled more on the Dewey ideas of education than on anything else we have in America. Every new book by Dewey is seized and early translated into Russian for consultation. Then they make their own additions.”50
 

The Soviets themselves said this quite candidly. In a 1929 book, Albert P. Pinkevich, rector of the Second State University of Moscow, stated that Dewey had a “tremendous influence” on Soviet education. Pinkevich compared Dewey's impact to that of leading educators in Germany, where Marxism was particularly prevalent; German was often the first Western language of translation for Soviet documents. Compared to even the Germans, “Dewey comes infinitely closer to Marx and the Russian communists,” asserted Pinkevich.51
 

The Soviets were lavish in their praise of Dewey. Professor Stanislav T. Shatskii, a leading Soviet educational “reformer,” told Dewey's close Columbia colleague Thomas Woody that he “drew greatest assistance” from Dewey and was “deeply impressed by his ‘philosophy of pragmatism.’”52 It was Shatskii who translated Dewey's magnum opus, Democracy and Education, into Russian for the Soviet pamphlet.
 

Was Dewey embarrassed to be heartily embraced by totalitarians? Not at all. As his admiring colleague William Brickman discerned, “This was fulsome praise indeed for Dewey.”53
 

The Soviets reached out to Dewey directly to convey their praise. In 1928 Professor A. G. Kalashnikov of the pedagogical department of Moscow Technical University sent Dewey a two-volume set of the most recent Soviet Pedagogical Encyclopedia, which owed a great debt to Dewey's progressive work.54 Kalashnikov included a warm personal note to Dewey that read, “Your works, especially ‘School and Society’ and ‘The School and the Child,’ have very much influenced the development of the Russian pedagogy and in the first years of [the] revolution you were one of the most renowned writers.” The “concrete shapes of pedagogical practice” that Dewey had developed, wrote an appreciative Kalashnikov, “will be for a long time the aim of our tendencies.”55
 

VIP

In sum, the apparatchiks commandeering the Soviet educational bureaucracy were dazzled by John Dewey. Surely, too, they appreciated his evolving view of the menace of religion to young people.
 

Soviet officials practically begged Dewey to come pay them a visit—a special visit. This was a man, after all, who merited VIP treatment. He had already helped the Bolsheviks tremendously with their education system. Now they sensed that the Columbia professor could be an even bigger help: here was a progressive who could communicate the Soviets’ worldview to America and who, more than that, could help them with some major political objectives in Washington, D.C.—well beyond the province of education.
 

The Kremlin needed John Dewey to come to the USSR to be shown around. Precisely that would happen in the summer of 1928.
 





JOHN DEWEY'S LONG, STRANGE TRIP
 

 

 

By 1928 John Dewey could no longer resist the blandishments of the Soviet Union. That summer he embarked on a pilgrimage to the USSR. He set sail as part of an unofficial delegation of twenty-five American educators from various universities, including, naturally, Columbia Teachers College, where colleagues like Dr. J. McKeen Cattell joined the voyage. According to State Department records, Dewey and crew launched on June 23; they would return home on or around July 20.1
 

Dewey should have known the obvious: the purpose of these invitations from the Soviet government was to try to dupe high-level American leftist intellectuals into favorable impressions of the Great Experiment, and then to enlist them in a campaign to get the U.S. government to officially recognize Stalin's dystopia. The progressives would be paraded from Potemkin village to Potemkin village in the hopes that they would share their exciting experiences with the masses back home.
 

But Dewey downplayed the potential for political exploitation, even scoffing at the paranoia of those who suggested it. In his account of the trip, he paused to acknowledge that some “kindly friends” had tried to warn him “against being fooled by being taken to see show places.” This warning “appears humorous in retrospect,” he said.2 Although the Soviets were masters of propaganda and manipulation—as Dewey himself recorded in his notes—he explained that they “had enough to do on their own account without bothering to set up show establishments to impress a few hundred—or even thousand—tourists.”3
 

This was disingenuous at best. Dewey knew he was no mere tourist, and neither were the nearly two dozen university presidents and experts of American higher education traveling with him on this guided tour. The Bolsheviks saw him as the world's preeminent educator, a fact conveyed to Dewey quite clearly.
 

Perhaps to spare himself the charge of extreme gullibility, Dewey conceded in his next breath that indeed certain “places and institutions … were ‘shown’ us,” and that they may well have been “the best of their kind.” But he saw no manipulation there; these places and institutions were merely “representative of what the new regime is trying to do.”4
 

When Dewey got back to America, he did not disappoint the Soviets. Between November and December the professor filed a six-part series of glowing reports in The New Republic. The next year these epistles to the faithful and seekers alike were eventually compiled into a book, Impressions of Soviet Russia and the Revolutionary World.5
 

That book, more than any allegation that the philosopher-educator was a Marxist, was the most damning indictment of Dewey's views on the USSR. What it reported was nothing short of breathtaking.
 

Love That Leningrad

Dewey's dispatches on Russia were evocative and full of colorful detail, at times almost lyrical. He was occasionally ambivalent about his subject, uncertain whether to commend or criticize the Bolshevik experiment. But his hesitation typically gave way to the former—usually quite easily.
 

Consider, for example, the very first lines of his first epistle. As with the Lamonts, Dewey's first staged stop was at Leningrad. The city had been renamed in 1924, after having been previously called Petrograd (1914) and, historically, St. Petersburg. “The alteration of Petrograd into Leningrad is without question a symbol,” began Dewey, “but the mind wavers in deciding of what.” On one hand, he mused, “it seems to mark a consummation, a kind of completed transmigration of souls. Upon other occasions, one can imagine it a species of mordant irony.”6
 

The mordant irony, of course, was that the decaying city was a fitting tribute to the decaying corpse of Vladimir Lenin. But Dewey dismissed that idea as something in which an “enemy” of the Bolsheviks would find “malicious satisfaction.” He was much more charitable. Though the city was admittedly “unkempt,” he sensed an “impression of movement, vitality, energy. The people go about as if some mighty and oppressive load had been removed, as if they were newly awakened to the consciousness of released energies.”7
 

In Dewey's mind, the Bolsheviks had thoroughly liberated the Russian people. He could see it himself. Then again, he was on a staged tour. He should have expected nothing else from a totalitarian country that would have shielded from him—or jailed—any poor soul (or dissident) who might have begged him for a minute of concealed conversation or a nugget of bread.
 

Here again he expressed momentary hesitation. “I am willing to believe what I have read,” he said, “that there is a multitude of men and women in Russia who live in immured and depressed misery, just as there is a multitude in exile.” But he quickly countered that there was another “multitude,” those “of a new life,” a new multitude that “walks the streets, gathers in parks, clubs, theaters, frequents museums.” Those people, this “reality,” as he called it, invigorated Dewey. They constituted not only “the present and the future” but also “the essence of the Revolution in its release of courage, energy and confidence in life.”8
 

Dewey almost swooned: “My mind was in a whirl of new impressions in those early days in Leningrad. Readjustment was difficult, and I lived somewhat dazed.”9
 

Critics of the Soviets had it all wrong, he suggested. “I have heard altogether too much about Communism, about the Third International [the Comintern], and altogether too little about the Revolution,” he wrote. Never mind the millions of lives claimed in that Revolution; to Dewey, the Bolsheviks had ushered in not any sort of dangerous dictatorship, but rather a “revolution of heart and mind” and a “liberation of a people to consciousness of themselves as a determining power in the shaping of their ultimate fate.”10
 

“Such a conclusion may seem absurd,” he added. True enough—the Bolsheviks’ brutal, unelected dictatorship was constructing history's vastest system of what Lenin and Trotsky termed “concentration camps.” Yet Dewey simply compounded the absurdity by invoking a Marxist refrain. The most important reality, he claimed, was that the “dialectic of history” was happening right under everyone's nose. Here, John Dewey, student of the Hegelian dialectic, seemed to endorse the basic Bolshevik worldview:
 

My conviction is unshaken that this phase of affairs [in Russia] is secondary in importance to something else that can only be termed a revolution. That the existing state of affairs is not Communism but a transition to it; that in the dialectic of history the function of Bolshevism is to annul itself; that the dictatorship of the proletariat is but an aspect of class-war, the antithesis to the thesis of the dictatorship of bourgeois capitalism existing in other countries; that it is destined to disappear in a new synthesis.11

 

These, wrote Dewey, “are things the Communists themselves tell us. The present state … is necessarily a state of transition to the exact goal prescribed by the Marxian philosophy of history.”12
 

The Columbia professor was absolutely right in his understanding of Marxist theory and philosophy of history. Yes, the current phase of a revolution did not matter as much as the direction and end goal; as Marx himself argued, it was merely a way-station, a transition to the eventual world revolution that would usher in a classless society. But Dewey was not simply describing Marxist theory; he seemed to be endorsing it—though, as usual, his language made him hard to pin down.
 

Sometimes Dewey's reports contradicted themselves. For example, he said that the Russian people “are well nourished” and that “there are no marked signs of distress,” though he was forced to acknowledge that “fairly long lines are seen waiting at some shops, especially where food is sold,” and that items in store windows were “usually of the quality associated with cheap bazaars.”13
 

Dewey concluded this first report in The New Republic with a parting rush of enthusiasm: “The outstanding fact in Russia is a revolution, involving a release of human powers on such an unprecedented scale that it is of incalculable significance not only for that country, but for the world.”14
 

Dewey was right about the scale and significance, but the tragic consequences stood in direct contrast to the Brave New World he envisioned.
 

The Safety of the Masses

Dewey's second article in his TNR series featured more of the same. In it he praised “the orderly and safe character of life in Russia,” an odd contention that, as he correctly noted, “would be met with incredulity by much more than half of the European as well as the American public.”15 Indeed.
 

Dewey had clearly digested the Communist Party dogma regarding the Bolsheviks’ annihilation of certain despised groups. He wrote: “In spite of secret police, inquisitions, arrests and deportations of Nepmen and Kulaks”— business-men, industrialists, and farmers—“exiling of party opponents, including divergent elements in the party, life for the masses goes on with regularity, safety and decorum.” There was no country in all of Europe, said the unflinching professor, in which “the external routine of life is more settled and secure.”16
 

Summing up his stroll through Leningrad, he again momentarily considered the possibility that he was being managed by Soviet handlers. He and his delegation  had been free to “sight-see,” but only in a controlled or “favorable” environment. But, following his already-familiar pattern, he dismissed the likelihood of manipulation. The Soviet-directed tour of Leningrad may have been “carried on under most favorable auspices,” but, he insisted, he and his group had been free to “form our own ideas from what we saw and had contact with.”17
 

Dewey Discovers the “New World”

Each article in Dewey's series for The New Republic progressed to a new level of absurdity, as if the professor himself was following a kind of personal Hegelian dialectic. His third piece, aptly titled “A New World in the Making,” described his pilgrimage to Moscow. He was nearly reverential in his account of the capital city, much as the Lamonts had venerated Lenin's cold flesh. As he got physically closer to Joseph Stalin and Felix Dzerzhinsky and M. Y. Latsis, to the headquarters of the Cheka and the Comintern, to the rumblings of Red Square and the Kremlin, to the dead body of Lenin, he detected “the heart of the energies that go pulsing throughout all of Russia.” He had the “feeling” that he “was coming into intimate contact, almost a vicarious share, in a creative labor, in a world in the making.” He and his fellow travelers “were now suddenly let into the operative process itself”—and it was invigorating. The philosopher took in the “deepening” “sense of energy and vigor released by the Revolution.”18
 

What he saw came “as a shock,” Dewey professed. What he recorded next no doubt would surprise his readers back home, especially those in the pews: the pragmatist hailed the Bolsheviks’ commitment to historical and cultural “conservation,” especially in regard to the “temples of the Orthodox Church and their art treasures.” This commitment was real, assured Dewey, and stood “contrary, again, to the popular myth.” Oh, sure, he conceded, “the anti-clerical and atheistic tendencies of the Bolshevist” were “true enough,” but “the churches and their contents that were of artistic worth are not only intact, but taken care of with scrupulous and even scientific zeal.”19
 

This statement displayed a bracing ignorance. It was so misguided that William Brickman, the uncritical editor of Dewey's Impressions of Soviet Russia, where this passage was included, was compelled to insert a gentle footnote: “Dr. Dewey, evidently, had no knowledge of the desecration of churches and synagogues.”20
 

Dewey also, evidently, had no knowledge of how many houses of worships had been shut down, forcibly stripped of relics and gems, and blown up, and how many priests and nuns had been carted off and locked up. Most offensive, Dewey  hailed these “conservations” during his trips to Moscow and Leningrad, where the infamous Church Trials had taken place just a few years earlier (1921–22). In those show trials, priests and patriarchs had been forced to surrender to the state the Church's most sacred materials, much of which was melted down or turned into cash for Bolshevik coffers. The church officials were then imprisoned and often executed.21
 

Dewey's terrible mistakes and misinformation did not stop there. In the next line, he conceded that it was “true that many [of these churches] have been converted into museums.” On this, however, he added no clarifying information. What kind of museums? one might ask. Even the Lamonts had conceded that the Soviets turned churches into atheist museums. Here, too, Dewey's editor was forced to add some crucial missing detail: “One example was the conversion of the Cathedral of Our Lady of Kazan … into the Museum of the History of Religion and Atheism.”22
 

Further justifying the Soviets’ anti-religious actions, Dewey then maintained that “to all appearances there are still enough [open churches] to meet the needs of would-be worshippers.”23 The Lamonts had said the same. Surely their Soviet handlers had fed them this line.
 

In truth, the Soviet authorities were in the process of shutting down the vast majority of the 657 churches that had been operating in Moscow on the eve of the Bolshevik Revolution. According to the Moscow Russian Orthodox Patriarchy, only 46 churches remained open by the 1970s, and those churches operated with little to no freedom, subject to the constant monitoring of KGB “church watchers” and other government authorities seated throughout church sanctuaries.24
 

Of course, according to the Soviets, the Russian “new man” had been unshackled from religion, freed from so-called superstitions and dogma. Naturally, then, the number of “would-be worshippers,” as Dewey put it, had decreased, meaning that many fewer churches were needed. To Dewey, who would later write that religion was the “opium of the peoples,” this logic must have made sense.
 

Dewey went so far as to celebrate the confiscation of Russia's priceless religious icons and paintings as wonderful “restoration” projects done with meticulous care by the nation's academic establishment—“experts, antiquarians, scholars of history, chemists.”25 In reality, the Bolsheviks took these things and locked them up, removing them from sight. These images of Christ, the Blessed Virgin, the angels and saints, were a threat to the transformation of human nature that the Bolsheviks sought via totalitarian Communism, and of which Christianity was a formidable foe. It would take nearly seventy years before the icons would again see the light of day.26
 

In no other matter was the intellectual John Dewey so remarkably ignorant as in the area of religion in Soviet Russia. Here, in particular, the esteemed professor played the role of supreme dupe. As Mikhail Gorbachev would acknowledge decades later, the Bolsheviks waged an all-out “war on religion.”27 Even after the Civil War had ended, noted Gorbachev, in a time of “peace,” they had “continued to tear down churches, arrest clergymen, and destroy them. This was no longer understandable or justifiable. Atheism took rather savage forms in our country at that time.”28
 

Gorbachev was describing precisely the time that John Dewey was in the Soviet Union.
 

Dewey finished his third New Republic article by proclaiming the Bolshevik Revolution “a great success.”29
 

The “Great Experiment”

In the fourth and fifth articles in the New Republic series, Dewey provided lengthy treatises on Soviet education. He perceived in Russia nothing short of an “educational transformation,” which he wholeheartedly endorsed—in fact, envied.
 

The leading progressive concluded, “The Russian educational situation is enough to convert one to the idea that only in a society based upon the cooperative principle can the ideals of educational reformers be adequately carried into operation.”30 In other words, he seems to have viewed Bolshevik Russia—a “society based upon the cooperative principle”—as the only sort of society where his kind of educational reform could be adequately implemented. This assessment ought to give pause to Dewey's foes and admirers alike. It means following not only his progressive models for education but also his progressive notions for society; both education and society must be reshaped.
 

In his reports on Soviet education, Dewey frequently used the terms “democracy” and “democratic”—an odd choice of words to describe Stalin's state, but one in keeping with the Bolsheviks’ cynical use of language and Dewey's own often enigmatic, exasperating usage of the terms.31 He consistently hailed the Soviet collective over the individual, and glowingly reported that “the activities of the schools dovetail in the most extraordinary way, both in administrative organization and in aim and spirit, into all other [Soviet] social agencies and interests.”32 He summed up: “I think the schools are a ‘dialectic’ factor in the evolution of Russian communism.”
 

Russian schools were the “ideological arm of the Revolution,” as he rightly put it. Dewey did not seem to sense the dangers with this. Quite the contrary—  he appeared highly impressed with what he witnessed in Russian education. This should not come as a surprise, given his own views about how public schools must serve a socialization function, with the collective standing superior to the individual, and about how these schools must be devoid of a religious foundation. The real question is how much he learned from Russia's educators and how much he taught Russia's educators; the degree to which he was pupil or professor remains unclear.
 

Dewey was especially impressed with how the Bolshevik regime seemed so willing to pursue reform and “progress.” The father of experimentalism in American public education was thrilled with the “experimentation” thriving in Russian public education, which he saw as “flexible, vital, creative.” In fact, his final New Republic article was titled “The Great Experiment and the Future”—cleverly tying the phrase “Great Experiment,” which progressives usually applied to Soviet Communism generally, to Soviet education.
 

Moscow, Dewey reported, had “cleared the way” of impediments to pedagogical reform that the czars had allegedly put in place. As an example of such hurdles, he informed readers that the czars had blocked top Soviet educator Stanislav Shatskii from something as benign as introducing football to young people. The czarist authorities, Dewey reported, had concluded that instruction in football was actually thinly veiled training for the art of bomb-throwing. Dewey lampooned the thought, which was intended to illustrate the anti-Communist, Red-baiting paranoia of the “reactionary” Czar Nicholas II.33
 

Whether the football story is accurate is hard to say. No doubt, Dewey could have heard it only from his Bolshevik handlers.
 

One thing, however, is certain, and gets closer to the truth of the matter: as editor Brickman pointed out in a footnote, Shatskii was a committed Communist and rabble-rouser whom the czarist authorities had arrested not for teaching football but for “trying to plant socialism in the minds of little children.”34 That was another minor detail that Dewey did not share with readers of The New Republic.
 

To Dewey, all of that czarist closed-mindedness was in the past—dead with the ancien régime. Now, he hailed, it was a new day for Russia. The “reformers” were free, severed from the “conservative” past and joined with Stalin in running a better Russia. Shatskii himself now “found his advice and even his criticisms welcomed” by the open-minded, tolerant men who guided the new Russia.35
 

This bright new day would not last long. Several years after Dewey's dispatch for The New Republic, these open-minded, tolerant men would purge Stanislav Shatskii in the rampage of the Great Purge. In 1934 he became one of the first placed before the firing squad.
 

But that was later. In all, opined John Dewey, in what he treated as yet another pleasant surprise—sure to shock the sensibilities of unsophisticated American critics of Bolshevism—this new way of life, this dawn of a new day for Russian education, was extremely healthy for “the masses” (Dewey used this term often). The “masses” awoke to discover many “doors” opened to them “that were formerly shut and bolted.”
 

Why such benevolence from the Bolsheviks? Because the present government, he maintained, “is as interested in giving [Russians] access to sources of happiness”—sans, one must surmise, freedom of speech, press, assembly, religion, and property—as the czarist government “was [interested] to keep them in misery.” “This fact,” explained the professor, “and not the espionage and police restrictions, however excessive the latter may be, explains the stability of the present government.”36
 

As this statement indicates, it cannot be argued that Dewey was unaware of the brutality of the Soviet state. He frequently acknowledged Moscow's strong-arm tactics, only to dismiss or rationalized them. Here it was the Soviets’ “excessive” “espionage and police restrictions,” which, he asserted without providing any evidence, had nothing to do with the “stability” of the Bolshevik regime. Earlier it had been his odd statement that “in spite of secret police, inquisitions, arrests and deportations of Nepmen and Kulaks, exiling of party opponents, including divergent elements in the party, life for the masses goes on with regularity, safety and decorum.” That is quite an “in spite of.”
 

Did Dewey's students read any of this? Probably so, given the ideological closeness between Columbia and TNR. Upon reading such ruminations, a freshman in Dewey's philosophy course at Columbia might figure that the Bolsheviks were held together though some sort of elected parliamentary coalition, rather than a brutal dictatorship. The freshman would be warmed, pleasantly surprised, by the Bolsheviks’ educational experimentation.
 

For Dewey, education was a bulwark of Bolshevik benevolence. He felt so positive because of “the marvelous development of progressive educational ideas and practices under the fostering care of the Bolshevist government—and I am speaking of what I have seen and not just been told about.”37
 

“A Crime Against Humanity”

The views that Dewey expressed about his Soviet tour were so flattering—and so gruesomely misguided—that even his daughter, Jane, conceded they were “very  sympathetic in tone with the USSR.”38 He made his sympathies abundantly clear in his final article for The New Republic series, in which he offered a recommendation to the U.S. government: full diplomatic recognition of Bolshevik Russia.
 

Diplomatic recognition had, of course, been Stalin's primary international political objective for years. It was the Soviets’ prime motivation for hosting such visits by Western intellectuals. In other words, Dewey did exactly what Stalin wanted. That he concluded the series by pushing this objective illustrates the extent to which the Bolsheviks had duped the father of modern American public education.
 

“Political recognition of Russia on the part of the United States,” Dewey wrote, was “at least a necessary antecedent step” in “bringing about the kind of relations that are in the interest of both countries and of the world.” Dewey candidly admitted that his trip had brought him to that conclusion: “I went to Russia with no conviction on that subject.… I came away with the feeling that the maintenance of barriers that prevent intercourse, knowledge and understanding is close to a crime against humanity.”
 

That admission bears repeating: Dewey conceded that he had gone to Russia without an opinion on the matter of recognition, but he returned with the conviction that the United States should extend recognition—indeed, that to fail to do so would be “close to a crime against humanity.” His Soviet handlers had convinced him. He took the bait—hook, line, and sinker.
 

Dewey went so far as to charge that Britain's withdrawal of recognition of Russia “had done more than any other one thing to stimulate the extremists and fanatics of the Bolshevist faith, and to encourage militarism and hatred of bourgeois nations.”39
 

This was an amazing charge. If only Britain and other Western nations granted Russia the recognition for which the Soviets and their progressive friends pleaded, Dewey was saying, then nonextremists and nonfanatics—like General Secretary Stalin—could be aided in their struggles against the militants. In short, we in the West were encouraging extremism among the Communists—within an otherwise idyllic USSR. Communist militancy was at least in part our fault.
 

The pragmatist's argument was hauntingly similar to that made decades later by members of the political Left after September 11, 2001, when endeavoring to explain why militant, extremist Muslims hated the West. Mistrust was not the fault of the violent extremists—whether jihadist Muslims or despotic Bolsheviks—but somehow of the West, because of its very mistrust of the extremists in the first place.
 

In all, Joseph Stalin and his henchmen could not have been more satisfied with John Dewey's pleas in The New Republic. From the first Dewey dispatch to the  last, the professor did what the Soviets hoped, and then some. For Dewey to close with a push for diplomatic recognition was ideal, from the Soviet perspective.
 

John Dewey had been a dupe, and so had the editors at The New Republic, which provided him a mighty platform—six separate issues—from which to issue this pro-Soviet propaganda. The Soviets should have considered awarding some kind of commendation to Dewey and the editors of The New Republic. The only remaining question on hopeful Soviet minds was just how many additional dupes Dewey and TNR could drum up in the United States through this high-profile series of articles.
 

Legwork for Stalin

Fortunately, America, unlike Russia, was a real democracy— to borrow a favorite word that dominated Dr. Dewey's musings. That is to say, Americans enjoyed a genuinely free and diverse press, with real freedom of thought. As such, little time was wasted in throwing cold water on Dewey's burning enthusiasm for Stalin's state. Soon the conservative press in the United States, especially the Hearst newspapers—which the American Left derided as “reactionary” and hysterically anti-Communist—was labeling Dewey a “Bolshevik” and a “Red.”40
 

And yet Dewey's service to the Soviet cause was not over. He went further on the recognition issue: in late January 1933 the professor signed a letter urging the American president-elect, Franklin Delano Roosevelt, to recognize Russia. Some eight hundred professors and university presidents joined Dewey in signing the letter, including the usual suspects from Columbia—Carlos Israels, R. G. Tugwell, and George Counts, all of whom had traveled to the Soviet Union with Paul Douglas aboard the SS President Roosevelt in 1927.41 Naturally, too, Corliss Lamont heartily supported all these efforts (and then some), and Margaret Lamont organized a separate committee to recognize Russia, generating yet more petitions. Women were her chief target, and she managed to get such well-known figures as Jane Addams and Amelia Earhart to sign on.42 The Potemkin Progressives had launched an all-out effort for Stalin's top priority. They were truly doing Stalin's legwork.
 

Ironically, this influential letter from the American academy came right as news emerged that the Soviet central-planner-in-chief was collectivizing agriculture in the North Caucasus, an utterly disastrous project that would usher in one of the worst episodes of mass starvation in human history. The progressives, however, viewed Stalin's intentions with considerable optimism. Dewey—and those  of similar mind—saw the coming collectivization as quite promising, possibly the future for economic development.43
 

In short, then, John Dewey's insights on Bolshevik Russia from roughly 1928 to 1933 were not merely naïve but appalling. What explains his credulity?
 

To the best of our knowledge, he was not a member of the Communist Party, nor was he even a small “c” communist.44 This seems true despite his repeated expressions of admiration and sympathy for Marxist ideas. Dewey was far Left but not a communist, not a member of CPUSA, and not under the control of the party.
 

He was, however, most definitely a dupe, and in that capacity he provided invaluable aid to the Soviets.
 

Yet there is more to John Dewey's story. Like many duped leftists, he moved in and out of the “dupe” category—sometimes suckered, other times not. He was fooled for a while, but, like certain other leftists, he found redemption in the truth—namely, the truth about Stalin. As with so many leftists, it would take some time. For all their brilliance, the enlightened professors were not exactly quick studies. For all their celebrated cynicism and erudition, they were extremely gullible—at least when it came to their “friends” on the left.
 

Dewey, nonetheless, would come around. He would eventually reject what a later, savvier intellectual, Vaclav Havel, would call “the communist culture of the lie.”
 





THE REDEMPTION OF PROFESSOR DEWEY
 

 

 

Although the swift rebuke of John Dewey's “impressions” of the Soviet Union did not immediately change the educator's views, the backlash may have prompted him to revisit his conclusions about the Great Experiment. In 1934, the first year of Stalin's Great Purge, Dr. Dewey delivered another written surprise, but this one far more grounded in reality.
 

In April of that year he published a short but sweet essay called “Why I Am Not a Communist” in Modern Monthly; soon thereafter it was reprinted in hardcover in a printed symposium edited by the leftist intellectual Sidney Hook.1 Dewey actually wrote the piece in 1933, and said it was the culmination of “reservations” that had begun to swirl in his mind back in 1931.2
 

It was clear from the essay that Dewey's problems were not so much with “communism” as a philosophy as with “Communism, official Communism, spelt with a capital letter,” as the professor put it. In other words, he objected to how Soviet Russia was putting the ideology put into practice.
 

The despiser of “dogma” also took umbrage at the dogmatism of a regime that had become “the dictatorship of the proletariat and over the proletariat.” This dictatorship and “the suppression of the civil liberties of all non-proletarian minorities” had become “integral parts of the standard Communist faith and dogma,” Dewey wrote. There was, in fact, an “excess of dogma and indoctrination” under Communism.
 

He was realizing what many anti-Communists (like Ronald Reagan) would later point out: atheistic Communism was, ironically, like a religion to the Marxist faithful.
 

Dewey finally recognized what Vladimir Lenin had preached from the outset: the inevitability of class war, the need for violent revolution, party infallibility, and the use of lying and deception to achieve the party's purposes. “One of the reasons I am not a Communist,” he explained, “is that the emotional tone and methods of discussion and dispute which seem to accompany Communism at present are extremely repugnant to me.” He said that Communists, and especially “Communist spokesmen,” harbored a “systematic, persistent and seemingly intentional disregard” for “fair play” and “elementary honesty in the representation of facts.” The Communists believed that “the end justifies the use of any means,” he concluded. Some fifty years later Ronald Reagan would say much the same thing in his first presidential press conference—to the guffaws of liberals who derided him for his supposedly crass anti-Communism. The Soviets, Reagan said, “reserve unto themselves the right to commit any crime, to lie, to cheat, in order to attain” their goal of “world revolution and a one-world Socialist or Communist state.”3
 

The ends-justify-the-means approach, Dewey said, also applied to how the Communists treated their opponents and to how they used liberals—that is, their dupes. The Soviets engaged in “hysteria” in “their denunciations,” attempted “character assassination of their opponents,” and employed a “policy of ‘rule or ruin.’” Then, surely thinking of how he and his duped liberal friends had been treated, he condemned the Communists’ “misrepresentation of the views of the ‘liberals’ to whom they also appeal for aid in their defense campaigns.”
 

John Dewey, erstwhile sucker, had wised up.
 

The Dewey Commission

From there, the education of John Dewey continued its upward trajectory. Like many leftists of his generation, he came to see the sheer brutality of the Soviet system. In the mid-1930s millions were killed in Stalin's Great Purge, in the gulags, and in the Ukraine's forced famine. For Dewey, the most galling example of Soviet injustice came in the Moscow show trials.
 

While Stalin simply stacked kulaks in boxcars and shipped them off to the gulag, he used elaborate “show trials” to eliminate political and military rivals. The idea was to accord these higher-profile figures some semblance of apparent justice—though the trials were rigged, with the verdict predetermined. It was more farce—the Potemkin village taken into the courtroom.
 

One of the earliest victims of these show trials was Pavel P. Blonskii, with whom Dewey was quite familiar. Blonskii had been one of Dewey's advocates on  Soviet education in the 1920s. Blonskii was purged in 1931, well before Stalin really ramped up the killing machine.4
 

But it was Stalin's actions toward Leon Trotsky that really set off Dewey. In December 1927 Stalin had exiled Trotsky—his chief competitor as Lenin's former second in command—to Alma Ata, Kazakhstan, in Soviet Central Asia. This move had the crucial effect of splitting the international Communist movement into two polarized factions, pro-Trotsky versus pro-Stalin. Trotsky eventually made his way to Mexico, where he made a lot of noise—to Stalin's chagrin. The Soviet supreme leader persecuted his rival in exile, putting Trotsky on “trial” in Moscow in absentia.
 

In 1937 Dewey organized a tribunal of American leftists to examine the Moscow trials, with special focus on Trotsky's case. The philosopher-educator became the chairman of the Commission of Inquiry into the Charges Made Against Leon Trotsky in the Moscow Trials, which ran from 1937 to 1938.5 The Dewey Commission was a coalition of liberals/progressives, socialists, and even Trotskyites. The last category included many unwavering comrades motivated to expose Stalin's crimes by their love of Trotsky and what they perceived as Trotsky's “better” version of global Communism. This was hardly commendable, as Trotsky himself had advocated violence and world revolution, was a thug, and was as militantly atheistic as Stalin (if not more so), having launched with Lenin the League of the Militant Godless. He was not a good man.
 

But while the Dewey Commission was encouraged by Trotskyites, it was not a Trotskyite body. In fact, many members of the commission disliked Trotsky because he had persecuted non-Communist leftists when he was Lenin's partner in crime. Dewey himself was neither a Trotskyite nor a Trotskyite sympathizer. The same could be said for his right-hand man on the commission, Sidney Hook, a liberal who was no dupe.6
 

The Dewey Commission became a battleground, reflecting the bitterly opposed factions and microfactions of the political Left. Nonetheless, with the good professor trying to keep the commission together, this gaggle of leftists started accumulating evidence against Stalin.
 

The Right Side of History

Transcripts of the rigged hearings in Moscow made their way to the West. As they did, many leftists were shocked at the transparent phoniness of the proceedings. Notably, they included Whittaker Chambers, who was in the process of  leaving his life as a Communist and KGB spy. Shaken by the transcripts, Chambers sought out Dewey, through Sidney Hook—a sign that Chambers approved of where Dewey stood on Stalin. These two men—a former Columbia undergrad and a current Columbia professor—had changed dramatically over the previous decade. To borrow from Chambers's language, both were now on “the right side of history.”
 

Chambers's request for a meeting was rebuffed because Hook and Dewey knew of his recent checkered history—as did much of the New York Left—and were not certain he had rejected that past. They feared that leaked word of a meeting could compromise the impact of the Dewey Commission. Dewey (and Hook especially) understood that the judgment of the commission could really rankle the USSR. Stalin feared the verdict of their report, which could have lasting implications for the global Communist movement.7
 

As the commission took up the issue of the alleged guilt of Leon Trotsky, Dewey and other members traveled to Coyoacan, Mexico, where the exiled Communist had been living as a guest of Diego Rivera. The professor personally interviewed Trotsky there. Dewey also sent a telegram to Clarence Hathaway, editor of the Daily Worker, inviting the Communists to send an attorney to participate in a preliminary hearing in Mexico City on whether Trotsky was guilty of the charges that Stalin's cronies had made against him. Hathaway reported the telegram and invitation at a Communist Party Politburo meeting on April 2, 1937. Typical of CPUSA behavior, the Communists opted not to participate but instead to vilify Dewey in the Daily Worker— and to send at least one secret agent.8
 

The commission's hearing degenerated into political infighting, but Dewey's crew still managed to produce some solid findings in the form of two published reports: “The Case of Leon Trotsky” (1937) and “Not Guilty” (1938).9 The commission rightly determined that the trials were frame-ups, in which the outcomes had been predetermined. The “trials” had been a feeble attempt to paint a veneer of justice to convince gullible outsiders.
 

The findings were international news—exactly as Stalin had feared. They were covered in the New York Times for three straight days—December 12–14, 1937—and the coverage was favorable to the commission's conclusions. Stalinists worldwide reacted with palpable rage, vilifying Dewey as a “warmonger” and an “enemy of the working people.” The overheated reaction was testimony to the quality of the Dewey Commission's work.10
 

Stalin's American “Friends”

This is not to say that Joseph Stalin no longer had friends among American liberals. Predictably, dupes were there to defend Stalin when the Dewey Commission published its findings. One was former Dewey student Corliss Lamont, head of the odious front group Friends of the Soviet Union, which was full of closet Communists and duped liberals.
 

Lamont went on the radio immediately after Dewey had finished reading his broadcast statement on the commission's findings. He was also quoted as a counterpoint to the Dewey Commission in the widely read New York Times articles on the subject. Lamont eagerly attacked the findings of his mentor while simultaneously excusing the Georgian bandit spearheading (to that point) history's bloodiest regime.
 

As usual, Moscow appreciated Lamont's work, as is today evident in Comintern documents. Sidney Bloomfield, an American Communist stationed at the Comintern in Moscow, had been tasked with monitoring the American press reaction to the workings of the Dewey Commission and the Trotsky issue generally. In one memo for the Comintern, dated February 3, 1937, and headed “NOT TO BE PUBLISHED,” Bloomfield expressed his disappointment with the New York Times, especially the reporting of Joseph Shaplen, whom Bloomfield called a “Right-wing Socialist.” Bloomfield was let down even by the reporting of Walter Duranty, the notorious Soviet apologist at the Times, who seemed overly sympathetic to Trotsky.11 Of course, Bloomfield most reviled the coverage of the Hearst press, which, he said, was the “most vicious of all … the bourgeois papers.” “The Hearst press,” he reported, “out-did all the others in collecting the filth from all the fascist and reactionary press of the world.”12
 

But there was a ray of hope, Bloomfield reported in a second memo for the Comintern. Fortunately for the Communists, Corliss Lamont was on Stalin's side. Lamont, Bloomfield noted approvingly, had taken “issue with Dewey on the important questions,” cited the “poisonous campaign of Trotyskism” around the world, and called for “American sympathy to be continued ‘towards the heroic efforts of the Soviet Republic to construct a new world whose basic ethical principle is loyalty to the welfare and progress of all mankind.’”13
 

Those last glowing words for Stalin's Russia were Lamont's. The Communists in Moscow were not the only ones who took note of the remarks. Lamont's pals at the Daily Worker published his radio address in the December 14 issue.
 

John Dewey may have seen the light, but Corliss Lamont continued to wallow in darkness.
 

The Mother of All Epitaphs

Dewey would later say of the Trotsky commission episode, “It was the most interesting single experience of my life.”14 For his work with the commission, the professor earned the enmity of Joseph Stalin and the evil empire. So much so that by 1952, the year of Dewey's death—and one year before Stalin's—the “scholars” in the Soviet Ministry of Education published a “study” titled “The Pedagogy of J. Dewey in the Service of Contemporary American Reaction.”15 A far cry from the encomiums that had poured forth from Moscow in the 1920s, this Soviet “study” portrayed Dewey as a promoter of “obscurantism,” a spreader of “vile ideology,” a “thorough enemy of science,” a “henchman of the contemporary world of imperialist reaction,” and a defender of “imperialist barbarism.” In their typical flair for understatement, the Soviets judged Dewey the “wicked enemy” not merely “of the American people, but also of all the freedom-loving peoples of the entire earth.” Dewey stood in contrast to the “freedom-loving” men in the Kremlin, who by this point had annihilated anywhere from twenty million to sixty million people. He especially stood in contrast to “the great leader of the Soviet people and of all progressive mankind, J. V. Stalin.”16
 

In truth, this was the finest of tributes to Dewey—the mother of all epitaphs.
 

In the end, then, John Dewey is a prototype for the experience of so many of the duped “progressives” of his era: he had been a complete dupe, but had awakened to the real horrors of Soviet Communism, and then made reparation. To be sure, he could still be counted on to offer the occasional naïve reflection on communist ideology, but he had awoken to the vicious nature of the Stalin regime. Life affords plenty of second chances, and Dewey made the best of his.
 

And as we shall see in a later chapter, John Dewey's long, strange trip was not even finished. Another opportunity for political redemption was waiting around the bend.
 





SMEARING ANOTHER LIBERAL ICON: CPUSA’S ASSAULT ON“FASCIST” FDR AND THE NEW DEAL
 

 

 

In the 1930s, with the rise of Hitler in Germany, the Communist Party USA (CPUSA) and its members adamantly opposed the Nazis—for a while, anyway. At the same time, they shamelessly tried to frame President Franklin Delano Roosevelt and his New Deal as an American form of the same fascism. In addition to smearing that liberal icon—the next in line after Woodrow Wilson—they were also considerably unkind to a third liberal icon, Eleanor Roosevelt.
 

Those positions, unbelievable as they may seem to modern readers, will be demonstrated in this and subsequent chapters. Throughout, American Communists marched in lockstep with the Soviet line—and occasionally succeeded in enlisting gullible liberals. These machinations formed another insidious side of the American Communist movement. Liberal Americans should have been—and should remain—outraged by this.
 

But here is yet another ugly aspect of the history of American Communism that has been given short shrift by historians. The vast majority of Americans have no knowledge of the horrible treatment CPUSA doled out to liberal icons. Too often, historians have focused instead on the alleged evils and excesses of the anti-Communists; as usual, the enemy for the Left is always to the right.
 

Notably, the trashing of FDR was not permanent: once the president joined sides with Joseph Stalin to fight the Nazis, he was the toast of American Communists. CPUSA twisted and turned based on instructions from the Comintern.
 

In addition, the shabby treatment of FDR included slashing from inside as well as outside: covert Communist operatives sought to penetrate the Roosevelt  administration at the same time that their comrades were attacking the new president and his policies in their protests and publications.
 

And then there was the peculiar relationship between the president and hardened Communist Party operatives like Earl Browder.
 

In short, the matter of Communists and the Roosevelt administration is a multifaceted one.
 

The 1932 Presidential Campaign

One might think that in the 1932 election, American Communists would see the decidedly left-leaning Franklin Roosevelt as the lesser of two evils, surely preferable to Republican Herbert Hoover.1 That was not the case. CPUSA and many of its members began attacking FDR months before a single American cast a ballot.
 

The extent of the Communist assault on Roosevelt in 1932 is evident in multiple files from the Soviet Comintern archives on CPUSA.2 CPUSA seemed proud of its efforts aimed at then–New York governor Roosevelt, eagerly reporting its successes to the comrades at the Comintern. Of course, the reporting to the Comintern was the secretive component of the effort. The shots at FDR, in contrast, were done quite openly.
 

This was particularly clear in an August 6, 1932, press release distributed by CPUSA, which alerted journalists to a coming damning series of articles on the major party presidential candidates: FDR, Hoover, and even Socialist Party candidate Norman Thomas, who was too far to the right for CPUSA's tastes. The first of the articles, the press release announced, would focus on FDR. It would be no less than a five-thousand-word treatise that, CPUSA helpfully offered, newspapers could choose to run as a single article or in several installments.3
 

Circulated by CPUSA's Information Bureau, the press release was sent to America's newspapers, large and small. It stated:
 

WATCH FOR THIS SERIES OF ARTICLES!!!
 

To the Editor: We shall shortly release for publication in your paper a series of articles disclosing the inner machinery of the three political parties of the ruling classes, Republican, Democrat, and Socialist.

 

The first of the series will be on Roosevelt and the Democratic Party. The article will be about 5,000 words in length and can be published in 5 separate installments or in one printing, if you are a weekly.

 


The articles will contain material previously unpublished, factual in nature, and will be of great interest to your readers. The chapters in the Roosevelt series will be titled:


 

1. Who is Roosevelt?

 

2. Roosevelt as Imperialist

 

3. Roosevelt and Tammany

 

4. Roosevelt and the Power Companies

 

5. Roosevelt and Labor

 

—Information Bureau

 

In answer to the first question—who is Roosevelt?—CPUSA had the answer in short order: He was a corrupt imperialist from Tammany Hall, in bed with the “Power Companies.” He didn't give a damn about the little guy. He was a Wall Street kingpin in the pocket of Big Business.
 

The guys and gals at CPUSA crafted a little “Campaign Song” for the 1932 presidential race, one that continued the attack.4 It went like this:

 

Tweedle dee, tweedle dum, tweedle doodle


Elephant, donkey, and poodle

 

Hoover, Roosevelt, Thomas

 

Whatever you want they'll promise

 

Prosperity, bunk, and booze,

 

Heads they win, tails we lose

 

Tweedle dee, tweedle dum, tweedle doodle

 

Elephant, donkey, and poodle

 

The fakers are playing the same old game,

 

The difference is only in the name

 

But workers’ and farmers’ Communist votes

 

Will prove that they are tired of being the goats

 

Whether Franklin Roosevelt was the bunker or boozer is not completely clear, but he was no doubt deemed a faker.
 

Assailing FDR and the New Deal

Roosevelt was elected president in a landslide in November 1932. To liberals and traditional Democrats everywhere, he was more than just a new face at 1600 Pennsylvania Avenue. He was a kind of political savior at the most desperate time in their lives. It was the Great Depression, the worst economic crisis in American history, marked by saw soup lines, dust bowls, closed shops, bank panics, skyrocketing unemployment (the rate reached an unprecedented 25 percent), and plummeting national morale. So for countless Americans—not only Democrats—Roosevelt's emergence was a lifeline.
 

But that was not how American Communists saw it. They wasted no time assailing the new president and his New Deal.
 

FDR was inaugurated on March 4, 1933. Less than two months later, the Communists seized the opportunity to denounce the new president as a fascist. Yes, a fascist— and at a time when the world was hardly ignorant of fascism. This was no small charge.
 

Communists routinely—and loudly—employed this obviously unjustified, over-the-top language throughout their literature at the time. Once again, CPUSA proudly shipped copies of such vulgar nonsense to the Comintern, as if to brag to the masters in Moscow that the good comrades on the American front were doing their best to undermine the new U.S. “regime.” The examples that follow are drawn exclusively from the Comintern archive, and are a mere sliver of what is available in those files. CPUSA was so prolific in its demonization of FDR that an entire book would be needed to lay out all the exhibits.
 

May Day, which was also International Workers Day, was a major event for the Communists. CPUSA used this day to carry out its anti-FDR campaign on many fronts, not only on the streets of New York or San Francisco—the usual suspects—but also in smaller towns in the Heartland. For example, the Communists scheduled a May Day event at the courthouse in Terre Haute, Indiana. The flier promoting the occasion (see page 114) proclaimed to workers and farmers that this May Day would be “an inspiration for a UNITED FRONT of all impoverished masses against the Hunger, Forced Labor, Terror and War Government of the Roosevelt McNutt Dictatorship.” (Paul McNutt was the Democratic governor of Indiana.)
 

FDR had been in power for less than two months, but somehow it was clear to Communist Americans that he was pursuing a terrorist dictatorship seeking war and forced labor. What was more, the flier announced, Roosevelt was deploying “the humiliating tactics of relief agencies.” FDR, it seemed, was not seeking relief for the downtrodden suffering under the Great Depression; he was out to humiliate them.
 

[image: images]

The Roosevelt administration would have been amazed that it was being so harshly criticized for such good intentions, and so rapidly into the presidency. Strangely, too, its method—an unprecedented expansion of central government—was the kind of thing that Communists usually would hail. No presidential administration had ever moved so far to the left, and so quickly, but it was not enough for the comrades.
 

In the next line in the Terre Haute flier, the Communists squeezed in a short reminder of the tragic case of the Scottsboro Boys. In 1931 a group of African-American teenagers were wrongly accused of gang raping two white girls, and nearly lynched. After the boys were convicted by all-white juries and sentenced to death, the American Communists vigorously exploited this miscarriage of justice. To the Communists, the alarming case not only indicated that America was racist (in contrast to the USSR) but was even related to the new Democratic administration in Washington. The Terre Haute flier included this line: “DEMAND The release of the 9 Scottsboro Negro Boys, Victims of vicious frame-up and an out-standing example of hatred of master for slave, intensified by the lingering smell of the Slave market and Auction Block.” Somehow the Scottsboro boys were linked to the new policy of “Forced Labor” (mentioned twice in the flier) and the “Auction Block” of FDR's new America.5
 

The Communists led May Day celebrations all across America, from Terre Haute to Wilkes-Barre, Pennsylvania, to Rockford, Illinois, from St. Louis to Philadelphia to Chicago. Newspaper ads promoting the events took the opportunity to bludgeon the new Democratic administration.
 

One ad, plugging a May 1 workers’ “celebration” at the Scottish Rite Auditorium in San Francisco, insisted that “Roosevelt's ‘New Deal’ far from bringing relief to Labor, has turned out to be a program which includes forced labor for the unemployed at a wage scale of $1.00 a day.” Listing a host of FDR's alleged economic crimes, the ad claimed that Roosevelt's policies had only “reduc[ed] our real wages yet farther.”6 (See page 116.)
 

But this Democratic Party reptile was not only seeking “forced labor,” the comrades assured. He and his “capitalist class” were “preparing to plunge us into a new WORLD WAR.” It was Woodrow Wilson all over again—only worse.
 

According to the Communist ad, these capitalists were conspiring “hand in hand with this brutal program of hunger and war”—that is, FDR's New Deal. The real “danger” was that America would launch a merciless attack on, of all places, the Soviet Union.
 

[image: images]

This is stunning to read today. CPUSA was portraying FDR—who had been president for only a matter of weeks—as a warmonger bent on wreaking havoc on the poor USSR. The claims were nothing short of ridiculous. Keep in mind, this was 1933, more than eight years before the United States was compelled to enter the Second World War after being attacked by Imperial Japan. And when the United States did finally enter the fight, it did not attack the Soviet Union; the two countries were part of an alliance against the Axis powers.
 

The Communists’ May Day ad then likened FDR's vicious America to Hitler's fascist Germany by invoking the supposedly harsh American tactics against striking “pea pickers” in California. For good measure the Communists threw in a reference to the Scottsboro case.
 

The message was clear: America was speeding toward fascism, with a nefarious capitalist ruling class that was targeting the Soviet Union. By the reckoning of the Reds, the United States of 1933 was a diabolical place—very unlike Stalin's Russia (where the Great Purge was getting under way). The ad closed: “Comrades, Brothers: Let us unite our ranks for a fight to the finish against this horrible system which has doomed over half of our class to conditions of semi-starvation, which is sapping the very life of Labor!”
 

And who found themselves among the “comrades” and “brothers” united in the “ranks”? The dupes.
 

Among the more than seventy endorsing groups, unions, and civics clubs listed at the bottom half of the ad, a few were predictable: the Communist Party, the John Reed Club, the Young Communist League, not to mention Corliss Lamont's Friends of the Soviet Union. But many more “comrades” and “brothers” were rather benign organizations, certainly non-Communist. The Asbestos Workers, No. 6; Painters, No. 19; Plumbers Local, No. 442; Roofers Local, No. 40; Millwrights, No. 766; the Lettish Society—these and other groups had been duped. They innocently thought they were joining some friends likewise concerned about wages and the Great Depression. But their “friends,” they discovered when this ad ran, had other motives, based on loyalties far away.
 

The roofers and painters and Lettish Society would be more careful next time around. Their antennae would be raised for the next May Day. By then, however, the Communists would have a whole new gathering of suckers to sign on as fellow endorsers.
 

“Headlong Towards Fascism”

In that advertisement for the San Francisco rally can be seen the template for fliers and ads the Communists distributed around America for May Day 1933. In promotional material for a demonstration in Chicago's Union Park, Communists decried “the Roosevelt forced labor camps” (this at a time when real forced labor camps existed in the Soviet Union). The Union Park rally spelled out FDR's alleged warmongering: “Billions of dollars are being spent for war. Yet our relief is out.”
 

It didn't matter that there was not a kernel of truth to these claims; these were the kind of irresponsible falsehoods spun by CPUSA offices. An ad announcing a May Day event in St. Louis was similarly irresponsible, calling FDR a “fascist dictator.”
 

Yet another ad, this one promoting a May Day parade and mass meeting in Minneapolis, was as transparent as it was brutal. (See page 119.) Under the giant heading “DEMONSTRATE Against HUNGER, FASCISM, WAR,” the ad accused the New Deal of seeking “a total abolition of the workers’ right to strike,” of having “viciously attacked” unions, and of developing “the biggest war construction program ever known in the United States.” “ALL THIS WAS DONE,” screamed the flier, “AS THE CAPITALIST WAY OUT OF THE CRISIS. ALL THIS SHOWS HOW THE AMERICAN GOVERNMENT IS MOVING HEADLONG TOWARDS FASCISM AND WAR.”
 

The ad ended with this final demand by “the workers of Minneapolis”: “For the Defense of the Soviet Union and Soviet China.”7
 

To the Communists, Roosevelt was so unlike their iconic leader, Lenin. It was a comparison they made continually, well beyond May Day 1933. Throughout America in January 1934, the comrades held “Lenin Memorial Meetings” to commemorate the tenth anniversary of the death of their beloved leader. As one flier declared, it had been Lenin alone, “the greatest leader,” who showed “the only road to freedom,” not only for workers but also for the racially oppressed, especially blacks in the segregated South. (See page 120.) FDR was a grim departure from Lenin, given the “whole Roosevelt program of preparation for fascism and war.” That program did not “set aside one cent for unemployment insurance”; rather, it spent “billions” for “battleships, war planes and munitions for a war in which we will be asked to shoot down workers so Wall Street can make more profits.”8
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Working Women of the World, Unite!

Aside from fliers and meetings and memorials, the Communists kept up the propaganda campaign against FDR in their publications. One such publication prominent in the Comintern's holdings was The Working Woman, which billed itself as the “magazine for working women, farm women, and working class housewives.” CPUSA pushed to make The Working Woman its leading American publication for women. Its writers took special aim at women in the Roosevelt administration, and particularly Mrs. Roosevelt, who was not left-leaning enough for CPUSA.
 

A case in point was the January 30, 1934, issue, copies of which CPUSA dutifully sent to the Comintern. The lead story, titled “Mrs. Roosevelt's ‘Sweet’ Promises,” mocked Eleanor Roosevelt's “boasted relief” as phony “sweet charity,” a series of broken promises.9 It slammed two New Deal projects, one at Bear Mountain, New York, and another in Morgantown, West Virginia, as mere “publicity stunt[s] for the Roosevelts.” The article, by reporter Sadie Van Veen, even zinged highly friendly voices from the administration, like Secretary of Labor Frances Perkins10 and top FDR adviser Harry Hopkins, who, said Van Veen, joined Eleanor and the rest of the Roosevelt crew in a display of “contemptible hypocrisy.”
 

The Working Woman followed that story with such touching female-friendly pieces as an update on the health of the aged mother of Comintern general secretary Georgi Dimitroff and a glowing review of Clara Zetkin's Reminiscences of Lenin, including praise for the late despot's “warm smile,” “keen joy” for workers, “clear thinking,” and “masterly eloquence.”
 

The magazine also included a preview of International Women's Day on March 8, 1934, a day that Comrade Lenin and the Comintern had established in 1919. This preview, written by The Working Woman’s Anna Damon, blasted the New Deal as the “Raw Deal”—the “new chains of slavery being forged by the ‘liberal’ Roosevelt administration.” The future, said Damon, was not in the “Roosevelt program of hunger and war”; no, she averred, the “Soviet Union shows the way.”
 

With Franklin and Eleanor desiring “hunger and war,” was there any American who understood the right model for the United States? Who understood that the New Deal was really the Raw Deal, and that FDR's National Recovery Administration (NRA) was not about recovery but about rip-off?
 

The Working Woman did find one source in America who deserved to be commended: Clarence Darrow.
 

Darrow, the great atheist lawyer who took on William Jennings Bryan in the Scopes Monkey Trial, had also defended Ben Gitlow and other Communist Party  members in a historic case protecting their right to be Communists in America—back during the “fascist” days of Woodrow Wilson. The Communist movement adored Darrow, for his advocacy on behalf of atheism as much as for his defense of Communism. Now he earned praise from The Working Woman for taking on the Roosevelt administration. Darrow chaired a commission that studied the NRA's operation. His resulting report, The Working Woman raved, “tells more truth about the N.R.A. than Miss [Frances] Perkins does. It says what the Communists have been saying from the beginning.”11
 

Praise the Lord for Clarence Darrow.
 

Infiltrating the Roosevelt Administration

Bear in mind that liberals who idolized FDR later defended Communist agitators who trashed their beloved president—defended them, that is, against the anti-Communists. Despite the Communist attacks on a liberal icon, it was the anti-Communists who earned progressives’ wrath for insisting that these Communist agitators were un-American, pro-Soviet, and dedicated to interests outside of the United States.
 

The attacks on the greatest liberal president, his administration, his policies, and his wife—a historic first lady with a policy role—were clear even at the time. A more sinister Communist tactic would not be discovered until after World War II, and in fact we are still learning details to this day. The Communists, it turns out, were toiling behind the scenes to infiltrate the Roosevelt administration on behalf of Moscow. Sometimes closet CPUSA members were penetrating the administration, but frequently actual spies for the Soviet KGB infiltrated the upper reaches of government. Alger Hiss is the most infamous example of the latter.
 

Perhaps the most thoroughly penetrated area of FDR's administration was agriculture, and specifically the Agricultural Adjustment Administration (AAA). FDR had formed this new wing of the Department of Agriculture to solve the nation's farm crisis, at a time when agriculture was still America's most pervasive industry. Soon AAA was bursting with a huge staff of five thousand, and included top talent from Ivy League faculties and Wall Street, as well as such liberal dynamos as Adlai Stevenson, Abe Fortas, and Thurman Arnold.12
 

This elite intellectual powerhouse was ready to rescue America's farmers. As a group, writes Sam Tanenhaus in his seminal biography of Whittaker Chambers, this crew “knew little, if anything, about farming or farmers.” They didn't need to; they were America's progressives. They had been self-anointed and self-appointed; it was their job to change America via the New Deal.13
 

Unfortunately, within that powerhouse of traditional Democrats were secret Communists like John Abt and Alger Hiss.14 There was also Hal Ware, who would create an entire Communist cell within AAA. These clandestine Communists duped many of the liberals in the organization—big time.
 

The Communists keyed in on AAA because they knew that agriculture was the backbone of the American economy, as well as the Soviet economy, the Chinese economy, and the world economy. As usual, The New Republic was there to champion the Communist cause, editorializing: “The only groups in the country that have given serious attention to the plight of the tenant farmer are the Socialists and the Communists.”15 But some of the comrades, eager to revamp American agriculture, privately became restless when it appeared the New Deal would not go as far as they had envisioned: no mass collectivization. Some of them had begun referring to FDR as “the ‘Kerensky’ of the U.S.A.,” referring to the liberal official who briefly ruled Russia after the fall of the czar but who was ousted when Lenin and the Bolsheviks seized power.16
 

Hal Ware jumped in. Ware was no Potemkin Progressive; he was a committed Communist. As a paid consultant to the U.S. Department of Agriculture, he had traveled to Russia in the 1920s and ended up supplying statistics on the agricultural utopia organized from Moscow. In 1931 he returned to the United States from the Soviet Union to organize farmers into what he called “an agrarian wing to the proletarian movement.” He was initially frustrated, but that changed with the advent of the Roosevelt administration. In 1933, sensing an opportunity, he began canvassing government agencies for new recruits for the Communist Party.17
 

Though no longer with the Department of Agriculture, Ware “became a familiar figure at the AAA,” according to Tanenhaus, as he virtually “camped out in the lunchroom.” He began exerting real influence. As Tanenhaus rightly notes, Ware “assembled a secret Communist network in Washington,” a cluster of seven cells or more, each with a leader who also belonged to an “elite nucleus” that wielded substantial influence. These separate but coordinated cells were created as part of a deliberate, viable Communist apparatus operating within the Roosevelt administration. Each cell leader was tasked with organizing a “study group” within his government agency. From those cells, Commissar Ware and his comrades thrust their swords deep.18
 

How successful was the penetration?
 

Alger Hiss, Harry Dexter White, Lauchlin Currie, and Harold Glasser are a few of the more notorious KGB agents who we now know were doing the work of the USSR, and who preyed upon unsuspecting liberals throughout the Roosevelt  administration. Other suspects ranged from John Abt to Charles Kramer, and even to Harry Hopkins.
 

Harry Hopkins: Agent 19?

Because of his remarkable influence with FDR, Harry Hopkins stands as the most sensational case among the potential Soviet agents.
 

Born in 1890 in Sioux City, Iowa, to a small businessman father and devout Methodist mother, Hopkins was a leading progressive of his day. He left the Midwest for New York City in the 1910s, where he was caught up in the left-wing politics of the city. By the 1920s he was active in a number of liberal causes, with special interest in social work. He ended up executive director of the Temporary Emergency Relief Administration under New York's governor, Franklin Delano Roosevelt. His management of welfare policy impressed not only the governor but also the governor's wife, Eleanor.
 

In March 1933, soon after taking over the White House, FDR summoned Hopkins to Washington to spearhead relief at the federal level. The adviser quickly gained influence with FDR, so much so that he became one of the principal architects of the New Deal, particularly the relief programs within the Works Progress Administration (WPA). Under Hopkins, the WPA became one of the largest employers in all of the United States.
 

Only after his death in 1946 did we begin learning more concrete information on Hopkins's dealings with Communists. He seems to have first had contact with the Communist underground in the 1930s, and to have fallen in with Hal Ware's cells within the Department of Agriculture. The researchers of the Venona transcripts—communiqués between the Soviet Union and American Communists intercepted by the U.S. government—have concluded that Hopkins was a member of a Department of Agriculture “study group” run by Lee Pressman.19
 

Of course, participation in Pressman's group would not by itself guarantee that Hopkins was a Communist, let alone a KGB mole. Hopkins's activities are more instructive. Many of his actions were so helpful to the Soviets that he was at a minimum a terribly naïve dupe, and possibly something much worse.20
 

The evidence from the Soviet side, suggesting that he was something much worse, began emerging in the 1960s. The sources include Oleg Gordievsky, a former KGB officer and one of the most knowledgeable defectors ever to leave the Soviet Union, and Iskhak Akhmerov, a high-level Soviet official who worked inside the United States during World War II. Gordievsky began working under  cover for British intelligence in 1974, a decade before his defection, until he was exposed by CIA traitor Aldrich Ames. Gordievsky called Hopkins an agent of “major significance.”21 Akhmerov, who was in contact with the likes of Alger Hiss, described Hopkins as “the most important of all Soviet wartime agents in the United States.”22 He knew Hopkins dating back to the 1930s.
 

Much more information on Hopkins emerged decades later, specifically with the revelations from the Venona transcripts. Many Venona messages contain messages to or from Hopkins. He was in contact with such high-level Soviet officials as General A. I. Belyaev, Ambassador Maxim Litvinov, Andrei Gromyko—and Stalin himself. Some of his discussions with Stalin were conducted in FDR's presence, but others were not. Many of those interactions were obviously appropriate for a representative to the American president, but others seem suspicious. In one Venona report, dated May 29, 1943, Akhmerov reported to Moscow on secret discussions between FDR and Churchill. According to the report, Soviet agent “19” channeled this secret information to the USSR. Researchers who have studied Venona make a convincing case that agent 19 was Harry Hopkins.23
 

The leading authority on Venona, Herb Romerstein, is convinced that Hopkins actively worked for the other side. “He was a dedicated Soviet agent,” states Romerstein, categorically. “He was both a spy—that is, he supplied information—and an agent of influence.” Hopkins was not a “useful idiot,” says Romerstein, but rather one who sought out useful idiots: “Some of those he conned in the White House and outside were useful idiots.”24
 

Having secured the ear and deep trust of Roosevelt, Hopkins arguably became the president's right-hand man during World War II. He was essentially FDR's chief political adviser, confidant, troubleshooter, and sometimes diplomat. He literally lived in the White House, with FDR seeing him more than any other aide. “You'll learn what a lonely job this is,” said a vulnerable Roosevelt to presidential aspirant Wendell Wilkie, “and you'll discover the need for somebody like Harry Hopkins, who asks for nothing except to serve you.”25
 

The common claim is that Hopkins alone wielded more power than the entire State Department. That certainly seemed the case as he accompanied Roosevelt to all the major conferences of World War II: Casablanca, Tehran, Yalta. Nowhere was he more instrumental than on policy toward Stalin's state and via the Lend-Lease program, which directed tens of billions of dollars to U.S. allies in the war effort. He was the unofficial chief emissary to Britain, where he worked directly with Churchill, and was also sent to Moscow to negotiate with Stalin.
 

Hopkins became close to the Soviets; precisely how close remains the big question, and a source of controversy. He still has loyal defenders who say any suggestion  that he was a Soviet agent is an ugly smear. The latest declassified material, however, plus the research of Romerstein and others, raises legitimate concerns that Harry Hopkins was serving Soviet interests.
 

And if he was not a Soviet spy, then he was a dupe of disturbing proportions. As we shall see, he aided the Soviets in two areas in particular: the atomic bomb and the future of postwar Eastern Europe.
 

FDR and Comrade Browder

Before we consider more on Harry Hopkins, it is important to take notice of another curious, and controversial, FDR relationship: the president's connection to Earl Browder, the face of American Communism.
 

Browder (1891–1973), general secretary of CPUSA from 1934 to 1945, was no minor figure with minor notions. “Above all,” he had stated in his 1934 CPUSA convention report, “we arm ourselves with the political weapons forged by the victorious Communist Party of the Soviet Union, with the mighty sword of Marxism-Leninism, and are strengthened and inspired by the victories of socialist construction won under its Bolshevik leadership headed by Stalin.” The pro-Stalin, pro-Soviet patriot continued: “Our World Communist Party, the Communist International, provides us the guarantee not only of our victory in America, but of the victory of the proletariat throughout the world.”26
 

To that end, the Comintern of the 1930s had not backed down from its earlier triumphant and militaristic pronouncements. In its recently published “conditions for admission,” the Comintern stated that its members—which, of course, included CPUSA—“must render every possible assistance to the Soviet Republics in their struggles against counter-revolutionary forces. They should conduct an organized and definite propaganda to induce the workers to refuse to make or handle any kind of military equipment intended for use against the Soviet Republics, and should also carry on, by legal or illegal means, a propaganda among any troops sent against the Workers’ Republics.”27
 

For members of CPUSA, things remained crystal clear: Their first priority was the Soviet Union. Period.
 

For its part, CPUSA stated candidly: “We want our Party to become like an army, a Bolshevik army, who while understanding the policy behind each decision is prepared to carry it out with military promptness, without any hesitation or question, and further, to carry out the decisions with Bolshevik judgment and maximum effectiveness.”28
 

Given such bold statements, any relationship between Browder and the sitting president of the United States was nothing to be shrugged off. Understandably, then, the nature of the Browder-FDR relationship has long been one of intense speculation, from both the Right and the Left. The wildest speculation, in fact, was rooted in exaggerations begun on the far Left—ironically, begun by Browder and his party.
 

The Speculation

My first angle into the worst of the speculation was a knowledgeable source involved in Cold War intelligence. By then in his eighties, the source was tight-lipped, insisted on anonymity, would not go on the record, and clearly seemed bound by security restrictions—both ancient and unnecessary—in terms of what he could say or even suggest. It seemed apparent, however, that my source's source was Browder himself.
 

Asked if Browder had “advised FDR or pushed him toward wrongly trusting Stalin,” my source said, “I can't say. I don't know the nature. There were rumors that he [Browder] met with FDR.… These claims came after the war. FDR was dead by then, so he couldn't confirm anything.”
 

My source continued, “The claim was that he [Browder] was a conduit of information between top-level Communist Party people around the world and FDR—and our government. That, I think I can say, is true.” He added: “There's no doubt that they had contact. The key is how, where, and when.”
 

As my source noted, the questions about Browder's connection to President Roosevelt were crucial because Browder was not only head of CPUSA but also a “Comintern agent,” one who actively recruited Red Americans as official Soviet agents.29 Moreover, the source said, Browder in the 1930s “was trying to organize the world for Moscow,” as he had been “a Communist loyal to the Soviet Union.” So it is crucial to know to what extent he was in touch with the president of the United States, who was being lobbied to make policy changes favorable to Stalin's Russia.
 

I include this anonymous source only because it is representative of the speculation, and because his information checks out. Consider:
 

Early published information on an FDR-Browder relationship surfaced in the 1940s. We know that the president's contact with Browder went back to the 1930s, on issues ranging from domestic politics—even presidential elections—to international relations, including, yes, relations with the USSR. The most famous  and open exchanges between the two came when FDR granted Browder a full and unconditional pardon and (later) a commutation of a prison sentence. As for the latter, the Communist leader had been sentenced to four years in prison for passport fraud; in 1940 he had falsified his passport so he could travel to the USSR.30
 

But the exchanges between the two men went well beyond legal matters, as shown by letters between FDR and Browder, and communications between Browder and the Comintern. For instance, Roosevelt and Browder exchanged four letters between June 14 and July 12, 1943; these have been declassified and are available from the FDR Library. We can now observe what FDR could not at the time: that on June 12, just before the exchange of letters began, Comintern head and Stalin stooge Georgi Dimitroff,31 communicating with Browder via clandestine radio, told his loyal American servant to use his influence with the Roosevelt administration to try to secure the release of a Communist Party apparatchik held in Argentina and about to be deported to Spain.32 The apparatchik was Victorio Codovilla (1894–1970), early founder of the International Socialist Party, a forerunner to the Communist Party,33 and an international troublemaker. Codovilla had been the Comintern representative in Spain—a spot of major interest to the Soviets in the 1930s, to say the least. Sure enough, Comrade Browder cabled FDR just two days later, on June 14, 1943, requesting that the president step in to prevent the sure execution of Codovilla in Spain.
 

The mere fact that Browder would directly cable the president bespeaks both bravado and influence. That Roosevelt would respond is a confirmation of Browder's confidence. In FDR's first response, on June 23, he said that this was a matter of “exclusive jurisdiction of the Argentine Government,” but that he would nonetheless talk to the U.S. ambassador to Argentina. Just three days later, on June 26, the president wrote Browder with good news from the ambassador: Codovilla would not be deported. Two weeks later, on July 12, a pleased Browder wrote a letter thanking the president.34
 

Anyone who claims that there was no substance to the relationship between Browder and FDR, or that the CPUSA leader exerted no influence on the White House, needs to read correspondence such as this. The exchanges are undeniable, and significant.
 

In the Codovilla case and others, Browder dutifully reported the information he obtained to his friends at the Comintern. Often he communicated by cable or radio, but sometimes he traveled to Moscow to connect with Dimitroff and associates. In those sessions with Dimitroff, Browder discussed such matters as the Codovilla situation, as well as foreign policy, international events, the prospects for FDR's reelection, the coalition of American groups and political parties supporting  Roosevelt, and even whether CPUSA should back the president's reelection bids. Browder and Dimitroff considered whether the Communists should be a part of the big-tent, left-wing coalition supporting FDR.35
 

From the Comintern files and declassified Venona transcripts, it is clear what the Comintern knew; what the KGB, GRU (military intelligence), and NKVD (secret police) knew; and what Browder knew. It is not always clear what FDR knew. But we know—from Venona and Comintern files, as well as presidential papers and letters, and the private papers of Eleanor Roosevelt, Earl Browder, former Communist (and noted historian) Theodore Draper, and others—that Browder was the link among them all.
 

At first blush, it seems quite disturbing that the CPUSA chief had such access to the president of the United States, especially if FDR had no idea that Browder was running the information to Moscow. This would be yet more evidence that too many liberal Democrats—including their president—failed to recognize that CPUSA was not merely another political party.
 

That said, all of this is not as odd as it may seem. The timing is important: The USSR, like America, did not want a war with the Nazis. The Soviets also wanted better relations with Washington. The USSR and the United States had positions that sometimes ran along a parallel track. As the 1930s progressed, it became clearer that the priority was to stop Hitler. Thus it was not surprising that some Communists, from America to the Soviet Union, would endorse FDR's presidential bid, even after the Comintern and its operatives had viciously attacked the American president.36
 

Franklin, Earl, and Comrade Josephine

The speculation about the FDR-Browder relationship only intensified because of the claims of one Josephine Adams. Adams was the source of more explosive rumors—and of much misinformation.
 

Venona authorities John Earl Haynes and Harvey Klehr write, “Although Browder performed many valuable services for Soviet intelligence, he also inadvertently provided it with misinformation about President Roosevelt.” Specifically, in July 1943, Browder told KGB and GRU representatives in the United States, who in turn informed their superiors in Moscow, that he had a friend, a secret CPUSA member, who was surreptitiously meeting with FDR. This friend, Browder told his comrades, was a back channel between him and the White House. The friend was Josephine Truslow Adams.37
 

Various forms of documentation reveal how Soviet intelligence in the United States reported this revelation to Moscow. For example, the GRU's Georgi Bolshakov excitedly relayed the information in an August 21, 1943, memo to Dimitroff at the Comintern (which, incidentally, Stalin, in the middle of the war, claimed to have a dissolved—another phony Communist claim accepted by many liberals, including FDR).38 “According to information we have received,” transmitted Bolshakov, “an American citizen, Josephine Truslow, on instructions from Browder is meeting systematically with the president of the U.S. Roosevelt. Please advise whether this is in fact the case, and whether you have any information on this issue.”39
 

Was it in fact the case? And who was Josephine Adams?
 

Public awareness of Adams's claims surfaced as early as Robert Sherwood's highly sympathetic 1948 book on Harry Hopkins, in which Browder was quoted taking pride in the fact that he presented his “views on world events” to the president, and adding that the president “appreciated the service I gave him.”40 The mode of this presentation, plus additional details, were reported in an influential 1959 book by conservative author George Crocker, titled Roosevelt's Road to Russia. Crocker, after underscoring that Roosevelt “was no … Communist,” reported that FDR had “clandestinely obtained the recommendations of Earl Browder.”41
 

“We know now that President Roosevelt maintained a secret liaison with Browder,” noted Crocker. “One Josephine Adams, an artist, acted as a courier between the two men. She relayed information, and even documents, between them, conveying to each the views of the other. She saw Roosevelt between thirtyeight and forty times during the three year period preceding his death.” “These meetings,” he added, “were held either at the White House or at Roosevelt's Hyde Park home. (Years later, Miss Adams so testified under oath before a subcommittee of the United States Senate.)”42 Crocker noted that Browder had confirmed this, and cited Sherwood's book on Harry Hopkins.43
 

What Crocker did not know, and Browder and others did not know, was that Josephine Truslow Adams was a woman of questionable sanity who seems to have misled everyone, including Browder, into believing that she was Browder's conduit to the White House.
 

This is not to say she existed in an entirely alternate universe. She met and knew Mrs. Roosevelt and even exchanged letters with her, as Browder himself had exchanged letters with FDR—most or all of which (Browder-FDR) are now on file at the FDR Library.44 The best sources on this, who have looked into the matter extensively, through interviews and primary sources, including declassified archives, are Haynes and Klehr and Browder biographer James G. Ryan.45
 

Ryan notes that by 1941 Josephine Truslow Adams had already become a minor cause célèbre in the Communist Party. Born in Brooklyn in 1897, Adams was a leftist and art teacher at Swarthmore College. She had testified before the House Judiciary Committee against a bill to legalize wiretapping; she had done so in defense of civil liberties for Communists. She later claimed that her position had led “someone” to bug her office and home telephones.
 

Swarthmore, for various reasons, refused to renew Adams's teaching contract. The Reds portrayed this as discrimination against her for speaking out, but more likely it was motivated by reasons relating to her mental fitness. She looked for work, and was helped by a woman named Esther Lape, who also happened to be a friend of Eleanor Roosevelt. The first lady was impressed by Adams's artistic work and met with her, at Swarthmore, in April 1941.46
 

Thus began somewhat of a friendship between Eleanor Roosevelt and Adams. Yet it was Adams who was the main driver behind the relationship, sending the first lady not only artwork but also a deluge of letters. As Ryan put it, this was “a largely one-sided correspondence” that lasted “throughout the war years.”47
 

Meanwhile, Adams continued her “civil liberties” activism on behalf of Communists and their causes. Later that year, in December 1941, she sent a plea to the White House urging a presidential pardon of Earl Browder. She was a visible member of the Free Browder Committee. According to Ryan, Adams received a “short, noncommittal reply” from “the White House” (Ryan does not identify the writer or signer of the White House letter). A few months later, in April 1942, she sent another dispatch pressing Mrs. Roosevelt to meet with the prominent Communist and ACLU board member Elizabeth Gurley Flynn, again on the Browder issue. This time, the first lady was more firm, explaining that Flynn's Communist reputation gave her no credibility on the issue. Adams backed off when FDR commuted Browder's sentence.48
 

Some authors have suggested that the relationship ended there. In fact, documentation shows that Josephine Adams wrote a letter to Mrs. Roosevelt on July 4, 1944, asking her to assist Raisa Browder (Earl's wife) on a matter of travel and immigration. The letter was sent on to Earl Harrison, the commissioner of the Immigration and Naturalization Service, and Mrs. Browder's problem was resolved. Even then, Adams sent Mrs. Roosevelt still more letters regarding the Browders.49
 

As these details clearly show, there was a relationship between Adams and the Roosevelt White House—or, at least, between Adams and the first lady. The main issue of contention is the extent of the relationship—and how close it got to FDR.
 

Adams began claiming in 1942, and through 1943, that she was meeting with the president. Yet, according to Ryan, her only White House visit took place in 1939, and it was with a “lobbying organization.”50 Indeed, that one occasion seems the only documentable White House visit by Adams.
 

Importantly, however, people in the Communist movement believed Adams's claims of repeated visits and counsel with the president. Among her most notable believers was Earl Browder, with whom she met frequently. It certainly helped Adams's credibility with Browder when she showed off her letters from Mrs. Roosevelt. When she and Browder met at a July 4, 1942, CPUSA “Independence Day” gathering, she told Browder that she had helped negotiate and secure his release from prison. They became friends, with Adams, in Browder's words, becoming a “frequent family visitor.” She convinced the CPUSA chief that she had, as Ryan put it, “an intimate White House relationship.” According to Ryan, “Browder displayed unprecedented gullibility.”51
 

Haynes and Klehr, having reviewed the primary documents, write that through Adams, “Browder believed he had a private pipeline to the White House. Browder gave Adams material on various political matters to discuss with President Roosevelt during their (as he thought) frequent chats.” Some of Browder's information on politics, they maintain, went directly into letters that Adams sent to Eleanor Roosevelt. Mrs. Roosevelt, in turn, “recognized the political interest of some of Adams's letters and forwarded them to her husband—noting in one, however, ‘I know nothing of her reliability.’” The first lady, report the authors, sent “polite responses” to Adams, the most encouraging—and eyebrow-raising—being a note that claimed, “Your letters go directly to the president. What then happens I do not know.”52
 

Mrs. Roosevelt's ambiguity was not what Josephine Adams imparted to Earl Browder. To Browder, she insisted that she actually met with FDR, in person and often. She then gave the CPUSA leader important, substantive messages that she vowed were the president's responses to Browder.
 

Was this the case? No, apparently not.
 

In fact, write Haynes and Klehr, Adams “simply made up FDR's responses, basing them on the analysis offered by political commentators and on what Browder wanted to hear.” They say that Adams did such a convincing job that even in the 1950s, when Adams's mental instability was apparent, “Browder had difficulty believing that he had been hoodwinked.” He judged the messages too politically sophisticated for Adams to have fabricated them.53
 

Thus, Earl Browder himself—Communist kingpin, duper of liberals—had been duped.
 

Browder, at first, could not have known that Adams had major psychiatric issues. Even J. Edgar Hoover's FBI talked to Adams well into the 1950s, and she was called to testify in closed session to Congress. Eventually the FBI would dismiss her, with one agent stating that she suffered from an “emotional and intellectual state of unbalance.”54
 

Still, given her involvement with the FBI and even Congress, certain journalists picked up on her claims about the Roosevelts. With such shocking revelations going public, it was only a matter of time before Adams had herself a book deal. The book was never published, however, as her ghostwriter and editor discovered the unreliability of much of what she said and killed the project.
 

Adams started going in and out of mental institutions around 1956, and spent the final years of her life permanently confined.
 

Haynes and Klehr are excellent sources not only on all the details of these complicated relationships but also, central to the thesis of this chapter, on the effect of all this misinformation. As they note, this bad information, as it became public, “contributed to the souring of postwar American politics.” The bad information began with Browder, who both hinted and boasted of his relationship with Roosevelt, which led to rumors of his “back channel” to the White House—rumors that first circulated in the upper echelons of CPUSA. From there, chronicle Haynes and Klehr, the story “seeped out” to “Popular Front liberal allies” of the party.
 

In short order, the rumor mill reached anti-Communists, including prominent defectors like John Lautner, Louis Budenz, and Frank Meyer. And while many anti-Communists (including J. Edgar Hoover himself) discounted the rumors, others, particularly those who despised both Browder and FDR, believed what they hoped to be true—the better to tear down Roosevelt. In certain circles on the political Right, theories began to circulate of the late, great FDR-Browder-CPUSA-Comintern conspiracy.55
 

FDR and the Communists

Overall, FDR's dealings with Earl Browder were not the things of grand conspiracy—or at least were nothing to match Josephine Adams's fevered imaginings.
 

Nonetheless, they were troubling enough, as was the whole of American Communist penetration of the president's administration. Here again, the trouble stemmed largely from the common liberal failure to distinguish between the Left and the far Left, and to appreciate that the Communist Party was not simply  another political party. This time around, the failure was Franklin Roosevelt's as well, even as there is no evidence that FDR was advancing Moscow's agenda through Earl Browder.
 

If FDR was duped, it was not by Browder. The president left himself vulnerable to duping by close advisers like Harry Hopkins—and even by “Uncle Joe” Stalin himself.
 

But before any of those charades could transpire, CPUSA had some grand manipulation planned for liberals who could help the Communist cause for “peace” … or for “war” … or for both.
 





WAR COMMUNISM:
HATING FDR, LOVING FDR
 

 

 

Perhaps the single most egregious example of American Communist duplicity was the appalling manner in which CPUSA and its acolytes flip-flopped on Adolf Hitler and World War II, based entirely on marching orders from Moscow—that is, on loyalty to the USSR, not to the United States. This meant that they alternately hated FDR, loved FDR, and sought to dupe FDR, as well as the beloved president's supporters.
 

In the early to mid-1930s, CPUSA adamantly opposed Hitler's Germany. But the party stance shifted dramatically in 1939 with the shocking revelation of the Hitler-Stalin Pact, the joint “nonaggression” agreement between Nazi Germany and Bolshevik Russia. The pledge of nonaggression pertained only to the two countries; it hardly applied to the nations the dictators sought to devour. Only a week after signing the agreement, Germany invaded Poland from the west (September 1), and just two weeks later the USSR invaded from the east (September 17). This pact sent shockwaves throughout the world, nowhere more so than in the American Communist movement.
 

How did CPUSA respond? As always, it followed Moscow's lead. It did whatever Stalin and the Comintern ordered.
 

Thus, CPUSA was suddenly allied with Hitler. These Communists no longer marched against Hitler. Instead, they vilified American allies under Hitler's siege, such as Britain, and attacked President Roosevelt for providing aid to those allies. On the American home front, the Communists positioned themselves as  being on the side of “peace,” even though they sided with the aggressors who started the Second World War.
 

But those were only the first twists and turns: CPUSA did another about-face once Hitler betrayed Stalin, violating his agreement of nonaggression by invading the Soviet Union in June 1941. With that, CPUSA could again (and did) become anti-Hitler, and magically morphed into being pro-Britain and even pro-Roosevelt.
 

Still later, after World War II, there would be another flip-flop. When the United States and USSR emerged as antagonists in the Cold War, CPUSA demonized Roosevelt's successor, President Harry Truman. This time, CPUSA framed America as the renegade aggressor.
 

To be sure, some American Communists were so horrified by the 1939 Hitler-Stalin Pact that they bolted CPUSA. Many Jewish-American Communists, for example, parted with Moscow. Of course, many of the disaffected turned to Trotsky (before he was murdered by Stalin's henchmen) and remained Communists under his roof, rather than Stalin's. Others remained small “c” communists, but withdrew their membership from CPUSA.
 

But CPUSA itself, and its devoted faithful, marched in lockstep with the USSR. If Stalin's Soviet Union was against it, so were they. If Stalin was for it, so were they. The record is perfectly clear. This pattern provides plain evidence that CPUSA was a creature of the Comintern—that members of the party considered themselves first and foremost loyal Soviet patriots.
 

And all along, the Communists looked for—and found—dupes. Many liberals, they discovered, could be swayed into thinking that the bad guys were not the Communists, who hopped in and out of bed with Hitler and trashed liberal presidents, but, amazingly enough, the anti-Communists who saw the Communists as agents of a foreign power. As had been the case throughout the Depression, the Communists frequently could count on the dupes to come to their defense against the anti-Communists.
 

Sadly, CPUSA's sordid behavior before and during World War II is rarely taught today. That omission makes it much easier for contemporary liberal academics to defend the Communists as they denounce the anti-Communists in a one-sided attack.
 

“For the Defense of the Soviet Union”

A good starting point in revealing the Communists’ wartime shell game is a March 23, 1936, document in the Comintern archives on CPUSA. The memo,  titled “DIRECTIVES ON ANTI-WAR CAMPAIGN,” was sent “TO ALL DISTRICT BUROS” by the Central Committee of CPUSA.1 (See page 138.) The goal of the directive was to “mobilize the masses” and organize “big mass meetings and demonstrations” on April 7, 1936. CPUSA's Central Committee issued talking points: “The chief slogan around which our agitation shall be carried on for the April 7th occasion shall be ‘Keep America out of war by keeping the world out of war. Against the Roosevelt war budget. For the support of the peace policy of the Soviet Union. For the defense of the Soviet Union.’”
 

It is useful to recall that this campaign for “peace” fell smack in the middle of Stalin's Great Purge. The USSR's “peace policy” was in truth an unprecedented policy of orchestrated, systemic domestic terror. But in CPUSA's account it was President Roosevelt who was a warmonger.
 

The memo provided an excellent example of how CPUSA sought out front groups and dupes to further its agenda. “Every effort should be made,” ordered CPUSA's Central Committee, “to organize these actions on April 7th on a united front basis. Party organizations should, first of all, strive to get the local organizations of the American League Against War and Fascism to take the initiative in organizing these demonstrations and meetings.” The local Communist parties “should make a special effort … to approach the various peace organizations.”
 

In truth, the American League Against War and Fascism was one of the most notorious and subversive Communist-front organizations. It was organized in New York City from September 29 to October 1, 1933, emerging the same year that Hitler and FDR entered office.2 The group was anti-Hitler, anti-FDR, and pro-Stalin. It cleverly adopted a public platform that stood against Hitler, fascism, and war, perfect for appealing to non-Communist liberals. The Religious Left, in particular, would be prime ground for duping, eagerly supplying speakers and marchers for the league's rallies.
 

The March 1936 memo carefully emphasized the need to ensure that the message of the Communist Party was expressed at these meetings, even as they were carried out under the name of peace organizations. It was imperative to get out the pro-Soviet message while extending the umbrella of “peace.”
 

The Central Committee told the comrades to watch their Daily Worker over the next few days, as it would carry a statement from the Central Committee “calling for demonstrations and mass meetings on April 7th.” CPUSA's district organizers did as they were told.
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Which Side to Fight For?

There were compelling exceptions to this stance of “peace,” as seen in another remarkable CPUSA document in the Comintern archives, titled “WHAT ARE WE TO DO IN CASE OF WAR?”3 This internal party memo, dated September 9, 1938, conceded that there were “several possibilities in the alignment of states in any coming war”—a war which at that point was exactly one year away. Notably, the document never mentioned the United States, perhaps out of fear that the document might get into the hands of U.S. officials, though it no doubt included America among the “capitalist states” it mentioned.
 

And therein came a bracing (albeit not surprising) declaration: “If only capitalist (and, therefore, necessarily Imperialist) states are at war,” said the document, “it is obvious that the communist slogan of the proletariat turning their guns against their own bourgeoisie is the only correct one.” And what if the USSR was at war with the capitalist states? The document explained, “If Russia, the Workers’ State, has to defend itself against capitalist aggression, this slogan is even more urgently necessary for the workers in the capitalist states.”
 

In other words, if America, a “capitalist-imperialist” state, went to war with Russia, then American Communists should take up arms against their own “bourgeoisie.” The goal, according to the CPUSA document, was always to establish “a workers’ state in any one of the capitalist countries,” a “Dictatorship of the Proletariat in their respective countries.” The USSR would be the supreme overseer of that state, of that dictatorship.
 

It was the Revolution first. It was Communism first. It was Russia first. It was never America first, as America's principles and its Constitution were antithetical to those of Soviet Communism and the Bolshevik Revolution.
 

For decades, anti-Communists openly expressed their fear that American Communists would side with the Soviet Union if it came to blows with the United States. As CPUSA documents such as this one reveal, those fears were hardly misplaced.
 

The American “Peace” Mobilization

Publicly, CPUSA's message was quite different. The party and its front groups made “peace” the focus of their campaign. That way, the Communist Party could attract a lot of peace-loving, non-Communist liberals to their rallies, at which  it promoted Soviet foreign-policy objectives, of course. This push got more intense, and scared up more recruits, as Hitler began his sweep through Europe in the late 1930s.
 

The most insidious manifestation of this effort was the organization known as the American Peace Mobilization. This group was exposed as a Communist front only later, after World War II, thanks to investigative work by President Truman's attorney general, Tom Clark, and by the House Committee on Un- American Activities. The House committee would dub the American Peace Mobilization “one of the most seditious organizations which ever operated in the United States,” “one of the most notorious and blatantly Communist fronts ever organized in this country,” and an “instrument of the Communist Party line.”4 That is precisely correct. The American Peace Mobilization was created in the summer of 1940, after the Hitler-Stalin Pact, to sway American opinion against going to war against Nazi Germany. Because Stalin was (at that point) in a pact with Hitler, the American Peace Mobilization sought to stop America from resisting Nazi Germany or even from aiding Western allies who were desperately defending themselves against Hitler's hellacious assault. Consequently, the American Peace Mobilization protested Lend-Lease, a Roosevelt administration policy to provide U.S. aid to Britain and other embattled allies in their resistance to the Nazi onslaught. The Communist-front organization did this even as British citizens faced Germany's widespread, intentional bombing of noncombatants. The Communists hid behind the high-road claim that they simply favored “peace,” the better to attract genuine peace activists and isolationists.
 

Of course, the American Peace Mobilization concealed its true intentions at the time. Today, however, we can discover the scope of its ambitions from documents in the Comintern archives—documents not available even to the fine investigators in Attorney General Clark's office or on the House Committee on Un-American Activities.
 

One such document is an April 2, 1941, memo prepared by Comrade “T. Ryan.”5 Tim Ryan, born Francis Waldron (1905–1961), was a major Comintern operative active in the Communist Party all over the world, from New York to Washington to Manila to Peking. He moved to Moscow in the 1920s, but in 1938 the Comintern sent him back to America to serve as a key player in CPUSA's national leadership, and as a central liaison to the Soviet leadership. Later, in 1946, he would replace Earl Browder—another major Comintern agent/operative—as general secretary of CPUSA.6 Typical of Communist operatives of that era, he went by at least a couple of names: Tim Ryan was his Comintern/Soviet name; in America he went by yet another name, Eugene Dennis.7
 

Ryan/Dennis prepared his April 2, 1941, memo for Comintern general secretary Georgi Dimitroff. Typed, six pages in length, the document offered a candid, revealing explanation of the purposes and roots of the American Peace Mobilization. (See page 142.) It opened by stating flatly that the American Peace Mobilization “was organised on the initiative of our Party in Chicago in September, 1940 at a national anti-war conference representing approximately 12 million working people,” ranging from “the progressive labor, youth, farm and Negro movements” to “Progressive Protestant church organisations.”8 The American Peace Mobilization was organized, wrote Ryan/Dennis, to oppose “the imperialist character of the war and the policies of the Roosevelt administration,” and to “popularise on a wide scale the need of establishing friendly relations between the USA and the USSR.” To his Soviet superiors, Ryan/Dennis marveled at the party's success in organizing this coalition, especially the ability to attract a “committee of 800 progressive Protestant ministers.”
 

Ryan/Dennis and his comrades particularly sought out the turn-the-other-cheek Christian Left—innocent, trusting liberals who took up Jesus's mandate that “Blessed are the peacemakers”—at least when working for a cause embraced by the Left. These sheep were delivered into the mouths of wolves.
 

Christian Dupes

The American Peace Mobilization was agitating and getting headlines almost from the moment it was founded. This is evident in one of the earliest news clips on the group, a very brief October 11, 1940, article in the Washington Post, aptly titled “Peace Group Assails Roosevelt,” where the American Peace Mobilization denounced the “semi-Fascist” character of FDR's appointments to the “entire selective service machinery.”9 This was a strident position—perhaps too aggressive for the front group. Someone within the mobilization stepped up to muzzle the big mouths, reminding them to stay on message: the group's focus was the war/peace issue. (The comrades would generate plenty of other opportunities to call FDR a fascist.)
 

The group organized another major meeting just two months after the September 1940 Chicago conference that Ryan/Dennis noted in his memo. Held in Chicago the weekend of November 9–10, this assembly employed another popular Communist front issue, racial discrimination; it was dubbed the 1st Illinois Conference of the National Negro Congress. The YMCA played the role of sucker, offering its building, on the corner of 38th and Wabash streets, as the host site.10
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Listed on the letterhead for the event were national officers for American Peace Mobilization like Max Yergan—a well-known YMCA figure and a Communist11—and John P. Davis, as well as endorsers like Frank Marshall Davis (discussed at length later in this book). The Religious Left was again a major target, with local religious leaders going along for the ride. Especially important were black pastors from the community, such as the Reverend Mary G. Evans, an active pastor who left the African Methodist Episcopal church in the early 1930s to join the Community Church Movement and became pastor of Cosmopolitan Community Church in 1932. Evans was among what has been called the “African Diaspora.”12 Likewise adding their names as endorsers were union representatives such as Henry Roberts, president of the Federation of Hotel Waiters, No. 356; John J. Ryan, an organizer for the Transport Workers Union; and Peter Davis of the PWOC (Packinghouse Workers Organizing Committee) division of the CIO.
 

The fliers for the November 9–10, 1940, event at the Wabash YMCA protested, “Negroes and the whole American population are being called upon to ‘sacrifice for national defense.’” Black Americans, the conference organizers urged, should not send their money, their bodies, or their bonds to support this “wave of war hysteria” by FDR and his cronies. They should not be “bludgeoned into situations against their best interest.” The powers-that-be in Washington were pining for “another war,” contrary to the interests and well-being of the poor masses.
 

The Communists’ argument that young black men were being prepared to die in an unjust war perpetrated by white politicians would be rehearsed again and again in the decades to come. For example, liberal African-American leaders such as Jesse Jackson and Congressman Charles Rangel (NY-Democrat) would protest the 1991 Gulf War and 2003 Iraq War making almost precisely the same case. CPUSA and its front group honed this tactic as early as 1940.
 

The number of Religious Left figures involved in the Communist-initiated American Peace Mobilization was remarkable. Some were open Communists, some closet communists, some non-Communist liberals, some dupes. Amid the grand schemers who were doing the duping was a much larger group of victims from across multiple denominations. Particularly vulnerable were folks from the United Methodist Church, the Presbyterian Church USA, the Quakers, and especially the Episcopal Church.
 

The American Peace Mobilization seemed to draw more individuals from the Episcopalian denomination than any other. In March 1958 a team of researchers led by J. B. Matthews, the ex-Communist who became one of America's foremost experts on the movement, and Archibald Roosevelt, the son of President Theodore Roosevelt, released a report on Episcopalian “rectors” who were active participants  in the mobilization. The report identified many participants, including Frank Ban-croft, Richard T. S. Brown, Eliot White, Charles Coker Wilson, and the vigorously active Walter Mitchell. Mitchell, the bishop of Arizona, was prominent in Communist organs like the Daily Worker, the Chicago Star, and Daily People's World. His name appeared in such publications upwards of thirty times in this period, including twice early in 1941 for his work for the American Peace Mobilization.13
 

The American Peace Mobilization got much press at the time. And while those clips are today conveniently forgotten, especially among the people in the pews at the mainline Protestant denominations, they are alive and well in the Soviet Comintern files on CPUSA. CPUSA had incredible success recruiting these dupes, and proudly sent details of this successful campaign to its masters at the Comintern.
 

Duping the Press: The New York Times’s “Group of Clergymen”

The comrades in the “peace” mobilization also generated their share of dupes among reporters. The New York Times was particularly susceptible.
 

On January 10, 1941, the Times ran an article deceptively titled “Clergymen Group Charges War Aim.”14 The piece discussed a letter sent to FDR by a “group of clergymen” representing “religious denominations” throughout the country. This purported peace epistle claimed that the president's foreign policy “will inevitably lead to war and the destruction of democracy.” The “clergymen,” reported the Times, had asked the president “to put an end to what we deem is an aggressive, militant foreign policy.” Prompted by their closet comrades, they argued that Roosevelt's policies were “aggressive” and “militant,” and in fact constituted an “unjust war.”
 

Of course, this argument was preposterous. Pearl Harbor was nearly a year away when the clergymen sent their letter to FDR. The “militant” policies they decried were nothing more than aid to Britain. The Communists must have been amazed that this unbelievable position could attract the support of “progressive” clergy—as well as serious attention by the nation's top newspaper. The Times went so far as to publish the entire text of the “peace” mobilization's “appeal.” Meanwhile, the word “communism” or “communist” was not found in the Times’s article. The Gray Lady was completely duped.
 

Two weeks later, a much smarter Washington Post did a piece on the American Peace Mobilization, with special focus on whether it was a Communist front. The Post reporter, Edward T. Folliard, noted that among the sixteen sponsors of a  recent “working conference for peace” run by the mobilization, there were “several well-known Communists or Communist sympathizers.”15
 

Had this article run in, say, 1955, liberals in Washington might have denounced the Post reporter as a McCarthyite Red-baiter—a loathsome anti-Communist. But that phenomenon was down the road. For now, it was 1941, well before the Left dismissed every claim of Communist infiltration. A world war was on the horizon.
 

Though the Post’s Folliard did good work, he missed the elephant in the room. The main source he quoted was American Peace Mobilization executive secretary Fred V. Field, described in the article as “a bespectacled young man with a Harvard accent,” who cheerfully laughed off charges of Communist infiltration. Folliard did not mention that Field's middle initial, “V.,” stood for “Vanderbilt,” as Field's grandmother was a member of the fabulously wealthy Vanderbilt dynasty.16 More importantly, the Post story did not point out that this millionaire Ivy Leaguer was himself a devout Communist, and quite the rabble-rouser.
 

Field was a contributor to the New Masses and Daily Worker, and founder of the subversive publication Amerasia. Worst of all, he had been executive secretary of the odious American Council of the Institute of Pacific Relations (IPR).
 

IPR was an international group, a sort of think tank, with affiliates in ten countries. It had many members and contacts within the U.S. government, in addition to American colleges, newspapers, and foundations. IPR was arguably one of the most destructive entities of the entire 1940s, causing enormous damage in Asia and China in particular, actively working for the overthrow of Chiang Kai-shek's government and its replacement with Mao Tse-tung and the Red Chinese. IPR's officers, contributors, and members included some of the worst spies, subversives, dupes, and questionable characters of the entire Cold War, including the infamous Harry Dexter White, Lauchlin Currie, Laurence Duggan, Owen Lattimore, and Alger Hiss—plus, naturally, Corliss Lamont.17 As the Senate Judiciary Committee and House Committee on Un-American Activities would later affirm, “Members of the small core of officials and staff members who controlled IPR were either Communist or pro-Communist,” and both CPUSA and Soviet officials considered IPR “an instrument of Communist policy, propaganda and military intelligence.”18
 

In 1940 Fred Field had resigned as executive secretary at IPR in order to assume leadership of the American Peace Mobilization. But he helped keep IPR afloat with his own money—that is, Vanderbilt money—and would return to the organization after the American Peace Mobilization had done its work. More accurately, he would return to IPR after the mobilization finished flip-flopping on “peace,” based on whether Stalin was allied with or against Hitler.19
 

So when the Post did its January 1941 article on the American Peace Mobilization, Fred Field was a closet Communist, although his sympathies were hardly a secret. Eventually he would openly admit that he was a Communist. He made that admission only well after Lauchlin Currie and Owen Lattimore nearly succeeded in placing the zealous Moscow apparatchik in a major job with U.S. military intelligence, which would have made Field a top Soviet agent.20
 

The Washington Post reported none of this on Fred Field. Nonetheless, Folliard had begun the digging on the American Peace Mobilization. This reporter, in particular, was now on guard, and a few months later he would do another article exploring whether the group was a Communist front.21
 

The same cannot be said for the New York Times.22
 

“Let Our Foreign Policy Wage Peace!”

With only mild scrutiny coming from the press, the American Peace Mobilization pulled off some impressive public displays from early April to late June 1941. In New York City it engineered several demonstrations and one large rally, and in Washington it staged demonstrations at the Capitol and picketed the White House.
 

In advance of a major demonstration in New York City held April 5–6, 1941, the mobilization sent out a formal statement addressed “To all Friends of Peace and Liberty.” (See page 148.) The statement warned “fellow Americans” that they were in great danger. Americans, it seemed, were being duped—not by Communists but by the villainous FDR.
 

“This is not a war to wipe out the evils of Hitlerism and tyranny,” explained the American Peace Mobilization. “It is not a war to defend democracy. It is a war to line the pockets of corporate interests at the expense of the peoples of the World.”23 Pearl Harbor was still seven months away, but the closet comrades said that President Roosevelt was itching to “drag America more deeply into this war … to get us into total war against the will of the people.”
 

Scaling the highest limits of hyperbole, the American Peace Mobilization concluded that mere U.S. aid to the barely surviving “British Empire” constituted a form of “total war” by “the American people”; it was Britain that was a “warring empire.” America needed to “get out and stay out of World War II”—Britain's war.
 

By this point, Britain had been under siege from the Nazi Blitz for eight long months; it was not conducting total war but suffering under total war. How could American Communists possibly take this position? The answer, again, is because it was Stalin's position.
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More incredible is how anyone on the American Left could have taken the bait. The American Peace Mobilization's resolution was so in defiance of reality that it bore the obvious marks of Communist agitprop. Nonetheless, more than eighty influential Americans lined up to sign their names to the statement.
 

The signers included the two vice chairmen of the American Peace Mobilization, both well-known Communist sympathizers: novelist Theodore Dreiser and Congressman Vito Marcantonio. Not surprisingly, the Communists on the list—that is, the formal CPUSA members—were identified on the endorsement sheet by their non-Communist affiliations. The Reds included Fred Field, Abe Flaxer, and Donald Henderson. (Henderson met often with Harold Ware, architect of the Ware cell that had penetrated FDR's AAA.)24 The list also included a host of unsuspecting dupes: union heads, journalists, pastors, professors (Columbia University, Howard University), and representatives of reputable organizations like the YMCA, most unaware of how they were being used by the Communists.25
 

The single largest represented group among the signers was Christians from the mainline Protestant denominations, including the overall chairman of the American Peace Mobilization, the Reverend John B. Thompson, and, predictably, Episcopal bishop Walter Mitchell. Eighteen of the eighty signers—nearly 25 percent—carried the titled “Reverend” in front of their name.26
 

There was even a rabbi on the list, Rabbi Moses Miller, chairman of the Jewish People's Committee. This is remarkable, especially given that after the Hitler-Stalin Pact the Communists had lost a lot of fellow travelers who were Jewish. Indeed, the Communist Party's Jewish-language newspaper, the Daily Morning Freiheit, whose building stood right aside the Daily Worker’s, lost half its readers after Stalin made his pact with Hitler.27 But its stalwart editor, M. J. Olgin, a Jewish immigrant and Columbia Ph.D., remained unwavering in his fanatical devotion to the Marxist vision.28
 

Still, Rabbi Miller was there, plus a litany of liberal Christian friends, urging no “war” assistance against Hitler's bid to turn Europe into (as the führer put it) “a vast botanical garden in which Germans of pure Aryan extraction can breed.” In pursuing his “Final Solution,” Hitler would “liquidate” some six million Jews. For the Communists, however, all of that was secondary to Hitler's alliance with Stalin. It was Stalin first—always Stalin first.
 

As for the dupes to the Communists, they desired “peace.” “Let our foreign policy wage peace!” was the battle cry of the group's formal declaration, issued April 5, 1941.
 

But the meeting was not all formality. The (closet) party members threw a party in hopes of widening their net to catch more suckers. After Fred Field  offered introductory remarks, the brethren joined the musical troupe the Almanacs in belting out a song called “Get Out and Stay Out of War,” which was followed by a keynote speech from the Reverend John B. Thompson. Then, after an intermission, more frivolity followed, before Dr. Max Yergan, the well-known Communist, spoke. After Yergan came more music to lighten the atmosphere, this time from the great African-American musical performer (and Communist) Paul Robeson. Representative Marcantonio finished the day, adding the legitimacy of a congressional endorsement. (See the event program, page 152.)
 

The American Peace Mobilization cleverly promoted the musical acts as a way to attract outsiders—non-Communists who could join the cause. The nationally known Robeson was a big draw. So were the Almanacs, a group that featured (at differing times) famous singers/actors like Burl Ives, Woody Guthrie, Will Geer, and Pete Seeger, some of whom were Communists and others who left the party (or the movement) and became liberals.29 Almost every “folk ballad” by the Almanacs was a swipe at FDR and his “unjust war”—not just “Get Out and Stay Out of War” but also “Franklin, Oh Franklin.”
 

In adjoining rooms, various breakout sessions were held, on topics ranging from “The Church and the War” to “Civil Rights in Wartime” to “The Negro People and the War.”
 

Marching Orders from Moscow

Most shocking regarding the April 5–6 rally in New York City, and sobering to observe today, are the related documents in the Comintern archives on CPUSA, which show how the organizers of the rally took marching orders directly from Moscow. At least two documents are worth noting.
 

One was the previously mentioned memo by Tim Ryan/Eugene Dennis (April 2, 1941). That memo not only traced the Communist roots of the American Peace Mobilization, as noted, but also excitedly anticipated the coming April 5–6 celebration in New York City. In the final line of the memo, Ryan/Dennis concluded that the international Communist Party “must utilise the rich experiences of the masses in the anti-war movement and the developing economic and political struggles to educate the working class in the spirit of the class struggle, of proletarian internationalism, of socialism.”
 

The other document is even more intimately tied to the rally. It is a one-page, handwritten document in the Comintern archives; specifically, it is the text of a secret radio message that Comintern head Georgi Dimitroff sent to CPUSA general  secretary Earl Browder with instructions for the New York conference. Comrades “Marty and Ryan,” meaning Andre Marty and Tim Ryan/Eugene Dennis, who were the American representatives to the Comintern, had written an initial draft of a “directive” to CPUSA on the position the American Peace Mobilization should take at its April 5–6 rally. Dimitroff rewrote that draft.
 

On March 29, 1941, Dimitroff gave his final, handwritten directive (see page 154) to the Comintern's radio operator to be sent in secret code to CPUSA.30 At CPUSA headquarters in New York City, party member Rudy Baker received the message, decoded it, and gave it to Earl Browder. Browder, in turn, passed it on to the proper party figures within the American Peace Mobilization.31
 

The document began, “Regarding April sixth anti-war conference, we recommend.…” It then listed at least four principles that became part of the formal resolution the conference organizers adopted several days later; one of the principles ultimately adopted was the final point (point “VII”), which called for a “people's peace.” (See page 156.) Interestingly, Dimitroff seemed concerned about offending the Roosevelt administration, and showed greater tact than the bomb- throwing radicals in CPUSA. (Yes, the Soviet Communist was more responsible than American Communists.) In one line calling for a “struggle against the war-policy of administration,” Dimitroff crossed out the word “administration” and replaced it with “government.” It was a minor change, but it softened the tone, not so directly implicating FDR and his administration. The Comintern chief concluded by calling for the “establishment of friendly relations with great Soviet country of socialism.”32
 

The White House Picket

Aside from the April 5–6 rally in New York, many other American Peace Mobilization demonstrations took place in this period. On May 10 some 150 women from the mobilization's “women's division” paraded along the sidewalks near Broadway in New York City.
 

The ladies easily suckered the New York Times. These “mothers,” as the Times called them—again not once using the word “Communist” in the article—carried placards with phrases like “Keep our fleet home” and “Rockefeller's war is not our war. Our sons shall not die for Standard oil.”33 (Fifty years later, this statement would be echoed in the “No blood for oil” mantra popularized by the American Left during the first Persian Gulf War.)
 

Around the same time the American Peace Mobilization began its “permanent peace vigil” outside the White House. This was a protest against Lend-Lease in particular but, really, the entirety of the Roosevelt defense program. Mobilization organizers Dr. Walter Scott Neff, a Cornell Ph.D. and professor, and Dr. Annette Rubenstein, principal of Robert Louis Stevenson School, had led the expedition from New York City to Washington. Once at the White House, the protesters made quite a scene, especially when a group of Army soldiers and Marines showed up to tear apart their placards and disrupt the line.34
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No matter, the comrades were committed. They continued their vigil nonstop, day after day, week after week. It was resoundingly successful in that it generated a lot of press attention—just what the comrades had wanted. How long would it last? The momentum kept rising. Press attention kept coming. The “peace vigil” was working wonderfully.
 

But then something happened.
 

The round-the-clock American Peace Mobilization picket of the White House had continued for well over a month, lasting an impressive 1,029 hours. But suddenly the “peace” marchers departed. Just like that, the protest was over. Why? What had happened?
 

“The line was disbanded,” reported the New York Times. Endeavoring to explain why, the Gray Lady sought out a reliable source for its faithful readers: Fred Field. The unbreakable picket was suddenly disbanded, explained the Times, because, “according to Frederick Field,” the American Peace Mobilization had “fulfilled” its “overwhelming” mission of bringing a message of “peace” to the president.35 And now it was time to go home.
 

Curiously, though, the marchers departed while singing “You Gotta Get Tough, You Gotta Get Tough.”36
 

“Gotta Get Tough”? That did not sound like the conventional peace tune. It sounded like a summons to swords rather than ploughshares. What was going on?
 

When the American Peace Mobilization suddenly ended its protest outside the White House, it was June 22, 1941, Moscow time.37
 

American People's Mobilization

The venerable New York Times failed to make yet another connection for its readers: the peace contingent finally broke up the moment that news hit of the German invasion of the Soviet Union, which occurred in the very early morning hours of June 22, 1941.38
 

Thus this “peace movement” took another sharp turn. Suddenly it was no longer in favor of peace. These American doves were instantly transformed into hawks. That was because their true country—Stalin's Russia—was now under siege.
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A telling testimony came from Henry Winston of the Young Communist League. “When the news of the attack came over the air,” said a breathless Winston in a July 1941 report to the league, “many of our young comrades were coming home tired and ready for a good sleep. Yet, these comrades … sat up all night eagerly waiting until the headquarters would be open, ready for activity in the fight to crush Hitlerism.”39
 

Now that “Hitler's barbaric hordes attacked the land of socialism” (in Winston's words), the peace-professing comrades were eager “to help win the people in support of the Soviet Union and Britain in the fight to smash and wipe Hitlerism from the face of the earth.” After loudly denouncing American “war hysteria” and condemning Britain as a “warring empire,” the American Communist movement quite abruptly started calling for immediate American entrance into a war against Nazi Germany and full-blown American aid to the Brits.
 

Groups like the Young Communist League pledged to work day and night “to win the mass of youth to a broad front against Hitler.” Comrade Winston addressed an emergency two-day “enlarged meeting” of the National Committee of the Young Communist League, USA. He and his friends outlined an all-out drive to organize a broad coalition “among the masses”—nationally, “state and city-wide,” inside buildings, “open-air,” wherever necessary to defend the Soviet Motherland. “The new situation,” explained Winston, “tremendously increases our responsibility and calls for the greatest amount of heroism and courage on the part of each and every one of our members. It calls for a readiness to sacrifice even to the point of death.”40
 

The young American comrades pledged their lives and sacred honor to their country—that is, to the USSR.
 

The American Peace Mobilization faced one problem: making this 180-degree turn overnight would be so blatant that even the most gullible of its dupes might notice that the organization was nothing more than a Stalinist front. The Communists surely figured that no one, not even the normally reliable Religious Left, would fail to connect these giant red dots.
 

Nonetheless, they gave it a shot.
 

The group changed its name to the American People's Mobilization, adopted a pro-war policy, and called for complete U.S. assistance not only to Britain but even to Chiang Kai-shek's China—and of course to the USSR. In short, the new “APM” reversed all of its former positions the moment that Hitler betrayed Stalin.
 

Mercifully, some of the more battle-hardened liberals—that is, chastened  observers of Communist schemes who had been suckered before—were not falling for this one.
 

Civil-rights leaders like NAACP acting secretary Roy Wilkins, who was still seething over how the Communists had hijacked the Scottsboro case, lambasted them for this flip-flop. Most appalling to Wilkins was the fact that in dropping their antiwar pose, the Communists had abandoned their pursuit of civil rights for blacks, too. “They abandoned the fight for Negro rights on the ground that such a campaign would ‘interfere with the war effort,’” Wilkins later wrote. “As soon as Russia was attacked by Germany they dropped the Negro question and concentrated all effort in support of the war in order to help the Soviet Union. During the war years the disciples of the extreme Left [Communists] sounded very much like the worst of the Negro-hating southerners.”41
 

The Communists’ earlier support for civil rights was exposed as a gambit simply to bring in new recruits and advance the larger cause. That cause—the Soviet Motherland—was always the first priority. Now civil rights was no longer as useful to them; the war effort would be a much better cause for recruitment and advancement of their global purposes.
 

About-Face

Roy Wilkins was exactly right. Few about-faces were so revealing and so despicable. Of course, it has largely been forgotten. For the American Left, it was not the acronym “APM” that would acquire infamy, but “HUAC”—its favored label for the House Committee on Un-American Activities. The reprobates were not the pro-Communists but the anti-Communists, even as the latter exposed the former.
 

Even at the time, the American People's Mobilization did not suffer as might be expected from such a transparent flip-flop. The Communist manipulators would find a whole new round of dupes.
 

They would have to wait a bit, however. The problem in the summer of 1941 was that many regular Americans were not ready for war, since their country—the United States—had not been attacked. For American Communists, however, their country—the USSR—had been attacked. They were gung ho.
 

The Communists would gain traction in their new pro-war campaign six months later—after December 7, 1941.
 





DUPING FDR:
“UNCLE JOE” AND “BUDDIES”
 

 

 

Fate's day of infamy arrived December 7, 1941. Once Pearl Harbor was bombed by the Japanese, who, along with the Nazis, were part of a real fascist-imperialist Axis—not the Rooseveltian concoction stirred up by American Communists—Uncle Sam was instantly thrust into the war. This meant that America found itself formally, albeit uncomfortably, on the same side as the totalitarian USSR.
 

CPUSA was thrilled. It was free to be pro-American. It could be pro-FDR. This was a political liberation in many ways. Perhaps most importantly, any Soviet sympathizers, or even Soviet spies, working for the Roosevelt administration could openly endorse a pro-Moscow line from within their department or agency, or within the White House. That may have been the case for Harry Hopkins.
 

The “Buddies”

Well before Pearl Harbor, Harry Hopkins was singing the praises of Joseph Stalin and the need for an alliance and even friendship with the dictator. Not long after the June 22, 1941, Nazi invasion of the Soviet Union, done in violent defiance of the Hitler-Stalin Pact that had launched the dual German-Soviet invasion of Poland and started World War II, Hopkins eagerly headed to Moscow. Unlike Senator Harry Truman, who responded to the Nazi assault on Russia by stating,  “If we see that Germany is winning we ought to help Russia, and if Russia is winning we ought to help Germany, and that way let them kill as many as possible,”1 Hopkins had no trouble picking sides.
 

On July 31, 1941, Hopkins met with General Secretary Stalin. He was quite taken by the dictator. Conversing with the tyrant was like “talking to a perfectly coordinated machine,” he said.2 He immediately cabled FDR with his impression of the “intelligent” Stalin.3
 

Overall, Hopkins was elated to report to the president that he and Stalin had become chums, and FDR was delighted to hear that. The president relayed the exciting news to others: “Harry and Uncle Joe got on like a house afire. They have become buddies.”4
 

After this meeting—the first of several Hopkins visits to Moscow—the presidential adviser began advising Roosevelt that Generalissimo Stalin should not be viewed as a Communist bent on the Marxist-Leninist doctrine of world revolution. “It is ridiculous to think of Stalin as a Communist,” Hopkins scoffed. “He is a Russian nationalist.”5 This “nationalism, not Communism” argument had also been made by Roosevelt's former ambassador to the Soviet Union, Joseph Davies—who, as we will see later in the chapter, was a remarkable dupe of Stalin and the Soviets. Receiving such advice from his inner circle surely colored the president's views on Stalin's USSR.6
 

Harry Hopkins's primary mission was to determine what Stalin needed in wartime to repel Hitler, and thus what the despot wanted from America. On its face, that certainly was understandable, given the wartime alliance and given Hopkins's position as head of the Lend-Lease program. Yet Hopkins seems to have relished the chance to go well beyond the call of duty.
 

“Lending” a Hand

General John Deane, who was in Moscow to observe the budding political romance between Hopkins and Stalin, commented on how Hopkins carried out his mission with a zeal bordering on fanaticism.7 Sure enough, FDR's key aide commandeered Lend-Lease to provide Stalin with extraordinary benefits, to the tune of some $1.5 billion.
 

To be sure, the primary U.S. goal was to stop Nazi Germany, and thus it was imperative for the United States to aid Stalin's USSR militarily in order to slow Hitler. American military aid—that is, conventional military aid—was especially necessary given that Stalin, under his recent bloody Great Purge, had annihilated tens  of thousands of Soviet military officers—the human capital needed to defend against the Nazis.8
 

On the other hand, no one on the American side would begin to consider nonconventional aid in the form of atomic-weapon assistance. Anyone who did that would surely be at least a dupe, and perhaps even a traitor. Early in the war the United States began the super-secret Manhattan Project, a crash program to develop the atomic bomb. It was so secretive that even Roosevelt's (later) vice president, Harry Truman, was not told of the project. We now know that by 1943 the Soviets had initiated their own program, and looked to America for “assistance.”
 

The Soviets sought that assistance in several ways, including through intense espionage. In fact, some scholars have determined that the Soviets could not have gotten the bomb without the work of a network of spies pilfering the Manhattan Project design.9 Less well known is that the Soviets at times openly sought materials that could aid their nuclear development. In some cases they did this quite directly, almost as if to see what they could get away with.
 

One notable example, based on newly available Venona transcripts, was laid out in the seminal work The Venona Secrets.10 This episode could not have been justified as merely another component of aiding Stalin with conventional means to repel Hitler.
 

On February 1, 1943, an American chemical company called Chemator received its first Soviet request for various forms of uranium. Harry Hopkins's Lend-Lease program had approved Soviet requests for other chemicals via Chemator. Of course, a request for uranium, the element necessary for producing a nuclear bomb, was something altogether different.
 

The loyal Americans working at Chemator did not know of the secret American atomic-bomb project, but nonetheless went to the U.S. government as standard operating procedure for such an unusual request. They were fully willing to deny the request if Uncle Sam said so. Instead, Hopkins's Lend-Lease granted permission to give the Soviets what they asked for—specifically, 220 pounds of uranium nitrate, 220 pounds of uranium oxide, and 25 pounds of uranium metal.11
 

With that green light, the Soviets went wild, one month later ordering tons of uranium. This caught the attention of General Leslie Groves, the colorful, fiery military director of the Manhattan Project. Groves voiced angry concern to Lend-Lease officials about what was being so easily approved for Soviet purchase. It seemed to Groves, an engineer as well as a military general, that Lend-Lease was going far beyond conventional assistance to a wartime ally. Later he went public with his concerns in testimony before Congress. The general complained that Lend-Lease officials were exerting a “great deal of pressure … to give the  Russians everything they could think of,” including “this uranium material.” Groves said he had personally wanted to veto the requests, but Hopkins and crew were doing their best to push the orders through. “We didn't want this material shipped,” Groves said during his congressional in testimony, “yet they [Lend-Lease] kept coming back and coming back.”12
 

Groves did not say, and the congressmen did not ask, to what extent “they” at “Lend-Lease” were being directed by the director of the program, Harry Hopkins, the president's close friend and adviser.
 

The Soviets, of course, got their atomic bomb—in 1949, far quicker than anyone had anticipated. In a flash, America lost its nuclear monopoly, and Stalin suddenly had enormous bargaining power.
 

“He Likes Me Better”

As a liberal Democrat pursuing the greatest expansion of federal power in the history of the republic, Franklin Roosevelt was like a magnet to people on the left side of the political spectrum. They surrounded him, enthusiastically signing up for the progressive cause. Many of these individuals, of course, were red-white-and-blue, God-and-country Democrats—obviously, in no way Communists. But there were others, some within the president's close orbit, who had Soviet interests at heart, or who at the very least were sympathetic to the Soviets. This made the task of dealing with the world's multiple threats even more difficult for the non-Communist/anti-Communist Democrats.
 

That task was exacerbated as Stalin himself underwent a makeover at the hands of friends in the White House and certain left-leaning factions of the American press. Soon the Marxist autocrat became known as “Uncle Joe,” an egregious term of endearment intended to hoodwink Americans into thinking that Stalin was a gentle ally.
 

President Roosevelt frequently used the moniker. Though it is hard to say whether he coined the term, it is clear that FDR was describing this ruthless killer in ingratiating terms long before the war—that is, before such warm words could be justified as necessary to strengthen a formal military alliance. As early as January 1934, less than a year into his presidency, and shortly after he extended diplomatic recognition to Russia—a step refused by his predecessors, Democrat and Republican—FDR referred to Stalin as “His Excellency.”13
 

The form of address was hardly necessary. The phrase might be acceptable if the authoritarian were a king, but he was not. He was a Communist despot.  This was a harbinger of the unnecessarily flattering tone Roosevelt would adopt toward the totalitarian.
 

Some FDR historians and biographers have portrayed a president deeply torn over “crossing the bridge” with the “devil” Stalin.14 In truth, Roosevelt seemed more often enchanted than conflicted by Stalin, as can be seen in the historical record. A search of the Presidential Documents reveals that FDR was frequently more upbeat than ambivalent about the Soviet dictator.15 The president very often used words of eye-opening personal affection.
 

Only three months after Pearl Harbor, for example, FDR wrote a note to Winston Churchill in anticipation of his first meeting with Stalin. “I think I can personally handle Stalin better than either your Foreign Office or my State Department,” FDR boasted to Churchill on March 18, 1942. “Stalin hates the guts of all your people. He thinks he likes me better.”16
 

Roosevelt and Stalin had never met. How would FDR have surmised that the Soviet leader liked him? This must have been the impression the president had been receiving around the White House, almost surely from Harry Hopkins directly. Likewise, Roosevelt had probably received this word from Joe Davies, his former ambassador to the USSR, whom he continued to consult.17
 

The British prime minister must have raised an eyebrow upon reading that missive.
 

Franklin, Harry, and a “Hunch”

Another telling incident along this troubled road occurred in August 1943. FDR was contemplating the counsel of one of his truly expert Soviet advisers, a man who had been his first Soviet ambassador, from 1933 to 1936, and who now presciently warned the president of the “domination of Europe by Stalin's communist dictatorship.”18
 

Who was this far-sighted adviser? None other than William C. Bullitt.
 

Bullitt had come a long way since his Bolshevik romance three decades earlier—since the kiss he had planted on Stalin's pockmarked cheek. He had awakened to the reality of Soviet Communism: the purges, the forced famine in the Ukraine, the pervasive terror and desire for conquest. Bullitt also recognized the horror of the Soviet assault on religion, and the painful thrust of Marxist-Leninist morality and expansionary ideology. He was now one of the shrewdest observers of the Soviet Union.19
 

As early as 1941 Bullitt had begun warning FDR that Communists were a  threat not only abroad but also within the president's midst. In a July 1, 1941, letter, he cautioned the president: “Communists in the United States are just as dangerous enemies as ever, and should not be allowed to crawl into our productive mechanism in order later to wreck it when they get new orders from somewhere abroad.” Bullitt most assuredly knew of what he was speaking. He had been on their side. He warned FDR of a Stalinist “Fifth Column,” and of “public or underground Communist Parties.”20
 

Bullitt was inspiring proof of a liberal who saw the evidence and was duped no more. He had lived up to his Yale undergraduate billing as “most brilliant.” He was not only informed but also prophetic.
 

Sadly, though, he was a prophet unrecognized in his own land. President Roosevelt had other, more influential advisers who took a decidedly different view of Joe Stalin. What Bullitt told the president was not what Roosevelt wanted to hear. FDR replied:
 

Bill, I don't dispute your facts [or] the logic of your reasoning. I just have a hunch that Stalin is not that kind of man. Harry [Hopkins] says he's not and that he doesn't want anything but security for his country, and I think that if I give him everything I possibly can and ask nothing from him in return, noblesse oblige, he won't try to annex anything and will work with me for a world of democracy and peace.21

 

A stunned Bullitt argued with the president, informing the Hyde Park patrician that he was dealing not with a British duke but rather with “a Caucasian bandit, whose only thought when he got something for nothing was that the other fellow was an ass.”
 

This was Bullitt's not-so-subtle way of instructing the leader of the free world—his president and commander in chief—that he was being duped, or, even less subtly, being made into Uncle Joe's jackass. He tried to tell FDR that there was no “factual evidence” that Stalin was a good or changed man, and to think otherwise was to be guilty of “the fatal vice in foreign affairs—the vice of wishful thinking.”22
 

FDR, however, felt differently. As Bullitt's account suggests, Roosevelt liked Stalin. The Caucasian bandit had struck him as a good guy just looking out for his country—one he would work with to advance democracy and peace.
 

The president told Bullitt: “It's my responsibility, not yours, and I'm going to play my hunch.”
 

“We Are Going to Get Along Very Well”

FDR's “hunch” was terribly misguided. It was not mere wishful thinking but a fatally flawed diagnosis from start to finish. Indeed, his appraisal of Stalin was one of the most naïve assessments of any major foreign leader in the history of the American presidency.
 

But few liberal historians bother to include that statement in their accounts of Roosevelt and his relationship with Joseph Stalin. And the rare historians who do quote FDR's “hunch” typically remove the sentence “Harry [Hopkins] says he's not,” putting in an ellipsis instead.23 Of course, the Hopkins line is the most damning part of an extremely damning quotation, since ample evidence suggests that Hopkins's loyalty may have been divided. It is as if historians have not wanted to validate any allegations of anti-Communists who have maintained that FDR was duped by some of his closest advisers.
 

The FDR-Bullitt exchange is, as we will see, just one of many instances in which Roosevelt conveyed a woefully misguided impression of Stalin. Obviously, the commander in chief's top priority was to defeat Hitler, and he needed Stalin's help to do that. To that end, he correctly ensured flows of U.S. materiel to help the USSR fight Germany. Allying with the Soviet Union was certainly justified in the circumstances of world war, given the lack of better options.
 

Still, FDR's misplaced trust in Stalin cannot be attributed entirely to a difficult foreign-policy decision made in the interest of America's national security. The situation is more complicated than that.
 

Some historians have argued that Roosevelt knew that Stalin was a thug but tried to assuage him to keep the Soviet dictator happy and away from further mischief. Unfortunately, to make this case is to rely on assumptions that the historical record does not seem to support.
 

It is not simply that FDR frequently stated that he thought he could work with Stalin and that Stalin was a reasonable and good man. The New Dealer went much further, working proactively to promote a positive image of Stalin in America—in his radio addresses, and also (as we will see in the next chapter) through books and even a major film.
 

Particularly disturbing was a fireside chat Roosevelt delivered on Christmas Eve 1943, shortly after he got cozy with the Caucasian bandit at the Tehran conference. At a time when countless Russian Christians prepared to celebrate Christmas in the gulag—by then, upwards of 90 percent of Soviet churches, monasteries, priests, monks, bishops, and nuns had been eliminated or imprisoned 
24—the American president offered this warm account of the Soviets to his fellow Americans:
 

To use an American and somewhat ungrammatical colloquialism, I may say that “I got along fine” with Marshal Stalin. He is a man who combines a tremendous, relentless determination with a stalwart good humor. I believe he is truly representative of the heart and soul of Russia; and I believe that we are going to get along very well with him and the Russian people—very well indeed.25

 

FDR had, in effect, placed a Christmas candle in the window for Uncle Joe. Not only had Roosevelt been fooled by Stalin, but now he was fooling tens of millions of his own countrymen, who hung on his every word as they gathered around their radios for these chats.
 

Nor can it be argued that the president's glowing words were mere public diplomacy, intended to boost the American public's wartime morale. FDR spoke of Stalin precisely that way in private as well. Even in his private correspondence to Churchill, Roosevelt had taken to calling Stalin “Uncle Joe.”26
 

Getting “Fresh” with “Uncle Joe”

The Tehran conference offers a window into FDR's efforts to win the heart of Stalin. When the Big Three leaders met at noon on November 30, 1943, Roosevelt deployed a plan to loosen up Stalin. He had bought a birthday gift for Churchill. “Winston,” he said, as he huddled with Churchill, Stalin, and representatives, “I hope you won't be sore at me for what I am going to do.” He began ribbing Churchill, who, as FDR later put it, “just shifted his cigar and grunted.” The president turned to Stalin and whispered, with an impish smile, “Winston is cranky this morning, he got up on the wrong side of the bed.”27
 

FDR seemed to strike a chord with the villainous tyrant—one that enlivened the president. As Roosevelt later recalled to his secretary of labor, Frances Perkins, “A vague smile passed over Stalin's eyes, and I decided I was on the right track.” FDR pushed on, “teasing” Churchill about his Britishness, about John Bull, about his cigars. “It began to register with Stalin,” the president told Perkins with delight. “Winston got red and scowled, and the more he did so, the more Stalin smiled. Finally Stalin broke into a deep hearty guffaw, and for the first time in three days I saw light.”28
 

Rewarded for his efforts, and invigorated, FDR now ramped up the charisma: “I kept it up until Stalin was laughing with me, and it was then that I called him ‘Uncle Joe.’ He would have thought me fresh the day before, but that day he laughed and came over and shook my hand.” This broke the ice, said the president, with brotherly love set to follow: “From that day on, our relations were personal, and Stalin himself indulged in occasional witticism. The ice was broken and we talked like men and brothers.”29
 

FDR would leave Tehran “moved” by what he perceived as brother Stalin's sincerity, and by what he called “Stalin's magnificent leadership” of Russia. The patrician was impressed that such magnificence could radiate from a mere peasant who hailed from “one of the least progressive parts of Russia.” “He is a very interesting man,” summed up the president. More than that, said FDR, Stalin “had an elegance of manner that none of the rest of us [at Tehran] had.”30
 

Again and again we see Roosevelt mischaracterizing Stalin. How could the American president hail this brutal totalitarian's “magnificent” leadership skills and his “elegance of manner”? The question has vexed FDR's admiring biographers.
 

Conrad Black, a highly sympathetic biographer of President Roosevelt, finds the Tehran episode “particularly alarming”—so much so that he does not want to believe it. Black somewhat dismissively notes that the episode is based on the account of Frances Perkins, though FDR told it to Perkins, and though, as Black acknowledges, Perkins was “generally a reliable source.” Black judges that the details of the story were “undoubtedly embellished”—not by Perkins but by FDR. Thus, says Black, any smidgen of “damage to Roosevelt's reputation” ought to come from the possibility that the president would be so “self-serving to have given such a fraudulent account to a valued colleague.”31
 

In fact, nothing from this account is hard to believe. There is no reason to think it was fraudulent. No one is on record claiming that it was fraudulent, including the subject and the witness. To the contrary, it is consistent with FDR's record toward Stalin.
 

Again, it is understandable that Roosevelt, locked in an unavoidable alliance with the Soviet Union, would do what he could to try to forge a relationship with Stalin for the sake of America and its vital foreign relations. Using his charm to soften the tyrant, the president would make the best of a bad situation in order to advance peace. As Frances Perkins put it, “He had gone prepared to like Stalin,” but he also had gone “determined to make himself liked.”32 That door had to swing both ways. To focus on this aspect of Roosevelt's career is not to dismiss his entire presidency, which most presidential scholars—this historian included33—have judged successful, even great.
 

Even conceding this, however, one must acknowledge that FDR never seemed to see the brutality of Stalin. The evidence, going back to the first twelve months of his presidency, sometimes suggests admiration. And it is not as if indications of Soviet totalitarianism were not available at the time. Remember, FDR's Democratic predecessor Woodrow Wilson had recognized the viciousness of the Bolsheviks years earlier.
 

After discounting Frances Perkins's account of Tehran, Black does not deal with Roosevelt's own, written account of the meeting one year later in a letter to Churchill. In a note dated November 30, 1944, FDR celebrated: “I shall never forget the party with you and UJ [Uncle Joe] a year ago and we must have more of them that are even better.”34
 

The president wanted more such unforgettable parties with Uncle Joe—now nicknamed with an even more affectionate “UJ,” another FDR term of endearment.35 Publicly and privately, Franklin Roosevelt conveyed little skepticism toward the mad tyrant.
 

In fact, in the days immediately following Tehran, Roosevelt estimated that after the war his biggest area of difficulty would involve not Stalin and the Soviets but Churchill and the British. “The President said he thought we would have more trouble in the Post War world with the English than with the Russians,” recorded Attorney General Francis Biddle.36
 

“Everything” Stalin Wanted

The key question is whether President Roosevelt went overboard to get Uncle Joe to like him—and if so, when and where.
 

On this, Frances Perkins had more to say. Conrad Black does not report these interesting thoughts either, despite the fact that they can be found in the exact paragraphs from which he quotes other Perkins material. FDR lamented to his labor secretary that “for the first three days [at Tehran] I made absolutely no progress. I couldn't get any personal connection with Stalin, although I had done everything he asked me to do [emphasis mine].”37
 

If Roosevelt had done everything Stalin asked of him, that would be a real problem.
 

FDR did not stop there. He continued expressing his frustrations to Perkins: “I had come there [to Tehran] to accommodate Stalin. I felt pretty discouraged because I thought I was making no personal headway [emphasis mine].”38
 

The president had gone to Tehran to accommodate Stalin? Yes.
 

That was Perkins's prelude to FDR's account that followed—his teasing of Churchill and breaking the ice with Stalin, his getting “fresh” with “UJ.”
 

No matter how noble FDR's wartime intentions—and his wartime goal was indisputably a good one—real dangers lay in his misjudgment of Joseph Stalin, particularly if the president did “everything [Stalin] asked me to do” and whatever he could to “accommodate Stalin.”
 

Consider the recent conclusion of historian Wilson D. Miscamble:
 

He [FDR] either downplayed or simply failed to appreciate the ideological chasm that divided the democracies from Stalin's totalitarian regime. He largely ignored the evidence of Soviet culpability for the appalling Katyn Massacre [in Poland] and, in general, he refrained from criticizing the Soviets.… Roosevelt's complaisance cannot be explained away simply by his recognition of the military necessities for defeating Germany. It rested upon the tragic misperception that he could build a bond of friendship with his Soviet opposite.39

 

It is difficult to dispute any of Miscamble's statement.
 

Roosevelt's poor judgment of Stalin would have tragic consequences. What was the source of his misperception? It seems clear that FDR was misled—that is, duped—into a terribly naïve view of Stalin at least in part by bad advisers, some of whom may have had loyalties elsewhere.
 

Katyn Cover-up

In the previous quotation, Wilson Miscamble makes reference to another regrettable FDR misjudgment, one frequently ignored by historians: the president's refusal to concede Soviet culpability in the Katyn Wood massacre, one of the worst war crimes of the twentieth century.
 

The roots of this atrocity date back to September 1939, when the Nazis and Bolsheviks jointly annihilated and partitioned Poland. The Soviets seized thousands of Polish military officers as prisoners of war. The Poles’ fate was sealed on March 5, 1940, when Stalin signed their death warrant, condemning 21,857 of them to “the supreme penalty: shooting.” The surviving NVKD document, sent by the diabolical Lavrenti Beria to “Comrade Stalin,” features Stalin's handwritten signature on top, followed by signatures from Politburo members Marshal Voroshilov, Vyacheslav Molotov, and Anastas Mikoyan. Corresponding signatures  also appear in the left margin from “M. [Mikhail] Kalinin” and “L. [Lazar] Kaganovich.”40
 

In that spring of 1940 the prisoners were taken to three primary execution sites, the most infamous of which became the namesake of the crime: the Katyn Forest, located twelve miles west of Smolensk, Russia. There, these Polish men were slaughtered like farm animals. The Bolsheviks covered their crime with a thin layer of dirt.
 

In April 1943, after the Germans had betrayed the Hitler-Stalin Pact and advanced with lightning speed into Soviet territory, they discovered the mass graves and immediately tried to turn the atrocity into a wartime propaganda coup to split the Big Three Allies. The Soviets, being masters of lies, responded by blaming the massacre on Hitler and his goons. Stuck in between was the rest of the civilized world, which sought to determine which of the two sets of devils had done the dirty deed.
 

Not helping the situation on the American side was the Office of War Information (OWI). This group was penetrated by Communists and filled with liberal dupes, who through their information campaigns generated many more dupes among the wider public.
 

OWI was one of the Communists’ greatest infiltration successes of the 1930s and 1940s.41 Elmer Davis, a liberal, had been a popular radio commentator when FDR hired him to run OWI, where he was plainly duped on matters related to the Russians and Poland, and on Katyn especially. Davis and his agency's reporting on certain aspects of Poland's experience was so egregious that as early as June 1943 it caught the attention of Ambassador Jan Ciechanowski of the Polish government-in-exile and also of Congressman John Lesinski of Michigan. Congressman Lesinski, another Democrat alert to the chicanery of Communists, went to the House floor to denounce OWI's lousy coverage of the Soviet crimes in Poland. Lesinski's complaints riled Davis.
 

Lesinski and Ciechanowski decried the Communist penetration at OWI, especially the Polish-language section. These charges were accurate, though Davis attacked them as “lies.”42 The head of OWI was apparently unable to distinguish the kings of lies (in Moscow) from the truth-tellers (in America).43
 

OWI's dubious reporting on Katyn became a scandal. Davis had personally gone on-air giving the Soviet spin. Polish exile groups rightly accused OWI of a blackout on the real story of Kremlin complicity. Ambassador Ciechanowski said OWI's broadcasts on Katyn were so bad that they “could only be termed pro-Soviet propaganda.” He maintained that “notorious pro-Soviet propagandists and obscure foreign communists and fellow travelers were entrusted with these broadcasts.” This further infuriated Elmer Davis.44
 

Aside from OWI, other leftists followed the Soviet line on Katyn. One was Corliss Lamont, who in May 1943 produced a pamphlet dismissing the Katyn Wood massacre as a “Nazi-inspired charge.”45 Lamont's response was no surprise, given his dim view of Poland, which he had portrayed as a “fascist” aggressor toward the USSR in Russia Day by Day.46
 

So where did President Roosevelt stand on Katyn?
 

The president was inclined to give “UJ” the benefit of the doubt. Nonetheless, he realized the need to delegate an official who could take a close look. In 1944 he dispatched George Earle as a presidential special emissary on the Balkans to conduct an investigation into Katyn.
 

George Howard Earle III was an interesting character. Born in December 1890, he had been an excellent athlete, outdoorsman, adventurer, and all-around fun-loving guy. He first served FDR as a minister to Austria in 1933 and 1934 before being elected governor of Pennsylvania. He served one term as governor, from 1935 to 1939, and then during World War II he became a lieutenant commander in the U.S. Navy. President Roosevelt chose his fellow Democrat as emissary to the Balkans in part because Earle maintained informed contacts there, especially in Bulgaria and Romania.
 

Tasked with investigating Katyn, Earle soon learned the obvious truth: the Soviets had created the killing field. But when he brought his news home, FDR was not exactly agreeable. The president had already consulted with Elmer Davis's boys at OWI, and by this point he had made it a habit to turn a blind eye toward things anti-Soviet—especially anything that impugned Stalin's “elegance,” “magnificence,” and “stalwart good humor.” Earle had been warned about this, as he later admitted in testimony during a congressional investigation of Katyn. An old friend, Joe Levy of the New York Times, had warned him: “George, you do not know what you are going to get over there [in the White House]. Harry Hopkins has complete domination over the president and the whole atmosphere over there is ‘pink.’”47
 

Earle learned soon enough what he was going to get. He made his case to FDR: “About this Katyn massacre, Mr. President. I just cannot believe that the American president and so many people still think it is a mystery or have any doubt about it. Here are these pictures. Here are these affidavits and here is the invitation of the German government to let the neutral Red Cross go in there and make their examination. What greater proof could you have?”48
 

Earle was exactly right, as the Soviets decades later would concede under Mikhail Gorbachev. But Roosevelt disagreed, replying: “George, they [the Nazis] could have rigged things up. The Germans could have rigged things up.”49 FDR was accepting the Soviet line.
 

As Earle put it, Roosevelt was adamant that the Katyn claims were “entirely German propaganda and a German plot.” The president said to his special emissary: “I'm absolutely convinced that the Russians didn't do this.”
 

An amazed Earle responded: “Mr. President, I think this evidence is over-whelming.”50 It was.
 

And it was also no great surprise. The Soviets had been shipping captured Poles into Russian territory from the first months after the joint Soviet-German invasion of Poland in late 1939. This was hardly a secret. FDR (or his staff) could have opened the April 15, 1940, New York Times and read, “The Soviet authorities are transporting a large part of the population of Eastern Poland into inner Russia.” Surely the Poles were not being escorted to a tea party with Uncle Joe at the Kremlin. They were given “only fifteen minutes to leave their homes,” added the Times, and “even seriously ill persons are forced into the unheated emigration trains.”51
 

But FDR refused to believe George Earle's report of Soviet war crimes against Polish military officers. Earle saw Roosevelt's denial of Katyn as a microcosm of an even greater and more dangerous denial. The emissary expressed his trepidation of the overall “Russian situation,” describing how the USSR had done its best to “deceive” the American people. The Soviet leadership, he told FDR, had done this not only with Katyn but “also primarily, the most important of all, by this dreadful book of Joe Davies, Mission to Moscow.” This “dreadful” book was written by FDR's former ambassador to the Soviet Union. Davies's book had “made Stalin out to be a benign Santa Claus,” said Earle, and had sadly “made such an impression on the American people.”52 (Here, Earle could not have known that he was digging himself in an even deeper hole, since, as we shall see in the next chapter, the president was head of the Davies fan club, eager to promote the book on a grand scale.)
 

FDR was getting annoyed with Earle. “George,” the president lectured his fellow Democrat, “you have been worried about Russia ever since 1942. Now let me tell you. I am an older man than you and I have had a lot of experience.” Roosevelt then explained why his colleague's concerns were overblown.
 

The emissary again pressed the evidence on Katyn, urging the president to “please look over” the photos and affidavits. Roosevelt did, but to no avail. George Earle later expressed his great frustration with the president, saying he had felt “hopeless.”53
 

The affair did not end gently. When Earle asked Roosevelt for permission to go public with his concerns about Katyn, Uncle Joe, and the workers’ paradise, he got a testy rebuke from the grandfatherly New Dealer. On March 24, 1945, FDR wrote coldly to his fellow Democrat:
 


I have noted with concern your plan to publicize your unfavourable opinion of one of our allies, at the very time when such a publication from a former emissary of mine might do irreparable harm to our war effort.… To publish information obtained in those positions without proper authority would be all the greater betrayal.… I specifically forbid you to publish any information or opinion about any ally that you may have acquired while in office or in the service of the United States Navy.54

 

If the stern message was not clear enough, it was followed by a gesture far more disconcerting—an almost unbelievable response that FDR hagiographers have ignored for seven decades. According to Earle, shortly after he received this letter from the president, he was greeted by two FBI agents while fishing on a remote pond in Maryland. The agents delivered a letter announcing the former governor's immediate assignment to the island of Samoa, seven thousand miles away, where he had been appointed assistant head of the Samoan Defense Group. The president himself had made the assignment though the U.S. Navy.
 

FDR had exiled his old friend.55
 

Earle's surviving son candidly tells this story today. The son says that his father was bitterly disappointed, and “very upset that the president had done that to him.” “I think it was very unusual and very autocratic,” says his son. “Because, I mean, in a democracy you can't do that sort of thing, but the president thought in wartime he could do it and he did it. Of course, he got away with it.”56
 

February 1945: Yalta

Franklin Roosevelt's misperception, his obviously misplaced trust in “Uncle Joe.” was nowhere as destructive as at the Yalta Conference. The most damaging of FDR's dealings with Stalin came there, that first week of February 1945.
 

One agreement signed at Yalta provided for “free and unfettered elections … on the basis of universal suffrage and secret ballot” in the nations of Eastern Europe. But Stalin and his cronies snapped the agreement like a twig. For the next forty-plus years they made Eastern Europe the Soviet Communist bloc, with the totalitarian USSR dominating the historic, proud nations of the region, installing puppet leaders like Georgi Dimitroff in Bulgaria.
 

It should have been no surprise that Stalin would break his vow of elections. President Roosevelt—and certainly his advisers—should have known the Soviets’ record of cynically exploiting words like “democracy” and “elections” without  meaning them. The Soviets, in fact, had already staged phony elections in Poland, back in October 1939, one month after the USSR invaded eastern Poland. Then, as always, the discussion of elections was a sham.57
 

Thus, many have charged that FDR and crew “sold out” Eastern Europe at Yalta. Some scholars have made this case, and even Presidents Ronald Reagan and George W. Bush publicly expressed that perspective (in some form).58 The view is especially common among the people of Eastern Europe. Nowhere is Yalta more hated, and FDR more cursed, than in Poland, even today.
 

Of course, not everyone agrees that Roosevelt was guilty of “selling out” Eastern Europeans. “The claim that Roosevelt betrayed Eastern Europe at Yalta,” writes Jacob Heilbrunn, a fair, thoughtful writer from the political Left, “is an old right-wing canard.” He dismisses the thought as “cheap historical revisionism,” as a “slander against Roosevelt,” that “belong[s] to the Ann Coulter school of history.”59 (Actually, long before Ann Coulter criticized FDR on Yalta, other popular conservative authors did so; for instance, John Flynn, in his 1948 book The Roosevelt Myth, called Yalta “The Final Betrayal.”) Heilbrunn notes that the territory FDR supposedly ceded to the Soviets at Yalta “was already in their possession.” He says that Roosevelt had no choice but to cut a deal with Stalin, since doing otherwise would have “seriously jeopardized” the first priority: the common battle to defeat Nazi Germany.
 

Heilbrunn is quite right about the primary goal of Yalta. That said, postwar boundaries and peace are not exactly minor concerns, as had been learned two-and-a-half decades earlier at Versailles. In fact, the post–World War I Treaty of Versailles was on many minds at the end of the Second World War, especially with the German surrender only months away. One can work on more than one priority. Leaders have staffs who work around the clock on such things.
 

There remain other issues of contention from Yalta.
 

A lingering, harsh criticism is that Alger Hiss, the infamous Soviet agent inside the State Department, was at Yalta and purportedly helped mislead the president, allowing Stalin to seize control of Eastern Europe. This is a common charge from the political Right, but some historians dispute it. Conrad Black, for example, claims that “Hiss had no influence whatever on Roosevelt or American policy at Yalta.”60 (On the same page, however, Black argues that Hiss made a positive contribution in constructing a “sensibly reasoned argument” against giving the USSR three votes at the United Nations.)61
 

But even if Hiss did not mislead Roosevelt, it is difficult to argue that certain advisers did not dupe, or at least poorly advise, the president.62 The affirmation of Harry Hopkins alone would seem to bear witness to this.
 

Hopkins was pretty darned satisfied with Yalta, saying that both he and the president left the conference in a “mood of supreme exultation.” “We really believed in our hearts,” he later told his sympathetic biographer, Robert E. Sherwood, “that this was the dawn of the new day we all had been praying for and talking about for so many years. We were absolutely certain that we had won the first great victory of the peace—and by ‘we’ I mean all of us.” That “we” most certainly included the president he served as right-hand man.63
 

Hopkins once again had been deeply impressed by Stalin and comrades. He was positively euphoric: “The Russians had proved that they could be reasonable and farseeing and there wasn't any doubt in the minds of the president or any of us that we could live with them and get along with them peacefully for as far into the future as any of us could imagine.”64 It was, Hopkins judged, perhaps a heavenly reward for which they had all been praying.65
 

One can surmise that Stalin, though not praying, also exulted in this great victory. Hopkins thought so. He said that Uncle Joe, too, was pleased with the results at Yalta, as was the whole of the Soviet delegation.
 

With some help from their American friends, Stalin's henchmen had pulled off quite a coup at Yalta. But the conference did not represent, as many FDR critics have maintained, a single moment of capitulation.66 Rather, it was another stop—albeit the last and most important stop—on Roosevelt's potholed road of cooperation with Stalin. FDR had long misjudged the despot's slave state and the tyrant himself as a good-natured, constructive partner. That misperception would dramatically affect the postwar world.
 

There is an even more surreal postscript to all of this: President Roosevelt may have done the unthinkable by knowingly walking into Soviet surveillance traps—not once but twice, at Tehran and Yalta. At both conferences, FDR stayed in Soviet quarters and, according to historian Gary Kern, “was bugged like no other American president in history.” Worse than that, Kern claims that Rooosevelt was aware of the trap.67
 

Kern, a translator, researcher, and author, painstakingly documents this in a scholarly paper so credible that it is posted at the official website of the CIA. He lays out FDR's acquaintance with bugs, the Soviet sources that confirm the surveillance, the eyewitnesses and “ear-witnesses,” Soviet archives, interviews, and primary sources that include Russian memoirs never translated into English.
 

If accurate, this would be another mystifying, bracing component of a sad saga. The degree to which FDR seems to have deluded himself on Stalin and the Soviets is shocking.
 

Yalta Regrets—Sort Of

In a cabinet meeting shortly upon his return from Yalta, FDR waxed philosophical, even spiritual, as he groped for a richer understanding of the Bolshevik bandit's magnificence. There was, the president pondered aloud to his cabinet secretaries, “something else” he had detected in Stalin, something “besides this revolutionist Bolshevist thing.” What might it have been?
 

The Episcopalian vestryman from Hyde Park looked upward for an answer: perhaps it had been the dictator's youthful training for the “priesthood.”68
 

Never mind that Stalin, a militant atheist, had been expelled from seminary en route to his merciless destruction of religion in the Soviet Union. No, FDR mused to his cabinet secretaries, perhaps this seminary influence had communicated something to Stalin about the “way in which a Christian gentleman should behave.”69
 

Christian gentleman, indeed. Even Conrad Black could not help but describe this FDR meditation as a rather odd reflection, though he immediately dismissed it by saying there was “not a shred of evidence that Roosevelt thought Christian decency predominated in Stalin's character.”70 Here again, FDR's owns words are not to be taken as evidence of his beliefs—at least when the words conflict with the process of constructing a saintly image of the man.
 

Soon, however, Roosevelt admitted having regrets about what he signed at Yalta. He realized the agreement had been far from perfect.
 

Among the modern FDR historians, Black shows this convincingly, marshaling two important quotations. First, the president told Adolf Berle, the State Department hand and learned adviser on things Soviet, “I didn't say the result [at Yalta] was good. I said it was the best I could do.” Second, FDR agreed with criticisms that Admiral Bill Leahy leveled against the agreement on Poland. Admiral Leahy complained, “Mr. President, this is so elastic that the Russians can stretch it all the way from Yalta to Washington without technically breaking it.” Roosevelt replied: “Bill, I know it. But it's the best I can do for Poland at this time.”71
 

Then, on March 23, 1945, FDR confided to Anna Rosenberg, a well-known businesswoman and public official during the war: “Averell [Harriman] is right. We can't do business with Stalin. He has broken every one of the promises he made at Yalta.”72
 

Yes, Stalin had broken them right away. That FDR assessment came only a month after Yalta. The Soviet leader had snapped the olive branch that quickly.
 

It took FDR only a few weeks to deduce that he may have failed postwar Eastern Europe at Yalta. He learned quickly, but only after the conference. He  had been president for twelve years prior to Yalta—during which time the Soviet tyrant was murdering tens of millions of his own citizens for his classless “utopia”—but still he had not figured out Stalin's monstrous character. This was an odd learning curve, and a fatal one.
 

Those who defend FDR's actions at Yalta would do well to remember that FDR criticized himself on Yalta. Roosevelt's regrets were so heartfelt that he expressed them directly to the madman in Moscow. On April 1, 1945, the president wrote to Stalin, “I cannot conceal from you the concern with which I view the development of events of mutual interest since our fruitful meeting at Yalta.”73 FDR was particularly concerned about the fate of Poland. He must have had a sickening feeling.
 

Stalin surely laughed at the letter.
 

In any case, it was too late—too late for Poland, too late for Eastern Europe, and too late for FDR, who died only days after this note to “UJ.” The whole rotten mess was now the problem of a former farmer and haberdasher from Missouri named Harry Truman.
 

Good Luck, Harry

This chapter on FDR cannot end with FDR. For Roosevelt's mistakes hounded his successor.
 

As has been well-documented, Roosevelt had told his vice president nothing about his private discussions with Churchill and Stalin, about Yalta, about the conduct of the war, about the atomic bomb, or about anything else of substance regarding the nation's security. Truman barely even saw FDR—at best a handful of times during his short stint as vice president.74 Later, General Harry Vaughan, a Truman confidant who became White House chief of staff, remembered the daunting challenges this presented to Truman when he assumed the presidency under emergency conditions:
 

[Truman] talked to everybody that had been to Yalta; everybody that had been to Tehran and everybody that had been to Casablanca, to any of those conferences; he talked to Mrs. Roosevelt and even talked to Anna Roosevelt, the president's daughter, because she had accompanied the president. I'm sure she wasn't in any of the conferences but he thought she might have overheard some casual conversation that might give him some pointers. It was a terrific job to try to prepare himself because the Potsdam Conference was scheduled.75
 

Vaughan recoiled at the sight of Stalin telling Truman, “Now the president [FDR] promised me that he would.…” Stalin was not shy about filling in his own blank. Said Vaughan, “Everybody within the sound of his [Stalin's] voice suspected it was a lie from start to finish but how could you prove it?”76 (Vaughan's statement suggests that most others aside from FDR distrusted Stalin.)
 

With Roosevelt fully cognizant of his rapidly declining health, it is inexcusable that he did so little to prepare the president-in-waiting. Indeed, it was one of the most irresponsible things that FDR did. Truman, as president, would take legislative steps to ensure it never again happened to another vice president.
 

But that was later. For now, the Potsdam Conference, the final Big Three summit of World War II, was only weeks away. The end of the war and the fate of the postwar world hung in the balance. Where could Harry Truman turn? To whom could he turn?
 

Truman had to rely on anyone he could. As Vaughan indicated, he went to many people. Naturally, he figured the man to trust was Harry Hopkins, FDR's confidant, who had been a central player at Yalta. So Truman dispatched Hopkins to Moscow to meet with Stalin in May 1945, shortly after FDR's death. This means that FDR ill-served Harry Truman twice over, leaving the vice-president-turned-president ignorant and also in the nurturing hands of Hopkins.
 

Hopkins arrived in Moscow on May 25, 1945, and met with Stalin on May 26 and 27. Hopkins's representation of America in this instance is complex and hard to pin down. Some suspect him of nefarious motives, whereas others view him sympathetically, believing that Stalin, a man he had heretofore greatly admired, burned him.
 

On May 26 Hopkins insisted to Stalin that American “public opinion” toward Russia had been adversely affected by the “inability to carry into effect the Yalta agreement on Poland.” Stalin, in turn, blamed that failure on the British, saying that they were building up a “cordon” along the Soviet border, presumably to keep the Red Army in check. According to Robert Sherwood and other historians, Hopkins responded by saying that the United States did not support a British perimeter, but instead was happy to see “friendly countries” placed along the Soviet border.77
 

For Stalin, of course, “friendly countries” were totalitarian Communist regimes, Soviet puppet governments, throughout Eastern and Central Europe. Stalin greeted this with a sudden cheerfulness, saying that if such were the case, they could “easily come to terms” on Poland.78
 

According to historians sympathetic to Hopkins—such as Sherwood, who is favorable to the point of being obsequious—this misstep by Hopkins allowed Stalin  to roll over him the next day, even as Hopkins made an allegedly impassioned appeal to the Soviets to allow American-style democratic “freedoms” in the newly occupied territories. Even historian Laurence Rees, who is more skeptical of Hopkins and FDR, argues that a well-intentioned Hopkins was subject to the Soviet despot's “bruising performance” and was “genuinely hurt by Stalin's insults.” Stalin “almost toy[ed] with the new president's emissary.”79
 

If this was the case, then Harry Hopkins was not a clandestine agent—“Agent 19”—helping Moscow. Instead he was a fool, a dupe, one who, for whatever absurd reason, had nearly adored Stalin all along, only to finally learn—too late—that Uncle Joe was not exactly avuncular.
 

There is, however, another interpretation of the meetings. For that, one can look to actual witnesses, such as Assistant Secretary of State Charles “Chip” Bohlen.
 

Bohlen was there, and took minutes on the meeting. According to Bohlen's record, Hopkins did not forcefully represent the American position, which was to push for free and fair elections in Poland—what FDR had expected to come from Yalta. Rather, he informed Stalin “that the United States would desire a Poland friendly to the Soviet Union, and in fact desired to see friendly countries all along the Soviet borders.” Hopkins spoke of a Soviet-“friendly” Poland in particular. Stalin, said Bohlen, responded (no doubt with a giant grin), “If that be so, we can easily come to terms in regard to Poland.”80
 

Bohlen added a very important insight regarding the context of these times. He said that by May 1945, the dominant view of Harry Hopkins, as well as the State Department generally, was that Stalin was trustworthy and that any post-Yalta problems were the doings of some shadowy figures behind the scenes at the Kremlin—certain generic “Red Army Marshals,” in the words of Averell Harriman, the ambassador to the Soviet Union. Hopkins was not alone when he asserted, “We felt sure we could count on him [Stalin] to be reasonable and sensible and understanding.”81
 

Whether Hopkins had been unwittingly duped or had deliberately sought to assist Stalin, the fate of Eastern Europe was sealed regardless. An increasingly ailing Harry Hopkins could ready for his exit into the next world. He would die only eight months later, leaving another guy named Harry—Harry Truman—with a Cold War, and leaving the people of Eastern Europe in the calloused hands of Uncle Joe.
 

“What He Did Not Understand”

Perhaps the most learned observer of all this theater was Chip Bohlen. Bohlen was there as the Communist movement, both at home and abroad, maneuvered throughout the war period, from the Hitler-Stalin Pact in 1939, to the Nazi assault on Britain in 1940, to the German invasion of Russia in June 1941, to FDR's dealings with Stalin after December 1941, and on through Yalta in February 1945.
 

Bohlen was a renowned diplomat, admired by both Democrats and Republicans.82 He was an insider at some of the great events of the twentieth century. One of FDR's top aides, he attended the wartime conferences from Tehran to Yalta. After Roosevelt's death he continued to meet with Stalin, along with Harry Hopkins, under the leadership of President Truman.
 

Bohlen had the warmest respect and affection for FDR. Thus his abiding regret over the president's handling of the Soviets carries real credibility. He later recorded: “As far as the Soviets were concerned, I do not think that Roosevelt had any real comprehension of the great gulf that separated the thinking of a Bolshevik from a non-Bolshevik, and particularly from an American.” Somewhat sheepishly, Bohlen continued: “He [FDR] felt that Stalin viewed the world somewhat in the same light as he did, and that Stalin's hostility and distrust, which were evident in the wartime conferences, were due to the neglect that Soviet Russia had suffered at the hands of other countries for years after the [Bolshevik] Revolution.”83
 

Those “other countries” included America. Under Woodrow Wilson, of course, the United States had sent thousands of troops to battle the Bolsheviks in the 1918–21 Russian Civil War. Also the Republican administrations of the 1920s had refused to recognize the Soviet Union. Stalin's Russia, FDR judged, had been misunderstood and unfairly maligned—a common view among American progressives at the time. But that view was badly misguided, as Bohlen explained: “What he [FDR] did not understand was that Stalin's enmity was based on profound ideological convictions.”84
 

In other words, Stalin was an aggressive, mass-murdering, conquest-driven, ideological Marxist-Leninist. Uncle Joe and Uncle Sam had nothing in common. FDR didn't get that one quite right. And from the start to the finish of his administration, the great New Dealer was greatly trashed, hated, and duped by Communists at home and abroad, both far away and all too close.
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THE HOLLYWOOD FRONT
 

 

 

It wasn't only politics, presidents, and Washington that the Communists aimed to disrupt. There was also culture, movies, and Hollywood. MGM was a target of opportunity every bit as much as FDR.
 

Vladimir Lenin said that “of all the arts, for us the most important is cinema.”1 Grigori Zinoviev, Lenin's head of the Comintern, declared that motion pictures “can and must become a mighty weapon of Communist propaganda and for the enlightening of the widest working masses.”2 The Soviet sense of the significance of film was made unmistakably clear in March 1928 at the first Party Conference on Cinema.3
 

The Soviets realized, of course, that nowhere was the movie industry as prolific, advanced, and influential as in the United States of America, especially in Hollywood's Golden Age: the 1930s and 1940s. Hollywood's stars and starlets were revered by adoring masses. Inevitably, then, Communists from Moscow to New York set their sights on Tinseltown; their penetration became much deeper and more pervasive than liberals dare acknowledge.
 

Taking a leadership role were Communist union heads and screenwriters, with the latter poised to provide indoctrination via their crafting of scripts. In 1946 Communist screenwriter Dalton Trumbo declared that “every screenwriter worth his salt wages the battle in his own way—a kind of literary guerrilla warfare.”4
 

A fellow screenwriter who devoutly enforced that warfare was a nasty individual named John Howard Lawson, known as “Hollywood's commissar.” In his revealingly titled book Film in the Battle of Ideas, which was published by the Communist  house Masses & Mainstream, Lawson was candid in instructing his comrades: “As a writer do not try to write an entire Communist picture, [but] try to get five minutes of Communist doctrine, five minutes of the party line in every script that you write.”5
 

This was precisely the advice that the Comintern and CPUSA gave to American Communists to best deliver propaganda. (Recall the use of this tactic at the American Peace Mobilization rallies.) The goal was to exploit a legitimate medium, a reputable non-Communist one, as a platform to disseminate a Communist message. For the screenwriter, the movie could serve as a kind of front in and of itself, as did certain “peace” rallies.
 

Lawson was combative in his cause. “It is your duty,” he instructed his fellow Soviet patriots, “to further the class struggle by your performance.” That struggle, he said, included the highest of Soviet priorities: the undermining of God. The commissar wanted to see in American movies a “campaign against religion, where the minister will be shown as the tool of his richest parishioner.”6
 

For decades since, American liberals have tried to portray anti-Communists’ concerns about Hollywood as brute hysteria. In fact, the anti-Communists were very well-informed of the Communists’ intentions—far better informed than were the liberals duped by the Reds. As Kenneth Lloyd Billingsley, author of an excellent book on the subject, wrote of Hollywood's Communists: “They had enjoyed spectacular success using liberals to serve their causes.” The movie industry, wrote Billingsley, “had played the role of what Lenin called ‘useful idiots,’ duped and bilked by militant Communists.”7
 

Naïveté was the big issue among liberals, but not the only issue. Many simply could not bring themselves to criticize anyone on the left and thereby concede any ground to the anti-Communists. This was the case even after the hideous behavior of Communists during World War II—including harsh treatment of liberals, their causes, and their iconic president. Screenwriter Budd Schulberg, a former Communist Party member, admitted this to Arthur Koestler, the respected ex-Communist author who penned the seminal work Darkness at Noon. Although he detested Communists, Schulberg said, he did not want to attack anyone on the left. Koestler corrected Schulberg: “They're not left; they're East.”8
 

Lies, Damned Lies, and Lillian Hellman … and Arthur Miller?

To fully chronicle the eclectic list of Hollywood Reds and dupes, and the troubling cases somewhere in between, is impossible in a chapter or two. There were, for  starters, the unrepentant Stalin apologists, like writer Lillian Hellman; CPUSA member Dashiell Hammett, a famous mystery and script writer, and Hellman's longtime lover;9 Lester Cole, a Communist writer who later excoriated those who wanted to forgive and forget, like Budd Schulberg, and who so enraged Louis B. Mayer that the MGM mogul screamed, “You're nuts! Goddamn crazy Commie! Get out! Goddamn it, get out!”;10 musician Artie Shaw, who, as we will see, could proudly recite the Soviet “constitution”; playwright Bertolt Brecht, later dubbed “Minstrel of the GPU”;11 performer Paul Robeson, Marx's musical mouthpiece;12 the union thug Herb Sorrell; plus many, many more. Hollywood had not failed to produce a dramatic cast.
 

Hellman, whom producer Elia Kazan once described as a “coiled snake,” was among the worst cases.
 

Until her dying days, Hellman insisted that she had not been a Communist.13 But she did not exactly have a reputation for veracity. Writer Mary McCarthy publicly called Hellman a liar, saying, “Every word she writes is a lie—including ‘and’ and ‘the’”—prompting a slander suit from Hellman.14 British historian Paul Johnson, who said that for Hellman “falsehood came naturally,” unforgettably quipped that “there are lies, damned lies, and Lillian Hellman.”15
 

Not that Hellman, who referred to the USSR as “the Motherland,” needed to prevaricate to infuriate. Her candor was maddening enough. She dismissed the very notion of Stalin's purges as “anti-Soviet propaganda,” attacked the Dewey Commission for its findings on the Moscow show trials, and, in general, unerringly parroted the Stalinist line.16 While unflinchingly defending Moscow's mass murderer, she viciously attacked Senator Joe McCarthy, the subject of her book Scoundrel Time.
 

If Lillian Hellman was not a Communist, then she was a dupe, and a crass, insufferable dupe at that.
 

The forerunner to Hellman's Scoundrel Time was Arthur Miller's classic play The Crucible.
 

Miller is an interesting case requiring careful study. The playwright was made famous and became a hero among the Left for many reasons, but especially for The Crucible, a political parable blasting McCarthyism and the “Red Scare.” In many liberal circles it is tantamount to a crime merely to suggest that Miller was ever a Communist or Communist sympathizer. In truth, however, close investigation of Miller's complex story reveals that at one point he undeniably had Communist sympathies, if not loyalties.
 

Arthur Miller was born in New York City in October 1915 to Isidore and Augusta Miller, two Polish-Jewish immigrants. He attended the University  of Michigan, where he began writing plays. Though much has been written on Miller, the best current research on his life, his politics, and his political-personal double life has been done by Dr. Alan M. Wald, English professor at the University of Michigan. In his insightful, probing 2007 book Trinity of Passion, Wald, himself a man of the Left, shows that Miller had been “a struggling Marxist playwright since the late 1930s.”17
 

A genuine scholar, willing to do the hard digging, Wald took the time to look at old editions of the Daily Worker, New Masses, Masses & Mainstream, Currents, Jewish Life, the liberal PM, and other Communist, Communist-led, or Communist-friendly publications of the era. He found that Miller's byline frequently appeared in those publications, and that his plays were often glowingly reviewed by comrades.18 But beyond that, Wald made a blockbuster discovery: Miller seems to have published in New Masses under the pseudonym of Matt Wayne from March 1945 to March 1946.19
 

Scouring those publications, as I have likewise done, reveals that Arthur Miller was an active participant. Two features stand out: Miller's open participation (under his real name) in a symposium splashed on the cover of New Masses on December 25, 1945 (along with well-known Communist screenwriter Albert Maltz),20 and an interview/profile of Miller in the April 17, 1946, edition of the Daily Worker, along with an accompanying photograph of the proletarian playwright.21 (See pages 186–87.)
 

By Wald's description, Miller's political writing in these publications was often “militantly angry.”22 It also reflected the party line and language. In the Daily Worker interview, Miller explained that “the main fight” in the postwar era was “the fight to raise the living standards of people all over the world and the enemy is imperialism.”23
 

In addition to these two standout Miller contributions, other, lesser-noticed items buried inside these publications are likewise illuminating. For instance, Miller was highlighted as the first speaker in a public forum—cosponsored by New Masses and the new Communist journal Mainstream (before the two fused into one publication)—vigorously defending Hollywood screenwriter Howard Fast, who had caught the attention of the House Committee on Un-American Activities.24 Fast was a writer for the Daily Worker and New Masses, became an editor for Masses & Mainstream, and wrote novels like The Incredible Tito, about Yugoslavia's Communist dictator. He would receive the Stalin Peace Prize in 1953.25
 

In its July 3, 1945, issue, New Masses offered its readers a special deal: The comrades-turned-capitalists advertised a reduced rate on a one-year subscription if purchased with a choice book by one of the listed authors. The options included Volume 23 of The Collected Works of V. I. Lenin; Owen Lattimore's Solution in Asia; Bertolt Brecht's The Private Life of the Master Race; Dr. Harry F. Ward's The Soviet Spirit (Ward was the Religious Left dupe of ACLU fame); and, among a handful of others, Arthur Miller's Situation Normal. (See page 189.)
 

[image: images]

[image: images]

Professor Wald notes that New Masses made such offers for no less than three books by Miller: Situation Normal, Focus, and All My Sons. “Usually,” notes Wald, “the books offered with New Masses subscriptions were by well-known Communists; it was uncommon to see three by one author.”26 Miller was a special case. Apparently, his thinking fell that closely in line with the comrades at New Masses. Most interesting, this was still well before The Crucible.
 

Even this short list of Miller's work and interaction with the Communist Party, its front groups, and its publications contravenes claims by the likes of The Nation, which informed its readers at Miller's death: “He certainly wasn't a communist, and he wasn't a socialist.”27
 

That statement is bizarre, given the totality of Arthur Miller's activities in the 1930s and 1940s. It could be defended only with the crucial caveat that Miller had left the party, the movement, the ideology, by the 1950s or later in life, as he likely did.28 To claim he was never a Communist, or even a small “c” communist or a socialist, is to be very naïve.
 

The Crucible: “By Far Miller's Best Play”

And then, only after all of that, came The Crucible. The Communists loved The Crucible as much as liberals did. The review of The Crucible in the January 28, 1953, issue of the Daily Worker carried the unequivocal headline “‘ The Crucible,’ Arthur Miller's Best Play.”29
 

“It is by far Miller's best play,” began reviewer Harry Raymond. It was “a case history” of “persecution” and “hysteria” against “innocent men and women sent to the gallows” in Salem, Massachusetts, in 1692. But make no mistake, explained Raymond, “It is impossible to view this play honestly without noting the awful parallel courses of two widely separated American persecutions: the Salem witchhunt and the current persecution of Communists and other progressives.” The reviewer added: “Like the Salem persecution, the present one is directed by the ruling class of the land, its leaders of government, its judges, and what reactionary clergy they have been able to enlist.” And what of these reactionaries? The atheist Daily Worker was inspired to invoke the image of Christ at this sober moment, perhaps for the benefit of its friends on the Religious Left: these reactionaries, the reviewer said, had “deserted the teachings of Jesus to follow the war god Mars.”
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Communists gushed over Miller's link between Salem witch-hunters and American anti-Communists, and could not hold back their applause, exhorting non-Communist liberals to the encore. To that end, the Daily Worker, on the same page of its review, posted an accompanying sidebar on “What Other Critics Said About ‘Crucible.’” There, the Daily Worker led appreciatively with the endorsement of the New York Times reviewer, who dubbed Miller's play “powerful,” and a “genuine contribution.” “Neither Mr. Miller nor his audiences,” wrote Times reviewer Brooks Atkinson, in a line underscored by the Daily Worker, “are unaware of certain similarities between the perversions of justice then and now.”
 

Miller, always a favorite of the Communist press, saw his popularity with the general public skyrocket. Now a national figure, he came to the attention of the House Committee on Un-American Activities.
 

On June 21, 1956, Miller was called to appear before the committee. His testimony received tremendous attention. The New York Times, for example, ran the eye-catching headline “Arthur Miller Admits Helping Communist-Front Groups in ’40s.” The lead sentence of the Times story noted: “Arthur Miller, playwright, disclosed today a past filled with Communist-front associations.”30
 

To Congress, Miller conceded that he had signed appeals and joined protests sponsored by Red-backed groups. He refused to name names of those who were there with him. Likewise, he would not name people who joined him during the four or five times that he said he had attended Communist Party writers’ meetings. Miller also denied that he had ever been under “Communist discipline” and would not answer the question of whether he had ever joined the party.31
 

The most dramatic moment of the hearing came when the House committee's counsel asked Miller whether he had once signed an application to join the party. As Miller dissembled, the counsel presented the exact five-digit number on the party application form for “A. Miller,” listed as a “writer,” whose address was 18 Schermerhorn Street in Brooklyn—where Arthur Miller had in fact lived. Congress went so far as to publish a photocopy of the application card.32 (See page 191.) Miller said he had “no memory of such a thing.”33
 

That was then—when Arthur Miller kept a lot of things close to the vest. Among them was whether The Crucible was, in fact, an allegory about McCarthyism. For most of his life, Miller publicly explained the play as being simply about the Salem witchcraft trials. To be sure, the world had always surmised, and many teachers had long taught, that The Crucible was really about the anti-Communist “witch hunts” of the 1950s, but Miller did not openly concede such a link to the House Committee on Un-American Activities or Senator McCarthy's investigations.34 Even most reviewers (the Communist Daily Worker being a notable exception) stopped short of explicitly linking Salem to anti-Communism.
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But in June 2000, late in his life, Miller wrote an article for the British left wing newspaper the Guardian in which he finally came clean about The Crucible.35 In the opening line of the Guardian piece he admitted, “It would probably never have occurred to me to write a play about the Salem witch trials of 1692 had I not seen some astonishing correspondences with that calamity in the America of the late 40s and early 50s.” If that was not clear enough, he added, “I refer to the anti-communist rage that threatened to reach hysterical proportions and sometimes did.”36
 

Miller's long-overdue admission of the obvious opened the door for the New York Times, in its later obituary for Miller, to be able to report in 2005—which it did not in 1956—that The Crucible was “a 1953 play about the Salem witch trials inspired by his [Miller's] virulent hatred of McCarthyism.”37
 

But even then Miller—whom the Times would call the “Moral Voice” of the American stage in its obituary—did not really come clean. In the Guardian he descended to Lillian Hellman levels when he stated that of “everyone I knew … one or two were Communist Party members.”38 If that was not a blatant lie, then Arthur Miller was unbelievably foolish. Recall that he had told Congress that he had attended Communist Party screenwriters’ meetings; surely there were more than “one or two” party members at those. Recall, too, that he had been interviewed by the Daily Worker and written for New Masses; surely he encountered more than “one or two” party members there.
 

Miller was either fibbing or unbelievably gullible. One cannot lunge for the excuse that he was afraid of political persecution: This was the year 2000. Miller was free to be frank with no fear of reprisal by a long-defunct House Committee on Un-American Activities or a long-dead Joe McCarthy.
 

All of this ought to constitute a literary bombshell of sorts, contrary to liberal howls throughout the years that any suggestion that Arthur Miller was a Communist was baseless Red-baiting. And what if Miller had been a party member, or even a small “c” communist? It would mean that he was not a dupe but a duper, one who generated a cast of dupes, especially among those who defended him against accusations that he was sympathetic to the USSR. Liberals insisted that Miller was one of them, despite his innumerable unsightly instances of toeing the Communist Party line, which often ran contrary to the official position of the Democratic administration—for example, on Red China, Korea, the Spanish Civil War, and atomic espionage; on President Truman's use of the atomic bomb; on capitalism,  materialism, profits, wages, and religion; on American “civil rights” abuses and American “imperialism”; on Howard Fast; on the Smith Act; on the illegitimacy of the House Committee on Un-American Activities and the legitimacy of CPUSA; in signing his name as a sponsor to the USSR's first World Youth Festival in Prague in 1947, and in signing a statement defending controversial Communist Gerhart Eisler before the party apparatchik fled America to become a top official in East Germany; and, generally, in support of numerous Communist front groups.39
 

And if Miller had been a member of CPUSA, or even a communist who did not join the party, it would mean that he duped not only his liberal defenders but, in addition, all those millions, including generations of students, who read or watched The Crucible, relishing its delicious digs at anti-Communist “witchhunters” who persecuted innocents—supposed innocents like Arthur Miller. If Miller was secretly a Communist (or communist) and knew which of the accused were guilty, were lying, were operating covertly, or were serving Moscow, then his classic play, and his classic denials, misled a lot of trusting readers and audience members, with whom he was never exactly forthcoming.
 

Perhaps time, and archives, will tell the whole truth about Arthur Miller. Maybe the answers reside in Miller's still-closed private papers at the University of Texas or in The Crucible collection held at Columbia University.
 

Whatever the case, countless readers and playgoers saw in Miller's fiction the facts about anti-Communist persecution. When concerns over Communists in Hollywood mounted, leftist actors such as Will Geer adopted the Miller line and moaned about “Salem witch-hunts.”40 But those who understood the Communists recognized that reality was far different from how Miller portrayed it. Criticizing Miller's allegory, Elia Kazan's wife, Molly, explained: “Those witches did not exist. Communists do. Here, and everywhere in the world. It's a false parallel.” Molly Kazan shrewdly tried to inform the duped: “Witch hunt! … No one who was in the Party and left uses that phrase. They know better.”41 (For the record, Geer, later famous for playing “Grandpa” on the 1970s TV hit The Waltons, very likely was a Communist sympathizer and may well have been a party member at one point, probably when he was a master's student at Columbia University.)42
 

Molly and Elia Kazan tried to warn the duped because they did “know better”; Elia Kazan once had been a member of the Communist Party.43 He and his wife were liberal anti-Communists who understood the horrors of Communism, recognized the Communist love of the lie, and said so with intelligence and nuance. They were ultimately crucified for their good sense and willingness to speak out.44 Like Saturn, the Left eats its own children; it has devoured Elia Kazan, who even today is roundly booed by Hollywood's illiberal liberals.
 

The Angry and the Gullible

Molly Kazan's frank assessment reflects the reality of Hollywood Communists in the 1940s, though this reality has typically been obscured by historians.
 

Led by a hardcore group of writers and mansion Marxists whom Communist Party members knew as the “first team”—Dalton Trumbo, John Howard Lawson, Paul Jarrico, Howard Fast, Lester Cole, and Albert Maltz—Hollywood Communists could be an angry, discontented group. The great F. Scott Fitzgerald, who had worked on a 1939 script with Budd Schulberg, remarked on their viciousness: “The important thing is that you should not argue with them. Whatever you say, they have ways of twisting it into shapes which put you in some lower category of mankind, ‘Fascist,’ ‘Liberal,’ ‘Trotskyist,’ and disparage you both intellectually and personally in the process.”45
 

Hollywood's Communists had the faith without the hope and the charity. They looked for dupes everywhere—among friends, relatives, associates, and especially actors, the perceived dummies who mouthed words that they, the ventriloquists, penned. They looked to the likes of Planned Parenthood progressives, such as celebrated actress Katharine Hepburn, who had been nurtured by the teachings of racial eugenicist Margaret Sanger,46 and whom Communist screenwriters could count on to read a script or speech of their doing.47 In one sorry incident, Hepburn was the opening speaker at a May 19, 1947, Progressive Party Rally at Hollywood Legion Stadium, where, draped in a long, flame-red dress, the liberal New Englander read a speech scripted by Trumbo—a speech so admired by People's Daily World that the Los Angeles–based Party organ reprinted the entire text.48
 

The comrades sought out whomever they could. We now know, courtesy of declassified FBI files, about the case of Lucille Ball, famed comedienne of I Love Lucy. Ball joined the Communist Party in the 1930s. She claimed that she did so simply because she wanted to “shut up” her overbearing grandfather, the radical “Red” Fred Hunt.49 By the 1950s she had left the party and was voting for Eisenhower. In between, however, her proletarian pursuers in Hollywood were unrelenting, seeking not only to have her involved but even (reportedly) to use her home as a meeting place.50
 

Many of Hollywood's finest liberals were victimized by sustained manipulation. It is interesting that while many liberals have been concerned about the reputation of Communists, those same Communists had no qualms about tarnishing the reputations of the liberals they preyed upon—even when the liberals were friends and relatives.
 

“I was duped and used,” said the celebrated actor Edward G. Robinson. “I was lied to.” He had “acted from good motives,” but was exploited nonetheless. “The Reds,” lamented Robinson, “made a sucker out of me.”51
 

The same could be said for a sad swath of liberals like Gene Kelly, Judy Garland, Myrna Loy, Melvyn Douglas, Danny Kaye, Gregory Peck, Lena Horne, John Garfield, Lauren Bacall, Humphrey Bogart, and many more. Each is a story in itself.
 

Gene Kelly, for instance, was misled in large part by his wife, Betsy Blair, a Red—or, as Louis B. Mayer called her, Kelly's “commie wife.”52 Kelly was a sizable dupe, a pleasant, likable, patriotic American counted on and rolled by the Reds, tasked to stand in front of a giant backdrop of the American flag and lead the Pledge of Allegiance or exhort a rally of “progressives” in reverential renditions of “America.”53 In one particularly sad display, the all-American boy was cast to provide the introduction at the initial meeting of the Communist front Progressive Citizens of America, held at the Embassy Auditorium in Los Angeles on February 11, 1947. The theme for the evening was established before Kelly spoke, as a large screen flashed photographs of Hiroshima before and after Harry Truman dropped the bomb, with rolling footage of the dead and maimed and overflowing hospitals. On the ballot for the election of the executive board members of Progressive Citizens that evening were closet hard-line Communists like John Howard Lawson and Dalton Trumbo, as well as (among others) non-Communist liberals like Edward G. Robinson, Humphrey Bogart, John Garfield, Gregory Peck, Lena Horne, Gene Kelly, and Melvyn Douglas.54
 

As in the case of Gene Kelly, Melvyn Douglas's politics were closely linked to those of his wife, Helen Gahagan Douglas, an actress who later became a Democratic senator from California, where she became known as the “Pink Lady” for her far-left views. Badly burned by front groups, Melvyn Douglas would later urge his fellow liberals to “not allow themselves to be confused or cajoled into joining hands with the Communists.”55
 

Way too many Hollywood liberals were cajoled.
 

Confused Cagney, Crazily Confused Chaplin, and More

The categories of Hollywood duped and nonduped, of liberals and Communists, were never perfectly tight. They resist broad-brush characterizations, as life does.
 

Take the case of actor James Cagney, who in the 1930s was totally duped to the point of possibly having been a misled Communist, but certainly was not a  Communist in the end.56 At one point in the process, Cagney expressed interest in meeting with Theodore Dreiser and Lincoln Steffens, the latter the resident Potemkin Progressive at The New Republic. Communist screenwriter John Bright, who had taken Mr. Yankee Doodle Dandy under his wing, brokered a dinner for the men in San Francisco.57 But the Hearst press—which Hollywood's Reds always hated—caught wind of the meeting. When studio head Jack Warner read the Hearst story, he called Cagney and Bright into his office and reprimanded them for being “Communist dupes.”58
 

Cagney learned a lesson. For whatever reasons, whether public relations or sincerity, he backed away. One who did not was Charlie Chaplin.
 

“Thank God for Communism!” Chaplin told the appreciative atheists at the Daily Worker. “They say Communism may spread all over the world. I say, so what?”59 The comedian wasn't joking.
 

Chaplin, whom author Kenneth Lloyd Billingsley described as “not a conventional Party member,” declined to do a movie about Napoleon because he said he “didn't like dictators.” When a wag asked the silent-film star whether he considered Stalin a dictator, Chaplin demurred: “it hasn't been settled what that word means.”60
 

At the same time, it must be noted that Hollywood had many strong anti-Communists: Robert Taylor, John Wayne, Gary Cooper, Olivia de Havilland, Jimmy Stewart, Clare Boothe Luce, Edward Arnold, George Murphy, Robert Montgomery, Adolphe Menjou, Ginger Rogers, Bob Hope, and William Holden, to name only a few. Menjou's denunciations of Communism were scathing. Taylor's were bold and unflinching. Luce, who wrote screenplays and for the stage, in addition to being a journalist, was eloquent in her informed criticisms of Communism.61
 

And, of course, some celebrities once fell into the category of dupe but wised up. De Havilland, a dedicated Democrat, is an example of someone who was duped once, but not again. As we will see, too, an actor friend of hers transformed from dupe into anti-Communist—arguably the greatest anti-Communist of them all.
 

Mission to Moscow

Communist infiltration of Hollywood, and the accompanying duping, reached a crisis point after World War II, but it actually began as early as the 1930s. By the time war erupted, the Communists, and more importantly their dupes, were able to pull off a startling work of pro-Soviet propaganda.
 

The film was Mission to Moscow, released in 1943 by Warner Brothers. The movie was based on the 1941 memoir of the same name by Joseph Davies, former  U.S. ambassador to the USSR. In 1936 Davies had replaced William C. Bullitt as FDR's ambassador, a coup for the closet comrades in the Roosevelt administration. It was as if the Bolshevik demon exorcised from Bullitt's body had leapt into Davies. The good ambassador was an extraordinary dupe and a notorious enabler of the “Uncle Joe,” “noble ally” party line.
 

Not surprisingly, Davies's book, published by Simon & Schuster, was extremely pro-Soviet. The former ambassador portrayed a host of nefarious Bolshevik figures—including Stalin and Soviet foreign minister Molotov—in the best possible light. Davies failed to mention forced famine, the Great Purge, or anything else that would reflect poorly on Stalin and his thugs. He even defended the horrible miscarriage of justice that was the Moscow show trials, concluding that the accused had been guilty of “plotting” against Stalin.
 

The book was a smash hit, selling upwards of 700,000 copies. Between the copies sold and the buzz on radio and in newspapers, Davies's memoir duped a lot of Americans of its own accord. Actually, the duping did not stop at the water's edge: translated into at least a dozen languages, it misled countless others around the world. It was an insult to the real victims of Moscow's repression, from Finland to Poland, from the kulak farmer to the Ukrainian casualty to the show-trial victim.62
 

Bad as it was, Davies's book did not quite scale the Himalayan heights of hyperbole achieved by the screen version. The film was made in the authoritative style of a documentary, but in fact the purpose of the film was to rally American wartime support for the nation's new ally in the fight against Hitler: Stalin's Russia.
 

And Davies did not exactly repudiate the cinematic version. Quite the contrary—he oversaw and made it worse. Hollywood's mavens gave Davies veto power over any scenes that made him uncomfortable. He even recorded an introduction to the film.63 In that introduction, in which he spoke while seated in an armchair, Davies set the tone for the 124 minutes of nonsense that followed. He began: “No leaders of a nation have been so misrepresented and misunderstood as those in the Soviet government during those critical years between the two world wars.”
 

This was a stunning remark. In point of fact, at that time in history no leaders of a nation had maimed and murdered so many people in such a brief period. But Davies's words carried weight because he had served as America's ambassador to the USSR. From the outset, this major motion picture, which had the deliberate goal of molding public perception on Stalin's Soviet Union, was duping its viewers.
 

Incredibly, the movie got even worse. It advanced the myth that the USSR was leading the way to a new dawn of peace for all of humanity. This is no exaggeration;  the film said such things almost verbatim. It portrayed Stalin as a grandfatherly, pipe-smoking, unerringly calm wise man. The movie needs to be seen to be believed; to lay out the full litany of its outrages is beyond the space limitations of this book.64
 

The screenplay was written by Howard Koch, who was chosen on the basis of someone's (it is not clear whose) recommendation that he was “nonpolitical.” In truth, Koch was at the least a fellow traveler, and had probably been a Communist Party member for a time in the 1930s. Some of his correspondents actually addressed him as “Comrade Koch.”65
 

During the making of this masterpiece of manipulation, Koch seemed to relish every dig at the “fascists” who he knew would be uncomfortable with certain audacious scenes. As he watched the opening introduction by Davies, for instance, Koch shook his fist with righteous indignation and said, “Let the Soviet haters scream!”66
 

A Friend in the White House

Most troubling of all, responsibility for the film did not lie only with the former ambassador, the Hollywood screenwriter, and the studio. The chain of command ran directly into the Oval Office. The film was made at the request of the man who had appointed Davies in the first place—President Franklin Delano Roosevelt.
 

President Roosevelt was instrumental in ensuring that the book was converted into a major motion picture, as part of his ongoing effort to better the image of “Uncle Joe” in the United States.67 The book had been a crash project for the same reason, rushed into print only weeks after Pearl Harbor. So keen was FDR on the film that he and Davies met several times during its production to discuss progress before it was released in May 1943.68
 

Though the president's decision to push the book and movie can be defended as an action taken to help win a terrible war, Mission to Moscow’s portrayal of Stalin's Soviet Union was so shockingly inaccurate, so delusional, that it duped the American viewing public.
 

Of course, to FDR's Office of Wartime Information (OWI)—which, as noted earlier, was heavily penetrated by Communists and loaded with dupes—Mission to Moscow was not inaccurate but rather was a “convincing means of helping Americans to understand their Russian allies.”69 According to OWI, the filmmakers had made “every effort” to “show that Russians and Americans are not so very different at all.” This applied to living standards: “The Russians are shown to eat well and live comfortably,” OWI noted approvingly. Here the Soviet Union was  just five years removed from the Great Purge and facing starvation, rampant poverty, food lines, and five to ten million Ukrainian corpses—none of which was represented in the film.70 OWI's claim was at best ludicrously false, and at worst a deliberate fabrication.
 

OWI also hailed Mission to Moscow for providing an accurate view of the Russian leadership. “One of the best services performed by this picture,” the government agency stated, “is the presentation of Russian leaders not as wild-eyed madmen, but as far-seeing, earnest, and responsible statesmen.” This was OWI's take on terrorists like Stalin, Molotov, and Lavrenti Beria, the last being the head of the Soviet secret police (and also a serial rapist). To the information agency, the film had wisely recognized that the Soviet leaders, just like U.S. leaders, “desire peace” and “possess a blunt honesty.”
 

According to OWI, Mission to Moscow performed an invaluable service by fostering a necessary sense of “post-war cooperation.”71
 

“An Expedient Lie”

Not everyone was so taken with the movie. One of the harshest critics was, amazingly, the film's producer, Robert Buckner.
 

Buckner was mortified by the movie, of which he had lost control. He felt little recourse but to attack his own film in a lengthy letter. He dubbed it “an expedient lie for political purposes.”
 

He was especially livid about the scenes concerning the Moscow purge trials. Buckner said that he and Davies “had a rather violent argument” over these depictions. He was furious that the ambassador “insisted upon the guilt” of the wrongly accused. This outrage sent Buckner running to Jack and Harry Warner, the towering studio bosses who ran Warner Brothers. He warned them that “a great historic mistake” was being made.72
 

Buckner also took umbrage at, as he put it, Davies's “insinuation that Finland was not actually invaded by the USSR.” He and Davies argued this point as well. When Buckner told the ambassador that the “opposite was true,” Davies countered that he had “privileged knowledge” of the conflict.73
 

The producer instructed Davies that Jack Warner had already sunk a million dollars into the movie and would not tolerate such shabby work. At that point, according to Buckner, Davies pulled out his personal checkbook and said, “I will give you the million here and now, and will take over the negative of the film from you.” Davies had the money; like Corliss Lamont, like Fred Field, he had inherited  a fortune built on the hard work of American entrepreneurs. Specifically, his wife was a wealthy heiress (who, incidentally, demanded face time in the film).74
 

In the end, about the only sources who liked this piece of Stalinist agitprop, aside from Davies and FDR, were the Soviets and the New York Times. The longtime movie reviewer at the Times, Bosley Crowther, appreciated this “screen manifesto” and its “boldness unique in film ventures.” The film, wrote Crowther, “comes out sharply and frankly for an understanding of Russia's point of view,” and “says with a confident finality that Russia's leaders saw, when the leaders of other nations dawdled, that the Nazis were a menace to the world.”
 

Stalin and crew, it turned out, were visionaries—prophets for peace.
 

The “most absorbing” part of the film, Crowther said, was Davies's “whirlwind efforts to tell America the truth”—about the evil Nazis and the good Soviets—“before it is too late.” Crowther had some criticisms of the film artistically, but not politically. The movie “says quite clearly,” he noted without complaint, that “Russia, far from earlier suspicion, is a true and most reliable ally.” While acknowledging that Davies's film would “obviously prove offensive to those elements which have challenged his views,” Crowther seemed to feel that the depiction was dead-on—indeed, “a valuable influence to more clear-eyed and searching thought.”75
 

Warner Brothers was the most unlikely of studios for this piece of pro-Soviet propaganda. Jack Warner was no dupe. He was a solid anti-Communist ever on the alert for cases of potential dupery among his studio's major stars. As the Jimmy Cagney episode demonstrates, he never hesitated to call a star into his office to warn about “hanging out with Reds.”
 

Warner later told the House Committee on Un-American Activities that his motives for making the film were patriotic, to get behind the war effort to stop Hitler.76 Moreover, he figured he could accept Ambassador Davies at his word. This was a completely reasonable assumption. After all, here was a highly accomplished political figure who had been the U.S. ambassador to the Soviet Union. He had spent years on the scene in Russia—certainly far more than had Jack Warner. Why should Warner doubt Davies?
 

For that matter, the president of the United States yearned for the film, and was briefed throughout its production cycle. Roosevelt surely had been briefed on Russia far more than had Warner. Why should Warner doubt Franklin Delano Roosevelt?
 

John Dewey's Ongoing Redemption

One unlikely hero in this Hollywood saga was erstwhile dupe John Dewey, proving again that dupery does not have to be a permanent condition, and that political life offers many opportunities for redemption.
 

Mission to Moscow set Dr. Dewey seething. The philosopher-educator, who had gotten the wake-up call with Stalin's purges and show trials, denounced the film in a letter to the New York Times. He wrote the letter with editor and scholar Suzanne La Follette, cousin of the famous progressive Senator Robert La Follette of Wisconsin. Their lengthy dispatch, published in its entirety, ran in the May 9, 1943, edition of the Times, two weeks before the movie hit the theaters, suggesting that Dewey and La Follette had seen a special preview.
 

The letter was smoking in its channeled indignation. It began: “The film ‘Mission to Moscow’ is the first instance in our country of totalitarian propaganda for mass consumption—a propaganda which falsifies history through distortion, omission or pure invention of facts, and whose effect can only be to confuse the public in its thought and its loyalties.” Dewey and La Follette noted that even in a fictional film such misrepresentations “would be disturbing,” but they were particularly “alarming” in a movie sold as nonfiction, using a documentary style.77
 

Drawing on his expertise from chairing the Trotsky Commission, Dewey dismantled the movie's incorrect claims about the purge trials. The professor and La Follette made a devastating case, juxtaposing quotations from letters and official reports that Davies wrote while ambassador with scenes from the film, many of which did not square up. The letter condemned “the make-believe Russia of the film,” which was “gay, even festive.” “Wherever Mr. Davies goes,” Dewey and La Follette wrote, “he encounters a happy confidence in the regime.”
 

The letter also attacked Mission to Moscow for suggesting that Stalin had been “driven into Hitler's arms” because the dictator had been unfairly slighted by the French and British. In fact, as Dewey and La Follette noted, the Allies had made a “desperate effort” to form a defensive alliance with Stalin early in the summer of 1939, prior to the August 1939 signing of the Hitler-Stalin Pact. There was even “an Allied military mission vainly waiting to confer with the Soviet General Staff at the very time when the Stalin-Hitler pact was announced.” (If only Dewey and La Follette had known the full truth, which is even worse: Stalin and his hack Marshal Voroshilov cynically delayed and rebuffed the Anglo-French delegation because they were hoping for a better deal with the Nazis—a hideous deal that would have appalled the British and French, as the Nazis and the USSR divvied up much of Europe.)78
 

Dewey and La Follette pointed out an egregious omission in the film: “Hitler's armies are shown invading Poland, but not Stalin's.” Yes, the faux documentary neglected to note that the Red Army invaded Poland just two and a half weeks after the Germans did, in compliance with the terms of the Hitler-Stalin Pact. How could that utterly crucial fact be omitted? Hitler and Stalin together launched World War II.
 

In a brilliant parting shot, Dewey and La Follette called Mission to Moscow a “major defeat for the democratic cause,” adding that it “sabotaged” the Allied cause and “assailed the very foundations of freedom” by making “skillful use of the Hitler technique.” The movie, they said, conveyed a false impression “that Soviet Russia is our ally in the same degree as Great Britain.” It was a form of appeasement, a “gross misrepresentation,” and an example of “moral callousness.” More than that, the film was “anti-British, anti-Congress, anti-democratic and anti-truth.” Mission to Moscow, Dewey and La Follette concluded, created a “moral callousness in our public mind” that was “profoundly un-American.”
 

Think about that: these renowned liberals/progressives had declared this film, championed by the Democratic president and by his administration, to be un-American propaganda.
 

Of course, Dewey's motives were not totally without suspicion, as Jack Warner noted. When informed that Dewey had been disgusted by his studio's film, Warner shot back, “From what I read and heard, [Dewey] was a Trotskyite and they were the ones who objected mostly.”79
 

Warner was right: The Trotsky movement objected strongly to the film, especially because Mission to Moscow defended Stalin's side in Leon Trotsky's show trial. It was also true that the American Trotskyist movement had grown powerful—the largest of the Trotskyist movements in existence. In sheer propaganda alone, the American movement was the most advanced of all world Trotskyist parties; in organizing and maintaining the world movement, it was second only to the French Trotskyist party.80
 

Had the Trotskyites trotted out Professor Dewey to do their bidding? Was the father of modern public education being duped yet again? Was he secretly a Trotsky follower? As always with John Dewey, there was a myriad of legitimate questions.
 

The fact remains, however, that Dewey was exactly right in his criticisms of Mission to Moscow, which had gone well beyond the show trials and anything to do with Trotsky. And Trotskyites were not alone in condemning the movie, which critics aptly slammed as Submission to Moscow. Ultimately, the film found itself blacklisted by the House Committee on Un-American Activities, a group Dewey (on other occasions) deemed “hysterical.”
 

Here, then, were some strange bedfellows: John Dewey and the House Committee on Un-American Activities, momentarily, indirectly, uneasily, on the same team.
 

A Duped Liberal Named Ronald Reagan

Clearly, Hollywood in the 1940s produced some strange plots, including a political shift with profound implications for the Cold War.
 

Among the most interesting cases of this entire period was a fellow named Ronald Wilson Reagan. The actor would travel the road from liberal Democrat to moderate Democrat to moderate Republican to conservative Republican, from idolizing FDR to supporting Truman to voting for Eisenhower—his first vote for a Republican—and then on to Nixon and Goldwater. Eventually the actor became a politician and the very face of political conservatism and anti-Communism. Along that route, Reagan was never pro-Communist, but was once a dupe—as he openly confessed later.
 

Reagan was a victim of front groups during and immediately after World War II. Among them was the benignly named American Veterans Committee (AVC), which sought out Reagan for its speaking circuit. The speaking material provided to Reagan for AVC events was “hand-picked,” he later realized, as were his audiences. He ultimately recognized that he was being “steered more than a little bit.”81 And Communists were doing the “steering.” With fellow actors like Dick Powell warning him about being duped, Reagan began to suspect that AVC was a Communist front, one of the first suspect causes to which he was “awakened.”82
 

That was likewise the case for the Hollywood Independent Citizens Committee of the Arts, Sciences, and Professions (HICCASP). This innocent-sounding group was another of those that Reagan later referred to when he admitted that he had “blindly and busily” joined “every organization I could find that would guarantee to save the world.” He was “naïve,” he confessed. He “was not sharp about communism.” Reagan became “an active (though unconscious) partisan in what now and then turned out to be Communist causes.” The Communists succeeded in Hollywood, he pointed out, “by reason of deception.” The duped Reagan saw the folks at HICCASP, AVC, and similar organizations as nothing more than “liberals,” and “being liberals ourselves,” he and many of his fellow Hollywood liberals “bedded down with” the closet Marxists.83 Reagan learned that the Reds were not under the bed, but in the bed.
 

Reagan came to his senses and took a bold stand at a HICCASP meeting on July 2, 1946. He had been asked to serve on the board of the group. He received a baptism by fire that hot summer day.
 

He teamed up with group member James Roosevelt, son of the recently deceased FDR. Like Reagan, James Roosevelt was a non-Communist liberal and a dedicated Democrat. Roosevelt had suggested a group statement repudiating Communism. At the very least, this would be a good PR move, given that HICCASP was being maligned as a suspected Communist front.
 

What Roosevelt and Reagan witnessed next was nothing short of a fusillade by the closet comrades. As Reagan described it, “a Kilkenny brawl” erupted. One writer (whom Reagan generously left unnamed in his account) barked that if a war broke out between the United States and the USSR he would voluntarily take up arms for Stalin. The popular musician Artie Shaw leapt up and saluted the Soviet flag, offering, on the spot, to recite the words of the Bolshevik “constitution” from memory, which, claimed Shaw, was “a lot more democratic” than the U.S. Constitution.84
 

Leading the assault were the interminably abusive John Howard Lawson and Dalton Trumbo, who led the peanut gallery in denouncing the young liberal actor as an “enemy of the proletariat,” “capitalist scum,” “witch-hunter,” “Red-baiter,” and that old standby of the Left—“Fascist.” Reagan recalled that Lawson got in his face, “waving a long finger under my nose and telling me off.” The atmosphere was so charged that one woman (a liberal) had a heart attack and had to be removed. The genial Reagan held firm, bravely endorsing Roosevelt's proposal amid the onslaught from his fellow “liberals.”85
 

Not One of “Them”: Olivia de Havilland

Joining Reagan in recognizing HICCASP's true colors was his friend Olivia de Havilland, an actress famed for many roles, including the saintly but naïve “Melanie” in the landmark Gone with the Wind. She discovered that the comrades wanted to use her as a pretty face and a mouthpiece.
 

A few days before the HICCASP blow-up, Dalton Trumbo handed de Havilland a speech to deliver at a rally in Seattle. The text seemed remarkably pro-Soviet, with no mention of any criticisms of Communism. On top of that, the speech vilified the Truman administration as an anti-Semitic, racist, union-busting, war-mongering, imperial regime ready for aggression against an angelic USSR.86 It was the standard Soviet-CPUSA party line.
 

But de Havilland refused to be a stooge for Stalin. She ditched Trumbo's text, requesting and receiving another from writer Ernest Pascal; then she delivered a stern rejection of Communism. She told the rally, “We believe in democracy, and not in Communism.” Even worse for Hollywood's apparatchiks, she warned liberals about being used by Communists, noting that secret Reds “frequently join liberal organizations” in order to prey on trusting liberals. And while such was “their right,” noted de Havilland, it was also the right of liberals “to see that they do not control us, or guide us … or represent us.”87
 

When Hollywood's Bolsheviks saw what de Havilland had done, they were enraged. True to form, Trumbo and Lawson launched into childish fits of hellacious name-calling.88 If the commissars had had their own mini-gulag somewhere between Seattle and Los Angeles, Olivia de Havilland would have been there with shaved head, shivering in a dark cell, by morning.
 

De Havilland was onto the Reds. And so after Reagan and James Roosevelt experienced the Lawson-Trumbo tirade at the HICCASP board meeting, Dore Schary, a non-Communist liberal and RKO executive, quietly invited them to a small gathering at de Havilland's apartment. When Reagan and Roosevelt arrived, a relieved Reagan told de Havilland that he had figured she was one of “them.” She smiled and said she was not.
 

All three were ready to resign from HICCASP, but Reagan went back once more a few nights later. He offered a group statement that affirmed American free enterprise and repudiated Communism. John Howard Lawson went ballistic, leveling his finger and raising his voice at Reagan: “Never!”
 

Reagan stepped down that evening, with others soon following.
 

Reagan's Awakening

This was a serious awakening for Ronald Reagan. Something was not quite right in the “liberal” camp. The proud, self-proclaimed “FDR Democrat” was troubled.
 

That same year, 1946, Reagan got still more evidence that something was amiss. By then a popular after-dinner speaker in Hollywood, he mixed movies with politics in his talks. The politics focused mainly on the dangers of fascism, the totalitarian monster of the recent past.89
 

After one such speech to the men's club at his church, the Hollywood Beverly Christian Church, Reagan was gingerly approached by his pastor, the Reverend Cleveland Kleihauer. Dr. Kleihauer was not known to be a liberal or a conservative. He had common sense, and as a man of the cloth, he knew that there were  few more ferocious foes of religion, and Christianity in particular, than Soviet Communism. The pastor thanked his church member for his impassioned attack on the Nazis and fascism, and then counseled: “I think your speech would be even better if you also mentioned that if communism ever looked like a threat, you'd be just as opposed to it as you are to fascism.”90
 

Good point, Reagan thought. He did seem to be falling a little behind the times. He began working some new material into his speech text—a little something on Stalin and the threat posed by Moscow. Who could possibly object?
 

The next speech Reagan gave, the audience whooped nearly every time he blasted the defeated Nazis. “In a forty-minute talk,” Reagan later wrote, “I got riotous applause more than twenty times.”
 

But then he condemned Soviet Communism.
 

The response? Dead silence. It was “ghastly,” Reagan remembered. His fellow “liberals” glared at him.
 

Before Reagan spoke out against Communism, liberals had liked him and praised him as smart and articulate. Suddenly, with the choice he had made, they viewed him as a loathsome “reactionary,” a “fascist,” and stupid, to boot.91 This was the beginning of an odd metamorphosis Reagan would undergo in the unforgiving eyes of the Left.92
 

After this incident and the HICCASP showdown, Reagan became more suspicious, more vigilant—and much less gullible. He also became more aggressive, as was evident in another confrontation a few months later, recalled at length by fellow actor Sterling Hayden.
 

Hayden is remembered for an unforgettable role as the Air Force general who launched nuclear war in Dr. Strangelove. His personal politics zigged and zagged, including his views on Communism.93 As a young man, he had run away to sea, where he sailed the world several times—a man's man, much like the characters he played. As a Marine in World War II he parachuted behind enemy lines in Yugoslavia, and was decorated for his actions. While manifestly pro-American, he was also pro-Soviet, and after the war, in 1946, he joined the Communist Party.94 (Reagan said of Hayden: “It bothered me a great deal to see him on that side. Here was a man with a magnificent war record.”)95
 

This Communist sympathizer had his encounter with Ronald Reagan one evening in the fall of 1946. At that point, Reagan was head of the Screen Actors Guild (SAG). Along with prominent actor and fellow anti-Communist William Holden, Reagan decided to crash an important meeting convened by Hollywood Communists at the home of actress Ida Lupino. There the Communists and their fellow travelers planned to make a final push to organize the film industry, specifically  through the thuggish Herb Sorrell's Red-dominated Conference of Studio Unions (CSU).
 

Reagan had had enough with the “large,” “muscular,” and “aggressive” Sorrell.96 As head of SAG he had a responsibility to keep the union from being hijacked by Communists. Moreover, Sorrell's thugs had been harassing Reagan personally. They had threatened to throw acid in his face and to hurt his children, who now needed police protection. In one instance, the bus that Reagan was scheduled to ride through studio picket lines was bombed and burned just before he boarded.97 He began carrying and sleeping with a Smith & Wesson.98
 

The word was out on the importance of the gathering at Lupino's place, which Sterling Hayden had been tasked to spearhead. Now more than seventy-five leftists assembled, including Communists like Howard Da Silva as well as good-hearted liberals like John Garfield, who was constantly being tugged and tormented by Reds at home (his wife) and at work. This crowd, Reagan later recalled, was “astonished and miffed” when he and Holden strolled into the room.99
 

Reagan had quickly become the enemy. Not only had he started criticizing Communism, but now he was openly fighting the Communists who were trying to hijack the unions. In a SAG report he had been preparing, he concluded that a looming major actors’ strike was “jurisdictional” rather than over wages and hours—a position unwelcomed by Hollywood's Reds, and especially Herb Sorrell's CSU, who tried to frame the strike as the fault of fat-cat studio bosses.100 Reagan was bucking the party line.
 

While the crowd at Ida Lupino's fixed them with icy stares, Reagan and Holden calmly took seats on the floor. Reagan politely waited for the right moment before rising to ask whether he could have the microphone. He proceeded to give a forty-minute presentation that was constantly booed and interrupted. Certain members of the audience, such as Garfield, defended Reagan's right to speak. At least some in the crowd actually believed in civility and free discourse.101
 

Reagan managed to keep his poise and was remarkably effective, to judge from those in attendance. As Hayden later put it, Reagan coolly “showed up and took over and ground me into a pulp.… He dominated the whole thing.” Overall, said Hayden, Reagan was “very vocal and clear-thinking.”102
 

Historians Ronald and Allis Radosh, who have written a book on the Communist movement in Hollywood, have shown this incident to be a seminal moment in helping to end the “golden era” of Hollywood Communists. Reagan had pulled off quite a coup. The Communists were foiled in their bid to try to hijack the unions.103
 

Reagan, Eleanor, and the DPs

Many liberals now began to wake up, from Hollywood to Washington. Even Eleanor Roosevelt smelled the coffee, which was no small switch.
 

Consider that as recently as March 1946, when a bold Winston Churchill came to America to warn of an “Iron Curtain” descending across the European landscape, Mrs. Roosevelt was among the most dubious.
 

The former British prime minister had spoken the truth about the creeping Soviet takeover of Eastern Europe. In response, Stalin blasted him: “To all intents and purposes, Mr. Churchill now takes his stand among the warmongers.”104 Churchill was not surprised by Stalin's reaction, nor would he have been taken aback at how CPUSA immediately pilloried his plans to launch “a new world war.”105 He was, however, struck to see that Mrs. Roosevelt agreed with Stalin and the Reds.106 She accused the courageous Englishman of “desecrating the ideals for which my husband gave his life.” She took direct aim at Churchill, with a personal swipe: “Perhaps it's just as well that he [FDR] is not alive today to see how you have turned against his principles.”107 As columnist Drew Pearson put it, “What she said was not friendly” and “was definitely critical” of Churchill.108
 

In short order, however, Mrs. Roosevelt received a series of wake-up calls. The first came when she took up the cause of the so-called Displaced Persons (DPs) of Eastern Europe. The DPs dominated world headlines in 1947. Initially survivors of Nazism, they included a very large number of displaced European Jews, including those longing for a homeland in “Palestine,” which had not yet been partitioned into Israeli and Palestinian states. But the list of designated DPs mushroomed to 1.5 million as Stalin's Red Army moved into Central and Eastern Europe and people desperately fled from Soviet-occupied areas. The Eastern Europeans, the New York Times reported, would “dare not go back [to their native lands] … because they will not submit to the arbitrary governments which have been imposed on their homelands [by the USSR].”109
 

The United States attempted to come to the DPs’ rescue, housing them in makeshift camps in Europe.110 In response, the Soviets and the international Communist movement ramped up the agitprop, contending that these humanitarian centers were really a form of imperialistic “concentration camps.” As unjust and ridiculous as these charges were—the United States spent at least $100 million annually to protect these displaced foreigners—the Communists had learned many times that they could count on a certain number of duped liberals to buy into their absurd allegations.
 

One liberal not biting was Eleanor Roosevelt. When Soviet officials insisted that the United States was holding the DPs as a source of semi-slave labor—a natural thought to Moscow, given the Soviet way of doing things—Mrs. Roosevelt fired back immediately, dismissing the accusation as “utterly untrue.”111
 

The Kremlin upped the ante, demanding that the DPs be forcibly repatriated to Eastern Europe—the territories newly “liberated” by the USSR. The Truman administration did not back down: Secretary of State George C. Marshall, who would be criticized by many Republicans for major losses in the Communist world—including “losing China”—adamantly rejected the Soviet demand.112 Leading Democrats, from Marshall to President Truman to former first lady Roosevelt, held firm, as did a politically active liberal actor named Ronald Reagan.
 

Reagan and Mrs. Roosevelt—both former dupes—publicly supported congressional legislation to permit entry of 400,000 DPs into the United States.113 This legislation, introduced by Congressman William G. Stratton (Illinois Republican), faced opposition in Congress.114 To the thirty-six-year-old Reagan, this opposition was immoral; these people needed to be saved from the clutches of Soviet Communism. As head of SAG, he took up the torch for the DPs. On May 7, 1947, through the New York–based Citizens Committee on Displaced Persons, he released a statement urging passage of the Stratton bill.115
 

The episode involving the DPs represented a bridge from Reagan's frequent wartime denunciations of Nazism to the opening of his longtime opposition to Communism, the new totalitarian threat facing Uncle Sam. This was Ronald Reagan's first open campaign against the Kremlin. It marked an important public turning point for Reagan, one missed by his biographers.116 From here on he would be persona non grata in Red Square, and among certain impolite company in Hollywood. He would be duped no more. And he could count on Mrs. Roosevelt, duped often in the past, to join in standing up to the Communists—at least in this case.
 

Hollywood's Comrades

The threat from Berlin may have been vanquished, but, as more and more Americans were noticing by the mid-1940s, the threat from Moscow was growing. The commendable case of Ronald Reagan and Eleanor Roosevelt showed that the Hollywood Left and the Washington Left could join forces to resist the Soviet menace.
 

At the same time, that menace was alive and well in certain precincts in Hollywood, as the political class in Washington had become well aware. To confront  that threat, Congress would summon the nation's movie stars, writers, and producers, friendly and unfriendly, for a dramatic series of hearings in the nation's capital.
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OCTOBER 1947:
HOLLYWOOD V. “HUAC”
 

 

 

Exactly thirty years after Bolshevism consumed St. Petersburg and Moscow, it created a firestorm in Hollywood and Washington, D.C. In October 1947 the U.S. Congress held dramatic hearings on the subject of Communist infiltration in Hollywood.
 

The conflagration that ensued has long been a subject of heated debate, with conservatives perceiving the hearings as a long-overdue investigation of a genuine domestic threat, and with liberals portraying it as an intolerant infringement on American civil liberties, resulting in an infamous blacklist and ruined reputations among the accused. It was here that the House Committee on Un-American Activities became a liberal bogeyman—an anti-Communist menace long before Senator Joe McCarthy arrived on the scene.1
 

This congressional panel would be forever etched in liberal lore, and language, as “HUAC”—an incorrectly reordered acronym which not so subtly claimed that the committee's activities were “un-American.” It is difficult to say who first coined “HUAC,” but it is clear that CPUSA delighted in the pejorative, adopting (if not starting) it as the Communists’ de facto name for the committee. CPUSA's organ, the Daily Worker, which put the word “communists” in quotes when referring to actual Communists fingered by the House committee, did not place the “HUAC” acronym in quotes, even though it was inaccurate and, in effect, slang. Sometimes the Left, both liberals and Communists, used the term “the Un-American Committee”—a pejorative found in Communist organs ranging from the Daily Worker to the Chicago Star.2 The comrades had their talking points laid out neatly:  the anti-Communists were un-American; the American Communists in CPUSA—those pledged to the Soviet Comintern—were the real Americans.
 

Ironically, the Communists ultimately found the House committee's hearings useful for bringing liberals to their defense and for unifying the Left in ganging up on anti-Communism. They were shrewd as ever, knowing precisely which buttons to push to enlist liberals in their protection, all the while carefully avoiding Congress's central questions: Were they Communists? Which of them were Communists? Were they seeking to manipulate movies with Communist messages? Were they loyal to Moscow over America? Were they pro-Stalin? Did Stalin's stand dictate their stand?
 

For one week in late October 1947, both “friendly” and “unfriendly” Hollywood witnesses, from actors to producers to writers, filled hearing rooms in the Capitol building, where they engaged in riveting, at times blistering, exchanges. The whole scene was a spectacle, from the gaveling chairman of the committee, Congressman J. Parnell Thomas (New Jersey Republican), to the gaveled likes of John Howard Lawson and Dalton Trumbo; from stars like Gary Cooper, ogled by young girls outside the hearing room, to the oddest unforeseen development of them all: sitting in that room were two most unlikely future presidents—a freshman congressman named Richard Nixon and a young actor named Ronald Reagan.
 

These hearings were not just a major news story or fascinating political theater; they were major history.
 

Reagan and the Friendlies

Ronald Reagan was one of several actors called as friendly witnesses, along with leading men Robert Taylor, Gary Cooper, Adolphe Menjou, and Robert Montgomery.3 Reagan testified on October 25, 1947. Referring to Hollywood Communists, the thirty-six-year-old head of the Screen Actors Guild (SAG) told Congress:
 

We have exposed their lies when we came across them, we have opposed their propaganda, and I can certainly testify that in the case of the Screen Actors Guild we have been eminently successful in preventing them from, with their usual tactics, trying to run a majority of an organization with a well organized minority.

 

So that fundamentally I would say in opposing those people that the best thing to do is to make democracy work. In the Screen Actors Guild  we make it work by insuring everyone a vote and by keeping everyone informed. I believe that, as Thomas Jefferson put it, if all the American people know all of the facts they will never make a mistake.

 

Whether the [Communist] Party should be outlawed, I agree with the gentlemen that preceded me that that is a matter for the government to decide. As a citizen I would hesitate, or not like, to see any political party outlawed on the basis of its political ideology. We have spent 170 years in this country on the basis that democracy is strong enough to stand up and fight against the inroads of any ideology. However, if it is proven that an organization is an agent of a power, a foreign power, or in any way not a legitimate political party, and I think the government is capable of proving that, if the proof is there, then that is another matter.


 

I do not know whether I have answered your question or not. I, like Mr. [Robert] Montgomery, would like at this moment to say I happen to be very proud of the industry in which I work; I happen to very proud of the way in which we conducted the fight [against Communism]. I do not believe the communists have ever at any time been able to use the motion-picture screen as a sounding board for their philosophy or ideology. I think that will continue as long as the people in Hollywood continue as they are, which is alert, conscious of it, and fighting.…


 

I abhor their [Communist] philosophy, but I detest more than that their tactics, which are those of the fifth column, and are dishonest, but at the same time I never as a citizen want to see our country become urged, by either fear or resentment of this group, that we ever compromise with any of our democratic principles through that fear or resentment. I still think that democracy can do it.4


 

It is difficult to argue with Reagan's assessment. He simultaneously championed civil liberties and condemned Communism. The committee chairman, J. Parnell Thomas, unhesitatingly told the young actor: “We agree with that. Thank you very much.” Reagan was not gaveled or shouted down.
 

His testimony was widely reported as the best of the hearings. James Loeb, the executive secretary of the liberal lobby group Americans for Democratic Action (ADA), called Reagan's testimony “by all odds, the most honest and forthright from a decent liberal point of view.” Loeb described Reagan as “the hero” of the hearings and summed up Reagan's closing statement as “really magnificent.”5
 

Escaping notice at the time, and later by historians as well, was the Daily Worker’s response to Reagan's testimony. Remarkably, the Communist Party organ did  not denounce the actor with its usual over-the-top rants. Actually, though it didn't praise Reagan, the paper was fairly content with his statement. The Daily Worker seemed impressed that he “proved a reluctant witness, refusing to parrot back to chairman J. Parnell Thomas his suggestion that outlawing the Communist Party was desirable.”6 That was no small thing, as Robert Taylor and Adolphe Menjou both favored banning the party.7
 

The one item of Reagan's statement that the Daily Worker highlighted was his quote from Thomas Jefferson and the remarks on making “democracy” work. From the beginning the Communists had cynically used terms like “democracy” to lure in the unsuspecting. In this case, Ronald Reagan's respect for America's genuine democratic traditions led him to resist a call for an outright ban on CPUSA—a stance the comrades applauded, obviously.
 

Yet Reagan had added a caveat that the Daily Worker did not quote: “If it is proven that an organization is an agent of a power, a foreign power … then that is another matter.”
 

“Agent” is a loaded word. It can, and often does, imply outright spying. No doubt, most members of CPUSA were not spying as paid agents of the Kremlin, although some were, especially in the leadership. If that is what Reagan meant by “agent,” then the Daily Worker was right to express satisfaction with his statement; in that case, Reagan was still struggling to connect the dots. But if by “agent” Reagan meant an instrument serving Soviet interests, then CPUSA unquestionably was an agent of the USSR, a foreign power. The party had been from the outset. It had saluted the dictates of the Comintern from the beginning.
 

Although the Daily Worker cited Reagan's testimony approvingly, the young actor may have already figured out the Communists’ modus operandi. In his statement he included a crucial aside after saying, “If it is proven that an organization is an agent of a power, a foreign power, or in any way not a legitimate political party …”: “… and I think the government is capable of proving that.”
 

Ronald Reagan, the former dupe, may have been a quicker study than the Communists realized.
 

While Reagan earned a hat tip from the Daily Worker, he went on to receive lavish praise from his fellow actors for his work as SAG president, which included a systematic, extremely effective campaign to purge Hollywood of Communist influence—a “fight,” said Reagan, “hand-to-hand combat.”8 Reagan's learning curve continued; he remained ever vigilant not to be duped again, and warned fellow liberals not to be duped.9 And when he got it, he really got it.
 

“The Communist plan for Hollywood was remarkably simple,” Reagan later explained. “It was merely to take over the motion picture business … [as] a  grand world-wide propaganda base.” In those days before TV and mass production of foreign films, said Reagan, American movies dominated 95 percent of the world's movie screens, with an audience of “500,000,000 souls” around the globe. “Takeover of this enormous plant and its gradual transformation into a Communist gristmill was a grandiose idea. It would have been a magnificent coup for our enemies.”10
 

In Reagan's view, that was what was at stake, with the “master scheme” including a careful strategy “to line up big-name dupes to collect money and create prestige.”11 Liberals needed to wake up. They needed to follow the learning curve that Reagan had, as did the rest of America.
 

Just Like Bogie and Bacall

While Ronald Reagan was making amends for past dupery, other Hollywood liberals were about to be publicly embarrassed that week in October 1947. That pool of suckers was deep. And among the more prominent were two of the biggest stars of the era, the hot Hollywood couple Humphrey Bogart and Lauren Bacall.
 

A brief comparison of Bogart to Reagan is telling.12 Reagan reportedly had been the first actor offered the part of “Rick” in the classic Casablanca. He turned down the role to take another in King's Row, an acclaimed film that became one of Reagan's best-known, though it lost to Casablanca—with Bogart in the lead role—at the Academy Awards.13 (One of the primary contributors to the Casablanca script was Howard Koch, the “Comrade Koch” of Mission to Moscow infamy.)14
 

Reagan and Bogart appeared to know each other pretty well. They were close enough that Bogart was one of only fifteen “honorary members” of the official Ronald Reagan Fan Club,15 one of the largest fan clubs in all of Hollywood in the 1940s, as Reagan was among the top five box-office draws at Warner Brothers. Bogart was the club's headliner male name; the lead female member was Bette Davis.16
 

Bogart and Reagan also shared a passion for politics. Originally men of the Left, both would move to the right, though Bogie only slightly—he always stayed in the Democrat camp. That shift, however, came later. In the 1940s Bogart shared something else with Reagan: he was duped, and badly so.
 

First Amendment Crusaders

After World War II, Bogart and Reagan were committed liberals, with brooding Communists desperate to find ways to use the two actors. By October 1947, however, Reagan had been burned once too often, and he went to the House Committee on Un-American Activities a chastened liberal. Hollywood's Reds knew he was long gone; he had chosen the other side. The liberal Democrat was now, according to the standard lexicon of the Reds, a “fascist” and “capitalist scum.”
 

As Reagan and other friendly witnesses prepared to testify in Washington, Hollywood's Communists looked to other liberals in the movie industry for support. Bogart was still susceptible. The Communists appealed to him and other Hollywood liberals by wrapping themselves in the American flag.
 

A group of high-profile Tinseltown actors, writers, and producers planned a major public-relations trip to Washington to defend the First Amendment freedoms of their friends accused of being Communists, who were being summoned before the House committee as “unfriendly” witnesses. These liberals were more than game. After consulting with the unfriendlies, they changed the group's name from the confrontational Hollywood Fights Back, opting instead for the Committee for the First Amendment. This was a savvy PR move, signifying the high road to be taken: the Communists’ case would be based on the U.S. Constitution, on the unimpeachable American Founders and their venerable First Amendment—in other words, on the antithesis of the USSR that the comrades secretly saluted. The Constitution-lovers at the Daily Worker were happy to join in, aiding the campaign by headlining it as a “Bill-of-Rights Tour.”17
 

The liberal stars enlisted in the cause ran into the hundreds, including Katharine Hepburn, Henry Fonda, Gregory Peck, Myrna Loy, and Paulette Goddard. Roughly two dozen of them actually ventured to Washington for the hearings. The traveling troupe included big names: Danny Kaye, Ira Gershwin, Judy Garland, John Garfield, Sterling Hayden, Gene Kelly, Burt Lancaster, John Huston, Philip Dunne, Billy Wilder, and, of course, Bogie and Bacall.18 Bogart topped the list, as he would any blockbuster movie.
 

The two dozen huddled with directors Dunne and Huston, their leaders, to coordinate and ensure that they spoke from the same script. The group took the position that questions from the congressional investigation did not merit responses because they violated the rights of the accused to believe what they wanted, to assemble as they wanted, and to say what they wanted as guaranteed  under the First Amendment.19 The liberals assumed that their accused friends were not Communists. They had convinced themselves—or allowed themselves to be convinced—that the deceivers were sitting in Washington, not Hollywood.
 

“Before we left Hollywood,” Bogart said later, “we carefully screened every performer so that no red or pink could infiltrate and sabotage our purpose.”20 Bogie prided himself on his ability not to be tricked. He was street-wise, just like his movie image.21 As one “First Amendment” crusader put it, Bogart “feels that he's the most politically sophisticated guy in our business.”22 The tough-talking Bogie seemed a most unlikely character to be duped.
 

The crew from the Committee for the First Amendment boarded a plane bearing the name Red Star (no kidding), which immediately raised suspicions among the liberals, though not enough to stop the voyage. “Coincidence or design?” Lauren Bacall puzzled to herself.23
 

As Bogie and Bacall led the expedition from California, a New York contingent readied to join them in Washington, including writer Arthur Miller, musicians Leonard Bernstein and Artie Shaw—proclaimer of the Soviet constitution—and producer Elia Kazan.24 (See page 218.)
 

Along the route, the Hollywood stars had plenty of moments to talk to reporters. Bogart, a hard-drinking hothead, prone to speak for himself without coordinating with his friends, issued a personal statement to the press, insisting that the activities of the group had “nothing to do with Communism. It's none of my business who's a Communist and who isn't.… The reason I'm flying to Washington is because I am an outraged and angry citizen who feels that my civil liberties are being taken away.”25
 

That line from Bogart, though honest and consistent with the American way of life, was a perfect parroting of the Communist Party line. Bogie and others had no idea how their words had, in essence, already been scripted by their closet-comrade friends. They would be unwitting mouthpieces for the Communist line, flawlessly echoing the Reds’ talking points. This was clear once the unfriendlies—the so-called Hollywood Ten—began to testify.26
 

“Nazi” America

Once upon a time, when the Soviets signed a nonaggression pact with Hitler, American Communists actively appeased Nazi Germany, placing American interests and the American ideal and democratic way of life secondary to the goals of the Soviet totalitarian state allied with fascist Nazis. They even opposed aid to democratic Britain as it was being mercilessly savaged by totalitarian-fascist Germany. And in the postwar period they did not object that the USSR was seizing Eastern Europe and rounding up Displaced Persons (DPs). Stalin's NKVD had, in fact, seized Nazi concentration camps and begun using them for Soviet purposes, with Buchenwald renamed Soviet Special Camp No. 2.27
 

[image: images]

But now, in October 1947, American Communist screenwriters—who refused to openly admit they were Communists and loyal Soviet patriots—invoked the spirit of Jefferson and Madison; their lodestar was no longer October 1917 but July 1776.
 

More than that, they denounced the congressmen who dared to question their loyalties as nothing less than goose-stepping stormtroopers seeking to establish a Nazi regime in the United States. Yes, a Nazi regime.This was a consistent Communist Party line, up and down the ranks. Again and again America's Communists and Communist sympathizers lashed out at these alleged homegrown “Nazis” and “fascists.”
 

The Daily Worker, of course, was central to this coordinated campaign of outrageous name-calling. An excellent case in point is the October 29, 1947, issue, which led with an article by Washington editor Rob F. Hall. The piece trumpeted the combative words of unfriendlies John Howard Lawson, who testified on October 27, and Dalton Trumbo, Albert Maltz, and Alvah Bessie, who testified (in that order) on October 28.28 Unbeknownst to their liberal friends, all four of these men were dedicated Communists; Hall and his colleagues at the Daily Worker knew the truth, surely, but made no mention of it in their paper.
 

Commissar Lawson was characteristically vicious. He informed Congress that it was behaving like “Hitler's Germany.” “You are using the old technique, which was used in Hitler's Germany,” explained Lawson, “in order to create a scare here.” The House committee was, said the dedicated Stalinist, “trying to introduce fascism in this country.”29
 

For his part, Dalton Trumbo did nothing to conceal his contempt for the congressmen, especially Chairman Thomas, who gaveled the writer repeatedly. “You have produced a capital city on the eve of its Reichstag fire,” Trumbo lectured. “For those who remember German history in the autumn of 1932 there is the smell of smoke in this very room.” As if that were not direct enough, Trumbo screamed as he left the hearing room: “This is the beginning of an American concentration camp!”30
 

The screenwriter said this at the very time that the Soviets were taking over Buchenwald from the Nazis.
 

Albert Maltz followed next. Though he was not as visibly angry, his words were incendiary. He accused Congressmen Thomas and John Rankin, the latter the racist New Deal Democrat from Mississippi, of a bipartisan effort to “carry  out activities in America like those carried out in Germany by Goebbels and Himmler.”31 Meanwhile, in the USSR that Maltz advocated, Stalin boasted about his own vicious secret-police head (and serial rapist and mass murderer), Lavrenti Beria, whom Stalin dubbed “our Himmler.”32 This was not hyperbole on Uncle Joe's part. Sadly, Maltz (who was Jewish) and the others seemed incapable of making distinctions between true tyrants and murderers, on one hand, and elected representatives conducting a public inquiry, on the other.
 

Maltz also declared that the congressmen were full of “hatred of the very idea of democratic brotherhood”—though he said nothing about the antidemocratic USSR that he admired. The American politicians were carrying out “an evil and vicious procedure,” a form of “official tyranny,” according to this supporter of evil, vicious, and official Soviet tyranny.33
 

Maltz was followed by fellow screenwriter Alvah Bessie. Maltz and Bessie knew each other well; both were alumni of Columbia University and fellow contributors to New Masses, which had been edited by former KGB agent and Communist spy Whittaker Chambers. Bessie was so dedicated to international Communism that in the 1930s he volunteered for the International Brigades to fight alongside the Communists in the Spanish Civil War.34 Bessie was literally willing to give his life for Communism.
 

These, too, were rather crucial details apparently not shared with Bogie and Bacall and friends.
 

Befitting his willingness to fight, Bessie was pugnacious before the House Committee on Un-American Activities. At one point he referred to chief investigator Robert E. Stripling as “Mr. Quisling.” This implied that Stripling was guilty of privately serving an enemy government, and thus a traitor and a cretin—an ironic form of disparagement coming from Bessie. Over and over, Bessie warned that the committee was pushing America toward “fascism” and “foster[ing] the sort of intimidation and terror that is the inevitable precursor of a fascist regime.”35
 

A decade later, Bessie would seek vengeance with a play he titled simply The Un-Americans, a morality play released the year Joe McCarthy died.36
 

The Nazi parallels were not only absurd but deeply offensive, given the very recent experience of the Holocaust. American Jews, in particular, should have been outraged by the comparison. Analogies between Congressman Thomas and Hitler, between Stripling and Goebbels, and between “HUAC” and the Third Reich were obscene; they trivialized the unprecedented, unspeakable evil inflicted by Hitler and his racist-fascist henchmen.
 

And yet the Communists’ outrageous accusations worked. They allowed the closet comrades to deflect attention from the justifiable question of where their  true loyalties lay—and for whom, and what, they were really working. Congress was conducting a legitimate inquiry, given the history, record, and professed beliefs of CPUSA, the Comintern, and their sworn members. Congressional investigators were well aware of that background. They also had documentation to back it up—everything from lengthy Comintern edicts to tiny CPUSA membership cards; detailed testimony from numerous former party members, such as Ben Gitlow and J. B. Mathews; and a cache of militant speeches from Soviet leaders beginning with Lenin. And, of course, there were the tens of millions of Soviets slaughtered at the hands of the current leader of the USSR.
 

The Communist tactic of deflection worked in large part because a host of duped liberals joined the chorus. As ridiculous as it was to call the Communists’ accusers Nazis or fascists,37 the CPUSA approach worked masterfully with liberals in Hollywood, especially when the unfriendlies were called to testify in Washington. The success of the campaign was stunning, given that many of these liberals had always recognized the evils of Hitlerism—unlike their comrade friends, whose position on the Nazis depended on what Stalin was saying at the moment. These liberals knew what Nazis were really like, and still they engaged in the smears.
 

Hollywood's liberals were a huge help to the Communists. The American public in the 1940s was not cynical toward Hollywood as it is today. In the 1940s, Hollywood's Golden Age, the actors and actresses were truly stars. The Communists knew that these were precisely the right cohorts to enlist.
 

Not every star could be fooled into repeating the Marxist agitprop about incipient “fascism” or a coming American “Nazi state.” John Wayne, for example, would insist that America needed a “delousing” of Communists and their sympathizers.38 But plenty of other celebrities did join the cause. To be fair, Hollywood's progressives generally stuck to the “First Amendment” script—but not all of them. Some celebrities took the bait, repeating the obscenities about fascism or Nazism, or some other infamous form of historical repression. And as they did, the secretly and illegally Soviet-funded Daily Worker, mouthpiece of the secretly and illegally Soviet-funded CPUSA, ran their words in banner headlines.
 

“I ask you when they put words in concentration camps, how long will it be before they put men there, too?” said Judy Garland in defense of the accused Communist screenwriters. The Daily Worker eagerly published her assessment—more than once.39 “Dorothy” looked somewhere over the rainbow and saw nothing but barbed wire and gas chambers—an American Auschwitz, courtesy of Congress's anti-Communists.
 

“This is nothing new,” lamented actor Frank Gervasi, quoted in a Daily Worker piece titled “Hollywood Fights Back.” “We saw it before in Rome [under Mussolini] and Berlin [under Hitler].”40
 

Actor Larry Parks went for another analogy: he likened Congress's investigation to the “Spanish Inquisition.” Sure enough, the Daily Worker ran with the quote, just as it ran with a similar quote from the first press release by the Committee for the First Amendment, which denounced this “political inquisition.”41 Similarly, the Communist newspaper quoted liberal actor John Garfield as being “sore, damn sore” at Congress's so-called heavy hand against the First Amendment. Garfield said he loved “this country and … want to see it set free”—as if America had returned to the days of slavery.42 Judy Garland agreed with Garfield. She announced that Congress was “kicking the living daylights out of the Bill of Rights.” Once again she got her name in the Daily Worker.43
 

Lillian Hellman provided great copy for the Daily Worker with her regular recitations of the party line. Speaking of the hearings, she snarled, “This past week has been sickening and degrading.” The congressmen were “yes-men” and “Judasgoats,” who would lead films, radio, press, publishers, trade unions, scientists, and churches “to the slaughter.” And all of it was unnecessary, said the pro-Stalin writer, since “there's never been a communist idea in films.”44
 

By this point, the House Committee on Un-American Activities had been likened to Hitler's Gestapo, to Spain's inquisitors, to Salem's “witch” drowners, to slaveowners, and to Judas, who handed over Jesus Christ for crucifixion. Hollywood's liberals and Reds alike were making Congress pay the price for daring to consider whether there were Communists in Hollywood seeking to secretly manipulate the film industry under orders from true henchmen like Stalin and Beria in Moscow.
 

No amount of truth injected into the debate seemed to make any difference. When Congressman Thomas suggested that Communist propaganda had been inserted into certain Hollywood films “during the past eight years,” the Daily Worker dubbed Thomas's mere suggestion a “smear”—as if films like Mission to Moscow had never happened. Hollywood heroes stepped forward to back the Daily Worker’s disavowals. When Chairman Thomas asked Danny Kaye—who had done mocking imitations of Thomas during his trip to Washington aboard the Red Star—whether he had ever seen a Hollywood movie that seemed to include pro-Soviet propaganda, the dancing comedian replied flatly, “No, sir. I haven't.”45 Standing with Kaye was Paul V. McNutt, a special counsel for the movie industry, who sent a letter to Thomas protesting the congressman's insinuation.46
 

Seconding Kaye was Gene Kelly, who in an interview with the media said: “As  Mr. Kaye has remarked, it's pretty hard to find any propaganda in pictures.… You can't make a picture for entertainment that the American public will accept and inject any propaganda in it. So I think so far, we're pretty safe.”47
 

While McNutt, Kaye, and Kelly challenged the notion that Communist propaganda could make it into a movie, John Howard Lawson was preparing to testify as an unfriendly before the House committee. It was Commissar Lawson, recall, who had ordered Communist writers that it was their “duty” to get “Communist doctrine” and “the party line in every script that you write.” For now, however, Commissar Lawson was talking to Kaye and friends about one thing only: his awe of the First Amendment to the U.S. Constitution.
 

A Sprinkling of “Red” Pepper

This kind of rhetoric did not come strictly from actors. The Daily Worker also thrilled in the words of certain Democratic senators, such as Elbert Thomas of Utah, Glen H. Taylor of Idaho, Harley Kilgore of West Virginia, and Claude “Red” Pepper of Florida, who advised the unfriendlies not to answer questions from their congressional colleagues. Senator Thomas dubbed the committee's methods “unholy.” Senator Taylor vowed “to battle this Un-American Committee.”48 Taylor said the committee members were “fascist-minded,” in “parallel with those of pre-war leaders in Germany, Italy, and Japan.” The Daily Worker gratefully ran these senatorial assessments on page one of its October 22, 1947, issue; it included them in other editions as well, under eye-catching headlines like “Liberals Question Committee's Legality.”49
 

The Daily Worker was especially pleased with Senator Pepper's words, which it turned into a gigantic, front-page, above-the-fold headline that screamed, “SEN. PEPPER URGES FILM STARS DEFY HOUSE PROBE: Says Committee Helps Fascism.” (See page 224.) The senator from Florida had long been accused of thinking like a Soviet official. Here, he did not disappoint the Bolshevik faithful: he told reporters that the “HUAC” investigation could be “the Stalingrad in the attack on civil liberties in this country.” The imagery was clear: the senator was likening the so-called First Amendment fighters to the Soviet soldiers who turned back the Nazi assault at Stalingrad in late 1942 and shifted the momentum in the war. In this analogy, the members of the House Committee on Un-American Activities were the Nazis. The editors at the Daily Worker liked the analogy so much that they flagged it with a subhead, “STALINGRAD FOR FREEDOM.”50
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Senator Pepper was doing yeoman's work in helping CPUSA rally the masses. He was extremely active, joining forces with the Progressive Citizens of America, which called for the abolition of the House Committee on Un-American Activities.51
 

Aside from Senator Pepper, another go-to source for the Daily Worker was FDR's former vice president Henry Wallace, a dupe of such incredible proportions that this book cannot do him justice. “Has America gone crazy?” the Daily Worker quoted Wallace summing up the Hollywood hearings. “Is the Un-American Activities Committee evidence that America is travelling the road to fascism?”52
 

The former vice president urged his fellow Americans that they “must destroy” the House committee—at the ballot box, of course. If they did not, the evil committee “will destroy many of the foundations of democracy and Christianity.”53 Wallace, a fond admirer of the Soviet experiment, was worried about threats to democracy and Christianity—in America, that is.
 

Don't Play It Again, Sam

Fortunately for the anti-Communist cause, all of this reckless insanity, spoken from the mouths of certain senators, actors, and screenwriters, created a backlash. One person weary of the cacophony was Humphrey Bogart, who seemed to grow less comfortable by the day, especially once the news turned against the crew of the Red Star.
 

Bogart was still expressing outrage at the congressional investigation after the Committee for the First Amendment arrived in Washington. He gave a radio broadcast in which he angrily declared: “We saw the gavel of a committee chairman cutting off the words of free Americans. The sound of that gavel, Mr. Thomas, rings across America! Because every time your gavel struck, it hit the First Amendment to the Constitution of the United States.”54
 

Soon thereafter, however, the press reported that one of the group's members, actor Sterling Hayden, was a Communist. Among the whistleblowers was George Dixon in his “Washington Scene” column in the Washington Times Herald. Dixon got the scoop from “the blonde and beautiful Miss Mary Benton Gore,” a “member of one of our most respected families.” A cousin of Senator Albert Gore Sr. (Tennessee Democrat), Mary Benton Gore found herself the object of Hayden's attention and affection at a “little dinner party” arranged during the actor's stay in Washington. Hayden spoke too freely to Miss Gore, who, in turn, spoke freely to George Dixon, who then spoke freely to all of Washington and beyond, detailing Hayden's interest not only in Gore's beautiful blonde hair but also in Stalin's ugly Bolshevik Russia.55
 

Dixon's report was embarrassingly gossipy but, it turned out, embarrassingly correct, as Hayden later conceded when summoned back to Washington for testimony. Yes, Sterling Hayden was a Communist. So much for Bogie's having “carefully screened every performer” before they left Hollywood.
 

Worse, Bogie and friends learned that all those anti-Communist congressmen, investigators, and lawyers did not arraign people for fun; no, they actually had some evidence. It took mere minutes to show that the suspicious screenwriters were, in fact, Communists. Congress presented registration rolls, news clips, Daily Worker articles, New Masses bylines, front-group memberships, party applications, forms, cards, checks, cash, and even numbers. Consider the evidence the House committee unveiled:
 

Dalton Trumbo: Communist Party registration card, code no. “Dalt T.” The committee presented a total of thirty-nine citations with Communist or Communist-front affiliations.
 

Albert Maltz: Communist Party registration card, no. 47196. The committee presented a total of fifty-eight citations with Communist or Communist-front affiliations.
 

Alvah Bessie: Communist Party registration card, no. 46836. The committee presented a total of thirty-two citations with Communist or Communist-front affiliations.
 

John Howard Lawson: Communist Party registration card, no. 47275. The committee found Lawson to be a one-man Communist front. Committee investigators presented the May 18, 1934, Daily Worker, which identified Lawson as one of its correspondents; a November 1946 issue of Masses & Mainstream listing Lawson as a member of its editorial board (along with Alvah Bessie and Dalton Tumbo);56 the unsettling examples of Lawson (who was Jewish) flip-flopping on Hitler in lockstep with the CPUSA-Comintern-Moscow party line; and Lawson's position as a sponsor of the American Peace Mobilization,57 the most insidious of Communist fronts, along with his Hollywood friends Albert Maltz, Budd Schulberg, Herbert Biberman,58 Dashiell Hammett, Artie Shaw, and Will Geer.59
 

The evidence was shocking and undeniable—and only made Lawson, Trumbo, Maltz, and Bessie angrier.
 

“Hitler Germany!” yelped Lawson, when presented with irrefutable evidence. “Hitler tactics!” he screeched as six Capitol policemen led him from the witness stand.60
 

“American concentration camp!” moaned Trumbo, as he was escorted out of the room and away from the piles of embarrassing evidence.61
 

Only then did Bogart and Bacall recognize that they had been used. Unbelievable as it may seem, Bacall later said that as she and Bogie and the others flew to Washington, they did not know that most of the unfriendlies called to testify were in fact members of the Communist Party. “We didn't realize until much later,” she admitted, “that we were being used to some degree by the Unfriendly Ten.”62 She conceded that they had been foolishly naïve, headstrong, emotional, and that they had hastily strolled into something “we knew nothing about.”63
 

Bogie was not so gentle. He was furious that he had been made to look like an idiot—a useful idiot. “You f—ers sold me out!” he yelled at Danny Kaye.64
 

Many members of the group felt that way. Billy Wilder spoke up first: “We oughta fold.”65 They did. The Committee for the First Amendment fell silent, withered, and died.
 

So thorough had been the duping that the California state legislature, in an investigation and report a few months later, listed the Committee for the First Amendment as a Communist front, right alongside the American Peace Mobilization, HICCASP, and the Progressive Citizens of America.66 This was not, of course, because most of those on the Committee for the First Amendment had been Communists—that is not how Communist fronts worked—but because the group's non-Communist liberals were snowed by the Reds. These liberals had been “suckers,” as SAG head Ronald Reagan put it, victims of “one of the most successful operations in [the Communists’] domestic history.”67
 

And with the committee and its members fully exploited, the Communists hung out to dry the liberals who had lent their names to defend individuals they thought had been honest with them. The stars’ reputations had been tarnished by the closet Communists who used them. Now they endeavored to explain themselves. The celebrated lyricist Ira Gershwin, for instance, appeared before the California legislature to explain how he could be so oblivious as to host meetings for a Communist front at his home.68
 

Bogart, too, looked to repair the damage. He published a strong statement in which he declared, “I am not a Communist” or even “a Communist sympathizer.” “I detest Communism just as any decent American does,” wrote Bogie. “I'm about as much in favor of Communism as J. Edgar Hoover.” He pledged that his name would never again “be found on any Communist front organization as a sponsor for anything Communistic.”69 He conceded that the trip to Washington had been “ill-advised,” “foolish and impetuous.” He told Newsweek, “We went green and they beat our brains out.” Bogart also said that liberals like himself could no longer “permit ourselves to be used as dupes by Commie organizations.”70
 

British commentator Alistair Cooke, an astute observer of Bogart, said the  actor “was aghast to discover that several of them [unfriendlies] were down-the-line Communists coolly exploiting the protection of the First and Fifth Amendments to the Constitution.”71 The actor wanted to be viewed as a straight-shooter, speaking the truth candidly, even when it hurt. He had expected the same from his Hollywood associates. Instead, he had been duped, as had other actors, such as John Garfield (“I'm a sucker for a left hook”).
 

All over the world, the press took potshots at Bogie: “Was Bogart's Face Red?” ran the headline in London's News Chronicle.72 “Don't try to fox me again,” columnist George Sokolsky warned Bogart in an open letter in the New York Sun.73
 

Communists and even some liberals lined up to blast Bogart for daring to say he had been duped.74 Bogie was no longer a friend. Being on the side of anti-Communism, he was a mortal enemy. As Bogart's son, Stephen, later recalled, some of Bogie's liberal friends “felt that he was copping out, just trying to protect his career.”75 And his liberal friends were kind compared to his Communist “friends.” Communist screenwriters like Lester Cole, Larry Adler, and Alvah Bessie all slammed Bogart, as did the Daily Worker. Adler said Bogie had “caved in in the most demeaning, debasing way.” Adler, Cole, and Bessie accused him of (in Bessie's words) “provok[ing] a panic that rapidly destroyed the Committee for the First Amendment itself,” since Gene Kelly, Danny Kaye, and others had quickly followed Bogart's lead.76 “Bogart's about-face,” lamented the Daily Worker, was a shame, given “all the good things” he had contributed “to the fight for a finer America,” until, alas, he “decided to embrace Operation Mass Murder.”77
 

Yes, Humphrey Bogart, former good man; now, mass murderer of civil liberties. Like Reagan, he had suddenly morphed into a “fascist,” “capitalist scum.” As F. Scott Fitzgerald had warned, Bogart had become a target for subhuman demonization.
 

Of course, that is how Communists had always treated their liberal “friends.” But at least liberals learned a hard lesson this time.
 

Well, not all liberals. The Washington Post produced a surreal editorial rebuking not the unfriendlies for misleading their liberal friends but Bogart for his apology. “There is no reason for Mr. Bogart to apologize,” lectured the Post. “Defense of the constitutional rights of fellow citizens is an excellent reason for making a trip to Washington.” The editors conceived an exceedingly strange explanation for Bogart's apology: “One can scarcely help suspecting that what led Mr. Bogart to his interesting apologia and his gratuitous avowal that he had no use for Communism was fear of the consequences of being branded a Communist by the Thomas Committee.” A patronizing Post sniffed: “We are rather sorry for Mr. Bogart. He had nothing at all to be ashamed of until he began to be ashamed.”78
 

In the decades since, many liberals have adopted that same line—that Bogart caved in to fears of being labeled a Communist.79 They are wrong: Bogart's reaction, as Lauren Bacall has repeatedly noted, stemmed from the undeniable fact that he had been sold a false bill of goods by the Reds. He thought the people he was defending were not Communists—but they were. The writers and performers he defended had lied to him, with no concern for his reputation. Bear in mind, too, that Bogart was not summoned to Washington or ordered to testify. He went there voluntarily. This was not the case of “right-wing” anti-Communists striking fear into the hearts of good liberals; rather, it was an example of naïve liberals waking up to the fact that Communists had duped them.
 

Needless to say, the Daily Worker was thrilled to see the Washington Post’s editorial. The CPUSA house organ gleefully reported how the Post “raked Humphrey Bogart over the coals editorially.” The Daily Worker quoted the editorial at great length, dedicating seven full paragraphs to the Post’s criticisms.80 The Communists saw that they could still count on liberals, even after everything that had happened.
 

They could count on liberals for many decades to follow. The torch would be passed to future generations of liberals—journalists at the Washington Post and the New York Times, professors in college classrooms—to call “HUAC” names, defend the likes of Lawson and Trumbo, and argue that anti-Communist “witch-hunters” had run roughshod over innocent liberals.
 

As for liberals like Bogart, like Garfield, like Wilder, like Reagan, they had learned their lesson.
 

Enemies at Home?

One of the Hollywood Ten called to testify before Congress in October 1947 was the director Edward Dmytryk. At the time he was an unfriendly witness, but he, too, would experience an awakening. The reflections he ended up sharing with Congress four years later shed light on the issue at the crux of the debate over domestic Communism, particularly when it became clear that the United States and the Soviet Union were adversaries. The question was whether American Communists, given their pledged loyalties to the USSR, would fight for the Soviet Union against America if the two countries ever went to war.
 

When Dmytryk testified in 1947, he had sincerely believed that Stalin's Russia and CPUSA wanted peace. But by the time he sat before the House Committee on Un-American Activities in April 1951, his view had changed. “I had never heard, before 1947, anybody say they would refuse to fight for this country in a war against Soviet Russia,” Dmytryk told the committee.81 In the intervening years, however, many developments—including a hot war on the Korean Peninsula and high-profile espionage cases like the Rosenbergs and Alger Hiss—had revealed to him that American Communists’ “love of the party” and the USSR took precedence over any love he thought they had for America. He felt that the Communist Party encouraged this treachery as a natural result of its allegiance to the Soviet Union.
 

Dmytryk should not have been surprised. The party, of course, pledged itself to the Soviet Motherland, and had from the very beginning—since that founding meeting in Chicago in September 1919. As far back as 1944 CPUSA general secretary Earl Browder had frankly admitted his loyalty to the Soviet Union over the United States in testimony before Congress.82 When Congress looked deeper into the matter, both Democrats and Republicans were mortified by the affirming testimonies they received from some American Communists.83
 

It was a hard lesson that many in Hollywood, including Edward Dmytryk, learned late. And it was an issue that the new Democratic president in Washington would have to confront in a new war—the Cold War.
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TRASHING TRUMAN:
WORLD COMMUNISM AND THE COLD WAR
 

 

 

When Ronald Reagan testified before the House Committee on Un-American Activities in 1947, he and the entire world had been assured of the closing of the Comintern. Moscow had shut down the Comintern in 1943 in order to improve wartime relations with the United States—allegedly, anyway.1
 

In truth, the organization was not really abolished, as scholars such as Harvard's Mark Kramer have shown.2 Herb Romerstein, who has spent decades examining the ongoing life of the Comintern after 1943, notes that the Comintern “continued to exist in various forms” after its supposed shuttering. As a young Communist, Romerstein learned this firsthand, and he confirmed it in his career as a government investigator and, today, as an archival researcher.
 

The Soviets continued the Comintern's critical functions. Certain entities like the Comintern radio school never ceased operations. Every country's Communist Party, Romerstein adds, continued to have a representative in Moscow who reported to what was a Comintern-like central structure, and did so both during and after World War II.3 Romerstein cites the American representative, Maria Reiss,4 who corresponded with the Comintern well after the war, writing memos to an organization that supposedly did not exist. (In the 1960s, Reiss would pledge her allegiance to Mao's China after the Sino-Soviet split.)5 Many other such cases could be cited.
 

More importantly, the Comintern had merely morphed into a new entity: the International Department, which ran under the auspices of the all-powerful  Soviet Central Committee. The International Department would last until the dissolution of the Soviet Union, all along retaining the Comintern's primary function of maintaining relations with Communist parties all over the world and funding those parties wherever and whenever possible, including by providing military aid to Soviet clients in the Third World.6
 

In short, Moscow had not abandoned the objective for which the Comintern was created in the first place: to spread Communism around the globe. That goal was fundamental to Marxism-Leninism and would not change.
 

Thus, as Romerstein notes, CPUSA remained “under total Soviet control … from 1919, when it was formed, to 1989, when the Soviet Union collapsed.”7 The party's top officials were in constant contact with the head of the International Department once the Comintern was disbanded (in name).8
 

Stalin's War

It was Joseph Stalin who announced the closing of the Comintern, but he remained committed to the Soviet mission of spreading Communism worldwide. In fact, he had far greater success in the task than Lenin ever did.9
 

Greedily eyeing post–World War II Eastern Europe, Stalin said: “Whoever occupies the territory also imposes on it his own social system as far as his military can reach.”10 Years later his right-hand man, Molotov, said that his duty had been clear: “I saw my task as minister of foreign affairs as being how to expand the boundaries of our Fatherland. And it seems to me that we and Stalin did not cope badly with this task.”11
 

Not badly at all: they got all of Eastern Europe.
 

Yet Stalin's gaze extended beyond Eastern Europe, a fact not appreciated even today. A recently declassified Soviet document reveals a secret speech that Stalin gave to the Plenum of the Politburo of the Central Committee of the All-Union Communist Party on August 19, 1939, only four days before signing the Hitler-Stalin Pact. The speech explains Stalin's motivation for trusting Hitler in such a pact, a seemingly inexplicable trust.
 

Stalin began his remarks by declaring, “The dictatorship of a Communist Party may be envisaged only as a result of a great war.” He argued that a major war would be good for the USSR because it would help spread global Communism—or, in his words, “world Revolution.” If and when a conflict started, he said, it would be “indispensable to prolong the war as long as possible.” Stalin asserted:
 


We have before us a vast field of action to develop the world Revolution. Comrades! It is in the interests of the USSR—the Fatherland of the Workers—that war should break out between the Reich and the Franco-British capitalist bloc. We must do everything so that the war should last as long as possible with the aim of weakening both sides. It is for these reasons that we must give priority to the approval of the conclusion of the pact proposed by Germany, and to work so that this war, which will be declared within a few days, shall last as long as possible. It is therefore necessary to strengthen the work of propaganda in the countries that will have entered the war, so that they shall be ready for the after-war period.12

 

The “after-war period” would be the moment ripe for the “world Revolution.”
 

Think about what this means: This diabolical man saw great advantage in a destructive major war, since the death and devastation would open the doors for “world Revolution.” He thus hailed “the pact proposed by Germany,” which would soon be known as the Hitler-Stalin Pact, because it would usher in such a prolonged and ruinous war. He was right that war was coming: World War II soon followed.
 

Four days after this statement, the Soviets and the Nazis signed the pact. One week after the signing, on September 1, 1939, Germany invaded Poland from the West; then, on September 17, the USSR invaded from the East. The nonaggression pact aggressively launched the Second World War, the most devastating war in history, which took the lives of at least fifty million people, and probably many more than that. Stalin got the agony he hoped for when he said he would do everything possible “so that the war should last as long as possible,” but not exactly in the way he expected: this deadly war ended up claiming more lives from the USSR than from any other nation—a staggering total of at least twenty million Soviet deaths.
 

In the same speech Stalin excitedly addressed the possibilities of a “Sovietization of France”—the result of a “defeated France”—and a “Soviet Germany.” In both cases, “the Communist revolution will happen inevitably,” prophesied Stalin, and the USSR would sweep in to make each country its ally. Even “in the event of a German defeat,” the Soviet dictator confidently predicted, “the Sovietization of Germany and the creation of a Communist government will follow inevitably.” This would mean, however, that the USSR would need to “come to the aid of our Berlin comrades,” because Britain  and France would try to prevent the “emergence of a Soviet Germany.” “Thus,” insisted Stalin, “our task consists in making sure that Germany should be involved in war as long as possible, so that England and France would be so exhausted that they would no longer be capable of presenting a threat to a Soviet Germany.”13
 

The one factor that Stalin left out of his ideal scenario was the United States of America. Once Uncle Sam entered the fray in World War II, victory for the West was assured, and Stalin's dream of a Sovietized France, Germany, and more was foiled—or, at least, his immediate dream. The postwar chaos that plagued all of Europe gave Stalin another chance.
 

There was, however, one man who stood in the way: a rookie American president from a place called Independence, Missouri.
 

1946–49: Truman's Crash Course on Communism

President Harry Truman, who in April 1945 succeeded the deceased FDR, spent his first few years in the Oval Office getting a sobering education on America's wartime ally—that is, on Uncle Joe. First there had been Stalin's infamous Bolshoi Theater speech of February 9, 1946, which blamed capitalism and the West for starting World War II. This speech—widely covered by the press14—was an outrageous rewriting of history, given Stalin's culpability in launching the war. Truman advisers like the distinguished Paul Nitze interpreted the Bolshoi speech as tantamount to a Soviet declaration of World War III.15
 

Bolshoi was such a wake-up call that within days of the speech, a young staff officer named George Kennan submitted his historic Long Telegram, sent from the U.S. embassy in Moscow to the United States. Kennan's analysis would be credited for founding the doctrine of containment. And Winston Churchill, by then a former prime minister, headed to the United States, where on March 5, less than a month after the Bolshoi Theater speech, he warned Americans of that “Iron Curtain” closing across the European continent. The speech rattled not only Eleanor Roosevelt but even a green President Truman, not yet the Cold Warrior of history, who quickly distanced himself from the speech.16
 

The Bolshoi Theater speech came in the context of blatant Soviet violations of the Yalta agreement, as Moscow installed puppet governments and refused its promise of free elections throughout Eastern Europe. The USSR was also committing countless war crimes throughout defeated Europe, especially in the eastern portion of Germany, where Red Army soldiers were guilty of an estimated two million rapes. Thousands of the violated women committed suicide, and the abortion rate among impregnated German women shot up to 90 percent.17 Bolshoi came exactly one year after Yalta. It was fitting: one giant lie followed by another giant lie.
 

Meanwhile, all of postwar Europe was starving, mired in its most acute condition in centuries, compounded by droughts and blizzards. Some sixty million men were out of work, and projections held that a hundred million people would go hungry. By 1947 the United States was devising a plan to aid the recovery of all of Europe, Western and Eastern. Secretary of State George C. Marshall and President Truman saw the relief as humanitarian but also political, with the aim of trying to stop the whole continent from falling into the Communist camp.
 

The Marshall Plan, as it became known, was announced in June, and all European nations were invited to apply for aid. From East to West, there was tremendous appreciation for this act of American generosity. Upon the announcement of aid, Britain's Ernest Bevin cheered, “We grabbed the lifeline with both hands.” Even Czechoslovakia's parliament, marked by a strong Communist presence, voted to apply for the much-needed aid.
 

But others were not quite so happy.
 

Secretary of State Marshall was stunned when he learned during a trip to Moscow that Stalin and the Soviets were totally opposed to any Marshall Plan aid for anyone, especially for Germany. The USSR delivered this message to the entire world when Foreign Minister Molotov, on orders from Stalin, stormed out of the Paris summit, where desperate nations met to discuss the full scope of assistance they needed. The Soviets denounced the Marshall Plan, which would provide desperately needed aid to a ravaged continent, as an example of American “belligerence,” “aggression,” and “imperialism.”
 

The jaw-dropping Soviet response made it obvious to Marshall and Truman that the Soviets wanted all of Europe prostrate, to make possible the rise of Communist governments across the continent—just as Stalin had hoped and predicted in his August 1939 Central Committee speech. Stalin's dreams for Western Europe were on the verge of coming true, especially in vulnerable countries like Germany, Italy, and possibly France—on top of the gains already seized in Central and Eastern Europe. Only American aid stood in the way.
 

In March 1947, three months before the unveiling of the Marshall Plan, President Truman had announced a major military and economic aid package to Turkey and Greece. In doing so he had laid out what became known as the Truman Doctrine, as he declared, “It must be the policy of the United States to support free peoples who are resisting attempted subjugation by armed minorities or by outside pressures.” Truman called the Truman Doctrine and Marshall Plan “two halves of the same walnut”; both were part humanitarian aid and part Soviet containment.18 Together, they gave the Soviets much to complain about.
 

Opposing the Marshall Plan and any other form of American aid, the Soviet Union began a major propaganda push. The Kremlin and the Comintern—or, more specifically, the Comintern's successor organization—delivered orders to Communists around the world to repeat the line about American belligerence. It would be a hard sell, even to the most loyal comrades.
 

Stalin stepped up the resistance with aggressive action. In June 1948 the Red Army blocked all road and rail routes into Berlin (West and East). The Berlin Blockade was a brazen, bellicose act—a clear violation of Yalta.
 

Some U.S. military advisers suggested ramming through the Soviet blockade. President Truman rebuffed their advice and instead responded in the most nonaggressive way that he could: he ordered an unprecedented airlift of food, fuel, and medicine to the people trapped behind the blockade. The Berlin Airlift lasted into May 1949.
 

As for Czechoslovakia, which wanted Marshall Plan aid, a seething Stalin summoned its leaders to Moscow and ordered them to refuse the action of the parliament and reject Marshall Plan aid. Jan Masaryk, the son of the founder of the modern Czech state, lamented on the plane home that he had left Prague a free man and returned a slave to Stalin. Czechoslovakia's fate was sealed: a Communist coup followed, and by February 1948, the Red flag was flying over Prague. (Amid the tumult, Masaryk died in a “suicide” leap from his window, long suspected as murder.) With the the fall of Czechoslovakia, the isolationist Republican Congress finally began cutting checks for Marshall Plan aid.
 

In no time, the two sides were starkly divided. Two adversarial military alliances emerged: NATO (the North Atlantic Treaty Organization) in the West, and the Warsaw Pact in the East.
 

The Cold War was on.
 

Franklin Roosevelt had left Harry Truman in the dark on vital matters relating to Soviet Communism. The lack of crucial details left Truman confused about FDR's discussions with Stalin, and bewildered by Roosevelt's trust in Stalin. FDR's erstwhile chum, however, cleared up that confusion soon enough; “UJ” provided the new president a crash course in reality.
 

The Demonization of Harry Truman

There was no doubt in the mind of any fair, rational observer that the Soviets were starting the Cold War. Among the only skeptics were the irrepressibly naïve and those posing as doubters—that is, those with hidden agendas in support of  Moscow. This included American Communists, who parroted the Soviet line expressed in official statements and in publications like Pravda and Izvestia. And the chief audience for those American Communists was American liberals.
 

As the Communists set out to dupe liberals/progressives, the main target of Moscow's vicious propaganda campaign was not conservative Republicans. Rather, it was a Democrat—President Harry Truman. This is a crucial point that many modern Democrats and liberals have missed in their ardent anti-anti-Communism.
 

Lieutenant General Ion Mihai Pacepa, the highest-ranking intelligence official to defect from the Soviet bloc (he is still alive, and now a U.S. citizen), described in shocking candor the Soviets’ campaign to demonize Truman around the world:
 

The communist effort to generate hatred for the American president began soon after President Truman set up NATO and propelled the three Western occupation forces to unite their zones to form a West German nation. We were tasked to take advantage of the reawakened patriotic feelings stirring in the European countries that had been subjugated by the Nazis, in order to shift their hatred for Hitler over into hatred for Truman—the leader of the new “occupation power.” Western Europe was still grateful to the U.S. for having restored its freedom, but it had strong leftist movements that we secretly financed. They were like putty in our hands.19

 

Unlike Western liberals—“putty in our hands”—Pacepa lived Communism and thus could not be fooled into some fantasy world. He grew up in Romania, stuck in the new Soviet Communist bloc. He and his family were among those “Captive Peoples” that later presidents such as Dwight Eisenhower and Ronald Reagan would describe, to the snickers of the American Left. Pacepa's father had a picture of Harry Truman, the face of freedom, hanging in their home in Bucharest. That was truth. But as an adult, needing to make a living in awful circumstances, Pacepa did not tell that truth; finding employment in Romanian intelligence, he helped spin the Soviets’ web of lies.
 

In the West, the Left, said Pacepa, “needed a tangible enemy, and we gave them one. In no time they began beating their drums decrying President Truman as the ‘butcher of Hiroshima.’” Pacepa and the Communist intelligence agencies would spend “many years and many billions disparaging subsequent presidents.”
 

The Communists, in Moscow and in America, vilified President Truman in ways that made the most Red-baiting Republican look like a Truman campaign worker by comparison. The Communist criticism of Truman was brutal, blaming  the man from Independence for everything from starting the Cold War to seeking World War III to looking to establish a racist-fascist state that sought an imperial-colonial empire.
 

One of the top functionaries in the American Communist Party, Philip Frankfeld, who headed the party in Maryland, disseminated a pamphlet urging his comrades to view Harry Truman as their primary enemy. “Truman is in the driver's seat,” warned Frankfeld. “Truman determines both foreign and domestic policies.” Frankfeld pressed the American party to “direct its main blows against Trumanism as the main enemy of the American people today.”20
 

In their pamphlets and publications, American Communists attacked every Truman policy at odds with Stalin policy, from the “Truman-Marshall Plan” to the U.S. resistance of Communism on the Korean Peninsula. CPUSA head William Z. Foster dubbed Truman a “militant imperialist,” and the Daily Worker urged comrades everywhere to see that “the center of the reactionary forces in the world today rests in the United States.” Communists accused Truman of a form of “American fascism,” of being a “warmonger,” of being “another Hitler,” of employing “Hitlerite tactics.” Of course, they had once said such things about FDR—until he sided with Stalin during the war. Now they hailed Roosevelt, at least in contrast to Truman, whom they accused of betraying his predecessor. The comrades assailed Truman for his “abandonment of the policies of Franklin Roosevelt.”21
 

And they searched diligently for dupes. As noted, in Hollywood, “liberals” like Dalton Trumbo wrote rally speeches for stars like Katharine Hepburn and Olivia de Havilland. De Havilland adamantly rejected Trumbo's June 1946 Seattle text because it had compared the United States to the Third Reich, blamed the Truman administration for all sorts of racial bigotries, and accused “certain interests” of pursuing a “drive toward war against the Soviet Union.”22 In the mind of the Communists—or, more pointedly, in their propaganda—those “interests” were Harry Truman's.
 

Communists also set up front groups wherever they could. In Los Angeles and Washington, the comrades created the benignly named Korean Culture Society, as well as the Korean Independent News Company, to protest American policy in Korea, where U.S. troops were engaged in a life-and-death struggle against the forces of global Communism. Both of these groups, cited as Communist fronts by the California Senate, not only opposed U.S. policy but also created pressure for a recall of U.S. troops from South Korea.23 Pro–Red China organizations popped up as well, including American Friends of the Chinese People (and its official organ, China Today), later cited as a Communist front by the House Committee on Un-American Activities.24
 

Ultimately, a large group of disaffected liberals coalesced in the 1948 Progressive Party, which supported the presidential candidacy not of Democrat Harry Truman but of former vice president Henry Wallace, who was wildly pro-Soviet. As one scholar notes, the new party saw itself as “the inevitable outgrowth of liberals’ profound disillusionment with the Truman administration and the only vehicle available for ‘progressives’ to combat the rightward drift of the nation's politics.”25
 

The Soviets and their supporters around the world conducted slanderous campaigns against Truman and his administration, with the explicit intent of serving the expansionary aims of Soviet Communism. And it could succeed only by duping non-Communists from the Left into believing the lie.
 

A Peek Behind the Iron Curtain

The Communists faced one recurring challenge to their duping efforts: occasionally the truth about Soviet Communism trickled out. As successful as the Soviets were with Potemkin villages and agitprop, the ugly truth could not be repressed entirely. Revelations of the Stalin regime's brutal tactics had changed the minds of John Dewey and other dupes; the Communist movement's abrupt flip-flop on Hitler's Germany had awoken some party members and Communist sympathizers; the ample evidence that supposedly innocent Hollywood figures were, in fact, Communists had led Humphrey Bogart to see that he and his colleagues had been “used as dupes by Commie organizations.”
 

Still more evidence came out—to the anger of the Communists—in the form of eyewitness testimony from a former top CPUSA figure, Ben Gitlow. Gitlow had twice run as the Communist Party's candidate for vice president of the United States (1924 and 1928) and had served on the Executive Committee of the Comintern. In 1948, as the Cold War intensified, he drew attention by publishing a major book reflecting what he had seen during his years in the party, The Whole of Their Lives: Communism in America.
 

This was actually the second book Gitlow had written, the first having been published in 1940—his autobiography, I Confess: The Truth about American Communism.26 Even before that, in 1939, he had been called to testify before Congress, where he broke a long silence after leaving the Communist Party in 1929. In his testimony and writings Gitlow laid out a litany of disturbing facts on CPUSA's relationship with Moscow. For example, he bore witness to party members’ “fanatical zeal” for the Soviet Union and their support for the USSR's “ultimate victory over the capitalist world.”27 He also revealed details about Soviet espionage and how the  Comintern funded the American party—sending, Gitlow said, between $100,000 and $150,000 annually, another $35,000 to launch the Daily Worker in 1924, and tens of thousands of dollars to American union bosses.
 

For blowing the whistle, Gitlow earned the enmity of the Comintern and its American hacks. In an October 1939 confidential memo to the Executive Committee of the Comintern, Pat Toohey, CPUSA's representative in Moscow, wrote a summary of Gitlow's congressional testimony and denounced Gitlow to his Soviet comrades as a “stool-pigeon and provocateur.”28 (See page 241.)
 

Toohey concluded his report by reassuring his bosses in Moscow that Gitlow's revelations would do little to harm the international Communist propaganda effort. He pointed out that “the anti-Soviet and reactionary forces” were trying to use testimony such as Gitlow's “as a shield behind which they are striving to draw the USA into the imperialist war.” But, Toohey said confidently, “The ranks of the Party are apparently holding firm.… The membership is responding fine. With the exception of three desertions (two writers, one lower trade union functionary) the enemies of the Party can find no members to denounce the Party.”
 

Of course, the Communists needed more than the party to hold firm; they also needed their dupes to continue naïvely supporting the Marxist-Leninist cause.
 

A Tutorial from Professor Schlesinger

Once again, however, it must be stressed that not all liberals were duped by the Communists. And among Cold War liberals, few did better early work warning their brethren about Soviet Communism than Arthur M. Schlesinger Jr., the later John F. Kennedy/“Camelot” court composer, longtime Harvard professor, partisan Democrat, liberal's liberal, and son of the esteemed—and earlier mentioned—Harvard historian Arthur M. Schlesinger Sr.
 

Early in the Truman years, the junior Schlesinger endeavored to educate those who disputed the fact that Lenin and Stalin saw the United States, as leader of the capitalist world, as unappeasably hostile—as a country with which conflict was inevitable. In his writing, the professor instructed Americans that this Leninist logic had always prevailed among the Soviets, and would continue to do so into the postwar world, regardless of what America's president did or failed to do. In fact, according to Schlesinger, nothing the United States could have done in 1944–45 in particular “would have abolished this mistrust, required and sanctified as it was by Marxist gospel—nothing short of the conversion of the United States into a Stalinist despotism.”29
 

[image: images]

Schlesinger's most trenchant, widely read admonition to this effect was his excellent July 1946 piece for Life magazine.30 At that point, he was in his first year as an associate professor of history at Harvard.
 

“For better or for worse,” the article began, “the Communist Party of the U.S. is here to stay.” CPUSA, Schlesinger said, pointing to its headquarters on Twelfth Street in New York City, “controls an active and disciplined following through the country.… Communists are working overtime to expand party influence.”
 

To describe this unique threat, the professor used religious metaphors, as he commonly did in his writings on the USSR.31 The party's appeal, he said, “is essentially the appeal of a religious sect—small, persecuted, dedicated, stubbornly convinced that it alone knows the path to salvation.” To understand the Communists, he explained, one must think of them in terms “not of a normal political party, but in terms of the Jesuits, the Mormons or Jehovah's Witnesses.”
 

Once the Communist was fully committed, his “world becomes totally the world of the party.” Baptized into the faith, Communists voluntarily cut off nonparty friendships and activities. One CPUSA acolyte quoted by Schlesinger, explaining why he made the party the beneficiary of his insurance policy, said, “The reason I did that was, in the first place, I am not married and have nobody to leave anything like that to, and in the second place the Communist Party is more in the world to me than anything else.” This total assimilation of the individual to the party, said Schlesinger, brings “consecration.” Like members of a “religious order,” CPUSA members “become so involved socially and psychologically that the threat of expulsion strikes them as excommunication would a devout Catholic. It is enough to keep them in line long after they begin to develop intellectual doubts about the infallibility of Russia.”
 

The professor also wrote that members of the Communist Party in America served as “the unquestioning servants of the Soviet Union.” CPUSA, Schlesinger noted, was for a long time billed as the American section of the Communist International, and he pointed out that it “has always received directives and in the past some funds from the U.S.S.R. via courier.”
 

Schlesinger's arguments were entirely correct, but it was stunning to see such claims coming from a liberal Harvard professor in perhaps America's leading mainstream news magazine, Life. The allegation that CPUSA received not only marching orders from the USSR but also money—100 percent accurate, as we now know—was the kind of charge that many liberals ascribed to reactionary right-wingers, to “dumb” anti-Communists. In fact, Schlesinger was showing himself to be very well-informed, down to the details.
 

The party's activities, the professor contended, “will be turned on and off as the interests of an external power dictate.” Schlesinger wrote that American Communists’ goals were Moscow's goals: “In its own eyes the party has two main commitments: to support and advance the U.S.S.R., and to promote the establishment of socialism in the U.S. The second is necessarily subordinate to the first because Communists regard the preservation of the workers’ state in Russia as indispensable to the spread of socialism through the world.”
 

From the start, wrote Schlesinger, the party's operations were “conspiratorial, its activities largely clandestine.” The Harvard professor added that the Communist Party felt “justified in using any methods to advance the cause.” Here Schlesinger noted that the testimony of Harold Laski was especially telling, “since Communists can hardly write him off as a red-baiter or reactionary.” Quite right: recall that Laski was one of those “liberal” academics listed with the senior Schlesinger in the 1920 Communist Party document cited in Chapter 3. Laski said: “The Communist parties outside Russia act without moral scruples, intrigue without any sense of shame, are utterly careless of truth, sacrifice without any hesitation.… The result is a corruption, both of the mind and of the heart, which is alike contemptuous of reason and careless of truth.” These Communists, said Schlesinger, would substitute “any external standard for the truth.” Indeed, they were sneaky liars: “The Communists spread their infection of intrigue and deceit wherever they go.”
 

Schlesinger noted that the party worked through both secret members and fellow travelers, and that underground cells operating under party direction had become active in Washington in the 1930s. The professor then dropped a bombshell: some of these surreptitious party members “name several congressmen as reliable from the party point of view.” More so, he added, “well-known Communist sympathizers are on the staffs of some senators and congressional committees.”
 

This was quite a charge, at multiple levels. The liberal Ivy League historian's (accurate) portrayal of Communist penetration in Washington was precisely what the much-vilified Senator Joe McCarthy later alleged.
 

“The great present field of Communist penetration is the trade unions,” added Schlesinger. The party had made “particular headway” among Hollywood intellectuals, “who find in the new faith a means of resolving their own frustration and guilt.” “Second only to the unions,” he added, “is the drive to organize the Negroes,” with CPUSA busy “sinking tentacles into the National Association for the Advancement of Colored People.”
 

Professor Schlesinger identified another Communist objective: the party sought to infiltrate “groups of liberals organized for some benevolent purpose,  and because of the innocence, laziness and stupidity of most of the membership, perfectly designed for control by an alert minority.”
 

These liberals were, of course, the dupes. In Schlesinger's description, they were not only naïve but also “lazy” and “stupid.”
 

As that characterization suggests, Schlesinger was deeply troubled by what Communists were doing to unsuspecting dupes among his fellow liberals. He warned that it was to the American Left that Communism presented “the most serious danger.” The methods of American Communists “are irreconcilable with honest cooperation, as anyone who has tried to work with them has found out the hard way. Communists have succeeded in hiding their true face from American liberals.” These covert Red troops were engaged in a “massive attack on the moral fabric of the American left.”
 

Dr. Arthur M. Schlesinger Jr. got it right. Unfortunately, many of his colleagues in the academy, and in the broader American Left, failed to heed his warnings. In the coming years, in fact, they would dismiss or attack anyone who made such claims. The Communists, therefore, continued to make victims of American liberals. The duping went on.
 

Duped No More: Paul H. Douglas Gets Religion

Another professor and partisan liberal Democrat who refused to be duped in this period was Paul H. Douglas. He, too, had been listed in that 1920 letter targeting “liberal” professors, along with the senior Schlesinger and Harold Laski.
 

By the time the Cold War started, it had been twenty years since Douglas made his Potemkin Progressive tour of the Soviet Motherland in July 1927. Of all those progressives who had been enchanted during that Soviet tour and their six-hour wine-and-dine session with Stalin, Douglas was perhaps the most ambivalent. His initial impressions were not those of a Corliss Lamont. And in the intervening years, he had headed more in the direction of William Bullitt and John Dewey.
 

What happened?
 

At first Douglas actually headed farther to the left. His experience in academia, as a professor at the University of Chicago, radicalized him. By 1932, five years after his sojourn to the Soviet Union, Douglas had found even FDR too conservative for his tastes. He cast his presidential ballot that year for the Socialist Party candidate, Norman Thomas.
 

Slowly but surely, though, Douglas gravitated to Roosevelt and the New Deal. As he moved closer to the center (though he would always be on the left), he found reasons to question the esteem in which FDR and other liberals held  Stalin. (His wife, Dorothy Wolff, remained to the far left; the couple ended up divorcing.)32 Douglas was becoming an anti-Communist liberal Democrat, much like Arthur Schlesinger Jr.
 

The experience of combat seems to have jolted Douglas. In 1942 the fifty-year-old academic came out from behind his desk and enlisted in the Marines as a private, eager to serve his country in World War II. The professor became a war hero, twice earning the Purple Heart in the Pacific theater, including at the Battle of Okinawa. The labor economist was shot and grazed by shrapnel as he carried a flamethrower to the frontlines and uncovered and ignited Japanese enemy caves.
 

Douglas survived to emerge a staunch defender of America in the global war that followed the fight against Nazism: the Cold War. By 1947, he was an advocate of President Truman's containment policy, to the point that in 1950 he supported American military intervention in the Korean Peninsula to halt the spread of Communism in Asia. He was deeply concerned with the fall of China to Mao in 1949 and now even second-guessed U.S. recognition of the USSR, which he and his progressive comrades had lobbied for two decades earlier.
 

By 1948, Dr. Douglas set aside his lecture notes and made a bid for the U.S. Senate, running as a Democrat in the state of Illinois. He won. He was sworn into office in January 1949, with his new wife, Emily Taft Douglas—a soul mate of more sensible politics—at his side.
 

America would soon hear much more from Paul H. Douglas. This was a very different man from the one who had traversed Potemkin villages in 1927. Here was a liberal who desired to be duped no more.
 

Misplaced Loyalties

The Cold War was in full force. While liberals’ loyalties lay with their president, Communists’ loyalties lay with their dictator. Thus America's Communists saw no choice but to undermine Harry Truman; after all, the Democratic president was trying to counter the Soviet Union—their true motherland.
 

Truman's case offers this book's repeated reminder: To this day, many liberals do not understand that Communists were not their friends. The Communists used them, and viewed them as gullible, even stupid, and often deserving of contempt for their naïveté—a level of naïveté that never ceased to amaze the KGB.
 

In short order, America's comrades, with the handy enlistment of their dupes, would be taking to the streets and their typewriters to take down Harry Truman. Among them was a fellow named Frank Marshall Davis.
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DREAMS FROM FRANK MARSHALL DAVIS
 

 

 

By 1949 the Cold War was raging, as Joseph Stalin's broken promises at Yalta fell like dominoes throughout Eastern Europe. It was obvious to any reasonable American, Democrat or Republican, that the Soviets had started the Cold War. But the Communists did diligent propaganda work blaming America, and hoping to win dupes to their side. They flawlessly followed the pattern described by the KGB's General Pacepa.
 

An excellent illustration of this process was Frank Marshall Davis, who in 1949 began writing a regular column—“Frankly Speaking”—for the Communist organ of Hawaii, the Honolulu Record. Raised in Kansas and Chicago, Davis moved to Hawaii in the late 1940s. He is a fascinating case to consider, given that his success depended on dupes. Even today he can count on dupes to cover for him, to ridicule his anti-Communist detractors as the equivalent of UFO conspiracy nuts, because he had a profound effect on the American politician who represents the hopes and aspirations of Democrats, who came out of nowhere to become the political phenomenon of our time: President Barack Obama.
 

As we move through this book's chronology, I will show where and when Davis and Obama forged their relationship. I will also show how liberals have grown more defensive about charges that Davis was a Communist, since they want to ensure that Obama is not publicly linked with a pro-Soviet Marxist mentor. As this chapter will show, it was clear by 1949–50 that Davis, if he was not a member of CPUSA, was at least a small “c” communist and was wildly pro-Soviet.  And if somehow, despite all those indications, Davis was not a communist, he was flatly the single greatest dupe in this book.
 

Enter Hawaii

The stage for this drama, this rendezvous with history, was Hawaii.
 

Off the beaten path of established Cold War history was the Soviet interest in Hawaii before the territory became part of the United States (it didn't become a state until 1959). Moscow did its best to keep this ambition under wraps, as did CPUSA, which aided and abetted Stalin in the endeavor.
 

On February 17, 1935, the Anglo-American Secretariat of the Comintern held a meeting in Moscow on the “Hawaiian Question.” (The briefing on this meeting is another document with us today thanks to the archival digging of Herb Romerstein.)1 Among the seventeen attendees at the meeting, the two most important players were “I. Mingulin,” the head of the Anglo-American Secretariat, and William Schneiderman, alias “Sherman,” an American agent of the NKVD, the predecessor to the KGB. Schneiderman was the CPUSA's representative in Moscow; his job was to pass information between the two sides, delivering marching orders from the Soviet Communist Party to the American Communist Party.2 At the meeting, Mingulin conveyed the Comintern's order that a Communist Party apparatus be set up in Hawaii. Schneiderman was to draft the message to CPUSA on the Hawaiian question, which he did that day.3 Later he would be made head of the Communist Party of California, the closest American port of interest to the Hawaiian theater of operations.
 

Hawaii landed on the Soviets’ radar because the islands were becoming increasingly significant to U.S. foreign policy. The Soviet aim in Hawaii was as anti-American as imaginable. This is immediately apparent in a follow-up document, dated July 7, 1935, titled simply “Letter to the CPUSA on Hawaii,” and written by Comintern officials.4 The document shows how Communists saw the world upside down: Though Hawaiians had already made attempts to become part of the United States of America, and would eventually get statehood, the Communist letter opened by arguing that the alleged “growing discontent of the masses of the population in the Hawaiian Islands” was the result of “the regime of colonial oppression and the exploitation of American imperialism with its policy of militarisation of the Hawaiian Islands.”5
 

The Communists had already used this charge of “imperialism” and “exploitation” in China in the 1920s, and it would become a Communist battle cry  throughout the Cold War, from Cuba to Vietnam to El Salvador and beyond. They continually used the refrain, and non-Communist liberals could always be counted on to join the chorus.
 

To take advantage of the alleged discontent among the Hawaiian masses, Comintern officials said it was “essential” that American Communists “give every possible assistance to the development of the mass revolutionary movement in Hawaii, so that the foundations will be laid for the formation of a Communist Party as the leader of the emancipation movement in Hawaii.” True emancipation of Hawaii, in their eyes, would be a Communist Hawaii, one that was a satellite in the Soviet orbit, and that would serve as a strategic base for the further spread of Marxism-Leninism into Asia.
 

To get there, the Comintern said the American Communist Party should “raise the slogan of ‘Right of Self-determination of the Peoples of Hawaii, up to the Point of Separation.’” Communists were direly needed in Hawaii to advance specific Soviet policy goals, including “the withdrawal of the U.S. armed forces” from the islands. Among the “political slogans” of the “Hawaiian revolutionary movement,” ordered the Comintern, should be an exhortation to join the “struggle against the yoke of American imperialism.”6
 

Any student of Soviet history understands the tactic of sloganeering within Communist propaganda. The Communists excelled at boiling down their goals into a sheet of carefully articulated talking points that became the consistent party line at home and around the world. It is remarkable to observe their discipline worldwide in sticking to the script. It was impressive, achieved only because of that religious-like loyalty by the Marxist faithful.
 

As to the situation in Hawaii, any student of World War II understands that the U.S. forces cited in these documents were vital to the security of the United States, as the Japanese would make painfully clear at Pearl Harbor on December 7, 1941. To the Comintern, however, the presence of U.S. forces in Hawaii represented an obstacle to the Soviets’ expansion of Communism into Asia and throughout the world—an obstacle to, as this Comintern decision-brief put it, the Communists’ “revolutionary tasks in Hawaii.”
 

Mingulin and Schneiderman strategized on the need to get Communists onto the islands to agitate against the various positions of the U.S. government and to promote the Soviet line wherever and whenever they could. This goal remains so explosive—so utterly contrary to American interests—that portions of the Comintern archives on this subject have been reclosed. American researchers—specifically, Romerstein—were able to obtain copies of some of this correspondence in Moscow during the brief period when the window was open.
 

The briefing document on the February 17, 1935, meeting finishes with this plan of action: “Responsible for Commission: Com. Sherman.” This meant that Comrade Sherman—that is, William Schneiderman—would be in the field gathering recruits.7
 

With that, the process was under way. Though the momentum was sidetracked because of World War II, it would pick up in the late 1940s, as the Cold War took flight.
 

Enter Frank Marshall Davis

Among those who suddenly appeared in Hawaii in (apparent) service to the Soviets’ objective was a transplant named Frank Marshall Davis. Davis had served as executive editor, columnist, and member of the board of directors for the Chicago Star, the Communist outlet of Chicago, known to locals as the “Red” Star.8 There he shared the spotlight with a number of notable Reds, including Hollywood's Howard Fast, the illustrious Stalin Peace Prize winner defended by Arthur Miller, and even a rare contributing U.S. senator, Claude “Red” Pepper.9
 

Since the founding of the American Communist Party there in 1919, Chicago had remained a hotbed of Marxism. Davis was affiliated with several front groups there: the Abraham Lincoln School, American Youth for Democracy, the Chicago Committee for Spanish Freedom, the Civil Rights Congress, the League of American Writers, and the National Negro Congress.10 While he was quiet about those affiliations, he was unrestrained in his admiration of the USSR, constantly hailing its achievements. For example, Davis, who was black, praised Stalin's alleged racial miracle: of all the nations in the world, he explained in the Star, it was “only the Soviet Union which has abolished racism and color prejudice.”11
 

Davis was very active in Chicago, helping local Communist Party cadres with all kinds of causes and campaigns, many of which at first glance seemed nonpolitical. He often participated in initiatives to help various workers’ groups, such as the Citizens’ Committee to Aid Packing-House Workers, where he served as a committee member with Vernon Jarrett. (See page 250).12 Jarrett would become a longtime popular media voice in Chicago, and father-in-law to Valerie Jarrett, who today is a close senior adviser to President Barack Obama.13
 

But Davis also got involved in explicitly political issues. He agitated against U.S. involvement in World War II and rejected aiding Britain against Germany—the party line of the American Peace Mobilization. He urged that “Negroes” resist “the wave of war hysteria.” And he helped organize the crucial early American Peace Mobilization conference in Chicago in November 1940, where his name appeared on the letterhead as an endorser.14 (See page 251). Of course, that was all prior to the Nazi invasion of the USSR in June 1941. Consistent with the American Communist movement, he flipped on the war once Hitler invaded the Soviet Union, suddenly morphing from dove to hawk.
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Though Davis always sought to conceal his Communist affiliations, his writing for the Star was transparently sympathetic to the Bolshevik worldview, to Stalin, to the Soviet Union, and to American Communists. He gushed about his dear friend Paul Robeson, the most famous African-American Marxist, and proud recipient of the Stalin Peace Prize (1952).15 Davis later conceded that it was at the “suggestion” of Robeson that he moved to Hawaii.16
 

And so in 1948 Davis just happened to arrive in Hawaii at the same time that leaders of the Communist Party in Hawaii—realizing the limits of national party organs like the Daily Worker and People's Daily World—established a weekly newspaper, the Honolulu Record. We now know (here again, thanks to Romerstein's archival research) that a resolution approving this idea was adopted at the “Territorial convention” of the Communist Party of Hawaii, held at Hauulu and Kuliouou Beach in April 1948. Playing a central role in that confab was the Communist-controlled International Longshoremen's and Warehousemen's Union (ILWU). Jack H. Kawano, a member of the executive board of the Communist Party of Hawaii, later testified: “The Party instructed its members to get the ILWU behind the Honolulu Record, and urge the union to buy subscriptions and ads. Every cell of the Communist Party was instructed to designate someone to handle the ads and subscriptions in the union for both the People's World and the Honolulu Record.”17
 

A key player in this, who needs to be mentioned here because of the frequency in which he would appear in Frank Marshall Davis's columns, was Harry Bridges, who ran the ILWU. The U.S. government repeatedly tried to deport Bridges back to his native Australia because of his alleged work for the global Communist movement. He denied being a member of the Communist Party, and got lots of help from friends and accomplices.
 

In fact, we now know that Bridges was so high up in CPUSA that he served on the Central Committee of the American Communist Party. Moscow itself approved the appointment: declassified documents in the Comintern archives show that CPUSA in 1938 sent Moscow a list of names of those it wanted on the Central Committee, one of which was identified as “Rossi (Bridges)—CP USA Central Committee member and president of the Longshoremen's and Warehousemen's Union.”18
 

The CIO, the great non-Communist trade union, knew about and reported publicly on Bridges's numerous Communist activities, including his secret meetings  with party functionaries. The CIO was not bashful about its findings; one report was titled “Communist Domination of Certain Unions.”19 Perhaps not coincidentally, Frank Marshall Davis attacked the CIO in his columns.
 

Like CPUSA, Davis railed against the U.S. government's treatment of Harry Bridges, screeching that tyrants were illegally pursuing an innocent man. Bridges, portrayed as a yet another victim of anti-Communist hysteria, became a campaign issue for the Reds, a very useful one that enlisted the support of more than a few dupes.
 

Of course, Davis very likely knew the truth about Bridges, in which case he fibbed repeatedly in order to help serve Bridges's masters in Moscow. If he did not know the truth, then he was duped by his own comrades. There is surely no question that Davis's buddy Paul Robeson understood the real story about Bridges. Everyone in political circles in Hawaii knew the powerful ILWU and suspected that it was a Communist instrument.
 

Years later, in his autobiography, Davis wrote about Bridges and the circumstances under which he came to Hawaii in 1948. “I had also talked with Paul Robeson,” wrote Davis, “who the previous year had appeared there [Hawaii] in a series of concerts sponsored by the International Longshoremen's and Warehousemen's Union (ILWU), the most powerful labor organization in the territory. Paul enthusiastically supported our pending trip and told me how much he wanted to return to that delightful place. I also wrote to Harry Bridges, head of the ILWU, whom I had met at Lincoln School. He suggested I get in touch with Koji Ariyoshi, editor of the Honolulu Record, a newspaper that was generally similar to the Chicago Star.”20
 

In that single paragraph Davis mentioned: (1) three prominent figures who were secret Communist Party members—Paul Robeson, Harry Bridges, and Koji Ariyoshi, all of whom operated under deceit and denial; (2) the Lincoln School, which was a Communist front that operated under deceit and denial; and (3) the “generally similar” Honolulu Record and Chicago Star, both party and/or party-line publications that operated under deceit and denial.21
 

Such deceit and denial was also standard policy of the Hawaii Communist Party. In 1947, a year before Davis's arrival, Ichiro Izuka, a Hawaii-born Japanese-American ex-Communist, warned his fellow islanders of this “conspiratorial Party, working against the welfare of the people of my native islands.” Izuka emphasized how the party thrived on lies, deception, “hate [as] a weapon,” “libel,” and character assassination.22
 

“Yelping Stalinists and Their Dupes”

Soon after Frank Marshall Davis appeared in Hawaii, members of the local branch of the NAACP grew weary of him. Some NAACP members called him “Comrade Davis” and were irritated at how he “sneaked” into their meetings “with the avowed intent and purpose of converting it into a front for the Stalinist line.”
 

Non-Communist liberals like Edward Berman, a local civil-rights activist who supported the Hawaii branch of the NAACP, and Roy Wilkins, of the national branch of the NAACP, understood that the likes of Davis were not their allies. Berman recalled how he was at a meeting when “one Frank Marshall Davis, formerly of Chicago (and formerly editor of the Chicago Communist paper, the Star), suddenly appeared on the scene to propagandize the membership about our ‘racial problems’ in Hawaii. He had just sneaked in here on a boat, and presto, was an ‘expert’ on racial problems in Hawaii.”23
 

Berman, a Caucasian, wrote to Wilkins, emphasizing the racial unity and harmony on Hawaii: “There is no segregation here.” He knew right away that Davis and others had come to agitate, to “create a mythical racial problem here.” Such were “their tactics.”24 Indeed, the Communist goal was to create a facade of problems that could be blamed on American imperialism.
 

Berman warned Wilkins that the “influx of this element”—meaning “Communists” like Davis who had voyaged from the mainland—had “frightened away … scores of Negro members.” Fearing that the Communists were out to “destroy the local branch of the NAACP,” he said, “Only by a reorganization with a policy that will check this infiltration, can we hope to get former members back into a local NAACP branch.”25 Berman had already seen precisely this sort of Communist infiltration happen to an organization close to his heart, the Hawaiian Association for Civil Unity, and saw it unfolding again with the local branch of the NAACP.
 

Berman was deeply troubled by how Stalinists—he included Davis in this group—duped liberals into the Soviet line: “We are going to have to have the authority over here—otherwise you'll have a branch exclusively composed of yelping Stalinists and their dupes—characters who are more concerned about the speedy assassination of Tito [in Yugoslavia] than they are about the advancement of the colored people of these United States.”26
 

“Frankly Speaking”

To advance the revolution, Frank Marshall Davis had more than a temporary podium at the local NAACP; he had a regular platform in the newspaper, and used it to its full extent.
 

The first issue of the Honolulu Record appeared on August 5, 1948.27 In what Barack Obama supporters sixty years later would deem a striking coincidence (the few, that is, who knew of Davis), Davis arrived in Hawaii shortly thereafter, in December. He began his weekly “Frankly Speaking” column in May 1949. (See page 256). Just before he left Chicago, he had signed a petition urging Congress to abolish the House Committee on Un-American Activities and defending the Communist Gerhart Eisler, who (under constantly changing aliases) had carried out numerous Comintern missions around the world, including in the United States. (As noted, Eisler would ultimately flee America to become a top Communist official in East Germany.) Now, in Hawaii, Davis would continue to walk the Soviet line—over and over and over.28
 

A systematic look at Davis's “Frankly Speaking” columns in 1949 and 1950 reveals the extent to which he followed the Communist Party's talking points.
 

Consider his May 12, 1949, oped, “How Our Democracy Looks to Oppressed Peoples.” Handed a regular column, he wasted no time in denouncing the Marshall Plan, in keeping with the Soviet line on the subject. (See page 257). “For a nation that calls itself the champion of democracy, our stupendous stupidity is equalled only by our mountainous ego,” Davis complained. “Our actions at home and abroad are making American democracy synonymous with oppression instead of freedom.”
 

This was two years after the announcement of the Marshall Plan, by which point it was universally understood as a gracious gesture by America, vital to the recovery of postwar Europe—which is precisely why the USSR opposed it. Nonetheless, Stalin and Molotov continued to attack the rescue plan, and the foot soldiers in the field were left to argue that it reflected America's imperial, neocolonial ambitions.
 

Davis went further, dubbing the American plan a form of slavery and racism. He wrote that since the end of World War II, “I have watched with growing shame for my America as our leaders have used our golden riches to re-enslave the yellow and brown and black peoples of the world.” He pointedly added, “As the colonials see it, the Marshall plan is a device to maintain what they call ‘white imperialism,’ and no manner of slick phrases can convince them otherwise.” He said that this nefarious “oppression of non-white peoples everywhere” was being purchased via Secretary of State George Marshall's “billions of U.S. dollars … to bolster the tottering empires of England, France, Belgium, Holland and the other western exploiters of teeming millions of humans.”
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Davis also echoed the Communists in their assault on Chiang Kai-shek's anti-Communist Kuomintang regime in China; the Communist goal was to bolster Mao Tse-tung and to try to incite a Marxist takeover of the world's most populous nation. He wrote: “With our usual genius for suppressing the common people, we backed the oppressors in China. We poured in a Niagara of cash to the corrupt Kuomintang, thus insuring the enmity of millions of Chinese who thereby faced a harder fight for freedom and the end of feudalism.” These were “crimes” undertaken by the “same bi-partisan coalition” that had “wrecked the civil rights program” in America. The racist bunch included both Democrats, such as Harry Truman and George Marshall, and Republicans, such as Senators Robert Taft and Arthur Vandenberg.
 

To Davis, all of this was so utterly unlike that true bastion of freedom: the Soviet Union. In the USSR there was no racism: “Russia continues to point to the fact that discrimination and segregation based on race does not exist there.”
 

Next, under a subhead titled “To Whom the Oppressed Look,” Davis pointed to Paul Robeson, the obvious Communist who many liberals mysteriously insisted was not a Communist. Davis upheld Robeson as the symbol of aspiration for the oppressed peoples of the world. He quoted a “YMCA official” named Lawrence C. Burr, who said of a Robeson visit to India: “Well known for his part in the struggle for human freedom and equality through the years, Robeson will perhaps receive the greatest ovation ever accorded an American. In the minds of many Indian leaders, the noted singer symbolizes the aspirations of oppressed peoples in all sections of the world.”29
 

Davis finished his piece: “We may as well face it. The oppressed peoples of the world are not looking to our Wall Streeters, our brass hats, our Trumans or our Vandenbergs for liberation. These leaders had their chance—and muffed it.”
 

The Marshall Plan was a dead end for freedom. The hope of the world, Davis proclaimed, lay in the vision of Paul Robeson and the USSR.
 

Providing Cover for Dupes

A week later, Davis was back supporting the propaganda positions of the Communist movement. On May 26, 1949, he wrote a piece expressing his disappointment with the CIO, the great anti-Communist labor union. At the same time, he  expressed approval of: (1) Vice President Henry Wallace, the notorious defender of the USSR; (2) the Communist front groups the National Lawyers Guild and the Civil Rights Congress; and (3) Eugene Dennis, national secretary of the Communist Party. Davis also hinted at his struggles with the liberals at the national and local branches of the NAACP.
 

This piece was followed by a sarcastic June 2 dispatch titled “How to Become a Communist,” which had dupes as its target audience. He cried that anyone “who wants enough money to eat regularly, have sufficient clothes and a decent roof above his head is a ‘dupe’ who ‘has been tricked by the Communist leadership of the union [Harry Bridges's ILWU].’” Any attacks on Bridges as a Communist, warned Davis, were essentially hate speech—“vicious hate propaganda directed against the ILWU and the working people.” The “loud cry” of “subversive” and “Communist” is “a device used by the haves to block the onward march of the have-nots and maintain the status quo.”
 

Personal attacks on Harry Bridges and other so-called innocents were merely a “divisive Big Business weapon of Red-baiting” aimed at “working people.” Davis stoically assured his readers, “So long as I believe that my cause is just, I shall not be halted by name-calling”—presumably referring to accusations that Davis, too, was a Communist. People like Davis and those ILWU members “will be labeled Marxists,” he lamented, simply because “they want higher pay and better working conditions.”
 

This was a recurring theme in Davis's columns: supposedly unmerited allegations of being a Communist. On July 7, 1949, he wrote: “I don't know about you, but I personally am tired of the wolf cry of Communism raised by those in power to justify their refusal to grant equality, whether to a territory, a minority group, or an individual. And I am not alone in this stand. Increasing numbers of Americans are becoming angered when they are thrown the same old smelly Red herring each time they ask for a helping of democracy.”
 

But with this plea for fairness, Davis was covering for truly suspicious individuals.
 

For instance, he went directly to the case of the Reverend Thomas S. Harten, whom he called “for many years one of the most noted Negro pastors.” He quoted the pastor: “I say to America that before she preaches to Russia or to any other nation, she must remove the mote from her own eye, and clean up the dirt in her own backyard.”
 

Davis did not mention the fact that Reverend Harten was a member of the board and general assembly of the radical, Communist-infiltrated National Council of Churches. Nor did he note that the reverend was an active supporter of the candidacy of Benjamin Davis Jr., the longtime Communist who campaigned for New York  congressman-at-large in 1942, and who was a regular in the Daily Worker.30 Harten peered at the eye of the USSR from his pulpit and saw no mote there at all.
 

Davis said that Reverend Harten and his ilk “feel their cause is just and are ready to face crucifixion, if need be, for what they believe in. They have no fear of the Pontius Pilates of 1949.” Yes, in Frank Marshall Davis's world, the Pontius Pilates were the anti-Communists, not the Communists conducting show trials of priests and bishops and sentencing them to execution or prison camps. Here he was making a bid for the support of the biggest suckers of them all: the Religious Left.
 

Sometimes Davis lashed out at “Red-baiters” for their “paranoia” over people he surely knew were Communists, whereas other times he did so when citing a liberal (often a duped liberal) who was defending the rights of Communists or, better, blasting anti-Communists.
 

Consider his reference to Dr. Robert Hutchins, chancellor of the University of Chicago, in his August 4, 1949, column. He hailed the renowned educator for “fearlessly” maintaining his “independence of thought” in an era “of rising reaction, of liberals being scared into silence by un-American committees and the weapon of Red-baiting.” (There was the “un-American committee” again, a label Davis had also used at the Chicago Star.)31 In a recent commencement address, Hutchins had excoriated the “dragnet philosophy of the witch-hunters,” which he said ran contrary to the American way of life: “We do not throw people into jail because they are alleged to differ with the official dogma.”32
 

Davis reveled in Hutchins's message to the graduating seniors. He seemed especially pleased that Hutchins had quoted Karl Marx. Davis recorded:
 

[Hutchins stated:] “For example, the Communist Manifesto demands free education for all. Are we therefore, to recant and renounce the American doctrine of free education for all?” Speaking of the cold war, Dr. Hutchins said: “It has never been shown that there are so many spies and traitors in this country, or that the external danger is so great and imminent that we have to divert the entire attention of our people into one great repressive preoccupation, into one great counter-revolution in which the freedoms of our citizens must be thrown overboard as too burdensome for the floundering ship of state to carry.”

 

What Dr. Hutchins apparently did not know, but Davis likely did, as did every member of CPUSA, is that nearly every American spy successfully recruited by the KGB came directly out of the American Communist Party.
 

Davis was thrilled that Hutchins had said what he said, with credibility that  the columnist and his comrades did not possess.33 This “significant speech,” said Davis, was a sharp warning against “growing fascism here in America.” And “if fascism and World War III are to be averted,” he added, publications like the Honolulu Record, which had the courage to print the dire warnings of men such as Dr. Hutchins, “will play a leading role in their defeat.”
 

Harry Truman's “Program for World War III”

Throughout August 1949, Davis insisted that President Truman was itching to launch World War III, targeting the innocent lambs running the Soviet Union and its affiliated “new democracies” in Eastern Europe.34
 

In his August 4 piece, he said that Truman was part of an American propaganda machine “aimed to deceive the American people into supporting a new world war, if need be, to bail Big Business out of a depression.” This charge bore an uncanny resemblance to the Stalinist line. In the February 1946 Bolshoi Theatre speech, Stalin had claimed that capitalist countries had started World War II to advance big business. Now, with the advent of the Cold War, Communists worldwide had begun arguing that the capitalist countries were pining to repeat the crime—precisely the charge that Davis leveled here.
 

Two weeks later, on August 18, Davis stepped up the attack on “the double-talking Truman administration with its program for World War III.” He said that the “the Truman doctrine in Greece and Turkey and then the Marshall Plan” were “based upon the continuation of colonial slavery by the ruling classes of Western Europe.” He also blasted non-Communist labor unions, which he contrasted with the freedom-loving folks at ILWU in Hawaii, for backing this neocolonialism: “Instead of leading the fight for peace and security”—that is, by siding with Stalin—“and opposing profit-grabbing and world domination by the billion-dollar corporations, the top leadership of organized labor still swoons to the siren songs of the Truman gang.”
 

As Moscow stepped up its attack on the Marshall Plan, so did Davis. In his next column, on August 25, he zinged the Truman administration's alleged pro-war propaganda effort: “We Americans have no yearning for war despite the propaganda barrage intended to whip up hysteria. Leading scientists and military experts have warned that nobody can win the next global conflict, despite the pipe dreams of our Big Business and Big Brass.”
 

Echoing a call that the American Peace Mobilization's closet Communists had used in opposing U.S. involvement in World War II—and that would resonate with the political Left for generations to come—Davis protested that he would  not die for oil: “I have no desire to give my life to maintain high profits for Standard Oil.… I shall not help England and France keep millions of my colored brothers in Africa and Asia in colonial slavery. Yet that is what our dividend diplomats ask of you and me when they demand our support of the bi-partisan Marshall plan, Atlantic pact and a shooting war, if necessary, to bail us out of depression.”
 

Once again Davis brought China into the picture, urging imperialist America to dump Chiang's Chinese nationalists. Of course, such would result in a Communist takeover of China, which, at the time of this article, was perilously close to becoming a reality. Davis urged that the Truman administration and Congress divert money from Chiang to more worthwhile endeavors, like inner-city poverty: “Billions poured down the rat-hole in China to aid the corrupt Nationalist regime of Chiang Kai-shek could have completely eliminated the slums in a number of major American cities, not only providing decent housing but employment in the construction of this housing.”
 

Davis went a step further, suggesting that America not only abandon Chiang but also trade with a “Liberated China”—meaning Mao's China—with Russia, and with the “democracies” of the Soviet empire. To ensure trade with Eastern Europe, he advised, “We must reject all war alliances such as the Atlantic pact” and “fake ‘recovery programs’ such as the Marshall plan.” So Davis wanted U.S. aid (in the form of trade) to Stalin's Russia, to Mao's China, and to the Soviet Communist bloc, but opposed U.S. aid to the non-Communist democracies of Western Europe.
 

Truman's “Aggression” Against Stalin

On September 1, 1949, Davis ratcheted up the vitriol. Going beyond even earlier claims of Truman warmongering, he suggested that the United States wanted to take over Russia: “It has also been asked how the U.S. expects to rule Russia when the federal government can't rule Mississippi.”
 

The same column illustrated another tactic common among Communists, one that often duped liberals beautifully: Davis took the case of certain black Communists, who had been rightly suspected of Communist activities and foreign loyalties, and characterized their investigation as racially motivated. He pointed to a federal case against twelve known CPUSA leaders. Two of the twelve were black—just enough for Davis to convert the case into a racist junta. He borrowed language from an ad defending the two in an influential left-wing African- American weekly in Los Angeles, the California Eagle. The ad, here quoted by Davis, declared:
 


“While allowing those guilty of violent acts to go free, our government is now trying 12 national leaders of the Communist party. Among them are two of our brothers.


 

“They are Honorable Benjamin J. Davis, Communist member of the city council of New York, and Henry Winston [of the Young Communist League], youthful veteran of World War II, who holds one of the three leading posts in the Communist party nationally.… The Communist party has a long record of vigorous advocacy and struggle for the democratic rights of Negro citizens. We feel that this fact is not unrelated to the current persecution of its leaders.…


 

“Anyone who dares to think for himself and to say what he thinks is in danger of being fired from his job, branded as a Communist subversive, and thrown in jail.


 

“Freedoms guaranteed by the Bill of Rights are now, once more, in serious danger. There is no hope for Negro freedom if the liberties of our country are now snuffed out behind anti-Communist hysteria.


 

“If the freedom of Davis and Winston can be taken away today, the gains we have made in our battle for full equality will be taken away tomorrow. We therefore call upon you to stop this unconstitutional prosecution of Benjamin Davis, Henry Winston and their associates because of their political beliefs.”

 

Note that neither Davis nor the California Eagle disputed that these black Americans were Communist Party leaders. They simply created a red herring, alleging that the Communist Party functionaries were enduring “persecution” only because they were black.
 

The cries of racism worked nicely with many non-Communist liberals.
 

Truman's “Fascism, American Style”

Davis picked up the race argument with vigor in his September 15 column, where he announced that anti-Communism was really veiled racism—and fascism: “Several weeks ago I pointed out that it was considered subversive in some quarters to fight against white supremacy, and that campaigning for peace was labeled ‘un-American.’ The advocates of peace and equality are termed ‘Communists’ and every attempt is made to silence them.”
 

“This,” declared Davis, “is fascism, American style.”
 

Davis cited an incident from the summer in Peekskill, New York, which the Left immediately turned into a symbol of postwar repression by a “hysterically” anti-Communist culture.35 Paul Robeson was scheduled to sing for the benefit of the Harlem chapter of the Communist front group the Civil Rights Congress. During a recent trip to Paris, Robeson had claimed that black Americans would be unwilling to fight in a war against the USSR. The party line ever since, which many liberals have dutifully echoed, was that Robeson (as Davis himself put it) was “taken out of context.”36 He was not. As Robeson carefully reiterated in a speech at a “Welcome Home Rally” in New York on June 19, 1949, “I said it was unthinkable that the Negro people of America or elsewhere in the world could be drawn into war with the Soviet Union. I repeat it with hundredfold emphasis: they will not.”37 In the wake of such inflammatory comments, Robeson's Peekskill appearance was protested by angry local townspeople, or what Davis characterized as “a group of young white storm troopers … operating under Ku Klux Klan direction.” Davis portrayed the townspeople as irate not because of a Robeson statement that many regarded as unpatriotic or even traitorous, but because they were driven by racist rage against a black man. Davis reported that “a lynching spirit was aroused” against Robeson, “but not a single policeman or state trooper was on hand to maintain law and order.”
 

And who was to blame for this? The Democrats.
 

Davis fired at Harry Truman, and especially his former attorney general, Tom Clark, for having dared to label the Civil Rights Congress a subversive organization. “This was interpreted as government sanction for violence,” argued Davis. He quoted Robeson, who likewise blamed Truman: “It's clear now who uses force and violence,” said the singer. “Let it be equally clear who advocates its use. The money crowd pulls the strings, right up to the White House. President Truman talks a good game of civil rights, but that's just talk. He gives the lynchers the green light. More than 100 Negroes have been lynched since he fell into FDR's shoes. For doing nothing about that, his attorney general was promoted to the supreme court.”
 

Davis agreed with Robeson, charging that this “fascism” had “the silent backing of President Truman, Democrat, whose loyalty order, witch-hunts and promotion of Tom Clark to the supreme court indicate his real attitude on civil rights.”
 

To top off the point, Davis, as he and the Communist movement so often did, held up the USSR as an enlightened, multicultural polar opposite of the intolerant United States. In the Soviet  Union, he averred, “racism is a serious crime,” and “discrimination against colored peoples … has ended.” He again borrowed from his friend Robeson: “In Paul's own words, what he admires most about the Soviet Union is the abolition, by strict law, of racism and jim crow, the doctrine of equality regardless of color or race, and human dignity for all.”38
 

One would think that Davis would show some level of appreciation to President Truman for his major efforts on behalf of civil rights and desegregation, including his call for federal antilynching legislation and his 1948 executive order integrating the armed forces.39 Davis could not do that, however. Instead, writing in other columns, he dismissed Truman's “token support” on civil rights, saying the president (at best) “talked a good civil rights program.”40
 

He couldn't give the president credit for one overriding reason: Harry Truman sat opposed to Joe Stalin, meaning that Truman had to be the enemy.
 

Once more we see Frank Marshall Davis parroting a favorite Soviet line. The USSR and the international Communist movement employed race on a grand scale to denigrate America. The Kremlin had a propaganda weapon to hold over the head of Uncle Sam—race, slavery, America's historical bigotry toward blacks—and it was not about to let that one go. For the Soviet Union, with an extremely small black population and without America's shameful history of enslaving Africans, the race issue was a convenient tool with which to bludgeon Uncle Sam.
 

Never mind that Soviet Russia had brutally discriminated against its minorities, and even targeted entire groups for forcible annihilation. The race argument enabled the Communists to claim the moral high ground.
 

The Devil and Harry Truman

In his next two columns, Davis made heavy use of the Christian Left. Some of these Christians were duped liberals, whereas others were closet Communists, predators encircling unsuspecting dupes.
 

To judge from the language in his columns, Davis was no fan of pastors, usually expressing a Leninist view of them as hucksters looking to take money from the poor, superstitious masses, who clung to their God like a drug, an “opiate.”41 Still, he was more than happy to accept the backing of gullible pastors for any cause close to the heart of CPUSA and Moscow.
 

To that end, the names in Davis's column of September 22, 1949, “Cold War in Church,” read like a Who's Who of radical preachers. He cited the Reverend Dr. John Howard Melish, Walter Russell Bowie, Joseph F. Fletcher, and Bishop William Scarlett. These four were among the most prominent, longest entries in the investigative compilations put together by J. B. Matthews, the famed former-Communist-turned-government-investigator who served as director of research  for the House Committee on Un-American Activities.42 Among the more than 1,400 radical Protestant rectors on Matthews's list, none was as far to the left, and few took up as many pages, as Melish.43
 

Davis neglected to share such pertinent background information with his readers. His goal, after all, was to portray the pastors as mainstream. He tapped Melish for the opening to his September 22 column: “Remember the name of the Rev. Dr. John Howard Melish, rector of the Church of the Holy Trinity, Episcopalian, in Brooklyn. If civilization survives the threat of World War III, future generations will remember Dr. Melish as one of the great martyrs of 1949 in the fight against the flood-tide of American fascism.” The good Dr. Melish, wrote Davis, was “a victim, on the religious front, of a Truman administration that talks like an angel and acts like the devil.”
 

Davis condemned the “thought control police,” referring not to the Soviet system of NKVD oppressors but to a supposed American operation. By this he meant “the bi-partisans”—the Truman administration and the Republican Congress—whose policies were “aimed against such Negroes as Paul Robeson, who think American democracy could learn about race relations from Russia, against such labor leaders as Harry Bridges who oppose Taft-Hartley and the imperialistic Marshall plan, and against such pastors as Dr. Melish, who believe the Soviet Union and the U.S. can live peacefully in the same world. This is pro-fascist ideology, pure and simple.”
 

The seventy-four-year-old Melish was being vilified, Davis claimed. The bishop had relieved Melish of his duties as rector of New York's Episcopal Holy Trinity Church after forty-five years of service. Why? “Because he believed in applied Christianity, and because he and his son, the Rev. William Howard Melish, assistant rector, refused to join in the anti-Communist hysteria.”
 

Davis also praised the son of the blessed father: “Long before V-J Day, the Rev. Melish, with the blessings and advice of his ageing father, began working toward friendly postwar relations between the Soviet Union and the U.S. He saw that the future of the world would largely be shaped by how these two powerful wartime allies got along in peace. He believed it was up to the Christian church to lead in this field.”
 

In fact, William Howard Melish was so extreme that his father looked like a conservative Republican by comparison. To sugarcoat the politics of the radical son would be even more difficult. But Davis would try.
 

Davis noted that in 1946 William Howard Melish had become chairman of the National Council of American-Soviet Friendship (NCASF). He did not mention that this was a Communist front group, an active organization within CPUSA—  indeed, the American Communist Party had created the organization in 1943. NCASF picked up objectives previously undertaken by party-controlled groups like the American Council of Soviet Relations and Corliss Lamont's Friends of the Soviet Union. (This constant changing of names was a standard Comintern concealment tactic.)
 

The U.S. Congress later investigated NCASF and reported that the majority of its national officers and board of directors—that is, people who held positions like that of William Howard Melish—tended to be “functionaries and members of the Communist Party.” Congress added that the organization's views were “invariably and markedly pro-Soviet and, except during the war years, anti–United States Government.” The “primary purpose” of NCASF, the report stated, was to “advance and promote the objectives of the Soviet Union for the Communist Party behind a facade of being independent of the Party and interested only in developing friendship between the Soviet Union and the United States.”44
 

Davis also failed to inform his readers that William Howard Melish's name frequently appeared in such publications as Soviet Russia Today and the Daily Worker, and on numerous Communist petitions,45 and that Melish had recently started a column for New Masses. Ironically, that column began just about the same time that Matt Wayne—the suspected pseudonym of Arthur Miller—launched his column in New Masses. Melish and Arthur Miller, incidentally, were friends and neighbors in Brooklyn.46
 

Omitting all those facts, Davis reported instead that the NCSAF was “nonpolitical,” and that the persecuted Dr. Melish became chairman of the organization “shortly before the nation announced, in effect, that it was out to conquer the globe for Big Business by thrusting the Truman Doctrine into the international arena.”
 

Significantly, Davis noted that Melish was one of the committee of six clergy and two laymen who visited Yugoslavia and returned to make a “factual report giving the lie to the persecution propaganda surrounding the arrest and conviction of Archbishop Stepinac.”
 

This remark will enrage any reader familiar with the Stepinac case, which was a very real and very vicious case of Communist persecution of a saintly man (decades later the Catholic Church declared him a martyr and beatified him). Stepinac was the victim of a classic Communist show trial—no question.47 For Melish and his group not to know better was an example of either dupery or mendacity; for Davis, it was most likely the latter.
 

In the world of Davis and his comrades, the show trial and subsequent imprisonment of Archbishop Stepinac did not qualify as genuine persecution of a church official, but the supposedly harsh treatment of Dr. Melish somehow did.
 

Sensing he had a worthy campaign issue at hand, Davis in his next column again turned reality upside down, portraying Communism as friendly to Christianity, and anti-Communism as un-Christian. In “Challenge to the Church,” published on September 29, 1949, he quoted extensively from a letter by “Benjamin D. Shaw, noted New York churchman.”48 He was so impressed with Shaw's letter that he wrote, “I wish every minister, every churchman, every Christian could read the entire statement.” In one section that Davis cited, Shaw imagined Judgment Day, where anti-Communist Christians would be called to account for their attacks on Christ-loving Communists: “On your Judgment Day, when the Lord will ask you for an account of your stewardship, will you have to say, ‘Lord, they were a pack of wolves’? If God will then ask you, ‘My son, did you do all you could to humanize these wolves, to Christianize them, to teach them My Way?’ will your answer be, ‘Lord I was too busy Redbaiting’?”
 

Davis likewise trumpeted Shaw's claim that “the Christian churches, and the Catholic church in particular, are making a grievous error in their shortsighted belief that the major enemy of Christianity is Communism.” Not only was Soviet Russia not antireligious, Shaw said, but it had saved the world from Hitler's “anti-Christian paganism.” Christians everywhere should be thanking Stalin.
 

The late Lenin would have been astonished to learn Communism was not a “major enemy of Christianity”—or he would have thanked Davis and Shaw profusely for their propaganda work.
 

Davis Emboldened

As the fall of 1949 came around, Frank Marshall Davis must have been buoyed by global Communism's huge gains. While the Truman administration and Republican Congress were aghast at the “twin shocks” of 1949—the advent of the Soviet atomic bomb and the loss of China to Mao—CPUSA was delirious with success. Ex-Communist Whittaker Chambers had lamented that by leaving Communism, “I know that I am leaving the winning side for the losing side.”
 

Davis grew more confident with the pen, making even more outlandish assertions. Before, he had floated the idea that anti-Communism was a form of racism. Now, in his November 24, 1949, column, he tried to link anti-Communism with the KKK. “For many years the Ku Klux Klan has been virtually inactive,” he wrote. “But recently the groups have come alive.…They are trying at present to unite all under a single leadership with the slogan of ‘Fight Communism to Maintain White Supremacy.’ …To reaction, any attempt to change the status quo of discrimination  is Communistic.” A couple of columns later, on December 8, 1949, he said that “if you fight too hard for civil rights … you are likely to be branded a Communist.”
 

Davis was constructing a clever defense for himself—an early, Cold War, Communist version of the race card. He was sending a signal that anyone who accused him of being a Communist should be prepared to be denounced as a white-hooded racist looking to stop him from advancing civil rights. “I, personally, have no intention of letting the cry of ‘communism’ sidetrack me from my goal of complete civil rights as guaranteed by the Constitution,” he vowed. “The fight for absolute equality will continue.… I want civil rights for all people, and I shall not rest until that goal is achieved.”
 

That was not his only goal, however. In the crucial year to come—which brought the race for the enormously powerful hydrogen bomb and a costly hot war on the Korean Peninsula—Frank Marshall Davis had much else in store.
 

Big Business, Bad Truman, and the H-Bomb

Davis had big issues on his mind as 1950 began. In his January 26 column—titled “Free Enterprise or Socialism?”—he painted a stark picture of an America on the verge of another Great Depression, the fault of a “virtual dictatorship of Big Business.” He took special aim at General Motors, which he said would soon monopolize the entire auto industry. If he had the power to do so, he would have nationalized GM. And not just GM. He concluded the column by saying that in the face of “still rising unemployment and a mounting depression, the time draws nearer when we will have to decide to oust the monopolies and restore a competing system of free enterprise, or let the government own and operate our major industries.” Given that he declared that “the backbone of free enterprise” had already been broken, it was pretty clear what option Davis was endorsing.
 

Soon Davis was taking up another weighty issue: America's potential manufacture of the hydrogen bomb. The prospects for the “super” bomb, the far more destructive successor to the atomic bombs that had been dropped on Hiroshima and Nagasaki, was a bracing thought for everyone. No one wanted to see the world erupt in a horrific nuclear war.
 

The American decision to pursue the H-bomb was especially troublesome to Communists, since it would mean a quick one-up on the Soviets, who by 1949 had reached effective parity with the United States after stealing enough Manhattan Project secrets to build their own atomic bomb. That pilfering was made possible by precisely the kind of clandestine Communist infiltration that concerned  anti-Communists—and that Davis and CPUSA were hoping to convince duped liberals did not exist.
 

In America, Truman administration officials debated whether to pursue the hydrogen bomb; in Moscow, Stalin had no hesitation. President Truman ultimately decided to take the advice of science advisers like physicist Edward Teller and seek the H-bomb because he had been told that Stalin was seeking the weapon; in other words, his chief motivation was to get it before the Soviets did. This decision sent Communists scrambling to another propaganda campaign. It didn't matter that Stalin was hastily pursuing the H-bomb himself; the Soviets and their comrades framed Truman's strategic choice as yet another form of American belligerence. Their goal was to manipulate mass opinion, and especially to mobilize duped liberal “peace activists” into joining them in their protests against the “hell-bomb.” It was an ideal propaganda point.
 

Davis took up the task right on cue with a brazen February 9, 1950, piece, “Onward with the Hydrogen Bomb.” Referring to his native America, he wrote, “Never before in history has there been a nation that proclaimed more loudly its love of peace and yet used its might to lash peace from the door. When we dropped the atom bomb on Hiroshima, we believed the world was ours. Having defeated the Axis powers on the battlefront, we were ready to show the Russians who was boss of this world.”
 

Here was a flagrant example of another Communist flip-flop on World War II, based entirely on where Moscow stood at any given time. In truth, the United States had dropped the bomb on Japan not to be “boss of this world” but to force Japan to surrender and to end World War II. At Potsdam in July 1945, Truman had actually informed Stalin that the United States had “a new weapon of unusual destructive force.” Winston Churchill later wrote that Stalin “seemed to be delighted” by the news, and Truman recalled that the Soviet leader said he hoped the United States would make “good use of it against the Japanese.”49 The dropping of the bomb spared not only U.S. Marines but also the Red Army; they were saved from a massive land invasion that would have left millions dead, including huge numbers of Russian boys.
 

Davis ignored this history. Instead, he contended that America at the end of World War II, ungrateful for the Soviets’ help in “curb[ing] the greatest threat to civilization the world had ever known,” turned on the good Soviet leadership, unable to satiate its lust for violence. But Americans were aware “that Russia had lost an estimated 20,000,000 people fighting the Nazis,” meaning, Davis claimed, that Truman and his “dividend diplomats” had to gin up crises involving the USSR: “If Molotov coughed, it threatened our ‘security’ in Iran. If Vishinsky laughed, we  were ‘endangered’ in Korea.” It was an American “propaganda barrage” of manufactured crises.
 

In contrast to the hypocritical Americans—who claimed “we love peace” while “rattling our atom bombs,” Davis said—stood the genuinely peace-loving Soviets. The columnist wrote: “But we, too, love peace, said the men in the Kremlin.” Davis appealed to readers’ sympathies by highlighting the Soviets’ postwar plight while showcasing their supposed magnanimity. Again speaking for Moscow (something he apparently had no difficulty doing), he wrote: “Your [America's] productive capacity was unscathed and came out of the war greater than ever before in the whole history of mankind. It will take us years to restore the losses sustained by Russian industry from the German blitz; let's get together, talk this thing out and settle our differences amicably so that we can all go about the business of making the world safe forever from another war. Peace we want above all else, said Uncle Joe in messages to America.”
 

While the Soviet tyrant was cuddly “Uncle Joe” in Davis's rendering, America was full of fat-cat capitalists, warmongering generals, and desperate politicians who “recoiled in horror” at Moscow's appeals for peace. Without a “brink-of-war economy,” the column declared, America's “giant corporations” couldn't get “fat contracts to make materials of war and products for the anti-Communists of Europe.” “No, real peace is an expensive luxury that the big stockholders and professional soldiers can't afford.”
 

And Davis was not finished. He wrote that President Truman and America's “dividend diplomats wrung their hands” when they found out “the Russians had the atomic bomb.” The American people—and presumably the peace-loving Soviets—“breathed more easily,” recognizing that “maybe there would be peace at last” now that neither the United States nor the USSR “would start anything for fear of retaliation by the other.”
 

Ah, but “ours is a resourceful land,” Davis said. “Unless we have a threat better than the other fellow's, the crisis making business might go bankrupt, thus forcing us to cut our war budget, and you know what that would do to the incomes of the poor millionaires. Therefore, we will create a hydrogen bomb to shake at Russia, and then we can keep on making shiny new crises on a mass production basis.”
 

And what would happen if the Soviets developed their own hydrogen bomb? “We shall have reached anoth er stalemate, and the boys will have to think up a weapon guaranteed to destroy everything—that is, everything, not marked with the Stars and Stripes—in one global explosion.”
 

What Davis wrote in this and other columns was so thoroughly in keeping with the official Soviet line that it defies imagination that liberals, then and today,  could claim he was unfairly maligned as even a small “c” communist. In fact, given how closely he followed the Communist Party line, it seems inconceivable that he was not receiving orders from the party in some form, either from CPUSA officials or from erstwhile Comintern apparatchiks. Otherwise, somehow, by pure coincidence, he was mimicking the Soviet line without error, and without shame.
 

Frank's Enemies

In the columns that followed through 1950, Davis directed his strongest outbursts at anti-Communist members of Congress—such as Republican senators Karl Mundt of South Dakota and Homer Ferguson of Michigan, and Republican congressman Richard Nixon of California, whom he labeled “the three dictators” in a March 23, 1950, piece—and groups like the American Legion (March 16 column) and the CIO labor union (numerous columns). Meanwhile he praised the ACLU and Americans for Democratic Action, and defended Harry Bridges and his ILWU against the “witch-hunters” (columns of March 30, April 6, April 20, and May 11). And, of course, he bent over backwards to characterize the House Committee on Un-American Activities as a racist organization and anti-Communists generally as raving racists (April 13, April 20, April 27, May 18, and June 8).
 

One other Davis piece is worthy of special attention: a May 18, 1950, article on West Germany. This Davis missive illustrates where Moscow stood on postwar Germany and the shameless way in which American Communists followed the line. The American Communists’ position on Germany has been too easily forgotten.
 

After World War II, the Soviets wanted a prostrate, permanently divided Germany. This objective was driven by two chief motivations: (1) that Germany would not again rise to attack Russia—an understandable motivation that prevailed even in the mind of Mikhail Gorbachev into the late 1980s50—and, (2) equally important, that a devastated Germany might turn to Communism. On the latter, recall that Stalin, in his August 1939 speech to the Central Committee, had hoped that one result of a “great war” in Europe would be a “Sovietized” Germany. This explains the Berlin Blockade of 1948–49. Stalin now had East Germany in the Soviet camp, but he wanted West Germany there as well. As a result, Communists around the world launched a systematic campaign to demonize West Germany.
 

Hopping into the fray was Frank Marshall Davis. Davis had been pushing the unbelievable Moscow line that the Soviet Union and its Eastern European satellites  were “democracies,” an absurd but common tactic by Communists throughout the Cold War (and in Castro's Cuba even today). Now he employed a corollary tactic, and even taller tale, by contending that nations allied with the United States in its resistance to Communism were not democracies. In this case, his target was West Germany; the May 18 column was mockingly titled “Our New ‘Democratic’ Partner.”
 

Davis began: “We have the amazing spectacle of the foreign ministers of the United States, Great Britain and France formally announcing that Western Germany is being brought in as a full fledged partner in the alliance of the ‘western democracies’ against Russia. If there had been a sincere effort to democratize Western Germany, I would feel much better about it.” He offered no evidence whatsoever for the claim that American officials were insincere about democratizing West Germany.
 

Even more irresponsibly, he invoked the outrageous Soviet line that American policy was bringing back the Third Reich. “It is a known fact that many honest American officials have quit their posts in disgust over the way in which Western Germany is being handed back to the Nazis.” In fact, averred Davis, America's policy of de-Nazification was a sham—“one of the big jokes of the 20th century.” He called the program a “sop” to an American public still outraged by the horrors of Dachau and Buchenwald. “But the public has gradually forgotten in five years. And as the memory of these atrocities faded, so did our denazification.”
 

Worse, wrote Davis, American officials were instead making an enemy out of Stalin: “Stalin has been built up as a greater menace than Hitler and tears have been shed over the ‘poor Nazis’ who murdered tens of millions of human beings. Jail doors have been opened and Nazi leaders have been almost invited to take up business at the old stand.” Here again, Davis alleged a racist-fascist-imperialist-capitalist conspiracy: “The big industrialists who financed Hitler have been handed back their factories and the old school ties with Wall Street are almost as strong as they ever were.”
 

The West Germany that America was trying to help to its feet was, Davis said, “the Germany of the master race theory.… The fascists we sought to exterminate in World War II as ‘the greatest threat to mankind the globe has ever known,’ are now our partners.” This “alliance with a revived Nazi Germany” would certainly please America's bigoted anti-Communists—“such persons as John Rankin of Mississippi and John Wood of Georgia, two past and present chairmen of the un-American committee whose ideas on race parallel those of Adolf Hitler.”
 

Today, American politicians like Barack Obama travel to Germany to make eloquent speeches on how the United States rightly stood beside Berliners in  resisting the Soviet Union in those scary, early days of the Cold War. “The only reason we stand here tonight,” presidential candidate Obama told citizens of a unified Berlin in July 2008, “is because men and women from both of our nations came together” at a time when “the Soviet shadow swept across Eastern Europe” and “the Communists chose to blockade the western part of the city … in an effort to extinguish the last flame of freedom in Berlin.” Germans and Americans had “learned to work together and trust each other less than three years after facing each other on the field of battle,” thanks to such things as “the generosity of the Marshall Plan” that helped create “a German miracle.” That “victory over tyranny gave rise to NATO, the greatest alliance ever formed to defend our common security,” an alliance necessary “to face down the Soviet Union.”51
 

Obama was spot-on, reflecting the consensus feeling of Americans, Republican and Democrat alike—including Presidents Ronald Reagan and John F. Kennedy, who also delivered historic speeches in Berlin conveying America's proud solidarity with West Germany against the Communists. And yet Obama's mentor in Hawaii in the 1970s, Frank Marshall Davis, had strenuously contested every one of these points in his propaganda work. None of what Obama rightly hailed was in any way thanks to the work of Davis.
 

Indeed, joining ranks with Stalin and his Communist acolytes, Davis trashed the vital yet precarious U.S.–West German friendship.
 

Bitter Mentor

To this day, many liberals pillory conservatives who have accused Harry Truman of turning a “blind eye” to Communist infiltration inside his administration, or of “losing China.” And yet, as this chapter has shown, those accusations from the Right are timid compared to the nastiness that Frank Marshall Davis and the Communists displayed toward Truman and Marshall.
 

In column after column, Davis went after Truman and his administration, leveling accusations of warmongering, belligerence, hypocrisy, racism, fascism, capitalist exploitation, aid to Nazi leaders, and more. Meanwhile, he held up Stalin's Soviet Union as a paragon of peace, equality, and human dignity. Those liberals who have defended Davis were (and are) covering for a man who lied mercilessly about a great Democrat, Truman—and who did so on behalf of Stalin and Mao, the two greatest mass murderers in human history.
 

Davis's columns, stunning in their degree of pro-Soviet and anti-American sentiment, were designed to hoodwink non-Communist liberals into supporting the Communist agenda. In particular, his twisted appeal to the racism allegedly inherent in anti-Communism was aimed at dupes.
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Was Frank Marshall Davis a Communist? Within only months of these 1949–50 columns, Davis's name began appearing in various investigations of the Communist movement, beginning with a 1949 report by the California Senate, titled “Fifth Report of the Senate Fact-Finding Committee on Un-American Activities.”52 He was closely investigated by the International Security Subcommittee of the U.S. Senate Judiciary Committee, falling under several probes in a series of reports titled “Scope of Soviet Activity in the United States.” In one such report, ultimately published by the U.S. Senate in 1957, Davis was listed as “an identified member of the Communist Party.”53 (See page 275). Most important is the transcript of Davis's December 1956 testimony to the U.S. Senate, where, when asked about his relationship with the Communist Party, he pleaded the Fifth Amendment.54 (See pages 278–79). This was a pattern Davis followed throughout his life, and he could always count on dupes to back him. In typical searing fashion, Davis excoriated ex-comrades like the celebrated African-American writer Richard Wright, a courageous man who left and exposed the party in the classic work The God That Failed—a heresy that Davis denounced as an “act of treason.”55
 

In subsequent decades, a smattering of books, reports, articles, and even Web postings added to the limited volume of material on Frank Marshall Davis. Books like James Edward Smethurst's The New Red Negro (1999) quoted Davis's poetry and noted his involvement as a teacher at CPUSA-sponsored schools; Smethurst, a professor at the University of Massachusetts who earned his Ph.D. at Harvard, concluded that Davis “was almost certainly a CPUSA member.”56 Most of the biographical works have been sympathetic and nonaccusatory, even those acknowledging Communist Party affiliations. Other citations have been not at all approving, especially those underscoring Davis's poetic works like “Smash on, victory-eating Red Army” and “Christ is a Dixie N—er.” (In the latter poem, Davis shrugged off Jesus Christ as “another New White Hope,” which was consistent with his other anti-Christian screeds, such as his mocking “Onward Christian Soldiers.”)57
 

And as we will see, a few years after Smethurst's book was published, another biographer produced something of a smoking gun in regard to Davis's membership in the Communist Party.
 

The case of Frank Marshall Davis is more relevant today than ever before, given his relationship with America's forty-fourth president. The young man who would be president described Davis affectionately in his best-selling  memoirs, calling him a mentor and thanking “Frank” for helping him find his identity as an African-American.
 

The relationship between Frank Marshall Davis and the future president, Barack Obama, will be visited later in this book.
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VIETNAM DUPES: PROTESTS, RIOTS, AND THE CHAOTIC SUMMER OF ’68
 

 

 

The Cold War took center stage through the remainder of the 1950s, as did rising fears of “the bomb.” The horror of nuclear Armageddon cast a pall over the tranquility of the Eisenhower years and the revelry of “Happy Days” and rock ’n’ roll; Sputnik loomed over Elvis.
 

A major conflict consumed the Korean Peninsula from 1950 to 1953, testing both the Truman and the Eisenhower administrations. That first hot war of the Cold War robbed the futures of tens of thousands of American boys, as the Communists in North Korea, backed by Red China and the USSR, invaded the U.S.–backed South Korea.
 

Quite unforgivably, the likes of Lillian Hellman and Corliss Lamont and Dalton Trumbo and Frank Marshall Davis defended North Korea, assailing the South as the aggressor. Again, they effortlessly parroted the Moscow line, as did CPUSA.
 

But it was getting harder to dupe others into accepting that Communist regimes were “positive factors for peace.” In addition to the North Koreans’ aggression, there was the USSR's slaughter of tens of thousands of freedom-seeking Hungarians during the 1956 uprising in Budapest.
 

Most devastating to Communists was the political earthquake generated by Nikita Khrushchev's February 1956 “Secret Speech.” In a marathon address to a closed session of the Twentieth Congress of the Communist Party, Khrushchev, the new Soviet leader, denounced the crimes of predecessor Joseph Stalin, who had made his descent into the next world on March 5, 1953 (thirteen years to  the day after he signed the death warrants of more than twenty thousand Polish military officers). Khrushchev unleashed a litany of facts and figures on Uncle Joe's annihilation of millions of human beings.1 The lengthy text, smuggled out of Moscow by an agent in the Israeli Mossad,2 was released by the U.S. State Department and ultimately published worldwide, including in a gigantic 24,000-word transcript in the New York Times.3 Only the blindest Potemkin Progressive could still suffer any delusions about the Soviets’ “Great Experiment.” Even American Communists not repelled by the Hitler-Stalin Pact now found themselves reeling.
 

An eyewitness to the despair was David Horowitz, the 1960s radical/Communist who today is a conservative. Horowitz was raised a red-diaper baby in Brooklyn. His father read the New York Times every day from cover to cover. Horowitz recalls when his parents and their friends opened their sacred Times and read the Khrushchev speech: “Their world collapsed—and along with it their will to struggle. If the document was true, almost everything they had said and believed was false.”4
 

It was true. Their utopia was a false one. The struggle had been not for good but for evil.
 

“The last page crumpled in my fist,” confessed Peggy Dennis, wife of longtime Communist Party apparatchik Eugene Dennis, upon reading the text of Khrushchev's bombshell. “I lay in the half darkness and I wept.” Mrs. Dennis had given everything—mind, body, soul, husband, even her child—to Bolshevism, and now, “a thirty-year life's commitment … lay shattered. I lay sobbing low, hiccoughing whimpers.”5
 

But never underestimate the zealot's faith. Communism was a religion to its adherents, and many of the laity refused to give up the faith. CPUSA did not saunter off into the night, nor did the Daily Worker. Lenin's altar servers regrouped, keeping the candles lit for another day.
 

That day arrived in the early 1960s—in Asia. Communists got a gift when the United States began a protracted, unpopular, and costly war in Vietnam. It was a gift in that many American liberals soured on U.S. involvement, especially after the Kennedy years. This meant that American Communists, who naturally opposed America in the conflict, would soon have an entirely new, and extremely effective, propaganda tool to use against Uncle Sam. In fact, this became their best weapon yet.
 

The grinding Vietnam War, in which the United States was actively engaged from the early 1960s to 1975, spanning four presidents, two Democrats and two Republicans, afforded one of the most fertile periods for dupes in American history. If the Soviets had not been such raving atheists, they might have considered it providential, with fate playing out so fortuitously in favor of Moscow's destructive  objectives. Consider: Since the late 1940s the Kremlin had launched a major push to recruit young people from around the world, particularly in its biannual World Youth Festivals, the largest of which was held in Moscow in 1957. The Soviets learned that even when young Americans did not come all the way over to join their cause, or to join America's Communist Party, they could still often be counted on to unwittingly repeat the Soviet line. Youth were some of the best candidates for dupery. And the Vietnam War caused America's university campuses to erupt. As the body count rose—hitting upwards of thirty thousand dead Americans by 1968—and the draft commenced, America's students spilled out into the parks and quads, and behaved in ways never seen in America before or since. The young protesters united in opposition to U.S. policy in Vietnam.
 

The goal of that policy was to stop a Communist takeover in Vietnam that (policymakers feared) could lead to a “domino effect” throughout Southeast Asia, with nations from Cambodia to Laos potentially falling into the Communist camp. Chiang Kai-shek's China, the most populous nation on the planet, had already fallen to Communism, as had North Korea. The Democratic Kennedy and Johnson administrations, along with most Republicans, feared a wider collapse that would lead these nations to become Soviet allies in the Cold War.
 

Moscow clearly hoped for Communist ascendancy, even after the Sino-Soviet split in the late 1950s. At the very least, the Kremlin wished for a crushing U.S. defeat. The Soviets did their part to help foster that downfall, through military aid to the Vietcong, diplomatic troublemaking, shamelessly inciting the June 1967 Six-Day War in the Middle East,6 and launching remarkable “Active Measures” and propaganda campaigns and other forms of mischief and murder.
 

Morris Childs's Heroic Work

One of the best eyewitnesses to Soviet intentions in Vietnam was Morris Childs. Childs was the number-two man at CPUSA and was plugged into the Soviet leadership. And he was secretly working for the FBI—the greatest of Cold War spies.
 

Childs, known by only a handful of U.S. government officials as “Agent 58,” was born June 10, 1902, outside Kiev. His real name was Moishe Chilovsky. His family, like many Russian Jews, was a victim of the czars’ pogroms. Childs's parents fled for America, arriving in Chicago on December 11, 1911.
 

Nurtured by Chicago's progressives, especially at the Chicago Institute of Art and at Jane Addams's Hull House, Childs quickly became a political radical. At age nineteen he joined the United Communist Party of America (a forerunner  to CPUSA), joining so early that he was a charter member. The party insisted on absolute fealty, and he obeyed the master's voice: as biographer John Barron recorded, “Whatever the party asked, Morris did.”7
 

Childs became close to Earl Browder, the future general secretary of CPUSA. He was sent to Moscow in January 1929 to attend the Lenin School, which trained leaders for the worldwide revolution. There, he learned violent, clandestine techniques to advance the revolution: explosives, robbery, sabotage, firearms, urban guerrilla warfare. He was also recruited into the OGPU (Soviet secret political police) as an informant. Childs rose steadily within CPUSA, and by the 1960s he had become the second-highest-ranked person in the party hierarchy, behind only Gus Hall, who was named CPUSA general secretary in 1959. From the 1960s until 1980 Childs was the most trusted American in Moscow. He became especially close to Leonid Brezhnev and his regime. The Soviets eventually bestowed on him the prestigious Soviet Order of the Red Banner.
 

Morris Childs, however, hoodwinked CPUSA and the Soviets. The revelations of the late 1930s—Stalin's purges and mass terror, the famine, the Hitler-Stalin Pact—had been a wake-up call for him. Over time he had become a stalwart anti-Communist, and in the mid-1950s he went to work as an undercover FBI agent against Moscow. The fact that he got so close to the Soviet regime at the very highest levels was a stunning accomplishment for an American agent.
 

Unaware that they were dealing with a mole, Soviet leaders were fully candid with Childs, including on the subject that dominated American headlines: Vietnam. Brezhnev, Boris Ponomarev, Mikhail Suslov—the latter two were the top dogs in the International Department, the successor organization to the Comintern—and other Politburo members used facts and figures to reassure Childs (and thus CPUSA) that they were doing all they could to assist Communist North Vietnam militarily and politically in order to hasten America's defeat.
 

For example, during the Twenty-third Congress of the Communist Party, held March–April 1966, the Soviets briefed Childs in great detail on the extent of their military aid to North Vietnam, as well as their plans to enlist leftist Western intellectuals in a propaganda campaign to undermine U.S. forces in Vietnam and to try to prompt an American withdrawal.8 Central to the Soviet disinformation campaign was a canard that the Left reflexively repeated any time a Communist movement popped up: Vietnam was simply another uprising of “nationalism” by an indigenous force and was in no way a serious Communist threat to American (“imperial”) interests.
 

Between October 1967 and June 1968, Childs journeyed into the Soviet bloc four times, where he met with Soviet officials as well as Communist leaders from  Hungary, Czechoslovakia, and North Vietnam itself. He saw firsthand the Soviet commitment to coordinate all Western Communist parties. The Soviet party dictated to the other parties the position to take on events ranging from the 1967 Six-Day War in the Middle East to the 1968 Prague Spring in Czechoslovakia. (When Soviet tanks rolled into Czechoslovakia, American comrades loyally supported their Soviet masters, defending the indefensible by claiming that Moscow had somehow come to the rescue of Czechs against “imperialist aggression.”)9 Childs also brought home Soviet directives on Vietnam in which the USSR urged Communist parties worldwide to engage in “anti-war actions” against America.10
 

The FBI agent turned the directives over to American officials, from the FBI to certain members of Congress. Those officials must have been jolted by the realization that the Soviets were dumping whatever resources they could into Vietnam, seeking to amplify their military aid. This was a time when the Soviets were financially destitute, unable to spend the money they wanted in the Middle East, Latin America, Cuba, and even at home, and when the USSR was concerned that relations with the United States could deteriorate to the point of nuclear war, not to mention that relations with Red China were seriously worsening. So why would Moscow invest so heavily in Vietnam? Because the Soviet leadership was certain that nothing could better advance its interests than an American defeat in Vietnam. The Kremlin resolved to keep up the support for the North Vietnamese at whatever financial cost.11
 

No doubt, then, Moscow was elated as antiwar sentiment exploded in the United States in the late 1960s. More than that, the Soviets, and the Communist movement generally, particularly CPUSA, sought to infiltrate, support, and manipulate American antiwar sentiment wherever and whenever possible, but always with the most careful concealment.
 

This is most certainly not to say that the American antiwar movement was a Soviet or Communist movement. The vast majority of students participating in the demonstrations were in no way connected to the Communist Party or the international Communist movement. But the truth is that many of the planners and organizers of antiwar demonstrations did have those sympathies and links. In other words, the Communists and their supporters found many dupes among sincere American antiwar protesters.
 

Of course, many of the antiwar organizers with Communist sympathies were smart enough never to join the party and to deny any membership when asked—including when asked by congressional committees.
 

Congressional Investigations—by Democrats

As valuable a source as Morris Childs was, the information he produced was nothing compared to what congressional investigators were learning at the time. Once again on the case was the House Committee on Un-American Activities—or, as it became known in 1969, the House Committee on Internal Security.
 

Given the common dismissal of congressional investigations into Communism as the product of “right-wing Republicans,” it is important to understand that these committees were controlled by Democrats. From 1965 to 1969 the Committee on Un-American Activities was chaired by Democratic congressman Edwin E. Willis, a twenty-year veteran of the House from Louisiana. Joining Willis on the committee were such Democrats as John Culver of Iowa and William Tuck of Virginia (who had been governor before entering Congress). The newly renamed House Committee on Internal Security was chaired by Democrat Richard Ichord of Missouri beginning in 1969, and it included such prominent Democrats as Edwin Edwards of Louisiana (a future governor), Richardson Preyer of North Carolina, the very liberal Louis Stokes of Ohio, and no less an authority on Communism than Claude “Red” Pepper of Florida, who was no longer a senator. Ichord, a crusading anti-Communist Democrat, dominated the most heated hearings exploring the associations between the American antiwar movement and the global Communist movement, which took place from 1967 to 1969. The only Republican who received even a portion of Ichord's camera time was the well-known conservative John Ashbrook of Ohio.
 

In short, the House committee was not some right-wing kangaroo court.
 

Nor were their hearings a travesty of justice or a black mark on the history of Congress, as the conventional treatment would have it. In truth, as any objective observer can see from the formal resolutions issued by the committee, as well as the transcripts of the hearings, congressmen and their investigators took great care to make the crucial distinctions between Communists and non-Communists, between threats and non-threats, between the guilty and the innocent. The goal was not to toss into jail any eighteen-year-old in Berkeley who hoisted a bong and a banner alongside a hammer and sickle. Quite the contrary: the purpose was to ascertain whether certain Americans were formally cooperating with foreign Communist governments with which the United States was engaged in either hot war or cold war. The House committees took the time to articulate this distinction again and again. Congressman Ichord, in particular, did so repeatedly, with both vigilance and sensitivity.
 

To see this requires pausing to actually read the transcripts, as scholars should. Too often historians have relied on secondhand accounts from their colleagues in the academy—some of whom were themselves ’60s protesters.
 

The “New Mobe” Committee

One of the organizations that came to the attention of congressional investigators was “New Mobe”: the New Mobilization Committee to End the War in Vietnam.
 

New Mobe was the successor to the National Mobilization Committee to End the War in Vietnam, or “Mobe.” Mobe was launched September 10–11, 1966, in Cleveland, while New Mobe was formed the patriotic weekend of July 4, 1969, also in Cleveland. Together these organizations were the driving force behind several major subversive activities and domestic disturbances in the 1960s, such as the November 5, 1966, rally in New York City and the massive April 15, 1967, antiwar marches in New York City and San Francisco. Those were soon followed by a National Antiwar Conference in Washington, D.C., on May 20–21, 1967, which began laying the groundwork for the October 21, 1967, march on the Pentagon. There followed other activities: the August 1968 uprising at the Democratic National Convention in Chicago; the violence at the January 1969 “counter-inaugural” demonstrations in Washington, which protested the swearing-in ceremony of incoming president Richard Nixon; and the huge protests in San Francisco and Washington on November 15, 1969, which were part of the Mobilization Committee's 1969 “Fall Offensive.”12
 

From the beginning Mobe and New Mobe were infiltrated by Communists. The organizations grew out of several conferences staged by radicals in Cleveland. There Communists mixed in among socialists, Communist sympathizers, as well as non-Communist liberals and peaceniks. According to a major congressional report, “a large percentage” of the several hundred delegates at the conferences came from front groups and openly Communist groups such as CPUSA, the Trotskyist Socialist Workers Party, and the Young Socialist Alliance.13 Other entities participating in Mobe and New Mobe included the DuBois Clubs of America, the Workers World Party (a dissident Trotskyist group formed in 1959), Youth Against War and Fascism (a front group that was a youth arm of the Workers World Party), Harry Bridges's usual suspects at the ILWU, the pro-Hanoi Women Strike for Peace, Veterans for Peace in Vietnam (begun in Chicago in 1966 by CPUSA member Leroy Wolins), the Black Panther Party, and Students for a Democratic Society (SDS).14 Among the fellow travelers, groups like the  Black Panthers and SDS brought together Communists and non-Communists, the dupers and the duped. Overall, Mobe and New Mobe endeavored to reach beyond these groups into a wider swath of American youth, all united against American policy in Southeast Asia. Many of the young people who signed onto Mobe and New Mobe events were non-Communist peace activists utterly unaware of the true intentions of some of the organizers.
 

New Mobe caught the attention of the House Committee on Internal Security. The congressional committee eventually produced a formal staff study that reflected its careful approach. The foreword to the study, by Congressman Ichord, the Democratic chair, shows that the committee did not blindly assume that commies were under every New Mobe bed:

 

This study reveals how the New Mobe has operated from its inception with significant domestic and international communist support, and it details for the interested reader “the basic pattern of communist participation that has remained a characteristic of all Mobe activity.” …

 

One additional aspect must be emphasized. The New Mobe is a coalition of organizations, both communist and noncommunist [emphasis original]. Its basic organizational principle is nonexclusion. Were it not for this “umbrella” nature of New Mobe, providing association with many sincerely motivated noncommunists, the communists and other subversives within the group would have little effectiveness. All too often such “umbrella” coalitions are cynically exploited by the communists and thereby serve to promote international communism's objectives. This has traditionally been the pattern when communists have coalesced with noncommunists in united front operations.15

 

As this opening to the House study demonstrates, the Committee on Internal Security discovered the crucial role of the dupe in the antiwar fray. The committee recognized that New Mobe would have been dead without the dupes. The Communists within New Mobe needed a big tent, a wide “umbrella,” to bring in the non-Communists who gave them surface legitimacy. The dupes were being used—“cynically exploited,” as Congressman Ichord put it—by the Communists in order “to promote international communism's objectives.” It was an old pattern of exploitation, as old as the Communist movement itself.
 

We're for Peace

The final sentence of the foreword to Congress's report exculpates New Mobe's dupes from any real guilt, since they were unaware that they were being used. “While the staff study focuses on subversive involvement in New Mobe,” Congressman Ichord wrote, “I would caution readers that mere mention of an individual or organization should not necessarily be construed as a finding of subversive intent.” Most of those who aided and abetted had no clue that they were aiding and abetting.
 

The congressional report also noted that New Mobe's mission statement was broad enough to attract thousands of non-Communist liberals under the guise of “peace.” New Mobe described itself as “a broad coalition of organizations and individuals whose purpose is to gain an immediate end to the war in Vietnam through immediate and total withdrawal of American men and materiel.”16 Of course, the statement was also, to the letter, the goal of the USSR and the Communist movement, since American withdrawal would allow Vietnam to become a single Communist state and Marxism to spread deeper into Asia, and would represent a massive failure for America. But from that artfully worded mission statement, non-Communist dupes would not be able to detect the Communists’ other, overriding objectives.
 

The dupes cannot be wholly absolved of blame, however. They willingly signed on to an organization whose words became viciously anti-American. New Mobe's ringleaders escalated their rhetoric, deeming U.S. proposals for peace as fraudulent, the insincere demands of an “imperialist,” “warmongering” nation supporting “fascism.” This was the same language that the American Peace Mobilization had used a generation earlier, and that was now being printed on the front pages of Pravda and newspapers up and down the Communist bloc.17
 

New Mobe also insisted on a “unilateral decision for withdrawal,” or that Americans immediately begin paying reparations to the people of Vietnam. The language, as Congress noted in its official report, was “militantly pro-Hanoi and anti–United States.” The group acted as if there was no South Vietnam at all, nor anyone, anywhere, in all of Vietnam, who was against the Communist Vietcong. In Vietnam, New Mobe saw only naked, brutal aggression, and therein from only one source: America.
 

For instance, Professor Sidney M. Peck, one of several national cochairs of New Mobe, issued such militant (and childish) demands. “We want the complete and total withdrawal of American forces from Vietnam,” stated Peck, a sociology  professor at Case Western Reserve University in Cleveland, Ohio. “If that results in a victory of the National Liberation Front, we are pleased with that result because that would in effect be the wishes of the Vietnamese people.”18
 

That “pleasing” result also just happened to be the wishes of CPUSA, of the Soviet Union, of the USSR's International Department, of the Communist bloc, of Mao's Red China, of Kim's North Korea, of the fledgling Khmer Rouge movement in Cambodia, of Castro's Cuba, and, of course, of the Vietcong. As it happens, Peck was a former member of the Wisconsin State Committee of CPUSA. He was one of many CPUSA associates explicitly identified among the New Mobe hierarchy.19
 

As Peck's statement shows—and again, the professor was national cochair of New Mobe—ringleaders of American “peace movements” genuinely hoped for a defeat of the United States and a Communist takeover in Vietnam. They wanted America not only to leave but also to lose. That is not an exaggeration or misrepresentation.
 

Another professor and national cochair of New Mobe, Douglas Dowd of Cornell University, waxed wistful about a world where he and his young comrades joined the enemy. Said Dowd: “One of the tensions that we've had to work out within the New Mobilization Committee is that the people who do the organizing for this kind of thing, almost all of them, really feel that not only the war should end but, that, if there had to be a side in that war, I think most of us feel we would be on the other side.”20
 

Note that Dowd, an expert on Karl Marx and the “evolutionary economist” Thorstein Veblen, here referred to “almost all” of the organizers.
 

Not that many of the marchers were much better than the organizers. Some of them actually preferred to see American boys killed rather than the Vietcong. Those who thought that way were not isolated nutcases who were never heard from again. Consider the case of Arthur “Pinch” Sulzberger Jr., who in the 1960s was such a committed antiwar activist that he was twice arrested during protests. He was asked by his father, Arthur “Punch” Sulzberger Sr., a simple question: “If a young American soldier comes upon a young North Vietnamese soldier, which one do you want to see get shot?” Pinch responded without hesitation, saying this was “the dumbest question I ever heard in my life.” He answered: “I would want to see the American get shot. It's the other guy's country.”21
 

Today, young Pinch serves as publisher of the New York Times, which from 2003 to 2008 led an unrelenting campaign against President George W. Bush's policy in Iraq.
 

All of this raises the question of just how many of the thousands of young Americans who joined the protests—many simply for the sex and drugs—had  any idea of the views and intentions of organizers and some of their fellow protesters. How many knew they were marching arm-in-arm with comrades whose sympathies lay on “the other side”?
 

How many knew they were being used?
 

Both the Communist and defeatist sympathies at Mobe and New Mobe rallies were transparent from the outset, making it difficult to excuse the dupes. For instance, the November 5, 1966, protest in New York City, which attracted twenty thousand people—including members of CPUSA, the Trotskyist Socialist Workers Party, and the Workers World Party—featured signs that read: “Defeat the U.S. Imperialists—Victory for NLF [National Liberation Front (the Viet-cong)].”22 That kind of truth in advertising was blatant to anyone but the blind.
 

Mobe and New Mobe were about more than marches, too. The groups began targeting local Selective Service and IRS offices. Professor Peck, a sponsor of the Communist-manipulated Vietnam Week (April 8–15, 1967), was one of the adult professionals who spearheaded the group RESIST, which specialized in instructing young people in how to avoid being drafted into military service.
 

The Communist Party always sought a strong presence at conferences organized by Mobe and New Mobe. Consider just one example (among many revealed in congressional reports): on December 28–30, 1966, antiwar organizers gathered for a conference at the University of Chicago to discuss a nationwide student strike and other demonstrations for the explicit purpose of demanding U.S. withdrawal from Vietnam. Among the 257 attendees were representatives of CPUSA, the Trotskyist Socialist Workers Party, and at least four other identified Communist organizations. Three Communist organizations, the DuBois Clubs of America, the ultra-radical Progressive Labor Party, and the Young Socialist Alliance, set up tables and handed out literature in the lobby of the university's Kent Hall, where plenary sessions were held. The Communist presence was open and undeniable.23
 

The main speakers on the first day of the conference included Fred Kushner, SDS leader and son of Sam Kushner, a longtime CPUSA leader and editor of the Los Angeles–based People's World; and Dan Styron of the Young Socialist Alliance, a contributor to The Militant, the weekly newspaper of the Trotskyist Socialist Workers Party. Also addressing the delegates was Professor Peck, who told them openly, “We hope to energize and consolidate opposition movements throughout the world.”24
 

The level of Communist infiltration in Mobe and New Mobe activities was so extensive that the House Committee on Internal Security's final staff study report ran to roughly one hundred small-print pages and included more than four hundred endnotes. This was a major operation, with serious infiltration.
 

Summer of ’68

But all of that was merely a warm-up. Mobe played a special role in the unforgettable chaos that enflamed the summer of 1968. That season was a glorious one for Communist radicals in the United States. It was truly their heyday.
 

The intentions of the radicals that summer—particularly the SDS contingent—was made clear in a June 4, 1968, letter from the SDS cofounder Tom Hayden to a North Vietnamese Communist official addressed as “Colonel Lao” (the correct spelling was “Lau”). The letter, which was entered into the official congressional record (see page 292), is one of many pieces of evidence which counter the common claim that 1960s antiwar organizers were merely seeking “peace.” As the letter makes clear, the goal for many was victory by North Vietnam:

 

June 4, 1968

 

Dear Col. Lao;

 

This note is to introduce you to Mr. Robert Greenblatt, the coordinator of the National Mobilization to End the War in Vietnam. He works closely with myself and Dave Dellinger, and has just returned from Hanoi.

 

If there are any pressing questions you wish to discuss, Mr. Greenblatt will be in Paris for a few days.

 

We hope that the current Paris discussions go well for you. The news from South Vietnam seems very good indeed.

 

We hope to see you this summer in Paris or at a later time.


 

Good fortune!

 

Victory!

 

/s/ Tom Hayden

 

Tom Hayden

 

Hayden's valediction would seem to speak for itself: he hoped for “Victory!” by the Vietcong—that is, victory against Hayden's own country, the United States.25
 

David Dellinger, referenced in Hayden's letter, had helped organize Mobe and became its chairman. So active was Dellinger that, the Washington Post reported, he organized a September 1968 antiwar meeting in the heart of the Soviet bloc, in Budapest, Hungary. According to the Post article, which carried the eye-grabbing headline “U.S. War Foes Met with Hanoi Group,” the meeting included representatives of North Vietnam and the National Liberation Front, for the purpose of reviewing the war and discussing antiwar strategy for American campuses.26
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Any reasonable observer who read Hayden's letter, and who knew the publicly available background on him and his fellow antiwar organizers, would not fail to understand that Congress needed to look into this matter immediately. But when the House Committee on Un-American Activities and its successor, the Committee on Internal Security, did so, the American Left responded with howls of “fascism!”
 

The desire for Communist victory over America in Vietnam was also the position at The Militant, a popular publication for New Mobe leaders. The Militant candidly explained that “representatives of the [Trotskyist] Socialist Workers Party and Young Socialist Alliance” regarded themselves as “partisans of the Vietnamese liberation struggle.” These Communists, The Militant explained, had an “obligation to build a broad mass movement in opposition to the war from the viewpoint of aiding the Vietnamese revolution.”27
 

War opposition was not so much about American withdrawal as it was about Communist victory.
 

Blowing up the Democratic Convention

The Communists were emboldened as American public opinion shifted dramatically against the Vietnam War in that brutal year of 1968. The radicals’ capstone would come in late August, in the very city where the American Communist Party had taken root in 1919: Chicago. The Windy City was hosting the national convention for the party that controlled the White House and Congress—the Democrats. For many months Communists and their fellow radical peaceniks plotted to turn the Democratic National Convention into a fiasco, an international humiliation for the Democrats. They wanted to provoke shocking images that would show America under siege, a kind of warzone at home.
 

The other message the radicals wanted to convey to those millions watching on television was that these students, this next generation, were primarily concerned about “peace”—for America and for Vietnam. They would demonstrate for an end to the war in Vietnam so people there, too, could live in peace. Most run-of-the-mill marchers desired just that, but certain antiwar organizers had other goals—goals they carefully concealed in order to dupe their fellow protesters.
 

U.S. officials understood that radicals were planning an uprising at the Democratic National Convention. In fact, so much evidence surfaced early on that Congressman Ichord warned fellow members of Congress on two occasions, May 13 and June 26, 1968, that  radicals were planning to throw the August convention into chaos.28 What Ichord had warned about came to fruition.
 

A congressional investigator sent to Chicago, James L. Gallagher, concluded that “the basic purpose of the Chicago demonstration can perhaps best be summed up in one word, ‘Vietnam.’” By this, Gallagher meant that demonstrators were not only antiwar but also pro-Vietcong—that is, they supported the objectives of worldwide Communism. “Many placards, projects, and pieces of propaganda,” he reported, “indicated that the proposals advocated by the demonstrators were clearly compatible with the policies of Hanoi, Havana, Peking, and Moscow.”29
 

That was no surprise: many of the ringleaders in Mobe and among the radicals had been to those very places, interacting with Communist officials there. More than that, they deeply admired those cities and their systems.
 

How many groups were involved in this mass demonstration in Chicago? The news media estimated anywhere from one hundred to three hundred. Gallagher and his team of investigators pegged eighty-two specific organizations that made plans to attend or were there in Chicago. In addition to all the Communist groups, ranging from CPUSA to the Trotskyists, were a large array of duped groups, some infiltrated and being used by Communists as fronts, particularly the various regional “peace committees,” such as the Chicago Peace Council, the Cincinnati Action for Peace, and the Connecticut Peace Coalition. Also in Chicago were such organizations as the High School Union, the National Unity for Peace, the National Welfare Rights Organization, the Parent School, People Against Racism, Teachers for Peace in Vietnam, and the Wisconsin Draft Resistance Union. As usual, the Religious Left was in force as well, with organizations like the American Friends Service Committee, the Catholic Peace Fellowship, Concerned Clergy and Laymen, and the Episcopal Peace Fellowship. Likewise providing a strong presence was the colorful Youth International Party (the “Yippies”), formed earlier that year at a New Year's Eve party in Greenwich Village by Abbie Hoffman, Jerry Rubin, Paul Krassner, and crew. Finally, of course, SDS, the massive group that was quickly becoming (if not already) the dominant student-radical organization in America, was a major factor there.30
 

Upwards of a dozen of the key organizations readying for Chicago were explicitly Communist or well-known front groups for Communists. This was no accident, for CPUSA had been sending out directives since at least 1964 giving detailed marching orders on precisely how, where, and when to protest the U.S. presence in Vietnam. Some of these directives were issued in coordination with (or following the lead of) SDS in particular, as the Communist Party often promoted  various strikes and other activities organized by SDS.31 (See page 296.) Many SDS chieftains were dedicated Communists—a volatile mix of Maoists, Stalinists, and followers of Che Guevara and Fidel Castro.32
 

Roots: Columbia University

Radicals’ plans to subvert the Democratic convention were set in motion as early as October 1967, right after the Democrats announced that their convention would be held in Chicago.33 On October 17 the New York chapter of the Communist-infiltrated National Conference for New Politics held a meeting at Schermerhorn Hall at Columbia University.34 Columbia, a hotbed of radicalism since before the days of John Dewey, was becoming even more unhinged, especially its SDS contingent. That a New York faction would be organizing a massive demonstration in Chicago was fitting. No two cities had deeper Communist roots, dating back to September 1919.
 

Dominating the Columbia meeting was the prominent Communist John J. Abt, a member of the national committee of the National Conference for New Politics. Abt was so well-known within those circles that Lee Harvey Oswald, the assassin of President John F. Kennedy—and a Communist—had publicly called for Abt's assistance after his arrest. Other speakers at that meeting included Seymour Copstein and Laird Cummings, both in the past either identified as Communists or linked to various Communist organizations and fronts.35
 

The dupes subsequently suckered into the Chicago effort could not so easily claim ignorance of the protest's radical origins. The Columbia meeting at which Communists and their fellow travelers began planning the convention demonstration had been reported in two columns in the fall of 1967 by popular syndicated columnist Alice Widener. Not long after, the very same National Conference for New Politics placed a seven-column ad in the December 10, 1967, New York Times flat out stating that the agitators were preparing “the largest demonstration this country has ever seen. It would descend upon the National Democratic Convention in Chicago.” In that huge ad, the group made abundantly clear that it would do everything within its means not only to “help mobilize” this mass demonstration but also to “stop” Lyndon Johnson from again receiving the Democratic Party's presidential nomination.36
 

It was hard to miss the ad in the Times, or Widener's warnings.
 

And yet these items did not awaken the dupes. Two factors aided the Communists and other radicals looking to enlist non-Communist supporters: (1) the benign name, the National Conference for New Politics, and (2) the veneer of legitimacy provided by some of the endorsers. For example, one of the two signers of the Times ad was the cochairman of the National Conference for New Politics, whom the ringleaders had shrewdly brought into the fold: the spectacular dupe Dr. Benjamin Spock.37
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The New York Times ran an article on the ad in its news section, titled “Leftists Ponder Convention Move.” Reporter John Leo began the story with this lead: “Leaders of the New Left are contemplating a massive anti-Johnson demonstration at next summer's Democratic National Convention in Chicago.” He noted that the National Conference for New Politics was made up of “liberals and radicals.”38
 

Among the liberals, Leo quoted Dr. Spock saying that the group expected to draw “100,000 adults and 100,000 teenagers” to the Chicago amphitheater in August 1968. Amazingly, Spock dismissed any possibility of riots amid such a gigantic, volatile crowd. “I can't think of a reason why we would be inflammatory,” was the doctor's prognosis. “Our demonstration would involve no violence or civil disobedience.”
 

Leo cast doubt on Spock's naïve assurance in the next line of his story, where he quoted Paul Booth, a former SDS official and former board member of the National Conference for New Politics. SDS was on board for the protests in Chicago as well. Asked whether the demonstration would be a passive one, Booth said, “That's one of the topics under discussion.” Apparently, it was a discussion that excluded the good doctor.
 

Not surprisingly, SDS had not been mentioned in the large ad placed in the newspaper that day.
 

Things were moving rapidly. The Left was lining up for the Chicago blast.
 

Among those at the front of the line was the legal arm of CPUSA, the National Lawyers Guild. As it said in a prophetic January 19, 1968, letter to certain “friends,” the guild foresaw a litany of “legal problems arising out of the political protest planned for the Democratic National Convention.” These ranged from “mass arrests” and “civil disobedience” to “civil suits for police brutality.” In the letter, the guild invited a small group of associates to a January 26 meeting at its New York offices to discuss “ideas, criticisms and suggestions.”39 (See page 297.)
 

Target: Democratic Party

The plan to spoil the Democrats’ 1968 convention had several motives, including one that has somehow eluded historical accounts: as Congress reported, there was a driving impetus to “break down” America's two-party system and to “bring about the creation of a third party, an independent movement of the left.”40
 

That was indeed the case. It was a goal irrespective of whether Lyndon Johnson was the Democratic nominee for president (he ended up not running). The reason the far Left targeted the Democratic convention as opposed to the Republican convention is that the Communists and other radicals understood they could engender more support—for a third party and for the their beliefs generally—from people who shared the left side of the political spectrum (the Democrats) than they could from the party of the Right (the Republicans).
 

It is common for contemporary academics to portray the battles of the 1960s as matters of Left versus Right. In fact, fierce battles thundered from within the Left itself. As we have seen, anti-Communists within the Democratic Party investigated Communists diligently. But the radical uprising at the 1968 Democratic convention provides an even more vivid—and destructive—example of Left versus Left. The far Left was looking to undermine the Democratic Party as a way to fracture America's two-party system. Such a claim may seem far-fetched today, but it is true, as a majority-Democratic congressional panel determined at the time. Radical people seek radical ends. Remember, too, that the summer of 1968 was a turbulent time, when the word “revolution” was in the air—and was certainly on the minds of Marxists, as always.
 

The Aftermath: Congress Investigates

After so many months of planning, the radical organizers got what they wanted in Chicago in August 1968: a zoo. Television viewers all over America—and the world—witnessed the violent, chaotic scene outside the Democratic National Convention: hoses, cages, water cannons, arrests, beatings, club-wielding policemen. The situation was disastrous not only for Democrats but for the entire nation. The whole world was watching. Moscow was watching.
 

Congress, naturally, was appalled, and demanded explanations. Just a couple of weeks later, on September 12, the Democrat-led House Committee on Internal Security adopted a formal resolution ordering hearings into the matter. The  hearings were held soon thereafter, on October 1, 3, and 4. As the resolution noted, the House committee sought, among other things, to uncover “the extent, character, and objectives” of the Communist influence, from home and possibly abroad, among the convention protesters—and especially the organizers.
 

Many radicals objected to the very notion of investigation, but the committee was clearly operating within its purview: internal security. As the committee's formal resolution observed, the “incidents and acts of force and violence” alone at Chicago merited an investigation. Add to the equation the possibility that foreign elements may have been behind the uprising—that the Soviets, through a Kremlin “Active Measures” campaign inside the United States, may have played some role in disrupting the national convention of the political party of the sitting president and congressional majority. For Congress not to investigate such a possibility would have been a dereliction of duty.
 

In short order the Committee on Internal Security was publishing evidence. As Congressman Ichord's prescient warnings had indicated, evidence had been amassing for months leading up to the convention demonstration. The committee's official resolution reported that Congress had received evidence that “communist, pro-communist, and other cooperating subversive elements within the National Mobilization Committee to End the War in Vietnam [Mobe], Students for a Democratic Society, Youth International Party, and various other organizations, were planning disruptive acts and violence in the City of Chicago, Illinois, during the week of August 25, 1968.”41
 

The committee's formal resolution added that many of the same “subversive elements” who organized the Chicago uprising had also helped plan the Vietnam Week protests held a year earlier, in April 1967. The committee had published a previous report documenting similar Communist and radical influence at those 1967 events, “Communist Origin and Manipulation of Vietnam Week.” It was not difficult for Congress to connect these dots.
 

Dr. Quentin Young at the Stand

The congressional hearings during those three days in October 1968 made for political theater. Of the six men who testified before the House Committee on Internal Security, none produced as many transcribed pages, or hoots and hollers, as Dr. Quentin Young.42
 

Dr. Young was a physician with offices at East Fifty-fifth Street in Chicago. He headed up something called the Medical Committee for Human Rights, providing  special missionary service to SDSers. He was described as the “SDS doctor,” the “movement doctor,” as one who was always there to take care of the radicals, their friends, and their families for everything from blood poisoning to a head bandage to an abortion.43
 

The forty-three-year-old Young, who had been subpoenaed to testify, began his statement by contesting the validity of the subpoena. He denounced this “Un-American Committee” for its “unconstitutionality” and its thirty-year “ignoble existence,” and proclaimed various rights to say nothing to the congressmen. He also lambasted Chicago police and city officials, as well as members of the armed forces, for their “brutality that shamed Chicago” during the Democratic convention. It was his “exceptionally courageous and humane” Medical Committee for Human Rights, said Young, which stepped in to alleviate “so much of the human suffering inflicted on citizens that week.” Throughout his extended extemporaneous statement, Young squared off with Congressman Ichord, who gaveled the remarks as in violation of the rules for his testimony.
 

Once Young completed his statement, the committee members got to the hard questions.
 

General Counsel Chester D. Smith, after establishing Young's identity and profession, grew tired of the beating around the bush and asked candidly: “Dr. Young, are you a member of the Communist Party?” Congress already felt it had that answer; it had listed Young as an “identified CPUSA member” in its staff study of New Mobe.44 While anti-anti-Communists regard such a question as the totem of the witch-hunter, recall that Congress was trying to ascertain whether there was international/Soviet involvement in the political disturbance. This was an important line of inquiry.
 

But the usually loquacious doctor refused to answer the question, disputing its constitutionality and relevance. In response, Congressman Ichord explained that “the legislative purpose of this investigation is to determine the extent of Communist and subversive activities, the part they played in the planning, in the organizations, of the disturbances in Chicago. The committee does have information that you played a part.”
 

Ichord further pushed Dr. Young to answer the question. Young refused. The jousting began in earnest.
 

Counsel Smith informed Young that the committee had information showing that Young was a member of the Communist Party, and specifically of the “doctor's club of the party of the North Side of Chicago.”
 

That specific question likewise got the committee nowhere. As it became clear that Young would not answer whether he was a party member, Smith got  to a more important question: had Young served on the Medical Committee for Human Rights “pursuant to a plan or directive of the Communist Party?” After Young insisted on his rights not to answer that question, he conferred with his attorney and, surprisingly, answered with a direct “No.”
 

Counsel Smith quickly explained that the “doctor's club” to which Young belonged was formally known as the Bethune Club, named for a Canadian surgeon, Norman Bethune, who was a Communist but had always tried to conceal his Communist identity. As Smith immediately proceeded to back up the point, “He [Bethune] served with the Communist—,” Young's attorney, William Cousins Jr., objected to the relevance of Smith's information.
 

Counsel Smith's information then got extremely relevant: He presented a personal check signed by Quentin Young for $1,000, which went to pay the rent of New Mobe's office at 407 South Dearborn in Chicago. Young disputed that the check had been for that purpose, acknowledging only that it had gone to “somebody” in particular. Asked the identity of that somebody, Young conferred with counsel and named Rennie Davis, to whom he said it was a “loan” to be repaid within forty-eight hours.
 

Rennie Davis was a prominent radical, himself called to testify because of his activities. He had been to Hanoi, where he was welcomed with open arms by the Communists, and was identified by Congress as a “Vietcong supporter.”45 Davis had been a leading figure in New Mobe; he, along with Tom Hayden, had been a “project director” for the Democratic convention protests.46 Thus, this check from Young to Davis, produced by the committee's legal staff, suggested Young's close connection to the leading organizers of the Chicago uprising.
 

But Dr. Young simply kept dodging, turning the hearing into a circus. During the course of questioning he launched into musings on the meaning of words like “affiliated,” or whether he had indeed “indulged in haranguing,” or his awareness (or lack thereof) of what was meant by “lawyers’ techniques,” or why on earth he would invoke the First Amendment instead of the Fifth Amendment to the Constitution, and on and on. Young and his counsel conferred on elementary points. Supporters inside the hearing room constantly interrupted the proceedings: the wild attorney William Kunstler repeatedly yelled from his seat in the audience; Abbie Hoffman was paraded into the room because of what Young's lawyer deemed an “emergency situation that has just arisen”; Dave Dellinger, Soviet bloc traveler and Mobe chairman, shouted from the floor, as did Jerry Rubin; Rennie Davis suddenly announced that he was present and could explain a matter raised in association with his name; Young's counsel asked the committee counsel, “When did you last beat your wife, sir?”; and on and on. The congress  men and the witnesses and their lawyers issued back-and-forth demands that various people—on the committee itself even—be expelled from the room. An exasperated Congressman Ichord repeatedly pounded his gavel to try to restore order.
 

The filibustering of Young, his counsel, and his fellow radicals in the hearing room forced the doctor to stay on to testify for another day. Young's attorney objected to going into a second day, but of course the doctor and his legal team had left Congress no other choice but to need more time, since they had avoided answering even the simplest questions.
 

At one point Congressman Ichord told Dr. Young that previous testimony had yielded the names of twenty-one Communists who were involved in the disturbances at the Democratic convention. Not only did Young not confirm any Communists, including whether he was one himself, but he even acted as if he had never before heard the word “Communist.” Ichord had to remind Young: “Let me advise the doctor there have also been threats made to not only disrupt the convention processes in the future, but the Federal election process.” The congressman also noted that more than thirty thousand Americans had been killed during the Vietnam War. “Let's not handle this with levity,” Ichord concluded.47
 

Remarkably, Young was able to escape without ever addressing the pertinent questions of the hearing. It is understandable that he would not want to answer whether he was a Communist, but with his dissembling and digressions he made a mockery of a significant inquiry into whether foreign Communist powers were involved in the disruptions of the American political process—disruptions designed to force the U.S. government to change its policy on a crucial matter of national security. As Congressman Ichord rightly observed, this was not a matter to be treated with levity—though the men in Moscow were no doubt amused by the whole spectacle.
 

A reminder of how none of this was funny came from Robert Greenblatt, who also testified during the hearings.
 

Recall that Greenblatt, another New Mobe cochair, was the person mentioned in Tom Hayden's June 1968 letter to Colonel Lau, in which Hayden wished “Good fortune!” and “Victory!” to the Vietcong. On the stand, Greenblatt was cantankerous but much more open than Dr. Young. From his testimony, Congress learned that the New Mobe leader had met with Colonel Lau and also traveled to Czechoslovakia, Hungary, Cyprus, Paris, Hanoi, and a number of other significant places.48 Here was clear evidence of international Communist involvement in a destructive domestic protest of the Vietnam War.
 

If Dr. Quentin Young was not in fact a Communist, then he was certainly used by the Communists and unwittingly aided them in their intentions. He and  others intimately involved in the August 1968 Chicago uprising were dealing with things that they either did not fully understand or, worse, understood and concealed. Dr. Young was either duped or doing the duping.
 

Paul Douglas Says Goodbye

Not part of the carnival, but very much caught up in the times, was Senator Paul H. Douglas. Douglas serves as a fascinating case study of the complexity of this period as well as the Left's twists and turns dating back to the 1920s.
 

By the late 1960s, Senator Douglas was one liberal Democrat from Chicago who was not primed for duping. It had been forty years since Douglas's regrettable Potemkin village tour and tea with Uncle Joe. Now serving his third term in the Senate, the Ph.D. economist, Quaker turned Unitarian, and World War II hero was one of several Democrats in the Senate who were chastened Cold Warriors and supportive of LBJ's policies in Vietnam. He took that position while remaining a social liberal of impeccable credentials, staunchly supporting civil rights and social activism and opposing government abuse and corruption.49
 

The Democrat Douglas caused considerable angst among many of his liberal colleagues with his battle-hardened anti-Communism. He regretted having lobbied for diplomatic recognition of the Soviet Union so many years before, and he now opposed recognition of Mao's China as well as its admission to the United Nations. Duped once into supporting a massive Communist killing field, he was on guard against doing so again.
 

Douglas's strong anti-Communism and support for President Johnson's war policies ended up costing him politically. In 1966, two years before the 1968 blow-up, he was upset in his bid for a fourth Senate term.50 The Democrat Douglas lost to a liberal Republican who was inclined to negotiations with the Vietcong. How things had changed.
 

The colorful life—Columbia doctorate, CPUSA target, SS Useful Idiot passenger, luncheon companion of Uncle Joe, University of Chicago professor, labor economist, New Dealer turned Cold Warrior, Okinawa Marine, Purple Heart recipient, U.S. senator, father and husband—would end only a few years later, as Douglas died in 1976. Following a private funeral at the Quaker Meeting House in Washington, D.C., Douglas's ashes were taken to Chicago, where the remains of the veteran of the Pacific theater were scattered at the Japanese gardens in Jackson Park. Douglas's final resting place was a vast distance from the smashed church bells long ago silenced in Stalin's Soviet Union.
 

The Forgotten Story

Perhaps it was Providence that spared Paul Douglas the ignominy of representing Illinois as its senator during the travesty at the Democratic National Convention in Chicago in August 1968. His embarrassment at the hands of Joseph Stalin forty years earlier had been enough.
 

Douglas wised up, but too many others did not. The protests at the 1968 Democratic convention offered numerous cases of dupery. Many of the protesters were non-Communist liberal students who did not know they were being used by the Communist movement. The duping continues today, as plenty of liberals, from the media to academia, fail to research the antiwar movement's links to the international Communist movement, or even to recall the evidence of such links that were publicly available at the time. The typical “flashback” news story portrays the 1968 convention as a hope-filled moment gone wrong, of nonviolent “peace” protesters running into the iron fist of the Chicago police and the National Guard. But ample evidence indicates that the Chicago uprising was an insidious Communist-supported (if not Communist-prodded) national-security showdown—a battle waged against Chicago's police and America's troops. Congressional Democrats uncovered this troubling evidence at the time and recognized that thousands of American dupes had unwittingly served Communist intentions.
 

Some of the characters who played prominent roles in the 1968 Chicago protests—dupes and non-dupes, non-Communists and Communists—are alive and well in America today, where they remain active in politics and enjoy cushy Ivory Tower jobs, seemingly exempt from criticism for their militant actions in 1968. With tenure, they tell their students a decidedly different tale of what happened in the late 1960s.
 

Nor are these figures found only in the halls of academia. Their influence extends much farther. Some high-profile characters from the October 1968 congressional hearings, such as Dr. Quentin Young, as well as names raised in connection with some of the most remarkable charges of cooperation with North Vietnam, such as Tom Hayden, would later help launch the political career of the current president of the United States, Barack Obama. And as we shall see again and again in the pages ahead, they were not the only radicals to play such an important role in our current political scene.
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GROWN-UP VIETNAM DUPES: DR. SPOCK, CORLISS LAMONT, AND FRIENDS
 

 

 

Scattered among the student radicals of the Vietnam era were some questionable grown-ups worthy of extensive discussion.1 Onetime Potemkin Progressives like Paul Douglas had learned their lessons. They were no longer so easily misled. But others were.
 

The children of the 1960s quipped that they couldn't trust anyone over the age of thirty. That was not quite true. To the contrary, they not only trusted but embraced older folks who shared their radical-left worldview. There were new friends like Dr. Quentin Young. There were crusty old theoretical Marxists like Herbert Aptheker. There were CPUSA hacks like Gus Hall. There were longtime anti-anti-Communists like Lillian Hellman. And there were Old Left mainstays, leftovers from Soviet pilgrimages past. Some of them had bounced around Russia when Quentin Young was still bouncing on his grandfather's knee: fellow travelers like Corliss Lamont.
 

Lamont: Still Carrying the Flag

Corliss Lamont was one old codger the students of the ’60s could trust. His politics was theirs.
 

Since the publication of Russia Day by Day in 1933, Lamont had continued his strident activism, and was just as far to the left as ever. He did a long stint as a director of the ACLU, from 1932 to 1954. As he stumped for “civil liberties”  in America, he also continued to stump for the totalitarian state headquartered in Moscow. In 1939 he followed Russia Day by Day with the aptly titled You Might Like Socialism, released the same year as the Hitler-Stalin Pact and just after Stalin exterminated tens of millions of people. Then came other Lamont odes to the Motherland: in 1946, The People of the Soviet Union; in 1952, Soviet Civilization.
 

Aside from books, the prolific Lamont helped found and subsidize the publication Marxist Quarterly in 1936, smack in the middle of Stalin's Great Purge. He also wrote many pamphlets, such as an indefensible 1952 Stalinist apologia, The Myth of Soviet Aggression, which blasted the Truman administration.
 

Not surprisingly, Lamont's continued affinity for the USSR had made him no friendlier to an Almighty. He had written another “humanist” classic, The Philosophy of Humanism (1949), and had cobbled together additional atheist screeds like A Humanist Wedding Service and A Humanist Funeral Service. He would become president of the American Humanist Association.2
 

The beneficiaries of Corliss Lamont's worldview were his students at Columbia, Cornell, and the New School of Social Research, which were now erupting into antiwar protests, billows of pot smoke, and wildly left-wing politics. John Dewey's star pupil seemed to inhale much of it.
 

In its obituary of Lamont, the New York Times described the good professor as being dedicated to “civil liberties and international understanding.”3 The Times neglected to note that this included convincing the international community to “understand” why the Soviet Union had “gotten tough” (Lamont's words) in places like Hungary, Poland, Czechoslovakia, and the rest of Eastern Europe “in order to bolster its own self-defense.”4 Sometimes, as in the Soviet invasion of Hungary in 1956, the Red Army would need to “bolster its own self-defense” by murdering tens of thousands of civilians.
 

The Times obituary announced that Lamont, dedicated civil libertarian, had been forced to weather “false accusations of Communist affiliations” by “redbaiters on Capitol Hill in the 1950s”—the real bad guys, in the eyes of the Times and Lamont. (The headline on the obituary hailed Lamont as a man who had “Battled McCarthy.”)5
 

The Times noted that Lamont had served as the longtime chairman of the National Emergency Civil Liberties Committee. This is a group still celebrated by liberals as having fought the good fight against paranoid anti-Communism. The obituary did not mention that Lamont was cofounder of the committee along with Marxist I. F. Stone—who, it now seems clear, was a paid Soviet agent.6
 

Lamont had started the National Emergency Civil Liberties Committee, in 1954, because by that point he had moved to the left of the ACLU.7 ACLU founder  Roger Baldwin, a onetime gushing advocate of the Soviet state, as exemplified in his embarrassing 1928 book, Liberty under the Soviets, had learned hard lessons about Communism. Perhaps tired of being misled and lied to—duped—by his own officers and “liberal” “friends,” by the early 1950s he was insisting that the ACLU's officers take a non-Communist oath.8 Baldwin came to see that any ACLU member who held allegiance to a totalitarian dictatorship could not truly be serious about civil liberties. But Lamont and others—including I. F. Stone, several editors at The Nation, and several professors from Columbia9—publicly objected to this attempted “purge” by the ACLU.10 (Here was a purge that Lamont could condemn.) Lamont ended up resigning from the ACLU and starting the National Emergency Civil Liberties Committee.11
 

In 1953, testifying before Congress, Lamont told his questioners that he was not a Communist.12 At the time, that response may have been correct; the same year he wrote a widely read pamphlet titled Why I Am Not a Communist—this coming twenty years after his mentor, John Dewey, wrote a piece by the same name. Of course, not being a member of CPUSA never stopped Corliss Lamont from being at least a pro-Soviet socialist—and a dupe.
 

Into the 1960s he was supporting various other left-wing endeavors. He fired away at the Kennedy administration for trying to stop a Communist takeover of Cuba; he continued to deny Soviet culpability in the Katyn Wood massacre (as had FDR); he endured a public legal fight with the CIA and State Department over mail sent to him from Red China; and he bitterly battled the U.S. government for refusing to grant him a passport to fly off to more faraway pilgrimages to Communist lands.
 

The decade also brought Lamont a new life—he and his fellow-traveling wife, Margaret, divorced after more than thirty years of marriage—and a new cause: the Vietnam War. The antiwar effort seemed to invigorate Lamont. He supported seemingly every antiwar group under the Sun. Once again, Dr. Lamont found himself on the side of the Soviet Union. Some things never change.
 

America's Doctor: Benjamin Spock

Another grown-up that the flower children found they could trust was the doctor whose advice had been a bible for their parents: Dr. Benjamin Spock.
 

Spock's case is particularly interesting. It has been permitted to fall through the cracks of history. The doctor's role in the 1960s seems to have even escaped some of the better anthologies of the era.13 Spock is typically remembered simply  as the most famous and influential pediatrician of his time. His 1946 book The Common Sense Book of Baby and Child Care is one of the all-time bestsellers, selling an estimated fifty million copies worldwide, and translated into upwards of forty languages. His philosophy of parenting, emphasizing the need for affection, provided a much-needed corrective to the cold, austere disciplinary techniques of many parents, though some critics felt he went overboard into permissiveness—leaving a legacy of “brats.” An entire generation of young mothers did their parenting under the governing principle what does Dr. Spock say?
 

Born in New Haven, Connecticut, in May 1903, Benjamin M. Spock attended Yale as an undergraduate, where he was a champion rower; he even won a gold medal at the 1924 Olympics in Paris. In the late 1920s he headed off to Columbia University to attend medical school, where he ingested the radical left-wing politics that pervaded the campus.
 

Spock's first public foray into politics came in 1962, when he joined the anti-nuclear-bomb group Committee for a Sane Nuclear Policy, commonly known as SANE. His political involvement would soon spike up, mirroring the trajectory of rising body bags and protests relating to the Vietnam War.
 

The Care and Nurturing (and Recruiting) of Dr. Spock

It is difficult to say when, exactly, Dr. Spock got involved in Vietnam War protests, though there is evidence that CPUSA targeted him for manipulation as early as September 1966, and that he had links to Communist front groups possibly as far back as 1963.
 

Indisputably, longtime Communist Bettina Aptheker singled out Spock for Vietnam Week in April 1967. Organizers planned a week of antiwar demonstrations on campuses and in major cities across the United States, culminating in huge rallies in San Francisco and New York City on April 15. The plans included a national Student Strike for Peace—a brilliant tactic sure to enlist the participation of not merely intensely political students but also apathetic, nonpolitical students simply anxious to skip a few classes.
 

So blatant was the Communist agitation in this effort that Congress's report on the matter, “Communist Origin and Manipulation of Vietnam Week,” was released on March 31, 1967, a week before the protests were to be launched.14 Congressman Edwin E. Willis, Louisiana Democrat, said in the preface to the report, and in an even earlier press release (January 28, 1967), that Vietnam Week was a “crash program” to “undermine and sabotage U.S. resistance to Communist military  aggression in Vietnam.” Willis wisely warned that “the cry will be raised” that Congress, “in releasing this report, is trying to stifle honest and legitimate dissent. Nothing could be farther from the truth.” Liberals cried exactly that. Willis understood how too many in his own party often behaved. He knew the suckers would drift toward the bait.
 

Congressional Democrats and Republicans alike saw how the objectives of the Vietnam Week organizers were a direct extension of the goals of CPUSA and Moscow. Congressman Willis and his colleagues understood that the organizers were not practicing “honest dissent” but rather were using “deliberate deception” to lure dupes—Dr. Spock among them. Willis stated: “We must not permit Communist propaganda [and] trickery to obscure the difference between legitimate dissent and planned betrayal.”15
 

The congressional report on Vietnam Week pointed to Bettina Aptheker as a key ringleader. Unlike many other radicals, the University of California–Berkeley student, who gained notoriety as a leader of the nationally known Free Speech Movement, was quite open about her membership in CPUSA. She wrote an open letter “To my fellow students” in the November 9, 1965, issue of the Berkeley student newspaper, the Daily Californian, in which she stated categorically: “I have been for a number of years, I am now, and I propose to remain a member of the Communist Party of the United States.”16
 

Aptheker—who today is a professor and chair of Women's Studies at the University of California at Santa Cruz—was the red-diaper daughter of two Brooklyn Communists.17 Her father, Herbert Aptheker, who had earned his bachelor's and master's degrees as well as his doctorate from Columbia University, signed up for the Communist Party in 1939, the year of the Hitler-Stalin Pact—when Communists were bolting rather than joining the party. Her mother had joined the party well before that. Herb Aptheker became a well-known figure in the Communist movement, and its leading theoretician. In 1957 he published The Truth about Hungary, a loathsome defense of the Soviet slaughter of tens of thousands of freedom-loving Hungarians in the Budapest uprising of October–November 1956.18 (Curiously, years later, the New York Times did not mention this book in its obituary of Aptheker, instead highlighting his books on “civil rights.”)19 He also edited the party's monthly theoretical journal, Political Affairs (which still exists today), and was a member of the Communist Party's National Committee. In 1964 he founded the American Institute of Marxist Studies near Columbia in New York City.
 

In the 1960s both father and daughter became radical antiwar activists. In January 1966 Herb Aptheker made a trip to Hanoi with SDS's Tom Hayden and  Staughton Lynd, a Yale history professor.20 A few months after that trip Bettina Aptheker issued a call for a “nation-wide student-faculty strike” in the Spring 1966 issue of Dimensions, a “discussion journal” of the DuBois Clubs, a Communist front group begun under the mandate of new CPUSA chief Gus Hall. Hall desired what the FBI called a “Marxist-oriented youth organization to attract non- Communists as the first step toward their eventual recruitment into the party.”21 Bettina Aptheker and the DuBois Clubs were helping the Communist movement do precisely that. The DuBois Clubs were at the least a duping mechanism, and they could serve as a way station on the road to full party membership.
 

Bettina Aptheker followed up her Dimensions piece with a September 1966 letter titled “Proposal for a National Student Strike for Peace”—a copy of which was obtained by government investigators and published by Congress. The letter called for a meeting in Chicago in late December 1966 to plan a strike. (See pages 314–15.) It declared that “the primary object” of the demonstrations was “to develop a militant, effective and broad united demonstration against the war” (emphasis in the original).
 

Aptheker developed a list of thirty-three “initial sponsors” for the strike, which included Berkeley professor Donald Kalish, who described himself as “far to the left” of even CPUSA;22 SDS leader Carl Oglesby; Brian O'Brian, president of the Berkeley chapter of the American Federation of Teachers; Linda Baughn of the Methodist Student Movement; Clyde Grubbs of the national group Student Religious Liberals; SDS chairman Alex Stein; Episcopal minister Allan Dale; and New York University's Leslie Cagan, among others.23
 

Aptheker also listed Dr. Howard Zinn, a Boston University professor.24 Zinn is an interesting case. He had been a World War II bombardier, a patriot, who went on to attend Columbia University for graduate school on the GI Bill, where he earned a master's degree and doctorate. With Columbia's training, Zinn was primed for another kind of service. His work found a captive audience in POW camps in Hanoi, where the Vietcong so admired his arguments that it provided his material to detained American airmen (that is, downed bombardiers). Specifically, the Vietcong stocked the prison library with Zinn's book Vietnam: The Logic of Withdrawal.25 He eventually became a runaway bestselling historian, with his leftist work A People's History of the United States a staple for many high-school history teachers and devoured by liberal college students.26
 

Zinn and friends made for a strong list of initial sponsors, but Aptheker needed more supporters, especially from unsuspecting non-Communists. Her letter listed potential targets under the subhead “SPONSORSHIP, ENDORSEMENT, PARTICIPATION.” The list included “the Young Democrats,” “religious  student organizations,” “churches, the civil rights movement, trade unionists for peace (and in some local areas perhaps even some unions), Women for Peace, [and] American Friends Service Committee.” Aptheker also detailed “prominent individuals” who should be targets, including civil rights activist Julian Bond; “Scheer,” probably referring to antiwar activist Robert Scheer, who today is a popular liberal columnist; and “King (as a Nobel Peace Prize Winner)”—that is, Dr. Martin Luther King Jr.27 As Congress later reported, King ended up signing on for the effort, agreeing to “play a leading role in the April 15 demonstrations in New York City.” Landing King, a genuine man of peace, was a coup for the Communists; it showed their success in assembling a “united front” that went well beyond CPUSA hacks.28
 

Aptheker's letter identified another target, “Spock”—Dr. Benjamin Spock. And with that, the co-opting of the good doctor began in earnest. Spock's shop, at 541 Madison Avenue in New York, was just around the corner from the National Conference for New Politics—easily approachable. Soon he was enlisted as cochairman of the organization, in which capacity he put his signature to the huge December 10, 1967, New York Times ad that heralded preparations for “the largest demonstration this country has ever seen” at the 1968 Democratic convention in Chicago. This was the protest where Spock predicted no chance of “violence or civil disobedience.”29
 

Dr. Spock was now on board as a formal war protester, ready for frequent use.
 

The college comrades, from Columbia to Berkeley, had done yeoman's work in recruiting the pediatrician to their cause. The radical organizers knew they needed a prominent non-Communist to be the face of the Vietnam Week rallies. Spock was a superb pick, since parents would think to themselves, If Dr. Spock is so passionately against the war, maybe it really is a bad thing.
 

Chairman Spock

A huge crowd of 100,000 to 125,000 participated in the march in New York that closed Vietnam Week on April 15, 1967. Spock served as cochair for the rally along with Dave Dellinger, the cochair of New Mobe, who organized trips to Hanoi for members of the “peace movement,” and whose name surfaced more than any other in Congress's October 1968 hearings on the disruption of the 1968 Democratic National Convention.30 The speakers in New York included several well-known Communists, plus non-Communist radicals like black militant Stokely Carmichael and SDS president Nick Egleson. Also, well-known Communist/far-left  musicians performed at the rally, including Pete Seeger (who had performed at American Peace Mobilization rallies in 1941).31
 

It seems unfathomable that the intelligent Dr. Spock could have been oblivious to the Communist orchestration at this parade. In a lengthy report Congress listed sixty-two key participants in the spring offensive, operating on both coasts. The list included some big CPUSA names, such as Bettina Aptheker, Robert Treuhaft, Jessica Mitford, and a wide assortment of representatives from the National Lawyers Guild. Another name on the list was the Reverend William Howard Melish, the Episcopal minister and friend of Arthur Miller and Frank Marshall Davis, whom Davis portrayed in his columns as a lovable liberal persecuted by anti-Communist Torquemadas, but whom the U.S. government now unhesitatingly described in its reports as an “identified member, CPUSA.” Also involved, according to Congress's report, was renowned scientist and eventual Nobel Prize winner Linus Pauling, a radical leftist whom Congress called an “identified” CPUSA member.32
 

And, of course, not missing the protest was Corliss Lamont.
 

Spock had to have noticed the strong Communist presence. If not, then he was duped even worse than we can imagine.
 

In sponsoring these antiwar activities, Dr. Spock lent legitimacy to the effort. He fulfilled the hope that the West Coast organ of the Communist Party, People's World, had expressed four months earlier, on January 21, 1967: that the “national sponsors” of the march would generate “possibilities of unprecedented breadth.”33
 

After Vietnam Week, Spock's Red friends were not about to let this big fish slip away. Six months later the doctor was tasked with participating in chaotic demonstrations in Washington, D.C. The rallies, held on October 21, 1967, involved thirty thousand to sixty thousand participants, and included the uprising outside the Pentagon, where as many as a thousand protesters were arrested. Spock joined seven other speakers at the Lincoln Memorial, including Dave Del linger; Dagmar Wilson, a New Mobe cochair; John Wilson, who made a plea for a moment of silence in memory of the late Che Guevara; and Lincoln Lynch, who urged American soldiers in Vietnam to “lay down their arms by the thousands and come on home and fight.” A host of Communist organizations and front groups were present, such as the pro-Chinese Marxist-Leninist Revolutionary Action Movement.34
 

It was no coincidence that companion demonstrations were held the same day in Moscow, Paris, Tokyo, Stockholm, Munich, and five major cities in Canada. There was even a companion Vietnam Week staged behind the Iron Curtain (October 15–21), as the Hungarian Peace Council showed solidarity with the comrades in the United States. The Soviet-controlled World Peace Council had issued a call: “The organizations and groups working for peace in Vietnam should mark October 21 … by demonstrations in many countries and towns.”35
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Whether Spock knew it or not, he was part of—actually, a central figure in—a concerted international Marxist campaign to undermine America in Vietnam. The Communists had drummed up a stellar global protest against America, and Dr. Benjamin Spock was there as a poster boy.
 

Dr. Spock on Vietnam

Dr. Spock was suddenly the toast of the American Communist movement, which now offered him all kinds of awards, honors, and, most assuredly, platforms. One group that commended and joined him at the dais was the National Emergency Civil Liberties Committee, the creation of Corliss Lamont and I. F. Stone. The “civil liberties” committee marketed itself to non-Communist liberals as a gallant fighter for First Amendment freedoms against the tyranny of McCarthyism; the group sponsored the National Committee to Abolish HUAC.36
 

Dr. Spock would soon pay back his new friends on the far Left with a gem of a gift: a major screed against the war in Vietnam, which was published in 1968, and titled simply Dr. Spock on Vietnam.37 The cover of the short book (less than a hundred small pages, with large print) was an eye-grabber, appropriate for the great childcare advocate: a photo of a small Vietnamese girl, a toddler, abandoned on a sidewalk strewn with debris, crying—an unmistakable victim of war. The banner across the front cover cried out, “THE FAMOUS DOCTOR SPEAKS OUT!”
 

The book began with a foreword by Dr. Spock in which he stated, “I have never been a pacifist,” noting that he favored going to war against Hitler “long before we actually did.” Though an astute anti-Communist reader might deduce that Spock was merely mimicking the Communist Party line in late June 1941, the doctor quickly quelled that thought by noting that he also supported the Marshall Plan, the creation of NATO, and defending South Korea against Communist North Korea—none of which the likes of Frank Marshall Davis advocated. Turning to the subject of the book, Spock condemned President Lyndon B. Johnson for escalating the conflict in Vietnam “when he promised not to escalate.” Vietnam was different, he explained—poorly prosecuted by a bad president, illegally pursued, and not in America's national interest.
 

These were reasonable objections. The doctor had established credibility with readers.
 

From there, Spock and his coauthor, Mitchell Zimmerman (identified on the book jacket only as “a twenty-five year old New Yorker who has studied political science at The City College of New York and at Princeton University, where he received his Master's degree”),38 dove straight into the book's first and shortest chapter, titled “Babies and Vietnam.” It played right into the doctor's strength, and to the hearts of his readers. Spock and Zimmerman had adopted an emotionally effective writing approach.
 

The book, however, began to unravel at the end of that opening chapter—fittingly, the first time it quoted the New York Times, which was the dominant source of information the authors tapped to argue against the war. Their slight book quoted the Times at least thirteen times, while wisely avoiding quoting any of Spock's new comrades from the Communist movement: no Bettina or Herb Aptheker, no Dave Dellinger, no Corliss Lamont.39
 

Spock and Zimmerman cited a quote from the New York Times that made for an odd, off-theme conclusion to the first chapter—which was on “Babies and Vietnam,” remember. The Times had quoted an American infantryman in Vietnam as saying: “If you put it up [the war] to a vote among the G.I.’ s, we would all vote to chuck this whole place. They say we're stopping communism here, but that's just politics, just words.”40
 

Of course, it wasn't just politics and words; it was the objective. Perhaps the objective was being poorly pursued, but it was the objective nonetheless. And, of course, there was no way that “all” American GIs would vote to “chuck” the whole of Vietnam. This was nonsense, and a destructive assessment of the war. Spock and Zimmerman, however, took no pause to make such distinctions, allowing the quote to stand without comment. This was symptomatic of the overreach and simplistic analysis of the entire book.
 

The authors consistently likened the Vietcong—“communist patriots”41—to the American revolutionaries of 1776, even as the North Vietnamese battled for the antithesis of the American republic. “The Vietnamese people declared their independence from France,” Spock and Zimmerman wrote, “much as we declared our independence from England in 1776.” More so, “Their war of independence was fought by a united front of various political groups and was led by the communist patriot Ho Chi Minh.… Ho is sometimes called the George Washington of Vietnam.”42
 

Upon reading this book, moms who nursed their babies with copies of Spock's earlier books on their lap were probably wondering why America was not fighting with, rather than against, Ho Chi Minh and the Communists. Why would Uncle Sam be at war with George Washington?
 

Spock and his coauthor also maintained that the Vietnamese Communists were really nationalists—which, of course, was a refrain of the American Left each time a Communist movement sprang up in Asia, Africa, or Latin America, from the 1920s to the 1980s. These modern incarnations of Washington, Jefferson, and Franklin had earned the support of the population (though they were never elected). To drive home this point the authors marshaled “evidence” from a number of sources, including popular liberal columnist Joseph Alsop, Professor Howard Zinn, and New York Times reporter James “Scotty” Reston. They quoted Alsop, for example, saying that “it was difficult for me, as it was for any Westerner, to … imagine a communist government that was also a popular government and almost a democratic government.”43 But, lo and behold, argued Alsop, and Spock and Zimmerman, the North Vietnamese Communists had planned to take their country in that very direction—until America began blowing it up. Where was the true spirit of 1776?
 

Worse, argued Spock and Zimmerman, was America's true agenda in Vietnam: capitalist greed. “We first got involved in Vietnam,” the authors explained, “for the same reasons nations have always interfered in business of other peoples: they had something and we wanted it.… We feared that, if they [the Communists] won, our businessmen might not be allowed to get what they wanted from that part of the world.”44
 

It was as if Ho and his boys had fired their shot at Lexington and Concord, and Uncle Sam responded with napalm—solely because of greed, a lust for territory and money.
 

If that was not offensive enough to the American cause, Spock and Zimmerman claimed that America's South Vietnamese allies were akin to Nazi storm troopers—corrupt, degenerate village burners. As evidence, the authors predictably went back to the New York Times. Yet they also culled a new source: a young senator from Massachusetts named Edward “Ted” Kennedy.
 

Kennedy had just returned (January 1968) from a fact-finding trip to the refugee camps in South Vietnam.45 As Spock and Zimmerman noted, the senator had discerned that “half of the 30 million dollars a year the United States has given South Vietnam for refugee relief was finding its way into the pockets of government officials and province chiefs.”46 Kennedy complained of rampant corruption, the kind that was apparently absent—or at least not mentioned—among North Vietnamese officials.47
 

The authors described the South Vietnamese as moral reprobates who “extorted” and “executed,” who committed routine “acts of terror,” who “looted villages,” and who ran not refugee camps but “concentration camps,” as they  cruised around in Mercedes Benzes and as their wives wore the most expensive clothes and jewelry.48
 

Not that American soldiers were any better. Spock and Zimmerman cited a letter to Senator William J. Fulbright by a GI who claimed that “90 percent” of U.S. military attacks were waged against the people of South Vietnam. Basically, the authors argued, American soldiers were locking up the countryside of South Vietnam. Here again, for backing, the authors went to the New York Times and Ted Kennedy. Of the South Vietnamese who were now refugees, reported Senator Kennedy, “the vast majority—I would say over 80 percent—claimed that they were either deposited in camps by the Americans or fled to camps in fear of American airplanes and artillery. Only a handful claimed they were driven from their homes by the Viet Cong.”49
 

All of this the authors described in a section titled “Their Terror and Ours.” Spock and Zimmerman, drawing from Senator Kennedy, the New York Times, and other choice sources, portrayed South Vietnam as virtually one enlarged terror/ concentration camp, thanks to America and its soldiers. Millions had been forced into captivity, compliments of the Red, White, and Blue. At best, “only a handful” of South Vietnamese people (according to Kennedy) were refugees because of anything done by the Communists of North Vietnam. Everything was the fault of the anti-Communists, from the United States to South Vietnam.
 

The authors next sliced at the Domino Theory. They dismissed the crucial Soviet and Chinese involvement in the Vietnam War as unimportant by saying, “Today neither of the two major communist powers, Russia or China, is advancing toward our shores. Neither has any troops stationed in North or South Vietnam at the present time.”50 Besides, Spock and Zimmerman suggested, even if China were somehow involved in Vietnam, why would this be a bad thing? After all, Mao Tse-tung, like Ho Chi Minh, and like Fidel Castro, was a “revolutionary.” In Vietnam and China and Cuba, “The motivation for revolution is the same today as it was in 1776: the desire for justice and a better life.”51
 

In the very next sentence came perhaps the most tragic false prophecy in the book. Again dismissing fears of a spread of Communism in Asia, Spock and Zimmerman maintained that “Cambodia, right next door to Vietnam, is in no danger of revolution.”52
 

In fact, within only a few years of the publication of this book, the criminally insane Pol Pot and his vicious Communist Khmer Rouge would seize Cambodia and turn it into arguably the worst killing field in human history, with upwards of two to three million people slaughtered out of a population of only five to seven million over the course of barely four years.
 

Highly Recommended Reading—by the Vietcong

Dr. Spock's book was a smash among the political Left. The good doctor had joined the side of the antiwar “progressives.” And whether he knew it or not, he had also joined the same team as America's Communists, who could not have dreamed up a better teammate.
 

The book had another audience—a set of admirers much farther away. An eyewitness to this new Benjamin Spock book club was Lieutenant Robert Frishman, U.S. Navy, a twenty-eight-year-old former dental student turned Vietnam fighter pilot. Frishman, who received the Distinguished Flying Cross, nine Air Medals, two Navy Commendation Medals, and a Purple Heart, was shot down over hostile territory on October 24, 1967. He ended up being held in captivity for twenty-one months, until August 4, 1969.53
 

Once detained, Frishman and his fellow American soldiers were granted only antiwar information and propaganda permitted by their captors. Around 6 a.m. each day, they were awakened to a voice they called “Hanoi Hannah,” the Vietnamese equivalent of Japan's “Tokyo Rose” during World War II. They would end the day to the dulcet tones of Hanoi Hannah at 8 p.m. That was the routine.54
 

In between these voices of Vietnam, Frishman and his friends got intermittent doses of misinformation. Much of this material came courtesy of liberal Americans. “We would also get other information about the events in the United States,” Frishman later told Congress. “We would hear about the moratoriums, the peace marches.” The former POW politely expressed frustration at the ignorance of the “peace” activists as to how America's enemies exploited their presence at antiwar rallies: “I have people come to me and say, ‘I think I will go to one of those moratoriums because I am for peace.’ I say, ‘What does your participation in a moratorium mean?’”55 These “young, impressionable youth [get] swallowed up” by the ringleaders in these movements, said Frishman. Even the “well-educated,” the lieutenant said, were susceptible to being used, again and again.56
 

Lieutenant Frishman learned in captivity about New Mobe and SDS, and recalled reading an American magazine with a sparkling profile of Dave Dellinger, Dr. Spock's new best friend. Frishman and the other inmates suffered the news about the riots at the 1968 Democratic convention, which had greatly impressed the North Vietnamese; the convention blow-up became a handy propaganda tool to use against the soldiers. Frishman and the POWs also heard “quite a bit” about the Black Panther Party, Stokely Carmichael, and the assassination of Dr. King—all for the purpose of conveying to them the Frank Marshall Davis image of the “repressive” and “racist” American state.57
 

This negative information from the United States, explained Frishman, was used not only to try to demoralize the POWs but also to inspire the North Vietnamese. He said, “They use these statements … to gain support for their people, for their cause, to try to rally their troops—they say, ‘Look, this is the way the American people believe.’” He noted how his interrogators pulled antiwar material from the American press and “they shoved it down our throat.” The enemy had its favorite congressmen: Frishman most often heard the Vietcong quoting the remarks of Democratic senators William Fulbright, George McGovern, Eugene McCarthy, and Bobby Kennedy.58
 

The enemy also fed the POWs books. Originally the North Vietnamese gave them books published in Russia, Albania, China, North Korea, and other Communist countries, but Frishman told his captors that “all that stuff” was mere “propaganda” from the Communist world. So the Vietcong got smart, reaching for a better form of information: they gave the POWs selective readings from back home. Frishman recalled the authors most popular among the Vietcong prison guards, including Bertrand Russell, author of War Crimes in Vietnam, who started an “International War Crimes Tribunal,” which received funding from Ho Chi Minh's North Vietnamese regime;59 Wilfred Burchett, later identified as a Soviet agent;60 and a certain extremely popular book by Benjamin Spock—namely, Dr. Spock on Vietnam.61
 

Apparently, the doctor's antiwar work was a mainstay at the POW camp, used for regular drilling and anti-American indoctrination. Said Frishman: “Dr. Spock on Vietnam, I got to read that four or five times.”62
 

“The Progressive, True American People”

Nearly identical testimony came from another former POW, Doug Hegdahl. Hegdahl was a U.S. Navy petty officer from Clark, South Dakota, who received a number of ribbons and commendations during the war, including the National Defense Medal. On the night of April 6, 1967, he came to the deck of his ship, the USS Canberra, which was engaged in a firing mission off the coast of North Vietnam. (Contrary to the military expertise of Dr. Spock and Senators Kennedy and Fulbright, Hegdahl's ship was engaging enemy combatants, not children in villages.) “I came up on the deck and the next thing I remember I was in the water,” recalled Hegdahl, “and I can't tell you how I fell from my ship.”63
 

Hegdahl managed to regain his senses, kept afloat, and then swam for about five hours before he was picked up by a North Vietnamese fishing boat. The fishermen  treated him “reasonably well,” but when they brought him to shore, hostile North Vietnamese villagers turned him over to the village militia. He did not know the name of the village, though he did recognize the material he was handed: it was a “pamphlet on the Bertrand Russell War Crimes Tribunal and some cartoon clippings from the American papers.”64
 

Hegdahl was held in captivity for more than two years in multiple detention centers, including the infamous “Hanoi Hilton,” where men like future U.S. senator John McCain were brutally tortured and permanently disabled. Like Lieutenant Frishman, Hegdahl learned all about groups like New Mobe and antiwar activists like Dave Dellinger from his Communist captors. He was saturated with the thinking of individuals who were a virtual “who's who” of the April 1967 New York City antiwar rally headed up by Dr. Spock, including SDS leaders like Nick Egleson and Black Panther Stokely Carmichael.65
 

Carmichael, in fact, joined Hanoi Hannah in being broadcast over the airwaves in Vietnam, his voice used to demoralize Americans there. Hegdahl explained:
 

Stokely Carmichael's voice actually came over the radio at times to broadcast to the GIs in the South. At one time he was pleading with his brother, who was a soldier in South Vietnam, “What are you fighting for? Why are you fighting for the imperialists, the white imperialist power structure?” Then he went on to say, “Can you vote in Tennessee? Can you vote in Texas? No, you can't, so why are you fighting?”66

 

Asked explicitly whether it seemed that Carmichael had been “giving aid and comfort to the enemy,” Hegdahl did not hesitate to respond: “Definitely, yes.”67
 

The North Vietnamese who tortured and attempted to deprogram Doug Hegdahl and other POWs were big advocates of America's progressives. Hegdahl's captors told him “we want you to be loyal to the progressive, true American people.”68 The Vietcong looked earnestly for reading material from the progressives, to be furnished for the edification of America's boys in captivity. Two American newspapers were particular favorites of the Vietcong, Hegdahl said: “They quoted American papers such as, well, the New York Times and the Washington Post.” There was plenty of negative material in the Times and Post for the Vietcong to excerpt.
 

Hegdahl also recalled a series of pamphlets by Helen Boyden Lamb. A word on Lamb: Born Helen Elizabeth Boyden in Cambridge, Massachusetts, in May 1906,69 she attended Radcliffe College, where she received a bachelor's degree in 1928 and a Ph.D. in 1943. Her first husband, Robert Keen Lamb, died from cancer in 1952. Ten years later, she remarried and moved to New York City.
 

At that point there was a clear upsurge in Lamb's left-wing activities—evident in her private papers, which are housed at the Arthur M. Schlesinger (Sr.) Library at Harvard.70 Starting around the time of her remarriage, Lamb's name began to appear frequently in newsletters from the American Humanist Association, in works distributed by the National Emergency Civil Liberties Committee, in correspondence and even greeting cards with Vietnamese officials as high up as Ho Chi Minh himself, in letters to and from Owen Lattimore (one of the most duplicitous Communist suspects and sympathizers of the entire Cold War), through involvement with Religious Left clergy protesting the war, in dealings with numerous Communist front groups, and via her many speeches to student groups and civics clubs, ranging from the Columbia Student Union (October 3, 1963), to the Liberal Club at Rutgers University (April 22, 1964), to the Columbia University Humanist Society (November 12, 1964), to Americans for Democratic Action (November 18, 1964), to the New York City YWCA (May 14, 1965).
 

By 1964 Dr. Lamb was speaking out against the war at colleges, to civic organizations, on radio shows, and in published articles, pamphlets, and books. Her popular pamphlets, “The Tragedy of Vietnam,” started publishing in May 1964. In these and in her later book Vietnam's Will to Live (1972), she gloried in Vietnam's “steadfastness and resolve” against “America's frightful capacity and willingness to destroy.” As Doug Hegdahl attested, the Communist Vietcong so valued her work that they handed out her pamphlets to American POWs to attempt to convince U.S. soldiers of the injustice of their cause.71
 

One wonders whether Helen Lamb and other favored authors of the Vietcong were troubled when they heard the congressional testimony of former POWs like Doug Hegdahl and Robert Frishman and learned how their materials were being used to brainwash tortured American soldiers. More likely, the testimony reinforced their view that they were making a positive impact, far and wide, from the Heartland to Havana to Hanoi.
 

And no doubt, Dr. Helen Lamb could count on the encouragement of her spouse: Dr. Corliss Lamont.
 

Lamont surely assured his new wife that she was on the right track if the Vietcong enjoyed her work. After all, the Soviets had once enjoyed the work of Corliss and his ex-wife, Margaret.
 

Aside from Lamb's pamphlets and the articles from the New York Times and Washington Post, did the Vietcong prison guards provide Doug Hegdahl with any choice books? Oh, yes: There was Dave Dellinger's In the Teeth of War, as well as such antiwar books as I Protest and Vietnam! Vietnam! There was also, of course, the must-read, Dr. Spock on Vietnam.72
 

America's Doctor, and Hanoi's

As usual, the likes of Dr. Benjamin Spock could not imagine the full ramifications of their actions. Spock and his comrades likely had no clue of the extent to which they and their work were exploited by Communists at home and abroad, from New York City to Hanoi.
 

Spock's manifesto against the war in Vietnam—a Vietcong favorite—was far from the pediatrician's swan song. He found himself atop invite lists for every new and exciting Communist “offensive” against the war, frequently offered the chance to be a headline speaker.73 By 1972 he had veered so far to the left that he ran for president as the People's Party candidate, through which the children's doctor campaigned for legalization of abortion (pre–Roe v. Wade), gay rights, decriminalization of marijuana, socialized medicine, minimum- and maximum-wage caps, and other measures consistent with the permissive, libertine lifestyle of the flower children. Of course, his People's Party platform was also marked by staunch opposition to the Vietnam War.
 

To current knowledge, Dr. Spock was not a Communist or even a small “c” communist, even though he moved about as far left as one could at the time. Generally, he was a non-Communist liberal who came to adamantly oppose the war in Vietnam. Opposition to the war was not in itself troubling. Some of America's leading generals, such as Matthew Ridgway and Douglas MacArthur, had long warned of the peril of getting involved in a land war in Asia, and some of the nation's sharpest anti-Communists, including the theologian Bishop Fulton Sheen, were steadfast critics of the war.74 These and many other Americans practiced honorable dissent, reasonably questioning the Johnson administration's handling of the war as well as the immorality of total war.
 

Countless Americans achieved the task of protesting the war without being co-opted and humiliated by the Reds. Dr. Benjamin Spock was not among them. He was a dupe—over and over and over and over.
 

Dr. Spock was taken in in part because legions of students, duped and dupers, were there to aid and abuse him. Among the worst culprits was a hodgepodge of the oblivious and the insidious known as Students for a Democratic Society.
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RADICALS: BILL AYERS, BERNARDINE DOHRN, SDS, AND THE WEATHERMEN
 

 

 

As grown-ups like Dr. Spock misbehaved like political bad boys, some of the ’60s kiddies reveled in their big opportunity to defy authority. For many of them, it was a thrill to go to battle on manicured campus quads and take to city streets to denounce the “pigs” keeping people safe at home and the “fascist” military trudging through swamps, jungles, and landmines in Southeast Asia. Among the student movement's rank and file, surely at least some were more interested in the rush of the protests—in the accompanying sex, drugs, and psychedelic music—than in the actual matters being protested.
 

That said, the 1960s student movement was motivated by some genuine concerns. This youth culture raised legitimate questions about a war that seemed to have no end but produced a definitive list of names of the dead in the local paper. These young people also recognized that the outrageous treatment of black Americans for two centuries was overdue for redress.
 

The leadership of the student antiwar movement, in particular, was keenly interested in the issues. But their objectives, which the former student leaders will candidly discuss even today, were different from—and far more militant than—those of the young non-Communist liberals they enlisted for their rallies and protests. Those objectives were colored Red rather than the sunny rainbow of peace placards. The dedicated comrades leading the way really did want a revolution all right—and many still do. And they found their dupes among the rank-and-file protesters.
 

One of the most prominent of these student movements was Students for a Democratic Society (SDS). Categorizing SDS's melting pot of antiwar activists is  no easy task, but the leadership of this group—and especially of the contingent that splintered into Weatherman—makes for a fascinating case study of how the anti–Vietnam War movement morphed dramatically from “peace” marches into something far more sinister.
 

After the 1967 spring uprising, and especially following the student strikes during Vietnam Week, SDS was invigorated. By the time of its annual national convention in June 1968, where it prepared to storm the Democratic National Convention in August, SDS boasted thirty thousand members and three hundred chapters across the United States, making it the largest radical student organization in the nation. It was ready for big things.
 

Socialist Origins

Though a ’60s group, SDS could trace its origins back much earlier. Initially the group was known as the Student League for Industrial Democracy. Started in the early 1930s, it was the youth arm of the socialist League for Industrial Democracy, an organization founded early in the century by such high-profile socialists as politician Norman Thomas and authors Jack London and Upton Sinclair. In 1959 the Student League for Industrial Democracy changed its name to Students for a Democratic Society. The new SDS lifted the previous ban on Communists as members, and, in fact, welcomed Marxists with open arms. This was no surprise: many of the leaders were Marxists.1
 

SDS began attracting a variety of different types of Communists and Communist groups, such as the Maoist Progressive Labor Party. The SDS kids picked a curious time to lie with the Maoists: tens of millions of Chinese perished at the hands of Chairman Mao during his disastrous collectivization known as the Great Leap Forward (1957–60) and, later, during the human insanity known as the Cultural Revolution (1966–69). In September 1965 the League for Industrial Democracy severed all ties with SDS.
 

The most important player in the early SDS was Tom Hayden, born December 1939 in Detroit, Michigan. Hayden, unlike most of the SDS leadership, was not a red-diaper baby. His close friend David Horowitz, who was a red-diaper baby, notes that Hayden harbored what Irving Howe once described as an “obscure personal rage,” possibly from his upbringing by an alcoholic father with whom he was not on speaking terms. “Tom was indeed an angry man,” records Horowitz, “who seemed in perpetual search of enemies.”2
 

Hayden began his activism as a student at the University of Michigan, eventually  an SDS hotbed. He served as SDS president in 1962 and 1963, drafting the organization's founding charter, the Port Huron Statement. This manifesto contained a historically neglected but crucial section on a perceived plague facing America, a “major social problem”—anti-Communism. This section of the statement was written by Hayden's mentor, Richard Flacks, whose parents were Communist schoolteachers.3
 

Hayden's fame and impact would spike up in 1968. He was a ringleader of the demonstrations at the Democratic National Convention that summer, and his activities in Chicago were nothing short of scandalous, especially his deceptive provocations.4 He was arrested at the convention, becoming one of the “Chicago Eight” charged with inciting the uprising, along with such radicals as Jerry Rubin and Abbie Hoffman.
 

Also in 1968, Hayden and an SDS delegation traveled to the Communist bloc, where, according to observer Sol Stern, who was there as a privileged correspondent for the radical Ramparts, “The SDSers held a seminar with the Communists on how to conduct their psychological warfare campaign against the United States.”5 Hayden's notoriety surged when he took one of his controversial trips to Cambodia and Vietnam with the young actress Jane Fonda, daughter of liberal actor Henry Fonda, who, along with Humphrey Bogart, had been one of the members of the 1947 Committee for the First Amendment, which protested the work of the House Committee on Un-American Activities.
 

Of course, Jane Fonda is herself a huge story. The wealthy young actress was a go-go girl for Communism, regularly telling student audiences: “If you would understand what Communism was, you would pray on your knees that we would someday be Communist.”6 Once arriving in Hanoi, she became a cheerleader for the Vietcong.7 The trip was arranged (in part) by Wilfred Burchett, who was later identified by KGB defector Yuri Krotkov as a Soviet agent; Burchett also reportedly helped script Fonda's talks.8 The actress became the toast of the Communist world for her “heroics” on behalf of “anti-imperialism” and anti-Americanism. Her face was splashed across media everywhere—especially by an ecstatic Communist press. As pretty Jane Fonda flirted and cavorted with the Communist enemy, tight clothes, wavy hair, curvaceous figure, fist in the air, grinning aboard and aside Vietcong weaponry, the Soviets and North Vietnamese were smitten.
 

And so was Tom Hayden. His first marriage was finished; shortly after Fonda's theatrics in Southeast Asia, he married the actress.
 

By that point, SDS was finished as well. It had splintered into rival factions, the most infamous being a domestic Communist-terrorist group called Weatherman.  The key leadership figures who made the transition from SDS to Weatherman were Bernardine Dohrn, Bill Ayers, Jeff Jones, Michael Klonsky, Carl Davidson, John Jacobs, Kathy Boudin, and Mark Rudd. Some of them remained with Weatherman, going underground, in some cases as fugitives from the law, and forming the Weather Underground, whereas others fell away from the faith and the movement—but never completely.
 

The Ringleaders

Among the ringleaders in the transition from SDS to Weatherman was Bernardine Dohrn, born Bernardine Ohrnstein in Milwaukee, Wisconsin, in January 1942.9 The young Dohrn was raised in an upper-middle-class suburb. She led a normal life—high-school cheerleader, member of the dance club and honor society, editor of the student newspaper. She left Milwaukee to attend college and law school at the University of Chicago, graduating with bachelor's and law degrees in 1963 and 1967.
 

It was Dohrn's early work in law that brought her into contact with Communist radicals, as she began working for the National Lawyers Guild, the legal bulwark for CPUSA. In 1967 she headed to New York to work with the guild. Through that association she began to emerge on the national scene.
 

In 1968 Dohrn was an active participant at the January meeting of the National Lawyers Guild, along with comrades Tom Hayden and Rennie Davis, plus about a dozen others. So close was Dohrn to the guild that the minutes for the group's January 26, 1968, meeting actually listed her address as 5 Beekman, New York, NY 10038—the address of the guild offices.10 It was as if she and the National Lawyers Guild were one and the same, though the former Milwaukee schoolgirl managed to drift even to the left of her comrade counselors.
 

A few months later, at the June 1968 annual SDS convention, Dohrn and Michael Klonsky—two of the organization's three newly elected national secretaries—announced in a public session that they were Communists.11 By August, Dohrn was front and center in Chicago, playing her part in igniting the city and undermining the Democratic convention.
 

She was present, too, at the October 1968 congressional hearings on the Democratic convention. Her name was raised several times, to the point that counsel in the audience interjected to ask committee chairman Richard Ichord if the young lady could step forward to “respond to her name.”12
 

The Midwest girl had a couple of steadies in the movement. Her first beau  was Jeff Jones, an SDS leader five years her junior. As the New York regional organizer for SDS, Jones coordinated the rabid chapters at Columbia and Cornell, the heirs of the 1920s radicals in New York City and Ithaca. He was one of three SDS organizers invited to Hanoi in December 1967 by the Vietnamese Student Union. Jones, too, was on hand to disrupt the 1968 Democratic convention in Chicago.13 By the fall of 1969 he had joined Bernardine in at least one incident that Congress categorized as a “SDS-initiated act of violence or demonstration advocating violence.” Also that fall, Jones was involved in (without Dohrn) what Congress called an “SDS invasion” of several Pittsburgh high schools.14
 

Another younger man to Dohrn's liking was Bill Ayers, who took Bernar-dine's hand from Jeff Jones. A Chicago native, Ayers was, like Corliss Lamont, like Fred Field, a champion of the proletariat who was born with a silver spoon in his mouth. His father, Thomas Ayers, was CEO of Commonwealth Edison of Chicago and a big shot in the corporate world who served on the boards of companies, foundations, and universities. His well-born son would demand that others (under force of government fiat) give up their possessions while not surrendering his own. In fact, as author Daniel J. Flynn reports, Bill Ayers “still accepted his allowance [from his father] despite engaging in parricidal rhetoric, rationalizing that it was fine by him if his dad bankrolled the revolution.”15
 

Like Tom Hayden and Arthur Miller before him, Ayers was a student at the University of Michigan, preparing for a life of revolution and education.16 The University of Michigan was the right place for Ayers's budding interest in educational development. During this period, the University of Michigan, which had proudly hosted John Dewey's first academic appointment, produced influential textbooks for the field of education with titles like Training for Change Agents: A Guide to the Design of Training Programs in Education and Other Fields.17
 

Ayers would spend the rest of his life seeking to be a “change agent” and working to advance the political careers of “change agents.”
 

Initially, however, that change was not coming quickly enough for him—or for his comrades over at Columbia.
 

The Columbia Cell

As in the 1920s, Columbia University had itself quite a crew in the 1960s. The roster was so loaded that it is difficult to condense it to a short list.
 

Among others, there was Howard Machtinger, who earned bachelor's degrees in sociology and English from Columbia in 1966 before moving on to do graduate  work in sociology at the University of Chicago, where he would be on-site for the SDS-Weatherman eruptions.
 

Also at Columbia was John Jacobs. Born in September 1947, Jacobs was raised in a far-left family where he imbibed the readings of Karl Marx. His father, Douglas, was a well-known leftist journalist. Young John enrolled at Columbia in 1965.
 

Arriving at the university that same semester was Mark Rudd, who became Jacobs's best friend, and would become the most influential of the entire Columbia apparatus.
 

Rudd was born Mark William Rudnitsky in Irvington, New Jersey, in June 1947. His mother and father were non-Marxist Jewish immigrants from Poland and Lithuania. His parents, hardworking and more blue-collar, had a very different worldview from the Jacobses and other parents of radical Columbia children.
 

After struggling to find his place in the world as an uneasy youth, and spending many hours on a couch talking to his psychiatrist, Rudd found his calling at Columbia University, where he ended up heading the school's SDS chapter. He practically set the college on fire. Columbia was the perfect place for Rudd, given its history, its far-left activism, and its reinforcement of Communists.
 

Drawn to Rudd and the boys were several female comrades, particularly Kathy Boudin, another founding member of SDS and Weatherman. Boudin was born May 19, 1943, to a family of prominent Jewish Marxists and progressives in New York City. This included an uncle, Louis Boudin, who was a well-known theoretician, and her father, Leonard Boudin, who was a Harvard constitutional law professor and National Lawyers Guild attorney whose clients included Paul Robeson, the Socialist Workers Party, the National Emergency Civil Liberties Committee (for which he served as general counsel), Fidel Castro, and Benjamin Spock. Leonard's brother-in-law was I. F. Stone.18
 

Of course, the Boudins’ identification with the workingman went only so far. They lived in an opulent New York brownstone that the hit 1980s sitcom The Cosby Show later used as the façade for the wealthy TV family's home.19 Such, of course, has always been the arrangement between the Left's leaders and the masses they purport to represent: the apparatchiks get their dachas; the serfs get their ghettoes.
 

When Kathy Boudin was a little girl, her parents sent her to primary school at the Downtown Community School, a supplement to the Little Red School House, which was founded in the early 1920s by New York Communists and progressives. There, Kathy met musical talents like Pete Seeger, who regularly played and taught at the school, and who performed at the summer “Commie camps” where the New York faithful sent their children (the Red version of Vacation Bible School).20
 Other New York comrades placed their children in the Downtown Community School, including Franklin Folsom, a writer for TASS, the official Soviet news agency; Simon Gerson, editor of the Daily Worker; and V. J. Jerome, editor of the Communist Party's theoretical journal Political Affairs. Famed anthropologist Margaret Mead (a liberal, with graduate degrees from Columbia), also sent her daughter there, and Lillian Hellman was on the school's board of trustees.21
 

The leftist parents and the administrators at the school frequently bickered: Stalinists versus Trotskyites, progressives versus Communists, liberal Christians versus secular liberals, observant Jews versus nonobservant Jews. The only theories they universally adhered to were those of John Dewey, their unifying force. The director of the Downtown Community School was Norman Studer, a Ph.D. student of Dewey at Columbia. While a teacher at the Little Red School House, he had taken his pupils on field trips to Communist May Day parades. He also wrote for New Masses.22
 

As Kathy Boudin matured, she entered radical circles of her own. She dated one of the sons of convicted Soviet atomic spies Julius and Ethel Rosenberg (the Soviets’ code name for Julius was “Liberal”).23 When she went to college at Bryn Mawr, her academic “role model,” according to Boudin family biographer Susan Braudy, was Corliss Lamont, a close friend of her father.24 She was already to the left of her father when Mr. Boudin decided to send her to the Soviet Union for fifteen months of study in 1965. There she held forth on a Soviet collective, endeavoring to enlighten the young Soviet masses about how American fascists responded to Communism with hysteria. She was taken aback, however—not only by the poverty of the Soviet youngsters but also by their insistence that the Soviet system was far worse than anything Joe McCarthy had done in America. “How many of your friends, for all their protests, are in jail now?” they asked her. Boudin's answer: none.25
 

Returning to the United States, Boudin knew where to go to find youth who actually believed in Communism: Columbia University. While organizing protests from New York City to Chicago, she hooked up with the Columbia contingent to drink in the bountiful opportunities for campus Communist politics that only this radical university afforded.
 

Who Are We Fighting? Liberal Democrats

All of these young activists were against the Vietnam War, of course. But they were also against the Democratic Party, and against liberals.
 

As a freshman at Columbia, Mark Rudd learned this quickly from his senior classmates. “The liberals say the war in Vietnam is a well-intentioned mistake,” a classmate lectured Rudd from a platform in March 1966, in one of the earliest campus protests of the war. “Bullsh-t! It was the liberals who started it.”26
 

These youngsters did not like Lyndon Johnson. They had not liked John F. Kennedy. They were against the war well before Republican Richard Nixon was its commander in chief. “Hey, hey, LBJ, how many kids did you kill today?” Columbia's comrades chanted as they marched down Fifth Avenue from Ninety-first Street to Seventy-second Street.
 

In his 2009 memoir, Underground: My Life with SDS and the Weathermen—a depraved but commendably honest tell-all—Mark Rudd made plain that he and his fellow apparatchiks were fighting against liberal Democrats. “It was the liberal enemy [that was] trying to destroy our movement,” wrote Rudd. “Liberals, including Robert Kennedy, his martyred brother John, and LBJ had given us Vietnam in the first place.”27 Again, this is a point that many of today's liberals seem not to grasp.
 

If the young radicals were fighting against liberals, who were they fighting for? Like so many others in the antiwar movement's upper echelons, plenty of the ringleaders favored the enemy; they were for the North Vietnamese, and for Communism. They were pro-Mao, pro-Castro, pro-Che, pro-Lenin, and some were even pro-Stalin. Very few were working-class kids. Most, in fact, had been pampered rich kids, red-diaper babies from well-off, highly educated families in New York and the Northeast.28 Rudd made this clear in his memoir, in which he acknowledged that he and his fellow Ivy League Marxists made frequent trips into blue-collar neighborhoods around the country, especially in Chicago, to preach to the proletariat, only to get beaten up by the “greasers.” This saddened the enlightened apparatchiks: the unwashed, ignorant masses did not know what was good for them; the brave new world would need to be imposed upon them.
 

But they were reinvigorated when they got back to the anointed halls of Columbia. There, said Rudd, he would listen in rapt attention at SDS meetings, captivated by “passionate debates by upper-classmen and graduate students about China's Cultural Revolution, the Cuban revolution, the nature of American class society.… They all agreed on one solution, Marxist revolution.”29 In addition to the writings of Mao, Lenin, and Marx, the young Reds gobbled up the writings of secret Soviet agent Wilfred Burchett, which the Vietcong were simultaneously force-feeding to American POWs at the Hanoi Hilton.30
 

Speaking of those POWs, in 1967 Rudd got himself a cherished gift: a titanium ring hammered from the debris of a downed U.S. aircraft in Vietnam. He  couldn't wait to put it around his finger. “I wore mine proudly for years afterward,” said Rudd.31
 

Crass as that sounds, it was not unusual. Another New Jersey kid at Columbia, Michael Lerner—later editor of the Jewish spiritual magazine Tikkun and (in the 1990s) celebrated “Politics of Meaning” guru to First Lady Hillary Rodham Clinton—exchanged such rings with his bride during their wedding ceremony. His wife had brought them back from North Vietnam, with the metal from the downed fuselage to be an eternal symbol of their love, the consummation of a radical marriage.32 Such rings were a badge of honor to certain Columbia faithful.33
 

Rudd also found inspiration in Che Guevara's dispatch of “undying militancy” just before he was killed in Bolivia: “Our every action is a battle cry against imperialism and a battle hymn for the people's unity against the great enemy of mankind: the United States of America. Wherever death may surprise us, let it be welcome.”34
 

Mark Rudd and his Communist friends mourned the death of their beloved Che. Now they would elevate him as their “revolutionary martyr and saint” (Rudd's words) at the funeral of the United States of America, the great enemy of mankind.35 They would fight for Che, Fidel, Cuba, and the USSR, and against LBJ, JFK, and the United States.
 

This was their religion, their faith. Che was their Jesus Christ: “Like a Christian seeking to emulate the life of Christ,” Rudd remembered, “I passionately wanted to be a revolutionary like Che, no matter what the cost.”36
 

Blowing Up Columbia

To that end, Rudd led riots on the Columbia campus. Most infamously, he spearheaded the shocking Columbia student revolt of 1968. Rudd and the other youth protesters shouted obscenities at the administration through bullhorns, smashed windows, broke down doors, pillaged and seized the offices of the president, occupied university buildings, and shut down the entire campus. At long last at Columbia, it was October 1917; the revolution had finally commenced. As Rudd wrote in his SDS pamphlet, titled simply “Columbia,” “It was no accident that we hung up pictures of Karl Marx and Malcolm X and Che Guevara and flew red flags from the tops of two buildings.”37
 

Columbia, declared the agitators, was “liberated.” But in reality the scene was a tragedy. It is a shame that the Potemkin Progressive professors who forty years earlier had sown the seeds for this destruction were not there to witness the bitter fruits of their political indoctrination. John Dewey had long since passed away.  Even the once duped who had come to their senses about the Communists, like Whittaker Chambers, had died. Thomas Merton, devoutly focused on transcending this fallen existence and rising above its inanities—he was now a Trappist monk—unexpectedly perished that year at the age of fifty-three.
 

Of course, Corliss Lamont probably enjoyed every minute. He likely strolled to the scene from his New York apartment to bask in the images of Lenin, as he and his wife had once done in Moscow. Likewise, Columbia's Religious Left clergy was inspired by the violent revolt. The Protestant pastors were invigorated with a heightened sense of “social justice.” As Diana Trilling described the clergy reaction to the student occupation, they “threw themselves with hearts bleeding and souls aflame into this newest movement of youthful idealism.”38
 

As usual, the Religious Left was there as sucker. This time, however, the academic Left was not so willing. College presidents shuddered in fear at the student takeover. Well, not all college presidents:The University of Chicago's Robert Maynard Hutchins, a favorite of Frank Marshall Davis because of his scathing attacks on “Red-baiting,” “witch-hunting” anti-Communism, was impressed by the student coup. The former chancellor suggested that the plotters “not only should be granted full amnesty for taking over five college buildings for six days, but should be honored at special graduation ceremonies for forcing open the door to university reform.”39 Heretofore, Columbia had not been far enough to the left for Dr. Hutchins.
 

Hutchins had one thing right: the doors certainly had been forced open; most, in fact, had been kicked down. As a Newsweek cover attested, Rudd and the children were in charge.40 Student strikes ensued, and a general rage enveloped Columbia for weeks. It was sheer madness. It was violence—what Rudd himself dubbed “total war” on campus.41 It had been orchestrated, from the top, by Com-munists—American Communists. And there to supply marchers for the young Bolsheviks were the liberal innocents, likewise protesting “the war.”
 

Again, the ringleaders knew much more than the dupes who offered the bodies to fill the streets. One can only hope that some of the naïve at least raised an eyebrow at the sight of Red flags hoisted atop Columbia University's seized buildings at the moment of “victory.”
 

To the SDS radicals, Columbia had now richly earned the mantle of Che Guevara. The comrades envisioned it as their own version of Moscow State University. More than that, they saw the uprising as just a start. The goal was to remake campuses across the country in Columbia's image. SDS national secretary Carl Davidson said that the “Columbia rebellion” had provided a model for the nation. Likewise, in Ramparts magazine, edited by young Communists David Horowitz and Peter Collier, who today are prominent anti-Communist conservatives, Tom  Hayden employed a new battle cry, a paraphrase of Saint Che's mantra for Vietnam: “Create two, three, many Columbias!”42
 

And Mark Rudd and the Columbia militants had much more in store. Within a year of the student revolt, Rudd writes, “Columbia would give birth to the ‘revolutionary’ faction known as Weatherman.”43
 

From SDS to Weatherman

Not surprisingly, the political harlot that was Columbia University spawned a wretched child in Weatherman.
 

Rudd succinctly sums up the bastard son that he, more than any other figure, created: “My friends and I formed an underground revolutionary guerrilla band called Weatherman which had as its goal the violent overthrow of the United States government.”44
 

That was the stated objective of the Weathermen: the violent overthrow of the United States government. The ’60s Communists were not much different from CPUSA; both sides shared the same end goal, differing only in means, and candor and maturity.
 

The shift toward Weatherman was the culmination of a deep split within SDS. The hardcore Marxists among the SDS leadership had balkanized into different factions, from Maoists to followers of Che and Fidel and even to Stalinists. One Stalinist was Mike Klonsky, the SDS national secretary based in Chicago. Klonsky had Communism in his bloodline, particularly from his father, who, according to liberal lore, was another of those innocent practitioners of civil liberties hounded by the evil Joe McCarthy. Rudd recalls a meeting in 1969 when Klonsky “several times” told Rudd and Howard Machtinger that “Stalin is the cutting edge.” This “adulation of Joseph Stalin” (Rudd's description) made no sense to Rudd and Machtinger.45 Such internal differences drove a wedge between SDS principals, which led Rudd and others to break off with Weatherman.
 

Another critical area of separation involved the divergent feelings about violence. The typical rank-and-file SDSer was an antiwar, pro-peace, nonviolent liberal, whereas certain leaders—Rudd among them—openly expressed their commitment to violence in order to hasten the revolution. Mercifully, endorsements of violence woke up some of the duped non-Communist liberals in SDS. Eventually the more violent among the SDSers formed Weatherman. In addition to Rudd, Weatherman would include such bomb-setting fanatics as Bernardine Dohrn and Bill Ayers.
 

Two events in Chicago in 1969 precipitated the formation of Weatherman. First, there was the final SDS national convention. It opened June 18, 1969, at the Chicago Coliseum on South Wabash, just down the street from the Chicago police headquarters, home of the “pigs” with whom Rudd and his violent cohorts prepared for war. With America and its policemen and servicemen as the identified enemy, Che's partisans were ready for action. It was at this convention that Rudd and his fellow militants began publicly referring to themselves as “Weathermen.”
 

Next, with Rudd, Ayers, Dohrn, John Jacobs, and Jeff Jones taking the lead, the cadre came together in the protest they called the National Action, held in Chicago October 8–11, 1969. The group gathered under the banner “BRING THE WAR HOME!”—Jacobs is credited as the author of that slogan—and issued battle cries like “Ho, Ho, Ho Chi Minh, NLF is going to win!”46
 

The National Action had been planned a year earlier in Boulder, Colorado. Jacobs had drafted the resolution, which was titled “The Elections Don't Mean Sh-t—Vote Where the Power Is—Our Power Is in the Street.” Jacobs declared an “all-out civil war over Vietnam” and against “fascist U.S. imperialism.”47
 

Rudd affirmed the plan of action: “In Chicago the pigs have to be wiped out. We're going to fight with violence and wipe out Chicago.” SDS planned to have fifteen thousand student demonstrators on hand for the event, which coincided with the trial of the Chicago Eight.48 Joining Rudd and Jacobs for the festivities were Ayers, Dohrn, Tom Hayden—on hand for an inspiring pep talk—Michael Klonsky, David Gilbert, Kathy Boudin, and the other usual suspects. What ensued was an organized riot, commenced on October 5, when the “flower children” dynamited the statue commemorating the Chicago police who had been killed in the 1886 Haymarket Riot. As far as the “students” were concerned, these men were not Chicago's finest but jackbooted swine. In the ensuing upheaval the protesters violently clashed with more than a thousand policemen.
 

Mayor Daley's police won the battle, but it was not a total loss for the student revolutionaries. They found solace in the roughly thirty “pigs” they injured and in the city official who was paralyzed.49
 

The day after that initial rampage, with the student Reds bruised and cut and beaten, or locked in jail, Bernardine Dohrn, the former cheerleader, tried to boost the spirits of the protesters at a rally in Grant Park. She was anointed the commissar to spearhead the Women's Militia.
 

Coincidentally, that fall of 1969 marked the fiftieth anniversary of the founding of the American Communist Party in that same city. These young Reds were the heirs of those Marxist forebears. They walked the same streets where Charles  Ruthenberg, long since buried at the Kremlin, excitedly reported to the Comintern back in the fall of 1919. At the Kremlin, Ruthenberg's corpse now rested close to Lenin in body; at Chicago, the comrades from Columbia and the University of Michigan and elsewhere were close to Lenin in spirit.
 

Men of God, Days of Rage

The National Action had become the “Days of Rage.” This was one of the ugliest incidents in the history of Chicago.
 

The radicals who orchestrated this violence had the help of dupes, of course. Naïve non-Communist liberals helped the protesters deal with a sticky issue: where would this large radical contingent, upwards of six hundred organizers, find housing? There was no easy solution, especially since many were already wanted by the law for violent activities.
 

The Religious Left stepped up to help. The liberal mainline denominations in Chicago and nearby Evanston established a special group to find housing for the young folks.50 As Mark Rudd put it, many of the protesters stayed in “churches loaned to us by sympathetic clergy.”51
 

According to the official congressional investigator tasked to probe the incident, the revolutionaries stayed at University Disciple Church in Chicago and, in Evanston, at St. Luke's Lutheran Church, Covenant Methodist Church, and Garrett Theological Seminary. At Garrett a police officer was beaten.52
 

The clergy had laid down one condition for the dope-smoking, weapons-toting militants: no dope or weapons in the churches. That simple rule, naturally, was violated. The Vietcong had used “sanctuaries” in Cambodia to launch attacks on American troops inside Vietnam, and now the young radicals used literal sanctuaries to stage assaults on their domestic enemies: the “pigs” that had always protected these churches and their congregations.
 

Of course, the folks in the pews were not thrilled when they caught wind of this news. Members of the congregations and people from the surrounding community soon demanded that the duped preachers expel the extremists from their houses of worship. Fighting the fight for “social justice,” the good reverends sided with the marijuana smokers.
 

In one case, the police were forced to enter the Covenant Methodist Church with warrants to arrest those who had engaged in violent action. There, reportedly, the Methodist minister complained that the police broke down the door. But as the congressional investigator calmly explained during hearings, “They broke  the door down because the Weathermen had barricaded the door of the church and had refused to let the police serve the warrants.”53
 

The pastor was shocked at what was happening in his church—shocked, that is, by the behavior of the police.
 

War Council

As so often happens with extremist movements, the increasing violence among the revolutionaries was descending into a bloodlust.
 

Just a couple of months after the Days of Rage, the newly launched Weatherman organized an appropriately titled “War Council” meeting in Flint, Michigan. On December 27, 1969, some four hundred student troops attended the gathering, which the jocular activists described in the pamphlets as a “Wargasm.”
 

John Jacobs, with his knack for bombast, conjured up another fitting slogan: “We're against everything that's good and decent.”54
 

That vulgar certainty was made manifest when Bernardine Dohrn grabbed the microphone. True to form, the militant Milwaukee maiden went on a scorching rant. She described the group's mission thusly: “We're about being crazy motherf—ers and scaring the sh-t out of honky America!”55
 

As if at a radical revival meeting, Mark Rudd got caught up in the fervor. He found himself uttering words he later regretted: “It's a wonderful feeling to hit a pig. It must be a really wonderful feeling to kill a pig or blow up something.”56
 

Likewise moved by the spirit, Kathy Boudin declared all mothers of white children to be “pig mothers.” Invoking the unity of the Christmas season, she led the faithful in a new rendition of Bing Crosby's “White Christmas”: “I'm dreaming of a white riot … ,” she sang. Boudin then shouted about “doing some sh-t like political assassinations.”57
 

Bernardine Dohrn wanted to do even more. Much as Lenin was always adding to his list of “harmful insects”—the people destined for death or the gulag—Dohrn's category of “pigs” was rapidly expanding. In the very recent past, the pigs had been America's police and boys in Vietnam. Now Dohrn applied the “pigs” label to the innocent people whom the Charles Manson “family” had brutally murdered earlier that year. The future children's rights advocate expressed no sympathy for the victims of the satanic Manson brood, who broke into homes and mutilated a host of innocent people—including a married couple, the LaBiancas; the actress Sharon Tate, eight and a half months pregnant; three of Tate's friends; and a teenager named Steven Parent. Instead, Dohrn gleefully described the demonic  spectacle produced by the Manson “revolutionaries”—including their horrifying act of ripping open Tate's belly, slashing her unborn child. Dohrn thrilled: “Dig it! First they killed those pigs. Then they ate dinner in the same room with them. Then they even shoved a fork into the victim's stomach! Wild!”58
 

One would like to say that this moment of gory madness shocked even the hardcore in the room, but that would not be accurate. The faithful, from Dohrn's sweetheart, Bill Ayers, to everyone else in the hall, knew that she was serious59—and they dug it. As Mark Rudd reported, the assembled “instantly adopted as Weather's salute four fingers held up in the air, invoking the fork left in Sharon Tate's belly.”60
 

Rudd translated this message for the wider world: “The message was that we sh-t on all your conventional values, you murderers of black revolutionaries and Vietnamese babies. There were no limits to our politics of transgression.”61
 

No, there were not. This is not quite the flowery image of the children dancing with daisies captured by modern hagiographers and ’60s documentarians.
 

A line had been crossed—the first steps into a dark world. As with the Jacobins after the first drop of the guillotine, the blood began to flow, rushing from the altar where Bishop Dohrn exhorted the faithful. A “new decade now dawned,” judged Rudd, as “the New Red Army marched out from Flint, exhilarated and terrified.”62 Exhilarated to commit terror.
 

Terrorism

The New Red Army that Rudd described was the Weather Underground. This was itself an offshoot of Weatherman, as the revolutionaries most committed to destructive action decided that “peace” marches must be replaced by domestic terror cells and bomb-making units. In time the Weather Underground would proudly take credit for upwards of a dozen bombings. Mark Rudd, Bernardine Dohrn, Bill Ayers, Kathy Boudin, David Gilbert, and Jeff Jones were among the violent founders of Weatherman who went underground. For at least some the decision to hide out was not a choice: they were wanted by the law for criminal acts and refusals to appear before courts to testify.
 

Violence was not the only reason to go underground: many of the comrades were inspired by, and even interacting with, foreign adversaries of the United States.
 

Ayers, for example, had been inspired by the Cuban revolution, by Fidel and Che. That is no small thing. At the time that Ayers dedicated himself to la revolucion, insurgent Marxist guerrillas had penetrated countries throughout the Western hemisphere,  and always with guns blazing—from Cuba to Peru, from Brazil to Colombia, from El Salvador to Nicaragua. Ayers and his youthful revolutionaries would not let the Communist groundswell miss the most important country: America.
 

The young American revolutionaries were embraced by Castro's Cuba, which sponsored Marxist subversion throughout the Western hemisphere. When the Weathermen went underground, Castro and his forces offered training and asylum in Cuba—including training by the KGB. Here the Weathermen continued the long and dishonorable tradition of American radicals traveling abroad to meet with representatives all over the Communist world, from Havana to Hanoi to Prague to Bratislava. To this day, the old comrades have not dared divulge details of such highly disturbing trips. Even Mark Rudd, in his otherwise tell-all memoir, did not address claims that he visited Castro's Cuba and that the uprisings he initiated at Columbia were in some way planned in Cuba.
 

Nevertheless, it seems clear—based on congressional reports, the recollections of ex-Communists, testimony by FBI informants, FBI investigations, and other sources63—that at least some of the Weathermen interacted with the Cubans. Weathermen looking to join the Cubans could be fed through the Cuban embassy in Canada. They could operate in clandestine cells, fronts, and “collectives,” so careful about secrecy that they would not carry cards or register in formal membership rolls. Such secrecy would be necessary because the group's activities were dangerous and illegal.
 

Consider, for example, the pipe-bomb attack on a San Francisco police station on February 16, 1970. The bomb, which detonated at Park Police Station at roughly 10:30 p.m., took the life of a young police sergeant named Brian V. McConnell, severely injured another officer, and hurt seven more.
 

The young Red storm troopers who organized this assassination never did a day in jail for it. Law-enforcement officials have long suspected that Ayers and Dohrn not only were involved in but actually orchestrated the attack, with Dohrn herself allegedly placing the bomb in the window.
 

FBI informant Larry Grathwohl pointed to Dohrn's hand in the operation. A Vietnam vet who penetrated SDS and the Weather Underground, Grathwohl implicated both Dohrn and Ayers in sworn testimony in the 1970s and in his 1976 book, plus numerous times since.64 He testified before the Democrat-controlled Senate Judiciary Committee on October 18, 1974, where he spoke at length, and under oath, about his relationship with Ayers and Dohrn, including how Dohrn personally (in Grathwohl's words) “had to plan, develop, and carry out the bombing of the police station in San Francisco.”65
 

Even as this book was being written, the San Francisco Police Officers Association  was still implicating Dohrn and Ayers, and demanding justice. In March 2009, for example, the police association issued public statements maintaining that “irrefutable and compelling reasons” established Dohrn and Ayers as responsible for the bombing.66
 

Of course, the San Francisco bombing was just the start of the violence for the Weather Underground.
 

On the other side of the country, Weather Underground troops began producing nail bombs to detonate at a military dance in Fort Dix, New Jersey, where the revolutionaries hoped to murder young Vietnam vets reunited for an evening of happiness with their wives.67 The plan backfired.
 

On March 6, 1970, in a borrowed apartment in the wealthy Greenwich Village section of New York City, three members of the Weather Underground were killed when a bomb they were manufacturing accidentally exploded. The dead revolutionaries were Diana Oughton, Terry Robbins, and Ted Gold, all dear friends of Rudd, Ayers, Dohrn, Boudin, Gilbert, Jones, Jacobs, and crew. Robbins and Gold had been Columbia comrades, with Gold having served as vice chairman of the school's SDS chapter. Oughton, meanwhile, had attended Bryn Mawr along with Kathy Boudin.
 

Oughton was another tragic case. Her upbringing stood apart from that of her red-diaper-baby friends. Her father was a Republican, a bank and restaurant owner, and her great grandfather reportedly founded the Boy Scouts of America. The happy debutante was radicalized in college, particularly after an all-night browbeating by Boudin, in which the SDS activist overwhelmed the innocent Illinois native with feelings of white guilt and indifference to injustice. With her new “social justice” conscience and sudden spurning of “bourgeois” values, Oughton rejected a marriage offer from a handsome quarterback at Princeton, trading in the life that would have spared her from violent death.68 The radicalization process continued once Oughton got to the University of Michigan, where she pursued a master's degree in education. She met Bill Ayers and Tom Hayden at the UM chapter of SDS.
 

Oughton's parents had already agonized over their “lost” little girl; now, on March 6, 1970, they would receive a phone call from hell.69
 

Two female Weathermen escaped the blast in the Greenwich Village apartment. One, who had been reclining in a cedar-lined sauna at the time of the explosion, fled naked from the scene. As the likes of actor Dustin Hoffman (who lived next door) looked on, the two survivors were helped by a neighbor, who happened to be the ex-wife of Henry Fonda, before they disappeared. The naked woman was Kathy Boudin, who had led Diana Oughton down her tragic path.70
 

One might think that this tragedy would have quelled the desire for destruction by America's Red revolutionaries. Not at all. There was little time or desire for remorse. Boudin was undeterred, living to play a part in another crime, with more dead victims, another day. When David Gilbert got the news (he was heading to target practice at the time), he immediately blamed the “pigs” for killing Gold, a friend from Columbia days. As Mark Rudd put it, the young Reds had three “brand-new martyrs, Diana, Ted, and Terry”—in addition to their beloved Che.71
 

The young revolutionaries could also count on adults to defend them. The “liberal” I. F. Stone—Corliss Lamont's “civil liberties” pal and Kathy Boudin's uncle—published a defense of the bombers, titled “Where the Fuse on That Dynamite Leads.”72
 

Prairie Fire

Although the former SDSers stayed underground, they continued to draw attention to their cause, and not just with bombings. The Weather Underground crafted a manifesto to address the masses. In 1974 the devoted radicals released Prairie Fire: The Politics of Revolutionary Anti-Imperialism, published as the “political statement of the Weather Underground.” It was signed by four members of the Weather Underground: Bill Ayers, Bernardine Dohrn, Jeff Jones, and Celia Sojourn.
 

“We are a guerrilla organization,” the authors explained. “We are communist women and men, underground in the United States for more than four years.” They went on: “We need a revolutionary communist party in order to lead the struggle, give coherence and direction to the fight, seize power and build the new society.”
 

“We have only begun,” continued the fanatical four. They vowed that “the only possibilities are victory or death.” This “revolutionary program” was one of “an urgent and pressing strategic necessity.” “Our intention,” they wrote, was “to disrupt the empire” of “U.S. imperialism,” “to incapacitate it.” “The only path to the final defeat of imperialism and the building of socialism is revolutionary war.” That “war,” the authors promised, “will be complicated and protracted. It includes mass struggle and clandestine struggle, peaceful and violent.… Without armed struggle there can be no victory.”
 

Che Guevara was the poster boy for Prairie Fire. Full pages inside the book featured loving illustrations of the godlike Communist revolutionary. “In our own hemisphere,” the authors wrote, “Che Guevara urged that we ‘create two, three, many Vietnams,’ to destroy U.S. imperialism … and opening another  front within the US itself.” The Weather Underground had opened that front. The “war” to defeat imperialism was being conducted under “THE BANNER OF CHE,” the authors said.
 

And if Democrats still, by now, could not discern that these Communists were not their friends, the four authors dedicated their manifesto to, among others, Sirhan Sirhan, the assassin of Robert F. Kennedy.
 

What's Twenty-five Million Dead Americans?

The same year that the Weather Underground announced its violent intentions in Prairie Fire, Larry Grathwohl gave even more alarming testimony about the terrorists. Grathwohl, the FBI informant, testified against SDS and the Weathermen before the Senate Judiciary Committee on October 18, 1974. In doing so he infuriated his erstwhile comrades, especially as he implicated Dohrn and Ayers in the San Francisco Park Police bombing. When they learned that Grathwohl was an informant, the Ivy League apparatchiks turned on him with a vengeance, posting his face on “WANTED” posters and labeling him a “pig infiltrator” who had committed “crimes against the people.” (See page 344.)
 

Before the Senate and in his book, Grathwohl bravely testified to the comrades’ willingness to kill innocents. He explained how Bill Ayers, discussing a planned bombing of the Detroit Police Officers Association building, told him and other plotters: “We blast that f—ing building to hell. And we do it when the place is crowded. We wait for them to have a meeting, or a social event. Then we strike.” Grathwohl noted to Ayers that a Red Barn restaurant nearby would get blown up in the process. Ayers, he said, was unconcerned, responding: “We can't protect all the innocent people in the world. Some will get killed.”73
 

Grathwohl offered an utterly chilling account in a videotaped interview he gave for the 1982 documentary No Place to Hide: The Strategy and Tactics of Terrorism.74 In it he spoke of a meeting he attended with twenty-five leaders of the Weather Underground.75 He pressed his comrades for some specifics as to how they planned to manage the massive social-political American reengineering project they all desired. Grathwohl recalled:
 

I brought up the subject of what's going to happen after we take over the government. You know, [once] we become responsible for administering, you know, 250 million people. And there was no answer. No one had given any thought to economics. How are you going to clothe and feed these people? “Pig infiltrator”: The Weather Underground distributed this “WANTED” poster when the radical organization discovered that Larry Grathwohl was an FBI informant.
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The only thing that I could get was that they expected that the Cubans, the North Vietnamese, the Chinese, and the Russians would all want to occupy different portions of the United States.

 

They also believed that their immediate responsibility would be to protect against what they called the “counterrevolution.” And they felt that this counterrevolution could best be guarded against by creating and establishing reeducation in the [American] Southwest, where we would take all of the people who needed to be reeducated into the new way of thinking and teach them how things were going to be.

 

I asked, “Well, what is going to happen to those people that we can't reeducate, that are diehard capitalists?” And the reply was that they'd have to be eliminated. And when I pursued this further, they estimated that they'd have to eliminate 25 million people in these reeducation centers. And when I say “eliminate,” I mean kill 25 million people.

 

I want you to imagine sitting in a room with 25 people, most of whom have graduate degrees from Columbia and other well-known educational centers, and hear them figuring out the logistics for the elimination of 25 million people.

 

And they were dead serious.76

 

Grathwohl's account may shock observers today, but no one should be surprised. Bear in mind that these young revolutionaries, educated at America's leading universities—and many of whom today teach at universities—were diehard Communists and moral relativists. They accepted that millions would need to die to usher in the “better world,” as Lenin, Stalin, Mao, Pol Pot, Che, and on and on and on, had always said.
 

Even milder Marxist murderers like Leon Trotsky, exiled by Stalin and thus deprived of adequate killing power, preached the necessity of eliminating innocents. As Trotsky famously said, the Bolsheviks would not arrive at the kingdom of socialism on a polished floor with white gloves. Blood would need to be spilled. The blood of innocents would consecrate the Communist ground.
 

Remember, too, that the Weather Underground gaggle was largely Maoist. Compared to Mao's death toll, twenty-five million was actually quite small—barely a third of the lives that the Chinese Communist tyrant took. Like Mao, and Stalin and Lenin and the others, the young revolutionaries professed no higher authority than their own, and were willing to do whatever suited their purposes.
 

The Weatherman's talk of reeducation centers should not come as a surprise either. It was fully in keeping with the group's Maoist model. This was Mao's  “Sinification” of Marxism, stripped bare. The American Maoists were planning to carry out precisely what they had long advocated. Such 1960s discussions among the SDSers at Columbia University had not been mere dorm-room “bull sessions.” They were serious—deadly serious.
 

Mark Rudd Bolts

The situation got so bad at the Weather Underground that some, like Mark Rudd, finally had enough.
 

Rudd was taken aback at the behavior of his companions, especially Bernardine Dohrn. He was struck by their paranoia. He saw a Stalinist purge mentality beginning to consume Dohrn and crowding in on the whole group, almost as if it were possessed. “The effort had degenerated into mindless Stalinism,” said Rudd.77
 

Rudd came to see that his and the others’ hopes and dreams had deteriorated into reckless madness. Now the demons haunted him. He plunged into despair, considering suicide. He later admitted that he had gone almost “crazy.”78
 

By 1976 Rudd was ready to leave the Weather Underground. He continued a life on the run as a fugitive for a while, but he finally turned himself over to authorities in New York in October 1977. He would never do jail time.
 

It was left to Bernardine Dohrn, Bill Ayers, and the remaining true believers to carry on the unholy crusade.
 

The Brinks Job

The Weather Underground was never able to match its heroes’ murder of millions, lacking the absolute power that mentors like Mao Tse-tung and Vladimir Lenin had achieved. Nonetheless, the group's hellions ruined more than a few lives.
 

In October 1981 the faithful pulled off an armed robbery of a Brinks security truck in Nanuet, New York, in which two more “pigs,” plus a Brinks guard, were murdered. One of the policemen was the only black officer on the force. This was ironic given that the perpetrators had done the job to finance a Communist war against racism in America, the apotheosis of which would be the establishment of a “New Afrika” in America's southern states.79
 

The Brinks attackers included Weathermen Judy Clark, David Gilbert, and Kathy Boudin. The conspirators were arrested. Boudin would do long-term prison time, with her father, counsel to other Communists, from Paul Robeson  to Fidel Castro, unable to save his client-daughter from jail. Clark and Gilbert received even longer sentences. Boudin and Clark would now teach their inmates about “social justice.”80 Gilbert is still in the penitentiary.81
 

Mark Rudd, who had been classmates with Gilbert at Columbia—together they had orchestrated the Columbia student revolt—described Gilbert as sensitive and brilliant. If not for the path he chose that led to a life in prison, Gilbert probably would have had “a career as a respected professor” in sociology, according to Rudd.82 No doubt, that is a fair estimation. Gilbert's story is yet another cautionary tale from a group whose radicalism and destructiveness are often sugarcoated today.
 

When he went to jail, Gilbert left behind a young son, Chesa, who was only fourteen months old at the time of the Brinks robbery. Chesa also lost his mother, who was none other than Kathy Boudin. With Chesa's parents both off to prison, Bill Ayers and Bernardine Dohrn offered to raise the orphaned child.
 

Boudin happily agreed. She turned over the nurturing of her son to the author of the four-finger salute that glorified the fork that had gashed the baby in Sharon Tate's womb.
 

From Terrorists to Tenured Radicals

Much more could be said about the Weathermen's destructive ambitions and terrorist activities, but even this brief synopsis conveys the human carnage they left in their wake. Of course, even then, Bill Ayers feels that he and his cohorts “showed remarkable restraint” in their activities—in light, that is, of American bombings in Vietnam.83
 

The radicals justified their own bombings as necessary to advance the revolution. They considered their depths of cruelty “appropriate” given what American “authorities” had done at home and were doing internationally. And generally, as Communists had always preached, they believed a measure of violence was necessary to create the better world.
 

One good thing did come from the radicals’ open advocacy of violent revolution: it finally awakened the duped liberals who supported them and (inadvertently) their goals. The ringleaders of the Weather Underground—people like Dohrn, Ayers, Jones, and Rudd—had been way too aggressive for the non- Communist liberals who truly wanted peace and not an “American Vietnam.” Rudd later acknowledged that he and his fellow militants had “made such disastrous mistakes on such a big level” and “played into the hands of the FBI—our sworn enemies. We might as well have been on their payroll.”84
 

Really, the old salts at CPUSA had done a much better job of duping than these amateurish revolutionaries of the ’60s. With the Weathermen trumpeting their plans for violent revolution, even the most delusional LSD droppers could recognize that the leaders’ objectives were far different from their own.
 

Many of the Weathermen, however, would not end up paying for their mistakes—or for their crimes. Aside from Kathy Boudin, David Gilbert, and Judy Clark, most of the comrades eluded prison time. Ultimately, Bernardine Dohrn and Bill Ayers avoided jail because of charges dropped due to prosecutorial problems. That escape from due justice has since prompted Ayers to celebrate: “Guilty as hell, free as a bird! America is a great country!”85
 

Free as a bird to pursue what? Ayers and others may have received the answer to that question as early as 1967, at a pre-Weatherman SDS conference held in Ann Arbor, Michigan, Ayers's academic home. The conference, held July 14–16, 1967, was staged by SDS's Radical Education Project and titled “Radicals in the Professions.”86 Dr. Quentin Young, the “SDS doctor” who would turn congressional hearings into a circus the following year, spoke on the importance of radicals entering the field of health care. But at the conference, the student radicals paid particular attention to the American educational establishment, especially higher education—and specifically departments of education, where they could train the future teachers of America.
 

Bill Ayers would eventually follow the Deweyan tradition of ushering in social and political change through education rather than politics—the latter of which had failed him and his fellow Marxist-Leninists. He and Dohrn both sought out the ivory tower again. They believed they had a lot to impart to America's youth and its future. Rudd, too, eventually ended up in education, teaching and lecturing at colleges.87 Basically, almost all of them would take that path.
 

And the contacts they would make in that capacity are nothing short of awe-inspiring. One of them, yet another product of Columbia University, would—forty years after that conference in Ann Arbor—become a political rallying point for the suddenly reborn SDS and Weather Underground “progressives.” He was a beacon for Ayers, Dohrn, Rudd, Hayden, Klonsky, Machtinger, Jones, and more. They would again come to Chicago, this time with a very different take on the man the Democrats were looking to send to the presidency. In 2008 they would organize yet again, this time working within the system, to help make this man—Barack Obama—president of the United States of America.
 

To achieve that goal, they would need to be very careful in publicly expressing their true feelings and motivations. Otherwise they would risk driving away the masses, especially traditional Democrats, moderates, and crossover voters. They  had made that mistake in the initial SDS split, losing the support of a huge number of non-Communists. In 2008 they would be vigilant not to repeat the error.
 

But that was still decades down the road. For now, they would need to wait. The twentieth century was far from finished.
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JOHN KERRY—AND GENGHIS KHAN
 

 

 

Lest anyone doubt that the USSR and its satellites manipulated the anti–Vietnam War movement in the United States, consider the testimony of one of the Soviet bloc's highest-ranking propagandists, Lieutenant General Ion Mihai Pacepa, a top Romanian intelligence official who worked closely with the KGB.
 

“During the Vietnam War,” said Pacepa (who, as noted, ultimately defected to the United States), “we spread vitriolic stories around the world, pretending that America's presidents sent Genghis Khan–style barbarian soldiers to Vietnam who raped at random, taped electrical wires to human genitals, cut off limbs, blew up bodies and razed entire villages. Those weren't facts. They were our tales.” Nonetheless, said Pacepa, millions of Americans “ended up being convinced their own president, not communism, was the enemy.”1
 

According to Pacepa, it was the odious Yuri Andropov, then head of the KGB (and later the Soviet supreme leader), who conceived this dezinformatsiya war—disinformation campaign—against the United States. The Soviets devoted exorbitant spending to the cause. Andropov told Pacepa that “people are more willing to believe smut than holiness.” Certainly that was often the case for the emotional Left.
 

“As far as I'm concerned,” Pacepa said elsewhere, “the KGB gave birth to the antiwar movement in America.”2
 

Pacepa probably gave too much credit to the KGB and not enough to LBJ. The Johnson administration's mismanagement of the war (and, of course, the draft) was what sent those college kids into the streets in the first place. That said, the  KGB exacerbated the discontent as much as possible, and received a helping hand from American Communists.
 

What the Soviet propagandists needed was American suckers, and they got them in spades from the non-Communist left—from those peace-loving liberals who yet again were far more suspicious of the anti-Communists than of the Communists.
 

Most of the Vietnam War protesters recoiled at the thought of donning a military uniform for their country at the time. Some of them came to hate America as much as they hated the war, literally spitting on returning men in uniform. Others, like the Weathermen, went further, hatching plans to kill GIs.
 

But one of America's most famous war protesters actually put on the uniform and stood for America in Vietnam. Because of that, his denunciations of the war carried far more credibility than did those of the pampered radicals at Columbia.
 

His comments, offered during well-publicized hearings in the U.S. Senate, must have thrilled Moscow—for in condemning the U.S. handling of the war, the Vietnam veteran inadvertently repeated the Soviets’ disinformation line. He used language strikingly similar to Pacepa's.
 

This Vietnam vet and headlining war protester was, oddly enough, another twenty-first-century Democratic Party presidential nominee. Like Barack Obama, this figure—John Kerry—provides a fascinating link between the past and present.
 

John Kerry Testifies

On April 22, 1971, John Kerry, who had returned from his tour of duty in Vietnam the previous year, testified before the Senate Foreign Relations Committee. Helping to arrange the testimony was Senator Ted Kennedy, whose 1962 campaign had included a young volunteer named John Kerry. Kennedy introduced Kerry to Democratic senator J. William Fulbright at a private fundraising event at the home of antiwar Democratic senator Philip A. Hart of Michigan.3 Fulbright was chair of the Senate Foreign Relations Committee.
 

Kerry's appearance came at a pivotal moment in the war. At the time, Congress was considering at least seven legislative proposals relating to Vietnam.4 In other words, continued funding for the war hung in the balance. Whether that funding was increased or decreased would signal whether the United States tried to win or opted for withdrawal, and whether the troops in the field got more or fewer weapons to fight the enemy and defend themselves.
 

The day Kerry testified, the Senate hearing room was packed with reporters and clicking cameras. The lieutenant, who was still in the U.S. Navy Reserve at the time, went before Fulbright's committee and dumped a flaming supply of verbal napalm on American troops.
 

Presenting himself as a representative of a small organization known as Vietnam Veterans Against the War—and “of a very much larger group of veterans in this country”—Kerry stated:

 

I would like to talk, representing all those veterans, and say that several months ago in Detroit, we had an investigation at which over 150 honorably discharged and many very highly decorated veterans testified to war crimes committed in Southeast Asia, not isolated incidents but crimes committed on a day-to-day basis with the full awareness of officers at all levels of command.…

 

They told stories [of how] they had personally raped, cut off ears, cut off heads, taped wires from portable telephones to human genitals and turned up the power, cut off limbs, blown up bodies, randomly shot at civilians, razed villages in fashion reminiscent of Genghis Khan, shot cattle and dogs for fun, poisoned food stocks, and generally ravaged the countryside of South Vietnam in addition to the normal ravage of war, and the normal and very particular ravaging which is done by the applied bombing power of this country.5

 

Kerry's testimony hit Vietnam vets like carpet bombing. He had claimed that some American soldiers had acted as brutally as Genghis Khan—widely considered one of the worst beasts in all of history, the very embodiment of tyrants. It was a damning indictment of U.S. troops and what they were fighting against in Southeast Asia.
 

Kerry's blistering claims made headlines across America and throughout the world. Overnight, his face was everywhere. He was inundated with media requests, which he unhesitatingly accepted, speaking to the likes of Meet the Press and being profiled by 60 Minutes.6 He was an instant celebrity, discussed at NBC, CBS, the Washington Post—and even the White House.
 

President Richard Nixon was soon discussing Kerry with aides, as we now know from the released “Nixon Tapes.” In a meeting with Chief of Staff H. R. Haldeman and National Security Adviser Henry Kissinger, Nixon gave Kerry a backhanded compliment, distinguishing him from the other “bearded weirdos” in the antiwar movement, and conceding that he had been “extremely effective” in  his Senate appearance.7 At the same time, the president doubted not only Kerry's medals for his service but the very war crimes that Kerry alleged. When Haldeman spoke of “shoot[ing] babies out of women's arms,” Nixon, a Navy veteran himself, said dismissively, “Oh, stop that. People in the Navy don't do things [like that].” Also, in a telephone call with aide Charles Colson, the president called Kerry a “phony.”8
 

The young John Kerry had made a huge impact. When the long-haired, grungy hippies leveled such nasty accusations against American boys, it had little effect on Joe Sixpack and Mom and Pop; they expected the radicals to make radical statements. But to hear an actual veteran say such things? A decorated veteran? This was a serious wake-up call.
 

Undeniably, Kerry's reports upset America's troops abroad. His words badly hurt their morale and mission. And the testimony must have delighted the enemy, from Ho Chi Minh City to Moscow.
 

Had John Kerry spoken the truth—or, more precisely, what he thought was truth? That was the rub, as Kerry's claims were immediately disputed.
 

Firing Back

One of the most dramatic challenges to Kerry's testimony came two months later, during the nationally televised Dick Cavett Show on June 30, 1971. The high-profile veteran appeared on the program against John E. O'Neill, who had taken command of Swift Boat PCF-94 after Kerry. O'Neill vigorously countered his predecessor's allegations—and has never stopped.
 

So incensed was O'Neill that more than thirty years later he and roughly two hundred other Swift Boat veterans organized to publicly challenge Kerry's claims. The Swift Boat Veterans for Truth, as the group called itself, held a press conference in Washington, D.C., on May 4, 2004. That summer, while Kerry campaigned as the Democratic presidential nominee, O'Neill wrote a best-selling book laying out at great length where he and the other Swift Boat veterans judged that Kerry had erred. In fact, the book, Unfit for Command, called Kerry “a liar and a fraud, unfit to be the commander in chief of the United States of America.”9 These “swifties” believed that a grave injustice had been made against their honor, that Kerry had impugned the very character and humanity of American troops with vicious falsehoods.
 

The goal here is not to try to resolve whether, and if so where, John Kerry lied or manufactured abuses by fellow soldiers; whether he was simply mistaken  on certain points, reporting false claims by others without knowing they were false; or the merits of John O'Neill's counterclaims. Rather, the interest here is in dupery. Was John Kerry duped, unwittingly repeating disinformation from the Communist propaganda machine?
 

According to General Pacepa, the high-level Soviet-bloc intelligence official, Kerry probably was a dupe. Pacepa, of course, affirmed that the Soviets created malicious lies intended to dishonor American servicemen and undermine the U.S. position in Vietnam. But he went deeper, zeroing in on Kerry's “Genghis Khan” claim:

 

The exact sources of that assertion should be tracked down. Kerry also ought to be asked who, exactly, told him any such thing, and what it was, exactly, that they said they did in Vietnam. Statutes of limitation now protect these individuals from prosecution for any such admissions. Or did Senator Kerry merely hear allegations of that sort as hearsay bandied about by members of antiwar groups (much of which has since been discredited)?

 

To me, this assertion sounds exactly like the disinformation line that the Soviets were sowing worldwide throughout the Vietnam era. KGB priority number one at that time was to damage American power, judgment, and credibility. One of its favorite tools was the fabrication of such evidence as photographs and “news reports” about invented American war atrocities. These tales were purveyed in KGB-operated magazines that would then flack them to reputable news organizations. Often enough, they would be picked up. News organizations are notoriously sloppy about verifying their sources. All in all, it was amazingly easy for Soviet-bloc spy organizations to fake many such reports and spread them around the free world.

 

As a spy chief and a general in the former Soviet satellite of Romania, I produced the very same vitriol Kerry repeated to the U.S. Congress almost word for word and planted it in leftist movements throughout Europe.10

 

Pointing to some of the international “peace” organizations that the KGB loaded with mendacious anti-American propaganda on the Vietnam War, Pacepa stated: “The quote from Senator Kerry is unmistakable Soviet-style sloganeering from this period. I believe it is very likely a direct quote from one of these organizations’ propaganda sheets.”
 

The Usual Suspects

General Pacepa rightly suggested that the sources of John Kerry's 1971 assertions should be tracked down. But in fact, Kerry cited a source in his testimony: a 1971 gathering in Detroit by Vietnam Veterans Against the War.
 

As Pacepa suggested, this antiwar veterans’ group has been discredited. Vietnam Veterans Against the War became notorious in part for an event known as Dewey Canyon III, held shortly before Kerry's Senate testimony. Representatives of the group, including Kerry himself, marched all the way to the White House and Congress to deliver petitions. This display included the striking scene of veterans tossing their medals over a fence outside the Capitol building. Kerry, too, hurled medals, although controversy has since ensued over whether they were his own.11
 

The group's Detroit gathering had been held three months earlier, in January 1971. The organizers of this antiwar event included actress Jane Fonda (Kerry attended at least one antiwar rally with Fonda),12 comedian Dick Gregory, and Mark Lane, the JFK-assassination conspiracy theorist.13 The Winter Soldier Investigation, as it was called, claimed precisely the crimes that Kerry would later share with the Senate. And of course, Kerry, at the outset of his Senate statement, cited the Detroit gathering as the basis for his remarks.
 

And that, in essence, was the fatal flaw of the testimony.
 

Mackubin Thomas Owens, a professor at the Naval War College who led a Marine infantry platoon in Vietnam in 1968–69, puts it bluntly: “In fact, the entire Winter Soldiers Investigation was a lie.”14
 

The investigation had been inspired by Mark Lane's 1970 book Conversations with Americans, which claimed to relate atrocities committed by Vietnam soldiers.15 Owens notes that the book was panned by no less than James Reston Jr. and Neil Sheehan, both ultra-liberals who were not exactly known as supporters of the war. Sheehan was especially hard on Lane's book, maintaining that many of Lane's “eye witnesses” had not actually served in Vietnam or not in the capacity they had claimed.
 

That did not prevent Senator Mark Hatfield of Oregon—the most commonly duped Republican of his era—from inserting the transcript of the Winter Soldier testimonies into the Congressional Record. Hatfield also requested that the Marine Corps commandant investigate the alleged war crimes.16
 

But investigations did not produce the results that Hatfield probably expected. The Naval Investigative Service tried to interview the supposed witnesses but discovered,  as Owens reports, “that some of the most grisly testimony was given by fake witnesses who had appropriated the names of real Vietnam veterans.”17
 

Owens, like Pacepa, notes that John Kerry's 1971 testimony included “every left-wing cliché about Vietnam and the men who served there. It is part of the reason that even today, people who are too young to remember Vietnam are predisposed to believe the worst about the Vietnam War and those who fought it.”
 

Unfortunately, the American press, already decidedly against American policy in Vietnam, was predisposed to believe people like John Kerry. When Kerry alleged savagery, liberal journalists jumped for the bait.
 

Honoring John Kerry as a “Hero”—in Vietnam

Even with knowledgeable sources like General Pacepa and Professor Owens raising doubts about the sources and legitimacy of Kerry's testimony, one can debate where and when Kerry got his information, and the validity of his claims. What is undeniable, however, is the value of his testimony to the Vietcong. Indeed, to understand how it outraged American soldiers, one need only consider this question: how valuable was John Kerry's testimony to the Vietnamese enemy?
 

In Unfit for Command, John O'Neill recalls the sad experience of Bill Lupetti, a Navy corpsman who was stationed in Vietnam in 1969–70 and treated injured Swift Boat soldiers.18 Lupetti had served at An Thoi, the small base and unit where both O'Neill and Kerry had served. For Memorial Day 2004, Lupetti returned to Vietnam, visiting Ho Chi Minh City, wandering through the streets trying to piece together a period of his life that he had once tried hard to forget, and looking earnestly to find out whether certain Vietnamese friends had survived the merciless Communist takeover that Ayers, Dohrn, Rudd, Boudin, Gilbert, Gold, Jacobs, Jones, Hayden, Fonda, and friends had hailed.
 

Lupetti happened upon the War Remnants Museum. Inside, he came to an exhibit dedicated to “heroes” around the world who had helped the Vietnamese Communists win the war. A wall plaque at the head of the exhibit, written in both Vietnamese and English, offered a note of appreciation from Vietnam's Communist authorities: “We would like to thank the communist parties and working class countries of the world.”
 

Among those whom the Vietcong wished to thank for their “strong encouragement to our people's patriotic resistance against the U.S.” were “progressive human beings for their wholehearted support.”19 That included, of course, America's “progressives.”
 

Lupetti was not surprised to see photographs of China's Communists and American radicals from the 1960s. He was staggered, however, by a picture of John Kerry.
 

The photo showed Kerry in 1993, by which point he was a celebrated Democratic senator, in conversation with a former general secretary of the Communist Party of Vietnam, Do Muoi. There he was, John Kerry, in a special exhibit honoring those whose “heroic” contributions had helped the Vietcong defeat the United States.
 

The Vietnamese Communists never forgot Kerry's Senate testimony in 1971. It had been a great help to their efforts.
 

“Our Most Significant Success”

Ion Mihai Pacepa, noting that KGB chairman Yuri Andropov had managed the Kremlin's Vietnam operation, said that Andropov “often bragged about having damaged the U.S. foreign-policy consensus, poisoned domestic debate in the U.S., and built a credibility gap between America and European public opinion through our disinformation operations.”
 

“Vietnam,” Andropov once told Pacepa, had been “our most significant success.”20
 

Yes, it had. And it could not have succeeded without the unwitting, unsuspecting American accomplices who bought and then sold some of the worst Soviet slanders of American boys fighting for their lives and for others’ freedom abroad.
 

John Kerry served his country in Vietnam, but he seems to have misserved many of his countrymen with his ill-advised testimony on Vietnam. Whatever the ultimate sources for his claims against his brothers-in-arms, his assertions were enormously damaging and personally hurtful. His erstwhile band of brothers has not forgiven him.
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A KISS FOR BREZHNEV: JIMMY CARTER
 

 

 

From 1974 to 1980, the Soviet Union incorporated at least ten nations into its orbit—new Communist allies from the Third World, including some countries that had been traditional anti-Communist American allies.1 These changes represented big losses for the United States in its ongoing Cold War against the USSR.
 

This dramatic swing was no accident. Under the regime of Leonid Brezhnev and the doctrine that bore his name, the Soviets were suddenly expanding Communism with alarming haste. They did so as they trumpeted an “easing” of East-West frictions and talked of “peaceful coexistence.”
 

The Brezhnev Doctrine would not have been so successful had Moscow not found the U.S. leadership so easy to exploit with talk of peaceful coexistence. The Soviet gains took place during an era when the United States was following a policy of détente. This was a bipartisan policy, carried out both by Republican presidents, Richard Nixon and Gerald Ford, and by a Democratic president, Jimmy Carter. Throughout, presidential candidates like Ronald Reagan warned—consistently, during both Republican and Democratic administrations—that détente amounted to a “one-way street” benefiting the expansionary ambitions of Soviet Communism.2
 

Reagan, it turns out, was exactly right. After the Cold War, Genrikh Trofimenko, the colorful director of the prestigious Institute for U.S.A. and Canada Studies of the Russian Academy of Sciences, candidly summed up the Soviet government's take on détente: “There could not be a peaceful coexistence between  wicked warmongering imperialists [America] and honorable and peace-loving communists caring for the well-being of all progressive humanity.”3
 

Détente facilitated the Brezhnev Doctrine of advancing Communist “national liberation movements” around the world. Occasionally, even the anti-anti-Communist American press managed to get the story right. In a revealing January 1976 article in the Washington Post, Peter Osnos reported: “Soviet commentators have been saying almost daily that the ‘policy of relaxation of tensions [détente] between states with different social systems [U.S. and USSR] cannot be interpreted as a ban on the national liberation struggle of peoples who come out against colonial oppression or as a ban on class struggle.’”4
 

Chairman Brezhnev himself said as much. In February 1976, addressing the Twenty-fifth Congress of the Soviet Communist Party in Moscow, he frankly conceded: “We make no secret of the fact that we see détente as the way to create more favorable conditions for peaceful socialist and communist construction.”5
 

Brezhnev was even more candid in a secret speech he delivered to fellow Communist leaders in Prague in 1973: “We are achieving with détente what our predecessors have been unable to achieve using the mailed fist.… We have been able to accomplish more in a short time with détente than was done for years pursuing a confrontation policy.… Trust us, comrades. For by 1985, as a consequence of what we are now achieving with détente, we will have achieved most of our objectives.”6
 

This bold enunciation was downplayed by most of the American media when it became public four years later. When Ronald Reagan learned about it, he devoted a number of his syndicated daily radio commentaries to the speech, insisting that it “should have been front page [news] in every major paper in the land.”7
 

Such was the sorry state of affairs for America by the latter 1970s. Uncle Sam suffered a painful setback in Vietnam, withdrawing in the spring of 1975. The country was experiencing terrible domestic problems like Watergate and President Carter's economic “malaise.” Added to all that, the Soviets were surging in their global competition with the United States. In short, America was losing the Cold War, and Americans knew it.
 

“Inordinate Fear of Communism”

The USSR's dramatic global expansion should have been enough to convince President Carter to be suspicious of Comrade Brezhnev and his Marxist-Leninist ambitions. Instead, Carter continued to trust the Soviets, even in the face of  advice from shrewd anti-Soviet aides like National Security Adviser Zbigniew Brzezinski. Carter's naïveté was so pervasive, so deep, that his gullibility seemed to come from the very marrow of his bones.
 

Carter trusted the Communists to an unhealthy degree. The first week of his presidency, on January 27, 1977, Carter told high-school students in West Chester, Pennsylvania: “My own hope as president is to explore every possible way to work with the Soviet Union and with other potential enemies of ours, who at this point seem to be our friends.”8 Two months later, at a March 24 news conference, when asked how he might help political dissidents suffering in the Soviet Union, Carter magnanimously reassured his Soviet friends: “I have tried to make sure that the world knows that we are not singling out the Soviet Union for abuse or criticism.”9 Besides, Carter added on June 23, 1978, “We want to get along with the Soviet Union.”10 Three days later, during a June 26 press conference, he said, “We want to be friends with the Soviets.”11 But Carter did not just want to be friends; he saw the Soviets as partners. On July 11 he said, “We are deeply committed to détente, both we and, I believe, the Soviet Union leaders.”12
 

In Jimmy Carter's mind, that partnership was paying dividends, especially in places like Vietnam, where the Soviets—by Carter's estimation—were suddenly inactive. How did he know that? Leonid Brezhnev had told him so: “I discussed the South Vietnamese question with President Brezhnev this week,” Carter told Japanese reporters on June 20, 1979, “and particularly the Soviet presence there, both ships and airplanes. He assured me personally that there would be no establishment of Soviet bases in South Vietnam and that the present ship and plane use of the ports and airports is of a routine nature.”13
 

It was clear to Carter that “the Communist nations who sometimes we look upon as adversaries want to avoid war and to have peace just as much as we do.”14
 

By Carter's thinking, so much of America's previous misunderstanding was based on a poisonous anti-Communism. The president lamented America's “inordinate fear of Communism,” from which he hoped to unshackle the nation.15 Pushing the idea of peaceful coexistence that the Soviets so effectively exploited, Carter promised the world, “We are not trying to bring the Soviets to their knees.”16
 

Here, as in so many other instances, Jimmy Carter stood in stark contrast to the man who ultimately defeated him for the presidency, Ronald Reagan. As president, Reagan would be committed to doing whatever he could to end the Cold War—end it, that is, with the United States and its free allies victorious over Soviet Communism. For Reagan, the real objective was, in his words, to “bring it [the USSR] to its knees”—the polar opposite of Carter's position.17
 

Carter and Reagan also parted ways on the Berlin Wall, that cold, gray tombstone to human freedom. In 1987 President Reagan would famously stand aside the wall and exhort Mikhail Gorbachev to tear it down. But many years before that landmark speech it was already clear that he and Carter took fundamentally different approaches to the barrier that divided the free and democratic West from the Communist East.
 

In July 1978, during Carter's visit to Germany, a West Berlin woman asked him, “For how long, Mr. President, do you think we've got to live with the Wall?” A helpless Carter responded, “I don't know. I hope that it will be removed in the future, but I have no idea when it might be. I'm sorry I can't give you a better answer, but that's the truth.” Onlookers actually laughed at the American president.18
 

Of course, Carter made this comment when the Cold War was raging and the Soviets seemed to be gaining the upper hand. Perhaps he could be excused for failing to foresee an end to Communism. But just four months later, in November 1978, Ronald Reagan went to Berlin as a private citizen and had no difficulty envisioning an endgame. In a moment witnessed by only a handful of friends, Reagan stared at the Berlin Wall with a mixture of pity, contempt, and anger. With teeth and fists clenched, he told his two friends and colleagues, Richard V. Allen and Peter Hannaford, “We have got to find a way to knock this thing down.”19
 

Reagan, by this point in his life and career, had no illusions about Communism or the Soviet leadership. Two years earlier he had nearly defeated sitting president Gerald Ford in the Republican primaries. After he fell short at the 1976 Republican National Convention, Reagan privately told his son Michael that his only regret was that he would not be able to lean over and whisper “nyet” in the ear of General Secretary Brezhnev.20
 

But the man who won the White House that year, Jimmy Carter, apparently did not make “nyet” part of his vocabulary. The president who decried America's “inordinate fear of Communism,” who disdained desires to “bring the Soviets to their knees” in favor of seeking “peaceful coexistence” with the USSR, wanted to accommodate his Soviet counterpart, not tell him no.
 

The entire world got a chance to see Carter's approach to the Soviets on June 18, 1979. During the signing of the SALT II Treaty in Vienna, President Carter leaned over toward Brezhnev not to whisper “nyet” in his ear but rather to plant a kiss on his cheek. Photographers on hand captured the embrace, preserving the moment forever on film (in the photo that graces the cover of this book).
 

That visual of Carter kissing Brezhnev is a most instructive metaphor. It truly says it all.
 

In the Cold War, it would be the difference between winning and losing.
 

Carter's Belated Wake-up Call

Late in his presidency, Jimmy Carter finally woke up—sort of. On Christmas Day 1979 the Red Army poured into Afghanistan in the first Soviet invasion of a nation outside the Warsaw Pact since World War II. This blatant act of aggression put the final nail in the coffin of détente.
 

Days after the Soviet invasion, President Carter expressed his shock: “My opinion of the Russians has changed most dramatically in the last week.… This action of the Soviets has made a more dramatic change in my own opinion of what the Soviets’ ultimate goals are than anything they've done in the previous time I've been in office.”21
 

Those words were streamed across front pages all over the world, from Manhattan to Moscow.22 Among those reading them, probably in his Los Angeles Times, was Ronald Reagan, who would be Carter's presidential challenger in the fall. The former California governor was beside himself at the thirty-ninth president's assessment, though he did his best to keep his disbelief and disappointment to himself. In one private letter he wrote that Carter's assessment “would be laughable, I think, if it were not so tragic.”23 Reagan added, in another private letter to a friend, “It is frightening to hear a man in the office of the presidency who has just discovered that the Soviets can't be trusted, that they've lied to him.”24
 

Reagan knew what it was liked to be duped, having been duped by Communists himself decades earlier in Hollywood. But then, Reagan had been a mere actor. Carter was the sitting president of the United States of America. The country was not damaged when an actor said something stupid. For a president to be so misled, however, was downright dangerous.
 

A week after those remarks, Carter remained perplexed. “It's difficult to understand why the Soviets took this action,” he told members of Congress in a White House briefing. “I think they probably underestimated the adverse reaction from around the world.”25
 

Even then, while pledging to “oppose this Soviet invasion with the means at our disposal,” as both a “moral imperative and a strategic imperative,” the president hoped that détente could be salvaged. It was a tune that Carter did not change. Speaking at the Venice Economic Summit in June 1980, he reassured the world: “We also know that by resisting Soviet militarism and aggression in the present that we can reopen the paths of peace, détente, accommodation in the future.”26
 

For Carter, the fatal misplaced trust, the sorry surprise, was an outgrowth  of his liberal worldview. As with so many liberals of his day, what was to be denounced and feared was not Communism but anti-Communism.
 

There was a toxic moral equivalency at work here as well. Carter reflected the common liberal tendency to insist that neither the United States nor the USSR could claim moral superiority over the other—that both sides were equally culpable for the Cold War and its sins, and neither system was much (if at all) better than the other. As president he publicly expressed this sentiment. “We've got our own problems in this country,” Carter stressed. To his fellow Americans, he called attention to what Soviet ambassador Anatoly Dobrynin instructed him: “He said to me, ‘At least in the Soviet Union, our women have equal rights.’”27
 

This was a view that Ronald Reagan attacked as rubbish. “Don't let anyone tell you we're morally equivalent with the Soviet Union,” he insisted. “I have heard that term used in places.… We are morally superior, not equivalent, to any totalitarian regime, and we should be darn proud of it.”28
 

As these comments suggest, Jimmy Carter had been soft on the Soviets. Only the most peculiar observer would think otherwise. One such observer was Senator Ted Kennedy.
 

According to Vasiliy Mitrokhin, a KGB official and senior Soviet archivist who defected in 1992 (bringing with him a huge cache of documents), Kennedy privately relayed a message to Leonid Brezhnev on March 5, 1980. Kennedy had his trusted friend John Tunney personally deliver the message in Moscow. Tunney, himself a former U.S. senator (a Democrat representing California), had been close with Kennedy since they were roommates during law school. According to Mitrokhin, Tunney was there “to relay [Kennedy's] ideas on ways to lessen international tension to the Soviet leadership.” Amazingly, Kennedy blamed the escalation in Cold War tensions not on the Soviets but on Jimmy Carter. In Mitrokhin's words, Kennedy felt that “the Carter administration was trying to distort the peace-loving ideas behind Brezhnev's proposals,” and that “the atmosphere of tension and hostility” was “being fuelled by Carter.” Tunney said that the great Massachusetts liberal was approaching the Soviet leader because he saw it as (in Mitrokhin's words) “his duty to take action himself.”29
 

In other words, Mitrokhin's report indicates that Ted Kennedy was undercutting the American commander in chief by attempting secret conversations with the Kremlin. It is important to note, of course, that in March 1980 the Massachusetts senator was campaigning against Carter, a member of his own party, for the presidency; he was trying to take the 1980 Democratic nomination from the sitting president. Kennedy apparently felt that President Carter was guilty of belligerence but that the Soviet dictator was committed to peace, including to a  peaceful settlement in Afghanistan—which the Red Army had just invaded and would bomb mercilessly for a decade.
 

Hugs and Kisses from the Ayatollah

The year 1979 brought two foreign-policy disasters—not only the Soviets’ invasion of Afghanistan but also the fall of the shah in Iran, which led to the overnight radical Islamization of Iran and the seizing of more than fifty Americans as hostages. The United States suddenly went from being Iran's best friend to Iran's “Great Satan.” It was another horrible embarrassment for America, and for Jimmy Carter.
 

It hadn't started that way. On December 31, 1977, President Carter stood aside the shah, a close and dependable American ally, and raised his glass to give a toast: “Iran, because of the great leadership of the shah, is an island of stability in one of the more troubled areas of the world.”30
 

One year later, that island of stability erupted into a volcano. Militant demonstrations exploded throughout Iran, as a fanatical Shiite cleric named Ayatollah Khomeini led an Islamist uprising against the shah. The shah turned to the U.S. government for assistance in this crisis. But on December 7, 1978, when a reporter asked Carter whether he thought the shah “could survive,” the president gave a waffling, weak response that deserves infamy:
 

I don't know. I hope so. This is something that is in the hands of the people of Iran. We have never had any intention and don't have any intention of trying to intercede in the internal political affairs of Iran.… We personally prefer that the shah maintain a major role in the government, but that's a decision for the Iranian people to make.31

 

To say this was a sudden sea change in American policy toward Iran is insufficient. Carter had casually delivered a jaw-dropper. And no one was as surprised as the Iranian extremists, who read Carter's words—properly so—as a sign that Uncle Sam would not, this time around, save the shah.
 

Within only weeks of that Carter statement, by February 1979, the shah was gone, the ayatollah was in, and the birth of modern Islamic terror had begun—more than twenty years before the catastrophe of September 11, 2001.
 

Thus, Jimmy Carter's record is marred not only by the fact that he did nothing to facilitate the collapse of Communism but also by the reality that the eventual  successor to Communism as an international menace—radical Islam—was largely set in motion during his presidency.
 

Carter's dubious connections to both militant Communism and militant Islamism were not confined to his presidency. As we shall see, even well after he left the White House he would continue to be duped by these destructive “isms.” In this sense Carter would serve as a twisted bridge between America's two chief foes of the past hundred years.
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DEFENDING THE “EVIL EMPIRE”: STOPPING RONALD REAGAN'S “ERRORS” AND “DISTORTIONS”
 

 

 

The foreign-policy fiascoes of the late 1970s, from Afghanistan to Iran, were major reasons for Jimmy Carter's crushing defeat at the hands of anti-Communist crusader Ronald Reagan in the November 1980 presidential election (Reagan claimed forty-four of fifty states, winning the Electoral College by a vote of 489 to 49). Indeed, it is hard to imagine the nation electing Ronald Reagan without the mess—foreign and domestic—left by Carter.
 

With Reagan triumphant, and supremely confident, he now had a chance to carry out a plan he had outlined to his foreign-policy adviser Richard V. Allen four years earlier. During a private lunch together in Los Angeles in January 1977, at the start of the Carter presidency, Reagan told Allen: “Dick, my idea of American policy toward the Soviet Union is simple, and some would say simplistic. It is this: We win and they lose. What do you think of that?”1
 

This was a stunning (and in retrospect prophetic) statement—an impossibility to the vast majority of experts and analysts at the time. For years as a private citizen and candidate, Reagan had fiercely opposed the accommodationist policy of détente and spoken frankly about the true nature of Soviet Communism. In the White House he would do the same. He continued an unrelenting rhetorical-moral assault against the foundations of Marxism-Leninism—an assault invigorating to those languishing inside the Iron Curtain.2 And now, as president, he had the power of policy to put behind his rhetoric. He had the power to try to end—and win—the Cold War, especially through his “peace through strength” military-technological challenge to the USSR via efforts like the Strategic Defense Initiative (SDI).
 

For taking this stance, Reagan earned the undying enmity of the American Left—from the media to academia to Congress. Liberals demeaned Reagan from the very first weeks of his presidency, castigating him as a “nuclear warmonger,” a primitive anti-Communist, a simpleton, a babbling buffoon, one lacking any semblance of intellectual fiber—lazy, senile, preferring old movies to books. The Left's caricature of Reagan was so vicious that anyone born after the 1980s would be astonished to go back in time and see the appraisals of a man who is now regularly ranked as one of America's top presidents,3 and who, in one extensive poll of 2.4 million participants, was voted “the greatest American of all time.”4
 

Even the most rudimentary historical knowledge of Marx, Lenin, the USSR, and the Cold War showed that Reagan rightly understood Communism as expansionary, cruel, and militantly atheistic. These were precisely the points that Democratic predecessors in the Oval Office, including Woodrow Wilson and John F. Kennedy, had made. But apparently the American Left no longer had an appetite for such pronouncements. So when Reagan made his now historic, prophetic predictions that Communism would end up on the “ash heap of history,” many liberals judged him out of his mind—literally bordering on senility.
 

Even when Reagan was shot and nearly killed just two months into his presidency, the most radical quarters of the Left responded not with outrage over an attack on the American president, but rather with delight.
 

Wayne Allyn Root, who today is a prominent Libertarian Party politician, was then a (rare) Republican student stumping for Reagan at Columbia University. Root recalls sitting in a political-science course on March 30, 1981, when a breathless student ran into the room yelling, “President Reagan has been shot! They've assassinated Reagan!” Not knowing that Reagan was still alive, Root's Columbia classmates erupted into applause. They were “cheering,” says Root, “celebrating.” There were “high-fives all around,” “hugging and screaming with glee, ‘Yes! Reagan is dead!’” As he recounts, these classmates literally “rooted for the death of a conservative president.”5
 

Columbia University was as unhinged as it had been in the days of John Dewey and Corliss Lamont, and in the ’60s, when Mark Rudd, David Gilbert, John Jacobs, Ted Gold, and comrades took over the campus. Though Dewey had long since passed on, his prize student, an aging Corliss Lamont, was still around. Indeed, he was still chair of the National Emergency Civil Liberties Committee, where he publicly condemned the “shocking hypocrisy” of Reagan foreign policy.6
 

The Soviets would have been as delighted by Lamont's swipes at the new American president as they were by his work decades earlier. And in the 1980s, of course, plenty of liberal voices joined the chorus.
 

The USSR's state-run media made sure the Soviet people heard the Americans’ attacks.
 

The Soviet Side

In the 1980s Americans could catch the Left's attacks on Reagan any time they opened newspapers and news weeklies or watched the evening news. What Americans did not see were Soviet newspapers and news weeklies and television. If they had, they would have been intrigued by what they saw: there was a bracing similarity between what the American Left and Soviet propagandists were stating about President Reagan.
 

This is not to suggest that the two sides coordinated. It is simply that both sides were moving along leftward tracks, and both looked to alternately ridicule and demonize their common political adversary—a conservative Republican and vocal anti-Communist. They jointly portrayed Reagan as a trigger-happy troglodyte who should not be trusted and most assuredly ought not to be president.
 

In the course of research for this book and several previous books on Ronald Reagan, I have read thousands of transcripts from Soviet media archives—from Pravda, Izvestia, TASS, Studio 9 TV broadcasts (once the leading “news” program in the USSR), and dozens of lesser-known Soviet government publications. These broadsides were often filled with encomiums to American liberals who excoriated Reagan.
 

Here are only some of the liberals whose statements against Reagan and his policies the Soviets frequently quoted: Washington Post columnist Mary McGrory; New York Times columnist James “Scotty” Reston; New York Times columnist Anthony Lewis; Senator Howard Metzenbaum, Ohio Democrat; Democratic presidential candidate and civil-rights activist Jesse Jackson; nuclear-freeze activist Dr. Helen Caldicott; President Reagan's daughter, Patti Davis; Dr. Carl Sagan; Phil Donahue; Senators Ted Kennedy and John Kerry, both Massachusetts Democrats; reporter Helen Thomas; CBS News anchor Dan Rather; Senator Patrick Leahy, Vermont Democrat; Congressman Edward Boland, Massachusetts Democrat; 1984 Democratic Party vice-presidential nominee Geraldine Ferraro; 1972 Democratic presidential nominee George McGovern; House Speaker Tip O'Neill, Massachusetts Democrat; Senator Alan Cranston, California Democrat; Madeleine Albright, a leading foreign-policy voice among Democrats, having served on President Carter's National Security Council; and 1984 Democratic presidential nominee Walter Mondale.
 

The Soviets also looked to leading American newspapers, which were dominated by liberals who typically opposed Reagan's policies and did not respect the president's mind. Among the Soviets’ commonly cited sources were the New York Times, the Washington Post, the Toronto Star, the Associated Press, UPI, Reuters, and the Los Angeles Times. Over and over, Pravda and other Soviet publications would go to these sources, typically employing a tack that went something like this: If only the imperialists in the Reagan White House would listen to the wisdom of this enlightened American.… It was not surprising for TASS in the 1980s to take, say, a Washington Post op-ed from editor Robert Kaiser—such as Kaiser's lengthy November 1, 1983, op-ed blasting the Reagan administration's invasion of Grenada—and excerpt it into basically a press release disseminated throughout the Soviet empire.7 Indeed, an examination of these old media clips shows that it was probably a daily occurrence for a Soviet commentator or “reporter” to authoritatively cite a liberal columnist or politician to buttress the case du jour against Reagan.
 

When I first began researching these archived transcripts of Soviet media, I was amazed to see the similarity between what the Soviet state-run media were reporting about Ronald Reagan and what American liberals were saying. I truly felt at times like I was reading talking points from the 1984 Democratic National Convention. This remarkable overlap has never been fully acknowledged or appreciated.
 

To be fair, these liberal Americans did not intend for their material to become handy propaganda for the Kremlin, and they probably had no idea that they were feeding the ever-churning Soviet propaganda machine. Most of them were (quite properly) engaged in political criticism or dissent. They were playing their part in a free political system that allows open discourse. In that sense, their actions could not have been more quintessentially American.
 

Nonetheless, these individuals often unwittingly aided Soviet purposes. Some American reporters helped the Kremlin even more by crossing the line between news reporting and opinion writing, which only strengthened Moscow's talking points. Moreover, the journalists, academics, and policymakers who condemned Reagan's anti-Communism as primitive and simplistic were themselves displaying ignorance, for, as noted, even a cursory examination of the proclamations of Marx and Lenin, or of the bloody record of the Soviet Union and other Communist regimes, should have revealed that the threat of Communism was nothing to dismiss. But in the 1980s many American liberals were simply duped by the Communists—just as a young actor named Ronald Reagan had been decades earlier.
 

Certainly not all liberals or Democrats were snagged in the Communists’ net. Millions of of Democrats crossed over to vote for this conservative Republican,  becoming known as “Reagan Democrats.” And some conservative Democrats in Congress, such as Senator Henry “Scoop” Jackson, joined Reagan in blasting détente.
 

But in the 1980s the Soviets did find fertile ground for dupery, as the Democratic Party, on the heels of Vietnam and Watergate, had drifted notably leftward. The crop of extremely liberal Democrats that had come to Congress just prior to Reagan's election was bold and aggressive. Likewise, the campus protesters of the 1960s had gone into journalism and academia; they knew how to be rebellious. By the 1980s the Democratic Party was producing presidential front-runners like Walter Mondale, Ted Kennedy, and Jesse Jackson; these were not Cold Warriors in the mold of Harry Truman and JFK. As President Reagan's United Nations ambassador, Jeane Kirkpatrick, herself a former Democrat, had put it, this was now the party of the “San Francisco Democrats.” It was a party, said former Democrat Ronald Reagan, which he didn't leave, but which had left him.
 

Ronald Reagan and other former Democrats may not have been pleased with the party's leftward direction, but the Soviets were nothing short of enchanted with the liberals who provided grist for the Kremlin propaganda mill.
 

The Duped: The American Press

So who, then, was duped in the 1980s? In which areas did the duping occur?
 

The examples from the Reagan years could fill this book. It was difficult—due to space constraints—to exclude some of the more delectable areas, like the nuclear-freeze campaign, which depended on dupes to a shocking extent. In this book I will focus on just a few examples, mainly involving the American media. That is a fitting place to start, as the nation's most celebrated liberal journalists—highly condescending in their take on Ronald Reagan—had no idea that Reagan was right and they were wrong about the nature of Soviet Communism. Moscow was more than happy to tap their arrogant ignorance.
 

Given that liberals, including in the press, had long viewed strident anti-Communists as unsophisticated, it drove them nearly mad to watch one get elected to the Oval Office—especially a former actor not seen as an intellectual. Worse, the new president spoke unapologetically about the dangers of the USSR, its inherent “evil” and expansionary tendencies—rooted, so he said, in Marxist-Leninist doctrine—while also predicting its demise.
 

Reagan had strategic reasons for doing so.8 He wanted to declare a just war against the very foundations of Marxism-Leninism, which formed the basis of the  Communist state and the underlying rationale for Moscow's successful expansion of a dehumanizing, destructive ideology. Reagan, despite the Left's demeaning portrayal of him as a lightweight, understood Communism because he had studied it since the 1940s and had engaged in “hand-to-hand combat” (his words) with Communists when he headed the Screen Actors Guild. The new president wanted Americans to have a better grasp of precisely what they were facing a continent away, so he pounded the point that the Soviets were committed to a one-world Communist state,9 as he had done on the campaign trail in the 1970s.10
 

Reagan's warnings about Soviet expansionism jolted the sensibilities of the American Left, including liberal journalists. Imagine the astonishment felt by liberals who had been educated in American universities where uncompromising anti-Communism was depicted as a greater threat than uncompromising Communism, where Joe McCarthy was a bigger demon than Joe Stalin. Liberals in the press went after Ronald Reagan every time he dared to negatively quote Vladimir Lenin or insist that the USSR was pursing something as brazen as global Communism.
 

They Lie, They Cheat, They Steal …

Left-leaning journalists began their attacks on President Reagan as early as his first press conference, held on January 29, 1981, barely a week after he took office. When the new president was asked about Soviet aims and intentions, he calmly explained to the Washington press corps that the Soviet leadership had “openly and publicly declared that the only morality they recognize is what will further their cause, meaning they reserve unto themselves the right to commit any crime, to lie, to cheat.”
 

The assembled press responded with what one observer, National Security Adviser Richard V. Allen, described as “an audible gasp.”11 Reagan had left no doubt that Jimmy Carter was out of the White House.
 

And the president was not finished. He explained that the Soviets considered their relativistic behavior “moral, not immoral,” and that this was something the United States needed to “keep … in mind” when doing “business” with Moscow.12
 

Of course, what Reagan said was no different from what many Cold War Democrats had always said, from Woodrow Wilson to Harry Truman to JFK and even to liberals like Adlai Stevenson.13 In fact, it may have been mild by comparison. His words read almost verbatim like the text of the esteemed George F. Kennan's most famous of writings, his 1947 “Sources of Soviet Conduct,” which became the cornerstone for the launching of containment.14 But many liberals  either were unaware of this history or blissfully cast it aside for partisan reasons. Reagan's remarks sent reporters “rushing to their telephones” the moment the press conference ended, Allen remembered.15
 

Somehow, the fact that Ronald Reagan made such observations about Soviet Communism made them unpalatable and unbelievable. Surely Reagan could not have meant what he said, an astonished press corps reported. The lead story on the front page of the New York Times the next day insisted that Reagan's description of Soviet intentions was “historically debatable.”16 In the Washington Post the lead headline declared, “Reagan Voices a Tone on Relations Far Harsher Than His Predecessors.”17 In an editorial the Post lamented the “indiscriminate quality of some of the things being said.” The new president was “moving roughly, perhaps too roughly.” The Post warned that “approaching international political relations strictly on the basis of a nation's supposed moral character invites a crusade in place of the Carter administration's approach.” Worst of all, this sudden “good-vs.-evil approach risks missing what legitimate opportunity for honorable accommodation there may be.”18 Even George Kennan would become a staunch Reagan critic, with the sort of harsh language he once aimed at the Kremlin now being directed toward the Oval Office. Kennan said that the Soviet leadership expected nothing but a “total, blind, and almost deadly hostility” from Reagan and his administration.19
 

In the ensuing weeks, America's leading journalists—perplexed and offended—repeatedly pressed the new president for clarification. And so Reagan would make the simple point again and again, saying of the Soviet leadership: “They don't subscribe to our sense of morality. They don't believe in an afterlife; they don't believe in a God or a religion. And the only morality they recognize, therefore, is what will advance the cause of socialism.”20
 

This was too much for Walter Cronkite, the grand old anchor at CBS. Cronkite got the opportunity to confront Reagan during a March 3 interview. He told Reagan that the president's views seemed too “hard line toward the Soviet Union,” adding that “there are some who … feel that you might have overdone the rhetoric a little bit in laying into the Soviet leadership as being liars and thieves, et cetera.”21
 

Reagan did not back down. He explained himself again, telling Cronkite, in a gentle manner: “Well, now, let's recap.” The president noted that he had merely responded truthfully to a question from a reporter about “Soviet aims.” On that, said Reagan, “I don't have to offer my opinion. They [the Soviets] have told us where they're going again and again. They have told us their goal is the Marxian philosophy of world revolution and a single, one-world Communist state, and that they're dedicated to that.” The president harkened back to the Soviet version of  morality: “Remember their ideology is without God, without our idea of morality in a religious sense.” The onetime dupe told Cronkite that Americans would be “naïve” not to understand this.
 

The president then repeated almost verbatim what he had said at the press conference, reaffirming his view that the Soviets “resort to lying or stealing or cheating or even murder if it furthers their cause.… We have to keep that in mind when we deal with them.”
 

Cronkite, however, seemed befuddled and bothered. He described Reagan's words against the Kremlin as “name-calling,” and expressed concern that this would make “it more difficult” to sit down with Leonid Brezhnev and the Soviet leadership. Reagan disagreed, saying that, to the contrary, Brezhnev had already “suggested having a summit meeting since I said that.”
 

That response from Reagan is very telling: he understood that certain words, uttered from the bully pulpit of the American presidency, could have an immeasurable impact. He pursued a “peace through strength” approach to bring the Soviet Union to the negotiating table. For Reagan, that strength included the power of rhetoric; he used words as weapons, quite apart from missiles and tanks and rifles. So, for Reagan, Brezhnev's (perceived) positive response to his harsh language was early vindication of the constructive effect of strong words. Reagan's many critics never appreciated or even understood this tactic during his presidency.
 

While countless journalists at the time were vigorously disputing Reagan's descriptions of Soviet thinking, a few oddball members of the mainstream media did pause to investigate the merits of his claims. Time magazine, for instance, did a little homework on Lenin and determined that Reagan had accurately characterized the Soviet understanding of morality. Time cited Lenin's famous 1920 speech before the All-Russia Congress of the Russian Young Communist League, in which the Bolshevik leader said: “We repudiate all morality that proceeds from supernatural ideas that are outside class conceptions. Morality is entirely subordinate to the interests of class war. Everything is moral that is necessary for the annihilation of the old exploiting social order and for uniting the proletariat.”22
 

Pravda Erupts

Still, the vast majority of American journalists were not so charitably inclined to the new president. Nor were the Soviets, who sensed a major propaganda opportunity with Reagan's unapologetic statements about Soviet expansionism and immorality.
 

As is evident from Soviet media archives, the USSR fired back in full force: in TASS, which was the official state news agency, and the twin newspapers Pravda and Izvestia. The USSR, of course, had no free press, meaning that “news sources” were instead propaganda arms of the Communist state. Many if not most of the “reporters” were either KGB staff or completely loyal to the dictatorial arm of the state.
 

Pravda returned Reagan's salvo with a five-hundred-word analysis of the president's first press conference.23
Pravda, which in Russian means “Truth,” lambasted Reagan's “deliberate distortions” of Soviet policy and accused the new president of wanting to launch a “new Cold War.” Moscow commonly leveled this accusation at Reagan, insisting that there was no longer a Cold War—thanks to détente—but instead only aggressive attempts to rekindle one by a saber-rattling Reagan.
 

Pravda also accused Reagan of speaking in an “unseemly manner about some kind of ‘insidiousness’ in the Soviet Union's policy, which allegedly has the goal of ‘creating a one-world socialist or communist state.’” Like the American Left, the Soviet media acted incredulous, refusing to concede this penchant for expansionism. Pravda criticized Reagan for an “inability to understand the meaning of the changes that are taking place in the world”—that is, the changes born of détente and the Soviet Union's successful exporting of its “liberating” ideology into the Third World. “These changes,” said Pravda, “spring from the striving of the peoples for national liberation, independence and economic social progress.” Such had been the “liberating” spirit thriving in Nicaragua, Afghanistan, Cambodia, Vietnam, Laos, North Korea, Cuba, and other Soviet-friendly nations.
 

A companion statement was published in Izvestia.24
Izvestia, which in Russian means “News,” decried Reagan's “relapse into the Cold War” during his first press conference, particularly his “blatantly” absurd “allegation” of a Soviet desire for world revolution. Vladimir Lenin, Izvestia informed readers, had been an apostle of peace: “Is there any need to recall that Lenin, back at the dawn of Soviet power, advanced the principle of peaceful coexistence as a fundamental principle of Soviet policy?” Moreover, insisted Izvestia, this Leninist peace principle had been “repeatedly and resolutely” reaffirmed at “the CPSU's Congresses, which have come out in favor of détente and of the improvement—in particular—of Soviet-American relations.” Sadly, it was Reagan who was poisoning this well of good intentions by advancing “a completely absurd anti-Soviet cock-and-bull story.”
 

The Soviet spin was now clear, in bold print—of which these are only two of several examples25—merely days after Reagan's first press conference. And as the Soviet media gleefully reported, the American press was already taking the same angle in opposing Reagan. The Izvestia piece highlighted reactions from the Washington Post and Reuters: “After the new president's press conference, the WashingtonPost
 carried a story saying that, with respect to the Soviet Union, Reagan ‘set a tone that was very much different from that of the Republican and Democratic administrations of the 1960s and 1970s.’ Reuters reported that it has been 25 years since Washington has heard such candid cold-war statements.”
 

There was hope in the Soviet media—hope that the non-Communist liberal press would likewise hammer Reagan.
 

Here again, for the Communists, dupes would be imperative. For victory in this latest propaganda campaign, the non-Communists needed to be brought along. And as usual, the American Left provided Moscow with a target-rich environment for dupes.
 

An American Counter-response

Fortunately for the Kremlin, liberal American journalists seemed to relish the opportunity to contest Reagan's anti-Communist claims. They were not Communists, of course, but they shared the Soviets’ revulsion of expressive anti-Commu-nism. More than that, Reagan was a Republican who stood between the Democrats and the White House. Thus, many journalists shared the Soviets’ desire to embarrass the president.
 

Consequently, some members of the Reagan administration created an internal counter-response team to deal with the double assault from Soviet Communists and liberal American journalists. An unofficial team within the Reagan administration tasked itself with verifying Soviet quotations cited by Reagan, in order to be able to defend the president against charges leveled by the American media and by Soviet propagandists. This group worked primarily out of the United States Information Agency (USIA).
 

USIA ended up working a form of “public diplomacy” for the Reagan administration that has been neglected in histories of the Reagan administration and the Cold War.26 The agency was headed by old Reagan friend Charlie Wick, who worked closely with Ambassador Gil Robinson, among others. The unofficial front man for handling the Soviet quotes Reagan cited was Herb Romerstein, America's top expert on everything Communist. As a former Communist himself, Romerstein knew his Marxism-Leninism and could be called upon at any moment to certify the authenticity of certain quotes.
 

Other members of the Reagan administration outside of USIA helped support the president's strategic use of strong rhetoric against the USSR. One of those figures was top Reagan aide and confidant Bill Clark, who headed the National  Security Council in 1982 and 1983, and was the single most important Reagan adviser in the effort to take down the Soviet Union.27 Clark worked closely with Ambassador Robinson at USIA. Another Reagan administration official, Assistant Secretary of State Elliott Abrams, reached out to Clark. A fascinating letter from Abrams to Clark, which today sits in Clark's private boxes at his ranch in Paso Robles, California, illustrates the degree to which Reagan officials came to the president's defense when he was attacked for revealing the true nature of Soviet Communism.
 

Abrams, who dealt with Latin American affairs at the State Department, was a Harvard J.D. who was long accustomed to confronting vicious, and often specious, charges from the Left. In a typed letter dated March 10, 1983—not coincidentally, two days after President Reagan called the USSR an “evil empire,” for which he was being derided—Abrams began, “Dear Bill: Press people may well ask on what basis the President says that the communists have no morality, so herewith are two useful quotes from Lenin which can be used as backing for the President's statements.”28 With full citations from the Selected Works of Lenin, Abrams passed along the source for the most commonly contested Lenin quote used by Reagan, “We repudiate all morality … ,” as well as a Lenin gem that Reagan had not yet employed: “We have never rejected terror on principle, nor can we do so. Terror is a form of military operation that may be usefully applied.”29
 

Abrams, who had worked for Clark at the State Department, knew that Clark was closer to Reagan than any other White House figure, including in terms of shared perception of the Communist threat. Abrams knew that Bill Clark would hold on to the letter, which he did.30
 

In short, the president's defenders were arming themselves behind the scenes. They were forced to do so, as the American and Soviet media were lining up the cannons, with the same anti-Communist target in their sights.
 

“Nikolai” Lenin

One such cannon bore Lenin's name—or at least a variation on his name. Early in the Reagan administration the American media ripped into the president over his alleged misuse of Lenin's first name: Reagan occasionally (not regularly) called Vladimir Lenin “Nikolai” Lenin. The very top liberal newspapers rushed to accord this supposed mistake the status of grave infraction and comical dimwittedness.
 

For example, on January 22, 1983, the Washington Post, one of the two leading newspapers in America, took Reagan to task for his supposedly embarrassing  ignorance of things Soviet in a piece titled “Pseudo-Nym and Pseudo-History.”31 The news story was prompted by Reagan's press conference two days earlier, in which the president had again cited nasty comments made by Lenin.32 The piece called out Reagan for making two (alleged) errors: referring to the Bolshevik godfather as “Nikolai” Lenin, and claiming that Lenin “said that promises ‘are like pie crust, made to be broken.’”
 

In fact, neither was an error.
 

First, the question of Lenin's first name: “Nikolai” was, in point of fact, a name that Lenin used. He sometimes wrote under the pseudonym “Nikolai Lenin.” The American Communist press frequently published the Bolshevik as “Nikolai” (or “Nicolai”) Lenin. This was certainly the case in the early 1920s with organs of the American Communist Party, such as Communist Labor, published by the Communist Labor Party of America.33 The same went in other Western countries. The Communist Party of Great Britain published some of Lenin's most famous works under the name “Nikolai Lenin.” The British Communists listed “Nikolai Lenin” as the author of, for example, “Left Wing” Communism: An Infantile Disorder; this was the case in both the first and second editions, in 1920 and 1928, respectively.34 (See pages 380–81.)
 

Apparently, this elementary fact—known to the supposedly ill-informed Ronald Reagan—was unknown to the Washington Post. The Post reporter wrote that according to “the Soviet embassy and several Soviet scholars, to use ‘Nikolai’ as Lenin's first name is a recurrent error, common to conservatives, that annoys the Soviets to no end. In fact, the Nikolai problem was ‘the biggest complaint’ from the Soviets during a U.S.-Soviet project that for more than two years tried to remove some of the more glaring errors and propaganda from textbooks of the two countries.”35 The article quoted Dr. Stuart D. Goldman, Soviet affairs analyst at the Congressional Research Service, who maintained, “It's an error which seemed to appear frequently, although not invariably, in the rhetoric and writings of people hostile to Lenin. Historically, it's generally been found in the writings on the right.”
 

The Washington Post’s questioning of the “pie crust” remark was even more off the mark. The remark was indeed real—taken from Lenin's Collected Works, the standard, go-to guide for such quotations.36 Reagan had cited Lenin to underscore the fact that Lenin brazenly lied about many things, especially diplomatic agreements. The Bolshevik leader was notorious for trampling on agreements, and even boasted about it. Many old-time Democrats had condemned Lenin for this behavior, from Woodrow Wilson and his State Department to Harry Truman.37 Reagan's feelings about the Bolsheviks were mild compared to those of a  young Winston Churchill, who (long before he was prime minister) described the Bolsheviks as “ferocious baboons” who had created a “most destructive” and “most degrading” tyranny. Churchill told the cabinet of Prime Minister David Lloyd George that Lenin and Trotsky should be captured and hanged, and that the prime minister “might as well legalize sodomy as recognize the Bolsheviks.”38
 

The Washington Post article wrapped up by criticizing the general thrust of Reagan's understanding of Lenin. To buttress the point, the Post offered a quote from a dubious confirming source: a member of the Soviet embassy. This would seem an odd choice for attestation. Certainly, the Soviet embassy had as much bias on the issue as did the president.
 

The Post’s skepticism of Reagan's understanding of Marxism-Leninism was not confined to this one story or even this reporter. The Post’s White House correspondent, Lou Cannon, who became effectively the first major Reagan biographer, also derided Reagan for supposedly misidentifying Lenin. Generally, summed up Cannon, “I reached the conclusion that Reagan was wonderful about Jack Benny and worthless on the subject of Lenin.”39
 

Cannon's conclusion fit the mainstream press's caricature of Reagan: the “B-movie actor”–turned–conservative president was fine commenting on movies like Bedtime for Bonzo but useless on historical knowledge.
 

Gorbachev on Lenin

While the American media frequently attacked President Reagan for supposedly inaccurate claims about Lenin, the same press exhibited a total lack of alarm over the truly outrageous remarks on Lenin by Mikhail Gorbachev. The Soviet leader, a darling of the American media in the 1980s, did not make a mistake or two; he was responsible for a litany of errors and dangerous misunderstandings. Of course, the American press, which generally portrayed Gorbachev as intellectually superior to Reagan, never deigned to doubt the Soviet leader.
 

Gorbachev idolized Lenin, an adoration he made embarrassingly clear. He considered Lenin his ideological mentor and hero, invoking him with reverence in his public statements and writings, including in his bestselling 1987 book Perestroika, the definitive Gorbachev statement to the world. In one of his prayerful ruminations on Lenin in Perestroika, Gorbachev gushed:
 

The works of Lenin and his ideals of socialism remained for us an inexhaustible source of dialectal creative thought, theoretical wealth and political  sagacity. His very image is an undying example of lofty moral strength, all-round spiritual culture and selfless devotion to the cause of the people and to socialism. Lenin lives on in the minds and hearts of millions of people.… Turning to Lenin has greatly stimulated the Party and society in their search to find explanations and answers to the questions that have arisen.

 

Gorbachev wrote that he had not only an “interest in Lenin's legacy” but a “thirst to know him.” The leader of the Soviet Union, sounding like Billy Graham talking about the redemptive sacrifice of Jesus Christ, explained that he and the rest of the Soviet leadership “draw inspiration from Lenin. Turning to him, and ‘reading’ his works each time in a new way.… Lenin could see further.”40 Gorbachev perceived in Lenin a source of almost infallible wisdom: “We have always learned, and continue to learn, from Lenin's creative approach.”41
 

Ronald Reagan was often accused of not having read Lenin's works. But Gorbachev's statements make one wonder: did Gorbachev really read Lenin? For Reagan undoubtedly understood Lenin better than did Gorbachev.
 

Take this example: “In the West,” protested Gorbachev, “Lenin is often portrayed as an advocate of authoritarian methods of administration. This is a sign of total ignorance of Lenin's ideas and of their deliberate distortion. In effect, according to Lenin, socialism and democracy are indivisible.”42
 

No, Gorbachev was guilty of distortion. He somehow transmogrified Vladimir Lenin into a liberal Democrat, a composite of Thomas Jefferson and Franklin Delano Roosevelt.
 

In reality, Gorbachev had learned wrong, and was teaching wrongly. This is seen in another embarrassing statement he made in Perestroika, when he maintained, “More than once he [Lenin] spoke about the priority of interests common to all humanity over class interests.”43
 

No, that was not true, as can be seen from Lenin's famous 1920 remark, repeated often by Ronald Reagan, including in that first press conference.44
 

In sum, Gorbachev's remarks on Lenin were nonsense from start to finish. Lenin was a ruthless human being, not a saintly font of eternal wisdom.
 

Ronald Reagan had Lenin right. Gorbachev had Lenin wrong. But the media protested only the former, not the latter. Once again, the American Left had found its target for ridicule and condemnation in the anti-Communist, not in the Leninist.
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The Soviets Sense an Opening—
and the New York Times Steps In

Well into Reagan's presidency the Soviet Communists continued to use Reagan's forceful rhetoric as a propaganda opportunity—and they continued to count on American liberals to help them make political hay against the president.
 

Moscow's ongoing propaganda strategy is evident from a secret 1985 document issued by the Central Committee of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union. The committee's secret memorandum, marked “Not for Publication,” was dated September 25, 1985, and titled “On the Hostile Speeches of the President of the U.S.A.”45 (See page 384).
 

Signed by the chief of the Propaganda Department and the chief of the Department of Foreign Political Propaganda, the memorandum claimed that Reagan had “frequently resorted to falsified quotes, attributing them to V.I. Lenin.” The American president had already “done this in the past, but now this is becoming standard practice.” The Soviet press had often “rebuffed strongly the slanderous attacks of R. Reagan, but nevertheless, this line [of speech] by the head of the White House continues.”
 

The two propaganda chiefs instructed the Soviet Foreign Ministry, via the Soviet embassy in Washington, “to categorically protest to the U.S. Department of State the falsifying of the works of the founder of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union and the Soviet state, V.I. Lenin.” The propagandists angrily insisted: “We demand the American administration end such antagonistic attacks against the Soviet Union and the gross falsification of Lenin's works.”
 

Interestingly, the Communist memo did not mention Reagan's use of “Nikolai Lenin.”46 Instead, it took aim at a statement in which the president attributed to Lenin plans to spread Communism to Eastern Europe, Asia, Latin America, and finally the United States—the last of which, according to Reagan, Lenin had said would fall into Soviet hands like “overripe fruit.” Reagan had said this more than once, and at least twice in September 1985 alone.47
 

Two weeks after the Moscow propaganda chiefs sent orders to the Foreign Ministry and the Soviet embassy to contest the quote in the United States, the most influential newspaper in the English-speaking world, the New York Times, took Reagan to task for his latest Lenin comments. The Times ran an editorial on the subject on October 8, 1985. It is, of course, impossible to say how and where the Times got the cue to respond as it did. Had the paper simply reacted to what Reagan had said about Lenin? Or had it swallowed the bait that the Soviets had  dropped into the water in that September 25 memo? For example, had the Times been prompted by a leak from a friendly source at the U.S. State Department, which Moscow had ordered the Soviet embassy to target? Whatever the case, the Soviets got what they wanted: a high-profile denunciation of Reagan for “falsifying” Lenin's arguments.
 

The October 8 New York Times editorial was unusual in that it carried a byline; the Times usually runs unsigned editorials. The author was Karl E. Meyer, one of the members of the Times’s editorial board.48 He found it incredible that Vladimir Lenin might have said that after the Bolsheviks took Europe and Asia, America would be next.
 

Meyer set out to verify the alleged Lenin quote Reagan had used, that America would “fall into our outstretched hands like overripe fruit.” The first source the editorial cited was the Soviet propagandist Georgi Arbatov, who, Meyer informed readers, denounced the “overripe fruit” line, saying that Reagan had picked it up from no less than Hitler and his Nazis. Meyer described Arbatov only as a “Soviet official,” mentioning nothing about the fact that this was a full-time, paid propagandist for the Kremlin—and hence patently unreliable.
 

More respectably, Meyer considered television commentator Alistair Cooke, who suggested that the president may have gotten the line “from an old movie script.”49 Next the Times editorialist went to “researchers” at the Library of Congress, who apparently had no luck confirming Reagan's fanciful musing.
 

Then Meyer said that a Times colleague recalled having heard the line employed by “right-wing generals in Pretoria”—in other words, by white, racist apartheid leaders in South Africa. These racists had reportedly exhumed the fictitious phrase from a 1971 conspiracy tract “avidly read by members of the John Birch Society.”
 

With that, Meyer was on a roll. He dug some more, he told readers, until he found “what seems to have been President Reagan's source,” The Blue Book of the John Birch Society, published in 1958 by Robert Welch, the founder of that far-right organization known for its wild anti-Communism.
 

“So there it is,” Meyer concluded, “an undocumentable Birchite ‘paraphrase’ offered … as a live quotation by a President of the United States.”50
 

It was a damning piece. Unfortunately for the New York Times, Meyer was guilty of precisely what he was accusing Reagan of doing: making assumptions without documentation. Reagan had indeed used a questionable quote, which is no small matter; an American president is—and should be—held to a high standard of accuracy. That said, what Meyer alleged was, overall, less accurate than what Reagan said.
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Lenin's use of the phrase “overripe fruit” has not been fully substantiated, though it had been in circulation for decades, sometimes linked to other Soviet figures.51 Most notably, the “overripe fruit” quotation has been attributed, credibly, to one of Lenin's successors, Nikita Khrushchev. During the Soviet leader's historic September 1959 visit to the United States, President Dwight Eisenhower's secretary of agriculture, Ezra Taft Benson, hosted Khrushchev for a half day. Benson later recalled of his time with Khrushchev: “As we talked face-to-face, he indicated that my grandchildren would live under Communism … [and] arrogantly declared, in substance: You Americans are so gullible.… We won't have to fight you. We'll so weaken your economy until you fall like overripe fruit into our hands.”52
 

Khrushchev's comment—which went unmentioned in the New York Times editorial—was entirely consistent with Marxist-Leninist doctrine. And that is the more important point regarding Reagan's comment: the thrust of what the president was claiming—namely, that Lenin outlined Communism's global ambitions, and that he wanted America to be Communist as well—was completely accurate, as any honest observer with the slightest bit of knowledge on Lenin would have known.
 

Recall Lenin's August 1918 open letter to American workers, published in Pravda. In it he spoke of “the inevitability of world revolution” and said that in such a revolution American workers “will be with us, for civil war against the bourgeoisie.” The Bolsheviks, Lenin said, “are in a besieged fortress until other armies of the world socialist revolution come to our aid”—and as his letter made clear, an American army would most certainly join the “invincible” proletarian revolution.53
 

Likewise, in November 1918, Lenin emphasized that “Anglo-French and American imperialism” stood in the way of “world-wide Bolshevism” and “worldwide socialist revolution.” The Soviet system, he vowed, must “conquer” in “every advanced country in the world,” especially the United States, since “Anglo- American imperialism” threatened to “strangle” the great Russian experiment.54
 

These comments were typical of Lenin's militaristic language. His blunt calls for revolution in America, for the American proletariat to rise up against the “capitalist sharks” and “bloodsuckers” and “modern slave-owners,” were actually far more militant than what Reagan had attributed to him with the “overripe fruit” line. The Soviet propagandists may have insisted that Reagan was guilty of “gross falsification” of Lenin's views—and the New York Times may have scoffed at the idea that the Soviets had such expansionary aims—but Reagan was quite correct that from the outset, the Soviets had trumpeted their global objectives.
 

The New York Times’s Karl Meyer was seemingly unaware of this background, or else he chose to omit it from his editorial. Instead he concluded that Reagan had culled the “overripe fruit” quote from a John Birch Society publication, a contention for which he had no proof. An examination of Reagan's conservative background should have raised serious doubts that he would read, let alone favorably cite, Birch literature. Reagan was an avid reader of conservative sources who stood firmly against the Birch Society, such as William F. Buckley Jr.’ s National Review, which had sought to purge Birchers from the conservative movement.55 Reagan's anti-Communism was informed by sophisticated anti-Communist writers such as Frank Meyer, James Burnham, and Whittaker Chambers—all ex-Communists—plus Malcolm Muggeridge, Aleksandr Solzhenitsyn, Wilhelm Röpke, Milton Friedman, Friedrich Hayek, Ludwig von Mises, Henry Hazlitt, Frederic Bastiat, Russell Kirk, and lesser-known authors like Laurence Beilenson,56 the Harvard-educated student of Harold Laski and Felix Frankfurter, whom Reagan read closely and corresponded with frequently.57
 

For liberals in the press, however, the caricature of Reagan as an ignorant anti-Communist was apparently irresistible. Thus the New York Times could cite, uncritically, a Soviet hatchet man like Georgi Arbatov pointing to Nazis as the source for the president's statement.
 

Had Meyer and the expert researchers dug a little deeper, perhaps in the archives of the Times’s chief competitor, the Washington Post, they might have found a June 26, 1955, article in which another leader, South Korean president Syngman Rhee, also invoked the “overripe fruit” quote. Rhee had seen international Communism divide his homeland with a horrendous war, and now he warned that the Communists were ready to attack the United States. As the Post reported, “The President [Rhee] pointed out that Lenin had laid down the following master plan for world conquest: ‘First we will take eastern Europe, then the masses of Asia. After that we shall surround and undermine the United States, the last citadel of capitalism, which will fall into our lap like an overripe fruit, without a struggle.’”58
 

That warning, in a major American newspaper, came three years before the publication of the obscure John Birch tract Meyer cited as the source of Reagan's quote.
 

Calling the Soviets’ Bluff

For the Soviets, the New York Times editorial was quite a coup. The Gray Lady served as a feeder service to newspapers and news broadcasts all over America and across the world. The Times article, on the heels of others like the Washington Post
 piece, must have reinforced Kremlin hopes that the American media could aid the USSR in its campaign to discredit the president who was committed to undermining Marxist-Leninist ideology.
 

In 1987 the Soviet regime continued its efforts to discredit Reagan, this time working behind the scenes to try to pressure the U.S. government. That spring, Valentin Falin, another dedicated Soviet government propagandist, came to Washington with a Soviet delegation to meet with American officials, including Charlie Wick of USIA. Wick also brought along his top researcher, Herb Romerstein, expecting that Falin might pull some kind of stunt. The Soviet propagandist did not disappoint.
 

Falin came armed with the same material that the New York Times and Washington Post had been using against Reagan. He started in on the American president's use of “Nikolai” and the “promises are like pie crust, made to be broken” quotation. Like Georgi Arbatov before him, Falin said that Reagan was citing not Lenin but the Nazis. The inauthentic quote, he said, originated in German wartime propaganda circulated by Joseph Goebbels.
 

Unfortunately for Falin, he was not sitting across the table from sympathetic American journalists who held Ronald Reagan in equal disregard. As Falin began railing against the supposedly spurious “pie crust” quote, Wick turned to Romerstein and ordered, “Answer him.” Romerstein was ready, opening a large copy of Lenin's Collected Works, where the quote resided. Romerstein read the quote aloud.59
 

The Soviets’ bluff had been called. A stammering Falin turned red, and leaned on one of his cronies for a stammering response. It was not a good moment for the masters of agitprop. That was especially so because Romerstein had put Falin and his comrades in their place in front of an audience of government officials and specialists from both sides. It was a small victory for the USIA and the Reagan administration in general.
 

Of course, Falin and his team's setback had occurred behind closed doors, without journalists there to report it. The Soviets would continue their propaganda campaign against Ronald Reagan, and America's monolithic media would continue to unwittingly support the effort.60
 

Cashing In: Zorin and the Soviets Confront Reagan

After Falin faltered in charging the Reagan administration with “misquoting” Lenin and making “vulgar” accusations of Soviet expansionism,61 the Kremlin  dispatched another propagandist to the United States, this time to confront President Reagan directly.
 

Valentin Zorin was the Soviet “journalist” called on for this task. Zorin was a regular on Studio 9, the Soviet Union's premier “news” show, and he wrote for both Pravda and Izvestia. He displayed religious-like devotion to totalitarian Communism. Fellow Soviet official Genrikh Trofimenko, the director of the influential Institute for U.S.A. and Canada Studies of the Russian Academy of Sciences, later described Zorin as a “faithful follower of Lenin's dictum regarding morality” who would happily contrive “any” information necessary—including “slander”—to discredit what Zorin termed “American warmongers.” Trofimenko condemned Zorin as a “mini-Goebbels” who had spent his “whole life … devoted to piling on the United States heap upon heap of unspeakable dirt and, pardon me, dung.”62
 

From his perch on Studio 9, Zorin—along with other propagandists like Vitaly Kobysh, Yevgeny Velikhov, Falin, and Arbatov—nightly took aim at President Reagan. Zorin had been trashing Reagan ever since the American had emerged as a serious presidential candidate in the 1970s. For example, in a February 16, 1976, statement issued by the Moscow Domestic Service, Zorin attacked Reagan for criticizing détente, saying that the candidate had demonstrated “complete irresponsibility” and was seeking to “poison the atmosphere.”63 Once Reagan was in the White House, Zorin ridiculed the American president as a lazy, dimwitted, addled, aged ex-actor, as a “blockhead” who “does not care to think.”64
 

Zorin was especially outraged by President Reagan's June 1987 call to tear down the Berlin Wall. On Studio 9, he, Arbatov, and Falin teed off on the president, accusing the “American cowboy” of “slander,” “blackmail,” and “vulgar demagoguery.”65 Zorin often denounced Reagan for supporting those struggling for human freedom. He blamed Reagan for developments toward democracy in Poland, and he angrily attacked the American president when Reagan prevented Grenada from becoming a Cuban-Soviet proxy dictatorship. In fact, he assailed the invasion of Grenada in mocking language strikingly similar to that used by Senator Patrick Leahy, Senator John Kerry, Jesse Jackson, Walter Mondale, Madeleine Albright, and the editorial pages of the New York Times.66
 

On May 20, 1988, shortly before Reagan's summit with Mikhail Gorbachev in Moscow, Zorin got his big opportunity: he and fellow “journalist” Boris Kalyagin went to the White House to interview the president for Soviet television.67
 

Sure enough, Zorin and Kalygin took Reagan to task for his “allegation” that Lenin and Soviet Communists had “expansionistic aims.” They challenged Reagan on the sources, saying that “Soviet specialists,” the “U.S. press,” and “people who  work in the Library of Congress” had “studied all of the compositions of Lenin's” but hadn't “found one similar quotation or anything that's even close to some of those quotations.” No doubt by “U.S. press” they meant, among other outlets, the Washington Post and New York Times, whose aforementioned articles had cited a generic category of Soviet specialists and, in the case of Karl Meyer's Times editorial, researchers from the Library of Congress. Notably, Zorin and his partner did not argue whether Lenin ever said anything expansionary. Instead, the well-prepared apparatchiks said only that people in the U.S. media and at the Library of Congress had searched for such quotes but could not find them. Zorin was a prodigious reader of American newspapers; it is clear that the U.S. media had supplied the Soviets with the sources they needed to indict Reagan.68
 

The impish Zorin then put Reagan on the spot by asking: “So, I would like to ask you what works of Lenin did you read, and where were those quotations that you used taken from?” Reagan held his ground. Though he was not forthcoming about specific sources, he wisely turned the discussion to the gist of Marxist-Leninist ideology, where he was dead-on:

 

Karl Marx said your system, Communism, could only succeed when the whole world had become Communist. And so, the goal had to be the one-world Communist state.

 

Now, as I say, I can't recall all of the sources from which I gleaned this, and maybe some things have been interpreted differently as in modern versions, but I know that Lenin expounded on that and said that must be the goal. But I also know—and this didn't require reading Lenin—that every leader, every General Secretary but the present one had, in appearances before the Soviet Congress, reiterated their allegiance to that Marxian theory that the goal was a one-world Communist state. So, I wasn't making anything up; these were the things we were told. For example, here in our government, we knew that Lenin had expressed a part of the plan that involved Latin America and so forth. And the one line that sounded very ominous to us was when he said that the last bastion of capitalism, the United States, would not have to be taken; it would fall into their outstretched hand like overripe fruit.69

 

Reagan felt no need to list sources, because this material was second nature to him. His explanation to his Soviet interrogators could have come straight out of one of his GE speeches in the 1950s, right down to the use of the older colloquial “Marxian” instead of “Marxist.”
 

Zorin may have been eager to trip up Ronald Reagan on the eve of his pivotal summit meeting, but the president would not be disturbed so easily.
 

When Fiction Becomes History

In time, the Soviet propaganda push against Reagan acquired not only sympathetic liberal American journalists but liberal American academics as well. Not surprisingly, given the New York Times’s sacred status among American liberals, pieces like the one by Karl Meyer live on in the works of liberal academics, especially those who upbraid Reagan for his “reactionary” views on the Cold War and Soviet Communism.
 

Many academics still use the Meyer piece as a catch-all to demonstrate that Reagan employed a vast reservoir of Soviet “quotes of uncertain origin.” For instance, Garry Wills, in his book Reagan's America, accepts Meyer's verdict as ironclad, concluding that Reagan “used a fake quote from Lenin, taken from Welch's” book.70
 

Going much further than Wills is Raymond Garthoff, whose work The Great Transition: American-Soviet Relations and the End of the Cold War credits Gorbachev, not Reagan, with ending the Cold War. Published by Brookings Institution Press, the book received the Left's imprimatur as one of the most authoritative works on the end of the Cold War. It became required reading in graduate schools across America in the 1990s, billed by some as the definitive judgment on how the Cold War ended.71
 

Garthoff depicts Reagan as both a simpleton and a political zealot, and he cites Meyer's New York Times piece to substantiate his claim that Reagan displayed a “notorious disregard for concrete facts.”72 Garthoff points readers to an outside source that is supposedly an authoritative guide to Reagan's many “egregious errors of fact in public statements”—a 1984 book called Ronald Reagan's Reign of Error, coauthored by the liberal activist Mark Green.73
 

Where might America's fortieth president have gotten such inaccurate ideas? “Apparently,” Garthoff explains, without providing evidence, “their origin was a Nazi propaganda fabrication that had made its way by professional anticommunists into right-wing publications of the kind read by Ronald Reagan.” This “odious” reality, notes the historian, is quite an “insult.” Just imagine that such could be “part of the personal intellectual baggage of the president of the United States.”
 

With Garthoff's historical explication, bad reporting on Reagan in the 1980s has become bad history.
 

Most puzzling about Garthoff's swipe at Reagan is that the historian's explanatory notes at times actually back up Reagan. For example, in the main text of his book, Garthoff writes that Reagan's use of the name “Nikolai” for Lenin “presumably” originates from the Bolshevik's “early writing under the pseudonym ‘N. Lenin.’” The text does not mention that Lenin published not solely under “N. Lenin” but also under “Nikolai Lenin.” In his notes, however, Garthoff explains that, yes, Lenin published under the pseudonym “Nikolai.” And yet the historian, like the New York Times before him, leaves readers with an image of a president who employed Nazi misinformation in his press conferences.
 

Many liberal scholars and journalists maintained that the conservative Reagan was misled, when it's possible that they themselves had been misled by Soviet disinformation.
 

What “Evil” Empire?

Nothing so outraged the Soviets and the American Left as the president's description of the USSR as an “evil” empire.
 

President Reagan first used this description during a speech in Orlando, Florida, on March 8, 1983. In it he called the Soviet Union the “focus of evil in the modern world” and an “evil empire.”
 

This blunt language was a major departure from the discourse used by President Jimmy Carter and even by his Republican predecessor, Gerald Ford. Such frank talk was, of course, part of Reagan's larger strategy to include strong rhetoric as a weapon against the USSR. Reagan's description also happened to be accurate.
 

An honest observer could hardly disagree that the Soviet empire was a pernicious place. Since the Bolshevik Revolution the Communist regime had a horrifying record of human carnage, killing anywhere from twenty million to seventy million innocents. The USSR refused to allow citizens to leave the Communist empire, and even erected walls to keep them captive. It suppressed the most basic civil liberties. The atheist regime carried out a comprehensive “war on religion,” in Gorbachev's apt description. And from the beginning, Communist leaders had spoken openly of “crushing” and “conquering” the “disgusting” bourgeoisie in a worldwide revolution. Again, Reagan was simply acknowledging what Democrats like Woodrow Wilson had noted from the very start.
 

Nevertheless, many Americans were aghast at Reagan's statement of the obvious.74
 

The first line of resistance came from “pragmatists” within the Reagan White House. These establishment Republicans repeatedly crossed out the “evil empire” section when the speech was in draft form. Particularly upset was aide David Gergen, who would go on to work for the Clinton White House. Gergen, much like Colin Powell later with the “tear down this wall” line in the Brandenburg Gate speech,75 was troubled by what he called the “outrageous statements” in the speech and tried to tone it down.76
 

But the speech survived the White House pragmatists. Speechwriters Tony Dolan and Aram Bakshian knew the address was a winner. They also knew that this was exactly what Reagan wanted to say; the president had written nearly half the speech himself.77 Dolan refused to make the cuts Gergen and others were pushing. He called for the president to make the final decision. Reagan rejected the advice of the pragmatists and chose to leave in the language. Reagan adviser Ed Meese remembered, “He really insisted on it and kept it in.”
 

When Reagan delivered the address as is on March 8, America's progressives responded with righteous indignation, even before Pravda got its chance to torch the speech.
 

Over at the New York Times, columnist Anthony Lewis dashed to his typewriter to denounce the speech as “dangerous” and “outrageous.” To Lewis, the speech was “sectarian” and “simplistic.” More than that, he said, it was simply “primitive—the only word for it.”78
 

Washington Post columnist Richard Cohen began his response with this odd Q &amp; A: “Question: What does Ronald Reagan have in common with my grandmother? Answer: They are both religious bigots.”79 Reagan, said Cohen, lacked “tolerance,” dividing the United States and USSR into categories of “us” versus “them” over matters of religion.
 

This was a strange criticism. In reality, the Soviet government was the divisive force on religion. Starting with the Bolsheviks, the regime had long attacked belief, shutting down churches, erecting museums to atheism, and deriding religion through such organizations as the League of the Militant Godless. Reagan merely spoke candidly about the incontrovertible atheism of the Soviet system—just as John F. Kennedy, among other Democrats, had done in the past. The president pointed out the distinctions between the U.S. and Soviet systems—one promising religious liberty; the other, antireligious tyranny.
 

Cohen insisted that Reagan “likes to see things in black and white.” He did not mention that in the Orlando speech, Reagan paused to carefully underscore that America was far from perfect, with its own legacy of sins and evil, from slavery to racism.
 

In truth, Cohen's analysis of Reagan's speech—and Lewis's analysis, for that matter—was more black and white, more simplistic, than what the president said. What Reagan said was factual. What Cohen said was a stereotype.
 

Over at The New Republic, which more than fifty years earlier had published John Dewey's “impressions” of the USSR as a utopian empire, the editors were scandalized by Reagan's depiction. In the April 4, 1983, issue, TNR ran an editorial titled “Reverend Reagan.”80 It claimed that the president had “left friends and foes around the world with the impression that the President of the United States was contemplating holy war.”
 

The editors were particularly offended at Reagan's story of a friend who said he would rather see his little girls die in America now, still believing in God—and thus able to go to heaven—than watch the girls grow up under Communism not believing in God. Although the folks at TNR probably did not know this, it is interesting that TASS likewise took special offense at this anecdote, blasting away (in English) in its March 11 response to the speech.81 The editors at The New Republic were in lockstep with the editors over at TASS.
 

Here, TNR’s editors complained that in the area of foreign policy, this anecdote about God was hardly the “question at issue.”
 

Actually, in Ronald Reagan's mind, this was the question at issue. That the Soviet state could become so intrusive that it would actively deny the right to faith was an outrage that should concern every person and every nation. Yes, this was a theological concern to the Christian Reagan, but it was also a matter of basic human liberty.
 

To TNR, however, it seemed that Reagan “profoundly misunderstands” the “nature of secularism.” Overall, the editorial declared, the speech was a “deeply divisive” “orgy of cheap shots,” and “very poor history” to boot.
 

Like the magazine that published Dewey's pro-Soviet writings, Dewey's alma mater was disturbed by Reagan's speech, as was the professoriate as a whole. Renowned Columbia University/Amherst College historian Henry Steele Commager judged that Reagan's address “was the worst presidential speech in American history, and I've read them all.” Why? Because, said Commager, of Reagan's “gross appeal to religious prejudice.”82
 

Liberal politicians expressed outrage as well. The leader of the Democrats and the Congress, Speaker of the House Tip O'Neill, was so incensed at Reagan's display of anti-Communism that a year and a half later, at the 1984 Democratic National Convention, he declared that the evil did not truly reside with the Communists in the Kremlin: “The evil is in the White House at the present time. And that evil is a man who has no care and no concern for the working class of America  and the future generations of America.… He's cold. He's mean. He's got ice water for blood.”83
 

Kindred Spirits

The Soviet Union's Marxist-Leninists certainly appreciated the American Left's analysis, which they echoed in their own speeches and writings.
 

The day after the “evil empire” speech, Soviet despot Yuri Andropov, who compared Reagan to Hitler84—eliciting no outpouring of protest from the American Left—called Reagan's remarks deliberately “provocative.” The comments, Andropov said, revealed that Reagan and his administration “can think only in terms of confrontation and bellicose, lunatic anti-Communism.”85
 

Reagan clearly had touched a nerve in Moscow, as TASS attacked the president's speech in multiple press releases.86 In one statement, TASS bristled at the president's “McCarthyism.” The Soviet “news” agency said that “the White House boss” was “quite prepared to sacrifice [American children] in the name of his rabid anti-Communism and militarism.”87
 

Pravda condemned Reagan's “latest provocative speech,” saying that it betrayed his administration's “extreme militarism,” and confirmed that the president could “only think in terms of confrontation and militant, unbridled anti-communism.” Worse, the Soviet paper said, Reagan had offered no “evidence” of any misdeeds by the USSR.
 

Typical of Soviet propaganda techniques, Pravda cited the negative reaction among American liberals as proof of the universal outrage over Reagan's “bellicose” and “hysterical” anti-Communism. The paper reported that “UPI called attention to Reagan's pathological hatred of socialism and communism, noting that his statements resurrected the worst rhetoric of the cold war era.”88 (Also underscoring the UPI statement was the Red Army flagship, Krasnaya Zvezda.)89
Pravda cited the three American TV networks for support as well, including an ABC News commentary that, said the Soviet government newspaper, “made special note of the fact that [Reagan's speech] had an ‘openly militaristic bias.’”90
 

On Soviet TV, reporter Gennady Gerasimov reiterated a common complaint of American liberals when he blasted Reagan's religious references and alleged laziness of the mind. It sounded, said Gerasimov, as if the president thought “he were God's vicar on earth.” Of course, added the Soviet reporter, this was “not the first time the President has used similar moral categorizations: on the one side good, which naturally means him and America, which is the embodiment of  this good, and on the other side evil.” Gerasimov said this was “an easy scheme of things for those too lazy to think.”91
 

Georgi Arbatov was put on the case a few days later, writing a typical hatchet piece in Pravda. Arbatov leveled many of the same criticisms employed by The New Republic: “[This is] outright medievalism,” he opined. “And all this is covered up by hypocritical talk about faith and God, about morality, eternal good and eternal evil.”92
 

Moscow saw another propaganda opportunity here, surely at least in part because the liberals that dominated the American media were excoriating the speech.
 

On Reagan's Side

This was quite a cacophony. Did President Reagan have any defenders?
 

Yes: those who resided within the evil empire, under the jackboot of Communist totalitarianism. Only years later, however, once these captives were free, could they respond to their captors and to American liberals.
 

One of them, Natan Sharansky, had a chance to do just that near the end of Reagan's presidency. He had been an inmate of Permanent Labor Camp 35, a Jewish dissident jailed for his beliefs. Once released, he told the president and his staff of how his prison guards had informed him of Reagan's “warmongering” statement about the evil empire, underscoring what a dangerous, unstable man occupied the White House. They flashed him Truth itself, Pravda’s front page, which derided Reagan's speech.
 

This “truth” alert, however, backfired on Sharansky's tormentors. Once they left, Sharansky leapt for joy in his cell. Someone—indeed, the American president, the leader of the free world—had finally spoken the truth about this undeniably evil empire. Sharansky tapped the news in Morse code to a fellow prisoner on the other side of the wall, who received it with equal elation and in turn tapped the message along to his neighbor, and so on. Reagan had spoken for those in the gulag, who now rang out the words “evil empire.”93
 

When a freed Sharansky—let out of prison with Reagan's help—eventually met the president, he thanked him. “I told him that his speech about the evil empire was a great encourager for us,” Sharansky said of himself and his inmates. Reagan had “understood the nature of the Soviet Union” and had called “a spade a spade.”94
 

That sentiment was shared by Vladimir Bukovsky, who spent twelve years in the Soviet gulag. Bukovsky said the Reagan speech had been a “major event” to political prisoners and dissidents, who “greeted” it warmly. The phrase “evil  empire” had the worst possible effect on those running the USSR, noted Bukovsky: it became “incredibly popular” behind the Iron Curtain.95
 

Similar testimony came from Jan Winiecki, who was an economic adviser to Poland's Solidarity underground. Once able to travel to America, Winiecki said of Reagan's colorful description of the Soviet empire: “To us, it was, of course, true. The leftist intellectuals in the West thumbed their noses at it, but we said ‘What's the big deal?’ What he said was a statement of the obvious. This was not [a] mystery.”96
 

Even former Soviet political officials testify to the liberating nature of Reagan's piercing pronouncement.97 Andrei Kozyrev, a longtime Soviet official who ultimately became Boris Yeltsin's foreign minister, said it had been a mistake to have called the USSR “the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics.” No, said Kozyrev, Ronald Reagan had come up with a better title: “It was, rather, [an] Evil Empire, as it was put.”98
 

Sergei Tarasenko, a high-level official in the Soviet Foreign Ministry under Mikhail Gorbachev, commented: “So the president said, ‘It is an Evil Empire!’ Okay. Well, we are an Evil Empire.”99
 

Arkady Murashev, a young leader who emerged during the days of Perestroika and eventually became leader of Democratic Russia, a political party that took root after the USSR disintegrated, likewise defended Reagan: “He called us the ‘Evil Empire.’ So why did you in the West laugh at him? It's true!”100
 

A slightly dissenting view came from Genrikh Trofimenko, head of the USSR's top think tank, who had a minor complaint. In retrospect, said Trofimenko, Reagan's “evil empire” description “was probably too mild.”101
 

Overdue Truths

When Ronald Reagan spoke of expansionary, evil Soviet Communism, he spoke the truth. That truth was long overdue after the 1970s, which began with détente and ended with Soviet gains and American losses all over the world, and with Jimmy Carter's kiss of Brezhnev. The millions held captive inside the evil empire—those “captive people,” those “freedom fighters,” as Reagan saw them—certainly appreciated that Reagan had spoken the truth. These people lacked in the most basic liberties, including the right to say how much they hated living under the regimes that repressed them and kept them confined within barbed-wire borders.
 

Amazingly, however, the American Left—like the Soviet regime—judged Reagan not just wrong but idiotically, belligerently wrong. Many journalists, academics,  and politicians in the United States failed to acknowledge the desperately needed truths that the president was speaking.
 

And the Left's ridiculing of Reagan—with Soviet appreciation and backing—was only beginning. Merely two weeks after roasting Reagan for his speech in Orlando, many liberal Americans were about to unwittingly join sides again with Soviet Communist officials, this time in lampooning a major Reagan policy initiative.
 

Reagan's new policy, which America's Left and the Soviet regime did their best to derail, would ultimately prove as devastating to the USSR as the president's declaration of evil.
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“STAR WARS”: THE SDI SABOTAGE
 

 

 

Another troubling case of American liberals in the 1980s inadvertently providing a tremendous boost to the Soviets was their ridiculing of President Reagan's Strategic Defense Initiative (SDI), which liberals—starting with Senator Ted Kennedy—immediately trivialized as “Star Wars.” In so doing, they nearly sabotaged SDI, and perhaps would have if not for Reagan's extraordinary personal commitment to the program, evident from its origins in March 1983, through the Reykjavik summit in October 1986, and beyond.
 

If liberals had been successful in mocking SDI into oblivion, it would have been to the great detriment of America, of those living under Soviet Communism, and of peace worldwide. It is no exaggeration to say that if SDI had been nixed, the United States would have been robbed of what turned out to be one of the most effective tools in bringing the Soviets to the negotiating table and ending the Cold War without a shot fired. Soviet officials themselves testify to that impact of SDI.
 

Privately, we now know, the Kremlin was terrified by SDI and what it could mean to the USSR's ability to compete—militarily, technologically, economically, and politically—with the United States in the Cold War. Publicly, however, the Soviets joined the American Left in lampooning SDI. They seized on the “Star Wars” label that Kennedy first applied and that a partisan American press corps picked up right away, converting the pejorative into a major propaganda tool. More than that, Moscow manipulated Kennedy's term in a way that neither the Massachusetts senator nor his liberal allies in the American media could have  imagined, or even recognize today. Certainly, journalists have never offered any self-critical analysis exposing how this manifestation of their political bias caused notable damage.
 

In all, it is a disturbing but fascinating story that Americans did not witness in the 1980s. For the first time, here is that story.
 

March 1983: The Kremlin's Really Bad Month

Ronald Reagan made a series of bold moves in March 1983, at a time when the USSR was on the ropes.
 

The Kremlin had been deeply concerned ever since Reagan's inauguration in January 1981, a total turnabout from its confident surge in the latter 1970s. The Soviet leadership was taken aback by Reagan's bravado in his very first press conference. Its fears only heightened throughout 1981 and 1982, as the president repeatedly pronounced that Communism and the Soviet Union itself were doomed, such as in his May 1981 speech at the University of Notre Dame and his June 1982 address to Britain's Parliament, to name only two examples. The Soviets stirred over what they suspected Reagan was pursuing in Poland, in Afghanistan, in Nicaragua, and via relationships with the likes of Margaret Thatcher and Pope John Paul II. Moscow understood that Ronald Reagan was committed to trying to undermine the USSR.1
 

Still, the Kremlin could not have imagined what was about to happen next. Reagan's first big move in March 1983 was a devastating rhetorical blow: his March 8 speech in which he called the Soviet Union an “evil empire.”
 

A week later came the disclosure of one of the Reagan administration's most significant National Security Decision Directives (NSDD). On March 16 Robert Toth of the Los Angeles Times broke the story on NSDD-75, in which the administration resolved to pursue victory in the Cold War by peacefully liberating Eastern Europe and bringing political “pluralism” to the USSR.2
 

Just a week before Toth's story on NSDD-75, TASS had issued a press release warning that Reagan's evil empire speech symbolized the reality that it was now “official state policy” for the Reagan team to make its “crusade against communism … the fatal denouement to which Mr. Reagan is nudging the world.” Now, with the disclosure about NSDD-75 (which Reagan had privately signed a few weeks earlier), the Moscow Domestic Service released two statements, dubbing the directive a “subversive” attempt “to try to influence the internal situation” within the USSR. The Reagan administration, Moscow said, had set out “to exhaust the  Soviet economy … to undermine the socioeconomic system and international position of the Soviet state.” A piece by Grigori Dadyants in the Soviet publication Sotsialisticheskaya Industriya stated, “Directive 75 speaks of changing the Soviet Union's domestic policy. In other words, the powers that be in Washington are threatening the course of world history, neither more nor less.”3
 

Fortunately for the Soviets, certain liberal editorial boards in the West were there to reassure them. For instance, Dadyants cast doubt on Reagan's ability to change the USSR by citing editorials from the Los Angeles Times, the Toronto Star, and the San Francisco Chronicle. Dadyants quoted the Los Angeles Times as saying, “Our country simply has no means of exerting pressure of this sort [on the Soviet Union], and it was staggering to hear that the Reagan administration thinks otherwise.” The Star accused Reagan of “simply the purest stupidity,” and of needing a “new cold war.”4
 

Nevertheless, Moscow remained very nervous about what the U.S. government was doing. The Soviets knew that their system was, as Reagan put it, held together by bailing wire.5 Reagan had rightly sensed Communism's perilous condition, and now he was making Moscow's life even more difficult.
 

And the USSR's really bad month was about to get worse.
 

On the evening of March 23, 1983, Ronald Reagan disclosed to the world a secret he had shared with only a handful of his most trusted advisers: “My fellow Americans, tonight we're launching an effort which holds the promise of changing the course of human history,” declared the president in a nationally televised address. He announced his Strategic Defense Initiative, a vision for a space-based missile-defense system.
 

Coming only two weeks after the evil empire speech, and one week after the revelation about NSDD-75—not to mention other audacious military initiatives then under way, including the deployment of the MX Missile and the Pershing IIs—Reagan's remarks left Moscow shell-shocked.
 

The Immediate Soviet Reaction

The response from the Soviet side was instant. Both behind the scenes and in official news coverage, Moscow betrayed its panic.
 

The CIA learned right away that the Soviet officials were shaken by the SDI announcement. Herb Meyer, CIA Director Bill Casey's right-hand man and one of the most important under-the-radar players in the Reagan administration's “takedown” strategy against the USSR,6 spent much of his time conducting Soviet vulnerability  assessments. Today he recalls: “The intelligence coming in the morning of March 24—literally hours after the president's SDI speech—was different from anything we'd seen before. The Soviet Union's top military officials had understood instantly that President Reagan had found a way to win the Cold War.” Reagan had referred to SDI as a “shield over the United States,” but, Meyer says, the Soviets understood that SDI “was really a lid over the Soviet Union. It meant their missiles would be worthless.”7
 

Meyer's point is especially intriguing given that many critics of SDI focused on the fact that such a missile shield was technologically difficult if not impossible to build, at least in the immediate term. (Top American scientists like Carl Sagan mocked SDI as a “pipe dream.”) While technological feasibility was a real issue, Meyer points out that such an argument ignores a more critical issue: the Soviets grasped right away that even if SDI could not shoot down all of their missiles, it introduced a “devastating” uncertainty that sent their nuclear strategy into a tailspin. “Even if [the Soviets] were able to hit New York City, Los Angeles, Washington,” Meyer explains, “they didn't know which, if any, of our missile sites, silos, Minutemen, that they could hit.”8 In other words, the question of retaliation was thrown into chaos. “They knew right away, when Reagan made that speech, that this was the bullet between the eyes,” Meyer says. He adds that it is “crucial to understand” that SDI would never need to shoot down 100 percent of Soviet missiles: “The critics didn't get this. The New York Times didn't get it.”9
 

In any case, the Soviets were not so blithely confident that the SDI technology was impossible to build. The reason for this, as Meyer notes, was that years earlier Soviet physicists had begun studying the concept of missile defense—specifically, of using weapons to knock down a missile. They knew the technology could be done (as America's Patriot missiles would demonstrate against Saddam Hussein's Scuds over the skies of Israel less than ten years after Reagan's SDI speech). Soviet technical and academic journals, which Meyer and analysts at Langley studied, were filled with articles on the subject. Realizing the potential of missile defense, the Soviets had launched a comprehensive project to research such a system. Wanting to keep the military research project secret, they pulled the scientific journals from circulation. The CIA, however, had copies of the journals.10
 

Ronald Reagan knew all this from his briefings—the same Reagan that the American Left derided as an uninformed idiot. After his SDI announcement, the president tried to get the American press to take notice of the Soviets’ own missile-defense project, openly talking about the “Red Shield,” or the “Soviet SDI.”11 In short, Reagan's argument to his detractors was that with SDI, America was finally pursuing what the USSR had already been pursuing on a massive scale.  But the liberal press dismissed the president's arguments, just as it dismissed the very notion of missile defense.
 

The Soviets may have had a head start on missile defense, but they went into panic mode the moment Reagan gave his SDI speech. Why? Because, from their own research, they knew SDI could work (at least to some degree), and they knew that the United States not only was far more technologically advanced than they were but also had far more money to invest in the project.
 

Says Herb Meyer: “Once Reagan said we could do it, they [the Soviets] knew they were finished.… The intel began hitting my desk on March 24, and you could see the shift. You could see the shift immediately—immediately. Overnight. Just like that.”12
 

The Long-Term Soviet Reaction

Mikhail Gorbachev knew better than anyone the technological and financial advantages the United States had over the Soviet Union. As a result, SDI became his single greatest obsession during U.S.-USSR summit meetings. The testimonies to this are voluminous.13
 

According to Foreign Minister Alexander Bessmertnykh, the Soviets were “enormously frightened” by Reagan's announcement of SDI.14 Bessmertnykh said the initiative was “something very dangerous” that “made us realize we were in a very dangerous spot.” He called SDI Gorbachev's “number-one preoccupation”: “When we were talking about SDI, just the feeling that if we get involved in this SDI arms race, trying to do something like the U.S. was going to do with space-based programs, looked like a horror to Gorbachev.” Bessmertnykh said flatly that programs like SDI “accelerated the decline of the Soviet Union.”15
 

Similarly, Genrikh Trofimenko said that SDI “was the most effective single act to bring [Gorbachev] to his senses—to the understanding that he could not win.” Here, of course, Trofimenko echoed Herb Meyer's statement that with SDI, the Soviets “knew they were finished.” Trofimenko added that Gorbachev “had to cry ‘uncle’ and to vie for a peaceful interlude.”16 (Interestingly, Reagan, when devising his strategy to undermine the Soviets economically, used the phrase “yell ‘Uncle.’”17)
 

The power of SDI was evident in the Reagan-Gorbachev summits. Soviet ambassador Anatoly Dobrynin later confirmed that Gorbachev's “principal goal” at the 1985 Geneva summit was to halt SDI.18 The same was true for the Reykjavik summit in October 1986, where Reagan chief of staff Donald Regan said  that Gorbachev was worried about SDI to the point of fixation.19 Gorbachev was so concerned about SDI at Reykjavik that he actually proposed to eliminate all nuclear missiles if Reagan gave up missile defense. Likewise, at the third summit, in Washington in December 1987, Secretary of Defense Frank Carlucci made special note of Gorbachev's “usual tirade about SDI.”20
 

In short, the Soviet government at the very highest levels was genuinely concerned about—even fearful of—SDI, and not just in the immediate aftermath of Reagan's March 1983 announcement.
 

Americans could have never imagined the extent of Soviet trepidation from listening to the counsel of Democratic politicians. Former Vietnam figure John Kerry, who became the junior senator from Massachusetts in 1985 and would later be the Democrats’ 2004 presidential nominee, sponsored a bill to slash President Reagan's request for SDI funding. Senator Al Gore Jr., who would later be the Democrats’ 2000 presidential nominee, dismissed SDI as “not feasible,” and insisted it was “madness” to think that SDI could “pressure the Soviets economically to induce a radical change in their system.”21
 

The Democrats’ words were like salve on the Soviets’ wounds. The strong anti-SDI movement among American liberals offered Moscow hope: if the Kremlin hung in there and did not let its worries be known, SDI might fall apart before Ronald Reagan could ever get the program going.
 

Moscow's master propagandists would do their part to try to derail SDI. They just needed an angle on SDI, a way to belittle it in the eyes of their countrymen, of Americans, of the citizens of the world. They got the spin they needed just hours after Reagan's SDI speech.
 

The spin was provided by the senior senator from Massachusetts.
 

Senator Kennedy to the Rescue

As the intelligence streaming across Herb Meyer's desk at Langley showed, Rea-gan's SDI speech sent the Soviets into a panic. But then the president's liberal critics—and more specifically, Senator Ted Kennedy—unwittingly handed Moscow a glistening pearl of propaganda with which to publicly attack the new proposal.
 

Not even twenty-four hours after Reagan's speech, Senator Kennedy rushed to the Senate floor to rebuke the president for “misleading Red-scare tactics and reckless Star Wars schemes.”22 Kennedy's ridicule proved masterful, as it reinforced the liberal caricature of Ronald Reagan in two important ways. First, Kennedy's accusation of “misleading Red-scare tactics” raised the specter of Joe  McCarthy, feeding into the liberal view that Reagan was guilty of that worst of sins: strident anti-Communism. Second, by referencing the hugely popular film Star Wars, the Massachusetts senator played off the image of Reagan as an addled ex-actor who got all his ideas from movies—even SDI. (Some liberals make this ad hominem accusation even today, despite having no reasonable evidence for the claim.)23
 

The “Star Wars” term of derision immediately struck a chord. The New York Times included it in headlines typed the same day Kennedy gave his anti-SDI speech.24
 

Kennedy inspired other Democratic politicians, as well as liberal columnists, to run with the imagery and sensationalize it even more. Senator Daniel Inouye of Hawaii followed Kennedy by charging that Reagan was trying to distract the American public with talk of “Buck Rogers” weapons, a reference to a popular space-age television hero of the day. “Mr. President,” Inouye solemnly intoned, “our scientists, our engineers, our generals, are not dunces.”25
 

Mary McGrory of the Washington Post, who was frequently quoted in the Soviet press, boarded the “Buck Rogers” battleship right away. She called SDI “lunacy” and scoffed that the president had presented “a Buck Rogers plan to transfer the arms race to outer space.”26 The claim about an arms race in space was no small accusation, as we shall see.
 

Representative Barbara Boxer, today a U.S. senator from California, mocked SDI as the president's “astrological dream.” The zany ex-actor, Boxer said, envisioned “‘ garages’ in orbit.”27
 

This line of derision trickled up to liberals in the scientific community, including astronomer Carl Sagan, bestselling author of Cosmos, which became a popular documentary series on PBS. Sagan mocked Reagan at scientific gatherings, typically to howls of laughter among assembled kindred spirits. “In the foreground comes a very attractive laser battle station,” Sagan said condescendingly, “which then makes a noise like bzzzt … bzzzt … bzzzt.”28
 

The intelligentsia was having a terrific laugh at the expense of Reagan's so-called Tinseltown fantasy. This was exactly what Moscow needed to attack Reagan's powerful idea.
 

Herb Meyer was in the rarest of positions, able to observe simultaneously the Soviets’ private response to SDI and the Democrats’ public denouncements. He recalls the jarring contrast between the Kremlin's frightened reaction and Kennedy's dismissive caricature. “I had Kennedy saying that on my radio,” says Meyer, “and on my desk [I had] the report from Moscow showing the Soviet leadership saying, effectively, ‘Oh, no, it's over.’”29
 

Although the Soviets’ behind-the-scenes response was spot-on, Kennedy's assessment would dominate discussion of missile defense throughout the Reagan administration. “Star Wars” became the epithet of choice to ridicule SDI, to the delight of the Kremlin.
 

Ted Kennedy's Russian Romance

Before considering the full impact of the gift that Ted Kennedy had unwittingly bestowed on the USSR, we must consider the larger context of what Kennedy was doing. For whatever reason, Senator Kennedy liked the Soviets, and he thought they liked him—when, in fact, they used him, wining and dining and duping him.
 

An eyewitness to this was Yuri Bezmenov, a journalist and editor for Novosti, the Soviet press agency (where he also worked for the KGB), before he defected to the West in the 1970s.30 Among Bezmenov's chief duties was to handle Western visitors through propaganda and misinformation. This entailed other responsibilities. “One of my functions,” recalled Bezmenov in a 1984 television interview, “was to keep foreign guests permanently intoxicated from the moment they landed at Moscow airport.” He would “accompany groups of so-called ‘progressive intellectuals’—writers, journalists, publishers, teachers, professors of colleges.… For us, they were just a bunch of political prostitutes to be taken advantage of.”31
 

Bezmenov had come to see the rotten totalitarianism of the Soviet system, and was quite bothered that these Western progressives could not discern the obvious. “I did my job,” he lamented, but “deep inside I still hoped that at least some of these useful idiots [would catch on].”
 

Among the worst of them, said Bezmenov, was Senator Ted Kennedy.32
 

Pointing to a photo that he said showed Ted Kennedy dancing at a wedding at Moscow's Palace of Marriages (see page 406), Bezmenov stated, “Another greatest example of monumental idiocy [among] American politicians: Edward Kennedy was in Moscow, and he thought that he's a popular, charismatic American politician, who is easygoing, who can smile, [who can] dance at a wedding at Russian Palace of Marriages. What he did not understand—or maybe he pretended not to understand—is that actually he was being taken for a ride.” Bezmenov noted that Kennedy, in this particular instance, was participating in a “staged wedding used to impress foreign media—or useful idiots like Ed Kennedy. Most of the guests there [had] security clearance and were instructed what to say to foreigners.”33 Bezmenov himself worked these weddings. He noted that Kennedy “thinks he's very smart,” but “from the viewpoint of Russian citizens who observed this idiocy,” he was “an idiot,” a “useful idiot,” participating in “propaganda functions like this”—a so-called wedding that was really a “farce,” a “circus performance.”
 

[image: image]

The Soviets saw Ted Kennedy as someone they could entertain and manipulate. And for the senator from Massachusetts, the Russian romance was ongoing.34 In March 1983 he reciprocated whatever wedding prize Soviet handlers gave him with a gift of his own: ridicule of Ronald Reagan's self-described “dream” of missile defense. Around this same time the Massachusetts senator also made an extraordinary private bequest to the Kremlin—and he did so quite consciously.
 

As we now know from a highly sensitive KGB document, the liberal icon, arguably the most important Democrat in the country at the time, so opposed Ronald Reagan and his policies that the senator approached Soviet dictator Yuri Andropov, proposing to work together to undercut the American president.
 

This episode was stunning—indeed, truly “misleading” and “reckless,” which is how Kennedy had described Reagan's SDI. Had Americans known of Kennedy's overture to the Soviets at the time, it would have been a scandal. To this day it has not received the attention it demands.
 

I first reported on this KGB document, which was pulled from the Soviet archives in early 1992 before the file was resealed, in my 2006 book, The Crusader: Ronald Reagan and the Fall of Communism, where I discussed it at length in the text and endnotes. The document is republished here in its entirety. (See Appendix A, pages 497–505.)
 

The KGB report is dated May 14, 1983, less than two months after Kennedy first ridiculed SDI. KGB head Viktor Chebrikov sent the memo with “Special Importance,” under the highest classification, directly to General Secretary Andropov. The subject line read: “Regarding Senator Kennedy's request to the General Secretary of the Communist Party Y. V. Andropov.” It concerned a “confidential” Kennedy offer to Andropov.
 

According to the KGB memo, Senator Kennedy had conveyed his message to the Soviets through his “close friend and trusted confidant” John Tunney—the same go-between he had used in approaching the Kremlin in March 1980, according to Vasiliy Mitrokhin. Chebrikov said that Kennedy was “very troubled” by “the current state of Soviet-American relations,” which the senator attributed not to Andropov and the Kremlin but to “Reagan's belligerence,” especially his defense policies. “According to Kennedy,” reported Chebrikov, “the current threat is due to the President's refusal to engage any modification to his politics.” Reagan's political success, said the letter, had made the president more dangerous, since it led him to be even surer of his course, and more obstinate—and reelectable.
 

Chebrikov said that the Democratic senator held out hope that Reagan's 1984 reelection bid could be thwarted, “which would benefit the Democratic party.” This seemed unlikely, of course, given Reagan's undeniable political successes and popularity. Where was the popular president vulnerable? Kennedy provided an answer for his Soviet friends. In Chebrikov's words, “The only real threats to Reagan are problems of war and peace and Soviet-American relations. These issues, according to the senator [Kennedy], will without a doubt become the most important of the election campaign.”
 

These threats were very fresh in Soviet memory, given the Reagan salvos fired back in March: first the evil empire remark, then the news of NSDD-75, and finally the SDI announcement. Such “problems of war and peace and Soviet-American relations” seemed to be the chink in the president's armor.
 

At this point in the memo, Chebrikov conveyed the U.S. senator's precise offer to the USSR's general secretary: “Kennedy believes that, given the state of current affairs, and in the interest of peace, it would be prudent and timely to undertake the following steps to counter the militaristic politics of Reagan.” Step number one, according to the document, would be for Andropov to invite the good senator to Moscow for a personal meeting. Said Chebrikov: “The main purpose of the meeting, according to the senator, would be to arm Soviet officials with explanations regarding problems of nuclear disarmament so they would be better prepared and more convincing during appearances in the USA.”
 

Kennedy recommended that he bring along Senator Mark Hatfield of Oregon, probably the most liberal Republican in the Senate, and a surefire target for duping. It seems the Democrat felt that the appearance of bipartisanship would “have a strong impact on Americans and political circles in the USA.”
 

The second step of Kennedy's plan, the KGB head informed Andropov, was a strategy to help the Soviets “influence Americans.” Chebrikov explained: “Kennedy believes that in order to influence Americans it would be important to organize in August–September of this year [1983], televised interviews with Y. V. Andropov in the USA.” The media-savvy Massachusetts senator proposed to the Soviet dictator that he seek a “direct appeal” to the American people. “Kennedy and his friends,” explained Chebrikov, were willing to help, and even named television reporters Walter Cronkite and Barbara Walters as good candidates for sit-down interviews with the dictator.
 

Cronkite in particular would have been a choice suitable to both sides. Frequently hailed as “the most trusted man in America,” Cronkite actually had some critics, including many conservatives who suggested that his on-air editorializing against the Vietnam War undermined the American war effort. Recall, too,  that in March 1981 Cronkite openly questioned Reagan about his “hard-line” anti-Soviet statements and Kremlin “name-calling.” Privately, the CBS anchor also questioned Reagan's policies. On that, an FBI document originally classified “secret” has just emerged that suggests the Communists targeted Cronkite—along with four other journalists, including Phil Donahue and Bill Moyers35—as a potential member of a U.S. delegation that would sign the pro-Soviet “People's Peace Treaty.” This Moscow propaganda campaign was pushed by the Communist front group the National Council of American-Soviet Friendship, which CPUSA founded in 1943 as an offshoot of Corliss Lamont's old Friends of the Soviet Union.36 The newly declassified June 25, 1986, FBI report listing Cronkite was obtained via a Freedom of Information Act (FOIA) request by journalist Cliff Kincaid.37 (See page 410.) The document does not indicate Cronkite's response to the attempt to enlist him on this occasion, just as the May 1983 document does not indicate his response to the attempt by the Soviets and Senator Kennedy to enlist him to interview Yuri Andropov.
 

And Ted Kennedy wanted more than just Andropov to conduct a PR campaign through the American media. According to the KGB memo, the senator also urged “lower level Soviet officials, particularly from the military,” to do interviews with the press in the United States. Kennedy indicated that he could help organize this media blitz, since he wanted Soviet military and government officials to “have an opportunity to appeal directly to the American people about the peaceful intentions of the USSR.”
 

Apparently, Ted Kennedy viewed Yuri Andropov, that notorious KGB disinformation master who had become arguably the Soviet Union's dirtiest leader since Stalin, as an honest broker, a potential partner against the supposedly dangerous anti-Communist Ronald Reagan. As Chebrikov noted, “Kennedy is very impressed with the activities of Y. V. Andropov and other Soviet leaders,” admiring “their commitment to heal international affairs” and to “improve mutual understandings between peoples.” Senator Kennedy was approaching the Soviets with this proposal because they could “root out the threat of nuclear war,” “improve Soviet-American relations,” and “define the safety for the world.”
 

The memo concluded with a discussion of Ted Kennedy's political prospects, mentioning that the senator “wants to run for president in 1988” but also “does not discount that during the 1984 campaign, the Democratic party may officially turn to him to lead the fight against the Republicans.” Chebrikov also reported that Kennedy “underscored that he eagerly awaits a reply to his appeal.”
 

So according to this confidential memo from the head of the KGB to the leader of the Soviet Union, Senator Ted Kennedy had secretly approached a foreign government—an abusive regime with which the United States had been engaged in a Cold War for nearly forty years—in an effort to “counter” the policies of the president of the United States and to weaken that president's political standing. This is shocking.
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It is not clear what happened after Andropov digested the memo. Sadly, reporters never attempted to fill in the blanks by asking some basic questions of Kennedy. American journalists flatly refused to cover the story in the two decades since the Times of London first mentioned the KGB document in February 1992,38 in the several years since the entire document was published in my 2006 book, and in the period since Kennedy's death in 2009. That remained the case even though Kennedy's office never denied the legitimacy of the document.39 That remained so even though, as we saw in Chapter 18, it appears this was not the first time Kennedy approached Moscow making such an offer.40 The partisan American press chose not to report on an episode that would embarrass a politician frequently hailed as “the Senate's last lion.”41
 

As for Andropov's ability to respond, the despot was slowed later that year by his health—he died only months after receiving this memo—and by his attempts to cover up the shooting down of KAL 007, the South Korean commercial airliner. That dirty deed, which Andropov and his cronies initially denied, claimed the lives of 269 civilians, including 61 Americans. It is unlikely that this activity “impressed” Senator Kennedy.
 

The “Star Wars” Effect

After making his private effort to undermine Reagan, Ted Kennedy continued his public campaign against the president's policies. In March 1984—the year Reagan was up for reelection—Kennedy wrote an article for Rolling Stone magazine in which he again denounced Reagan's “Star Wars schemes,” which was now standard rhetoric for Kennedy. He dubbed Reagan “the best pretender as president that we have had in modern history.” As if those criticisms were too mild, Kennedy then charged—not for the first time42—that Reagan and his advisers were “talking peace in 1984 as a prelude to making war in 1985.” What kind of war? The most inconceivable and worst of all: “winnable nuclear conflict.”43
 

Ironically, as that edition of Rolling Stone hit newsstands, the Senate Armed Services Committee conducted a hearing on Soviet treaty violations. The hearing provided still more confirmation of the Soviets’ ongoing mendacity. Senator Kennedy was a member of the committee, but unfortunately he was absent that day.44
 

Of course, Kennedy was focused on warning the world not about the USSR but about the hazard that was Ronald Reagan. By this point he had a lot of allies in his campaign—many of whom had adopted his “Star Wars” phrase to portray an actor-turned-president whose make-believe world had been fabricated by Hollywood.
 

The New York Times is a good example. As noted, the paper immediately used the phrase in a March 25 headline. Then on March 31, a week after Reagan's announcement, the Times claimed that the SDI proposal was “Mr. Reagan's answer to the film ‘Star Wars.’”45 This line was in a news story, not an opinion piece. A term of ridicule seemed to have become an item of (unsubstantiated) fact at the offices of the vaunted Gray Lady.
 

The rest of the media joined in, too. White House reporters like Helen Thomas happily embraced the new name for Reagan's initiative. Incredibly, when the president asked reporters to call SDI by its actual name rather than by the politically motivated slang term, they responded as if the very thought were outrageous. In one such exchange, at a press conference, Thomas asked: “Mr. President, if you are flexible, are you willing to trade off research on Star Wars … or are you against any negotiations on Star Wars?” Reagan replied, “Well, let me say, what has been called ‘Star Wars’—and, Helen, I wish whoever coined that expression would take it back again, because it gives a false impression of what it is we're talking about.”46 Despite Reagan's plea, Thomas continued: “May I ask you, then, if ‘Star Wars’—even if you don't like the term, it's quite popular.…”
 

Of course, the term was “quite popular” because journalists like her, who shaped public perception and opinion, used the term; they were making it popular.47
 

Other members of the White House press corps ignored the president's request as well, opting for the term of mockery. At the same press conference where Reagan and Thomas went back and forth on “Star Wars,” reporter Chris Wallace followed up by saying, “I'm a little confused by your original answer on, if you'll forgive me, ‘Star Wars’—if we can continue to use that term.”48
 

“False Impression”: War amid the Stars

Reagan was concerned about the “Star Wars” label not because it suggested he was a dimwit or a delusional actor: he was accustomed to the sniping at his intellect and had an extraordinary ability to shrug it off.49 What troubled Reagan was what the term “Star Wars” seemed to imply to the USSR—or at least how the Soviets  publicly interpreted the term. It was here that American liberals created serious damage—quite obliviously.
 

The Soviets ditched the formal “SDI” and used the term of derision in almost every reference to the Reagan administration's missile-defense plan. But to Moscow the nickname was more than just a swipe at Reagan's allegedly addled mind; the Soviets used it to suggest that the president had grim motives with the program. Specifically, whereas liberal journalists capitalized “Star Wars” to laugh off the idea as pure Hollywood, the Kremlin keyboards struck a lower-case “s” and “w” to suggest that SDI was Reagan's new vehicle to launch an actual war in space. This was perfect for the Soviets: another tool to portray Reagan as a nuclear warmonger, or, in Senator Kennedy's words, a man itching for a “winnable nuclear conflict.”
 

This was a constant angle in the Soviet media. Moscow was obsessed with SDI. Ken Adelman, Reagan's director of the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency, conducted a study in 1984 which showed that 80 percent of Soviet-funded propaganda was being directed solely at SDI.50 Here are merely a few of innumerable examples of the USSR's public ridicule of Reagan's plans for missile defense.51
 

During a June 30, 1984, Studio 9 TV news broadcast, Valentin Zorin said: “You know that Reagan is now possessed of dreams of star wars and the militarization of space. This has been his fixation.”52
 

Added Viktor Olin in a December 18, 1984, Moscow World Service statement: “Preparations for star wars are under way in the United States.”53
 

TASS fired off multiple such statements, sometimes two in one day. In 1985, in the lead-up to the first U.S.-Soviet summit under Reagan—the November 1985 Geneva summit—TASS and other Soviet outlets began driving home the message that the American president was ruining the chance for arms-reduction treaties between the two superpowers. For example, a TASS statement on February 1, 1985, started and ended with the words “star wars,” noting that Reagan's “plan” to build “space weapons” would scuttle all negotiations on missile cuts. A second TASS statement that same day, carrying the byline of a Soviet academician-scientist, lamented that Reagan's “militarization of space” would “put an end” to any viable chance of missile treaties between the USSR and United States.54
 

The March 8 edition of Krasnaya Zvezda, the flagship publication of the Red Army, made the same point in a lengthy, foreboding analysis instructively titled “How the ‘Star Wars’ Are Being Prepared.”55
 

Later that month, the March 25 Studio 9 broadcast offered a particularly disgraceful example of the Soviets’ anti-Reagan propaganda. Zorin, Falin, and Vitaly  Kobysh unloaded on Reagan's “plans” “to fill the space around the entire planet with battle stations”—this despite the fact that SDI was explicitly a defensive system. During that broadcast, Kobysh approvingly cited Senator Kennedy and other liberal critics of SDI. To demonstrate the awful ambitions Reagan had for the program, Kobysh explained that “U.S. politicians call it [SDI] the greatest deception of our time.”56
 

During the same broadcast, Falin castigated Reagan's idea by referring to a Washington Post editorial that, in his words, perceived Reagan and SDI as “cuckoo,” “evil,” and a “prospect of fabulous new riches for the [U.S.] military-industrial complex.”57
 

The Soviets often made use of the Washington Post in criticizing SDI. To cite just one other case, TASS, on October 28, 1985, used a Post editorial as the basis for a press release. TASS began: “In recent weeks the president of the United States has dismayed even supporters by an insistence on the most simplistic variations of the most complicated issues of his presidency, the Washington Post writes today.… Reagan's simplistic approach to one of the most complex issues of our times, the Washington Post emphasizes, enables him to make the mental leap from fantasy to reality.”58
 

In September 1985, Moscow's New Times, which was printed in English, likewise used material from the American press to make the case against SDI. The New Times piece sarcastically noted that the American president felt “hurt” by this application of “star wars” to his pet project and had expressed a wish that the individual who coined the term would retract it. (This was clearly a reference to Reagan's plea to Helen Thomas.) But, the article noted, the president's protests were illegitimate. To support the claim that Reagan had aggressive rather that defensive intentions, the New Times pointed to an op-ed in the Los Angeles Times, which it quoted as saying: “The secret of ‘star wars’ is that it is intended to defend weapons, not people. The purpose is not to keep the Soviets from threatening us, but to make sure we can threaten them.”59
 

The Soviet Communist press used this particular Los Angeles Times piece repeatedly, over a period of weeks rather than days. TASS, for instance, cited the op-ed in a press release that claimed Reagan's assertions about SDI's being a peaceful system for defensive purposes were simply “clever tricks.” “There is nothing defensive about SDI,” TASS declared. It was an “offensive system.”60
 

A week after that shot from TASS, with the Geneva summit quickly approaching, the Moscow Domestic Service fired off another bullet at SDI. In this salvo, TASS commended the likes of Ted Kennedy and Helen Thomas—though not citing them by name—for getting it right on SDI:
 


They christened it [“star wars”] with full justification, since this initiative envisages deploying strike weapons systems in space aimed at targets not only in earth orbit, but also on the ground. All the while, the White House has convinced itself that they have been misunderstood, that they have goodwill toward all mankind.… [The White House believes that] certain forces, it seems, have distorted the essence of the Strategic Defense Initiative by labeling it the “star wars” program.… However, Washington is resorting to mediocre verbal balancing acts in vain. There is nothing defensive about it.61

 

The Soviets were fortunate to be able to call on so many Americans to prop up their arguments against Ronald Reagan and SDI. From the start, said Moscow, these wise liberals had understood Reagan's real intentions.
 

Of course, Moscow's public pronouncements about SDI were very different from its private concerns about the American missile shield, as Herb Meyer had learned. But they kept those fears hidden for the most part, instead adopting the spin of Ted Kennedy and his friends in the American press. It was a classic case of dupery: American liberals were unwittingly helping Moscow advance its interests.
 

Reagan Protests in Vain, and Gets Cornered Again

While Reagan's critics were oblivious to how the USSR's anti-SDI propaganda campaign worked, the president figured out what Moscow was doing. But because of the American media's inadvertent complicity in the Soviets’ propagandistic spin, Reagan struggled to develop an effective counter-response to the liberal lampooning and Soviet onslaught about “Star Wars”/“star wars.” When he protested that he desired a peaceful defensive system, not an offensive war in space—SDI “isn't about war, it's about peace,” he said62—the Kremlin could easily dismiss his claims, as we have seen.
 

Reagan understood that the American press ran with “Star Wars” to make fun of him and “to denigrate the whole idea,”63 whereas the Soviets embraced it to suggest a much more aggressive purpose. He got a good idea of just how Moscow was exploiting the term during an interview with Soviet media personalities shortly before the Geneva summit.
 

The Soviet “journalists” quickly ripped into Reagan on “star wars”: Why was he looking to deploy offensive missiles in space?
 

The president explained the unfortunate origins of the term “Star Wars” (though he charitably did not cite Ted Kennedy by name), and then he noted that  “our press picked it up.” This was all rather regrettable, averred the president, because of the subsequent “misconception” it conveyed. Reagan attempted to set the record straight for the Soviets: “We're not talking about star wars at all. We're talking about seeing if there isn't a defensive weapon that does not kill people.”64
 

This was a tough box for the president, and one that he had not constructed. But even after witnessing how the Soviet media were attacking Reagan for a system he had clearly identified as defensive, the White House press corps did not back away from using the term “Star Wars.”
 

On November 6, one week after Reagan's interview with the Soviets, Helen Thomas showed her continued preference for the “quite popular” phrase. With the historic summit now only days away, and the U.S. president hoping to arrive at Geneva with confidence and in a position of negotiating strength, Thomas asked Reagan: “Will you negotiate Star Wars at all?”65
 

SDI Survives, and Works Magic

Like Reagan, the president's advisers struggled to deal with this double-barreled assault on SDI. They wondered whether the president could withstand the barbs from both the American press and the Soviet state-run media. How would he hold up under the criticisms and mischaracterizations when in negotiations with Gorbachev in Geneva?
 

Former national security adviser Bill Clark conceded that the barrage of propaganda against Reagan was fierce. But he continued to urge the administration's pragmatists—David Gergen, Jim Baker, Dick Darman, Mike Deaver, and Nancy Reagan, all of whom had wanted Clark fired when he was national security adviser—to “let Reagan be Reagan,” meaning that the president would be fine, especially in one-on-one interaction with Gorbachev.66
 

At the Pentagon, Secretary of Defense Caspar Weinberger likewise marveled at how Reagan had to battle the politics of his own press corps and liberal politicians as much as he had to combat the Soviet press and Communist apparatchiks.
 

One who was especially irritated was Reagan's science adviser, George Keyworth, one of the central figures in formulating SDI. Keyworth would later lament that “the greatest criticism” of SDI came from “leftist elements” in the U.S. press and intellectual establishment. He saw firsthand, daily, how these bedfellows fueled the Soviet assault. “These have been the amplifier for Soviet propaganda more than Pravda has,” he asserted. “Pardon my polarization, but that's the truth.”67
 

But when Reagan arrived at Geneva, he immediately learned why the Soviets had been so eager to disparage SDI. Mikhail Gorbachev made abundantly clear at the time (and later in his memoirs) that stopping SDI was his chief priority at Geneva; it would be even more so at the next summit, at Reykjavik a year later. Sensing that the missile-defense program gave him major leverage in negotiations, Reagan carried on in the face of the ongoing attacks. Because of his ability to persevere, SDI persevered.
 

And because it did, the Reagan administration thrust deep into the underbelly of the Soviet system. SDI was devastating to Moscow. The Soviets themselves saw it as a core cause in the undermining of their system.
 

Vladimir Lukhim, a high-ranking Soviet official, later maintained: “It's clear that SDI accelerated our catastrophe by at least five years.”68 Genrikh Trofimenko added: “99 percent of all Russians believe that Reagan won the Cold War because of his insistence on SDI.”69
 

That post–Cold War appraisal from high-ranking Soviet officials is all that one needs to know. Yet even some liberal scholars in the United States today acknowledge SDI's impact on Gorbachev and the Soviets, especially as a bargaining chip that brought them to the table. Strobe Talbott of the Brookings Institution, who was deputy secretary of state under Bill Clinton, has said just that. So has Raymond Garthoff, whose book The Great Transition, as noted, largely credits Gorbachev, not Reagan, with ending the Cold War. Top Reagan biographers like Edmund Morris and Lou Cannon, as well as the most respected of Cold War historians, such as John Lewis Gaddis, cite Reagan's SDI as a major factor in eventual missile cuts with Moscow.70
 

Reagan secretary of state George Shultz has also highlighted the vital role of SDI. Shultz is the Reagan cabinet official whom liberal historians routinely cite as the most crucial in securing an end to the Cold War, in spite of (in their view) hardliners like Caspar Weinberger. Shultz was initially an SDI skeptic, but he later wrote: “The Strategic Defense Initiative in fact proved to be the ultimate bargaining chip. And we played it for all it was worth.”71
 

For the record, too, SDI did not prevent the United States from achieving limitations on nuclear arms. Many liberals had warned that “Star Wars” would backfire when it came to arms-limitation negotiations. Ted Kennedy had used heated rhetoric to make this case, while more measured counsel came from authorities like Harold Brown, secretary of defense under President Jimmy Carter; Robert McNamara, LBJ's defense secretary; and diplomat George Kennan—all of whom Moscow quoted in support of the Soviet position.72 But in fact, Reagan achieved much more than missile limitations; he got actual missile reductions
 (the START treaties) and even eliminated an entire class of nuclear weapons via the 1987 Intermediate-range Nuclear Forces (INF) Treaty.
 

Those stupendous achievements likely would not have happened had American liberals—and the Soviet propagandists—succeeded in their relentless campaign to get the Reagan administration to abandon SDI.
 

“We're Going to Win the Cold War”

In November 1983, Herb Meyer—the CIA official who, on the morning of March 24, 1983, caught a glimpse of the Soviet apoplexy generated by Reagan's SDI announcement—wrote a prophetic secret memo. The USSR, Meyer wrote, was entering a “terminal phase.” “If present trends continue,” he predicted, “we're going to win the Cold War.”73
 

Reagan, too, foresaw that scenario. He grasped the inherent, fatal flaws of the Soviet system, and the potential for America to help collapse the whole house of cards. It was a prescient understanding that stood in marked contrast to that expressed by “expert” Sovietologists at esteemed Ivy League institutions. “The Soviet Union is not now, nor will it be during the next decade, in the throes of a true systemic crisis,” predicted Columbia professor Seweryn Bialer in the elite journal Foreign Affairs in 1982. “The Soviet economy, like any gigantic economy administered by intelligent and trained professionals, will not go bankrupt.… Like the political system, it will not collapse.” For the Reagan administration to think it had “the capacity seriously to affect” the Soviet system, was, by Bialer's expert estimation, “simply fallacious and … unrealistic.”74
 

Columbia University was wrong and Ronald Reagan was right.75 That's the blessed lesson of the twentieth century.
 

And Ronald Reagan's SDI was crucial to securing victory against Soviet Communism, despite attempts by American liberals to make it the laughingstock of the universe.
 

With weapons like SDI, and much more, President Reagan plotted a course to win the Cold War. The likes of Senator Ted Kennedy and the nation's leading media outlets did little to help, and too often did everything to hurt.
 

In 1989, Ronald Reagan's final year in the White House, Communism crashed in the evil empire, beginning with free and fair elections in Poland in June, continuing with the fall of the Berlin Wall in November, and ending with the eradication of Romanian dictator Nicolae Ceauçescu in December. It was the close of more than just a war; it was, as historian John Lukacs has noted, the end  of the twentieth century. The Communist menace born in Russia in October 1917 would not survive the century.
 

And as the twentieth century ended in 1989, the twenty-first century arguably did not begin until September 11, 2001.
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SEPTEMBER 11, 2001
 

 

 

On September 11, 2001, the Cold War was relegated to distant memory by a burning image. On that new day of infamy, a group of suicidal Islamic fanatics, backed by a homicidal Islamic extremist with billions of dollars, pulled off the worst attack ever on American territory. Osama bin Laden and his al-Qaeda terrorist network pulverized thousands of Americans, blowing to pieces innocent human beings in New York City; in Washington, D.C.; and across a farmer's field in western Pennsylvania.
 

“Today our nation saw evil, the very worst of human nature,” the president of the United States, George W. Bush, plainly told a sickened nation.1
 

In New York City a breathtaking historical coincidence was being played out on September 11. At least some of the victims in the World Trade Center towers, and other New Yorkers forced to flee for their lives in ash-strewn streets, would have read that morning's New York Times and noted an incendiary article. The Times piece was titled “No Regrets for a Love of Explosives: In a Memoir of Sorts, a War Protester Talks of Life with the Weathermen.” The article opened with these chilling words, so ominous in light of what was happening in New York that morning: “I don't regret setting bombs,” said an unrepentant Bill Ayers. “I feel we didn't do enough.”2
 

The former SDS member and fugitive of the Weather Underground had spoken to Times reporter Dinitia Smith from his tony nineteenth-century stone house in the Hyde Park district of Chicago. Still visible was the tattoo on his neck of the rainbow-and-lightning Weatherman logo that appeared on the letters that  took responsibility for bombings in the 1970s. The Times reporter was not exactly appalled; she admitted being taken by Ayers's “ebullient, ingratiating manner” as he discussed his newly released memoir, the aptly titled Fugitive Days.
 

In those New York Times pages of September 11, 2001, as New York City and Washington, D.C., smoked and bled from the strikes by foreign terrorists, Ayers boasted of how he had participated in bombings in New York City and Washington, D.C. He and his network of domestic terrorists in 1970 had bombed New York City Police Headquarters—the “pigs” who, the very day this article appeared, were risking, and in some cases sacrificing, their lives to rescue innocents inside the World Trade Center. Like the 9/11 attackers, Ayers and friends had also hit Washington: in 1971, the U.S. Capitol, where Bernardine Dohrn and Kathy Boudin planted a bomb in the ladies room;3 and in 1972, the Pentagon.4
 

Yes, the Pentagon had been bombed twice: in 1972, by Bill Ayers, Bernardine Dohrn, and their network of Communist-terrorist crazies, and now on September 11, 2001, the day of the Times article, by Osama bin Laden and his Islamist terrorist crazies.
 

The day of the 1972 Pentagon strike was idyllic in Ayers's memory. “Everything was absolutely ideal on the day I bombed the Pentagon,” he wrote wistfully in his memoir, in a line the Times quoted. It had been a lovely day—just as September 11, 2001, had started. It had been a perfect day to bomb the Pentagon.
 

Would Ayers do it all again?
 

“I don't want to discount the possibility,” he told the Times reporter. He confessed that he found “a certain eloquence to bombs,” admiring their “poetry and pattern.” Ayers, explained the Times, could still wax poetic about “the wild displays of noise and color, the flares, the surprising candle bombs,” and especially for “the Big Ones, the loud concussions.”
 

There had never been a Big One, a loud concussion, on American soil quite like that on September 11, 2001.
 

A Career in Education

When Bill Ayers thus expounded in the September 11, 2001, edition of the New York Times, no one could claim he was a misled, crazy “kid.” He was fifty-six years old. He was now a “distinguished professor”—in the field of education, no less. He trained America's future teachers.
 

To gain such a position at an institution of higher learning, specifically the University of Illinois at Chicago, required an advanced degree. But what institution  would have allowed Ayers into its educational program? This, after all, was a man that many—perhaps including Ayers himself—figured should have been in prison rather than graduate school. He had spent a decade and a half on the run, living in fifteen different states. During that time Ayers had used the names of dead babies in cemeteries as aliases.5 Would any graduate school even begin to consider his application?
 

Oh, yes. In fact, Ayers did not have to hunt for a backwater school. He could turn to a prestigious institution right in New York City: Columbia University. John Dewey's celebrated home was there to roll out the red carpet for Bill Ayers. He entered the doctoral program at Columbia Teachers College, eventually earning his doctorate in 1987. One wonders whether Ayers's application to Columbia included his previously authored works, such as Prairie Fire, or his infamous credo for the Weathermen: “Kill all the rich people. Break up their cars and apartments. Bring the revolution home, kill your parents, that's where it's really at.”6
 

In heading into higher education, Ayers followed the pattern of nearly every single one of the SDS-Weatherman fanatics. His bride, Bernardine Dohrn, also entered the academy.
 

As Dohrn had joined her husband as a fugitive in the 1970s, she had also joined the FBI's Ten Most Wanted list. (See page 423.) FBI director J. Edgar Hoover had dubbed her “the most dangerous woman in America” and “La Pasionaria of the Lunatic Left.”7
 

By September 11, 2001, however, Dohrn had set down her bombing plans in preference for lesson plans: she had taken her unique training in law, beginning with the National Lawyers Guild in the 1960s, to Northwestern University School of Law, which made her a faculty member in 1991.8 Professor Dohrn began specializing in children at the law school's Family Justice Center.
 

To most observers, this would seem a poor match—an injustice at the Justice Center—for a person who once openly celebrated the mutilation of a pregnant woman by cheering, “Dig it! …They even shoved a fork into the victim's stomach! Wild!” Apparently, however, the deans and provost at Northwestern judged that the former Weather Underground terrorist had much to impart to their students.
 

A Bridge to Nowhere

In a perverse way, Bill Ayers and Bernardine Dohrn offer a bridge between America's twentieth-century foe—Communism—and its successor, the malevolent enemy that attacked the United States on September 11, 2001: Islamic totalitarianism. Just as in the Cold War, America's efforts to counter the adversary today are complicated by a range of people on the domestic front—not just true believers but also, far more numerous, left-leaning dupes, who fail to recognize the enemy, or who see the enemy only to the right.
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Ayers, Dohrn, and other homegrown Communist terrorists went to violent extremes that most dupes did not during the Cold War, but still they were part of a larger contingent who repeatedly excused the other side. A similar phenomenon is occurring in the current confrontation against Islamic radicalism. Today we encounter plenty of dupes—including some of the same individuals from the Cold War—who chastise not the evil motivations of the violent extremists but, too often, the noble intentions of the Americans doing their best to stop the terror.
 

The tragic destiny of the dupe is to consistently, unwittingly defend the bad people on the bad side—the wrong people on the wrong side of history.
 

“Why Do They Hate Us?”

One way in which the political Left has apologized for Islamic fundamentalists/ terrorists has been to argue that Islamic militancy is a product of the policies of America, of the West, of Israel, or, even more generally, a result of poverty or inadequate education in the Muslim world. There is no shortage of blame to shovel at everyone and everything—except, too often, the fanatics themselves.
 

One wonders how Corliss Lamont might have explained September 11, 2001. Lamont, a lifetime New Yorker, was spared that horror. The atheist-humanist had departed this world six years earlier, in April 1995, at the ripe old age of ninety-two, leaving behind an endowed chair in civil liberties at Columbia Law School as well as his private papers and a Corliss Lamont Rare Book Reading Room named in his honor at the university. Nonetheless, until the day he died, even after the Cold War ended, Lamont was still blaming America for the faults of the totalitarian world, as he did during a June 1993 trip to Cuba—one of the final remaining bastions of Communist true believers.9
 

Lamont and his cohorts often blamed America for the latest Soviet action, or for Fidel Castro's woes, or for starting the Cold War. Recall how Lamont's mentor, John Dewey, wrapped up his final article in his 1928 series for The New Republic by arguing that Britain's withdrawal of recognition for Russia “had done more than any other one thing to stimulate the extremists and fanatics of the Bolshevist faith, and to encourage militarism and hatred of bourgeois nations.”10 In this astounding assertion, Dr. Dewey charged Britain with fueling Communist  hatred, militarism, and extremism—rather than placing the guilt on Lenin and Stalin, who had unleashed a campaign that would kill tens of millions of Russians.
 

Lamont's “progressive” heirs similarly blamed America into the War on Terror. After September 11, 2001, and particularly after the Bush administration's 2003 invasion of Iraq, it became all too common to hear warnings from the Left that America was “stirring up a hornet's nest” in the Middle East, or that Uncle Sam had better be careful not to “anger” the “Muslim street.” We will only spawn terrorism and extremism, was a common refrain.
 

This line of argument did not take account of the fact that America and the West had been attacked by Islamic fanatics beginning long before September 11, 2001. The attacks went back more than thirty years at least, and included the Black September hijackings of 1970; the 1979–80 Iranian hostage crisis; the killing of 241 U.S. Marines in Beirut in October 1983; the torture of Americans abroad like William Buckley, the CIA station chief in Lebanon, who was kidnapped in 1984 and eventually executed; the 1985 hijacking of the Achille Lauro; the 1988 bombing of Pan Am Flight 103; the 1993 World Trade Center attack; the suicide attack on the USS Cole in 2000; and on and on and on.
 

Somehow, though, Why do they hate us? became the question the handwringing Left so often asked—suggesting that America must be to blame for inciting such violence and extremism. And when the United States finally took action to defend itself against these repeated attacks, many on the Left suggested that America was fueling the hatred.
 

Curiously, the U.S. government was blamed even for inciting the hatred of the theocratic-terrorist state of Iran, since President Bush in 2002 declared the rogue regime part of an “axis of evil.” It didn't seem to matter that Iran had called America “the Great Satan” ever since the Shiite revolution in 1979. Nor did it matter that the ayatollah's theocracy had been among the world's leading sponsors of terrorism for the past thirty years—as the Clinton State Department had detailed throughout the 1990s in lengthy, formal reports to Congress. (The Clinton administration also identified Iraq as one of the chief sponsors of international terrorism.)11 This terrorism was well established years before September 11, 2001.
 

The terrorists who attacked America on 9/11 did so because they were terrorists. Those terrorists precipitated the War on Terror.
 

Bush Hatred

One way to inadvertently help the adversary is to eviscerate the man trying to stop that adversary. That is precisely what happened to President George W. Bush when he was commander in chief during the War on Terror.
 

Many American liberals were vitriolic in their condemnations of Bush and his policies. This is not to suggest that Bush should have been exempt from criticism; legitimate questions were raised about the president's handling of certain issues. Too often, however, the criticisms seemed to go beyond the usual dissent or a genuine articulation of policy differences. With Bush, it truly was an evisceration.
 

The far Left despised Bush more than any president since Richard Nixon. Many (but not all) of the most egregious statements regarding the War on Terror, the wars in Afghanistan and Iraq, and even post-9/11 policy toward Iran were more anti-Bush than pro-Iraq, pro-Saddam, pro-Iran, or pro-Islamist. In other words, some of the worst criticisms stemmed not from genuine conviction about the Islamist enemy but from political jockeying and an intense personal dislike for Bush.12
 

This represented a departure from the Cold War, when many critics of American presidents spoke out of sympathy or admiration for, if not loyalty to, Soviet Communism. Equally important, during the Cold War, Communists, whether stationed in Moscow or New York City, Prague or Chicago, deliberately sought to manipulate liberals through carefully crafted propaganda. By and large this has not been the case during the War on Terror; neither terrorist organizations like al-Qaeda nor terror-sponsoring regimes like Iran have undertaken international propaganda campaigns as widespread or precisely plotted as the Soviet Union's. Thus, whereas ridiculous statements by American liberals in, say, the 1930s were often prompted by Communist propaganda, ridiculous statements by American liberals in the War on Terror usually have not been the result of manipulation by the enemy.
 

It is crucial to understand this distinction. Wildly criticizing the American government does not by itself make a person a dupe; typically, a dupe is someone whose unthoughtful statements are deliberately prompted by the enemy.
 

That said, the bile aimed at Bush no doubt served the interests of America's adversaries. Example after example of that hostility could be cited from blogs or rants by everyday hard-left Americans. Unfortunately, some of the nation's top politicians joined in the reckless attacks. Former vice president Al Gore, for example, became positively unhinged. Perhaps not coincidentally, soon after losing  the presidency to Bush in the bitterly contested 2000 election, Gore accepted a teaching position at Columbia University's Graduate School of Journalism—not a place to go for political healing or to learn political moderation. By February 2004 he seemed consumed by fury against Bush. No longer did it appear that he was simply critiquing Bush policy. Condemning President Bush during a speech in his native Tennessee, Gore shouted at the top of his lungs: “HE BETRAYED THIS COUNTRY!!! HE PLAYED ON OUR FEARS!!!”13
 

It was a frightening display by a former vice president who had won the popular vote for president. Saddam Hussein would have relished the attack, not because it was pro-Saddam but because it was so vigorously anti-Bush. It served anti-Bush interests everywhere, including the Islamists who wanted Bush to withdraw American troops from Iraq.
 

Senate Democratic leader Harry Reid also gave the Islamists what they hoped for when he publicly called the president of the United States “a loser” and later declared that the Iraq war was “lost.”14 What the enemy in the Middle East needed was for enough Americans and members of Congress to join Reid in his defeatism.
 

Reid insisted the war was lost even as President Bush's “surge” of troops was turning around the very difficult postwar reconstruction of Iraq. Despite Reid's vocal defeatism—which was backed by such Democratic colleagues as House Speaker Nancy Pelosi—the surge worked. Even Bush's harshest critics, from Hillary Clinton to the New York Times, conceded as much.
 

Reid conceded little, however. The Democratic leader seemed eager to denounce the commander in chief. He declared flatly: “President Bush is a liar.” Echoing Al Gore, Reid added of Bush: “He betrayed the country.” Reid refused to apologize for these statements even when NBC's Tim Russert asked him whether such incivility was appropriate in a congressional leader. The senator replied, “I don't back off one bit.”15
 

And why would he? It became commonplace for liberal Democrats in Congress to publicly blast Bush as a liar. For example, a trio of California liberals—Representatives Maxine Waters, Barbara Lee, and Pete Stark—all called the president a liar. “The president is a liar,” declared Waters flatly, in remarks quickly published by People's World, formerly the People's Weekly World, the Communist organ and offshoot of the Daily Worker.16 Congressman Stark probably made the ugliest charges. Speaking from the House floor in October 2007, Stark—who earlier had called the U.S. action an “act of extreme terrorism” and a “terrorist act”17—not only called the president a liar but also ripped America's troops for allegedly “blow[ing] up innocent people.” Then he said Bush wanted to send more American boys “to Iraq to get their heads blown off for the president's  amusement.”18 (Stark had made similar accusations against President Reagan regarding the Grenada invasion in 1983.)19
 

Some Democrats in Congress spoke as if they wanted to get rid of George W. Bush seemingly as much as (if not more than) they wanted Saddam Hussein gone. Just weeks into the Iraq war in the spring of 2003, John Kerry, the Vietnam-vet-turned-protester-turned-senator, said: “What we need now is not just a regime change in Saddam Hussein and Iraq, but we need a regime change in the United States.”20 At the time, Kerry was angling to become the Democratic Party's next nominee for president.
 

A year later Kerry was even more blunt. “These guys” in the Bush administration, Kerry said, “are the most crooked … lying group I've ever seen. It's scary.”21
 

Our Troops Are Barbarians and Nazis

What was scary was the degree to which many American liberals reacted to the War on Terror by lambasting and undermining the Americans waging battle against terrorists.
 

Pete Stark's unfounded charge that U.S. troops were “blow[ing] up innocent people” was outrageous, but the congressman was hardly alone among elected Democrats in making irresponsible accusations. During the Vietnam War elected members of Congress like Senator Ted Kennedy, future senators like John Kerry, antiwar radicals like the SDS leaders, and dupes like Benjamin Spock had alleged the most terrible things about American soldiers. Now the Left was back—some-times the exact same voices—deriding the American troops who were fighting the terrorists as terrorists themselves.
 

Probably the worst offender was Senator Dick Durbin, Illinois Democrat, who compared the thankless work of U.S. military interrogators at the Guantanamo Bay facility to the work of “Nazis, Soviets in their gulags, or some mad regime—Pol Pot or others—that had no concern for human beings.”22 This was not a flip comment. Durbin said it on the floor of the U.S. Senate, reading from a text, on June 14, 2005, amid the single worst stretch of killings of American soldiers by terrorists inside Iraq. The terrorists’ goal was to subvert support for America's mission in Iraq and the War on Terror. Durbin had helped the cause.
 

The senator obviously knew nothing about Nazis, Soviets, or Pol Pot and his Khmer Rouge. It was absurd, and offensive, to compare the nonlethal interrogation of Islamist POWs to these skull-laden killing fields. The senator's analogy  was so grossly unfair that Durbin should have immediately apologized not only to U.S. troops but also to victims of the Nazis, of the Soviets, and of Pol Pot.
 

Blasting U.S. military personnel, whether at Guantanamo or in Iraq or in Afghanistan, was all too common among Democrats—again, much as during the Vietnam War. George W. Bush may have been the ultimate target, but in the process of attacking the president's handling of the war they accused U.S. troops of various atrocities.
 

Senator Barack Obama put it this way in August 2007: “We've got to get the job done there [Iraq]. And that requires us to have enough troops so that we're not just air-raiding villages and killing civilians, which is causing enormous pressure over there.”23
 

Even Vietnam vets, now in Congress, were making such baseless allegations, reminiscent of John Kerry after Vietnam. Most egregiously, Congressman John Murtha accused U.S. Marines of killing “innocent” Iraqi civilians “in cold blood.” The Pennsylvania Democrat said that Marines from the Third Battalion were “cold-blooded killers” who “murdered innocent civilians.”
 

The exonerated and acquitted Marines found Murtha's comments so inaccurate that they sued the congressman for slander. They wanted to clear their good names. Even after that lawsuit was filed, and after Murtha denounced his own constituents as “racists” and “rednecks,” the congressman cruised to easy reelection a few weeks later. Only a few months later the U.S. Navy gave Murtha the Distinguished Public Service Award.24
 

After all that, Murtha must have stunned his constituents by announcing that he would be happy to have the Islamist terrorists detained at Guantanamo Bay relocated to his district of “rednecks” in Johnstown, Pennsylvania. “Sure, I'd take ’em,” said Murtha. “They're no more dangerous in my district than in Guantanamo.”25
 

Even Murtha's fellow Democrats raised an eyebrow at that one. Well, maybe not all Democrats. Dick Durbin was on board with the idea, too. When President Obama considered new locations for Guantanamo within the United States, he called Durbin, his former Illinois colleague. Sure enough, Durbin professed the Heartland as the ideal place to house the world's most dangerous terrorists. “Make no mistake about it,” said a grateful Senator Durbin, “this is a once-in-a-lifetime opportunity. We have a chance to bring more than two thousand good-paying jobs with benefits to this region.”26
 

When it came to trashing the troops, Murtha and Durbin were newcomers. An old hand at such rhetoric was John Kerry. Almost thirty-five years after he testified to “war crimes” allegedly committed by his fellow troops, Kerry was back, in a new war, once again to blister American soldiers abroad.
 

In December 2005, on CBS's Face the Nation, Senator Kerry insisted to Bob Schieffer: “And there is no reason, Bob, that young American soldiers need to be going into the homes of Iraqis in the dead of night, terrorizing kids and children, you know, women, breaking sort of the customs of the—of—the historical customs, religious customs.”27 Kerry had suddenly reversed the terms in the War on Terror: it was the American troops fighting the war against terrorism who were now guilty of terror.
 

Just imagine how Kerry's assessment had served the interests of the true terrorists wreaking havoc inside Iraq. No doubt, al-Qaeda wished it could print his words on fliers.
 

Senator Kerry's statement, made against an American military fully committed to avoiding civilian casualties, was inexcusable. His assessment was remarkably similar to his 1971 Senate testimony, with Kerry merely leaving out the words “genitals” and “Genghis Khan.”
 

Much milder, but still hurtful, was Kerry's degrading statement in October 2006, when the junior senator from Massachusetts cracked this joke to a group of California college students: “You know, education, if you make the most of it and you study hard and you do your homework and you make an effort to be smart, you can do well. If you don't, you get stuck in Iraq.”28
 

It is almost unbelievable that such a crack came from a veteran, and a highly educated one at that.
 

Kennedy and Columbia

Many of the same figures who made outrageous statements during the Cold War were still making outrageous statements during the War on Terror. It seemed as if they never learned from past mistakes. Most never even saw their statements as mistakes.
 

Senator Ted Kennedy—who in the 1960s had made terrible accusations against U.S. troops in Vietnam, and who in the 1980s had ridiculed President Reagan and his ideas, and had made an extraordinarily improper confidential “offer” to Soviet leader Yuri Andropov—emerged during the War on Terror as a cruel critic of the American president and of the troops under the president's command.
 

On May 10, 2004, Kennedy went to the Senate floor and declared: “On March 19, 2004, President Bush asked: ’Who would prefer that Saddam's torture chambers still be open?’ Shamefully, we now learn that Saddam's torture chambers reopened under new management—U.S. management.”29
 

Though Kennedy's hyperbolic condemnation of the Abu Ghraib scandal was intended to rip President Bush, it was an arrow at the heart of the U.S. military personnel who ran the detainee camps. It was also an absurd analogy, as practically any member of Congress with even rudimentary knowledge of Saddam Hus-sein's “Republic of Fear” would have known. The single worst case of unauthorized abuse by U.S. military personnel after 9/11 does not begin to compare to the daily terror that Saddam employed against Iraqi women, children, Shiites, Marsh Arabs, army deserters, dissidents, and on and on.
 

Just as he had targeted Ronald Reagan in the 1980s, Senator Kennedy focused his ire on the conservative president in the White House during the War on Terror. The senior senator from Massachusetts had sought to undermine the moral legitimacy of the Bush case for war even before the postwar occupation/recon-struction of Iraq went sour, and before body bags piled up.
 

For instance, in September 2003 Kennedy made the unsupportable claim that George W. Bush had pursued the Iraq war strictly for political purposes, not for strategic or foreign-policy purposes. Kennedy said that the decision to go to war had been a “fraud” that was “made up in Texas.” The president and his political advisers had “announced … to the Republican leadership that war was going to take place and was going to be good politically.”30
 

The problem with this very serious allegation was that it was not remotely logical. In fact, at the moment that Bush decided to pursue a risky path to war in Iraq, he was still surfing an unprecedented wave of popularity. Bush gave up that popularity to do what he thought was right in Iraq, which he saw (correctly or incorrectly) as central to a wider victory in the War on Terror. Bush can be accused of many things, even a bad war policy, but he cannot be accused of going to war to help his popularity, which was already sky-high.
 

Although Kennedy was roundly criticized for his nonsensical argument against the Iraq war, he persisted in this line of attack. He went to the Senate floor a few weeks later, in October 2003, to assert that the president's alleged “trumped-up reasons for going to war have collapsed” under the weight of “lie after lie after lie.” The Bush administration, said the senator, “still refuses to face the truth or tell the truth.”31
 

In January 2007, when the Bush mission in Iraq had finally begun to turn around thanks to the surge, Kennedy invoked Vietnam, that national “quagmire.” “Iraq is George Bush's Vietnam,” the Massachusetts senator declared.32
 

Ted Kennedy's high-profile criticisms did not serve truth. They did not serve the American mission in Iraq. They served only the aims of the enemy that the Bush policy hoped to vanquish.
 

Leftists in media and academia joined politicians like Kennedy in attacking the White House. Walter Cronkite, another voice from the Cold War, who had long since retired as CBS news anchor, decried President Bush's “arrogance” and forecast a “very, very dark” future for the country—again like Vietnam.33 From the academic ranks, a notable example was well-known history professor Eric Foner. The onetime president of the American Historical Association was a professor at—you guessed it—Columbia University.
 

Foner had George W. Bush in mind when he claimed: “I'm not sure which is more frightening: the horror that engulfed New York City or the apocalyptic rhetoric emanating daily from the White House.”34
 

Professor Foner's statement was one of remarkable hyperbole, especially from a decorated historian who lives and teaches in New York City, site of the 9/11 apocalypse. When criticized for this remark, specifically in a report by the American Council of Trustees and Alumni, Foner knew what to do: he blamed Joe McCarthy. The criticism smacked of “McCarthyism,” cried Foner in a cover story in The Progressive; it smelled of “blacklisting.” It was “disturbing,” and “loyalty oaths” were possibly right around the corner.35 Foner seemed to sense yet another apocalypse, this one with Joe McCarthy as lead horseman.
 

When it came to apocalyptic rhetoric, another leader far outdid anything George W. Bush ever said. That leader was Iranian despot Mahmoud Ahmadinejad, who hopes to engulf the nation of Israel in an unholy nuclear inferno. At a December 12, 2006, gathering of Holocaust deniers—a group of which he is a vocal member—Ahmadinejad pledged that “the Zionist regime soon [will] be wiped out and humanity will be free.” The Iranian madman replaced the executed Saddam Hussein as the world's leading anti-Semite, terrorist sponsor, and desirer of nuclear weapons.36
 

Eric Foner complained little about Ahmadinejad's truly murderous rhetoric and dangerous objectives. In fact, he defended the Iranian hatemonger against his own university's president when Columbia offered Ahmadinejad a platform in September 2007.
 

Yes, the same university that invited Bill Ayers to enter its doctoral program in education lent its Ivy League imprimatur to another preacher of violence. Columbia invited Ahmadinejad to speak when the Iranian despot came to New York to address the United Nations. John Dewey's university again broke new ground in higher education.
 

The day of the event, Columbia president Lee Bollinger—perhaps to defuse the national outrage over his invitation to Ahmadinejad—harshly criticized the Iranian leader in his introductory remarks. Foner later took Bollinger to task for not rolling out the red carpet for Ahmadinejad. He was one of more than a hundred  Columbia professors who signed a “statement of concern” about Bollinger's leadership, which cited, among other issues, the “strident tone” of the university president's introductory comments. Bollinger had committed a cardinal sin at Columbia: as Foner and his fellow faculty wrote in their statement, Bollinger's Ahmadinejad introduction “allied the University with the Bush administration's war in Iraq, a position anathema to many in the University community.”37 Foner went further in a follow-up faculty meeting, criticizing Bollinger for having used “the language of warfare at a time when the administration of our country is trying to whip up Iran, and to my mind is completely inaccurate.”38
 

Many of those in the Columbia audience for Ahmadinejad's speech apparently shared Foner's deference to the Iranian antidemocrat. The crowd applauded lustily when the leader of Tehran's repressive regime chastised Bollinger by saying that in Iran they allow people “to make their own judgment.” No doubt, too, the Columbia faithful were pleased to hear him bash George W. Bush and U.S. foreign policy. Those attacks on the United States came amid his insistence that Iran should have a nuclear program and amid a series of denials—that Iran was a longtime sponsor of terrorism, that the Holocaust happened, and that homosexuals existed in Iran.39
 

Remarkably, the Ahmadinejad episode may not have been Columbia University's most ignominious moment in the War on Terror. That honor may belong to a faculty-led “teachin” against the Iraq war held at Columbia on March 26, 2003—and organized by Professor Foner. At the antiwar rally, Professor Nicholas De Genova wished “a million Mogadishus” upon U.S. soldiers in Iraq, a reference to the Somalia tragedy a few years earlier, when the corpses of American boys were mutilated and dragged through the streets—captured on film for their families (and the world) to see.40
 

Columbia University made a seamless transition from Cold War inanity to War on Terror inanity.
 

Jimmy Carter Returns

Jimmy Carter may have lost forty-four of fifty states to Ronald Reagan in 1980, but his work was far from finished. He reemerged to play a very active role in world affairs as ex-president, accommodating both post–Cold War Communist despots and post-9/11 Islamic despots. Regarding the former, one particular case merits special mention: Carter's June 1994 visit to the world's most repressive state, North Korea.
 

Carter's account of the trip defies imagination. Kim Il Sung was a tyrant, one who died mere weeks after Carter's visit.41 But the impressionable ex-president found Kim “vigorous, alert, intelligent,” and a man who engaged in “very free discussions with his ministers.”
 

Kim spearheaded a militantly atheistic regime. But Carter, a born-again Baptist, found Kim “very friendly toward Christianity.”42
 

Kim took the former American president on a Potemkin-village tour of Communist North Korea. Carter was impressed, reporting home to his fellow Americans:
 

We found Pyongyang to be a bustling city. The only difference is that during working hours there are very few people on the street. They all have jobs or go to school. And after working hours, they pack the department stores, which Rosalynn visited. I went in one of them. It's like Wal-Mart in American stores on a Saturday afternoon. They all walk around in there, and they seem in fairly good spirits. Pyongyang at night looks like Times Square. They are really heavily into bright neon lights and pictures and things like that.43

 

In truth, North Korea is a literal sea of darkness. As satellite imagery shows, at night the northern half of the Korean Peninsula is draped in black—that is, when the lights are not ablaze to hoodwink America's most naïve ex-president—in contrast to the southern half, which is awash in the glow of freedom.44
 

Most tragic, within one year of Carter's enthusiastic appraisal, two to three million North Koreans (out of a population of twenty million) would starve to death in this Communist dungeon of a country.45
 

A few years after that, the North Korean regime announced that it was a nuclear state, a direct violation of the Agreed Framework that Carter had brokered with Kim in 1994. Back then, Carter had stood outside the Clinton White House and triumphantly assured reporters that “the crisis is over”—words headlined by both the New York Times and the Washington Post. Even many Democrats were wary of that grand declaration.46
 

Carter continued offering such unbelievable appraisals into the War on Terror, shifting almost seamlessly from the likes of Kim to Saddam. As President George W. Bush prepared for war in Iraq, Carter urged a return of UN weapons inspectors to Iraq—the same inspectors whom Saddam had repeatedly expelled as they had closed in on suspected weapons sites.47
 

Throughout the debate over war in Iraq, Carter smashed the time-honored tradition that ex-presidents refrain from public criticism of sitting presidents, especially in wartime. Carter penned an op-ed for the Washington Post titled “The  Troubling New Face of America,” in which he lamented the “belligerent and divisive” Bush administration and its lack of “comprehensible” Middle East policy.48
 

His criticism grew even more personal in an op-ed for the New York Times. On March 9, 2003—exactly one month before ecstatic Iraqis pounced on a fallen statue of Saddam at Baghdad's Firdos Square—Carter fired a salvo titled “Just War—or a Just War?”49 In this article the former president charged not only that the current president was shattering two centuries of “consistent bipartisan commitments” in foreign policy but also that Bush—self-professing Christian—was in “violation” of sixteen centuries of “just war” doctrine. “As a Christian” who was “thoroughly familiar with the principles of a just war,” Carter judged himself fit to decide that Bush's “substantially unilateral attack” on Iraq “does not meet” just-war standards50—especially as the president's Pentagon (allegedly) fired upon a “defenseless Iraqi population.”
 

The New York Times typically did not look kindly upon presidents integrating their faith into policy.51 This time, however, was different. The editorial board suspended its usual objections, offering the Georgia Baptist a platform to employ his Christianity—at least in service against George W. Bush.
 

Unfortunately for Saddam, Carter was not able to spare him from U.S. tanks, just as the ex-president was not able to rescue him during the first Persian Gulf War in January 1991.52 Later, however, Carter made his way to the Middle East to engage another terrorist leadership: Hamas. There, the ex-president blasted Bush and his State Department for daring to call the terrorist group “terrorist.” “After they [Hamas] got elected to head their government,” said an angry Carter, “they were declared to be terrorists.”53
 

Even many of Carter's admirers in the press were taken aback by this one. Asked by an incredulous reporter whether he trusted Hamas, Carter objected: “It's not a matter of trusting them. It's a matter of what … they've pledged to do. They've gone on record as being amenable to a number of the proposals I've made.”54
 

Carter has not expressed regret for such remarks about the evil men running Iraq, Iran, North Korea, and their terrorist allies. Rather, he regrets George W. Bush's January 2002 remark in which he labeled as “evil” the men running Iraq, Iran, North Korea, and their terrorist allies.55 “I think it will take years before we can repair the damage done by that statement,” sniffed Carter.56
 

Duped by Saddam: “Baghdad Jim” and Friends

Troubling as these post-9/11 examples are, most of them are not classic cases of dupery, wherein the liberals were carefully manipulated by the enemy. But the  War on Terror has produced clear incidents of dupery in the strict sense—that is, cases of America's enemies seeking out liberals for assistance. Hollywood stars such as Sean Penn and Annette Bening have been flown to places like Baghdad and Tehran, where their hosts hoped they would return to America singing the praises of some of the most illiberal and intolerant men on the planet—and denouncing the man in the White House.57
 

More disturbing are the elected officials who have been targeted as dupes. In one outrageous instance, three congressmen traveled to Saddam Hussein's Iraq months before a single American troop was dispatched to take down Saddam's regime. Congressmen Jim McDermott of Washington, David Bonior of Michigan, and Mike Thompson of California made the trip in September 2002, as the Bush administration was trying to persuade Congress to authorize military action in Iraq.
 

All three men had served in the military during Vietnam, with Thompson seeing combat through the 173rd Airborne. But these liberal Democrats were all predictable antiwar, anti-Bush votes. If Saddam was fishing for suckers, McDermott and Bonior in particular would be among the very best candidates in the U.S. Congress. Of course, Saddam knew that, which is why he wanted them in Iraq for potential exploitation.
 

Right on cue, McDermott, the most liberal of the three, mouthed the Iraqi Baathist Party line. He said that President Bush “will lie to the American people in order to get us into this war.”58
 

Naturally, Saddam's aides could not wait to get a microphone in front of McDermott. More than that, they had a studio ready. On September 29, 2002, the Iraqi government eagerly positioned McDermott and Bonior there for an interview with ABC News's This Week with George Stephanopoulos.59
 

When Stephanopoulos asked McDermott whether he stood by his claim that the president would intentionally lie to drag the nation into war, the congressman held firm: “I think the president would mislead the American people.” The Seattle congressman deduced that Bush and the administration would “give out misinformation … information that is not provable.” When Stephanopoulos asked for evidence of Bush's lying, McDermott did not proffer any, simply reaffirming his conviction that the president was a deceiver.60
 

Stephanopoulos, a Democrat and a former top aide to Bill and Hillary Clinton, was surprised, perhaps shocked, when McDermott said he did not harbor the same suspicion toward his endearing hosts in Iraq. Whereas the congressman alleged that the president of the United States operated on duplicity, McDermott said of Saddam and his regime: “I think you have to take the Iraqis on their face  value.”61 He wanted the United States to take the Iraqi dictator at his word even though Saddam had spent more than a decade obstructing UN weapons inspectors and murdering hundreds of thousands of innocents. The Iraqis, Americans were supposed to believe, suddenly supported “unfettered inspections”; Baghdad had given the trusting politicians “assurances” of that, McDermott said in a press conference.62 The congressman was doing yeoman's work for the Republic of Fear.
 

The Baghdad Three were a hit in Iraq. Saddam's Ministry of Information published the itinerary of their goodwill tour in the regime's government-controlled newspapers, television, and radio, and on the ministry's website in both Arabic and English. These stories were headlined on newspaper front pages and on news broadcasts; they ran aside other celebratory Iraqi news items, including stories on the “criminal Bush,” on U.S. “war crimes” against Iraqi children, on how the “U.S. embargo” starved Iraqi infants and killed seniors in hospitals, on nonstop U.S. military “war waging” around the world, on Palestinian suicide bombers who gave their lives as “intrepid martyrs,” and on how Jews had been responsible for 9/11.63
 

Even friendly liberal news sources in America seemed embarrassed by the Baghdad Three. A CNN reporter asked Congressman McDermott whether he minded being exploited for propaganda by Saddam's tyrannical regime. “If being used means that we're highlighting the suffering of Iraqi children, or any children,” replied the congressman, “then, yes, we don't mind being used.”64
 

Didn't mind being used. This was worse than John Dewey and Corliss Lamont in the USSR. At least the Columbia professors had convinced themselves that they weren't being used.
 

McDermott's fellow Democrats—from the head of the Democratic National Committee, to former president Bill Clinton, to John Kerry, to leading members of Congress like Nancy Pelosi, Dick Gephardt, and Barney Frank—were stunned, some of them into complete silence, others into brief replies of “no comment.”65
 

And McDermott was not finished. He continued to carry water for Saddam upon his return from Iraq. In an appearance on PBS's NewsHour with Jim Lehrer, McDermott said that Congress was faced with a war authorization that was really about whether “the United States can decide to wipe out another country's leader whenever we don't like them.” Interviewer Gwen Ifill was compelled to ask McDermott to respond to the charge that he had returned from Iraq as “an apologist for Saddam Hussein.” McDermott said that the people making such accusations were “stupid.”66
 

So blatant and successful had been Saddam's manipulation of Jim McDermott that conservatives began derisively calling the congressman “Baghdad Jim.”  But even they could not have known just how badly McDermott and his friends had been exploited.
 

As the Associated Press reported six years later, in a March 2008 story, federal prosecutors found that Saddam Hussein's intelligence agency had “secretly financed” (AP's words) the trip to Iraq by the three U.S. lawmakers. The prosecutors determined that the trip had been arranged by a Middle Easterner in Detroit, Michigan, named Muthanna Al-Hanooti, who was charged with setting up the trip “at the behest of Saddam's regime.” Iraqi intelligence officials, prosecutors learned, reportedly paid for the trip through an intermediary, and rewarded Al-Hanooti with two million barrels of Iraqi oil.67
 

Prosecutors said they had “no information whatsoever” that the three congressmen were aware that Saddam's henchmen had underwritten the trip. “Obviously, we didn't know it at the time,” explained McDermott. “The trip was to see the plight of the Iraqi children. That's the only reason we went.”68 (Actually, McDermott's remarks had gone well beyond the plight of Iraqi children.)
 

Representative McDermott's spokesman, Michael DeCesare, said the congressman had been invited to Iraq by a Seattle “church group” and had been unaware of Iraqi funding for the trip. Congressman Thompson likewise said he had no “question at all regarding the sponsor of the trip or the funding.”69 The Baghdad Three had been oblivious.
 

Congressmen Jim McDermott, David Bonior, and Mike Thompson had been duped by Saddam Hussein. It was a snow job in the Iraqi desert.
 

Dupes, Yesterday and Today

As the “Baghdad Jim” example shows, each case of suspected dupery in the War on Terror needs to be evaluated on its own merits. McDermott and crew had been duped, whereas, say, Ted Kennedy—who had not been flown to Baghdad for special handling by Saddam—had served the Iraqi dictator's interests more indirectly, through outrageous statements that the senator aimed at George W. Bush, not at Saddam. Again, Senator Kennedy had inadvertently helped the adversary. That is also true for degrading remarks about American troops uttered by the other Massachusetts senator, John Kerry, or by Dick Durbin, or by Barack Obama, or by Pete Stark, or by other post-9/11 Democrats.
 

Kennedy's and Kerry's remarks were more typical of the sort of suspected dupery we have seen in the War on Terror, which is quite different from the textbook dupery of the Cold War. When John Kerry accused the troops of war atrocities  in Vietnam in April 1971, a Communist intelligence chief like Ion Pacepa could claim that Kerry had been taken by Soviet propaganda. But when Kerry did the same to troops in Iraq in December 2005, there was no al-Qaeda operative claiming to have signaled the senator.
 

To be sure, in both the Cold War and the War on Terror, certain ill-advised statements by leftist Americans inadvertently helped U.S. opponents. But the statements in the latter have not usually been cued or coordinated as they were so often in the former. It is a big difference, with a notably different kind of adversary.
 

Soviet Communism, of course, has been long since dispatched to the ash heap of history. But this doesn't mean that all battles from the Cold War past have gone away. As we shall see next, debates still rage over some of the most disturbing cases of dupery, with many Communists from the Cold War continuing to find their greatest protectors in liberals.
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STILL DUPES FOR THE COMMUNISTS
 

 

 

While the great international battle facing America has shifted from the Cold War to the War on Terror, from militant Communism to radical Islamic terrorism, certain skirmishes from the former remain. FDR's actions at Yalta, John Kerry's quarrel with the Swift Boat Veterans, the political relevance of top former members of SDS and the Weather Underground—all these are still debated today. The jury also remains out on many of those accused of having been Communists or of secretly working with the Kremlin, and on those who were just plain duped.
 

What was Ted Kennedy up to in May 1983 with that offer to Yuri Andropov via the KGB? Why was a grimacing Lillian Hellman so consistently, vindictively wrong? What was Corliss Lamont truly thinking? Is there more we need to know about Humphrey Bogart in the early 1930s (see Postscript)? Did FDR really treat George Earle that badly over the Katyn Wood massacre?
 

Those are ongoing debates, often between anti-Communist Cold Warriors and liberals who continue to cover for Communists—including Communists who looked to use them, who excoriated their favorite presidents and party leaders and policy initiatives, who viewed them contemptuously as dupes, and who counted on them to help conceal the Communists’ identity and agenda. Whether in Hollywood, journalism, or the academy, many liberals even today provide cover for the Communists—and, more pointedly, deride the anti-Communists.
 

Films depicting every Hollywood Red as an innocent victim and every anti-Communist as a paranoid witch-hunter remains a cottage industry, including such  movies as Tim Robbins's Cradle Will Rock (1999), which depicts the House Committee on Un-American Activities in the 1930s persecuting Federal Theater Project (a group that, in fact, was dominated by Communists); Good Night and Good Luck (2005), based on the 1954 confrontation between Joe McCarthy and TV journalist Edward R. Murrow; and Trumbo (2008), a paean to Communist screenwriter Dalton Trumbo.1 Only in Hollywood could Lillian Hellman, an unrepentant Stalin apologist, be beatified in a film like Julia (1977)—an Oscar-winning movie that starred Vietcong cover girl Jane Fonda—while Elia Kazan, a man of conscience and a liberal throughout his life, remains forever demonized for committing the unforgivable sin of anti-Communism.
 

Many contemporary liberals display the strangest naïveté as they rally around their suspected heroes. Recall what The Nation wrote of Arthur Miller at the time of his death: “He certainly wasn't a communist, and he wasn't a socialist,” eulogized fellow playwright Tony Kushner in the pages of that leftist mainstay.2
 

Despite Kushner's assurances, we cannot be so certain about Miller's political views. Was he really never a communist, or even a socialist? The evidence makes that claim difficult to believe.
 

Claims such as Kushner's are hardly uncommon. When alleged Soviet agent I. F. Stone died in 1989, just as Poland was having free and fair elections, and shortly before the fall of the Berlin Wall, he was praised to no end. The New York Times hailed him as a “pugnacious advocate of civil liberties, peace, and truth.” The Los Angeles Times saw Stone as the “conscience of investigative journalism.” CNN's Larry King dubbed him a “genuine hero.” To the deans of journalism, from James Reston of the New York Times to Fred Friendly of Columbia's School of Journalism, I. F. Stone, the “liberal” journalist, had become the epitome of virtue: Saint Stone. A political cartoon by Pat Oliphant showed Stone outside the Pearly Gates, with St. Peter telephoning God to say, “Yes, that I. F. Stone, sir. He says he doesn't want to come in—he'd rather hang around out here, and keep things honest.”3
 

I. F. Stone deluded them all—if not quite to the Pearly Gates, then at least until his last breath.
 

One might expect that the momentous declassification of Communist archives in both the United States and Russia would prompt scholars to reevaluate the story of the supposedly innocent victims of anti-Communists. But even in the face of ample new evidence indicting Communists whom the liberal community long defended, many academics have refused to concede that the conventional anti-anti-Communist narrative may have been wrong.
 

Alger Hiss's Dupes

A case in point was the grand opening of New York University's Center for the United States and the Cold War, a joint project of the school's Faculty of Arts and Sciences and its Tamiment Library. Tamiment now houses portions of CPUSA's vast reservoir of records (materials that were consulted for this book). Here, at last, was an opportunity to dispassionately reach some firm conclusions about a cloudy past. This voluminous record could resolve some long-standing debates, including by showing who was and was not a CPUSA member.
 

Or maybe not. At its public debut in 2007, the new center announced that it would host a regular series of seminars “to encourage research on how the Cold War and the red scares shaped domestic political culture and foreign policy” (emphasis added). The center sought proposals from scholars dealing with the “political repression and resistance” of the times.
 

Historian Ronald Radosh, himself a former Communist who now reports carefully on the most mendacious characters of the Cold War, highlighted the bias in the NYU-Tamiment project. In a piece for The New Republic,4 Radosh wrote that the NYU-Tamiment project had clearly implied that “no proposal … would be welcome that took as its starting point the belief that, in the 1930s and 1940s, American communists just may have posed an actual threat to America's national security, and that does not view the question of how to deal with this problem as anything but repression.”5
 

The Center for the United States and the Cold War reinforced this impression with its inaugural conference, titled “Alger Hiss and History.”
 

And what of the history of Alger Hiss? It has been long settled. Though Hiss's conviction for perjury in his famous spy trial wasn't enough to convince his most ardent defenders of his guilt, mountains of evidence have emerged since then to prove that Hiss was a Communist spy. Sam Tanenhaus's masterful 1997 biography of Whittaker Chambers and Allen Weinstein's definitive 1978 account of the Hiss-Chambers case showed beyond doubt that Hiss was a Soviet agent. Even before that, way back in 1962, there was an authoritative book demonstrating Hiss's guilt by a former vice president named Richard Nixon.6 And the Venona transcripts made public in the 1990s discussed a Soviet spy code-named “Ales” who was almost certainly Hiss. As Christopher Hitchens, a brutally frank man of the Left, put it, the thoroughly discredited claim that Hiss was somehow innocent remains “one of the most persistent (and repelling) myths of the fellow-travelling Left.” Arthur M. Schlesinger Jr., who knew Hiss, noted that even “Alger's friends”  knew he was guilty.7 This history on Hiss is indisputable, and extremely well established (which is why he is mentioned little in this book).
 

But to the Center for the United States and the Cold War, the Hiss story was not nearly so clear-cut. The tone of the center's comments were favorable toward Hiss, reporting, for example, that he “embodied the reformist vision that linked FDR's domestic agenda to an internationalist foreign policy.” Instead of noting the evidence proving that Hiss was a Soviet agent, the NYU-Tamiment center wrote simply that he had been “accused of spying.” The center said that the Hiss-Chambers trial, rather than exposing Hiss as a spy, had helped “discredit the New Deal, legitimize the red scare, and set the stage for Joseph McCarthy.” It was as if nasty Republicans pursued Hiss solely for partisan purposes. Mark Kramer, the meticulously fair director of the Harvard Project on Cold War Studies, said that the NYU-Tamiment conference consisted of “diehard supporters of Hiss whose attempts to explain away all the new available evidence are thoroughly unconvincing.”8
 

Contemporary examples like this are numerous. They have prompted eminent Cold War historians such as Harvey Klehr and John Earl Haynes to plead with their colleagues to do their job as scholars—to actually do the research and evaluate based on facts.9
 

Sadly, after all of these years, and all the new evidence now available, some things never change. The Left's anti-anti-Communism is one such thing.10
 

Comintern? What Comintern?

Alger Hiss is a high-profile case involving obvious guilt. The pattern persists with less-known cases as well, with many academics reacting to newly declassified documents not as long-awaited evidence that can finally resolve historical puzzles but instead as unfortunate opportunities for “demonization” by anti-Communists. In a December 2007 article in The American Historical Review, three academics lamented that “newly released documents of the Communist International (Comintern) in Moscow” are being “frequently deployed … to provide support for a renewed demonizing of the Comintern and its activists.”11
 

A renewed demonizing of the Comintern and its activists?
 

I submit here that the Comintern and its activists, from their tutelage under Lenin to Stalin, to their homage to Lenin and Stalin, did an adequate job demonizing itself.
 

Communist activity and penetration was very real and very deep. It should not be shrugged off.
 

Frank Marshall Davis's Ghost

Illustrative of the enduring impact of many of these Cold War characters is the suddenly reemergent case of Frank Marshall Davis. Whereas so many comrades and their fellow travelers abandoned ship once the crimes of Stalin were exposed, Davis kept the faith, even as he publicly denied his membership in the party.
 

Davis died in 1987, but his influence it still felt today, and extends far beyond what he wrote for the Chicago Star and the Honolulu Record. His impact is profound because he mentored a young man who made it all the way to the White House, and is now leader of the free world: Barack Obama.
 

That Davis-Obama relationship was kindled by Obama's maternal grandfather, Stanley Dunham, who in many ways saw eye-to-eye with Davis. Dunham saw in Davis a potential role model and father figure to his grandson, whose biological father had abandoned him. (Obama's Kenyan father was likewise a man of the Left.)12 Davis and Dunham were “closest friends,” according to Davis biographer Dr. Kathryn Takara, a University of Hawaii professor.13
 

Not a lot is known about Stanley Dunham. Occasionally, some mainstream media sources have cast flickers of light on the man through their stories about his famous grandson. For instance, Newsweek, in an insightful article on Barack Obama's religious faith, described Dunham and his wife as “two lapsed Christians” from the Midwest, who, in turn, raised a “Christian-turned-secular mother,” the single mom who raised Obama. All were people of the Left, the article noted.14 According to the Chicago Tribune, the grandparents attended, for a period, the East Shore Unitarian Church, known among locals as the “Little Red Church on the Hill.” (The Tribune article attributes this moniker not to the far-left political sympathies of the congregation but, instead, to the “McCarthyism” infecting the period.)15 Like their later grandson, who would attend the church of Jeremiah Wright, the radical, ranting, raving, racist reverend, this was a very political church.
 

In other words, the media will at times shed light on Obama's grandfather's political radicalism, but they do so almost accidentally, via articles on other subjects, such as Obama's religious faith. It is left to conservative sources, like Glenn Beck, to raise such questions—legitimate and important questions that nonetheless invite the wrath of the progressive choir.
 

Barack Obama was close with Frank Marshall Davis in the 1970s, during the formative years of his adolescence. At the time Obama was attending prep school and readying to leave Hawaii for college.16 Obama admits to learning from Davis,  knowledge which surely was nothing like the “midwestern values” that former Kansas governor Kathleen Sebelius (now President Obama's secretary of health and human services) maintained that Obama had learned in her state.
 

In his pre-presidential memoir, Dreams from My Father, Obama was very affectionate toward Davis, and clearly proud of him. We see there that Davis constantly offered advice to the young man: on women, on race, on college, on life. The adolescent listened in awe as Davis passed the time with his grandfather drinking whiskey and swapping stories, and even enlisting the boy into his composition of dirty limericks. “I was intrigued by old Frank,” writes Obama, “with his books and whiskey breath and the hint of hard-earned knowledge behind the hooded eyes.”17
 

How much of that hard-earned knowledge, about the world, its events, and the dialectic of history, did Davis pass along to the current president of the United States during these crucial formative years? That remains a riddle. Sadly, an uncritical press has never bothered to ask such simple questions that are usually standard fare for any president.
 

They are important questions in many respects. Consider, for instance, that most Americans by the late 1970s and early 1980s were at last convinced that détente with the Soviets was a sham, and that the USSR needed to be dissolved—the emerging view that propelled Ronald Reagan to win forty-four states in 1980. Obama, however, would have learned nothing like that from Davis. Frank Marshall Davis swam against what Ronald Reagan described as the “tide of history,” a “freedom tide” that would “leave Marxism-Leninism on the ash heap of history.”
 

Instead, as Obama wrote in Dreams from My Father, he was prepping for a college career of hanging out with the “Marxist professors,” attending “socialist conferences,” and “discuss[ing] neocolonialism.”18 The mentor Davis would not have been telling the young Obama about the American exceptionalism that would soon bring freedom to the USSR and Eastern Europe. After all, this was the man who had written that American democracy had become “synonymous with oppression instead of freedom.” Instead, he almost certainly would have instructed Obama in the glory of the Bolshevik experiment—the party line he adhered to in his columns. This was the wrong side of history, but it was the side of Frank Marshall Davis.
 

Defining this Davis influence would fill in some gaps. It might lend credence, for instance, to assertions by Dr. John Drew, who was a contemporary of Obama at Occidental College, and who met Obama as a fellow Marxist. Drew was a well-known campus Communist when Obama was introduced to him as “one of us.” “Obama was already an ardent Marxist when I met in the fall of 1980,” said Drew in an interview for this book. Drew is certainly cognizant of the gravity of  his statement: “I know it's incendiary to say this,” he added in a separate interview with television journalist Scott Baker, but Obama “was basically a Marxist- Leninist.” He noted how Obama, in Dreams from My Father, wrote that he had “hung out” with Marxist professors, but what Obama did not explain in that book, or clarify, said Dr. Drew, is that Obama “was in 100 percent, total agreement with these Marxist professors.”19
 

If Obama was indeed a Marxist when he arrived at Occidental, Frank Marshall Davis likely would have been a prime reason.
 

It is fitting that after Occidental, a young Barack Obama transferred to Columbia University. It was 1981, as Ronald Reagan was beginning his crusade to undermine atheistic Communism, and Obama found himself at the home of the extreme Left that wasted the twentieth century wallowing in error upon error regarding Communism and the Cold War. In his memoir, Obama recalls at length the college advice he got from Davis.20 Did Frank Marshall Davis also support his application to Columbia, possibly with a letter of recommendation? We have no idea, since Columbia—contacted for this book, as was Occidental21—has not made those records available, and as the dominant press has not demanded even a glimpse at the files.
 

“Frank”

Not surprisingly, Barack Obama shaded the identity of Frank Marshall Davis in his book. He referred to Davis as simply a “poet” and called him only “Frank,” conspicuously avoiding his full name (yet more reason for the press to ask quesions).22 That said, Obama's memoirs make it clear that “Frank” is Frank Marshall Davis. Likewise, scholars of Davis, plus others with intimate knowledge of the relationship, have attested to the identity.
 

Those testimonies are worthy of quoting, because they illuminate so much more. Among the observers is Gerald Horne, who spoke at the reception for the opening of the CPUSA archives at NYU's Tamiment Library. A transcript of Horne's speech is posted at the website of Political Affairs Magazine, the Herb Aptheker publication published by CPUSA, which today carries the subhead “Marxist Thought Online.” Horne began his remarks on a sour note, bemoaning how the history of CPUSA and the global Communist movement “has been distorted grievously by the infestation of anti-Sovietism and anticommunism.” He hoped that “the opening of these wonderful archives should not only lead to a reassessment of the party but help to push back the right-wing which has profited so handsomely from anti-Sovietism and anticommunism.”23
 

Horne was optimistic that future generations would not be “seized” with such a jaded view of the former USSR, which “was a supposed ‘Evil Empire.’” Future generations, said Horne, would instead see the wisdom and vision of CPUSA, of the USSR, and of those American Communists who supported the Soviet state. If those future generations looked at the situation rationally, Horne averred, they would “tend to agree” with him and former KGB-thug-turned-Russian-leader Vladimir Putin that “the fall of the USSR was the greatest geo-political catastrophe of the 20th century.” Horne greatly regretted American victory in the Cold War and predicted that rather than asking “who lost China?” future historians may well be asking “who lost the US?”
 

Horne finished his lengthy, bitter oration with an unexpected burst of optimism, as he closed with effusive words of praise for Frank Marshall Davis, plus a note of clarification on the then-rising star in the Democratic Party. Taking his comrades back to Hawaii, Horne noted how Davis, “who was certainly in the orbit of the CP—if not a member,” had decamped to Honolulu in 1948 at the suggestion of good friend Paul Robeson, where he “befriended another family.” That family included a young man “who goes by the name of Barack Obama, who, retracing the steps of Davis, eventually decamped to Chicago.” Horne highlighted the fact that in his memoir, Obama “speaks warmly” of Davis and identifies the older man “as being a decisive influence in helping him to find his present identity.”
 

Horne recommended that professors have their students read Obama's memoirs “alongside Frank Marshall Davis's equally affecting memoir, ’Living the Blues.’” “When that day comes,” he confidently predicted, “I'm sure a future student will not only examine critically the Frankenstein monsters that US imperialism created in order to subdue Communist parties but will also be moved to come to this historic and wonderful [CPUSA] archive in order to gain insight on what has befallen this complex and intriguing planet on which we reside.”
 

Frank Marshall Davis's Modern Dupes

As with his association with the Reverend Jeremiah Wright at the Trinity United Church of Christ in Chicago, Barack Obama has since sought safe distance from Davis, no doubt fearful of how the relationship might have damaged his presidential pursuits.
 

Would the Davis link be a liability? In a rational world, yes. Once again, however, the answer hinged on a battle between Communists and anti-Communists,  between liberals and conservatives, between Left and Right, with the dupes in the middle playing the decisive role.
 

Though Davis's Communist sympathies were undeniable, some still try to deny them. Dr. Kathryn Takara of the University of Hawaii describes Davis today as a “loving man,” who “did not have a hateful bone in his body,” who studied, knew, and valued “democracy,” and who handed on to Obama “a sense of believing that change can happen” through “living in a diverse world.” Takara told Cliff Kincaid, a conservative who was one of the first to diligently trace the influences of the likes of Davis, that she did not think that Davis's CPUSA membership had been proven.24 “Proven” is the key word in that statement, as it depends on who or what was seeking to do the proving. Davis publicly tried to deny his Communist affiliations, and even pleaded the Fifth Amendment in 1956 before the Senate Internal Security Subcommittee.
 

Yet other Davis scholars disagree, including the leading authority. “Sometime during the middle of the war [World War II], he [Davis] joined the Communist Party,” recorded John Edgar Tidwell, the University of Kansas professor and Davis biographer, who is the reigning expert on Davis's writing and career.25
 

Tidwell has authored or edited several works on Davis. In one volume, he provides the smoking gun, quoting Davis himself admitting in writing that he joined CPUSA. Specifically, in the introduction to the edited volume Frank Marshall Davis: Black Moods, Collected Poems, Tidwell produces a letter by Davis to a Kansas friend named Irma Wassall. Davis was trying to recruit Wassall to CPUSA, in a much more direct way than he typically had done in the open forum of his Honolulu Record column. In that letter, Davis wrote: “I've never discussed this with you and don't know whether you share the typical American uninformed concepts of Marxism or not, but I am risking such a reaction by saying that I have recently joined the Communist party.”26
 

Davis then explained his reasoning, noting that Communism was “the only movement that is actually conscious of social evolution and the meaning of various forces at play in the world today.” He added, as a “matter of fact,” that he had “leanings in that direction since I was in college.” It was a “risk” for Davis to finally admit this in writing, but here he did so—in a private letter.
 

Thus, Tidwell notes that “despite Davis's public denial of his [Communist] activities,” the “historical record” indicates that the FBI's suspicions of Davis were not based “solely on supposition.”
 

That is indeed certain. In fact, the entire six-hundred-plus-page FBI file on Frank Marshall Davis has been released, thanks to a Freedom of Information Act (FOIA) request by Cliff Kincaid.27 Kincaid immediately posted the entire file—reflecting  some nineteen years of FBI investigation—at his website, where anyone has been able to view the records since 2008.28 Among the links on the website is a select compendium of thirty-four documents, which cover forty pages.29 These pages in particular make it clear—based on repeated witness testimonies—that Frank Marshall Davis was a Communist; they indicate that Davis had CPUSA affiliations going back to 1931 and was an actual member of CPUSA starting in 1943, if not earlier.30 (See Appendix B, pages 506–15.) As one report demonstrates, the FBI even knew Davis's Communist Party card number: 47544.31 Numerous informants and former party members spoke of Davis's membership in the party, in front groups, as a leader of an underground cell group, and as a dues-paying member; they also spoke of the party membership of Davis's wife, Helen (card number 62109).32 Again, these FBI reports have been available on the Web since 2008.
 

But none of this has stopped modern-day liberals and Davis defenders from falling to the usual lines of retreat—that is, suspecting the anti-Communists of a Red-baiting witch hunt.
 

Professor Takara has adopted a line on Davis that could have been written by Davis himself: “Any group that was progressive was considered communist,” she said.33 As we have seen, Davis adopted precisely this argument, repeatedly, in his Honolulu Record column.
 

Takara's statement reflects a standard exaggeration from the Left. Speaking of allegations against other “progressives” handily diverts from the central question of whether Davis himself was a Communist.
 

Even in death, then, Frank Marshall Davis can still count on non-Communist liberals to help dismiss the charges of anti-Communists. And that is especially the case given that Davis's star pupil has risen to the level of Democratic Party icon and forty-fourth president of the United States.
 

As Hillary Clinton learned during the 2008 Democratic primary, and as was parodied on Saturday Night Live at the time, the American mainstream media adored Barack Obama. That made it difficult for legitimate investigations into Obama's record and his past to get any pickup in the press—and if the mainstream media did pick up a story, it was usually to dismiss it. Herb Romerstein and Cliff Kincaid learned this when they held a May 22, 2008, press conference on Capitol Hill to announce the release of two new reports the veteran investigators had produced on presidential candidate Obama's association with extremist elements from the American Left, from Davis to domestic terrorist Communists Bill Ayers and Bernardine Dohrn.
 

At the press conference, Romerstein discussed the report on Davis, who he correctly noted was an influential figure in Obama's early life. Romerstein added that  Davis had been a member of CPUSA. He developed that fact very carefully in his report, which contained more than a half-dozen primary-source exhibits and other forms of reliable documentation. More than that, he showed that (as we have seen in this book) Davis and his comrades worked to undermine the dearest liberal causes because of their lockstep subservience to the Comintern and the USSR, including flip-flopping on issues as grave as Nazism and World War II based entirely on Stalin's position. Romerstein highlighted another unsavory aspect of Davis's career, demonstrating (again as we have seen) how Davis exploited and subverted the NAACP and the larger civil-rights movement. Laying out this case at length, Romerstein quoted letters from NAACP members like Roy Wilkins and Edward Berman. Berman, recall, wrote Wilkins to warn that “Comrade Davis” and his cohorts were out to “destroy the local branch of the NAACP” after having done the same at another branch, where they “recently ‘sneaked’ into the organization with the avowed intent and purpose of converting it into a front for the Stalinist line.”
 

Romerstein, in short, laid out a well-documented and legitimate case. As noted, too, he was an extremely credible source, probably the single most respected authority on American Communism. He was such an authority that the Library of Congress had tasked him to produce an analysis of the Venona papers when the U.S. government finally declassified them in the 1990s. One reason he had earned such a strong reputation as an expert on Communism is that he was fair, precise, nuanced, and knowledgeable, constantly exhorting other researchers to distinguish between “good guys and bad guys,” between mere suspects and the genuinely guilty, between anti-Communist liberals and gullible liberals, between small “c” communists and party members, between practicing Communists and former Communists who cooperated with the FBI.34
 

None of that seemed to matter to Dana Milbank, the popular columnist for the Washington Post. Milbank was one of the few high-profile mainstream journalists who bothered to attend the Romerstein-Kincaid press conference on Capitol Hill. Unfortunately, it quickly became apparent that he was there to mock the event.35 Milbank did not disappoint. He described the press conference as a new Vast Right-Wing Conspiracy, as the 2008 version of the Swift Boat veterans, and cruelly described Romerstein as “a living relic from the House Committee on Un-American Activities.” The whole thing, reported Milbank, sounded “like a UFO convention.” He pooh-poohed the legitimate, quite compelling contention, raised by Romerstein and Kincaid, that Barack Obama's past affiliations were so “dodgy” (Milbank's word) that Obama would have difficulty getting a government security clearance.36
 

At the press conference, Milbank asked whether Romerstein and Kincaid  were trying to argue that Barack Obama was a communist.37 In other words, what was the point of this hoopla if Obama was not a communist?
 

Of course, no one claimed that Obama had been a member of CPUSA. That was not the issue. The larger point was that Obama's associations were revealing, as was his struggle to distance himself from those associations once some researchers began investigating them. The facts were that many of Obama's friends had been dedicated Marxists, Maoists, and Stalinists; he was party to a long-running personal and professional association with people from the most extreme Left; and he cited some of these people—such as Frank Marshall Davis—as no less than mentors. For any person, such influences from the past are formative. This is why biographers do not hesitate to look at their subjects’ mentors.38 These influential figures are, in fact, the first go-to figures in any historical-biographical narrative. They are never irrelevant or to be completely ignored. The fact that the current president happens to be a liberal Democrat, and his mentor a closet Communist, does not suddenly push the inquiry out of bounds.
 

Another way to consider the question of a political leader's formative influences is to imagine how the mainstream media would react were Barack Obama a conservative Republican who had these sorts of long-running associations with the far Right. What would Dana Milbank think of, say, a John McCain mentor who carried water for Hitler, as Davis had for Stalin? No liberal journalist would laugh at that question.
 

Enter More Liberals

Dana Milbank was far from alone. The more that conservatives like Cliff Kincaid sounded the alarm on Frank Marshall Davis, the harder it became for liberal journalists to ignore the matter. But even when compelled to address Obama's connections to Davis, they went to great lengths to downplay the issue.
 

A case in point was the Associated Press, which in 2008 ran two articles on Barack Obama's life in Hawaii, including one specifically on Frank Marshall Davis. Both of these articles were nothing short of astounding in their ability to ignore the obvious. The slight was so bad that a frustrated Cliff Kincaid denounced the articles as “blatant fraud and deception,” especially in light of the fact that the AP had contacted Kincaid and Romerstein, and had received reports, documentation, and follow-up phone calls.39
 

One of the AP stories, published on August 2, 2008, did confirm the tight relationship between Obama and Davis.40 It called Davis “a constant figure in his  [Obama's] early life,” and an “important influence,” who Obama “looked to,” like a “father,” like a “mentor,” for “advice on living.”
 

From there, however, the article was scandalous in its omissions. Of all the articles that Davis filed for the Honolulu Record in 1949—which form a lengthy chapter in this book—the AP managed to quote only one: “I refuse to settle for anything less than all the rights which are due me under the constitution.” The AP placed this quote strictly in the context of Davis's “advocating civil rights amid segregation.”
 

This quotation is hardly representative of where David stood at the time. To call it cherry-picking is insufficient. To rely on this line was shamelessly misleading to AP readers. In AP's account, the Frank Marshall Davis of 1949 was a civilrights defender and crusader for the U.S. Constitution, suffering the jackboot of segregation. There was no sign of the Stalinist, of the unyielding trasher of Harry Truman, of the bomb thrower targeting the Democratic president's alleged attempts at a neocolonial state, a fascist-imperialist state, a racist state, a third world war.
 

The word “communism”—which had been the central force in Davis's life, the very reason for his column and arrival in Hawaii in the first place—was never mentioned in the AP article. Worse than that, the article said dismissively that the charges of Davis's “allegedly anti-American views” were soundly rejected by “those who knew Davis and his work,” who maintained that “his activism was aimed squarely at social injustice.”
 

Harry Truman and the Democrats of the 1940s would beg to differ. That piece of reportage by the AP was tremendously ill-informed.
 

The article noted that Davis worked for “a wire service for black newspapers” but not did mention the Chicago Star or the Honolulu Record. It listed his close African-American contemporaries, except for Paul Robeson. And while the article made no mention of Joe Stalin, it did mention Joe McCarthy. The article quoted John Edgar Tidwell, the University of Kansas professor who has confirmed Davis's CPUSA affiliation. The AP, however, quoted Tidwell calling Davis a victim of a “McCarthy-era strategy of smear tactics and condemnation by association.”
 

The AP story also quoted Tidwell waxing poetic of Davis as “a beacon, a light shedding understanding and enlightenment on the problems that denied people, regardless of race, national origin or economic status.” Frank Marshall Davis was, according to the Associated Press, not a slash-and-burn agitator for the Communist movement who unrelentingly attacked an honorable American (Democratic) president and opposed everything from the Marshall Plan to the Truman Doctrine  to America's attempt to save West Germany; he was, instead, a uniter, a healer, a champion of fairness and the underprivileged.
 

The Honolulu Community Media Council took the same tack. This local civic group issued a press release exposing the disreputable work not of Communists past but, rather, of today's anti-Communists, specifically Cliff Kincaid, Herb Romerstein, and Bill Steigerwald, a Pittsburgh reporter who had dared to report on the inappropriateness of Dana Milbank's behavior at the May 22, 2008, press conference. It was the anti-Communists, not Davis, who were guilty of “shoddy journalism and smear tactics,” said the council, which, incidentally, found “no substance” to the claims that Davis was “a lifelong communist and mentor to Mr. Obama.” No, said the council, Davis had moved to Hawaii in 1948 “in part to seek a climate more favorable to his mixed-race marriage.”41
 

Later that August, the Washington Post ran an in-depth profile of Obama's life in Hawaii. The lengthy article, which ran to an incredible ten thousand words, was the work of Pulitzer Prize–journalist David Maraniss, who did superb reporting on a young Bill Clinton a decade earlier. Amazingly, this extraordinarily comprehensive article, the most in-depth piece on Obama in Hawaii by any major newspaper, neglected to mention Frank Marshall Davis even one time.42 That was something that Obama himself could not avoid.
 

When called on this shocking omission by Kincaid's watchdog group, Maraniss, who, characteristically, was courteous enough to respond, explained, “My reporting conclusion was the role of ‘Frank’ had been hyped out of all proportion, both by Obama himself in his book and some others later.”43
 

As Kincaid noted, Maraniss did not explain how he arrived at that conclusion, and he failed to let readers decide on the importance of a figure whom Obama himself and other sources had identified as a key influence. Perhaps, like Conrad Black refusing to believe a credible account of FDR's admiration for Stalin, David Maraniss simply did not want to take the word even of the subject himself when that word hurts the subject's image.
 

One day after Maraniss's piece appeared in the Post, Newsweek’s Jon Meacham heralded Frank Marshall Davis as a “strong voice for racial justice,” whose commendable “writings on civil-rights and labor issues” had wrought the unholy wrath of the anti-Communists. “His political activism,” Meacham wrote of Davis, “especially his writings on civil-rights and labor issues, prompted a McCarthyite denunciation by the House Un-American Activities Committee.”44
 

Examples continue to roll in from leading journalists. To cite just one, New Yorker editor David Remnick, author of excellent works on Soviet Russia, including the acclaimed Lenin's Tomb, took little account of Davis in his major book on  Obama released in April 2010. The book, The Bridge, runs more than six hundred pages long but mentions Davis only a handful of times. Remnick dismisses the “attacks” of the “right-wing blogosphere” as “loud and unrelenting,” and even scoffs at claims that Davis was a “card-carrying Communist.”45
 

Perhaps Remnick should have consulted Davis's FBI files, which are available to any interested reader or researcher.
 

An Anointing from Ayers

Unlike Frank Marshall Davis, Bill Ayers was very much alive during the 2008 presidential campaign. His influence on Barack Obama was not confined to Obama's youth; he was a friend and colleague of an adult Obama. Because of that, and because he was unrepentant about his past in the Weather Underground—a past recent enough and shocking enough that many Americans were aware of him—Ayers became a bigger issue in the 2008 campaign. But once again, liberals rallied to defend Obama over his radical connections.
 

After getting his doctorate from Columbia Teachers College, Ayers had moved to Chicago, where he not only got a job in academia but also became active in politics. In 1995 he and his wife, Bernardine Dohrn—still self-proclaimed small “c” communists—hosted a political christening of sorts for the individual hand-chosen by radical Illinois state senator Alice Palmer as her successor.
 

That very small gathering at the Ayers-Dohrn home included only several people. Among them was Dr. Quentin Young, who had testified before the House Committee on Internal Security in 1968.46 Young, who once refused to say whether he was a member of the Communist Party, was now, in the post–Cold War era, a member of the Democratic Socialists of America, a group that on May Day 1992 honored Young with its highest prize: its annual Debs Award—named for Eugene Debs, the four-time Socialist Party presidential candidate.47 The doctor was a staunch proponent of “single-payer” (government-run) health care.48
 

Alice Palmer, the state senator, was there as well. In the 1980s Palmer had served on the executive board of the FBI-identified Communist front group the
 

U.S. Peace Council, an affiliate of the Soviet stooge World Peace Council. Also on that board was future Democratic congresswoman Barbara Lee. (See pages 456–57.) Palmer had begun serving the Illinois State Senate in 1991. Now, like Barbara Lee, she had her eyes on a run for the U.S. Congress. She chose this function at the Ayers-Dohrn home to anoint her preferred successor—an aspiring  politician in his mid-thirties named Barack Obama.49 Yes, Obama was there, with Palmer, with Quentin Young, to get the political blessing of Ayers and Dohrn.
 

Is it an exaggeration to make a lot of this moment? Did Alice Palmer make this gesture only at the Ayers-Dohrn gathering? Or did she repeat it elsewhere?
 

The difficulty in answering those questions is compounded by the fact that the mainstream press has not pushed Obama for any details, even when the subject was broached by the one source that liberal Obama supporters would trust: the New York Times. The Times flagged the meeting in a page-one story on Obama and Ayers on October 4, 2008.50
 

That story was somewhat noncommittal on the incident in question, although not silent. The Times confirmed the “gathering” at the Ayers-Dohrn home, and quoted a local rabbi named A. J. Wolf, an Obama supporter, as calling it a “coffee” and “one of several such neighborhood events as Mr. Obama prepared to run.”51 The rabbi was the only source the Times quoted. Everyone else was tight-lipped, including Ayers and Dohrn, who, said the Times reporter, refused “multiple requests” to be interviewed.52
 

That said, the article conveyed the import of the meeting. The Times conceded that it was there, at the Ayers-Dohrn home, where “State Senator Alice J. Palmer, who planned to run for Congress, introduced Mr. Obama to a few Democratic friends as her chosen successor.”53
 

A few weeks after receiving that political blessing, on September 19, 1995, this emergent political dynamo announced his candidacy for Palmer's seat to a packed room of two hundred supporters at the Ramada Inn Lakeshore in Hyde Park.54 Barack Obama was setting sail toward a truly vast political horizon.
 

Bill and Barack

There was, undoubtedly, a symbolism to the political christening that occurred at the Ayers-Dohrn home that day in 1995. There, in that living room, Bill Ayers, lifelong revolutionary and educational “change agent” from the University of Michigan and Columbia, would, along with the infamous Bernardine Dohrn, lay hands upon the king of all “change agents,” Barack Obama.
 

Ayers and Obama had already known each other prior to that kickoff party. Precisely when they first met remains a mystery. The New York Times, in its October 2008 story on Ayers and Obama, said that the two men had met in 1995 at a “meeting about school reform.” But the Times reported this based on the claim of an Obama “campaign spokesman.” Many conservatives expressed doubts about that official story. Some have presented evidence that Obama and Ayers may have worked together as early as 1988, on a project involving Chicago schools.55 And Ayers and Obama could have met even earlier. Specifically, it seems feasible to consider that they met in New York City around 1983.
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Obama attended Columbia from 1981 to 1983, a transfer student from Occidental College. Ayers got his master's degree from Bank Street College, just blocks from Columbia, in 1984, which suggests he began graduate studies in 1982.56 We know that Ayers was living in the city, working as a teacher at a nursery school in Manhattan, in 1982.57 Also, Ayers received his doctorate from Columbia in 1987, and Obama may have lived in New York City and around Columbia well after he graduated in 1983. The overlap between Ayers and Obama is there. Of course, New York is a huge city, but there is a possibility that the two were introduced, particularly if they had mutual friends and ran in similar circles.
 

Unfortunately, the media's unwillingness to ask these basic biographical questions of the man holding the most influential position on the planet has created unnecessary confusion. Exacerbating the situation is Columbia's refusal to release Obama's college records—an unusual reticence for this self-anointed bastion of open inquiry. Worse, Obama has been extremely reticent about this period in his life, which is odd for a man who had already written two memoirs by his mid-forties.58
 

Either way, Obama and Bill Ayers would both leave New York for Chicago, where they would interact and work together on many occasions and in varied capacities. They jointly served as board members at the Woods Fund in Chicago; they worked on “school reform” through the Chicago Annenberg Challenge; they served on a juvenile-justice panel (organized by Michelle Obama); they appeared together as speakers or panel participants at Chicago events; they had many mutual associations, including with troubling figures like Rashid Khalidi, the Columbia University Middle East studies professor known for his controversial views; they acknowledged one another in books and reviews and even endorsed the other's books; and they had a relationship as neighbors (three blocks apart). These are just some of the numerous reported associations. The relationship was both professional and personal. Some have speculated that Barack Obama met his wife, Michelle, at the Sidley & Austin law firm where Bernardine Dohrn worked.59
 

Of course, this came after Bill Ayers stopped detonating bombs, as Obama was quick to note as a presidential candidate in 2008—although Ayers had told the September 11, 2001, New York Times that he still loved the “eloquence” and “poetry” of explosives. Obama also frequently noted that he “was only eight years old” when Ayers, Dohrn, and the Weathermen were killing police. That, too, is  correct. Yet it is also correct that Obama was forty years old when Ayers told the Times that he had no regrets about bombing the Pentagon.
 

By then, Ayers and Obama had known each other for at least six years, including the political blessing that transpired at the Ayers-Dohrn home. Obama was a respected Chicago professional, serving in prominent positions in the community, working with Ayers, all while Ayers remained unrepentant about his past. The Ayers-Obama relationship went up to and continued through Ayers's comments to the New York Times in 2001.
 

Consider: The longest period that Obama and Ayers formally worked together—on the board of the Chicago Annenberg Challenge—appears to have run from 1995 through 2000, with Obama the chair. As the New York Times reported, archives from the project show that the two attended at least six meetings together, with Ayers providing briefings on educational issues.60 As chair, Obama could have easily rejected Ayers's contributions and even participation. He most certainly did not.
 

Not only did Obama not distance himself from the onetime bomber, but he even personally accepted money from Ayers. According to the New York Times, in 2001, the same period when Ayers openly lamented that he had not done enough damage to the Pentagon, Ayers donated $200 to Obama's reelection campaign for the Illinois State Senate, which Obama happily accepted.61 To my knowledge, no one in the mainstream media has asked Obama to repudiate that donation.
 

From 1999 to 2002, again stretching over the September 2001 period, the pair also served together on the board of the Woods Fund, a tight board of only seven members. Officials from the fund refuse to release minutes from these meetings, but confirmed to the Times that the board met quarterly during this four-year period, which would equate to sixteen meetings.62
 

Obama and Ayers also spoke at the same conferences. For example, in November 1997 the University of Chicago Chronicle reported that Ayers “is one of four panelists who will speak on juvenile justice at 6 p.m. Thursday, Nov. 20.” One of the other panelists, the Chronicle noted, would be “Sen. Barack Obama, Senior Lecturer in the Law School, who is working to combat legislation that would put more juvenile offenders into the adult system.” The story also quoted a key university administrator responsible for “bringing issues like this to campus”: the associate dean of student services and director of the University Community Service Center—a woman named Michelle Obama.63
 

Seven months after Ayers's September 2001 comments, both Barack Obama and Bill Ayers spoke on another panel together. This time they appeared together at a conference on “intellectuals” held April 19–20, 2002, at the Chicago Illini Union  at Ayers's school, the University of Illinois at Chicago. (See page 461.) The speakers included Obama, Ayers, Bernadine Dohrn, Columbia University's Patricia Williams, and Richard Rorty. (The late Rorty was a pragmatist, a Dewey disciple, and an angry atheist who wrote that the goal of college educators must be to help “bigoted, homophobic religious” students “escape the grip of their frightening, vicious, dangerous parents,” so those students will “leave college with views more like our own.”)64
 

Naturally, these formal meetings involved additional encounters and exchanges, especially given that Obama and Ayers were friends, colleagues, and neighbors, and given that Ayers and Dohrn sponsored Obama politically with their own money and home.
 

Not surprisingly, then, Ayers and Obama were intimately familiar with one another's work. In fact, Obama gave a glowing endorsement for his friend's book A Kind and Just Parent: The Children of Juvenile Court that was published in the Chicago Tribune. In the December 21, 1997, issue of the Tribune, the state senator was featured in a section called “Mark My Words,” which quoted local figures on what they were reading. Obama praised Ayers's book, calling A Kind and Just Parent “a searing and timely account of the juvenile court system, and the courageous individuals who rescue hope from despair.”65 (See page 462.)
 

Obama's defenders would dismiss the endorsement by saying that it related to Ayers's educational work rather than political work. In fact, Ayers's educational work is political, and is radical. And this particular Ayers book is quite political, including very controversial sections regarding the American prison system and American foreign policy.
 

Of course, why would that surprise anyone?
 

No Big Deal

During the 2008 presidential campaign, the Obama-Ayers connection raised eyebrows, from those of debate moderators like George Stephanopoulos, to Democratic presidential contender Hillary Clinton, to Republican presidential nominee John McCain.
 

Conservatives believed that Barack Obama's relationship with Bill Ayers was a legitimate statement on Obama's judgment and his far-left political views. The relationship, they said, suggested not that Obama shared Ayers's fondness for bombs but reflected Obama's radicalism on issues from abortion to “spreading the wealth.” After all, reputable, nonpartisan sources like National Journal ranked Obama the most liberal member of the most liberal U.S. Senate in history.66
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It was not only conservatives who raised the Ayers issue. Senator Hillary Clinton brought it up during the Democratic primary. She did so in a clever way, saying that Republicans would be raising it, and thus Obama should be prepared with a good explanation for the association.
 

Clinton had understandable reasons for bringing up Ayers. As a native of the Chicago area and a child of the ’60s herself, she knew about Ayers and Dohrn. Hillary Rodham had been a liberal in the 1960s—but not a radical; she had never advocated violence. Moreover, as a senator from New York, she noted to Obama that Ayers's comments about not regretting his past bombings were “deeply hurtful to people in New York.”67 Her point was spot-on.
 

By this point conservatives had been investigating Obama's Ayers association for months. Television and radio host Sean Hannity, for example, had been calling attention to this underexplored issue since early 2007. Finally the mainstream media could no longer ignore it entirely. A fair liberal journalist, George Stephanopoulos, directly asked Obama during a Democratic debate, “Can you explain that relationship [with Ayers] for the voters and explain to Democrats why it won't be a problem?” Many on the Left viciously criticized Stephanopoulos for asking this question.68
 

After Obama won the Democratic nomination against Senator Clinton, the New York Times did a story, signaling to other mainstream media sources that it was permissible to follow suit. Like Hillary Clinton before him, John McCain raised the subject in presidential debates. McCain was rightly unsettled, as he had been brutally tortured and permanently crippled by the very Vietcong soldiers that Ayers, Dohrn, Rudd, Klonsky, Hayden, Fonda, and all the SDSers and Weathermen had hailed as heroes to be emulated. Why wouldn't he want answers on Obama and Ayers?
 

In the end, though, it did not matter. On November 4, 2008, the majority of the American public showed that they did not care enough about Obama's personal and political relationship with Bill Ayers to hold it against him at the ballot box. He was handily elected president of the United States.
 

And with the election over, a triumphant Bill Ayers, ever the bad boy, seemed to relish in his unwillingness to repent or pay a price for his past. Defiantly, almost snidely, he spoke to the nation in an interview with ABC's Good Morning America, where he asserted: “I've been quoted again and again as saying, ’I don't regret it,’ and saying, ’I don't think we did enough.’ And I don't think we did enough.”69
 

A “Communist”? Who Cares …

Most relevant to the focus of this book is the fact that while Bill Ayers was derided throughout the campaign as an “unrepentant terrorist”—a phrase employed especially by Sean Hannity—his past as a communist got far less attention. Although Ayers professed communism at far greater length than he did terrorism, that part of the equation seemed to have no impact at all.
 

Once again, Cliff Kincaid and Herb Romerstein and crew were there to shed light on that aspect of Ayers, much as they had with Frank Marshall Davis. They again presented a volume of research and printed and posted materials. They again held a press conference—this time at the National Press Club, on March 12, 2009. But again they were ridiculed, mocked, or ignored.
 

The dominant media culture in America, which, sadly, serves as educator-in-chief to millions of citizens, even in this incredibly diverse new media age, continued to be unconcerned with Communism. That was the case even when the contemporary Communist Party was the issue.
 

In 2008 current Communists were quite open in their support of Obama's presidential bid. In an article titled “Communist Party Backs Obama,” Cliff Kincaid quoted Joelle Fishman, chair of CPUSA's Political Action Commission, and CPUSA member, and blogger, Alan Maki.70 In a truly shocking display, Maki, who maintained a blog called “Communist Manifesto,” announced a “Frank Marshall Davis roundtable for change” on no less than the official Obama ’08 website. There, Maki explained his enthusiasm: “Reading Barack Obama's book I learned about his mentor, Frank Marshall Davis. Of course, as we all know [emphasis added], Frank Marshall Davis was a communist and … understood through his thorough studies of the situation that socialism provided the only workable alternative to capitalism.” Maki thanked Obama for bringing Davis to his attention: “Now I can say that Frank Marshall Davis is in many ways my mentor, too.”71
 

Non-Communist liberals did not want this kind of information to get circulated to the wider public, and especially to the moderates and Reagan Democrats that Obama needed to win the election. Every story on Davis, or whiff of a CPUSA endorsement, or photo of a Che Guevara poster at an Obama campaign office, was political dynamite that had to be snuffed out.72
 

When the People's Weekly World, the modern official newspaper of CPUSA, wrote an editorial endorsing Obama's “transformative candidacy,” calling it a “thrilling opportunity to end 30 years of ultra-right rule and move the nation forward with a progressive movement,” it was left solely to far-right websites to  post the piece.73 Other Marxist sources gave speeches and wrote editorials hailing what they hoped would be the start of a new era, celebrating Obama's planned “change,” and insisting that at long last their “time has come.”74
 

Likewise telling, and ever-present here, was the bogeyman of anti- Communism: Cliff Kincaid rightly noted that not even conventional conservative news outlets would touch the Frank Marshall Davis story. Kincaid's group tried to run paid ads on the Davis-Obama connection on conservative websites, which fled from them as “too controversial.”75 No doubt that is because of the backlash that would crash upon those sources; the howls of “McCarthyism” would again resound.
 

An Unchanging Theme

For many non-Communist liberals, it seems, there is always a reason to provide cover for Communists. At the opening of the CPUSA archives at NYU-Tamiment, the liberals had their reasons: to expose the alleged malevolent doings of anti-Communists’ past. At the gatherings hosted by Cliff Kincaid and Herb Romerstein, where the targets were Frank Marshall Davis, Bill Ayers, and Bernardine Dohrn, the liberals had their reasons: to protect the 2008 Democratic presidential nominee.
 

Either way, it is always the anti-Communists who emerge as the liberals’ bad guys. This has been a consistent, indeed unchanging, theme for nearly a century. Even while mocking, manipulating, and trashing non-Communist liberals, Communists—Stalinists and Leninists and Maoists, followers of Che and Fidel and Trotsky, supporters of Katyn and the Hungarian massacre—have happily observed many of those same liberals attacking their critics, and unwittingly doing their bidding.
 

There is truly nothing new under the sun.
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2008: A “PROGRESSIVE” VICTORY
 

 

 

The Marxist radicals of the 1960s had fought to “disrupt” and “incapacitate” the American “empire.” They aimed to “seize power and build the new society.” But they had lost the fight; America had won. Then, just when it seemed they had been defeated for good, with their dreams crumbled like the Berlin Wall razed by Ronald Reagan, Pope John Paul II, Margaret Thatcher, Mikhail Gorbachev, Vaclav Havel, Lech Walesa, and millions of freedom-starved Eastern Europeans, those Marxist radicals found inspiration and direction in the presidential candidacy of Barack Obama. They suddenly had new life.
 

Whether Obama knew it or not, he was the man on whom they projected their ideals and vision for America and the world—a vision that had long ago been exposed as false utopianism. They felt they could graft their program upon his. He was the first Democrat whose politics approached theirs.
 

Hillary Clinton had not been far enough to the left for them. Bill Clinton had been too conservative for them, as had Jimmy Carter, who, in their view, was a “born-again” buffoon. And going back further still, the Democratic presidents of their day, LBJ and JFK, had been “sellouts” they despised, especially for opposing such heroes as Ho Chi Minh in Vietnam and Fidel Castro in Cuba.
 

It was Barack Obama alone; he was nearer them and their dreams.
 

Progressives for Obama

Most notable among these radicals were those who reunited in a group called Progressives for Obama. Whereas Bill Ayers was thrust into the national spotlight by conservative commentators like Sean Hannity, Progressives for Obama flew under the radar, largely unnoticed even by the Right.
 

Spearheading Progressives for Obama was the man who had spearheaded SDS: Tom Hayden. Hayden was one of the four “initiators” of Progressives for Obama, along with author Barbara Ehrenreich, activist Bill Fletcher Jr., and actor Danny Glover.1 Hayden's lead role was appropriate, since the list of Progressives for Obama read like a Who's Who of the 1960s SDS crowd. Among the group's ninety-four formal “signers” were Mark Rudd, Carl Davidson, Thorne Dreyer, Richard Flacks, John McAuliff, and Jay Schaffner—all names that appear throughout the index of the transcripts from Congress's December 1969 investigation of SDS—plus former SDS education secretary Bob Pardun and Paul Buhle, a professor who had recently sought to revive SDS.2 Another signer was former SDS president Todd Gitlin, who now was a prominent professor at Columbia University. Still other SDSers, some of whom became Weathermen, were not formal signers for Progressives for Obama but signed online petitions backing Obama's candidacy, including Howard Machtinger, Jeff Jones, and Steve Tappis.3
 

Progressives for Obama also included high-profile names such as Daniel Ellsberg, best known for publishing the Pentagon Papers, and Tom Hayden's former wife, Jane Fonda. The endorsement of Fonda, Vietcong cover girl, prompted Los Angeles Times blogger Andrew Malcolm to opine, “There goes his [Obama's] crossover vote.”4
 

That crossover vote would be more crucial than ever in the 2008 election. Which way would the independent/moderate voter lean? That was the milliondollar question the morning of November 4, 2008. The verdict arrived, and as it turned out, Obama had nothing to worry about: this huge group of swing voters went for Obama over John McCain by eight points, 52 to 44 percent, and thereby decided the election (since McCain got 90 percent of the Republican vote and Obama got 89 percent of Democrats).5 These crossover voters, unaffected by any of the outrageous Obama associations and endorsements, won the day for the Democrat.
 

Hayden's Thinking

Among the Progressives for Obama, the testimony of leader Tom Hayden is worth considering carefully. It is telling.
 

After his early life establishing SDS, meeting with the Vietcong, wishing “Good fortune!” and “Victory!” to North Vietnamese colonels who killed American soldiers, and vigorously protesting the American system, Hayden went into politics, professional activism, and education. Like Mark Rudd, like Bill Ayers, like Bernardine Dohrn, like Michael Klonsky, Hayden came to view a quick “revolution” of the system as too daunting, if not impossible. He has become much more patient, instead advocating a “progressive” evolution of slower, measured change.
 

Hayden now advances the “progressive” cause within the Democratic Party establishment. Of course, he once helped blow up the Democratic Party's national convention in 1968. No matter: the party has warmly accepted him. Hayden believes that the masses, including traditional Democrats, and some independents and crossover voters, might support his causes and candidates, whom he endorses more subtly.
 

Hayden was ecstatic over Obama's presidential campaign. He looked to assist wherever he could, with a rush of enthusiasm not seen since his days undermining America in Vietnam. Not one to tinker around, Hayden got to work on a formal organization, as he had done with SDS. The man who drafted SDS's pivotal Port Huron statement began drafting mission statements for Progressives for Obama.
 

During the 2008 campaign Hayden was moved to verse over the emergence of Obama. In one piece, “Obama and the Open and Unexpected Future,” written for CommonDreams.org, which describes itself as a website for “Breaking News & Views for the Progressive Community,” Hayden mused:
 

I didn't see him coming. When I read of the young state senator with a background in community organizing who wanted to be president, I was at least sentient enough to be interested. When I read Dreams of My Father [sic], I was taken aback by its depth. This young man apparently gave his first public speech, against South African apartheid, at an Occidental College rally organized by Students for Economic Democracy, the student branch of the Campaign for Economic Democracy which I chaired in 1979–82. The buds of curiosity quickened.6

 

Hayden saw in Obama a long-awaited vehicle for “economic democracy,” an instrument to channel an equal distribution of wealth—“economic justice,” or “redistributive change,” as Obama himself once put it.7 Hayden said that, “win or lose, the Obama movement will shape progressive politics … for a generation to come.” He also expressed his hope that the progressive movement “might transform” Obama as well. Each could reinforce and shape the other.
 

Hayden wrote this in June 2008. When Obama was elected in November, the former SDS leader was beside himself with joy, surely shocked that the American electorate had finally voted for a candidate that he saw as his kind of president. Those traditional Democrats who had shaken their heads in disgust at what Hayden and friends did at their party's convention in Chicago in 1968, at what they did during the Days of Rage the next year, at what they did at Columbia during the student strike, and on and on, had at long last—in the view of Hayden and friends—done the right thing.
 

Hayden became particularly vocal in his praise for Obama once the election was over. During the election, the goal was to organize, raise money, but not speak too loudly, out of fear of driving away the moderates and traditional Democrat moms and pops who had worked in the mines and the mills, who owned guns, who prayed rosaries and filled churches—who might perceive the young Obama as “another Jack Kennedy.” With the presidency now secured, Hayden opened up (just as Bill Ayers waited to speak out until after Obama had been elected). Joined by his former comrades at the take-no-prisoners website of Progressives for Obama, he now regularly sounds off against Obama's critics—those opposing “single payer” or the “public option” in “healthcare reform,” or government “management” of General Motors—with the subtlety of a howitzer.
 

With the presidency won, Hayden and his allies are free to express themselves, to demonize health-insurance companies, the financial-services industry, AIG, the Big Three automakers, or whatever other capitalist “reptile” (Lenin's term) stands in the way of President Obama's desire for “reform” and mandate for “change.”
 

The Good Professors

In switching his goal from revolution to evolution, Tom Hayden embraced not only politics but also higher education. Like many of his SDS brethren, he now teaches college students. He has been a professor at Pitzer College and, coincidentally, at Obama's Occidental College.
 

Education is now the common refuge of the ’60s radical Left, which searches always for a new generation of disciples. Among the Progressives for Obama, no other field appears in their bios as prominently as teaching.
 

That is the case for Mark Rudd, who today teaches at a college in New Mexico. When he is not behind his regular lectern, Rudd travels the country speaking at universities, where the tenured radicals of the ’60s welcome him with open arms to inspire their students. He specializes in teaching social activism.
 

Along with Ayers and Dohrn, Rudd serves on the board of Movement for a Democratic Society (MDS), which he and others envisage as a “new SDS,” and which he longs to resurrect with his talks in college classrooms. The group was founded in Chicago in August 2006, and includes board members ranging from Jeff Jones to Barbara Ehrenreich. Its chair is Columbia University professor Manning Marable.8
 

Rudd remains a stalwart for Communist Vietnam and Cuba, whose systems he still touts. He also touts Barack Obama, whose election he celebrates as a major “advance” and “opening.”9 Rudd did not like any of the Cold War Democrats of his era. He despised Kennedy and Johnson. He views Obama as much closer politically.
 

Rudd appreciates that it was moderates and independents who made the difference in electing Obama. He noted the crucial importance of Obama's gaining those votes, and doing so by not openly conceding his far-left views:
 

Obama is a very strategic thinker. He knew precisely what it would take to get elected and didn't blow it.… But he also knew that what he said had to basically play to the center to not be run over by the press, the Republicans, scare centrist and cross-over voters away. He made it.… And I agree with this strategy.… Any other strategy invites sure defeat. It would be stupid to do otherwise in this environment.10
 

It seems fair to say that Rudd basically stated that Obama fooled—duped—“centrist” and “cross-over” voters. As he put it, Obama could not be candid about his true intentions in “this environment.” Rudd is exactly right.
 

That environment is an America whose citizens, in poll after poll, year after year, have described themselves as “conservative” over “liberal” by a margin of roughly two to one, by approximately 40 percent to 20 percent. Remarkably, those numbers were unchanged even on November 4, 2008, when Obama—the antithesis of a conservative—easily won the presidential election. They held through the start of Obama's presidency and through the peak of his popularity. For instance, a major Gallup poll conducted from January to May 2009, at the height  of “Obama mania,” found more self-described conservatives than liberals by a margin of 40 percent to 21 percent.11
 

In other words, as Rudd and Hayden and friends recognize, the American political “environment” is a conservative country, not a liberal or socialist or far-left one. Thus, a political candidate as far to the left as Barack Obama, not to mention his advocates, can succeed only by pushing his agenda guardedly. Obama ran for president as a centrist, not as National Journal’s most liberal member of the Senate.12 It worked. As Rudd put it, Obama “didn't blow it.”
 

Now, with Obama having secured victory, Rudd can, like Hayden, be less circumspect in how he “organizes.” He states: “Here's my mantra: ’Let's put this country on our shoulders and get to work.’”13
 

In 2008 Mark Rudd, Tom Hayden, and many of their old comrades came back from the ’60s dead, from their past sojourns to Hanoi and Havana, from their work for and with Che, Fidel, the Vietcong, and even the KGB, to do their part for Obama in 2008. They must have been stunned by the result: victory.
 

Other SDSers

Another SDSer to reemerge from the shadows in connection to Obama was Michael Klonsky. Klonsky, recall, was the one whom Mark Rudd described as a Stalinist, too far to the Left even for Rudd and company.
 

Klonsky had been raised a radical. In the 1960s he walked in lockstep with his far-left parents. Eventually, Klonsky, like Mao Tse-tung, bolted from the USSR and Stalin, but not from Communism. Klonsky became head of the New Communist Movement in the United States. He found CPUSA too reactionary for his tastes. The former SDS national secretary followed the Maoist path all the way to Red China, where he became one of the first Western visitors. In 1977 the Chinese Communist leadership hailed the young pioneer as representative of the “aspirations of the proletariat and working people.”14
 

Klonsky, however, was reportedly disappointed with the booming freemarket reforms pursued in the 1980s by Mao's milder successor, Deng Xiaoping, prompting a permanent split with his Chinese friends.15 He went home to get a Ph.D. in education (University of South Florida) and began looking to the American classroom as the best platform for Marxist dogma. He landed in Chicago—on the same faculty as Bill Ayers.
 

Like Ayers, Klonsky became a professor in the University of Illinois at Chicago's College of Education. Klonsky and Ayers have been described as joint “pioneers  in small school development.” These “small school” projects were funded to the tune of almost $2 million in grants from the Chicago Annenberg Challenge, where Barack Obama was chairman of the board, and from the Joyce Foundation and Woods Fund, where Obama also served on the boards.16
 

Klonsky and Ayers have been especially successful in packaging their ideas as furthering “social justice,” a handy cliché they use as a substitute for their socialism, even authoring books on the subject—published, naturally, through Columbia Teachers College.17 The language has worked brilliantly in enlisting gullible left-leaning Christians, especially at liberal Catholic and Protestant colleges.18
 

Klonsky and Ayers have coauthored articles on education, including in sources like Phi Delta Kappan, a professional journal of education. In one of them, the two SDSers raved about Arne Duncan, longtime head of Chicago public schools, whom the pair described as “the brightest and most dedicated schools leader Chicago has had in memory.”1 Today, Arne Duncan is President Obama's secretary of education.
 

As for Klonsky's work with and for Barack Obama, not only did Obama approve multimillion-grants to fund Klonsky's educational work in Chicago, especially his “social justice” educational work, but he even hosted a “social justice” blog for Klonsky at the official Obama ’08 campaign website.20
 

Klonsky, too, was surely astounded that the American public in 2008 finally agreed with him on a presidential candidate. Forty years earlier, in 1968, he had said that the SDS motto was to “Vote in the Streets” rather than at the ballot box.
 

Significantly, Klonsky, Rudd, Ayers, Dohrn, Hayden and the other’60s radicals have not suddenly supported the Democratic Party's presidential nominee because they have moved to the center. They retain basically the same core political philosophy. “My own support for Obama is not a reflection of a radically changed attitude toward the Democratic Party,” Klonsky told author Daniel J. Flynn.21 What has changed is not their ideology but their tactics.
 

Klonsky remains on the far left. This time, in 2008, the Democratic Party moved toward him. He found a kindred soul in the party's nominee. He saw the Obama campaign as a “rallying point” for activists old and young alike.22
 

Also there for Obama was Carl Davidson, another SDS stalwart—a national officer from the class of 1968—another longtime Castro enthusiast, and another who forty years earlier ecstatically watched the Democratic Party descend into national disgrace in Chicago. Now, in 2008, Davidson found a Chicagoan running on the Democratic ticket whom he, too, could at long last promote for president. He had helped organize the first public rally where Obama denounced the Iraq war, and now he became webmaster for Progressives for Obama.23
 

Today, with Obama as president, Davidson blasts “the rightwing blogosphere” for its attempts to “cripple and take down Obama” and “the progressive left” through “more and more sham ‘connections,’ such as with me”—and with Van Jones. Van Jones was the avowed communist that President Obama had named as his so-called green-jobs czar, until conservatives like Glenn Beck exposed Jones's political extremism. (For this, Beck was smeared by the Left.) After pooh-poohing these “sham ‘connections’ to Obama,” Davidson instructed readers to “lend a hand” against the political Right by clicking the PayPal button at Progressives for Obama, which he conveniently made available via a hyperlink.24
 

Another of the born-again SDS faithful stumping for Obama was Jeff Jones. Jones, who was Bernardine Dohrn's beau during the days of the four-finger fork salute in Flint, was one of the four Weathermen who signed the violent Marxist manifesto Prairie Fire, along with Ayers, Dohrn, and Celia Sojourn. After a life as a fugitive, taking credit for various bombings aimed at “pigs,”25 he had settled down for a life as a reporter and an environmental activist. Prior to Obama's meteoric rise, his name occasionally came up in connection with his Weather Underground days, as when his son published a memoir of their life on the run.26 Like Ayers, Jones, as recently as 2004, was quoted saying that he did not regret his past: “To this day, we still, lots of us, including me, still think it was the right thing to do.”27
 

Jones was not a signer of Progressives for Obama; no doubt, the group was smart enough to exclude the Prairie Fire authors from among its signers. Nonetheless, Jones was there for Obama—playing an especially active role after Obama entered the White House.
 

In September 2009 the New York Post reported that Jones's consulting firm, the Apollo Alliance—Jones serves as director of the New York affiliate and a consultant to the national organization—helped write President Obama's budget-bursting $800 billion “stimulus” bill passed by Congress shortly into the Obama presidency.28 The Post described the Apollo Alliance as “a coalition of left-wing interest groups unified around the green-jobs concept.” Van Jones, the green-jobs czar himself, had helped build the alliance—which received taxpayer funding, according to the Post. As the New York Post reported—and the Apollo Alliance trumpeted on its own website—Senate Majority Leader Harry Reid personally credited Apollo with helping to write the stimulus bill and getting it passed.29
 

If this is accurate, it is an astonishing behind-the-scenes policy function played by one of the four central figures in the Weather Underground. For Jones, it would constitute a powerful role in crafting what to that point was the single biggest spending binge in the history of the United States—one that exploded  President George W. Bush's record $400 billion budget deficit to an unsustainable $1.2 trillion.30
 

Thus, it appears that a former domestic terrorist who was intimately involved with Dohrn and Ayers contributed to the first major policy development of the Obama presidency, and certainly one of the most costly. It shows that Obama's radical “associations” do seem to matter.
 

“Education Is the Motor-Force of Revolution”

Though so many SDSers have entered the ivory tower, they have not given up politics for education. Tom Hayden keeps organizing his comrades; Jeff Jones lobbies for green jobs; Carl Davidson puts together antiwar rallies; Mark Rudd calls for his fellow radicals to “put this country on our shoulders and get to work”; and Bill Ayers helps nurture the political careers of promising candidates like Barack Obama.
 

Such political activism, again, undermines the claim that Obama's endorsement of Ayers's educational work was no big deal. In fact, Ayers's educational work is a handmaiden to his political work.
 

That is true for all the comrades. They did not enter education to teach nonpolitical subjects like math. They went into education to inculcate the nation's youth into their worldview. They are John Dewey's disciples to an extreme degree.
 

For many of them, including Ayers, there is little to no separation between their educational work and the Marxism they have long espoused. Consider the syllabus for a graduate course Ayers teaches at the University of Illinois at Chicago. The course, CIE 576, is titled “Conceptions of Teaching and Schooling.” The good professor's syllabus begins with a reference to the Weather Underground's Prairie Fire. “A single spark can start a prairie fire—an ancient saying.”31
 

Ayers has taken this vision global, to the kind of Marxist dictators who welcome his message. This is evident in his own account of his work for Venezuela's Miranda International Center. Ayers has sat on the board of this Venezuelan government think tank, which is a direct extension of Marxist leader Hugo Chavez and is, in the words of Investor's Business Daily, “focused on bringing Cuba-style education to Venezuelan school children.”32 Ayers's work in support of what he has praised as Chavez's “profound educational reforms” led him to make at least four pilgrimages to Venezuela during the time that he and Obama served together on the Woods Fund and Annenberg Challenge.33
 

During one of those trips, in November 2006, Ayers addressed the World Education Forum in Caracas. During the speech he spoke of how Chavez and the Venezuelans  “continue to overcome the failings of capitalist education.” He concluded his address with words of solidarity for Chavez and Venezuela's Marxist regime:

 

Viva Presidente Chavez!

 

Viva La Revolucion Bolivariana!

 

Hasta La Victoria Siempre!34

 

Here Ayers showed that his ardor for revolution remains strong. In this case it is the “Bolivarian Revolution,” the name that Hugo Chavez himself has given to his destructive Marxist agenda. Ayers's final line, “Hasta La Victoria Siempre!” (Forever, until victory), paid homage to Che Guevara, who famously used the line in his last letter to Fidel Castro.35 Che, the animating spirit behind Ayers's Prairie Fire, remains a strong influence on Ayers decades later.
 

The Bill Ayers–Hugo Chavez connection is about policy, politics, communism, and education, all of which, in Ayers's universe, are inextricably related. As Ayers put it in his World Education Forum speech: “Education is the motor-force of revolution.”
 

Ayers and Chavez also share a strong affection for Barack Obama. In an extraordinary September 2009 statement at the United Nations, Chavez sniffed and said with a grin: “It doesn't smell of sulfur here anymore.” This was a swipe at former president George W. Bush, whom Chavez had denounced as “the devil” in UN remarks in 2006. There was freshness in the air this time, said Chavez. Now, the dictator said, “It smells of something else. It smells of hope.”36
 

There is even a personal component to the Ayers-Chavez connection. Chesa Boudin is the adopted son of Ayers and Dohrn, whom the couple raised once the boy's biological parents, Weather Underground radicals David Gilbert and Kathy Boudin, were jailed for the Brinks murder in 1981. Chesa Boudin now describes himself as a “foreign policy adviser to President Hugo Chavez.”37 He has picked up the mantle of his adoptive parents and his biological parents.
 

Kathy Boudin herself has not put down that mantle. After she was sent to prison for her work in the Brinks murders, Boudin studied education, publishing articles in journals like the Harvard Educational Review. Her liberal friends fought for her parole. When it was delayed, they blamed not her past affinity for evil men like Mao and Che but, curiously, the current “evil” they perceived in the White House: George W. Bush.38 Despite Bush's presence in the world, Boudin was paroled in 2003.
 

What path did she take once she was let out of prison? Higher education, of course. Having earned her doctorate in education from Columbia Teachers College, she has become adjunct assistant professor at the Columbia University School  of Social Work. As her bio states at the university's website, Boudin's work focuses on “Mother-child relationships,” “criminal justice,” “restorative justice,” “health care,” and “working within communities with limited resources to solve social problems.”39
 

Education Was the Motor-Force for Obama's Election

By choosing education, the students of the ’60s chose smart. They knew where to instill the influence they needed to stoke the embers of political change.
 

Those embers caught fire on November 4, 2008. Aside from moderates who went for Obama, it was America's youth, particularly the college crowd, who made Obama president. According to exit polls, those aged eighteen to twenty-nine, who made up nearly one in five voters—or about twenty-five million ballots—went for Obama by more than two to one: 66 to 32 percent.40
 

This was an enormous cache of ballots, far surpassing Obama's overall popular advantage. Even wider was the margin in a related category: first-time voters. They went for Obama by 69 to 30 percent. A third related category, single (unmarried) voters, who accounted for one in three voters, went for Obama by 65 to 33 percent.
 

Together, these categories capture the youth vote.
 

Many of these people were instructed by their college professors to vote for Obama, or were at least influenced by the socialistic, humanistic milieu of the modern secular-left campus. To many of the “progressive” ideologues who teach in college, Obama represented what they had preached for decades. They celebrated his message of “hope” and “change” to their young and often impressionable students.
 

The Chicago Coronation

Imagine the joy the comrades must have felt as they watched their TV screens announce Barack Obama as the nation's president-elect late in the evening of November 4, 2008. Imagine the thoughts of those on-site in Chicago's Grant Park, where a victorious Barack Obama greeted legions of his devoted and delirious followers.
 

The symbolism was too extraordinary for words—a powerful reminder that Cold War battles were still very much with us. Obama ascended the platform after a gracious John McCain, a Vietnam veteran whom the comrades had once  grouped into a category of “fascist pigs,” conceded the election. The revolutionaries once proudly wore rings hammered out of the downed aircraft of McCain's imprisoned band of brothers, who were suffering unspeakable hell in places like the Hanoi Hilton. McCain's own aircraft had been shot down; one of the radicals may well have worn debris from his plane. The defeated Republican represented what they had always fought against.
 

Obama, meanwhile, was the political godchild of those shadowy Marxists who had despised the likes of McCain and fought to defeat the forces of American “imperialism.” Now the comrades and thousands of other Obama devotees assembled on hallowed ground for the radicals: where the SDSers and the Weathermen some forty years earlier had rallied for the Democratic convention blow-up and the Days of Rage. It was a scene almost beyond belief.41
 

Under Democrats and Republicans alike, America's comrades had failed to defeat the forces responsible for fighting the Communists, from Ho Chi Minh City to Peking to Pyongyang to Prague to Havana to Managua to Moscow. Now, their chosen vehicle—Barack Obama—had defeated a representative of those anti-Communist forces, John McCain. They had finally won—and with the legitimate support of Americans voters. Obama was the first Democratic presidential candidate to secure more than 50 percent of the popular vote since Jimmy Carter in 1976 (and Carter barely cleared 50 percent).
 

Americans had finally chosen their guy. America's comrades had lost the Cold War, but they won this time.
 

Dr. Quentin Young was one of the old comrades around to enjoy the victory. At eighty-five years old, he was still active as head of a group of physicians urging socialized medicine. Young stepped forward to hail the “remarkable and historic victory of Barack Obama and the mandate for change.” He was quoted at length by the late Herb Aptheker's surviving Political Affairs magazine, which wasted no time running articles on Young and his organization's call upon President-elect Obama “to establish a single, publicly financed [health care] system.” Young noted that Obama, as a state senator in Illinois, had supported a “single-payer universal healthcare system,” and that Obama had remarked, “First we have to take back the White House, we have to take back the Senate, we have to take back the House.” Now, said Young, “Tuesday's election has made all of these conditions happen.” Obama just needed to “do the right thing.”42
 

Dr. Young was basking in the possibilities. He had helped launch this young man's political career thirteen years earlier in the living room of Bill Ayers and Bernardine Dohrn. Back then, the focus was on a mere seat in the Illinois State Senate. Now, behold, the young man was president of the United States.
 

America had come a long way in the forty years since Young had testified before Congress about the radical uprising at the 1968 Democratic National Convention. Now, in 2008, thanks to the election of Chicago's Obama, Young felt that socialism—certainly the socialization of America's health-care system—was at his fingertips. Young's eyes must have moistened as he observed the massive Obama victory rally in his own city. Americans had finally voted Quentin Young's way.
 

In fact, Americans had voted CPUSA's way: the party could not contain its excitement over Obama's victory. The election of Barack Obama was the chance for a wish list to come true—a potential host of nationalizations, from the auto industry to financial services to health care, beginning with more modest steps like establishing the “public option” in health-care reform, plus massive government “stimulus” packages, more public-sector unionization and control, more redistribution of wealth, more collectivization. “All these—and many other things—are within our reach now!” celebrated Sam Webb in his keynote speech for the New York City banquet of People's Weekly World, the official newspaper of CPUSA, which reprinted the speech under the headline “A New Era Begins.” With the election of Obama, said Webb, “the impossible” had become “possible.”
 

Speaking for his comrades at CPUSA, Webb thrilled that under President Obama, “We can dream again.”43
 

“Hapless Sheep”?

While CPUSA rejoiced in Obama's election, some former Soviet Communists, oddly enough, feared that America would experience a monumental shift to the left under the new president. No less than Pravda, the former Bolshevik mouthpiece, ran an article lamenting the death of American capitalism under President Obama. “It must be said,” regretted Pravda’s Stanislav Mishin, “that like the breaking of a great dam, the American descent into Marxism is happening with breathtaking speed, against the backdrop of a passive, hapless sheep.” That “final collapse,” said the pages of the chief party organ of the former USSR, “has come with the election of Barack Obama.”44
 

A more measured assessment came from a surprising source: Manning Marable, the socialist professor from Columbia University who chairs Mark Rudd's new MDS, the adult successor organization to SDS. In December 2008 Marable wrote an astute analysis of the “four-legged stool” that elected Obama as president. Writing in the Socialist Review, Marable conceded that “a lot of the people working with him [Obama] are, indeed, socialists with backgrounds in the  Communist Party or as independent Marxists.” Yet, he cautioned fellow leftists, “Obama is not a Marxist.… He is a progressive liberal.” Marable said Obama was not even a socialist, but rather a Keynesian.45
 

Many Americans, both moderates and conservatives, have been disturbed by the leftward course President Obama has set for America in the early years of his presidency. But that leftward shift, no matter how alarming to a broad sector of Americans—and to the former Soviet Union—is, indisputably, less radical than the violent “revolution” that the extremist Left was angling for some forty years ago. The fact that the old radicals have accepted Obama's “progressive” course shows that these comrades have learned the virtue of patience and the necessity of incrementalism—or “creeping socialism,” as Ronald Reagan called it.
 

The American far Left seems to have taken to heart the observation attributed to the storied socialist Norman Thomas, who allegedly maintained that Americans would never “knowingly adopt” socialism, but “under the name of liberalism” would adopt every bit of the socialist program until the nation was one day socialist. Americans would arrive at that point “without ever knowing how it happened.”46
 

A Century of Dupery

The radical Left may have adopted a new, incrementalist approach, but that strategy does not diminish the critical role of the dupe. Quite the contrary: the extreme Left can never succeed in America, even incrementally, without nonextremists helping to spread and implement its far-left goals. Most liberals, traditional Democrats, and moderates and independents do not support the end goal of the communist or even socialist Left. But they can be prodded and persuaded to accept—sometimes unwittingly—many or most of the pivotal steps along the way to the socialist program.
 

The trillion-dollar question with President Barack Obama is what he personally believes, where he really stands, and how much he is leading, or being led. Could he be manipulated by a narrow hard-left constituency that hopes to move him in a certain, centralized direction? We know his past associations. We know his voting record, which was further to the left than that of anyone else in the U.S. Senate.
 

The vexing uncertainty for Americans is that if Obama is as far left as a group like Progressives for Obama, he cannot say so, just as those progressives could not advertise their true objectives during the 2008 election, because doing so would  have been Obama's political undoing. Sadly, the American press corps simply did not care to ascertain the crucial answers during the 2008 campaign, and to this day hasn't shown interest in doing so. As we have seen, on the rare occasions when mainstream media outlets did bring up Obama's radical associations, it was usually to mock or attack the so-called McCarthyite fanatics who had the nerve to ask the uncomfortable questions.
 

In the end, the actions of such liberals have the effect—again unwittingly—of continuing to cover for the goals of the extreme Left. Yet again, the soft Left is helping to conceal the hard Left, whether it realizes it or not. This is a familiar pattern, one we have witnessed in this country for close to a century. Whatever the reason for this protection—this time it is to shield Barack Obama's presidency—the result is the same: the Communists toiling behind the scenes never need to apologize, and often escape the exposure they merit.
 

It is always the anti-Communists whom the liberals despise. The effect is that the bad guys on the Communist Left—who, again, were as bad to liberals as to conservatives—repeatedly get a pass, even long after they have departed this world. Even in death, many of them remain protected, their dirty work covered up—by a liberal press, by a liberal academia, by a liberal Hollywood, or by some other liberal group that refuses to acknowledge the obvious lessons of Cold War history.
 

The most mordant irony for the liberals who lend this cover is that while they laugh at the anti-Communists, they seem to have no idea that the loudest howls have always emanated from the Communists who take them as dupes: gullible fools to be used to advance the Communist cause. It is a time-honored tradition, and many genuine liberals have failed liberalism by filling the role of dupe again and again. It is always important to know who your friends are and who they are not.
 

If liberals take just one message from this book, I hope it will be this: the Communists were never your friends. Until that lesson is learned, many well-intentioned liberals will continue to be used. And the long underappreciated role of the dupe will remain much more than a mere sideshow in history.
 





Postscript
 


BOGART AT THE WORKERS SCHOOL?
 

 

 

This book was born as a response to the massive volume of documents recently declassified from archives in Moscow, throughout the former Communist bloc countries, and within the United States. To take only one notable example from among the treasure trove of information newly available to researchers, the Library of Congress's files from the Comintern Archives on CPUSA proved an essential source for this project. These archives—which represent only a portion of the full collection in Moscow—contain hundreds of reels of microfiche. Each reel I consulted took me a full day to read through. That is to say nothing of the lengthier rabbit trails of investigation to which these files led. Unexpected findings within the Library of Congress files took me to other archives, from FBI files to archives housed at New York University's Tamiment Library and beyond.
 

One such surprise came as I was reviewing Reel 273, Delo 3512 of the Comintern Archives on CPUSA. While reviewing this material on microfiche, I came across an eye-opening series of 1934 documents apparently missed or dismissed by others. I, too, initially chose to bypass these documents, and revisited them only later as one particular name on one particular page haunted me: “Bogart.”
 

This series of documents related to CPUSA's National Training School, more commonly known as the Workers School. These schools operated in a few large cities, such as Chicago—where the Communist-turned-conservative-intellectual Frank Meyer had directed a Workers School from 1938 to 1941—and New York City.1 The New York operation was the most active.
 

As the lead sentence of the New York school's mission statement explained, the CPUSA Central Committee ran the Workers School to ensure that “the Party carry on its work for the winning of the majority of the American working class, for the overthrow of capitalism and the establishment of the Proletarian Dictatorship in the U.S.A.” The school endeavored to become “a permanent institution for training cadres for our Party.”
 

Clearly, this was no small thing. The Workers School's letterhead, which listed the address as 35 East Twelfth Street—CPUSA's headquarters—boasted the very top names in the party: William Z. Foster, Max Bedacht, and Abe Markoff, among others. Earl Browder was invited to speak at the school. (See page 483.)
 

The curriculum underscored the seriousness of the school's training. It required an intense 430 hours of preparation and featured courses ranging from “Study of the Communist Manifesto” to “Soviet Economy” to “War and Revolution” to “Strategy and Tactics.” One attendee, who testified before Congress in July 1953, said that at the Workers School, which he described as notably secretive, he was “trained to become a professional revolutionist.”2
 

Reel 273, Delo 3512 in the Comintern Archives includes materials on the New York Workers School session that ran from January 9 to March 15, 1934. The summary report for the ten-week session stated that it was attended by thirty-six students, “90% of [whom] were native born, five of which were women and seven Negro comrades.” The students hailed from districts all over the country, but the vast majority lived in New York.
 

Among those New Yorkers was someone called “Bogart.”
 

Even in these internal documents, which were not to be published or distributed, the Workers School carefully concealed the identity of those who wanted to be concealed, or those deemed wise to conceal. Only about one-third of the names were given in full. Bogart's full name was concealed.
 

The name appeared twice in the documents: on the district page and on an evaluation page. On the district page it appeared as “Bogart (E) Westinghouse (college) Sec. Org.” (See page 484.)
 

Importantly, the “(E)” is not an initial for a first name. This we know because these parenthetical letters do not match the first names of the students when the full names appear in the evaluation section.
 

The words “Westinghouse (college)” come in the space where each comrade's occupation is shown. (Other attendees included a metal worker, a miner, and a waitress.) This listing, then, implies that Bogart worked in some capacity at the Westinghouse company and also attended college. It is possible that “college” was a general category for Workers School students who were in and out of college. In fact, the intensity of the Workers School surely would have forced a currently enrolled college student to withdraw from the winter/spring semester.
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Finally, the abbreviation “Sec. Org.” means a section organizer for CPUSA.
 

The only additional information on Bogart in these documents—which exist in microfiche at the Library of Congress's Comintern Archives and in original hard copy at Tamiment Library in New York (both of which I've examined)—is the evaluation section, titled “Characteristics of comrades N.T.S.” There, Bogart is described as “persistent,” “hard working,” and adhering to the “Party line.”
 

That is all the Workers School records offer on this student.
 

This, of course, begs the question: who was “Bogart”?
 

Other Bogarts

First let's consider the evidence that could perhaps disqualify Humphrey Bogart as the Bogart at the Workers School.
 

I searched the New York City residence directory for 1933–34, as well as the New York City telephone directory for that same period. The residence directory is much longer, since many or even most residents did not have a telephone. “Bogart” was a fairly common name among New York City residents; the smaller phone directory lists thirty Bogarts, and the residence directory lists nearly a hundred. That is a lot of Bogarts, throwing wide open (it would seem) the possibilities for the Bogart at the Workers School.
 

This is the best evidence against pinpointing Humphrey Bogart as the prime suspect. Further, I found a “J. Bogart” who appeared in the Communist Daily Worker the same year (1934) as the Bogart at the Communist Workers School, and who was, according to that Daily Worker listing, from New York City. On page 6 of the November 3, 1934, edition of the Daily Worker, J. Bogart is listed as a financial contributor to the Communist newspaper (making a very small donation, as in cents, not dollars). This Bogart also seems to be identified as a Communist Party member.3 Specifically, the person is shown as a member of “District 2 (New York City),” which is described as one of twenty-six districts from around the country.4
 

The 1933–34 New York City residence directory lists six Bogarts with the first initial “J”: a Jacob Bogart, a Jennie, three Johns, and a Joseph. The shorter New York City telephone directory for that period lists only one “J.” Bogart: John Bogart, a lawyer who lived at 1450 Broadway.
 

Who was this John Bogart? It might be the same John Bogart whose obituary ran in the New York Times on October 12, 1992. That Bogart, who lived in Manhattan  until his final days, was, as the Times described him, a “longtime labor relations executive at New York City newspapers,” including at the Times. The obituary noted that he “began his career in 1934 at The New York Herald Tribune, where he was a reporter and editor and later promoted into management.”5 In other words, John Bogart began his career as a young reporter (he turned twenty-two in 1934) the same year that “J. Bogart” enrolled in the New York Workers School.
 

More information based on media archives reveals the full name of this John Bogart to be John Abendroth Bogart. In April 1937 John Abendroth Bogart married Marjorie Goodell.6 After Marjorie's death in 1974, he married again, in October 1976.7 His new wife, Jacqueline Branaman, a widow, was a 1947 graduate of Barnard, sister college to Columbia University, and in 1950–51 she served in Moscow as the secretary to the U.S. ambassador. She died in January 2008.8
 

This John Bogart might, by a reasonable guess, be the same “J. Bogart” in the Daily Worker from November 3, 1934, although we cannot say for certain based on the information available.
 

How About Humphrey Bogart?

All of that is, to some degree, disconfirming evidence against claims that the Bogart at the Workers School was Humphrey Bogart.
 

But can a case be made that the future Hollywood icon was the Bogart at the Workers School? Where was Humphrey Bogart in this period, and what was he doing?
 

We know for certain that Bogart lived in New York City in early 1934, the time of the Workers School session. This is clear from many biographical accounts of Bogart's life, as well as from rare eyewitnesses who remain among the living.9 It turns out that the actor was struggling terribly at this point in his life, so much so that he and his wife, Mary, had moved in with his father, Dr. Belmont Bogart, who lived at 25 Prospect Place.
 

Humphrey Bogart had actually made ten films before 1934: four in 1930, three in 1931, and three in 1932. But none was significant, and certainly none was of the caliber (or achieved the success) of the movies he made later. Moreover, he had made no movies in 1933, would make only one in 1934, and none again in 1935.10 Similarly, he had performed in four plays between October 1932 and May 1933 but made none during the period when the Workers School was in session.11 His first major success, the film The Petrified Forest, would not be released until 1936.12
 

In short, the January–March 1934 period was a down time for Bogart. His prospects seemed dim. As biographer Gerald Duchovnay described these days, “Hard times set in, and Bogart was reduced to playing chess, a favorite hobby he learned from his father, for up to a dollar a game to help support himself and his wife.” Bogart was, wrote Duchovnay, “bringing home barely enough money to eat.”13
 

Worse, his talented, respected father collapsed both physically and financially during this time. In 1934—when the Workers School was in session—Dr. Bogart separated from his wife and racked up huge debts. Later that year the well-regarded physician endured a miserable death in New York's Hospital for the Ruptured and Crippled, having accumulating some $10,000 in debt—an enormous sum during the Great Depression, all of which his penniless son vowed to pay back.14 It seemed that America and its free-enterprise system had horribly failed Bogart's father.
 

Overall, the Great Depression was hitting Bogart harder than most Americans. Had he turned to Communism in this period, few would blame him. If Humphrey Bogart had ever considered the philosophy of Marxism-Leninism, it seems that 1934 would have been ideal.
 

Miserable about his life, and his father's life, Bogart continued to fight with his overbearing but highly accomplished mother, Maud. He always had a tense relationship with his mother, as had his father. Dr. Bogart's battles with his wife wore on the son. This, too, only added to Bogart's turmoil. He drank heavily, and looked for answers.
 

Further adding to his woes, Bogart was battling for his own marriage—his second, to fellow actress Mary Philips, whom he had married in April 1928.
 

Philips herself adds to the potential intrigue at the Workers School.
 

Listed directly above “Bogart” in the evaluation section of the Workers School for January–March 1934 is no less than a “Phillips.” On the district page the name is spelled “Philips,” meaning there is a misspelling in one of the two spots (which is not uncommon with the name “Philips”/“Phillips”). Like “Bogart,” Philips is described as “college,” as a “Section Organizer,” and as from a New York district. The evaluation section characterizes Philips as “sentimental,” but as holding the potential to “make a rapid advance toward becoming an effective Party worker.” (See page 488.)
 

Could this Philips be Humphrey Bogart's wife? Mary had retained her maiden name, personally and professionally. Also, it appears that she was available to attend the Workers School at that time: though she had roles in three plays in New York between December 5, 1933, and June 1934,15 none of the plays ran in that ten-week window when the Workers School was in session.
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I was unable to learn anything more about Mary Philips, including her politics. She and Bogart divorced in 1937. She married again to another actor, and, to my knowledge, never had children. She died in April 1975.
 

The “College” and “Westinghouse” Questions

From all of that evidence, one might reasonably speculate that the Bogart at the Workers School was Humphrey Bogart. But there remain sticky items that make confirmation elusive, if not unlikely.
 

Among them is the note on “college,” though, again, this designation might have been a broader category not necessarily implying current enrollment in a college. Humphrey Bogart never earned a college degree, but college certainly dominated his and his family's thoughts. Bogart had attended a prestigious prep school: the esteemed Phillips Academy in Andover, Massachusetts. College was the expected next step. His parents (who were well educated) wanted him to attend Yale. Nonetheless, again, he never earned a college degree, nor, to my knowledge, attended college on a consistent basis.16
 

Likewise unclear is the “Westinghouse” reference listed next to Bogart's name at the Workers School. I was unable to link the Westinghouse reference to any Bogart from this period, Humphrey or John or any other, whether through Web searches or phone calls and e-mails to archivists/record keepers at Westinghouse or historical societies with records on Westinghouse. A simple piece of paper with some sort of illustration of Westinghouse employment by a New York–based Bogart in 1933 or 1934 might have easily settled this case, but my research never produced such evidence. (Perhaps now, after the fact, some source from Westinghouse or elsewhere will contact me with the answer.) Apparently, Westinghouse does not have such records from that long ago; this was an era not only before computers and digitalization but even before Social Security.
 

That said, a few noteworthy items might link Humphrey Bogart to Westinghouse. First, remember that Bogart's financial prospects at the time were bleak. He needed work, and Westinghouse was very active in the New York area, in the business of electricity, manufacturing, broadcasting, radio, and more. Westinghouse at different points owned RCA and was also part of NBC. Located at 150 Broadway in New York City, Westinghouse was not far from where Bogart lived and was even closer to where he performed on Broadway.17 Among the major Westinghouse projects from the era was installation of the many elevators popping up throughout New York's booming skyscrapers, which provided lots of  employment for locals.18 So it is not inconceivable that Bogart might have done some work for the company, whether to earn a paycheck as a common laborer working on elevators or through something in broadcasting, media, theater, or the entertainment industry.
 

On the latter, it is entirely plausible that Westinghouse might have sponsored some form of entertainment work by Bogart, given that from the outset the company's most influential activity was broadcasting, especially radio broadcasting. Consider how Ronald Reagan was a spokesman for General Electric, which for years ran GE Theater as one of the top shows on television. In fact, at the height of Bogart's acting career, Westinghouse was drawing celebrities of his caliber for its Best of Broadway drama airing on CBS.19 Thus, a Westinghouse connection to Humphrey Bogart in the early 1930s is not impossible, although, again, I found nothing conclusive in Bogart's biography that would identify him with Westinghouse at this period.
 

John Leech's Testimony

With all of that said, here is the most critical question: was there ever a suggestion that Humphrey Bogart was a Communist (or even a small “c” communist) in this period? We know of the suspicions raised over the duping he received from his comrade “friends” in 1947—John Howard Lawson, Dalton Trumbo, Alvah Bessie, and the rest—but what about the early 1930s?
 

Actually, yes, there was a major allegation. It was a significant testimony made under oath, more than once and in great depth, in 1940. And it is what makes all of this so intriguing.
 

Specifically, in August 1940, a man named John L. Leech shared a list of suspected Communists with a Los Angeles County grand jury. When that testimony hit the press, it was a national scandal overnight. Among the accused were some high-profile Hollywood names, including Jimmy Cagney, Frederic March, Franchot Tone, Jean Muir, and Humphrey Bogart, though Bogart at that point was not nearly the headliner that the others were or that he later became.
 

Leech testified during the first two weeks of August 1940 in an “extraordinary session” of the Los Angeles County grand jury; his lengthy testimony produced a 192-page transcript. Leech was no flake found wandering Venice Beach. He had been at the top echelon of the Los Angeles area Communist Party, for which he had served as organizer and executive secretary. He joined the party in 1931. From 1934 to 1936 he served as a paid organizer and recruiter.20 He even  appears to be the same John L. Leech who, according to congressional records, ran for Congress (in California's Seventeenth District) on the Communist Party ticket in 1932. (He earned a dismal 1.8 percent of the vote, putting him well behind the Democrat's 71.9 percent and the Republican's 26.3 percent.)
 

For reasons not entirely clear, Leech soured on the party and the movement, and they on him. He was eventually expelled from CPUSA in 1937. His disillusionment with the party only grew after the 1939 Hitler-Stalin Pact.21 Prior to his grand jury testimony in 1940, Leech had been a prominent witness at the deportation hearings against Frank Marshall Davis's friend Harry Bridges.
 

Now, in August 1940, Leech named forty-three Hollywood personages as, variously, dues-paying party members, financial contributors, or very close associates. He claimed that everyone he named was, in some form, intimately related to the local party. These were people involved much deeper than some front-group capacity. By and large, these were not dupes; these were dupers.
 

Leech cited Bogart as a notable financial contributor to the Communist Party.22 He also told the grand jury that Bogart was among those who participated in a “study club” where Leech and Hollywood luminaries “came and read the doctrines of Karl Marx and other writers,” whom “they would read for hours and then talk it all over.” Those who attended the study club were members of the Communist Party, said Leech; he knew this “because they contributed their dues and donations to me personally.” He added that the celebrities adopted a “Party name” in order to conceal their identity.23
 

Adding credibility to Leech's charge was the meeting place he cited for the “study club”: Budd Schulberg's estate at Malibu Beach.24 We now know definitively that Budd Schulberg was a Communist during that period. This was not public knowledge in 1940. (Years later, in 1951, Schulberg admitted in testimony before Congress his involvement in the Communist Party; he also explained that he had been involved in “a Marxist study group” at that time.)25
 

Bogart, for the record, vehemently denied Leech's accusations, immediately issuing a statement to the press. “I dare the men who are attempting this investigation to call me to the stand,” he retorted. “I want to face them myself.”26 As for the charge of attending a “study club,” Bogart responded: “Furthermore, I have never attended the school mentioned nor do I know what school that may be.”27
 

This was an interesting choice of words. Leech had not mentioned a school, but a club.
 

Leech v. Bogart

The fracas had just begun.
 

Congressman Martin Dies, the Texas Democrat who chaired the House Committee on Un-American Activities, wasted no time in investigating the issue. Congressman Dies and the committee's chief investigator, Robert Stripling, immediately hopped on a plane for the West Coast. On August 16—just one day after Bogart's denial was published in the press—both Leech and Bogart were testifying before a special congressional session in Los Angeles.
 

There, under oath, Leech again made his charges, including against Bogart. He repeated his claims that Bogart had paid contributions to the party and had attended the study club. When Congressman Dies asked point blank, “Are you contending that Mr. Bogart was a member of the Communist Party?” Leech immediately answered, “Yes I am.”28 On the study club, Leech also told Dies: “I do definitely recall Mr. Bogart's association with these study groups.”29 He added that Bogart had been present at a party meeting in honor of Earl Browder in Los Angeles in August 1936.
 

Bogart, also under oath, emphatically denied all of these charges. He disputed not only the specific charges but also having ever known John Leech. He told Dies that “Hollywood people are dupes in the most part”—that is, liberals who tend to get hoodwinked by Communists, but not Communists themselves.30
 

Here again, despite the Left's caricature of the House Committee on Un-American Activities as full of hysterical Red-baiters, Chairman Dies could not have gone easier on Bogart and the other Hollywood figures. Almost instantly, Dies cleared Bogart, as well as Cagney, Frederic March, and writer Philip Dunne—the big names under heated dispute—of charges of being Communists. Dunne was so grateful to Dies and Stripling that he paused in his testimony to express warm appreciation for the honest treatment they had given him.31 The newspapers immediately flashed headlines declaring that Dies had absolved the stars.32
 

In truth, Dies may not have done enough homework. Had he had access to the Workers School roster for January–March 1934, which listed a “Bogart,” he surely would have posed a question to the actor along those lines, especially given what Leech had added to the picture. Consider that Leech's charges against Bogart applied to the 1934–36 period, when Leech was chief organizer of the Hollywood Communist community.33 In his testimony, Leech remarked on exactly the time that Bogart would have returned to Hollywood (permanently) after his very  difficult year (1934) in New York, a year that began with the Workers School session in question and ended with the sad death of his father. Moreover, throughout this period, Bogart shuttled back and forth between New York and Hollywood in search of work. In other words, the timeline fits, as does the geography.
 

One more critical point on Leech: Many of the names that Leech presented in 1940 proved to be high-profile, significant Communists, including actual party members. Amazingly, Leech had managed to name among his short list seven men who would be implicated among the Hollywood Ten—fully seven years later: Lester Cole, Herb Biberman, Dalton Trumbo, Albert Maltz, John Howard Lawson, Alvah Bessie, and Sam Ornitz.34 He had also named the likes of Budd Schulberg, later confirmed as a Communist at the time.
 

How would Leech have known all of this if he was not who he claimed to be? He was a legitimate, credible source on Communism in Hollywood, as Communist Party records confirm his role as an official and organizer for the party.
 

Bear in mind, too, that Leech made these allegations well before the Cold War began; America at the time was worried about Hitler and fascism, not Stalin and Communism.
 

Might Leech simply have been mistaken about Humphrey Bogart? It is possible, but that would be an odd mistake, given that Bogart was an established Hollywood actor by this time. But it is equally difficult to argue that Bogart was fingered because of his star power; at this point in his career he had some success in Hollywood but was far from being a household name across the country. Most of the newspaper coverage of Leech's accused—which was sensational—focused not on Bogart but on bigger stars like Cagney, March, Muir, and Tone. True, Bogart had recently made a splash with The Petrified Forest (1936), based on the popular play by Robert Sherwood, who later became Harry Hopkins's privileged biographer, and with Dead End (1937), a grim, class-based Depression-era film—written by Lillian Hellman. But major Bogart films like Casablanca and The Maltese Falcon, the latter written by Communist and Hellman lover Dashiell Hammett, were still down the road.
 

Although some of the accused angrily denounced Leech as a liar, he had little to gain by falsely implicating—under oath to a grand jury and then to the chairman of a congressional committee—Bogart or the others. Actually, he gained nothing, material or otherwise; there was no book deal, no personal celebrity. He seemed to disappear from the face of the earth, in fact. Research into what happened to him produced no hard information; I could not even confirm the date of his death (though a John L. Leech did die in Inglewood, California, in August 1972). A post on Leech at the respected Hollywood biographical website 
imdb.com maintains that Leech had been “a police agent who had infiltrated the Communist Party before being expelled in 1937.”35 Other websites similarly claim that he was a “spy” of some sort. On the other hand, archival documents from the Communist Party claim, among other things, that he was expelled from the party out of fear of blackmail because of sexual indiscretions.36 Either way, he did work as an organizer, secretary, and recruiter for the party in Los Angeles from 1931 to 1937.
 

Whatever the final verdict on Leech, his charges remained part of the background in later government investigations of Bogart. This is evident today in Bogart's partially declassified FBI file, which I obtained as part of a Freedom of Information Act (FOIA) request and consulted at length for this book. Though the file remains partly redacted, the documents that have been released do not clearly link Bogart to the Communist Party. To the contrary, many of the documents, including an FBI “Summary Memorandum” from November 24, 1947, and a December 7, 1943, War Department “Loyalty and Character Report,” conclude that Bogart, despite certain flaws like a “violent temper,” was of overall “excellent character” and a loyal American, with no track record of “financial contributions” to the Communist Party. The reports say there was no factual substance to allegations that Bogart had been “connected with the Communist Party.”37
 

The fact remains, however, that John L. Leech was a credible witness, some of whose charges were confirmed many years after the fact. Even today his allegations hardly seem outlandish.
 

Humphrey Bogart: Daily Worker “Hero”

Whether or not Humphrey Bogart was a contributor to the Communist Party, he did run in some of the same circles as Communists and Communist sympathizers. That was not difficult to do in Hollywood, given the party's pervasiveness in the film industry, especially among screenwriters. Still, it must be noted that Bogart was celebrated by the Communist press, which the Communists rarely did for someone whose politics they did not approve of. For example, the October 15, 1944, Daily Worker toasted Bogart with the glowing headline “Bogart: Anti-Fascist Film Hero.”38 In that article, Daily Worker reporter David Platt (who also wrote about the actor in 1951)39 praised Bogart's on-screen portrayals against fascism as well as his “off-screen performances,” which were, according to Platt, just as “thrilling.” Specifically, the article highlighted the Bogart films Across the Pacific (1942), Action in the North Atlantic (1943), and Sahara (1943). The CPUSA organ  neglected to mention the screenwriter of the latter two films: the angry apparatchik John Howard Lawson.
 

The Daily Worker especially liked Bogart's (and Lawson's) Action in the North Atlantic, which the newspaper called “magnificent.” But as another reviewer of the film, Bernard Dick, pointed out, Lawson had borrowed the structural outline for the movie, and many of the action scenes, from the 1925 Bolshevik propaganda film The Battleship Potemkin. Dick described Action in the North Atlantic as “Soviet propaganda at its most artful.”40
 

Of course, that was because its writer, Lawson, was a master of Soviet propaganda, dedicated to Stalin. Bogart, in that sense, had been used. This wouldn't be the last time that Bogart was Lawson's dupe; a much more infamous episode would follow in October 1947, with the Committee for the First Amendment.
 

The other Lawson-penned film that the Daily Worker recommended in its gushing profile of Bogart was Sahara. Here, too, Bernard Dick pointed out what the Daily Worker failed to inform readers: that Lawson borrowed from the Russian film The Thirteen, cobbling together “dialectic rendered as narrative.”41
 

Now there was a movie that a Marxist-Leninist could enjoy.
 

In sum, the Daily Worker hailed Humphrey Bogart for offering America a real movie “hero,” unlike previous “phonies” like Rudolph Valentino. Reporter David Platt finished his puff piece with this summation: “It is actors like Humphrey Bogart, in thoughtful films like Action in the North Atlantic and Sahara, who catch the public eye. After years of idolizing matinee idols with nothing more to offer than an interesting profile, it is gratifying to see the nation's filmgoers at last take to a movie hero, who has something important to say. It is a sign of America's awakening.”
 

There he was: Humphrey Bogart, Daily Worker “hero,” “awakening” America with “something important to say.”
 

Bogart's Moment of Truth

So what does all of this ultimately mean about Humphrey Bogart's politics?
 

First and foremost, I cannot report that Bogart was a supporter (or member) of the Communist Party or even a small “c” communist. Yet it would have been scholarly negligence not to investigate the issue and consider the question after encountering the winter 1934 Workers School records in the Comintern Archives on CPUSA.
 

If Bogart had been a Communist or Communist sympathizer, it would shed entirely new light on his behavior in October 1947 as a member of the Committee  for the First Amendment, particularly his public expressions of rage over being duped. It would also raise questions about his denial in 1940. That said, it would not necessarily mean that Bogart was lying to America when he said, in 1947, “I am not a Communist.” By that point in time, it seems safe to assume that he was not.
 

Perhaps Bogart became involved in the Communist movement, and considered joining (or actually did join) the Communist Party, during the depths of the Great Depression, when he hit rock bottom—with his father bankrupt and dying, and his own career, marriage, and finances foundering. But even if that were the case, he clearly seems to have changed his politics over time, moving away from the far Left as he developed a fuller understanding of Communism. Such a political sojourn was not uncommon, as we have seen. It was a path traversed by many characters in this book, from William Bullitt and Paul Douglas to fellow actor Ronald Reagan.42
 

If Humphrey Bogart had been an eager pupil at the Workers School in New York City in January 1934, he was no longer on the extreme Left by the late 1940s when he declared, “I detest Communism.” Like so many others, Bogart was on a journey in search of truth, which is a path that—for every human being—leads a world away from the Communist Party.
 





Appendix A
 


TED KENNEDY'S SECRET OVERTURE TO THE SOVIET UNION
 

 

 

One former Soviet propaganda minister tasked with influencing Western visitors called Senator Ted Kennedy a “useful idiot”—indeed, an example of “monumental idiocy.” And the highly sensitive KGB document shown on the following pages (together with English translation) indicates just how useful Senator Kennedy could be to the Soviets in their campaign against Ronald Reagan and the United States.
 

This May 14, 1983, memorandum, which the head of the KGB sent with “Special Importance” to Soviet leader Yuri Andropov, discloses Kennedy's “confidential” offer to work together with the Kremlin to overcome President Reagan's “belligerence.”
 

In other words, the Massachusetts senator—probably the leading Democratic politician in America at the time—proposed to work secretly with the Soviet dictator to undercut the president of the United States. Had Americans known of Kennedy's overture to the Soviets at the time, it would have been a scandal.
 

[image: images]


[image: images]


[image: images]


[image: images]


[image: images]


[image: images]


[image: images]

[image: images]





Appendix B
 


FRANK MARSHALL DAVIS'S FBI FILE
 

 

 

Those who defend Frank Marshall Davis, mentor to a young Barack Obama in Hawaii, against charges of Communist sympathies typically do not take account of the documentary record. That record includes his regular column for the Communist newspaper the Honolulu Record, in which Davis unfailingly echoed the Moscow party line (see Chapter 13). It also includes Davis's FBI file, which runs more than six hundred pages and covers some nineteen years.
 

Selections from that FBI file shown on the pages that follow indicate that Davis had Communist Party affiliations going back to 1931 and even joined the party.
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NOTES
 

 

 

Introduction: The Overlooked Role of the Dupe

1.
The Oxford English Dictionary (2nd edition, 1989) defines a dupe as a “deluded person,” one “who allows himself to be deceived or deluded; one who is misled by false representations or notions; a victim of deception.” Merriam-Webster’s online dictionary (retrieved January 2010) defines a dupe as “one that is easily deceived or cheated.”
 

2. In his Farewell Address (September 19, 1796), Washington stated, “Real Patriots, who may resist the intrigues of the favorite, are liable to become suspected and odious; while its tools and dupes usurp the applause and confidence of the people, to surrender their interests.” See W. B. Allen, ed., George Washington: A Collection (Indianapolis, Indiana: Liberty Fund, 1988), 524. Another example from the period was provided by Adam Smith, a Scottish “pen pal,” so to speak, of some of the founders (especially Benjamin Franklin); in his classic work The Theory of Moral Sentiments, Smith used the phrase “dupes of their own sophistry.” See Adam Smith, The Theory of Moral Sentiments, introduction by E. G. West (New Rochelle, NY: Arlington House, 1969), 79.
 

3. There remains dispute over whether Lenin actually used the famous phrase “useful idiots,” though he often employed language and expressions very similar—as will be seen later in this chapter. A number of sources challenge the authenticity of the “useful idiots” quotation. One of the better summaries can be found in William Safire, “On Language: Useful Idiots of the West,” New York Times, April 12, 1987. See also Paul F. Boller Jr. and John George, They Never Said It: A Book of Fake Quotes, Misquotes, and Misleading Attributions (New York: Oxford University Press, 1989), 76–77.
 

4. A search for previous books on the subject of “dupes” yielded almost nothing. A February 2009 search of Amazon.com, Google Books, and Library of Congress for any books with the title or subject “Dupes” produced only two titles: one, a foreign book titled Dupes, was published in 1901 and obviously is unrelated to the focus here; another, titled 9 Spies, Traitors, and Dupes, was published in 1941, also pre–Cold War, and dealt with France. Later, I came across a 1952 book by Ralph de Toledano, titled Spies, Dupes, and Diplomats, which I reference later in this book.
 

5. For any doubters, I can show this through email documentation. Of course, anyone familiar with the long, arduous process of writing a book of this length will know that this project clearly began long before the January 2009 inauguration of Obama. I turned in my initial draft manuscript to the publisher in November 2009.
 

6. This is certainly the case for the cast of characters from the 1960s, such as Bill Ayers and Tom Hayden.  Of course, others, like Frank Marshall Davis, got far more attention than I otherwise would have given them because of their clear relevance both to the theme of the book and to the life of Obama, the latter of which I learned as the project evolved.
 

7. Even when those current political figures are not themselves Marxists, or are no longer radicals, their influence during the Vietnam era is undeniable, was sometimes lasting, and, at the very least, is historically notable. They provide a contemporary link to some of the shadowy figures of the Cold War past. Each and every one of them is a different case, and I certainly do not want to paint them with a broad brush, as close study reveals major differences. One case not addressed in this book is that of Secretary of State Hillary Rodham Clinton. As a young woman she worked with several Marxists at a law firm in San Francisco and closely studied the writings of non-Marxist radicals like Saul Alinsky, who offered the young Hillary a job, and who was the subject of Hillary's thesis as a college student at Wellesley. Secretary of State Clinton is precisely the kind of figure I'm referring to in the text. On these associations in Clinton's early life, see Paul Kengor, God and Hillary Clinton (New York: HarperCollins, 2007), 18–19, 37–47.
 

8. For more on this, see the Author's Note for a comment on motivations.
 

9. Mona Charen, Useful Idiots (Washington, DC: Regnery, 2003). See the acknowledgments for a note on Mona Charen.
 

10. Using the words “liberal” and “progressive” synonymously is problematic, though they usually refer to the same thing—certainly by those applying the terms. The distinctions have been blurred further with the recent reemergence of the word “progressive,” especially since the election of President Obama. Suddenly, liberals who have always called themselves “liberals” are now calling themselves “progressives,” and, likewise, their opponents are calling them such. Again, it is a complex matter. In this book, I tend to use the two words synonymously, fully cognizant of the risks.
 

11. James Burnham, Suicide of the West: An Essay on the Meaning and Destiny of Liberalism (New York: John Day Co., 1964), 208, 216.
 

12. See V. I. Lenin, Collected Works, Vol. 31: April–December 1920 (Moscow: Progress Publishers, 1977), 291.
 

13. See, among others, Stéphane Courtois et al., The Black Book of Communism: Crimes, Terror, Repression (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1999). Courtois et al. put the figure at sixty-five million. The latest figure of more than seventy million deaths is recorded in Jung Chang and Jon Halliday, Mao: The Unknown Story (New York: Knopf, 2005).
 

14. This is evident, for instance, in existing transcripts of meeting notes from CPUSA's central coordinating commission—basically, the personnel office—which reviewed applications for admission and readmission into the party. One might think that this desperate, ever-shrinking political party would take anyone willing to join. Not at all. I've read the minutes of these meeting notes, which are housed in the Comintern Archives on CPUSA at the Library of Congress. They are almost comical in their childish nastiness. A run-of-the-mill meeting would see every single application denied, with the final action in each case being to “expose” the applicant as, say, a “liar” or a “stool pigeon” in the next edition of the Daily Worker. These were generally not nice people. And they did not look nicely on liberals.
 

15. I do not discuss Trilling in this book, but he is an excellent case in point. For an insightful analysis, see Michael Kimmage, The Conservative Turn: Lionel Trilling, Whittaker Chambers, and the Lessons of Anti-Communism (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 2009).
 

16. Here I'm talking about political resemblance relating to the Soviet/Communist threat; obviously there are similarities on a host of other issues.
 

17. These words are taken from the Public Presidential Papers of Kennedy, specifically the volumes for the years 1961 (page 341) and 1962 (page 723n). See also Martin Walker, The Cold War and the Making of the Modern World (London: Fourth Estate, 1993), 132; and Eric Hobsbawm, The Age of Extremes: A History of the World, 1914–1991 (New York: Pantheon Books, 1994), 231n.
 

18. “The Confusion of the West: An Analysis of Certain Aspects of Communist Political Warfare,” Remarks of Senator Thomas J. Dodd at the Conference on Soviet Political Warfare, Paris, France, December 1, 1960 (Washington, DC: GPO, 1961).
 

19. M. Stanton Evans, Blacklisted by History: The Untold Story of Senator Joe McCarthy and His Fight Against America's Enemies (New York: Crown Forum, 2007), 9.
 


20. This applies to the modern incarnation of The New Republic, given that TNR in the 1920s, for instance, was a disastrous example of the theme of this book.
 

21. Harvard University Press, for example, published the seminal work The Black Book of Communism.
 

22. See John J. Miller, “The Annals of Jonathan Brent,” National Review, May 22, 2006, 43–45.
 

23. Courtois et al., The Black Book of Communism, 3–4.
 

24. Malia in Courtois et al., The Black Book of Communism, xvii–xviii.
 

25. Ibid., x.
 

26. Ibid., x.
 

27. The Black Book estimated 20 million deaths in the USSR, which is one of the lowest usually cited. Most accounts exceed 33 million, some twice that. Lee Edwards, citing the epic work on “democide” by political scientist R. J. Rummel, who draws on the research and accounts of the likes of Robert Conquest and Aleksandr Solzhenitsyn, estimates that Soviet governments were responsible for the death of 61.9 million of their own from 1917 to 1987. See, among others, Lee Edwards, ed., The Collapse of Communism (Stanford, CA: Hoover Institution Press, 1999), xiii. Moreover, the North Korea numbers in the Black Book total do not include the 2 to 3 million who died in the famine from 1995 to 1999, directly resulting from Communist policies. See the figures cited in Barbara Crossette, “Korean Famine Toll: More Than 2 Million,” New York Times, August 20, 1999.
 

28. Yakovlev recorded the gruesome details in his work A Century of Violence in Soviet Russia (New Haven: Yale University Press, 2002). This book should be required reading for anyone interested in the history of the period. Yakovlev's numbers are among the highest yet, but they come from a true authority who should know.
 

29. The latest figures of more than 70 million deaths under Mao are recorded in Jung Chang and Jon Halliday, Mao: The Unknown Story (New York: Knopf, 2005).
 

30. Crossette, “Korean Famine Toll: More Than 2 Million.”
 

31. Aside from World War II deaths attributed to Hitler, most estimates are that he killed 6 to 10 million Jews, Slavs, gypsies, and various others he dubbed “misfits.”
 

32. Among the worst of these, Pol Pot killed upwards of 2 to 3 million out of a Cambodian population of 5 to 7 million. In terms of percentage of population, Pot occupies the winner's circle as mankind's champion executioner. His Khmer Rouge achieved this over a mere four years. The manpower alone responsible for this enterprise is almost inconceivable. And yet Pot's yearly yield in the Killing Fields—500,000 to 750,000 per year—somehow manages to be lower than that of Communism as a whole.
 

33. Even if one takes the highest estimates for the Spanish Inquisition (1481–1545)—figures that, according to the latest scholarship, are far too high—the total of 31,912 deaths means that fewer people were killed in sixty-four years than were felled in a single year under Lenin, and probably fewer than were killed weekly in Stalin's Great Purge of 1934–38. The Spanish Inquisition total factors to roughly 499 killed per year or about 42 per month—a fraction of Communism's 1.4 million yearly or 119,000 monthly during its massacre. Aleksandr Solzhenitsyn cites a lower figure of 10 per month for the Inquisition. The source for 42 per month comes from the early authoritative work on the subject: J. A. Llorente, A Critical History of the Inquisition of Spain (1823), 575–83. As noted, the Llorente figures are now judged way too high. Solzhenitsyn's figures are published in his Alexander Solzhenitsyn Speaks to the West (London: Bodley Head, 1978), 17.
 

34. See Kennan's classic “X” article, “The Sources of Soviet Conduct,” Foreign Affairs, July 1947.
 

35. An April 2008 Gallup poll found President George W. Bush with the highest disapproval ratings in the history of Gallup's presidential polling. On this, see Paul Kengor, “George ‘Truman’ Bush,” May 9, 2008, posted at the website of the Center for Vision & Values, www.visandvals.org.
 

Chapter 1: World Revolution, the Comintern, and CPUSA

1. Among other editions, see Karl Marx and Friedrich Engels, The Communist Manifesto (New York: Penguin, Signet Classics, 1998), 91. See also Stéphane Courtois and Jean-Louis Panne in Courtois et al., The Black Book of Communism, 271–75.
 

2. Quoted in Barry Lee Woolley, Adherents of Permanent Revolution: A History of the Fourth (Trotskyist) International (Lanham, MD: University Press of America, 1999), 12–13.
 


3. Richard Pipes, Communism: A History (New York: A Modern Library Chronicles Book, 2001), 49.
 

4. Cited in Pipes, Communism: A History, 49. Pipes's source is A. G. Latyshev, Rassekrechennyi Lenin (Moscow: Mart, 1996), 40.
 

5. Lenin, “The Activities of the Council of People's Commissars,” Report Delivered January 24 [11], 1918, at the Third All-Russian Congress of Soviets, Lenin's Selected Works (New York: International Publishers, 1943), vol. 7, 280.
 

6. The decree was published in “The Gazette of the Temporary Workers and Peasants Government,” No. 31, December 13, 1917, translated and published in “Brewing and Liquor Interests and German and Bolshevik Propaganda,” Report and Hearing of the Subcommittee on the Judiciary, U.S. Senate (Washington, DC: GPO, 1919), vol. 3, 1185.
 

7. Cited by Pipes, Communism: A History, 49. Pipes's source is V. I. Lenin, Polnoe sobranie sochinenii (Complete Works), 5th ed. (Moscow: Foreign Languages Publishing House, 1958–65), vol. 42, 1.
 

8. Quoted by Leon Trotsky, The History of the Russian Revolution, translated by Max Eastman (Ann Arbor: University of Michigan Press, 1932), 395. On Trotsky and global communism, see Woolley, Adherents of Permanent Revolution, 13, 35, and the works of Richard Pipes.
 

9. This was commonplace throughout the Cold War, and will be seen especially in the Reagan chapter later in this book. For a telling denial, made by one of the biggest dupes in this book, see the interview with Ambassador Joseph E. Davies in Life magazine's famous March 1943 “special issue” on the USSR, which carried Stalin's face on the cover. In the article “The Soviets and the Post-War,” Davies was asked whether Russia was “determined to pursue the cause of world revolution”; he said flatly, “No.” Source: Joseph E. Davies, “The Soviets and the Post-War,” Life, March 29, 1943, 49.
 

10. V. I. Lenin's “Letter to American Workers” was written August 20, 1918, and published in Pravda, August 22, 1918. The quotations here are taken from the translated version published in V. I. Lenin, Collected Works (Moscow: Progress Publishers, 1965), vol. 28, 62–75.
 

11. Quoted by Trotsky, The History of the Russian Revolution, 395.
 

12. In the original quote, the word “triumph” is “triumphs”—that is, “the Soviet government triumphs.” See Lenin, “Valuable Admissions by Pitirim Sorokin,” November 21, 1918, Lenin's Selected Works (1943 edition), vol. 8, 148–49.
 

13. This is published in the English translated edition of The Capitalist World and the Communist International Manifesto of the Second Congress of the Third Communist International (Moscow: Publishing Office of the Third Communist International, 1920), 23. This is the “American edition” published by the United Communist Party of America.
 

14. See Stalin's secret August 1939 speech to the Central Committee, where he urges that a continental war in Europe would be in the best interests of the Bolshevik-communist class struggle and world revolution. The text is published in Brian Crozier, The Rise and Fall of the Soviet Empire (Rocklin, CA: Forum, 1999).
 

15. I quote Stalin's speech at length later in Chapter 12. Among Lenin's missives, see Pipes, Communism: A History, 50–51, 93–94.
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Author's Note
 

 

 

This book was not motivated by a desire to stir up controversy. The decision to write the book came well before the meteoric presidential rise of Barack Obama, which shocked not only me but, no doubt, even Obama's own supporters—and certainly Democrats like Hillary Clinton. (In fact, my most recent book prior to this one, published in 2007, was on Senator Clinton, whom I expected to be our president today, or at least the party's 2008 presidential nominee.)
 

Rather, this project was a reaction to the declassification of vast reams of evidence unavailable (even unimaginable) to scholars who studied Communism and the Cold War as recently as the late 1990s. Most notable was the release of files from the Comintern Archives on CPUSA. The Library of Congress now houses hundreds of reels of microfiche from these files—and as noted, these represent only a fragment of the full Comintern collection, which remains in Moscow. In addition to these essential resources are holdings by the Harvard Project on Cold War Studies, the Woodrow Wilson Center, the University of Virginia's Miller Center of Public Affairs, the Hoover Institution, New York University's Tamiment Library, and several presidential libraries. Adding to that, at midnight on December 31, 2006, the FBI declassified hundreds of millions of pages of secret Cold War documents on people suspected of being Communists or Communist sympathizers. The New York Times called it a “Cinderella moment” for researchers. Other important archives have been neglected, such as those of the Foreign Broadcast Information Service, which for decades has translated media reports  from Communist countries. And that isn't even a complete list. So expansive is this material that one could spend decades poring over it and even then touch only a small portion of what is on the shelves.
 

When I was already engaged in this kind of research for other works on the Cold War, but on a much smaller scale, I constantly came across snippets of intriguing material, such as the May 1983 KGB document on Senator Ted Kennedy. Sometimes these documents (including the Kennedy memo) were sent to me by other researchers. Confirming their authenticity usually required digging deep into various historical archives, some long buried. Every visit required yet another visit, which brought yet another finding. Initial short visits became long-term excavations.
 

Excavations, like any archaeological dig, eventually yield not just broken pottery but also smashed skulls and bones. That was especially true in this case, since Communism produced more than a hundred million corpses in its wake in the twentieth century. I found further examples of unrecorded Communist criminality and brutality.
 

And it was that unprecedented violation of the sanctity and dignity of human life that motivated—actually, demanded—a response. It demanded this book. Communism produced the single greatest documentable human-rights atrocity in history. That is why I care about this issue so much, and why I think others should as well. That is why I did this book.
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Prepeingfor che sprin:In his Jamuary 1963 leter, the Notional Lawyers Guild waras of
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Dariz and Jares: Franlk Marehall Divis served on the Citzens’ Committes to Aid Packing-
Honse Workers slongads leftwing journslist Vernon Jarret, who bcasne the father-in-Law
of Valerie Jarrett, now a close adviser to President Obsma.





