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ABSTRACT

THE TECHNIQUES OF FREEDOM:
The FBI's ‘Responsibilities Program' and the Rise of Liberal
Anti-Communism in the United States, 1951-1955
by
Steven Laffoley
Master of Arts in History
Saint Mary's Unlversity

Halifax, Nova Scotlia, Canada
1991

In February of 1951, J. Edgar Hoover, head of the U.S.
Federal Bureau of Investigations, in compliance with the
wishes of the nation's governors, initiated a program of
government sponsored repression under the euphemistic name:
‘The Responsibilities Program' (RP). As designed by Hoover,
the RP's intention wvas to remove firom public service all
public employees who were suspected of subversive activities
-- whether real or imagined. Over the next four years the
FBI actively channeled 1information to State Governors
regarding ‘subversive' persons employed by the state. This
information was both volunteered to, and requested by, State
Governors who, in turn, acted on the information. No due
process was afforded the individuals, no effort was made to
confirm the information often supplied by shadovy
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‘informants'; they were guite simply branded un-American and
suffered the consequences of a lost career and a diminished
life.

The ‘Responsibilities Program' continued unabated for
the next four years until the firing of school teachers in
Colorado lead locai newspapers to argue that the government
vas denying teachers the due process of law, a right
guaranteed them wunder the fifth amendment to the
Constitution. A campaign of critical editorlals and
investigative journalism followed that exposed the existence
of the FBI's organized, nationwide blacklist. In early 1955
the continued publication of highly critical articles and
editorials lead J. Edgar Hoover to cancel the
‘Responsibilities Program' thus ending the repression. 1In a
liberal context, it appeared that clivil liberties had been
successfully defended from an encroaching anti-democratic
evil.

However, removed from a 1liberal historical context,
certain gquestions remain about the extent of the liberal
victory. The ‘Responsibllities Program' occurred in the
midst of wvhat has come to be known as the McCarthy Era. In
such a context the RP® appears to be Just another facet of
what Dalton Trumbo has called ™"the time of the toad" in
America. And yet, a closer reading of the ‘Responsibilities
Program' file -- a £file only recently, and forcibly,
released to the public -~ has suggested that perhaps the

McCarthy Era might be better understood 1f it had been named
iii



the ‘Hoover Era’'. The file strongly suggests that Hoover
was the motivating force behind the repression of the
fiftles. If true, then the demise of Senator Joseph
McCarthy represents something less than the end of ‘anti-
Communist' repression in America.

Also suggestive: the Governors who participated in the
‘Responsibilities Program', liberal and conservative allke,
demonstrated no ideological opposition to the program's
principles. This presents some difficulties 1f one assumes
a liberal reading of the events. For instance, if the
liberal forces 1in the United States were so concerned vith
the civil llbertlies of all Americans, then wvhy did 1liberal
governors llke Earl Warren of California participate so
actively in the program? Some answvers can be divined 1f the
liberals are placed on the same 1deological plane as the
conservatives, making their dlsputes tactical not
ideological. Ultimately, this suggests something of the
liberal historians who played a role in chronicling the era.

Though the House Committee on Un-American Activitles
had been questioning Americans' 1loyalty since 1938, the
‘Responsibilities Program' vas the nation's first
institutionalized blacklist: moving from the political forum
of the HUAC to the administrative forum of a governmental
agency. This was an important change in the development of
anti-Communism, reflecting the further consolidation of the
liberals' control over political and cultural forms in the

United States.
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Examined under a non-liberal light, the
‘Responsibilities Program' clearly precipitated something of
an ideoclogical shift in the United states awvay £from
democratic principles 1leaving the 1liberals - having
fortified themselves behind the walls of the ‘vital center'
-~ the beneficiaries of the new orxder. Indeed, the
resulting ideological entity that emerged in the wake of the
RP's fall was antithetical to the well-being of the
Constitution's first amendment and to the continued
existence of true democracy in America -- that 1s, a
democracy that offers 1its cltizens the right of true

‘*Choice?,



INTRODUCTION

A good tree cannot bring forth evil fruit, neither can
a corrupt tree bring forth good fruit.

--Matthew 7:18

This study examines a four year period, from 1951-195S,
vhen the FBI, 1In conjunction with the 48 governors of the
United States, rooted out suspected subversives -- and 1in
the process subverted civil 1liberties -~ in an operation
called the ‘Responsibilities Program'(RP).

Nearly forty years have passed since the
‘Responsibilities Program' was used by the FBI to censor
radlcals, liberals, and progressives; only now is it
possible to look at the origlinal source documents from the
FBI's files. Over nine thousand pages on eight rolls of
microfische, the complete FBI file is an impressive source,
even if measured by size alone. As a tool for understanding
the rise of domestic anti-Communist repression -- Liberal
and Conservative alike -~ it 1s both a useful and a

restrictive source.l

1 Note that any and all references to FBI Offlce Memoranda
and Policy papevs (Called SAC Letters) and newspaper
articles, unless otherwise indicated, are from McCarthy Era
Blacklisting of School Teachers, College Professors, and
Other Public Emplovees: The FBI Responsibilities Proqram
File and the Dissemination of Information Policy File,
edited by Kenneth O'Reilly. The file 1is on wmicrofiche
published by University Publications of America (Bethesda,
MD., 1990).
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It 1s helpful for understanding the mnechanlics of
repression in the era named for McCarthy: there are numerous
documents which illustrate it, and numerous policy documents
that define the targets: munitions plant wvorkers, state
employees of all departments, educators. There are
documents that define the kinds of subverslives in question:
not only confirmed or suspected Communists but the nebulous
‘fellov travelers' as well. And 1t is helpful in naming the
State Governors who acted as inguisitoxs and executioners.
There are many documents that specify particular Governors
vho requested information and when it was glven. There are
well known figures ~- Warren of Callifornia, Dewey of Nevw
York, Stevenson of 1Illlnois -- who were willing and eager
players in Hoover's program. There are lesser known figures
- Brunsdale of Morth Dakota, Anderson of Minnesota,
Patterson of West Virginla, and dozens of other governors --
vho were also involved. 1In such areas the file is rich with
information.

As far as other detalls are concerned -- the names of
the victims, their places of resldence, thelr occupations,
the names of the informants who were so £requently quoted
and so frequently used as primary evidence -- one is less
inmpressed; there are many hundreds of documents which have -
been ellhezr partly blacked out, fully blacked out, or

deleted altogether for reasons of security. It is a cruel




irony that in this forcibly released file the victims of
Hoover's blacklist mvrst remain faceless and nameless and now
even blacklisted from history. The FBI continues to fear
information it cannot control.

If one were to use this source independently as a
history of FBI blacklisting, the wveaknesses in detail and
frankness would be restrictive. However, as a base on which
to build other constructions the source 1is rich with
possibilities. This study hopes to do just that: to trace
the rise of domestic anti-Communism using the file's
contents as a firm base and a "vital center". The
‘Responsibjlities Program' f£lle is an excellent vehicle for
understanding the greater development of domestic anti-
Communism and the way it has shaped the present order.

In 1951, wvwhen Hoover and the FBI institutionallized a
program of calculated repression against political
undesirables, Hoover had already spent the previous six
years spearheading an ideological shift in the American
political and cultural psyche. By the time the Program was
halted in 1955 by 1its 1liberal opponents, the primary
assertion of the FBI -- that anti-Communism played a valid
part in the American understanding of democracy -- had taken
a firm hold of American politics, Liberal and Consexvative
alike. Hoover's ‘Responsibllities Program' vas put to rest
over a disagreement of tactics, not ideology.

As regards this study, the ‘Responsibilities Program',

both literally and metaphorically, was representative of the




changing 1ideological phenomenon of domestic anti-Communism
in Post World War 1II America. As such, any real
understanding of the ‘Responsibilities Program' must
consider the greater environment that both shaped it and
that it shaped. Because of the information deleted from the
FBI f£ile, this study is sadly deficlent insofar as 1t glves
voice to the victims of Hoover's repression; in the end they
can only be identified by the £final number of those
affected. But the study does recognize the human costs
that result when a select few decide £for the overwvhelming
many that ‘certain inallienable 1rights' are no 1longer
inalienable, but rather conditional upon the "the 1loyalty
oath, the compulsory revelation of faith, and the [approval
of the) secret police."2 It recognizes, further, that there
occurred in the 1950's a shift from political ¢to
administrative solutions 1in the development of domestic
anti-Commt'nisn, Indeed, this 1s the primary assertion of
this study.

This study 1is separated 1into £ive chapters with an

introduction and a conclusion. Because it endeavors to
develop a certain theme -- the 1rise of 1liberal anti-
Communism and the form that it took -- it is both more and

less than a history of the ‘Responsibilities Program'. To

glve a more detailed history of the RP would be to paint a

2 Dalton Trumbo, The Time of the Toad, (New York, 1972),
p.4.




disproportionate role of the program in the context of this
study. Indeed, two chapters -- the first and the third --
discuss little or nothing of the RP but rather establish its
political context. At the same time, the greater social and
political context within which the RP occurred is not fully
developed either, in order to allow the program its proper
weight, The intent here is to create a sense of connection
and context without an exaggeration of elther part. The
source allows a detalled study of the evidence of repression
and control and how this took an administrative form. My
intent 1is to add to the current scholarship and perhaps to
suggest some questions that have yet to be asked.

The £first chapter endeavors to place the FBI and J.
Edgar Hoover into their historical context. The second
chapter outlines the beginnings of lloover's
‘Responsibilities Program' and the manner in which Hoover
controlled the focus of the repression. The third chapter
examines the widening focus of 1liberal anti-Communism
through the actions of intellectuals, politiclans, and civil
rights organizations. The fourth chapter examines the role
Earl warren played in the ‘Responsibilities Program' and the
extent to which it might imply compatibility between the
conservative and liberal streams of anti-Communism. Chapter
five examines the downfall of the ‘Responsibilities Program'
and the 1limitations o¢f the 1liberal victory. And the
conclusion examines the political and cultural £fallout of

liberal anti-Communism on the present.
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This study does not accept that McCarthylsm was a mass
movement or had mass appeal, but rather that it was the
result of a conscious effort by elites to manlipulate
political structures and restrict political choice. This is
an important distinction, as this study is very much about
how repression is instigated rather than how those under its
wvelght reacted; 1t achieves 1ittle to accuse those who
‘named names' of collusion. Dalton Trumbo, one of the famed
Hollywood ten who were among the first to suffer in the
McCarthy Era, was eloquent in understanding the nature of
the times and who the enemy really was:

. the Blacklist was a time of evil, and
...no one on elther side who survived it came
through untouched by evil. Caught in a situation
that had passed beyond the control of mere
individuals, each pexson reacted as his nature,
his needs, hls convictions, and his particular
circumstances compelled him to. There was bad
faith and good, honesty and dishonesty, courage
and cowvardice, selflessness and opportunism,
wvisdom and stupidity, good and bad on both sides;
and almost every individual 1involved, no matter
vhere he stood, comblned some or all of these
antithetical qualities in his own person, 1in his
own act...in the final tally we were all victims
because without exception each of us felt
compelled to say things he did not want to say, to
do things he did not want to do, to deliver and
recelve wounds he truly did not want to exchange.3

Trumbo knew that those 1responsible for "the time of

evil"” were the HUAC, the Attorney General's Office, 1liberal

3 The words come from a speech delivered by Dalton Trumbo in

1970 at an awards ceremony. In Navasky, Naming Names, pp.
387-388.




intellectuals, the Supreme Court, and the FBI. He
understood the dual nature of repression: those who £1nd
themselves 1iving in 1its environment, and those who
consciously and actlvely shape |it. Though this sgtudy
generally examlnes the later, it recognizes the intimacy it
has with the formex.

It wvas Arthur Schlesinger, Jr. who, in the name of
liberal anti-Communism, felt it necessary to have
"techniques of freedom";4 perhaps it 1s appropriate that he
vould later be the focus of Trumbo's derision for striving

to make freedom a mere technicality.

4 The phrase 1s taken £rom the title of chapter nine in

Arthur M. Schlesinger Jr., The Vital Center, (London, 1970
edition).



CHAPTER I
J. EDGAR HOOVER AND THE RISE OF AMERICAN ANTI-COMMUNISM
Certainly the most tantalizing wuntold story of this
whole period 1is the part played by the F.B.I. in the witch

hunt.
-- I.F. Stone, March 1954

One of the maln arquments of this study 1s that J.
Edgar Hoover was largely responsible for what has come to be
known as the McCarthy era. This does not suggest that
Hoover was solely responsible for the crimes of the era orx
that the events of the era unfolded in such a way that
Hoover controlled every string, Rather, Hoover vas
responsible ¢€or the mechanics of the 1institutionalized
program of repression that existed throughout much of the
fifties. And though these mechanisms of repression lasted
for only a short time, his actions ultimately helped ¢to
redirect American politics for the next forty years. Aand
yet, he did not operate in a vacuum. His influence over the
mechanlcs of repression is tied to greater developments that
occurred around him. It 1s his relationship to these
developments that is of interest here.

Following World War II, it was J. Edgar Hoover who
consclously and calculatingly pursued and developed the
mechanisms for domestic anti-Communism. In this context,
Joseph McCarthy, Roy Cohn, Richard Nixon and many other

8



noted anti-Communists of the fifties were all the
beneficiaries of Hoover's actions and efforts rather than
co-conspirators. Clearly, Hoover worked in an environment
made more permissive by each of these people, and to a large
degree they each worked independently as agents in the
process of repression, but there 1s little question that it
vas Hoover who ultimately controlled the information that
made each of these people players in the repression game.l
How Hoover managed to monopollize the power of information
gathering and dlssemination is reflected in his relationship

to the emerging Cold War.

1 The degree to which Hoover supplied information to the
Congressional committees alone is often unappreciated. In
an internal memorandum to the Director from the Executives
Conference on October 14, 1951, the leadership of the FBI
reviewved the committees it had disseminated Iinformation to
and questioned whether it should continue. The Committees
named at the conference wvere:
Joint Committee on Atomic Energy
Senate Appropriations Committee

Senate Armed Services Committee
Preparedness Subcommittee to the

Senate Armed Services Committee
House Committee on Un-American Activities

Senate Judiclary Committee
House Judlclary Committee
Senate Committee on Labor and Public Welfare
Subconmittee on Labox Management Relations of the

Senate Committee on Labor and Public Welfare
Senate Forelgn Relations Committee

It was declided by the Executives Conference to recommend to
the Director that no change in dissemination policy to the
Congressional Committees take place. Hoover approved.

9



I

For repression to survive and thrive in a democracy it
needs a crisis on which to feed. The development of the
Cold War helped to facilitate and perpetuate a wartime
economy, a wartime military, and a wartime fear of the
‘enemy', without actually having a 1literal war.2 "The
dominant trend in American political, economic, and military
thinking,"” I.F. Stone wrote in 1952, "was fear of peace."3
Skewed by the rose colored -- or in this case ‘red' colored
—- glasses of liberal historiography, the traditional view
of the Cold War held that the Americans, fearful of Stalin's
aggressiveness, endeavored to contain an overt threat by the
Communists, who wvere sald to be expanding into eastexn

Europe. Revisionist history has demonstrated that the real

2 Untouched by any of war's devastations, The United States
vas provided tremendous prosperity by the economic benefits
of wartime production. The corporate liberals who had come
to power to orchestrate the war economy in the early forties
wexe drawn to the possibility of maintaining the wartime
pace of economic growth. 1In recognizing this potential they
suggested a peacetime foreign policy designed to protect the
American domestic economy. One of the political
difficulties Iin attaining this goal, howvever, wvas in
convincing the American population en masse to support it.
For the corporate liberals the threat was clear: if the
Republicans came back to power they faced an isolationist
foreign policy and a protectionist domestic economy. On the
other hand, the 1liberals faced a split in the Democratic
party over the rate of the New Deal policles instituted by
Roosevelt in the previous decade. For these reasons an
aggressive policy of anti-Communism abroad allowed £for the
maintenance of a wartime economy with guaranteed markets
abroad. S8See Jezer, The Dark Ages, pp. 45-52.

3 I.F. Stone, The Hidden History of the Korean War, (New
York, 1952).
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American policy objective at the end of World War II "was
not to defend western or even central Europe but to force
the Soviet Unlon out of eastern Europe" altogether. The
Soviet threat to the "free world" as the "justification of
the containment policy, simply did not exist in the minds of
American planners."4

This revisionist historlosraphy argues that there was a
strong American agency in the creation of the Cold War, not
because of external forces but rather because of internal
ones. There are two ways of reading these internal £forces.
If the supposed threat by the Soviet Union was not real -~
in the military sense as it was arqued by officlals of the
United States ~~ then clearly the American government had it
vithin its power to "have adopted a more conclliatory
attitude toward the Soviet Union."5 And insofar as evidence
is avallable, there is much to suggest that the Cold War was
used consclously as a tool to attain certain domestic
economic and political ends.

Even before the advent of the Cold War there was a
tanglible appreciation by U.S. officlals that the well-being
of the domestic economy was contingent on belng tied to
international markets. Indeed, when such concerns were

expressed by U.S. officials during the war, there were clear

4 Christopher Lasch, "The Sources of the Cold war," in The
¥orld of Nations, (New York, 1962), pp. 226-2217.

5 Ibid., pp. 229-230.

11



hints of the economlic expansionlsm that was to come. As
early as 1942 will Clayton of the U.8. 8tate Department
recognized the domestic value in a stable European market
for American goods.

Without further prompt and substantizl aid

from the United States, economic, social, and

political disruption will overwvhelm Europe. Aside

from the avful implications which this would have

for the £future peace and security of the world,

the immediate effects on our domestic economy

could be disastrous; markets £for our surplus

products gone, unemployment, depression, a heavily

imbalanced budget on the background of a

monsterous war debt. These things must not

happen.é6
This concern 1later became the impetus and backbone for the
European Recovery Plan or Marshall Plan, named for the
secretary of state. Ultimately as a means to support such
an overtly expansionist policy for domestic ends, the
external effort to guarantee markets 1in Europe was
implemented under the guise of anti-Communism.

Another possible reason for U.S. agency 1in the
development of the Cold War was that the Americans had no
choice but "to pursue a consistent policy of economic and
political expansion...because of (thel inner requirements of

American Capitallism".7 Which 1s to say that caplitalism's

need to acquire capltal as a means to acquire more capital

6 Richard Freeland, The Truman Doctrine and the Oriqgins of
McCarthyism, (New York, 1972), pp. 164-165.

7 Lasch, "The Sources of the Cold War," p. 226-227.
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fundamentally required economic expansionism by the United
States. The 1irony of this conclusion 1s that "Communism
(then] really does threaten American interests."8 Though
this view establishes a certain credibllity for Cold Wwar
anti-Communism =-- it then 1is in the national interest to
pursue a pollicy of containment -- one historlan has
suggested that it assumes "far too much good sense" of the
American policy makers at the time.9 In elther case, it s
clear that the development of the "Cold war" was an American
effort to establish a new international order prompted not
by a defense of the ‘free world' or ‘democracy' in a
traditional sense, but rather as a means to support national
economic and political interests. This effort to establish
an lnternatlonal order also demanded certaln changes in the
domestic order.

The death of Roosevelt, and the political vacuum that
resulted, contributed to the emerging changes in the
domestic ldeological environment. Harry Truman was an
entirely different person and politiclan than Roosevelt, and
he had trouble contending with the large political shadow of
the 1late President. 1. F. Stone has suggested that Truman
wvas only able to command respect after he initiated his "get

tough" program with the 8Soviets. As Stone described 1it,

13



"toughness became a mask for wveakness, stubbornness for
strength."10 At a time when the United States had no peers
militarily or economically, it seemed an odd practice for
Truman to ‘get tough' with a Soviet Union that had lost over
tventy million people during the war and was clearly in no
position to present a military threat. Certainly, as sole
possessor of the Atomic Bomb, the U.S. had 1lilttle to fear
militarily from the Russians.1l

But the converse was true for the sSovliets. The
institutionalization of the military industrial complex in
the United States, the aggressive use of economic recovery
plans in Europe and elsevhere as a means to prop up the
domestic American economy, and the rhetoric of anti-
Communism being spewed out by official washington, were all
instrumental in the Soviet Union percelving the West as a
real threat. Not long after the end of the war Stalin, so
thoroughly backed into a corner by the rhetoric of the wvest,
told his people that war with the "capitalists" vas
inevitable.12 That kind of talk £from the leader of the

10 I.F. Stone, The Truman Era, (New York, 1953), p. 17.

11 See Martin J. Shervin, A World Destroyed: The Atomic Bomb
and the Grand Alliance, (New York, 1973).

12 The Soviets had applied for reconstruction assistance
from the United States along with othexr European countries.
The Amerlicans were unvilling to give the Soviets a loan
unless they could control the terms as they had with western
Europe. Washington never replled. Later, Washington -- and
in particular Aarthur Schlesinger Jr. -- argued that the
application for the loan vas misplaced, and were annoyed
that the Soviets couldn't belleve such a thing! See Lasch,
14



Soviet Union clearly played into the hands of the American
policy makers eagerly 1looking to make the Russians a
tangible enemy. In effect, the Amerxicans had said long
enough and loud enough that the Russians were a threat that
thelr fabricated expectation began to come to frultion; the

planted seeds were novw being sown.

II

But does an external policy of anti-Communism
necessarily demand an internal purge of Communists and
‘fellow-travelexrs'? One historlian has arqued that the Cold
War as an external mistrust of the Soviet Union need not
have manifested 1itself in a persecutlon of dissenters at
home.13 Though this may not be entirely the case, the
existence of such an 1internal climate -- one not totally
unconnected with the external policy of anti-Communism, but
having its own self-serving purposes and agenda -- suggests
something about the active independent shaping of the
domestic anti-Communist policy. Like the approach to the
soviets, the 1ldeology of domestic anti-Conmunism was
actively created and shaped by the American leadership, not
out of a defensive fear, but rather out of an aggressive

expansionism. At home 1t was a means to remove all

"Sources of the Cold War"™ 1in The World of Nations, (New
York, 1962), p. Z28.

13 O'Reilly, Hoover and the Un-Americans, p. 169
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dissenting voices £rom American politics and maintain the
status quo for American business.

Part of the effort to create support for the foreign
policy of economic expansionism necessitated the defusing of
organized 1labor's radical past.l4 The end of the wvar
brought prewar labor radicals, and prewar labor concerns,
back to the forefront of the American economic development.
The postwar CIO and AFL had over 14 million members with the
financing to support strikes and organization efforts. 1In
1946 there were major strikes by the UAW at GM, a strike by
400,000 soft-coal miners, and the threat of a total rallroad
stoppage. 107,475,000 man days of work were lost due to the
strikes and it forced the President to take actlion to
undercut the power of the unions. Truman used patriotism

and strong arm tactics as a means to defuse the striker's

14 The labor movement in America made a radical shift to the
right between 1936, when the Congress of Industrial
Organizations was founded, and 1946 when the CIO began its
purge of Communists. The Union's move to the right was the
result of an internal schism encouraged by the Truman
Administration. In 1946 the CIO's executive board
established its demand £for uniformity. Associations with
groups on the left ~- like the National Negro Congress and
the Civil Rights Congress -- were terminated. And much of
the union's political c¢lout was put behind the Truman
Adminjistration and the Marshall Plan. The same was the case
with the less radical AFL. From 1950 onward the "government
could embark on virtually any foreign adventure without a
murmur of dissent from organized labor." See Caute, The
Great Fear, pp. 349-375. See also David M. Oshinsky,
"Labor's Cold War: The CIO and the Communists," 1in Robert
Griffith and Athan Theoharis, The Specter: Original Essays

on the Cold War and the Origins of McCarthyism, (New York,
1974), pp. 116-151.
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radicalism. He threatened to "draft in to the Armed Forces
of the United sStates all workers vho ([werel on strike
against theilr government."1l5 Through legislation like the
Taft-Hartley act, which restricted certain ‘radical!
activities of wunions and also required that the officers
svear that they vere not Communists, the government began a
calculated effort to move the unions to the right.16

“When the attack on the Communists began in the spring
of 1948," observed I.F. Stone a few years before his death,
"it wvas a vay to scare 1liberals away from the Wallace
campalgn."17 Though anti-Communism at home provided a
context for the maintenance of the perceived threat from the
Soviet Unlon abroad, so too did it play off the need to
counteract the Republican accusation that the Truman
administration wvas soft on cCommunism. It provided the
pretext for issuing Executive Order 5835 establishing a

federal loyalty program giving the Attorney General and the

15 Goldman, The Cruclal bDecade, p. 24.

16 For uxample, French Canadlians in Woonsocket Rhode Island,
strong unionists in the thirties, turned against their union
leadership in the postwar patriotism of the forties. By
associating pluralism with the "American way" -- and in this
wvay redefining democracy and freedom -- the Federal
Government was able to manipulate the workers dissent.
"since pluralism meant soclal harmony between Yankee elites
and immigrant workers, and between labor and capital, it
made the struggle for industrial democracy seem
unpatriotic.®™ see Alan Davley, "vhat is to be Said," The
Nation, May 7, 18990, p. 641.

17 The words are 1I.F. Stone's from Andrew Patner, 1.F.
Stone: A Portrajit, (New York, 1988), p. 86.
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FBI the right to compile a list of domestic subversives.
The criterion for investigation, however, was far broader
than membership in the Communist Party. Support for the
Loyalists in the Spanish Civil war, or Civil Rights, or the
United Nations, or even -- as I.F. Stone noted -- support
for third party candidate Henry Wallace, was grounds for
inclusion on this 1ist.18

It Is an intrinsic quality of the FBI that it "takels]
for granted the exlstence of a favorable climate for
revolution in this, the most powerful capitalist country."1$
And certainly with J. Edgar Hoover this had always been the
case. This power to investigate suspected subversives was,
for Hoover, a virtual blank check £for collecting

information.

18 pavid caute, The Great Fear, (New York, 1978), pp. 280-
282. Henry VWallace was a New Dealer for the Roosevelt
administration. After being fired from the Truman
administration he became an outspoken critic of the Truman
anti-soviet policy among other things. Togethexr with othex
ex-nev dealers he founded the Progressives Clitlzens of
America in December of 1946. Wallace began to mount a third
party campaign for the presidency, in part to combat the
policles set by the corporate 1liberals. Concerned that
Wallace would draw off enough support from the democrats to
allow the Republicans to win the election, the Truman
corporate lilberals began to pursue a policy of redbaiting
that would achieve two goals: ‘"destroy Wallace on the left,
wvhile co-opting the anti-communism on the right and refuting
Republican charges that they were soft on Communism." See
Marty Jezer, The Dark Agqes, (Boston, 1982), pp. 78-80.

19 ponner, The Age of Surveillance, p. 1l.
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Where Joe McCarthy wvas brash, brazen, auad daring,
Hoover was always conscious of consequences and careful to
follow certaln speclific guidelines to protect his operation.
And where some have argued that McCarthy merely used anti-
Communism as a means to power, Hoover was unquestionably
anti-Communist/anti-Radical to the core.

Indeed, to say that J. Edgar Hoover was an anti-
Communist is something of a understatement. His 1958 magnun
opus, "The Masters of Decelt®, 1s rlife with an almost
religious hatred of Communism. And unlike the general
pattern of American anti-Communism throughout the £irst half
of the 20th century ~- which fluctuated from hysteria in the
1920's Red Scare to the more congenial period of cooperation
in the late thirties and early forty's Popular Front period
-- Hoover d4id not vacillate with the times. 1In 1919, Hoover
was assigned as a Special Assistant to the Attorney General
of the United states to 1investigate the nevly formed
Communist Party and the Communist Labor Party. He wrote, in
his brief to the Attorney General in 1919, that:

These doctrines [the writings of Marx,

Engels, and Lenin as well as the activities of the

Third Internationall threaten the happiness of the

community, the safety of every individual, and the

continuance of every home and fireside. They I[the

Communists] would destroy the peace of the country

and thrust it into a condition of anarchy and

lawlessness and jmmorality that passes

19



imagination.20

Nearly forty years 1later, 1in 1958, his opinion had not
changed:
Today, as I write these words, my conclusion

of 1919 remains the same. Communism is the major

menace of our time. Today it threatens the very

existence of our Western civilization... It would

strip man of his bellief in God, his heritage of

freedom, his trust in 1love, 3Jjustice and mercy.

Under Communism, all would become, as so many

already have, twentleth century slaves.21

It is by wvirtue of Hoover's 1influence that anti-
Communism in the 50's took on the proportions that it did
wvhen even the FBI recognized that the American Communist
Party (CP) was at an all ¢time 1low in 1lts postwar
membership.22 Paradoxically, Hoover would latter wuse this
low number to suggest that the American CP had conducted its
own purges and that they were now down to a "Hard Core".

The rhetoric of the postwar imbued the American psyche

with a "popular obsession for achieving a total victory over

20 J. edgar Hoover, Masters of Deceit, (New York, 1958),
p. vi.

21 1bid., pp. vi-vii

22 Even by Hoover's own numbers the Communist Party
membership in the United States had declined to only 22,600
by 1955. In 1944 the FBI estimation of membexship was no
more than 64,600, In either case the numbers did not
indicate any mass involvement with the party, at least not
on the basis of membership.
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communism."23 Into this environment, 1largely created by
Hoover and others, Americans projected their £fear of
subversion. So sure that the United States was superior,
and so suxe of 1its wultimate victory over the evil of
Communism, that galns by the Communists were perceived by
the public as Administration losses. Even the Atomic Bomb
"aust" have been stolen by the Sovliets rather than developed
independently. Americans looked to their own institutions
and public works for subversives who must be undercutting
the chances for American victory. J. Edgar Hoover and
Attorney General Tom C. Clark were at the forefront, both
creating the ‘fear' and then developing the mechanisms €for
rooting out these subversive elements.

In his testimony before the Temporary Commission on
Employee Loyalty appointed by Truman to examine the

safequaxds of national security, Attorney General Tom Clark

arqued:

The problem of subversive or disloyal persons
in the government 1Is a most serious one. While
the number of such persons has not as yet reached
serious proportions, there 1is no doubt that the
presence of any in the Government service oxr the
possibility of their entering Government service
are serious matters, and should cause the gravest
concern to those charged with the responsibility
of solving the problem. I do not believe the
gravity of the problem should be welghed in the
light of numbers, but rather from the view of the
serious threat which even one disloyal person
constitutes to the security of the Government of

23 Theoharis, Seeds of Repression, p. 98.
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the United States.24

It 1Is no coincidence that the rise in the power of the
FBI and the rise in the 50's of the "witch hunts" happened
at the same tinme. Prior to World War II the FBI wvas a
relatively obscure Investigative organization primarily
concerned with the violation of federal statutes. However,
under the leadershlp of Hoover, beginning {in 1924, there
wvere increased activities in gathering information on
radical groups. As time progressed, and the organization
became more Iindependent, Hoover began to set the FBI's
agenda according to hls own personal concerns.

It was in the mid-thirties that President Roosevelt
offered Hoover the opportunity to legitimize what he had
been doing £furxtively up to that point. In May of 1934,
Roosevelt ordered the FBI ty investligate the American Nazi
Movement. Later, in 1936, the scope of the investigations
vas widened to include Fascists and Communists. At a
meeting with Roosevelt in 1936 Hoover spent much of his time
impressing upon the President the threat of the Communists,
particularly insofar as they controlled the 1labor
movement.25 Though he lacked the officlal authority to do

so, Hoover Jjumped on the opportunity to collect as much

24 Ibid., p. 104.

25 O'Rellly, Hoover and the UnAmericans, pp. 13-36; Donner,
The Age of Surveillance, pp. 53-54.
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information about Communists as he could, virtually ignoring
"the burgeoning ultra-right movements", and in effect began
establishing the information storehouse that would later
support the ‘Responsibilities Program'.26

In addition to the collected information about
suspected radicals who might be 1involved in sabotage,
esplionage, etc. Roosevelt asked Hoover to investigate
critics of his policles.27 In each instance Hoover took the
opportunity to write a blank check for the survelllance of
‘subversives'.

The Iinvestigative power that Hoover had commanded
during the war was threatened by the peace of 1945. Not
satisfied to curb the 1investigatlive powers that had been
established, he, along with the Attorney General Tom C.

Claxrk, endeavored to continue the wartime investigative

26 Hoover ignored the Fascist movements in the United
States In part because he believed they grew out of
Communist movements. In 1938, before an American Legion
group, he stated that "Fasclism has alwvays grown in the slimy
vastes of Communism, Oour democratic institutions cannot
exist half American and half alien in spirit. Wwe are proud
of our Amexican form of government. If we want to improve
it, we will do it in our way and in our own good time." A
month later at a gathering of the Detroit Economic Club, he
said, "Subverxrsion alien theorles and isms are not only a
drastic contrast to American ways of thinking, feeling and
acting, but they stand for a complete overthrow of
established 1ideals of American 1llfe and phllosophy of
government to which America is dedicated." This is a clear
example of how Hoover was able to separate the social cause
from the groups 1n question by tainting the 1ism with
UnAmericanism. He would 1later try this with the civil
rights movement with limited results.

27 Donnexr, The Age of Surveilance, pp. 23-26.
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procedures. It was the Cold War policy that afforded the
F.B.I. the opportunity to justify not only the protection of
national security through information gathering, but also to
focus attention on the Cold War education of the American
people. There was a consclous effort on the part of the
F.B.I. to "convince the Aamerican people that domestic
Communists and other dlissenters posed a serious threat to
the national security and" that they needed to "influence
the national political debate on the Communist 1ssue."28

Hoover's efforts to manipulate the American people
reflected the fact that the F.B.I. "had little use for the
pluralist myth."29 Hoover saw the Amerlcan people as
objects of manipulation via all available means of
communication. ' 1946, the F.B.I. set out a written policy
that they would:

(1) aild those who hunted subversives 1In and

out of government, (2) aid those who hunted as

well as those who questioned the emerging

McCarthyite politics, and (3) influence the debate

within the 1lilberal community between ‘Flrst-

Amendment extremists' and Cold war liberals who

believed Communist party members were not entitled

to traditional constitutional protections.30

By widely publicizing two security cases following

World War II the FBI and the Attorney General's Office were

28 O'Reilly, Hoover and the Un-Americans, p. 5.
29 I1bid.
30 Ibigd.
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able to Increase the public awvareness about a so-called
‘Communist threat'. The first came in 1945 when the F.B.I.
ralded the offices o0of a 1left-wing journal on east Aslan
affairs called Amerasia. It found there documents that had
been obtalned furtively from the State bepartment, the 0sSs,
and the Navy. The ensulng disclosures to the Congress saw
the formatlion of a special subcommittee to investigate.
¥hat resulted was a challenge to the 1loyalty of state
department employees, The F.B.I., using questlionabhle
sources as fodder, flooded the white house and congress with
reports about "Soviet esplonage cells in the Government."
The lrony of the Amerasia case was that it necessarily did
not involve Communists; in fact it was a political case. It
vas not wunusual at all to have government docunments
furtively being passed to dgroups as a means to express
disapproval vf Lhe government's policles. In this case the
Amerasla Journal was merely protesting the government's
China policy.31 The second case ‘publicized' by the FBI came
vhen revelations wvere made about subversion in the atomic
sSpy ring 1n Canada in 1946. These cases 1n addition to the
labor strikes that were s0 numerous in 1945-46 only

reinforced the FBI concern about radical activities 1in the

country.

31 Athan Theoharis, The Seeds of Repression, (Chicago,
1971), p. 125.
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In July of 1946 the Justice Department in collusion
with the FBI convinced Truman to allow for the wide use of
viretapping. Attorney General Tom C. Clark doctored a
wartime policy paper of Roosevelt for wiretapplng such that
Truman believed he was simply relterating Roosevelt's
policy. Although the FBI could now wiretap at will, the
evidence obtained could not be used in court.

In 1948 Communists in government became a focus agaln
for the congress in session. When a federal Grand jury in
New York refused to hand down indlictments to suspected
Communists ldentified by F.B.I. 1informants, Hoover once
again took matters into his own hands. The F.B.I. began to
feed file information to speclific members of the
investigation committee. The determination of Freshman
congressman Richard Nixon to go after Alger Hiss, whose
credentlals were "impeccable", 1s understandable in light of
the 1informatlion that the F.B.I. was feeding him. Nixon was
being bllled as the "great anti-Communist congressmen" with
the active support of the bureau.32

Hoover was, of course, careful about what information
was leaked. Indeed, even information that was released to
specific congressmen was done in such a way as to ‘'permit
their safe and non-discoverable destructlion."™ 1In Hoover's

"0officlial and Confidential" f£ile on Alger Hiss there wvere

32 O'Rellly, Hoover and the Un-Americans, pp. 106-112.
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three documents ¢t. at suggested to the Secretary of State
that he leak "unsubstantiated and derogatory" information to
certaln conservative congressmen to force Hiss' resignattion.
On each document was Hoover's inscription, "This Memorandum
1s for Administrative Purposes to be Destroyed After Action
1s Taken and Not Sent to Files." The reason for these files
surviving at all was due to clerlical erroxr. Many of the
files pertalning to McCarthy period cases reflect the policy
of destroying documents which might have more readily
exposed the activist nature of the F.B.I.33

By early 1947 the ‘Spectre of Communism' was haunting
American politics; the efforts by Hoover and others 1in the
Justice Department were paying off. 1In an April 7, 1947
memorandum sent to the fifty-two FBI field offlces, Hoover
noted that requests were being "recelved at a greatly
accelerated rate" for information "concerning organizations
and 1individuvals®. He noted almost proudly that this
"appears to be due...to the recent publicity concerning
Communism."34

In June of the following year, it was clear that the
need to set a policy regarding the dissemination of
information was being consldered by the FBI executive

committee. "Hoover had written Assistant to the Dlrector

33 O'Reilly, Hoover and the Un-Americans, pp. 126-128,

34 SAC Letter B 40 From The Director to the field offlces,
April 7, 1947.
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D.M. Ladd asking 1f a proposed policy of Iinformation
dissemination had "been thought through carefully and all
its implications considered." Ladd noted that the
rcelationship with "the local and state police agencies...is
becoming more pronounced as those agencles are increasingly
becoming legitimately interested in...Communist activities."
Ladd suggested that "oublic source information" be
disseminated upon regquest. Public source information was
any information gathered through newspapers, public records,
etc. Ladd was concerned about maintaining the best possible
relationship with the 1lawv enforcement agencies across the
countxy. "In the event of an emergency'® he wrote, "it |is
conceivable that we may be forced to call upon these
agencies for assistance 1f it becomes necessary to effect
the apprehension of all known Party members with In a few
hours." At the bottom of the page Hoover put his
characterlstic approval: "O.K. H."35 On June 17, Hoover
sent a memo to the field offices conflrxming the new
policy.36

Hoover was concerned with the possibility of the FBI

being embarrassed and time and time again emphaslzed that

35 Memorandum to the Director from D.M. Ladd, June 11, 1948.
Subject: Dissemination of Information 1in Bureau Flles --
Cooperation With Law Enforcement Agancles.

36 Memorandum to All Special Agents in Charge from the
Director regqarding Dlissemination of Information in Bureau
Files —-- Relations with Private Organizations and
Individuals, June 17, 1948.
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any Iinformation passed must be done with the expressed
understanding that the FBI would not be named as source.
The "FBI must exercise extreme caution," he wrote, "to avoid
embarrassment."37 In a June 22 memo, Hoover emphasized that
it was '"permissible" to provide public source material to
lav enforcement agencies who requested the 1information.
However, he carefully listed the conditions under which such
information should be disseminated. Repeatedly Hoover
impressed upon his field offlices that the information should
be furnished with the wunderstanding that it was not
"verified by the FBI", that the "requesting agencies have a
definite understanding® that the information provided is to
be "verified by them at its original source" should they
choose to act on it, and again later in the memo, that there
would be "no mention of the FBI"™ and that the "relationship"
between the FBI and the requesting agency "“wlll be kept
strictly confidential."38

iv
Before 1950 it had not been necessary for Hoover to

considexr any more than an ad hoc program of information

37 SAC Letter ¥ 40 to fileld offlces regarding Dissemination
of Information, April 7, 1947.

38 Memorandum to All Special Agents in Charge £from the
Director . regarding Dlissemination of Information in Bureau

Filles -- Cooperation With Law Enforcement Agencies, June 22,
1948.
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dissemination; his authority in the intelligence field had
been uncontested. However, the national sense of fear that
he had wvorked so hard to develop also brought with it an
increase in requests for information. In some respects
Hoover had overachieved; he was not prepared for the wave of
requests and watched disconcertedly as individual states and
other 1intelligence orqganizations set up independent ‘red-
squads'.

The stage was set for the institutionalization of anti-
Communism. The HUAC and other Congressional Committees
continued to serve their purpose as an outlet for Hoover's
information but he needed a centralized and formalized
system where he could control the nationwide acquisition and
dissemination of informatlion. The *‘Responsiblilities

Program' would £il11l that need.
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CHAPTER 11
HOOVER AND THE CONSCIOUS DEVELOPMENT
OF INSTITUTIONALIZED REPRESSION

Something utterly new has taken root in America during
the past generation, a Communist mentality representing a

systematic, purposive, and consclous attempt to destroy
Western civilization and roll history back to the age of

barbaric cruelty and despotism, all in the name of
‘progress'. Evil is depicted as good, terror as Justice,
hate as love, and obedience to a foreign master as
patriotism.

-~ J. Edgar Hooverl

More than any other man, J. Edgar Hoover was
responsible for the development of domestic American anti-
Commmunism and the American political police. The programs
and tactics that he created and employed have been used by
the United 5States Government ever since to guell domestic
unrest, to challenge dissent, and to maintain the status
quo. As can be seen from a discussion of the beginnings of
the ‘Responsibilities Program', Hoover's responsibility in
the making of a politlcal repression machine was central.
We can also see that the creation of a repression machiline
contributed to the culture of repression. That 1s, the RP
contributed to the widening focus of repression that would

eventually ercompass cultural forms and medla.

1 J. Edgar Hoover, Masters of Deceit, (New York, 1958),
p.319,
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At 4:30 in the afternoon on the 12th of February 1951,
seven United States governors representing the Counsel of
State Governments met with FBI head J. Edgar Hoover in
Chicago to discuss the "inadequate coordination in the field
of internal security between State and Federal
governments."2 In the space of an hour and fifteen minutes
these select few people set the stage for a national policy
of government condoned repression. For the next four years,
the FBI -- and almost every State governoxr to a man --
worked willingly, often eagerly, to weed the public sector
of ‘suspected subversives'.

In many respects, the FBI's ‘Responsibilities Program'
vas the first institutionalization of domestic anti-
Communism in postwar America. The ‘Responsibilities
Program' was created for the expressed purpose of
identifying and marginalizing American Communists, radicals,
and fellow travelers. It wvas in addition, however, a
tactical institutionalization of counterrevolution against
all groups opposed to the status quo.

Since the Responsibilities Program was not the £first
government program to sponsor anti-Communist repression, it

needs to be distinguished in a number of ways £from the

2 Memorandum to Mr. Tolson from L.B. Nichols, February 12,
1951.
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Congressional committees that predated it by a dozen years.
Firstly, even during the HUAC's peak of effectiveness it was
almost entirely rellant on the information given to it by
the FBI and the Justice Department. In this regard the
members of the HUAC were still agents of the FBI. Secondly,
the HUAC and its like-minded committees in the Congress and
throughout State government were often used by anti-
Communist politicians, 1like Richard Nixon and Joseph
McCarthy, as a means to consolidate thelr political power.
None of these politiclans pursued a programmatic effort to
eliminate Communists, but rather publicized each attack for
its intrinsic political value. Thirxrdly, though the FBI was
only an information gathering organization with no authority
to prosecute, it still controlled the flow of information
and thus, to a great extent, controlled who would be
attacked or purged. To this extent, each of the government
sponsored attacks on subversives before the Responsibilities
Program was sponsored ultimately by the FBI in an ad hoc
fashion. The House Committee on Un-American Activitles
certainly deserves the derision it has received; however, as
FBI flles are slowly released through the Freedom of
Information Act, the degree to which the HUAC was an agent
of Hoover becomes nore and more apparent. The
Responsibilities Program was unique in that Hoover and the
FBI centralized and formalized the means by which the

pexsecution of ‘subversives' took rlacec.
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It was also unique insofar as it involved so many of
the United States' elected leadership. It is now clear that
nearly every Governor in the Unlted States was part of the
extensive network. Familliar pollitical leaders 1llke Adlal
Stevenson, Thomas Devey, and most disturbingly -- as will be
discussed in a subseguent chapter -- Earl Warren, were as
deeply 1inveolved 1in the purging process as Joseph McCarthy,
Roy Cohn, or Richard Nixon.

The tactics that J. Edgar Hoover and Attorney General
Tom C. Clark had utilized in bringing the ‘Communist
menace' to the forefront of public concern had moxe than
paid off. In a relatively few years the internal Communist
threat had become a mania throughout the United States. By
1950 the increasing fear of subversion had become political
fodder for many U.S. Governoxrs.

At the Governors Conference in January of 1951 -- Jjust
before the meeting with Hoover -- many U.S. Governors
expressed great concern about the possibility of Communists
in government service or working in munitlions factories. In
particular they expressed concern about their 1lack of
knowledge regarding "Communists, known to the FBI, engaged
in manufacturing war materials in their states."3

In Pennsylvania the state police had already started an

Independent red-squad that, to Hoover's great dismay, would

3 Memorandum to the Attorney General from J. Edgar Hoover,
February 3, 1951.
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not cooperate with the FBI insofar as gliving them acquired
information. "“The State Police," wrote the head of the
Philadelphia FBI office in a January 29, 1951 memo to
Hoover, "have declined to furnish Iinformation £rom thelr
aubversive files to the Bureau."4 Pennsylvania was not alone
in the states Rights movement for 1independent security
programs. At the same Goveirnors meeting 1in January,
Governor Val Peterson of Nebraska argued "that matters
concerning security belng reported to the FBI, was not
binding on the States and that 1t was up to the States to
develop thelr own investigations of Communists and
particularly of Communists who were employed in (vital
manufacturingl! Plants."S Peterson was quickly seconded by
Governors Beardsley of Iowa, Carver of Delawvare, and the
Governor of Wyoming,

This trend concerned Hoover a great deal. "I am of the
firm opinion," he wrote in a February 3, 1951 memo to the
Attorney General, "that it would be highly undesirable, and
that irreparable harm could result £from providing the
Governors of the States speclific 1information relating to
Communists in Industry of the State government, or other

subversive information" which would rxrisk being "out of [ourl

4 Memorandum to the birector from Philadelphia SAC, Januvary
29, 1951,

5 Memoxandum to D.M. Ladd from A.H. Belmont, February 5,
1951,
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control." He belleved that the release of such information
would "set a dangerous precedent" that would require similar
actlons be done for "“Congressional Committees, State
legislative investigative committees, and other
organizations and persons."6 At face value, Hoover appears
to have based hils concern on a fear that such dissemination
of information would risk the abuse of "civil rights". Upon
closer reading, hovever, it 1is clear that Hoover was
primarily concerned about losing control of the process of
dissemination. Two years later in an Office Memorandum,
Assistant to the Director Nichols wrote that in 1951 the FBI
vas "confronted with the proposition of either having (the
FBI's] files opened up with no controls belng imposed, or
working out an arrangement with the Governors Conference."?7
Since 1945 Hoover had, in conjunction with the Justice
Department, been involved with the effort to 1increase the
"internal securlty" through the dissemination of
information.8 But up until that time it had been an ad hoc
program that Hoover had controlled uncontested by other
intelligence groups. The need to organize a specific

program that centralized and formalized the dissemination

6 Memorandum to the Attorney General from J. Edgar Hoover,
February 3, 1951.

7 Office Memorandum to Tolson from Nichols December 7, 1953.

82Athan Theoharis, Seeds of Repression, (Chicago, 1971), pp-.
123-14s.
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had not been necessary and, in fact, not entlirely possible.
In the years following the World War 1II Hoover had
established general guidelines £or his fleld offices for
dealing with lnformation requests. In 1947, Hoover sent
memos to the 52 fleld offlices stating the Bureau's policy
regarding the dissemination of information. At that time he
was concerned for the reputation of the FBI.9 This concern
about possible Bureau embarrassment only became more acute
as Hoover's campalgn of internal security took hold of the
popular imagination. By 1951 concern on the part of the
State Governors had grown to the point where they bellieved
that they needed more information on the people they were
hiring.

In response to the Governor's actions, Hoover
recognized that he had to act quickly in oxder to centrallize
the collection and dissemination of information. He chose
to use a scheduled meeting with the Governor's
representatives as an opportunity to consolidate hls power
over Iinformation control. For a full month Hoover had his
field agents collect data on state Governors who were in the

process of setting up their own state level investigative

committees.l0

9 SAC letter # 40, from Hoover to all fleld offices, April
7, 1947.

10 Hoovexr had numerous Governors investigated in order that

he would have the best bargaining position at thelr meeting
on the 12 of February 1951.
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Though the FBI had no power to act on information
gathered, it increasingly became the "clearing house for
information effecting the 1nternal securlty of the United
States," as Hoover noted in the midst of the
Responsibilities program in 1953.11 He understood the power
it implied. As Hoover talked to the Governors on that
winter evening in Chicago he must have been keenly aware of
the opportunity.

At the meeting Governor Frank Lausche of Ohio was the
leading representative of the Governor's committee and was
in charge of presenting the Director with the collective
concerns of the Governors. Other executive members present
vere Elbert N. Carvel of Delaware, Gordon Browning of
Tennesee, Fredrick G. Payne of Malne, and Sherman Adams of
New Hampshire. Sitting 1in on the meeting were Governors
Walter J. Kohler of Wisconson, Adlal Stevenson of 1Illinois,
and Frank Bane, who was the Executive Secretary.

Governor Lausche began the meeting by stating the
concern on the part of the Governors about the poor state of
coordination with the Federal government on the matter of
internal security. He suggested that a plan should be
established, that the Governors from time to time needed to
"secure information" on individuals they were considering

hiring. Hoover sald he was "very glad" to have the chance

11 Revisions to Section 5 Dissemination of Information £rom
the FBI to all the field offices, January 3, 1953.
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to speak to the Governors. Given the f£loor, he "discussed
in some detall" the general position of the Communist party
in the United States. They were down to a "hard core" he
sald, but because of "the war {Koreal" they were a greater
threat than ever. If the "present situation" was going to
be won, it would be on the "home front, and that the hone
front must remaln inviolate."12

Though the meeting was called in response to the
concern that employees in the munitions industries or those
employees who worked in defense industry might pose a threat
of sabotage, it did not take long for Governor Carvel of
Delavare to express concern about "Communism in our colleges
and Universities." Interestingly, Hoover was reluctant to
respond. Latexr in the meeting he rejected the blacklisting
of Professors and school teachers fearing a public backlash.
For the moment, Hoover was primarily concerned with those
public employees who worked 1in the public sector that
‘might' engage in sabotage and espionage. As far as
subversive educators were concerned, he told the governors
that the Bureau would be willing to help in "some instances"
by giving out ‘Ypublic source material" in the event of a
request. Hoover would not offer information €£rom the

confidential files, which was information gathered through

12 Memorandum to Mr. Tolson from L.B. Nichols, February 12,
1951.
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*technical surveillance, microphones, and confidential
informants."13

sti1ll, Hoover was anxious to get the Governors “on
line" for a centralized program and continued to hammer away
at the Communist threat to the nation. He used charts to
demonstrate the strength of the Communists state by state
and then district by district. He expressed his distaste
for what he called "Hysteria and World War II vigilantes" in
the fight against communism.l14 This was indicative, in part,
of Hoover's inclination to be cautious and calculated, bﬁt
it was more indicative of the 1mage he was trying to convey
about the folly of a program not centrally organized. He
impressed wupon the Governors that he had already developed
the "security index program" which was a means to keep tabs
on the "4,463 most poiuntially dangerous" subversives. The
program was designed such that these subversives could be
arrested "within one hour after the order [(was]l given."15
It was from the Security Index Program that Hoover proposed
to develop what was to become the Responsibilities Program.

As the meeting ended the Governors asked the Director
what they should say to the press. They were encouraged to

say that they had ‘'conferred with the Director for the
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purposes of determining how better to carry out the
Presldential directives on internal security.®1l6 In one
short sentence Hoover had legitimized the meeting by tying
it in with the President's program while at the same time
centralizing its focus.
Immedlately following the meeting with the Governors
Hoover sent a memorandum to the 52 FBI field offices:
I pointed out to the Governors <that should
any of them ever have a special problem, he should
conmunicate either with the SAC [the field officel
covering his districl or with me, that we would
check and see what information we had on the
individual, that it was entirely possible we might
be in possession of information which the Governor
or his representative could secure, just as well
as we did, of a public source character and which
might then be used by the Governor to make his own
investigation.17
This established a centralized control for the
channeling of information through the FBI. But once Hoover
recognized the degree to which he controlled information,
the Responsibilities Program soon expanded its focus.
It had been the Governors who pushed for the
investigation of ‘subversive' educators. And repeatedly
Hoover had resisted an all out 1investigation, concerned

about the possible backlash of public opinion. However, his

consent to take each indivildual request by the Governors and

16 Ibigd.

17 Memorandum to all fileld offices from the Director SAC
letter # 17, February 13, 1951.
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see if public source information existed gave some leverage
for the Governors to investigate, but also acted as a
testing ground for further actlon.l18

Meanvhile, the FBI executives wasted 1ittle ¢time in
establishing a review of the Security Index File for
suspected subversives working in ‘vital' industrles.

If we conslder the fact that the Bureau is
responsible for the Iinternal security of the

country as a whole [wrote Belmont to Ladd in a Feb
13, 1951 memol and that the facllities in question

are public utilitles serving large portions of the

people, it is plain that we have a responsibility

to the people to place on guard those responsible

for the protection of the facllities when we have

information of a subversive nature affecting

them.19
On that same day a memorandum was sent to the field offlces
requesting a review of the Security Index Flle "to secure
the names of those subjects presently employed in the public
utilities outside of the Vital Facilities 1list for the
purposes of confidentially furnishing their identities to
the approprlate local authorities."20

The memorandum emphasized the importance of
disseminating information on a "confidential basis" to the
State Governor. And then, interestingly, the memo stated

that ‘'"confldential informants and sources should not be

18 Memorandum to Tolson from L.B. Nichols.
19 Memorandum to D.H. Ladd from Belmont, February 13, 1951.
20 Ibid.
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disclosed and whenever possible public source information
should be stressed." This 1left open the possibility of
using non-public sources 1if the specific case deemed it
necessary. The memo ended with t*he instruction that
"information 1is to be furnished orally and a written record
is to be maintalned 1in your office reflecting the
information gliven with the date and person to whom
furnished."

Following the review, 1t did not take long for the
field offlces tou respond wilh names to be glven to the
governors., One of the filrst to reach the FBI headquarters
was typical of many to come:

He [the subversive 1In question] has been
identified by reliable sources as having been a
member of the Communist Party. There 1is no
indication at the present time that he his a
member of the Communist Party, but he is very open
in his pralse of Russia and his criticism of the
United States. He was recently reporxrted by a
fellow workman as being pro-Communist and as
having made critical statements of the United

States in connection with the Korean situation and
defending the Russian Government.21

In the entlire four year program, it was not unusual for
the field offices to uncover no real evidence of subversion.
To the extent that Hoover needed the threat of numbers to

maintain the momentum of fear, this presented a problemn.

This was overcome by changing the way 1in which the

21 Memorandum to the Director from Portland SAC, March 14,
1951.
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subversive threat was understood. Hoover was fond of
pointing out that the number of Bolsheviks involved 1in the
October Revolution of 1917 were a relative few and the
American Communists 1in 1947 were larger in number.
Eventually, Hoover would stop publishing the Communist
membership numbers altogether, while at the same time
suggesting that the declining numbers were in fact a sign of
strength, that membership had gone underground and become
even more secretive! Indeed, part of Hoover's success in
publicizing the "“Communist threat" -- and a means to
increase the ‘numbers' involved in the threat -- was to
establlish that such Communist associations, past or present,
meant that the 1individual was ‘talinted'. Thus 1t was of
little lmportance that a person may have been a member of
the Communist Party for a short time years before; all
people and organizations that the ‘tainted' person came into
contact with were now ‘tainted' as well,

It was also the separation of subversives from a social
cause that contributed to Hoover's success. By so
separating them it was implied that the person was either
"duped" or an "agent" of a forelign power. Once the soclal
basis for membership was dispensed with, the "“agitator" --
and not the movement -- was the threat to the stability of
the status quo.22

22 Donner, The Aqe of Surveillance, p. 14. This practice

continued well 1into the seventies, The Illinois Crime

Investigation Commission issued a report on the Students for
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Finally, by eventually consldering educators for
investigation Hoover could both add@ to the fear, as
educators were 1in contact with the ‘vulnerable' young, and
pad the numbers of subversives. The Philadelphia office was
particularly concerned about the possibility of subversive
educators. They felt that the Pennsylvania Act of 1939,
which forbade subversives from being employed by the city,
vas a base from which to develop a nation wide program. But
Hoover's reluctance continued. He wrote back that "it is
not desired that public schools or private Iinstitutions of
learning be considered public utilitlies of public
organization."23

During April the 1leadership of the FBI had begqun to
change its mind. 1In a policy letter to Hoover, D.M. Ladd
suggested that the school 1issue was too important not to

address:

In connection with Communist elements in the
educational field, it is our opinion that we
should furnish 1information to state Governors

a Democratlc Soclety. Its contents were "replete with
dossiers, photographs, personal letters, dlaries, and
documents relating to the SDS figures with whom it purported
to be primarily concerned..." The released file's intentlon
vas for the purpose of bringing "punitive exposure [(to]
intelligence targets and as part of a nationwide
intelligence mobilization against young radicals." So the
process of identifying and marginalizing dissenters by
tagging them as ‘agltators' wvas intended to remove the
students basis for dissent from their actions. See the
above cited, p. 5n.

23 Memorandum to Philadelphla SAC from Hoovex, April 16,
1951.
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concerning Communists who are connected with state
operated colleges and Unliversities. However, ve
feel that we should not volunteer information
regarding Communists in private institutions or
public schools. If you agree, thls policy will be
followved in the future.24

Oon the bottom of the Memo Hoover scrawled a characterlistic
"OK H."

On April 27, 1951 the Executives Conference of the FBI,
inciuding Ladd, Clegg, Harbo, Rosen, Mohr, Sizoo, and
Belmont, met to consider the possibility of disseminating
information about Communists in the public school systems.
Jointly they prepared a memo that argued educators should
now be included in the ‘Responsibllities Program,'
conditional on Hoover's approval.

It wvas polnted out (at the meeting) that the
educational fleld is considered a prime target by

the cCommunist Party because it reaches the youth

of our nation. A dally contact of teachers with

pupils forms a close assocliation and enables the

teachers to effectively control the thlnking of

the pupils and thus insidiously instill into the

minds of children the Communist Party line. It

wvas pointed out that because of this the FBI may

be considered to have a responsibility to advise

responsible 1local officials of the identities of

Comnunist in the schools.

Later in the memo the executlve conference expressed
concern that that the "educational field is probably one of
the most controversial and independent fields in existence."

And as such they should be careful, as "“any attempt to

24 Memorandum to the Director £rom D.M. Ladd, April 11,
1951.
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remove public school teachers based on information by the
FBI could be twisted by the Communist Party and Iits
sympathizers 1into an endeavor by the FBI to control the
thinking in the educational £field.™ The grxoup felt,
however, that slince the public had "now become educated to
the dangers of Communism... the public would now back up the
dissemination of such information by the FBI." Certainly,
they argued, there would be occasional "“flare-backs" but
careful choice of who would recelve the disseminated
information would minimize the risk. Again, at the bottom
of the Memo was Hoover's "OK. H.,* It is telling that the FBI
should think the students so susceptible to manipulation.25
As a means to disseminate information about teachers
and professors, the FBI had its fleld offices investigate
the 1local 1laws regarding subversives in the employ of the
state. In Philadelphia agents reported on the provisions of
Act of 1939 which forbade "subversive activity" on the part
of teachers.26 The Governor of the State, like many others
across the country, was more than willing to establish
restrictive state laws that the FBI could use to against
subversive educators. But, public resistance was stlll a

problem. Pennsylvania Governor Fine was shocked by the

25 Memorandum to the Director £from the FBI Executive

Conference regarding the Responsibilitles of the FBI in the
Internal Security Field, April 30, 1951.

26 Memorandum to the Director from Philadelphia SAC, May 25,
1951.
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resistance of state offlclals to the passing of anti-
Communist legislation. "I earnestly urge," he sald to the
Pennsylvanla General Assembly, "that the Justice Department
of the State, which recommends passage of the nmentlioned
loyalty Bill now in the house, be given adequate weapons to
cope wilth the menace of international Communist conspiracy."
His concern was about the state's "red and pink" teachers
having "influence over our children."27 But the 1laws did
exist. In Maryland there was the "Ober Law" which "required
state and municipal employees, including school teachers, to
silgn a loyalty oath."28 5o, too, did Texas and California
have laws that requlred loyalty oaths.29 Governor lodge of
Connecticut was disturbed by the resistance to similar
legislation, asking for a loyalty oath "largely from College

and University Professors."30

27 "Fine Urges Loyalty Path To Oust Red Teachers,"
Philadelphia Inquirexr, p. 19, July 13, 1951.

28 Memorandum to the Dlrector from Baltimore SAC, June 16,
1951.

29 In California, Governor Earl Warren instituted the 1950
Levering Act. This act made all public employees ‘civil
defense workers' and gave them 30 days to sign an affidavit
that swore that for the 1last five years they had never
"advocated the violent overthrow [of the United States] nor
belonged to any organization that did." After 1953, all
state employees had to answer all and any questions put to
them by state agencies and leglislative committees or «risked
dismissal. See Caute, The Great Fear, p. 341.

30 Memorandum to the Director from New Haven SAC, June 25,
1951,
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Late in 1951, the executive committee had set into
policy the intention to spread their hunt £further than
Communists. The investigation into the New York City Police

Department reveals the change in focus. In a memo sent to
D.M. Ladd from A.H. Belmont it was suggested that the New
Yoxk Office be furnished with £ive secparate 1lists of
"individuals who are alleged to be elther members of the

Communist Party ox sympathetic to the Communist Party
novement.” The heading of the lists were as follows:

l) Members believed to be Communists

2) Members suspected of being Communist
Sympathizers

3) Members affiliated with organizations
sympathetic to or dominated by the Communist Party

4) Members who have signed Communist Party
petitions

S) Probationary Patrolmen who were members of
the Communist Party, or wvere at one ¢time or
ancther involved in organizations which had
Communist tendency3l
The scope of the program expanded quickly. The
Washington Office wvas receliving numerous requests to
disseminate information, and with few exceptions Hoover
granted all requests. His confidence in the success of the
program only increased when he recelved 1letters from
political leaders who wvere grateful for the FBI assistance.
In addition to thanking you for giving us
this information (wrote an unidentified person to
Hoover late in 19511 I am urging that whenever

there is unfavourable information about any of our
enployees we shall appreciate hearing about it

31 Memorandum to D.M. Ladd from A.H. Belmont.
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even though we may not be able to use the
information in the form of a direct charge against
the individual concerned. We are, of course, very
eager to have assurance that our employees are

100% loyal.

Oon the bottom of the letter, Hoover wrote: "This shows [the]
value of our procedure in making such information available
to responsible local officlals. H."32

Having included educators in the program, and having
widened the focus of ‘subversive' behavior, and finally
having won the cooperation of the U.S. Governors, Hoover had
effectively established a formal anti-Communist network
throughout the United States.

In the genesis of the RP were also the seeds of other
repressive programs and tactics and even attitudes that have
permeated the American soclal and political structure until
the present. As stated at the beginning of this chapter,
the creation of a repression machine also contributed to the
culture of repression. That is, the RP contributed to the
videning focus of repression that would eventually encompass
cultural forms and media. This was evident 1in the role

played by the intellectuals.

32 Letter to Hoover from a source blacked out by the FBI,
October S, 19S51.
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CHAPTER I1I1I
LIBERAL ANTI-COMMUNISM AND THE INTELLECTUALS
They were going so fast they overshot thelr mark, but
towards the dawn they found themselves in some pretty falr
pastureland slightly to the Right of center... Bugles
blared, enlisted men stood at attention, censors swung great

pots of diabolofuge, and the chief ideologue christened the
place vital Center.

~- Dalton Trumbol

J. Edgar Hoover was supported by a 1liberalism which
defended "an approach to internal security that encouraged
the delegation of authority to a strong central domestic
intelligence agency."2 Liberals wanted to remove internal
security matters from the legislative committees and give it
to the "best professional counteresplonage agency [they
could] get to protect [thel]l national security."3 Liberxals
condoned the idea that a "man might be jaliled not for
something he did but for something it was thought he might
do."4 To better undexrstand the Iintellectual environment
wvithin which Hoover was allowed to operate, it is important

to examine briefly the role and position of 1liberal

1 Dpalton Trumbo, "Honor Bright and All That Jazz," in The
Time of the Toad, (New Yoxk, 1972), p. 143.

2 William W. Keller, The Liberals and J. Edgar Hoover,
(Princeton, 1989}, p. 29.

3 Arthur M. Schlesinger, Jr., The Vvital Center, (New York,
1949), p. 129.

4 I.F., Stone, Polemics and Propheclies, (Boston, 1971), PP.
9-10.
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intellectuals, civil rights groups, and liberal politiclans
and their relationship to Hoover in the rise of anti-
Communism. It 1is also important to emphasize their role in
order to better appreciate the antl-Communist consensus that
existed between the 1liberals and conservatives in the
American political spectrum. The RP found 1its 1ideological
Justiflcation 1in the thinking of post-war intellectuals and

thelr quest for political power.5

I
As has already been noted, the liberal notion of state
securlity was born in the Roosevelt years with the ascendancy

of the FBI as a de facto political watchdog agency. The

5 To underscore my understanding of Liberals and Liberalism
in the McCarthy Era, a clarification should be made at this
juncture. This study recognlizes that the liberal position,
ideologically, in the fifties -- a position that
demonstrated the liberals' fascination with manipulation and
power -- was no aberratlion of the times. There are a number
of works which 1identify the manipulative tendency 1in
liberalism as early as the Progressive Era. What was so
profound and unique in the McCarthy period was the
consolidation of the liberals"® control over soclial

structures, political and cultural. It was this
consolidation that preciplitated the Y"end of ideology®
1decloqgy. One particular work that is able identify and

understand the liberal ideoloqy in the Progressive Era |is
James Welnstein, The Corporate Ideal in the Liberal State,
1900-1918, (Boston, 1968). As VWeinstein puts 1it, the
"confusion over what liberalism means and who liberals are
iIs deep-seated in American society...In large part this is
because of the change in the nature of liberalism from the
individualism of laissez faire in the nineteenth century to
the social control of corporate 1liberalism 1in the
twentlieth." For an additional discussion of 1liberalism in
the Progressive Era see, Charles Forcey, The Crossroads of
Liberalism, (London, 1961).
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success of Hoover and Attorney General Clark in asserting
the omnipotence of the International Communist Movement
reflected 1itself 1in legislation proposed by liberals and
conservatives throughout the late forties and early fiftles.

Restrictive leglislation was a logical extension of the
liberal understanding of internal security. Liberals shared
the conservatives' basic assumption about the Communist
threat, but they supported an Iinstitutionallzed anti-
Communism. Since the FBI had already complled a list of
subversives, it seemed a natural choice to look to Hoover.
This was also politically expedlent, for it would take anti-
Communism out of the politically minded congress and make it
an administrative function. By glving it to the FBI, they
had largely achieved their goal.

The Emergency Detention Act (EDA) served this end by
suggesting an administrative apparatus for pursuing
Communists. The EDA necessitated the identification of
potential subversives and a continuous f£low of Iinformation
about their whereabouts and intentions. This was intended
to act as a preventative measure in the event of an actual
conflict with the Russlans. The EDA, however, was notably
vague in a number of areas. In particular it did not
specifically 1identify what constlituted a subversive threat.
It left that decision to the administrator 1in charge -~
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namely Hoover.6

The EDA was introduced by liberal Senators on September
6, 1950. 7In it was a general statement about Communism and
its threat to the United States. Communism was found to be
a '"revolutionary political movement whose purpose 1t is, by
treachery, decelit, 1infiltration... esplonage, sabotage,
[and] terrorism... to establish a Communist totalltarian
dictatorship in all the countries of the world through the
nedium of a single vorld-wide Communist poltitical
organization.” The EDA's intent was to provide for the
detention, 1in the event of an emergency, of those people
considered by the Attczney General to be 1involved in an
organization that conspired to overthrow the government by
violent means. 1Insofar as it 1dentlfied the threat as
Communism, this position differed 1little from the position
of the conservatives. And, in fact, the EDA eventually was
passed by the U.S. Congress as part of the Internal Security
Act of 1950 which wvas the leglslative child of conservative
Senator McCarran.

Where the liberals and the conservatives parted company
wvas 1In the conservative Insistence that Communists and
Communist front organizations be registered and controlled

and possibly outlawed. Ironically, this position was not

6 See Keller, The Liberals and J. Edgar Hoover, pp. 55-64.
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only opposed by the 1liberals but by Hoover as well.7
Hoover's position may not have been as contradictory as (it
might seem, however. By supporting the refusal to register
Communists, he could reserve the power of "making a 1list"
for himself. A blank check for investigations was far more
attractive to Hoover than a specified policy which the
conservative plan would have called for. Because of the
vagaries and inconsistencies of the 1liberals' policy on
intexrnal security, Hoover was able to give the FBI a virtual
free hand in the pursult of subversives, vhereas the
consexrvative plan would have curtailed Hoover's ability to
pursue certain goals.8

Hoover's new povers dramatically curtailed Communist
activities. Making anti-Comnmunism an administrative
function, however, also reinforced the notion of Communism
as a monolith, and thus, any leftist association became
inmmediately suspect. Reading leftist authors, or becoming a
member of a civil 1rights or peace organization, vere
perxceilved as a threat to the national security. When the
"excesses" of Hoover's actions in the RP became apparent to
the 1llberals in late 1954, they generally missed the fact
that it was a natural outgrowth of thelr policy rather than

an oddity by an overzealous head of the FBI.

ibid., p. 31n.

@

ibid., p. 31.
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II

That anti-Communism was accepted by liberal clrcles is
clear in an examination of the American Civil Liberties
Union. The ACLU was literally torn in two by the shifting
understanding of anti-Communism; it stands as a graphic
example of the developing ‘non-Communist' left or ‘Vital
Center',

The splintering of the ACLU began quietly enough in
1939 with a behind doors nmeeting between Martin Dies,
chairman of the nev House Committee on Un-American
Activities, and Morris Ernst and Arthur Garfield Hays,
lawvyers for the ACLU. Dies had earlier that year attacked
the ACLU as a Communist infiltrated group. Although there
was no proof that a deal between Dies and the ACLU had been
struck, on 7 May 1940 Elizabeth Gurley Flynn was removed
from *the ACLU board for being a member of the Communist
Party even though she had been recently re-elected with
public knowledge of her membership. Dles, in turn, issued a
statement retracting his suggestion that the ACLU wvas a
subversive organization. By 1951 the ACLU, defender of
civil liberties, included in its constitution opposition ¢to

Comnmunism.9 Though never actlvely working agalnst

9 The ACLU spent much of the forties and fifties £lip-

flopping on sensitive issues. Though the ACLU opposed the

Smith act of 1940 they refused to involve themselves in the

original legal battle ox the later appeals. W¥hen the

McCarthy Era entered f£full swing in the early fifties, the
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Communists, the ACLU was ambivalent in its protection, and
it wvas this that led to a split in the organization.

When, 1in the fall of 1953, the ACLU failed to come to
the defense of philosopher-philanthropist Corliss Lamont
vhen he was subpoenaed to testify before the HUAC, Lamont
resigned and formed a new civil liberxtlies group called the
Emergency Civil Libexrties cCommittee. Other "Libertartan
stalwarts" 1llke Thomas Emerson, H.H. Wilson, Carey
McWilliams, and I.F. Stone also left the ACLU and joined the
ECLC. In the words of I.F. Stone, the basic bellef of the
group was that "if you weren't going to defend the rights of
Communists and Trotskyists, then you vere making a
fundamental breach of the First Amendment that would have

great harm."10 Though non-Communist, the ECLC would

ACLU backed awvay from more sensitive Communist issues. In
the 1late fiftlies the ACLU approved a pollcy that recognized
the rights of Unions to remove Communists from their =rolls.
They also, by virtue of their silence, approved of the
Government's immigration policy to deny citizenship or
permanent residence status to Communists. A further example
wvould be their dramatic reversal of policy when the Korxean

wWar began. The ACLU, up until that time, had been a
pacifist organization which defended the rights of
conscientious objectors. However, at the outbreak of wvar

they reversed themselves and "rescinded 1its opposition ¢to
military conscription.” See Mary S. McAuliffe, "The American
Civil Liberties Union During the McCarthy Years," in
Griffith and Theoharis, The Spectre, pp. 154-170. See also

Victor S. Navasky, Naming Names, (New York, 1980), pp. 48-
49.

10 The words are I,F. 8Stone's 1n Patner, I.F. Stone: A
Portrait, p. 115.
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continually be suspected as subversive for its "anti-antl-
Conmunism".11l

Because the ACLU spent much of the fifties internally
divided over its puxpose and position in the McCarthy Era,
it "faltered in its defense of civil 1iberties and
contributed, 1in part, to the national hysteria over
Comnmunism."12 Indeed, the irony of the ACLU's Freedom of
Information Act sult was that 1t later revealed that members
were routinely exchanging information with the FBI. Morris
Ernst, "who called himself ‘Hoover's lawyer,' alerted the
FBI to anti-FBI sentiment among the ACLU members and to the
plans of some of them to attack the bureau."13 Exrnst's
concern about McCarthyism, like the concern of the liberal
congressmen who supported the EDA, led him to support an
institutionalized -~ thus theoretically depoliticized --
anti{-Communisn.

In December of 1953 Ernst spoke with aAssistant to the
Director Nichols, Nichols reported to Hoover that Ernst

"felt now was a propitious time to advocate [a] Commission

11 Navasky, Naming Names, p. 56; Lasch, "The Cultural Cold
War," p. 86. This term was coined by Arthur Schlesinger,
Jr.

12 McAullffe, "The Amer:can Civil Liberties Union During the
McCarthy Era," p. 175,

13 Navasky, Naming Names, p. 5S1. See also Donner, The Aqe
of Surveillauce, pp. 144-147. "Ernst's courtship [of
Hoover] too. the form of ‘My dear Edgar...for your eyes
alone' lelters.."
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concept for the purpose of 1looking into the Communist
situation which would serve the purpose of counteracting
McCarthyism." Ernst then "stated (that] he had made great
inxoads in certain liberal circles for wiretapping
legislation in that he would place the responsibility in the
Attorney General," though after some thought he felt that
the "Supreme Court should appoint a prosecutor who would
issue +the authority."14 That the ACLU abandoned the
principles £for which 1t was founded and joined the FBI {n
this endeavor suggests much about the change 1in the
politlical climate of Amerlca, but also -- and perhaps more

fundamentally -- a change in the cultural and intellectual

climate as well.

III

Though its effects may never be fully appreclated, the
collapse of 1intellectual dissent helped to 1ingrain the
exclusionary ideology of the ‘Vital Center'. Historlans |in
this period carry a heavy weight of responsibility for their
zole as activist/cheerleader for the present order rather
than for intellectual values. As E.P. Thompson has pointed
out, "it is true that the shape of cultural history Iis
decided by minorities... and it was the default of the

disenchanted which gave to Natopolitan (anti-Communist/ pro-

14 Office Memoxrandum to Tolson from Nichols Decembexr 7,
1953.
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Capitalist) Iideology 1its form."15 1In the process of this
values realignment, Iintellectuals ~- in the thirtlies a
strong center for dlssent -- chose a number of forums to
disseminate the new truth. Both the FBI and the CIA were
instrumental in developing and cultivating this new
intellectual position.16

The Congress for Cultural Freedom was established in
1950 as a means to confront Soviet eastern Europe with
‘pragmatic truth' designed to expose communism's 1ldeological
flaws. It was here that the "end-of~ideology" ideology was
first expressed as a working means for understanding the new
order. This new ‘pragmatic' approach to soclety dismissed
‘*1dealistic' ideology as bankrupt.

Austrian Franz Borkenau, a speaker at the conference,

argued that the fallures of llberalism had encouraged the

15 E.P. Thompson, "Outside the Whale," in E.P. Thompson, The
Poverty of Theory and Other Essays, (New York, 1978),
p. 231. "Thelir £flight from Humanism did not take place in
some vacant lot but in the whale of Western Capitalism." 1In
other words Thompson 1is placing the rise of the anti-
Communist intellectuals into thelr proper context -- which
is 1in the «rise 1in post-war capltalist expansionism. The
intellectuals argue not from a position of ‘'"self-interest"
bur rather from "despair." They are able to retard "the
forces of change" by calling upon their own dissenchantment
as proof of determined failure. 1In the process, howvever,
they throv the baby out with the bath water. They become
Yapologists" for the present order and castligate as
fooihardy those who ponder progressive possibilities. See
Crossman, The God That Falled, for a good example of this.

16 For a brief discussion of the CIA involvement in such
operations see Donner, The Aqe of Surveillance, pp. 268-
275.
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development of totalitarianism. In the twenties and
thirties, intellectuals turned to Communism as a means to
understand the collapse of 1liberalism.17 Hovever, as
Communism expanded, the resistance to It as an 1ideology
grewv. In this context, the intellectuals who were ex-
Communists saw themselves as the critlcs best equipped to
examine and explain the faillures of communism.18

The irony of thelr attacks on communism "requires no
special powers of dlscernment to see that thelr attack...
expressed 1tself in formulations that were themselves
derived from the cruder sort cf Marxist cant."19 "The
defense of freedom merged imperceptibly with the dogmwatic
attack on ‘historical materialism,' which, in another
context, has done s0 much to Iimpede historical and
socliological scholarship in the period of the cold war."20

In America this new political pragmatism developed into

17 For a good discussion of the nature of radicalism and
ideology in the Thirties, as well as the changing
understanding of 1liberalism, see Richard Pells, Radical
Visions and American Dreams, (New York, 1973). In
particular see pages 125-140 for a discussion of Marxism 1in
the thirties and how it helped to explain the failure of
"liberalism" for many intellectuals.

18 Christopher Lasch, "The Cultural Cold War," in The Agony
of the American Left, (New York, 1966), pp. 63-69. See also
Richard Crossman, ed., The God That Failed.

19 Lasch., p. 67.

20 Ibid., p. 67.
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an anti-Communism that was susplclous of the ‘masses'.2l
Indeed, it was this distrust of the ‘masses' that mnotivated
the 1likes of Schlesinger and Boorstin to "identify the
national interest with executive recommendations [and] ¢to
doubt the ratlonality of the American public,%22 It was the
faith in ‘executive recommendations', among other things,
that allowed them, philosophically, to accept the anti-
Communism of Truman while at the same time chastising the
anti-Communism of McCarthy. Liberal willingness to tolerate
right wing domestic anti-Communism in the fiftles was the
result of the wvartime mentality pursued by the Truman
administration and later by the Elsenhower administration.23
The true remaining progressives became in the light of this
nev ideology -- as Schlesinger has argued -- '“doughface
progressives", dupes, fools. They espoused "ignorant
dogmatism." They found dreams "b-~.ter than fact." "3ut like
most dreams," sald Schlesinger, "“they are notable for the
distortlion of facts by desire.™24

Soon after the founding of the CCF the American

Congress for Cultural Freedom was founded in 1951. Like the

21 Ibid., pp. 68-69.

22 Athan  Theoharis, "Liberals, Anti-Communism, and
McCarthyism,® 1in Griffith and Theoharis, The Spectre, p.
270,

23 William W. Keller, The Liberals and J. Edgqar Hoover,
(Princeton, 1989), pp.28-71.

24 Schlesinger, The Vital Center, p. 42.
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ACLU's assoclation with the FBI, the CCF and the ACCF wvere
associated with the CIA.25 The ACCF took as its credo the
need to combat Communism, a position which overrode the
distinction between ‘legitimate' left and right in America.
As a result, the membership of the ACCF was a combination of
right-wingers like John Chamberlain and whittaker Chambers
and 1liberals 1ike Arthur Schlesinger, sldney Hook, Irving
Kristol, and Daniel Bell. This odd marriage worked in part
because the ACCF "took shape in a period of the cold war
wvhen official anti-Communism had not clearly distinguished
itself, rhetorically, from the anti-Communist of the
Right."26 That the ACCF fell apart after 1954 only suggests
the degree to which 1lberal anti-Communism had becone
institutionalized and could exist as a coherent ideology of
its own. "In effect," writes historian Christopher Lasch,
"the intellectuals of the ACCF defined cultural freedom as
vhatever best served the interests of the United States
Government."27

When the ECLC urged non-participation with McCarthy's
commlittee, the ACCF, in response, announced that they were
“opposed [to anyl] ‘exploitation of academic freedom and

clivil l1liberties ‘by persons who are at thls late date stlll

25 Lasch, "“The Cultural cold Wwar," p. 69-114; Navasky,
Naring Namwes, p. 55.

26 Ibid., p. 81.

27 Ibid., p. 86.
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sympathetic to the cause of the Soviet Union.'"28 The ACCF
then prescribed the definitions for proper dissent which, by
implication, the ECLC did not follow.29

The Amerlicans for Democratlc Action was also
representative of the the split among those on the left.
The ADA had been founded in 1941 as an anti-Communist
liberal organization. Founded by Arthur oSchlesinger,
Wechsler, Raugh, Reinhold Niebuhr, and Hubert Humphrey, 1its
philosophical base "celebrated rather than criticized the
soctal order and had given up the o0ld 1ideal of the
perfectiblility of man in favor of a new ‘realism' about his
inherent corruptibility (and the necd for institutlons
beyond those prescribed by the founding fathers to keep
these tendencies in check)."30

It is a cruel 1irony of the period that thos~ forces

vhich ultimately pulled down Joseph McCarthy did so by

28 Lasch, "The Cultural Cold War," p. 87.

29 "The test of any group's sincerity 1is whether it 1is
opposed to threats of freedom anywvhere in the world and
vhether it is concerned about the qross suppression of civil
liberties and academic freedom behind the Iron Curtain. The
ECLC has not met that test." See Lasch, “"The Cultural Cold
War," p. 88. The irony of this was that the ECLC, at its
inception, had announced that its focus was domestic, and
not forelgn, affairs. However, it did release a statement
condemning the Soviet Union for its political conduct and
its ant!{-Semitism. See Navasky, Naming Names, p. 56.

30 Navasky, Naming Names, p. 52; See also Jesse Lemisch, On
Active Service in War and Peace, (Toronto, 1975), pp. 53-56.
Niebuhr rejected "what he called ‘the heady notion that man
is the master of his fate and the captain of his soul.'"
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backing J. Edgar Hoover. Arthur Schlesinger Jr., concerned
about tha ad hoc nature of the HUAC's red hunting, argued
that the American people should rely on the FBI and J. Edgar

Hoover:

The esplonage dangers, of course, are obvious
and acute. No 1loyal clitizen can underestimate
these dangers, although there is probably little
that he can do individually to grapple with then.
All Americans must bear in mind J. Edgar Hoover's
varning that counter-espionage 1s no fileld for
amateurs.31

Where Hoover simply redefined the notlion of plurality
or civil liberties, the Liberals went to great 1lengths
intellectually to Justify their approval of denying civil
liberties to Communists, be they American or not, and also

great lengths to dismiss as relevant the will of the

‘masses' .32 The "ideologue" that Dalton Trumbo was speaking

31 Arthur M. Schlesinger Jr., The Vital Center, (New York,
1949), p. 129. Schlesinger was impressed by Hoover's article
in the January 1949 1issue of the Y“FBI Lawv Enforcement
Bulletin."” In it Hoover argued that the amateur red-hunter,
"untrained in the use of proper investigative techniques,
may constitute a serious menace to «civil rights...
Patrjotism and =zeal cannot compensate for a lack of
detailed, technical knowledge... The work of the vigllante
too often deserves the label ‘witch hunt'; the work of the
flfth columnist needs no label. Let us bevare of both."
This expressed concern by Hoover for ‘civil 1iberties'
should be seen in relation to his understanding of it. It
is clear by the nature of the RP that he was interested more
in the consistency of deflning the threat, and control of
the operation. By expressing ‘concern' he was able to
establish the necesslty of a centralized, professionallized
hunt for subversives.

32 One of the more strained attempts Iintellectually to

justify the quelling of dissent came from Daniel Boorstin.

In The Decline of Radicalism, (New York, 1969), p. 97, he

tried to distinguish between dissent and disagreement. "A
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of in his 1965 retrospective piece about the McCarthy Era
wvas Arthur Schlesinger Jr. And indeed, Mr. Schlesinger was
at the forefront of defining liberal Anti-Communism. But he
vas not alone. Other prominent historians such as Danlel
Boorstin could also be added to the list of “ideologues" who
offered up thelr apostasy e!cher before the HUAC in person,
or by proxy through their written work.33 This is not to
suggest that there were no volces of dissent from the lect
being heard. Indeed, there were a numbexr of active leftists
still working in the ‘darkness'. What had changed, howvever,
was the existence of a dissenting ‘class' of intellectuals.
Those who remalned active on the left were seen in the best

light as mavericks, or rebels, or loners; in the wvorst light

liberal society thrives on disagreement but 1s killed by
dissension.” He implies that any dlscussion outside the
basic assertion that liberal capitalism is the best possible
vorld is a cancerous threat.

33 Boorstin is particularly notable for his appearance 1in
front of the HUAC vhere he was eager to name names and state
categorically that he belleved "communists" should not be
allowed to teach. In the sixties and seventies he continued
to be fervently anti-radical. S8ee Eric Bentley, Thirty
Years of Treason, (New York, 1971}, pp. 601-612. Bentley's
book includes the transcript of Boorstin's testimony before
the HUAC. See also Jon Wiener, "The Odyssey of Daniel
Boorstin," The Nation, (September 26, 1987), pp. 289, 305-
307 for a review of Boorstin's career and highlights of his
anti-radicalism. Also see Robert E. Treuhaft, "A Reunion to
Remember, " The Nation, (July 7/14, 1984), pp. 15-17.
Boorstin "named"” his roomate Richard Murphy Goodwin as a
‘communist' in his testimony before the HUAC. Goodwin later
fled the country in 1951 and ultimately taught Economics in
England. Particular parts of Boorstin's antl-radicalism
will be taken up further on in this chapter.
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they were the Communists, or subversives, or saboteurs.34

The liberal, ‘vital center' intellectuals, were, 1in
effect, the co-founders of the domestic "pollice state" of
the £iftles.35 By glving Hoover power that remained
virtually unchecked €for a generation, the consequences of
the ‘new order' were dramatic. It was clear that "by the
fifties, the FBI's role as an authoritarian guardian of
acceptable political and cultural values had become a
reallty of American 1life."36

It 1s this troubling alliance that ralises questions
about the true nature of anti-Communism as a consensual
ideological position in the American political 1landscape.
Historians 1lilke Arthur Schlesinger and Danlel Bocrstin were
instrumental in portraying the McCarthy Era as a ‘dark age'
from which we have since found the ‘liberal' or ‘pragmatic’
light. When, as we shall see in a subsequent chapter, the
‘Responsibilities Program' was halted by liberal opponents
concerned about due process and civil 1liberties -- most
notably ACCF member John Stelinbeck -- they did it from a

position they called the ‘non-Communist 1left' or ‘Vital

34 A good example is C. Wright Mills. For an examination of
his thinking during the fiftlies see Peter Clecak, Radical

Paradoxes, (New York, 1974), pp. 31-72. The subtitle of the
chapter on Mills is "C. Wright Mills: The Lone Rebel".

35 By ‘police state' I am implying the active effort on the
part of the FBI to create a one party state by severely
limiting dissent.

36 Donner, The Agqe of Surveillance, p. 146.
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Center'. In other words, they grounded thelr anti-Communist
ideology in a ‘pragmatism' that defined the acceptable
political spectrum -- it mattered llttle 1f one were liberal
or conservative. 1If they end up quibbling over tactics it
is not to be confused with an argument over ideology. Thus,
i1f Hoover is to blame for the mechanics of repression in the
fifties, 1t was the intellectuals and liberals who bear the
blame for succumbing to, and particlpating in the creation
of, the rules and the context of the new order.37 If liberal
intellectuals were willing accomplices, could the same be

expected of Supreme Court Justices?

37 For an indespensible discussion of the 1role of
intellectuals in this period see, Christopher Lasch, The New
Radicalism in America, 1889-1963, (New York, 1965), pp. 286-
349. Another jimportant work in the examination of
intellectuals in this period 1is Richard H. Pells, The
Liberal Mind in a Conservative Age, (New York, 1985). For an
interesting contemporary discussion of ideas and ideologles
see, C. Wright Mills, The Marxists, (New York, 1962).
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CHAPTER 1V
EARL WARREN AND LIBERAL ANTI-COMMUNISM
We know that the constant dripping of water can wear
away stone, and that even the gentle rain can quickly erxode
the side of a mountain that does not have protective
folilage. And so our freedoms -- the finest products of

civilization -- can be eroded, a little here and a 1little

there, until they become honored more in the breach than in
the observance.

~- Earl Warrenl

One prominent individual vho appears in the
‘Responsibilities Program' file is Earl Warren, Governor of
California and 1later Chief Justice of the Supreme Court.
Avare of Warren's reputation as a liberal on the Court, and
avare that VWarren 1s 1largely credited with dismantling
McCarthy's repression machine, one might expect that he
would have found little in common with J. Edgar Hoover and
his program of repression. And yet, as the story of the
‘Responslibilities Program' unfolds, Warren ts revealed to
have been not only a primary player, but also one of the
most active as well. Repeatedly, Warren went beyond the
simple reception of information within the confines of the
‘Responsibilities Program' and lInitiated requests for
information on numerous suspected subversives. In the

context of liberal historiography, this 1is a troubling

1 Earl Warren, A Republic, If You Can Keep It, (New York,
1972), p. 99.
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contradiction. If Earl Warren is 1indeed the liberal he lis
portrayed to have been as Chlef Justice, then what explains
his =zeal to deny due process to Communists and fellow
travelers while he was Governor? How is it that he could
play an activist role 1n both camps if the two sides --
liberal and conservative -- were antithetical? Could Warren
have found the 1liberal light after his appocintment to the
Supreme Court? Though some change in 1ideological position
is possible, it does not explain similar anti-Communist
actions on the part of other liberal governors or Warxen's
fallure to repudlate his actions as Governor once he became
Chief Justice.2 One biographer of Warren doubts thut Warren
changed his views that dramatically and argues that he was
only a titular conservative due to the nature of the times.
Edvard white suggests that Wwarren's "positions" while
Governor "may suggest that [his] eventual posture on the
Court represented a dramatic shift in his attitudes. But to
judge Warren by his rhetorical stance on issues was
treacherous." Warren in White's view was a "Progressive
first and a Republican second." However, White asks too
little of the ideological contradiction. To simply excuse
repressive words and actlons as rhetoric "during {a time ofl
dramatic changes" is botihh naive and, I think, misses the

very thruct of Warren's liberal anti-Communism.

2 See G. Edvard Wwhite, Earl warren, (New VYork, 1982), pp.
153-155.
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Perhaps, however, the basic assumption of the liberal
interpretation is flawed. It assumes that there were two
sides, or that there were opposlite camps. When this
assumpti~<n 1s questioned, and the 1ideological spectrum 1is
seen in the wvider anti-Communist context, Warren's
participation in the RP adds welght to the notton that
liberals were, 1In fact, a great source of strength for
Hoover and hls programs. It 1s true that there were
differences between conservative and 1liberal versions of
anti-Communism. In particular, the conservatives were
little concerned with the «right of due process for the
suspected ‘subversive' and were more comfortable with
‘police state' -enforcement tactics; this is evident in the
actions of McCarthy's committee or the HUAC which were
dominated by conservatives. So too did they differ "on the
issue of reglistration of Communists and Communist-front
organizations."3 However, {f the 1liberals were more
concerned with at least some aspects of due process, it diad
not stop them from consistently voting for anti-Communist

legislation or maintaining anti-Communist positions.4 That

3 Keller, The Liberals and J. Edqar Hoover, p. 31.

4 It is important to emphaslize that the differences which
the 1liberals and conservatives might have had were tactical
rathexr than ideological. Not a single President, Democrat
or Republican, since the second world war has been elected
without identifying anti-Communism as part of his political
platform. This accounts for the odd spectacle of Senators
John Kennedy and Richard Nixon sitting together on the House
Committee on Education and Labor which was notoriously antil-
New Deal and militantly anti-Communist. Both distinguished
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Warren could play such an actlive role iln both camps suggests
a fundamental compatibility with Hoover's anti-Communism,
even if there were differences of opinion with regard to
tactics. By placing Warren in a 1liberal anti-Communist
context, by better understanding the role of the liberals in
the rise of the FBI as a de facto political police, and by
recalling the emerging consensual liberallsm of notable
intellectuals in the fifties and sixties, we can see that
Warren's particlipation in the ‘Responsibil’iles Program'
seems less a contradiction in philosophy and more a natural
progression of 1liberal anti-Communism. This chapter re-
examines Warren's role In the McCarthy era -- not as a
liberal civil 1libertarian caught 1in difficult times, but
rather as liberal anti-Communist vhose ideologlical
disposition found him closer to J. Edgar Hoover than has

been previously recognized,

I
As part of the decislion to organlize the
‘Responsibilities Program', Hoover ordered a review of the
Security Index -- a list of suspected subversives already
assembled -- in order to ildentify potential subjects for

possible dissemination of informatlion. Part of that review

themselves as notable anti-Communists. See Caute, The__great
Fear, p. 358-359,
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entailed a review —of the potential reclipients of
dissemlinated Iinformation. Governor Earl Warren of
California was one of the many Governors investigated.

By August of 1951 most of the Governors had been
screened as to thelr loyalty and rellabllity. In an Auqust
16th memo to Hoover from the San Franclisco SAC (the 1local
FBI fleld offlce), Earl Warren was approved as a reciplent
for disseminated information and it was reguested that he be
given information on a suspected subversive.5 A month later
Hoover approved of the request and authorized the San
Francisco office to "orally furnish... information
concerning [a subversive)l subject to... Earl warren of
California."6 For the remainder of hls term as gqovernor
(nearly two and half years) -- before he resigned to accept
the post of Chief Justice of the United States Supreme Court
- Earl Warren actively participated in the

‘Responsibilities Program'.

5 Office Memorandun to the Directoxr, FBI from SAC San
Francisco, August 16, 1951. "It will be noted that the
Honorable Earl Warren is the Governor of California. He was
a candidate for the Vice-Presidency of the United states on
the Republican ticket in 1948. The Files of this office
reflect no information concerning Governorxr Warren which
would 1Indicate that this office could not confidentially
bring to his attention information concerning the subject
(the subversive 1in question]. Authority 1is therefore
requested to supply Governor Warren with the followling data
concerning the subject.® The "following data" that the San
Franclisco Agent spoke of was blacked out in the flle.

6 Office Memorandum to SAC San Fransisco from the Director,
FBI, September 20, 1951.
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Because of callifornia's larqge population and |its
industrial strength -- wvhich entalled considerable union
activity -- it became a frequent focus of the RP.7 By
October 1lst of 1951 the FBI, under the RP, had disseminated
information onn over 20 ‘subverslves' to Warren.8 By

December at least another half dozen were added.9

7 warren had a long history of antipathy towards communists

in the Unions. As early as the thirties when he was a
district attorney he "was concerned... about the unsavory
assoctation... of ‘forelgn’ ideologies, especlally

communism, with organized labor." See White, Earl Warren: A
Publlc Lilfe, p. 36.

8 Series of 20 requests and approvals between the Director,
FBI and SAC Los Angeles, Offices Memorandums September 19,
20, and 28, 1951. oOffice Memorandum to SAC Los Angeles from
Director, FBI, October 1, 1951. Also Office Memorandum to
Ladd from Belmont Septembexr 28, 1951 and Office Memorandum
to Ladd from Belront October 1, 1951. "It was stated that
Goveror Warren's loyalty is unquestioned and his cooperation
with the Los Angeles offlce 1s excellent."

9 It is difficult to ascertain specific numbers regarding
dissemination to one Governor alone. en a nunmber of
occasions authorization is requested "concerning a group of
security index subjects," but no number is specified. And
in that portion of the request where the names are 1listed
the FBI has blacked out all references. However, by
counting the number of specific reguests and subseqguent
approvals one can’' at least guess at a possible number.
Office Memorandum to the Director, FBI from SAC Los Angeles
Cctober 11, 1951 requests authorization for dissemination
"concerning a group of security index subjects."; Office
Memorandum to Ladd from Belmont Octobexr 22, 1951 approving
dissemination of information on suspected subversive;
Office Memorandum to SAC Los Angels from the Director, FBI
approving dissemination of Information on suspected
subversive to Warren. "Governor Warren's 1loyalty |is
unguestioned and he is cooperating with the FBI."; Offlice
Memorandum to Ladd form Belmont November 20, 1951 approval
of dissemination to Warren. "Governor Warren's loyalty 1is
unquestioned and his cooperation with the Los Angels office
is excellent."; Office Memorandum to Director from SAC Los
Angeles, Pecember 5, 1951 request to dlsseminate information
to Warren; Office Memorandum to SAC Los Angeles from
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Warren proved to be one of the most reliable Governors
in the program. Time and time agaln he was supplled with
information that would have clearly indicated the FBI as
source. And yet, Warren skillfully used the Iinformation
suvch that the FB1 remalined unnamed. Discussing
dissemination policy in 1951, Assistant to the Director D.M.
Ladd used Warren as an example regarding requests from
Governors. "In some cases," he wrote, "such as requests
from Govcrnor Earl Warren of Californla, we have authorized
the furnishing of other than public source information such
as that recelved from rellable sources."10 It was an
indication of how much the FBI trusted Warren.

Throughout 1952 Warren continued actlively to
participate In the ‘Responsibilities Program' not only by
accepting unsolicited 1information but also by asking for

informatlion as well.ll In July of 1953, a few months before

Director, FBI December 20, 1951 approval of dissemination;
Office Memorandum to Director from SAC San Fransisco
DPecember 29, 1951 request for disseminiation of information
to Warren; Office Memorandum to SAC San Fransisco from
Pirectoxr, FBI January 16, 1952 approcal of disseminstion.
These are Just a few of the dozen or so Office Memoranda
exchanged between Los Angeles and Washington.

10 office Memorandum to Ladd from Belmont December 21, 1955.

11 Insofar as the “‘Responsibilities Program' 1is concerned,
there are far too many Office Memoranda to cite here.
However, there were at least £fifty exchanges between the
SAC's in Californlila and Washington throughout 1952 having to
do with the dissemination of information to Earl Warren.
What the £file does not include, but does make reference to
repeatedly, is the requests for information by Warren. The
number of people that Warren requested information about tis
not recorded in the RP file. It appears, however, to have
75



warren was appointed to the Supreme Court, Warren's
participation in the RP was reviewed by the FBI in light of
some problems with 1leaks. ¥hen questioned by a San
Francisco FBI agent, Warren assured the FBI that he had
taken extreme caution with the information that had been
given to him. He polnted out that only he and his secretary
vwere avare of the relationship between the Governor's office
and the FBI. Explalning hls method of passing the
information, Warren sald that since membership 1in the
Communist party possibly violated state 1loyalty 1laws, he
vould send any pertinent information to the department
concerned with a letter stating that he had recelved the
information from a reliable source. These letters in no way
identifled the FBI. The San Franclisco agent reported that
warren felt "that the program [had] been of considerable
benefit to him and to the State Government in that it has
prevented people who are or have been a member of the
{Communist] Party from obtalning state employment." And, as
the agent pointed out at the end of the letter, Warren was
"most anxious that nothing occur which would intexrfere with

this 1relationship."12 1Indeed, it was only when President

been a considerable number; but this is only speculation.
The point here {s that Warren saw nothing wrong with
utilizing the FBI to 1investigate any number of suspected
subersives in the state employ.

12 Office Memorandum to the Director, FBI from SAC San
Fransisco July 9, 1953.
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Elsenhower appointed Warren to the position of Chief Justice
in the fall of that year that the relationship ended.13

But if the relationship with the RP ended, the
ideological compatibility may not have. Even after Warren
left the Governor's office for the relative political safety
of the Supreme Court, he showed no signs of changing his
position with rxegard to the RP. Wwarren contacted the FBI
after his appointment and "advised.. that when he 1left the
Governor's office he asked the resident agent at Sacramento
wvhat he should do with the material that had accumulated”,
refering to the disseminated information that he had
received.l4 Revieving Warren's participa "on in the RP, and
as a recipient of other disseminated information, the FBI
reported that "there is no ready wvay to determine the number
of individuals concerning whom Governor Warren was furnished
information from our files" apart from the RP.15 Within the
RP, figures from January 1, 1953 to March of 1954 indicated

that 99 subjects were brought to the attention of Earl

13 Interestingly, Earl Warren was the £flrst nominee for
Chief Justice of the 8Supreme Court to have an FBI
investligation before confirmation. See Bernard Schwvartz,
. Super Chief: Earl Warren and His Supreme Court -- A Judicial
Biography, (New York, 1983), p. 22.

14 Office Memorandum to the Director from Sacramento SAC
March 31, 13854,

15 0Office Memorandum to the Director from Boardman, March
31, 1954.
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Warren of wvhom 43 were teachers.l6 Warren moved to the
Supreme Court on the very heels of hls 1involvement in the
RP. He had first hand knowledge of the means by which the
government was persecuting ‘subversives'. WwWithian the space
of a few years he established himself as an activist Judge
in support of due process but only insofar as he was opposed
to the McCarthylte congressional lnquisitions. As one
blographer has noted, "even in instances where he supported
a broad governmental pollicy that had the effect of
restricting individual rights against the state, he might
oppose means chosen to effectuate the policy if he thought
them to be unduly coexcive."17

As Chief Justice Warren 1ls credited with dismantling
McCarthyism. "While the Senate last week was burying
McCarthy," wrote I.F. Stone 1in May of 1957, "the supreme
Court buried McCarthyism."18 Insofar as the congressional
witech hunt was concerned, the Warren Court did, in fact,

"bury" the freewheeling McCarthyism. In decisions like the

16 Office Memorandum to the Director from Boardman, April 2,
1954,

17 White, Earl Warren: A Public Life, p. 242. White was
refering to the loyalty oath controversy from 1949 to 1952.
While a member of of the University of California's Board of
Regents, Warren opposed the a 1loyalty oath for the
University faculty. However, as Governor, he instituted a
loyalty oath in September of 1950 which applied to all state
employees knowing full well that this would apply to the
faculty of the University of California.

18 Stone, The Haunted Fiftles, P. 196.
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Schvare and Konigsberg cases, the Sexvice Aact, the
California smith Act, and the Sweezy and Watkins decisions,
Warren helped to redefine the nature of American anti-
Communism. He d1d not, however, eradicate it. The demise
of McCarthyisn proper only signaled the ultimate
establishment of the anti-Communism of a liberal bent.

In the Sweezy decision Warren overturned the conviction
of a New Hampshire professor who failed to respond to the
questions of the New Hampshire Attorney General. Said
Warren about the Sweezy decision, "the core of the problem
is the same: to £ind a way to protect the constitutional
libertlies of individuals against the unjustified
encroachments through legislative activities without
Impeding the legislative process."1l9 In the Watkins
decision a former official of the Farm Equipment Workers
International Union had admitted that he had cnce cooperated
with the Communist party but he refused to ldentify other
people. He claimed that identifying others was not
“"relevant to the Work of the committee". He was clited for
contempt for refusing to answer questions. Warren
overturned the conviction. The "critical element" in his
decision had been "the weight to be ascribed to the interest
of the Congress in demanding disclosures from an unwilling

witness...the mere summoning of a witness and compelling him

1% Earl warren, The Memoirs of Chief Justice Earl Warren,
(New York, 1977), p. 313.
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to testify agalinst his will...is a measure of governmental
interference." Thus the HUAC could not "define 1its own
authority." Investigations 1like that of Watkins by the
Congressional committees, Warren wrote, could "lead to
ruthless exposure of private lives in order to gather data
that is neither deslred by the Congress nor useful to 1t."20

In effect, the two decicions were an attack on the
congxessional committees. It is important to understand the
legal declislons of Warren ln their proper context. Wwarren
fully accepted the notion that Communism was a threat to the
securlty of the United States. His disagreement with
McCarthy and the conservative anti-Communists vas an
objection to their ‘"overzealousness".21 Not owi.ce in his
lengthy autobiography does Warren make mention of his anti-
Communist activities as Governor 1Insofar as requesting
information from the FBI 1s concerned. His judiclal

intention may have been to "buttress the broad presumptive

20 White, Earl Warren, p. 243; See also Schwvartz, Super
Chief, pp.234-239.

21 Warren, The Memoirs of Earl Warren, p. 312-313. Warren
goes on to say that "throughout the McCarthy era, we wvere
under attack for being ‘soft on Communism' because we
prevented rabid congressional committees from ‘exposing for
the sake of exposure,' £from establishing ‘gullt by
association,' and from compelling witnesses to implicate
themselves without regard to Fifth Amendment protection
against self-incrimination. Even some of the lower courts
Joined in the witch-hunting." There 1s an interesting
discussion about the loyalty oath controversy while Warren
was on the board of regents. Wwarren consplcuously portrays
himself as a devout civil libertarian. This does not jibe
at all with his actions as Governor in the RP.
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freedom to pursue one's own affairs without governmental
interference with a constitutional right to confront agents
of government who attempted to place 1limits on that
freedom."22 His actions as Governor, however, had reflected
a blatant disregard for due process. He had been more than
willing to have educators removed from their positlions
without an inquiry or hearing of any kind,

Warren's legal decisions did not demonstrate a break
from hils positions as governor. 1f he did not attack or
support the FBI and its programs as Chief Justice, he, at
the very 1least, demonstrated a noticeable ambivalence. The
Greene vs. McElroy case lllustrates the point further. An
engineer employed by a private f£firm had been denled a
security clearance by the Army-Navy-Air Force Personnel
Security Board. In his effort to challenge the decision the
engineer was repeatedly denied access to the ‘confidential!
information obtalned by the FBI. The information asserted
that the engineer had assocliated with Communists. Warren
declided that the "procedures had not been explicitly
authorized". That is, he demanded that the organization
empowered to investigate have prior authorization by the
Attorney General or the President.23 Since the FBI was the

agent of the Attorney General of the United States, one

22 white, Earl Warren: A Public Life, p. 24S5.

23 Ibid.
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might deduce that Warren tacitly supported the FBI's
endeavors.

The court decisions that are cited as deterrents to
McCarthyism only affirmed that the "legislative power of
investigation [(wvas]) limited by the first Amendment, and that
summonses to appear in the public plllory of the HUAC or a
similar State body may ‘abridge' freedoms of speech, press
and assembly by intimldation."24 In other words the Warren
court condemned the use of congressional hearings as a law
enforcement agency. This in mind, the power of the FBI was
only Increased 1insofar as 1its abllity to centralize the
business of information gathering and dissemination was
concerned. It is interesting that Warren never confronted
the rights of the FBI to obtain and disseminate information.
Warren's interest remzined always that the proper agencles,
the proper channels, be used. Willfully or no, this was
tacit support for the activities of the FBI and J. Edgar

Hoover.

24 Stone, The Haunted Fifties, p. 202.
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CHAPTER V

THE DEMISE OF THE ‘RESPONSIBILITIES PROGRAM' IN THE CHANGING
NATURE OF ANTI-COMMUNISM

So far as the broader fleld of political liberty is
concerned, we can still afford to play £from strength, not
from weakness. In the absence of convincing proof of clear
and present dangerx, we must maintain our libertarian
principles. In a woxrld under the shadow of the police
state, we only strengthen our claim to moral 1leadership by

creating here an environment for free and responsible
discussion.

--Arthur M. schleslnger, Jr.l

1954 was a turning point for the ‘Responsibilities
Program', as it was for the 1larger development of anti-
Communism. In that year the RP effectively ended. But its
cessation did not signal the defeat of anti-Communism. The
victory won was limited, its accomplishments small, and its
defense of democratic rights timid. On that score Hoover
vas the victor.

The challenge to the RP came when the press became
privy to Hoover's tactlics. In response, 1t rightly
challenged Hoover and his program on constitutional grounds.
The challenge rested, however, not on the violation of first
amendment rights -- the rights of speech, of assembly, and

redress of grievances -- but on violations of flfth

1 Schlesinger, The Vital Center, p. 218.
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amendment rights: the right to confront the accuser, and the
right to due process of law. It was a slgnificant 1irony
that the press so quickly abandoned its most natural course
of arqument. By so doing, it failed to test the RP at Iits
weakest point, and to defend democratic rights at their
strongest, The struggle between 1liberal and conservatiive
anti-Communism has never been so clearly illustrated as in
the battle between the press and the ‘Responsibilities

progran',

I
Until late 1953, with few exceptions, the
*Responsibilities Program' proved to be a success for

Hoover.2 The only major change in the program was a

2 Indeed, the FBI only reported five incldents where thexe
had been a ‘violation of confidence' before late 1853: On
September 24, 1951, when the President of Pennsylvania State
College reported that a number of Presidents of Pennsylvania
Universities had received information from the FBI
concerning Communist teachers; on October 5, 1951, when
District of Columbia Superintendent of Schools Robert
corning reported having received information from the FBI
leading to the resignation of a subversive teacher; 1in
November 1951 Director, when Division of Investigations,
pepartment of Public safety Howard Wilson reported to the
FBI that Governor Johnston Murry of Oklahoma had contacted
him about FBI information regarding an employee; on February
29, 1952, when a second incident involving Governor Murry
resulted in the discontinuing of information dissemination
in Oklahoma; and on June 3, 1953, when Richard Combs,
counsel, california state senate Committee on un-American
Activities, reported to the FBI that he had heard rumors to
the effect that the FBI was dissemination information. Earl
warren suggested that it wa3 only possible to deduce that
the information came from -ue FBI but that there was no
conclusive proof. Note again that any and all references to
FBI Offlce Memoranda and Policy papers (Called SAC Letters)
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directive that required information be given directly to the
Governor of each state, uiless otherwlse indicated.3 This
had come about as the result of problems in New Orleans and
California where the FBI had been indicated as the source of
disseminated informatlion.4 For a short time, following the
incidents, the FBI consldered ending the program. In fact,
it did cancel the program ~- temporarily at least -- in

California.5 However, the FBI Executlve Conference "came to

and also all references to newspaper articles and editorials
are from McCarthy Era Blacklisting of School Teachers,
College Professors, and Other Public Employees: The FBI
Responsibjlities Program File and the Dissemlination of
Information Policy File, edited by Kenneth O'Reilly. The
file is on microfiche published by University Publications
of America (Bethesda, MD., 1990).

3 SAC letter Number 53-72, October 27, 1953.

4 In July of 1953 the FBI had disseminated information to
the President of Louisiana State University. In November of
that year the Bureau received requests for information from
the Assistant to the Attorney General of the state. The
request was made in such a fashion that the FBI knew the
President of the University had ‘violated the confidence' of
the FBI. California was a particular problem. it
represented nearly one third of all Responsihilitles Program
cases, After Earl Warren left there had been a number of
‘becrayals of confidence' where the FBI had been indicated
as the source of disseminated information. pPart of the
problem had been the means of passing the information.
WThere had been a practice of plain memoranda without
identification as to source showing up in the desk of the
President of the University of California." office
Memorandum for Tolson, Boardman, and Nichols March 30, 1954.

5 Program Cancelled 1in californlia in Office Memorandum to
L.V. Boardman form A.H. Belmont, March 31, 1954. Office
Memorandum to San Diego SAC form the Director, aApril 12,
1954, "You are bheing separately advised... that the

Responsiblilities Program in California is being
discontinued".
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the conclusion that the advantages to the Bureau
outweigh{ed] the disadvantages and that the program should
ke continued... (though the} dissemination of information
would be restricted to the Governors of the various
states,.., despite the betrayals of confidence."6 As a
precaution, they would "discontinue... name checks for
Governors" outside of the ‘Responsibilities Program'.7 Upon
receiving the Executive Conference's recommendation that the

program should be continued, Hoover replied that he

6 Office Memorandum to Mr. Tolson from The Executive
Conference, November 24, 1953. In a May 17, 1954,
conference the Executlives again recommended the continuance
of the Responsibilities Program "because it furnishes a
weapon of harassment of the Communist party and that it
aided in stopping the infiltration of public and semi-public
organizations by Communists." Office Memorandum to the
Director from L. V. Boardman, May 17, 1954,

They further indicated that they believed the program w=as
in the "bureau's interest even though we may have additional
instances where our confidence 13 betrayed." Office
Memorandum to Mr. Tolson from the Executive Conference,
April 7, 1954. In an Office Memorandum to the Director from
Mr. L.V. Boardman, April 2, 1954, Boardman indicated that
the Responsibilites Program had some effect though he was
reluctant to say it was fully effective. "As of March 31,
1954," he wrote, "the Bureau has authorized dissemination of
information on 875 Security Index Cases under the RP; 204 of
these were from California." Though no statistics have been
kept as to "action taken by state and 1local officals...[a]
check of 25 California Securlty Index Cases reflects 12 no
longer employed in State or local jobs." However, because
there are no official statistics of this kind kept by the
SAC's "there is no accurate guage by which it can be
determined whether this program 1is actually effective in
combating Communism".

7 Offlce Memorandum to the Director from the Executives
Conference, April 16, 1954. Hoover wrote on the bottom of
this memo that "I share [(this] view... in view of recent
incidents in Ohio where Governor betrayed our confidence."
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"somewhat reluctantly (would] go along with the
recommendation" though he feared that they would have '"more
and moxre headaches with i1t."8 It was an accurate allusion to
the future.

wWith the <change 1in policy restricting information to
Governors alone, the Attorney General was notified for
approval. In a memorandum to the Attorney General, Hoover
indicated that "pending recelpt of Instructions... to the
contrary... [thel practice of disseminating information to
the Governors... would continue."9 Approval came from the
Attorney General on December 23, 1953.10 So on the eve of
the new year, the ‘Responsibllities Program', desplite a few
difficulties, continued to act as a means of removing from

public service ‘suspected subversives'.

I1
Until late 1953, Hoover had effectively manipulated the
media and used them as an ally to further emphasize the

importance of the FBI in the hunt for Communists. Typlcal

8 Ibid.

9 Security 1Information Memorandum to the Attorney General
from the Director, FBI December 2, 1953.

10 Indicated in Office Memorandum to Mr. Tolson from the

Executive Conference April 7, 1954, "We advised the
Attorney General of the Responsibilitles Program by
memorandum dated December 2, 1953. By memorandum of

Decenmber 23, he stated he saw no objections to continuing
the program."
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was the article distributed to newspaper editors throughout
the nation in May of 1952. 1In a pliece entitled, "“You, the
FBI and Securlty," Hoover encouraged the asslistance of the
public in the hunt for Communists and other subversives.
"The men and women behind Amerjica's industrial might," wrote

Hoover, "are the front-line patrols in the vital matter of

security." American clitizens were encouraged to spy on
their neighbors, friends, and fellow workers. Everything
from "susplclious parachute landings" to "suspiclous

individuals loitexing near restricted areas" to "possession

and distribution of forelgn-inspired propaganda" was to be

reported to the FBI.

As late as April 1954, Hoover still felt comfortably in
control of the media, and had good reason to belleve this to
be true. In a nmemo to his top alds, Hoover recounted a
meeting he had with Ralph McGill, Editor of the Atlanta
Journal, who had come to "pay his respects" to the Director.

During [McGill's]) visit I outlined some of
the problems faced by the FBI in the handling of
security matters and stressed the fact that the
FBI did not evaluate information which it procured
and forwvarded to other Government agencles. And I
also took the occasion to point out to him the
confidential character of the FBI flles and the
fact that access to them was not had by members of
congress or committees of congress, not
withstanding some of the public statements which
had been made by cexrtain members of Congress.ll

11 Memorandum for Mr. Tolson and Mr. Nichols f£from J.E.
Hoover, April 16, 1954. McGlill was In Washington attending

the annual meeting of the American Society of Newspaper
Editors,.
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It was clear that Hoover was confident enough about the
‘Responsibilities Program' to lie outright to McGill. From
Hoover's perspective the press had consistently supported
his stand on Communism and subversion. And indeed, up until
that time no criticlism had surfaced from the news medla
about the FBI and any possible misuse of FBI information,
even though there had been instances of leaks.12 But thls
was not to last. 1In May of 1954, a crislis arose in Colorado
vhich ultimately brought the ‘Responsibilities Program' to a

close.

12 Typically, the one exception came from I.F. Stone. In
September of 1953, Stone noted the growing friendship
between McCarthy and Hoover. "“When Hoover praises McCarthy,
that would seem to be page one news," wrote Stone.
"Remarkably little attention was paid by the press last week
to the interview the chief of the G-men gave to San Dlego
Evening Tribune of Auqust 22." 1In that interview Hoover was
quoted as stating that he supported the Congressional
inguisitions. "They ([the congressional committies] have
subpoena rights wilthout which some vital investligations
could not be accomplished." "I wview him [McCarthy]l as a
friend." Stone was able to see the paradox of the liberal
support of the FBI when the FBI supported McCarthy. A
Hoover-McCarthy Axlis," Stone wrote, "must also spike the
feeble popgun of those faint-hearted 1liberals whose anti-
McCarthy line has been, ‘let the FBI do it.' This is how the
FBI does 1it. The same mishmash of tenuous guilt-by-
association, anonymous gossip and slander on vwhich the
congressjonal investigators feed so lushly 1is exactly the
same mishmash the Coplon case turned up in the FBI files."
See Stone, The Haunted Fifties, pp. 23-30.

89



III

In May of 1954, Governor Dan Thorton of Colorado faced
opposition by the Colorado Federation of Teachers (CFT), who
demanded that three teachexrs who had been £ired without
hearings be relnstated. The union accusczd the Governor of
using "FBI reports,...about alleged subversive activities 1in
[the teachers) backgrounds" to have them removed from thelr
positions.13 The unlon executive secretary pointed out that
"the CFT abhors the use of Communistic, totalitarian and
police state methods...{andl takes the position that any
teacher who 1s accused of subversive activity, past or
present, is entitled to due process of law." However, the
CFT, the unlon executive continued, “does not support the
right of any teacher who 1s now a member of the Communist
conspiracy to teach 1In any American public school."14 The
unilon's opposition was based not on the Iirrelevancy of
Communist association by teachers but rather on the lack of
due process afforded them.

Under union pressure, Governor Thorton admitted that he
had received information about the teachers in question from
what he called "highly authoritative" sources. Thorton as

much as admltted to the Unlon executive that there was a

13 "Reinstatement of 3 Teachers," Denver Post, May 10, 1954.

14 Ibid. "The American Federation of Teachers (AFL)...wvas
the £flrst AFL unlon to ban COmmunsits from membership."
This is a vital point. The anti-Communst AFL challenged the
tactics of the FBI and not the underlying ideology.
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national network of Information dissemination. He stated
that the "cases [in question) were the result of a
resolutlon passed by the national governor's conference
requesting such information."15 Thorton stopped short of
identifying the FBI, howvever. The Union executive had
"inferred" that the 1information originated £from the FBI
files. The press fallout was substantial. After conferring
with the FBI, Thorton 1ssued a press release on the
following day, May 11.

In the release, Thorton established that he had indeed
recelved "information from quallitative and authoritative
sources." And when  he recelved information about
"communistic activities" by school teachers, he believed it
to be his "responsibility to pass this (information] on to
the State Board of Education." He could not reveal his
sources as "it would greatly aid the communistic cause." He
believed that by not passing the information on to the
"proper officlals" he would have been "derelict 4in [his])
duties", that he had not carried "out (his] patriotic
responsibility", that he had "acguiesced and became a fellow
traveler."16

The Colorado newspapers were all but unified 1in their

opposition to the tactics of Governor Thornton. But their

15 1bid.

16 "So the People Might Know," Press release of Governor
Thorton, May 11, 1954.
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disagreement took the form of concern for due process, not a
fundamental gquestioning of the validlty of repression 1in a
democracy. As one paper expressed it, "thexe were no
charges and no hearings...nobody stands accused of
anything."17 The State Board of Educatlion demanded that
Governor Thorton "relay any Information he recelives on
teachers with alleged subversive backgrounds so that they
may then conduct hearings on the charge."18 One editorial

in the Denver Post found the revelation of ¥BI involvement

offensive insofar as it affected states rights. "The use of
FBI material,"” vent the editorial, "Yfor purposes of
implementing federal security directives and to determine
the eligibility of persons for direct or indirect federal
employment is quite different from wusing that information
for state or private purposes."19 The editorial went on to
say that "what perhaps started out as an effort to obtain
facts in an ordexly way, and to cleanse our schools of

‘subversives', has suddenly become an ugly exhibition of

17 "Nobody Owns and Public Job," Rocky Mountain News, May
11, 1954.

18 "“Five Accused Teachers To Be Given Hearing," The Boulder
Pally Camera, May 11, 1954; "Education Board Aasks Data On
Any Red-Linked Teachers," Rocky Mountain News, May 11, 1954;
"S Fired Teachers Assured Hearings," Denver Post, May 11,
1954; "“Investigation of Subversives 1in Tearhing Called
Asinine," Pueblo Star-Journal, May 11, 1954.

19 "The Teacher Purge Has Ugly Aspects," The Denver Post,
May 11, 1954.

92



guilt by assoclation."20 Thorton tried to deflect the
criticism by suggesting ‘secret hearings' so as to protect
himself and the program.2l

As early as May 8 the FBI had noticed the problem
growing 1in Colorado, noting 1in a memorandum that "the
Colorado Federation of Teachers charged that certaln
teachers 1in Colorado have been denied civil rights without
due process and several have lost their jobs."22 To make
matters worse Thorton had apparently suggested that "all
Governors [werel recelving 1information from the FBI and
other agencies such as the CIA, Naval Intelligence and
Internal Revenue on Communist connections of school
teachers, and that such information had been coming in to
all Governors since last October [1953].%"23 Two days later

Thorton promised to meet with the FBI before his press

20 Ibid. The editorial emphasizes the same themes that the
liberal anti-Communists in the Congress did. "We do not
believe Communists should be permitted to teach in the
public shcools. We do not belleve a Communist can be a
teacher, devoted to a search and respect for truth as he
must be." The plece £finishes on an 1ironic note: "The
enormous volume of information in the hands of the FBI, vere
it to come under the policy contol of a demagogue, could be
used to smother free speech and to impose totalitarianism in
the United States with astonishing speed."”

21 "secret Hearings Urged For Teachers By Dan," Rocky
Mountain News, May 12, 1954.

22 Office memorandum to A.H. Belmont from J.G. Landis, May
8, 1954.

23 Office Memorandum to A.H. Belmont from L.H. Martin, May
11, 1954.
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conference on the matter.24 For the next week the FBI
scrambled to cover itself and extract a promise from the
Governor to keep hls source a secret and cool the crisis.25
But the press grabbed and would not let go. The Washington

City News Service reported that:

In Washington, the FBI had ‘no comment' on
the Governor's statement, but informed Washington
sources sald there is ‘no plan, no orxder £rom
Washington’ to hand out such information as
Thornton claimed was avallable to all Governors
concerning alleged Communist activities.26

Hoover was concerned about the press coverage and more

so about the leaks. He noted at the bottom of his news

sexrvice copy, "Do we know who the ‘wWashington sources’

are?%27

24 Office Memorandum to the Director from Denver SAC, May
10, 1954, The Governor called the Denver office "in
anticipation of guestions arising concerning these school
teachers frum the press." "The Governor made a definite
commitment to him that the FBI would not be revealed as the
source." Office Memorandum to L.V. Boardman from Belmont,
May 11, 1954,

25 Just before the scheduled meeting with the Governor, the
Denver SAC sent a Teletype to Hoover saying that they would
tell the Governor that "“the Bureau appreciates his
maintaining the Bureau's confidence 1in this matter and I
will impress upon him the Iimportance of continuing this
program." Teletype to the Director, May 11, 1954. Office
Memorandum to L.V. Boardman form A.H. Belmont, May 11, 1954,
an update on the Colorado crisis.

26 The Washington City New Service, May 12, 1954.

27 1Ibid. Also Office Memorandum to Mr. Tolson from L.B.

Nichols, May 13, 1954, concerning the Washington City Newvs
Ticker.
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When Thorton seemingly bowed to pressure from the union
and the press and agreed to hearings for the teachers, the
FBI again became concerned noting that "editorial comment"
in the Denver Post was "extremely critical of the FBI."23
Once again a number of the FBI's executives recommended
that the program be discontinued.?29 Asslistant to the
Director Tolson, however, stated that he saw "no basis for
doing this" and Hoover added, "I share Tolson's view."30

In late May, J. Edgar McDondald, chalrman of the State
Board of Education for Colorado, called the FBI office in
Denver to arrange a meeting. The FBI reported to Hoover
that they expected McDonald to "raise gquestions as to
whether the FBI has furnished the Governor" derogatory
informulion "regyuarding Lceachers now under suspension in
Colorado."31 And when the chairman did ask the questlion on
the 25th, the FBI replied that they had "no comment",32

Concerned that the chairman would get to the Governor first,

28 Office Memorandum to L.V. Boardman from A.H. Belmont, May
13, 1954.

29 Ibid., "In view of the obvious lack of supervison which
has been afforded that handling of information disseminated
to Governor thornton wunder the Responsibilities Progranm,
that we disscontiwmnue the furnishing of Information to
Goveror Thornton and any other officials 1in the state of
Colorado."

30 1bid.

31 Office Memorandum to Boardman from A.H. Belmont, May 22,
1954,

32 Teletype to the Director, May 25, 1954.
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Hoover arranged for the Denver office to "immedlately brief
Governor Thornton regarding the matters discussed during the
interview."33 This occurred following Thornton's return
from Korea on the 5th of June.34

The matter might have blown over had it remained an
isolated event; however, in June nf 1954, Governor Thorton
tried to have a professor fired £rom the University of
Colorado. Again there was opposition based on the denial of
due process. The President of the University believed there
vas no evidence "to sustain subversive charges at a hearing"®
and refused to flre the teacher "unless Governor Thorton
reverses himself and reveals the exact source of his
information."35 But Thorton continued to refuse, statlng
that the "Communists today are frantically trylng to £ind
out the source."36 The FRI was again concerned at the breech

of confidence.37 On September 19, 1954 an editorial 1lashed

33 Teletype to Denver SAC from Hoover, May 27, 1954.

34 Teletype to Director, May 27, 1954. "Rebutal this
date...Governor Thorton presently in Korea, and expected to
return Denver June f£ive next." Teletype to Director, June 7,
1954, "Upon return of Governor Thorton from Korea he was
...fully briefed as to results of interview with McDonald.
Thorton reiterated his position that he did not intend under
any clrcumstances to reveal the source of the information in
connection with this matter."

35 "Board Raps Thorton Accusation," Denver Post, June 9,
1954.

36 Ibid.; Also "Dan Claims Tip on C.U. Teacher Was ‘a
Service'," Denver Post, June 9, 1954.

37 Urgent Teletype to the Director from Denver SAC, June 9,
1954,
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out at the FBI stating that "the Federal Bureau of
Investigation head J. Edgar Hoover, is treading on dangerous
ground."38 The article accused the FBI of passing
information in an extralegal fashion without proper
authority. It was following this second incident that
Lavrence Martin, Assoclate Editor of the Denver Post, began
a sertes of artlcles to expose the FBI and represslon.

In September of 1954, Lawrence Martin published the
first "Faceless Informer" article in the Denver Post. As
far as the edltors of the Post were concerned, they believed
that the problem of subversion had contrapuntal elements:
"first, how to protect the community, particularly the
schools, from Inflltration by subversives and second, at the
same time safegquard due process and individual
constitutional rights threatened by methcds closely akin to

the smear tactics of McCarthyism."39

38 ™"are Faceless Police Tolerable?" Denver Post, September
19, 1954.

39 Lawvrence Martin, "Faceless Informers and Our Schools,"
Denver Post, September 19, 1954; Lawvrence Martin, "“Faceless
Informers and the Schools," September 26, 1954, "This |is
another 1In a series of articles dealing with the use of
anonymous, unevaluated informatlon, not backed by the
accusers, which reflects upon the present 1loyalty and
reliability of teachers in the public schools of the Unlted
States." Later in the article, one State Superintendent of
schools expressed concern about "the obvious danger of
exposing teachers unjustly to smears, the unwvarrented black
looks of the community and professional ruin (versus] the
danger of exposing a whole classroom or a vhole school of
American children to the sly tactics of Communists, Fascists
or other subversives."
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By working throughout the United States, Martin began
to unearth the extent of the FBI operations. He reported
that "at least 1,000 teachers" have been placed on a suspect
list, and this number was "undoubtedly conservative."40 1In
California, more than 200 schoolteachers were under
investigation for subversion.41l More than 100 teachers were
dismissed there from 1952 to 1954 '"on suspicion of
subverslve assoclation or beliefs."42 In Utah, Martin
1dentified the FBI as the source of derogatory information
which wvas the basis for firing three teachers suspected of
snhversion.43 In New York, inquisitions by Saul Moskoff, New
York City's Speclal Guardian of the schools Agalnst
Subversion, were responsible for "202 teachers (having]
resigned or retlired... because of guilt or of sheer fear and
panic during or followlng their grilling."44 A later report
suggests that the number was actually 189 from 1952 to 1954,

40 Lavrence Martin, "Faceless Informers: 1,000 Teachers In

U.S. Placed on ‘Suspect List'," Denver Post, September 290,
1954.

41 Lawrence Martin, "Faceless 1Informexrs: Callfornia Ranks

High in Vigorous Subversive Hunt," Denver Post, September
24, 1954.

42 Lavrence Martin, "Faceless Informers: Rebel Schoolteacher
Loses in Californla," Denver Post, September 30, 1954.

43 Lavrence Martin, "Faceless Informers: FBI Data Ousted
Three Utah Teachers," Denver Post, September 27, 1954.

44 Lavwrence Martin, "Faceless Informers: N.Y. Red-Hunt
‘Traps' Teachers," Denver Post, September 29, 1954.
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with 91 others having been removed before 1952,.,45 But
Martin's complaints consistently challenged the "techniques
of lInvestigation" such as having to "weigh a teacher's word
against that of a faceless informer."46 Teachers are
"ruined" . he complained, and "it 1is done on unproved
suspiclon of associatlion with subversives, or under
political pressure of wvarious kinds without adequate
hearings."47 "In some states," he continued, "classroom
discussion of the United Nations has been called
subversive....in cthers, membership in a teacher's union"
and both have been grounds for "suspension and dismissal."48
In Texas, there was a phone line for concerned citizens; 1in
Detroit "“a report from a mysterious source" was published
accusing 150 teachers of being subversives; in North
Carolina, 10 to 25 teachers contracts were not renewed on
the basis of being suspected subversives; in Chicago,
National Education Association "investigators were denied
permission to see school records or to visit schools"; and

in Baltimore two "teachers were fired for not signing

45 Lawrence Martin, "Faceless Informers: Schools Out For
Teacher Who Wouldn't Answer ‘Baseless' Charges," Denver
Post, September 28, 1954,

46 Ibid.

47 Lavrence Martin, "Faceless Informers: Suspicion Often
Enough to Flre Teachers," Denver Post, October 1, 1954.

48 Ibid.
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loyalty o¢aths."49 Similar tales were told of Tennessee,
Connecticut, and other states.

The articles continued 1Into October with Martin
becoming increasingly critical of the FBI.50 1In one, Martin
likened the FBI tactics to McCarthyism:

The cases of school teachers fired on
suspicion of subversive bellefs -~ not on proof of
subversive acts -~ has sharpened the fear among
members of congress that the totalitarian methods
of McCarthylism may have been transplanted to the
Federal Department of Justice and the FBI.S1
In one of his 1last ‘Faceless Informers' articles,

Martin proposed that there was a solution to the problem,
He suggested better and more equitable subversive laws that
would both protect the teachers from anonymous information
and protect the community from Communist infiltration.52

Though the articles by Lawrence Martin were effective
in re-establishing a legal responsibility in the matter of
subversion, they did not challenge the basic question of

subversion. Three editorials in the Denver Post were quite

49 1bid.

50 Lavrence Martin, “faceless Informers: Curtain of
Secracy," Denver Post, October 1, 1954; Lawvrence Martin,
"rFaceless Informers: Colorado Has A Problem," Denver Post,
October 5, 1954; Lawvrence Martin, "Faceless Informers:
Spurred To Actlion," Denver Post, October 6, 1954.

51 Lawrence Martin, "Faceless Informers: We Cannot Answer,"
Denver Post, October 3, 1954.

52 Lawrence Martin, "Faceless Informers: There is A
Solution," October 7, 1954.
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telling in what they d4did and did not emphasize. 1In the
first, "‘Vicarious Guilt' -~ a Constitutional Problem", the
Post arqued that "the use of anonymous information on past
political activities of the Amerlcan School Teachers, made
avallable to school administrators wunder the cloak of
secreacy, presents the United States with a grave
conslitutlonal gquestion.” It established that derogatory
"material...(had) been distributed by the FBI among the
states and local school districts.”" For the Post the problem
was that "the constitutional qgquestion of the executive
department'’s right to perform such acts [had] never been
ralsed. It should be explored both In the courts and by
congress." "What has happened to the teachers" in each
state "challenges our historic Anglo-American concepts of
due process and just treatment."53

The second editorial, published a couple of weeks
later, enmphasized the same thing. It arqued that "“the
auvthority and objectives of the FBI were never...formally
written into the statutes of this country.” More
interesting in the second editorial was the acceptance of
anti-Communism without accepting the denial of due process.
"Action by faceless informers that brands individuals as
untrustworthy, NOT on evidence of present attitudes of overt

acts but on information dealing exclusively with past

53 ""*Vicarious Guilt' -- a Constitutional Question," Denver
Post, September 23, 1954.
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conduct and assoclations, {s a denial of ‘Fundamental
Justice' and is Un-American.'"54
Finally, in the third editorial, the Post proposed that
a ‘new test for loyalty' be established:
The problem 11s one of ¢trylng to draw a

distinct line between those persons of leftist
leanings, now or in the past, who are good, loyal

Americans and those leftists who are actually un-

American and part of the Communist conspiracy.55

This proposal fully accepted the notion of an existing
Communist conspiracy. The three editorials taken together
establish a concern for the denlal of £1fth amendment
rights. However, by accepting that there were opinlons or
beliefs ‘threatening' enough to the United States to
represent ‘clear and present danger', they accepted that
cerxtain 1limits could be acceptably placed on political

opinion.

Iv
By this time, J. Edgar McDonald, from the Colorado

Board of Educatlon, had gone public, arguing that the

teachers 1in Colorado had certainly been fired on the basis

of information passed to the governor by the FBI.56 Though

54 "why Not *‘Due Process' For Teachers," Denver Post,
Septembexr 30, 1954.

55 "Needed: A New Test For Loyalty," Denver Post, October 3,
1954.

56 "Red Charges on Seven Teachers Linked to FBI," Denver
Post, October 10, 1954.
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under pressure to admit the facts, Governor Thornton
continued to deny that the FBI was the source.57 The FBI
executlves were once again considering the future of the RP.
For them, however, there was 1little question "that the
Responsibilities Program (had]l served a most useful and
valuable purpose in eliminating subversives from employment
in local governments, particularly from teaching
positions."58 The bad publicity had taken 1its toll,
however, and on October 23 the following message was sent to
all FBI SAC's: "all offices instructed to immediately
discontinue submitting requests to the Bureau for
authorization to disseminate information under the
Responsibilities Program" pending approval of program
continuance by the Attorney General.59 Hoover, ever the
tactician, only 1informed the Attorney General about the

breech in the one program. He made a point of continuing

57 "Dan Mum On Teacher Data Source," Denver Post, October
11, 1954.

58 Office Memorandum to the Director £from L.V. Boardman,
October 13, 1954,

59 Memorandum to All SAC's, October 23, 1954; See also
Office Memorandum to Mx. Tolson from L.B. Nichols, October

29, 1954. "The serles of articles is most critical of the
Bureau, and it is apparent that Martin did do quite a
research Job. He has scarcely missed one case wherein the

Bureau received unfavorable publicity because of a breach of
confidence 1in the Responsibilities Program. SAC's are named
in this series, and in the story on October 3, 1954 he goes
into the details of a controversy with Senator Fulbright and
mentions Mr. Nichols by name frequently."
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other information dlssemination programs with "certain
committees of Congress, the making avallable data to the
General Accounting Office, the Government Printing Office,
the Library of Congress and so forth."60 In trying to
minimize the damage done to the FBI, Assistant to the
Director Nichols aggressively pursued public relations. He
took "the position that [the FBI hadl been utterly amazed
and surprised at the action of the Denver authorities in the
recelving and acting upon [the information] without
according due process to the teachers 1nvolved."61 Indeed,
even the Attorney General, though decidedly cautlious about
the program's future, felt that the problem was one of
"misunderstanding by the public of the limitations on the
authority of the FBI."62

On November 9, Hoover met with Attorney General Herbert
Brownell, Jr. The Attorney General suggested continuing the
program but that disseminating information to the Governors
about "persons employed in educational Institutions should
jJust be discontinued without any announcement or indication
to that effect." Hoover disagreed. He pointed out to the

Attorney General that the program was established because of

60 Office Memorandum to Mr. Tolson form L.B. Nichols,
November 2, 1954.

61 Memorandum to Mr. Tolson form L.B. Nichols, November 4,
1954,

62 Office Memorandum to Mr. Hoover from (Attorney General)
Herbert Brownell, Jr., October 25, 1954.
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concerns by Governors -- particularly Adlai Stevenson --
about subversives in schools. He also stated that the FBI
felt a subversive teacher was "certainly in a dangerous
position of polsoning the minds of the youth of ¢this
country" and that someone In the state government should
certainly be made aware of this situation. Hoover sald he
was "at a loss to understand why the Board of Education (in
Coloradol]l which had sparked this controversy had not given
as much attention to £inding out who the Communists were as
they were giving to £finding out wvho furnished the
information to the Governor of Colorado."63 The Attorney
General was convinced by Hoover's argument and agreed to
continue the Program, including the dissemination of
information about teachers.64

On the same day that the Attorney General approved the
continuance of the RP, John Stelinbeck wrote to the FBI
concerning the plight of a teacher who had been fired for
being a suspected subversive. Steinbeck was a member of the
American Committee for Cultural Freedom (see chapter II).
Writing the FBI, he expressed concern f£for violations of
academic freedom but juxtaposed an expressed concern about

the evil of Communism.

63 Memorandum for Mr. Tolson, Mr. Boardman, Mr. Belmont, Mr.
Nichols from J. Edgar Hoover, November 9, 1954.

64 0Office Memorandum to Mr. Hoover from (Attorney General)
Herbert Brownell, Jr., November 10, 1954.
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We 1live 1in a country vhere each citizen's
rights are important to the freedom of the entire
national community. I am proud that the American
Committee for Cultural Freedom has undertaken to
work on behalf of this young teacher. The
Committee has 1investigated the young nan’'s
background, and is fully satisfied that there can
be no question of his loyalty to the United States
and his opposition to Soviet totalitarianism. We
will fight his case determined to see that justice
is done.65

Hexre agaln, the argqument 1is established on £ifth
amendment grounds. Steinbeck arqued that the man was
innocent and should be reinstated. In the same breath,
however, he accepted that "loyalty to the United States" and
"opposition to Soviet totalitarianism" wexre reasonable
limits to first amendment rights.

But Hoover was 1little concerned about the ACCF or
Steinbeck. He had been buoyed by the RP's ‘accomplishments’
recently reported to hinm. *Since the inception of the
Responsibilities Program on February 17, 1951," read a
memorandum sent to Hoover on the 10th, "the Bureau has
authorized the £field to disseminate information on
approximately 9808 Security 1Index Subjects."66 In early
December, Hoover was so confident about the Program's future

that he ordered the investigation of twenty-two "newly

65 Letter to the FBI from John Steinbeck, member of the
American Committee for Cultural Freedom, November 10, 1954.

66 Office Memorandum to Mr. L.V. Boardman from A.H. Belmont,
November 10, 1954.
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elected Governors...in order {that]l] no delay will be
expected in disseminating information under the RP."67

In February of 1955, the editors of the Denver Post

published a pamphlet of the collected ‘Faceless Informers'
articles by Lawvrence Martin. It was effectively the last
blow to the Program. When the Attoxney General received a
copy on March 3, 1955, and was Iinformed that it was
receiving wide dlistribution, he concluded that the
‘Responsiblilities Program' should be brought to a close.é68

On March 7, 1955, Hoover sent a letter to all SAC
offices. 1In it he concluded that since,

the state authoritles...have falled to handle

properly the 1information furnished them by the

Bureau on a confidential basis under the

Responsibilities Program, the Bureau has found it

necessary, with the concurrence of the Attorney

General, to discontinue all dissemination under

this program.69

The final tally of the ‘Responsibilities Program' was
reported to Hoover Just before it was ended. By December
15, 1954 1information had been disseminated on 794
individuals. 429 were employed in education, 129 in city

government, 109 1in public utilities, 83 were in state

67 Office Memorandum to L.V. Boardman form A.H. Belmont,

December 3, 1954; Office Memorandum to SAC Albany from the
Director, FBI, December 7, 1954.

68 Office Memorandum to the Attorney General f£from the
Director, FBI, March 3, 1955.

69 Letter to All Special Agents in Charge from J. Edgar
Hoover, March 7, 1955,

107



government, and 44 in county and varlous other positlons.
It vas estimated that 56% "no longer held the position they
occupied at the time this information was dissemlnated."70
These numbers did not include the many name checks done for
guvernors like Earl Warren. These numbers cannot measure
the fear and concern that teachers and other public
employees must have llved with throughout these years.71

As a measure of how far the anti-Communist attitude had
permeated the political spectrum, there 13 the tale of
Hubert Humphrey. In January of 1955, Aassistant to the
Director L.B. Nichols met wlth Senator Hubert Humphrey to
talk confidentially about FBI operations:

I talked to Senator Humphrey on January 3,

1955, and in the strictest of confldence advised

him of the Responsibilities Program... the Senator

stated that he had always thought there was

something 1like this taking place; that tt was one

hundred percent correct; and he thought it wvas a
proper use of Bureau files.72

70 Office Memorandum to L.V. Boardman £from A.H. Belmont,
February 16, 1955.

71 For a good discussion on blacklisting in education, Ellen
W. Schrecker, No Ivory Tower, (New York, 1986). For a
contemporary look at ‘subversives' in education from a
decidedly liberal perspective, see Robert W. Iverson, The
Communists and the Schools, (New York, 1959). For and
earlier era of persecutlions of educators see, Mary Furner,
Advocacy and Objectivity, (Lexington, 1975); and Clyde
Barrow, Universities and the Capitallst State, (Madison,
1990), pp. 186-220.

72 0Office Memorandum to Mr. Tolson from L.B. Nichols,
January 7, 1955.
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If "the happy wvarrior" was able to take this view,
might it suggest that the "New Frontier" implied only new

‘techniques of freedom'?
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CONCLUSION:
POLITICS, IDEOLOGY, CULTURE AND LIBERAL ANTI-COMMUNISM

Polltical freedom does not include the right to selze
power, but...it does include the right to affirm
revolutionary doctrines or doctrines that have revolutionary
implications. Otherwvise [(the Founding Fathers) would have
turned their backs on their own actions, on the American
Revolution, and restricted the area of proposals for social
change.

-- I.F. Stonel
I

The ‘McCarthy Era Inquisitions' have passed into our
history books as excesses somehow endemic to the flifties,
but can the same be sald about the political/cultural
environment in which these ‘inquisitions' occurred? The
McCarthy Era is deceptively self-contalned and too easily
cast 1in the black and white kinoscope images of the time.
Since the death of Senator McCarthy 1in the 1late flifttes,
America has sSeen more than one revival of his style of
politics. 1Indeed, two recent Presidents have reached the
country's highest politlical office without having ¢to
Jettison the baggage that they shared with McCarthy and the

perlod that bears his name.?2

1 Andrew Patner, I.F. Stone: A Portralt, (New York, 1988),
p. 98.

2 Richard Nixon, who predated McCarthy as the premier anti-
Communist politiclan with the Alger Hiss case; and Ronald
Reagan, who while President of the Screen Actors Guild,
testified before the HUAC as a "friendly" witness. Indeed,
it was while Ronald Reagan was President of the Screen
Actors Guild 1In 1953 that the gquild introduced a loyalty
oath, and required its officers to sign affidavits that they
vere non-Communist. See David cCaute, The Great Fear,
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0f greater concern, however, is the suggestion that the
polltical/cultural environment which origlnally encouraged
McCarthy has not passed, and further, that anti-Communism as
official government policy has been, and is presently, the
general framework within which the socliety works -- at least
from the top down.3 Recent events offer convincing support
for such an assertion.

Take for example the 1988 race for the U.S. Presidency.
Republican candidate George Bush velled hils redbaiting
thinly wvhen he accused Democratic candidate Michael Dukakis

of being a closet liberal and a "card-carrying member of the

(London, 1978), p. 505.

Evidence also suggests that during the years of the Reagan
Presidency there was a return to a ‘blacklist' much like
that of the fifties. For instance, after the election of
Ronald Reagan in 1980, well established Actor Ed Asner found
that he could not £ind work after actively protesting the
American aild to the Nicaraquan Contras. Also, in 1985,
Canadian writer and naturalist Farley Mowat was denied entry
Into the United States for reasons never clearly stated. A
press officer for the United States State Department later
telt 1t necessary to point out that Mowat belonged to a
"proscribed organization" but refused to say what it was.
They wvere refering to Mowat's membership in the New
Democratic Party, the third 1largest political party 1Iin
Canada. See Farley Mowat, My Discovery of america,
(Toronto, 1985).

3 My Thinking on the organization of American soclety after
World War two 1is largely influenced by C. Wright Mills,
White Collar, (Oxford, 1951); and The Power Elite, (Oxford,
1956). His work 1is suggestive as to how much power people
like J. Edgar Hoover could wield in the Post war soclety.
For a strong critique of Mills' thinking in relation to the
intellectual trends of of the fiftles see Richard H. Pells,

The Liberal Mind in a Conservative Age, (New York, 1985),
pp. 249-261.
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ACLU".4 Dukakis found himself running from the "L-word", and
from his membership ln the American Civil Liberties union,
as though he had to hlde his progressive proclivities or
risk being ‘exposed’'. Rather than belng castigated for
pursuing McCarthy-type politics, the redbaiting by Bush was
never questioned; it had tacit, and at times active, public
acceptance.b More than Just political, however, anti-
Communism has contemporary cultural meanings as vell,
connecting with the cultural crisis underpinning the deacllne
of the "Amerxican Century".6

Back 1In Dukakis' home~town of Brookline Massachusetts,
redbalting was beling used In the 1local school system ¢to
control educational content. Soclal studies teachers there
had come under fire in public meetings and in the 1local
press, accused of being "‘ideological leftists' who [werel
‘antivestern': radicals, feminists and sixties holdovers who
have subjected [thelr students] to political propaganda on

foreign and domestic lssues."7

4 Interestingly, Bush refused even to say "liberal", opting
for the more sinister sounding "L-word".

5 By ‘redbaiting' I am suggesting the tactic of
marginalizing 1ldeas by assoclating them with utoplan
visions.

6 Lasch, Minimal Self; and Culture of Narcissism.

7 Bruce Shapiro, "Red-balting Comes to Brookline," The
Nation, (May 21, 1990) pp. 689,706-709.
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The Bush tactic and the events in Brookline suggest
that an environment still exists which works to 1limit the
use of ldeas within a certain ideological framework -- what
might be called an American Ideology. However, an ‘American
ideology', 1limiting ideas and freedoms, can be difficult to
ldentify in a society which presents itself as ‘pragmatic’
rather than ‘*dogmatic', and presents 1its ‘system' as
independent of public agency and public responsibllity.8 Aas
E.P. Thompson has pointed out, "the 1llusion of self-
motivated freedom disempowers people from confronting the
determinism of the larger social process."9

Ideas and assumptions, hopes and intentions, even the
very definlitions and understanding of language have been
actively shaped to allow certain subjective values and ideas
to be accepted as pragmatic, objective truths.10 It was
during the McCarthy era that this Ynew language of
incantation" came into being; "we no longer confrontled] the

world with ourselves as we [werel, but [rather, ve

8 See Christopher Lasch, The Culture of Naicissism, (New
York, 1981), pp. 369-397. By ‘system' I au refering to the
‘economic' capital order which is supposed to have 1its own
natural rythmn of existence. *Caplitalism', by this
definitlon, is not an 1deology but a ‘pragmatic' fact.

9 E.P. Thompson, "Last Dispatches From the Border Country,"
The Nation, Marxrch 5, 1988, p. 311.

10 See Raymond Williams, Marxism and Literature, (Oxford,
1977), pp. 145-206; and Raymond Williams, Keywords, (oxford
1981). Both works discuss the active power of language and
how its changing definitions affect society.
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confronted the world) with our ‘image'." This new language
paradigm pitted the "free world" and "free enterprise"
against the "Communist conspiracy" and slavery.ll

Part of this ‘new lanquage of incantation' necessarily
involved the reshaping of the past. Though not as
transparently as historians 1in the Stalinist regimes,
liberal-progressive historians have had a lasting influence
on their society and have skewed the way in which Americans
have come to wunderstand their past. history. Thelr
historical work becomes a means to reflect and relnforce
certain values in the present.12

The "McCarthy Era", as an historical event, wvas
absorbed by this liberal-progressive tradition, and treated

-~ 1lke so much else in American history -- as another ‘good

11 balton Trumbo, “Honor Bright and All That Jazz," 1in The
Time of the Toad, (New York, 1972), pp. 150-151.

12 1 am refering to the way in which history has become an
activist tool for re-enforcing the values of the present
order. For examples of how the American past has been
skewed into a liberal context, see Arthur M. Schlesinger,
Jr., The Age of Jackson, (Boston, 1953); Danliel Boorstin,
The Americans, (New York, 1958); and Louis Hartz, The
Liberal Tradition, (New York, 1955). Compare these works to
those by Alfred Young, The Dewmocratic Republlcans of New
York, (Chapel Hill, 1967); David Brion Davis, The Problem of
Slavery in the Age of Revolution, (Ithaca, 1975); Richard J.
Twomey, Jacobins and Jeffersonians, (New York, 1989); and
Exric Foner, Tom Paine and Revolutionary America, (New York,
1976). These works are more sensitive to ideology and
context. The three former works Iimpose on the past a
liberal-progessive perspective which 1s relevent to the
present, but not sensitive to the pastness of the past.
Though the later three are the most recent works, it Is the
tradition of the former which still holds sway 1in much of
the contemporary historiography.
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fight! won.l3 In the process, "McCarthylsm" became a
deceptive word. It implied that the ‘Ingquisitions' of the
fifties were the result of one man or one movement. It
implied, too, that with McCarthy's political demise, his
antl-Communist ‘witch hunt' died too.14 But McCarthy was
not an aberration; he was the product of typlcal politics to
an extreme.l5 He "was merely the most successful demagoque

to exploit a form of politics that had earlier been

13 There are numerous examples of this. See, for instance,
Eric F. Goldman, The Crucial Decade, (New York, 1956).

14 The demise of McCarthy, and Hoover's Responsibllity
Program, at about the same time, did signal the end of the
overt efforts to engage in repressive tactics. Even those
wvho fought McCarthy from the left saw his censure as the
effective end of McCarthyism. On May 13, 1957 I.F. Stone
wvrote in his Weekly, "While the Senate last week was burying
McCarthy, the Supreme Court was burying McCarthyism." His
Jjudgment that the Warren Court had removed the crass
McCarthy tactics was essentially correct. However, the
decislons of the Warren Court merely signaled the rise in a
new form of the same thing. See I.F. Stone, The Haunted
Fifties, (New York, 1963), pp. 196-204.

15 His platform fell well within the confines of the
conservative tradition in America, albeit to an extreme.See
Michael Paul Rogin, The Intellectuals and McCarthy,
(Cambridge, 1967),pp. 261-285. Rogin's work was able to
disprove Daniel Bell's assertion that McCarthyism was a
populist phenomenon, the result of WASPS' anxiety about
theilr changing soclial status in relation to ethnics. Rogin
discounted this by examining, in great detail, wvoting
behavior and populism. See Daniel Bell, The New American
Right, (New York, 1955), For an extension of Roglin's work
see Athan Theoharis, "The Politics of Scholarship: Liberals,
Anti-Communism, and McCarthylism," in Robert Griffith and
Athan Theoharis, The Specter: Original Essays __on_ _the Cold

War and the Oriqins of McCarthyism, (New York, 1974), pp.
262-2810
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legitimized by the Truman Demacrats."1l6 It was the existing
political environment chat spawned Joe McCarthy, not Joe
McCarthy who spawned the existing political environment,
The cruder anti-Communism of the HUAC was defeated, but what
replaced 1it, or rather what outlived 1it, was a refined
version of the same thing.

The older linear progressive historiography has helped
to strip Americans of an abllity -- in a politically and
culturally legitimized way -- to think laterally about thelir

society, past and present.l1l7 It is this which allows them to

16 Jezer, The Dark Ages, p. 98n. See also Rogin, The
Intellectuals and McCarthy, p. 219. McCarthy rode the wave
of fear resulting from the "loss" of China to the Communists
and the Russlians exploding a nuclear device. He 1s best
understood in the context of his successful exploitation of
"popular concern{s] over foreign policy, structured by
exlsting political institutions and polliclal cleavages."

17 A number of historians have helped to develop the
thinking on the restrictive quallitlies of an advanced
capitalist society which is also the restrictive qualilties
of anti-Communist Ideology. such restrictions help to
minimalize the dissent which has been the best critique of a
given social structure. What remains are only the ideas
conducive to the wellbeing of one system and those
dissenting 1deas which are innocuous enough to be ignored or
malleable enough to be absorbed as ‘reforms'. The results
of this system have been tangible in America.

The "legitimized" left and <right in Amexrican politics
have both actively supported and promoted the 1liberal
capitalist system. For a troubled socliety in need of real
choices this political "struggle" between "liberal left" and

"consexvative right" has meant no choice at all. The
failures of the liberal progressive steamroller -- leveling
society in the only way it knows how -~- have left a

pervasive sense of cynicism in its wake. The "enlightened

libexals" who have set the cultural and historical agenda

for a generation have shrugged their shoulders at a loss for

words. Fighting the good £ight, which has defined and

motivated 1liberal America since the turn of the century, no

longer answers questions and solves problems. Fox
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dismiss the events of the McCarthy Era while at the same
time accepting its basic underpinnings. Nearly £fifteen
years after the McCarthy Era ended, Arthur M. Schlesinger
Jr. argued that "...rational anti-Communism...remainls) a
moral necessity £for anyone who cares about democracy and
individual freedom."18 How this differs from McCarthy's
intentlons just two decades earlier 1is subject to
discussion, but clearly it suggests a tangible anti-
Comnmunism. And two decades hence, we still hear of the
necessity of fighting the "evil" of Communism, and the
"1llusions f[of Communism thatl continue to hold for so many
writers and intellectuals who remain as obdurately blind
today to the values and virtues of democratic capitalism as
[others like them di1d] In 1950."19 It s an ideologlcal
contradiction, suggesting something about activism in the
‘leglitimate®’ Amerlican political landscape, to repress ldeas

in the name of freedom, and restrict choice in the name of

discussions about the dynamics of culture see Christopher
Lasch, The Culture of Narcissism, (New York, 1975) and__The

Minimal Self, (New York, 1984); Raymond Williams, Culture,

——

(London, 1981); See also Marty Jezer, The Dark Ages,
(Boston, 1982) for a discussion of how post WWII capitalism,
speciflically through the fifties, has dictated the
definition of American cultural and political choice.

18 Arthur M. Schlesinger Jr., The Vital Center, (London,
1949, 1970 edition) p. xix.

13 See Norman Podhortez's 1indroduction in Richazd H.
Crossman, The God That Failed, (New Yc_k, 1983ed), pp.
xviiti-xviv.
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democracy.20

II

American capitalism has succeeded politically over
soclalist options 1in part by arguing that it alone can
guarantee liberal political freedoms, and yet lronically its
own survival depends on maintaining a status quo which cuts
against the democratic grain. The political freedoms that
are the supporting pillars of capitalism are the very source
of capltalism's instability. This contradictlon only
becomes more pronounced as advanced capitalism relies more
and more on overt government Intervention and direct
assistance. There 1s a pressing and persistent need for big
business and blg government together to cultivate mass
support and mass loyalty which cuts across class lines. The
development and redefining of the soclalizing institutlons
-- schools, the media, the famlly, and work -- have played
their role in the diversion and outright elimination of

dissent.21 But perhaps as much as these, the use of

20 The repression of ldeas In the name of freedom and the
restriction of cholce in the name of democracy have a 1long
history 1in America. See Leonard W. Levy, Jefferson and
Civil Liberties, (New Yoxk, 1963).

21 For an excellent disscussion of the development of
schools in this context see Christopher lLasch, "Educational
Structures and Cultural Fragmentaion,"” in The_ World of
Nations, (New York, 1962), pp. 250-269, and Culture of
Narclissism, pp. 221-261. For a discussion of the same
quality about family, see Christopher Lasch, Haven in a
Heartless World, (New York, 1977); for some discussion on
work 1in this context, see Lasch, The Minimal Self, pp. 23-
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intelligence agencies has been an effective way of
undercutting important soclal movements for change. What
remains to be done is the linking together of these elements
to appreclate repression in a democratic socliety as a whole;
it is their cunmulative effect that has established the
boundaries within which repression 1s practiced.

Cextainly, 1t cannot be arqued that the ‘success of
capitalism' has eliminated any need for basic sucial change
in America; 1in fact the contrary is true.22 Though there
are numerous reasons for the fallures of sociallst groups to
attract a mass following, such failures may be explained by
the growth and effectiveness of 1intelligence gathering
organizations 1like the FBI. These organizations have been
aggressive in designating and disseminating America's anti-
Communist ideology. This ralises an important question: what
role does repression play ln advanced soclieties?

There 1is a tenslon in advanced socleties between overt
repression and more subtle forms of coercion established in
cultural forms. Indeed, this is one of the problems that
Italian Marxist Antonio Gramscl wrestled witn while in the
confines of a prison cell. However, In the context of this
study, the question can be partlally answered by widening

the scope of zrxesearch to 1include both the work on overt

59.

22 "Practically ethlcal, moral, and cultural justification
for the capitalist system has now been destroyed by
capitalism.™® See Michael Harrington, The Accidental
Century, (New York, 1966), pp. 77-110.
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repxession and the work on moxre subtle types of coercion.
My suggestion here is that there are connections that need
to be 1lluminated and better utilized to £fully understand
the events of the fifties, as well as the events of the
present, without returning to the liberal understanding of
repression. In the post-Cold War perlod, we can not afford
to lose time or ground by offhandedly dismissing leftist
scholarship as having crumbled along with the Berlin Wall.
I am suggesting that the repression in America did not, and
does not, exist because of Communism, Socialism, or Fascism,
but rather it existed, and exists, because of an intrinsic
quality of our advanced society. If we are to understand
the true nature of domestic repression we must discard the
notion that freedom, as defined by its liberal exponents, lis
the only alternative to McCaxrthy-like repression. 1In this
context, the insightful social critiques of C. Wright Mills,
Christopher Lasch, Michael Harrington, Raymond Williams,
E.P. Thompson, and others have not been invallidated in the
post-Cold War order; indeed, they are more important than
ever since the Yfree-market god" is now being worshiped 1in
the former Communist countries of eastern Europe. They
become more important, too, as they point the way towards
the re-establishment of academic values which transcend
cheap political actlivism.

What this study shares with many of the liberal studies
of the period is an interest 1in the mechanisms of overt

repression; I do not fault these studles on the grounds that
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they choose this as thelr focus. Where I f£ind fault with
other studies is in their failure to examine the limitations
of Liberalism: they accept the position of the newspaper
editors studied in chapter five. To approach the study of
repression without ¢trying ¢to understand the underlying
ideology of buth its enemies and exponents is to miss what
is most insidious.

Unlike represslve regimes around the world, repression
in a democracy can only be achleved on the heels of a
pressing national emergency, for only then is it permissible
to override the £first amendment 1rights the intelligence
organization is supposed to respect. So in a perverse irony
"a perman:a:ly endangered national security (becomes) the
1llegitimate child of the First Amendment."23 Americans have
become so imbued with the anti-Communist ideology that they
are often unable to appreciate 1its 1influence; wvords that
vere accurate semantic descriptions became charged with
conspiratorial menace. *Class’', or *Soclalism’, or
‘Capitalism' each became filled with an all or nothing
intensity.24

23 Frank Donner, The Age of Survelillance, (New York, 1980),
p. 6.

24 A good example of this redefining of words is found in J.
Edgar Hoover, The Master's of Deceit, (New York, 1958), 339-
351. Here, in the glcssary, Hoover "redefines" words
assoclated with Marxism and the left giving them a sinistex,
threatening twist,
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Anti-Communism has come to be the 4glue that holds
potential class divisions together. Anti-Communism acts as
a means to counterbalance the "disappearance of shared
values, which give identity and exclusivity to a society."
It has glven "a common agreement on the ‘stigma of unworth,'
Communism."25 Thus Americans, unsure of what they are, can
at 1least say what they are not. It could then be argued
that without the Communist foil, as it 1Iis defined by the
intelligence organizations, the status of capitalism becomes
threatened. While it cannot fully explain it, this study
perhaps has 1illuminated the way in which this ideological
penetration occurred at an important point in time.

The FBI was the political organization whose
couterrevolutionary mission it was both to define the threat
to America and prescribe its solutions. The success of the
FBI in establishing the context withlin which Amerlcans have
come to understand movements for soclal change i3 due
largely to the woxrk of J. Edgar Hoover. Hoover 1llterally
redefined the languaqge of, and popular understanding of,
subversion in Anmerica.

III

The FBI Responsibilities Program File and the

Dissemination of Information Policy File offer an

opportunity to test o0ld assumptions about the McCarthy era

25 Donner, The Age of Survelllance, pp. 10-11.
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against a new source. For more than a generation work on
the McCarthy era has been, paradoxically, a part of the
history 1itself; many historlans have been both chronicler
and participant. This activism has charged the McCarthy Era
wvith a political and ideological power that has, at the very
least, made real hlstorical work on the period a dlfficult
task. Presumably, this study would offend the sensibilities
of Schlesinger or Boorstin not because of intrinsically poor
vork, but rather because it challenges, at a fundamental
level, the wisdom of prescribing ‘techniques of freedom' at
all. Indeed, this is the file's strength. It allows us the
power to dismiss, or at 1least identify, the activism of
liberal historical work as ideologically "tainted". Wwith
the file as a base, one 1is able to construct a sound
argument that 1s not only contrary to the liberal view, but
goes a long way towards discrediting it.

The source suggests that McCarthy was an almost
superfluous figure in the greater context of the repression;
his demise was far less symbolic of anti-Communism's demise
than the liberals have argued. This is not to suggest that
McCarthy was innocuous; indeed, his ‘crimes' were
substantial, the suffering he caused quite real. However,
McCarthy as a mastermind or as a central figure in the
repression is more the creatlon of 1lliberal historlography,
hollywood, and the contemporary media than of history.

This study also demonstrates the central role of J.

Edgar Hoover in the repression. Hoover was not only more
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Iinfluential than generally acknovledged, but was the
individual most responsible for the machinery of repression.
This 1s not a newv realization; in 1954 I.F. Stone publicly
suggested the involvement of the FBI in McCarthyism.
However, there has been a notlcable reluctance to pursue the
FBI's involvement. That thirty-five years have passed with
only a few works isolating the FBI's role suggests something
deeper than dearth of sources. As more and more files are
forcibly released it becomes more and more obvious that many
of the chroniclers of the repression were either directly
involved with the FBI, or shared sympathies with the work of
the FBI and the decisions of the Supreme Court; they not
only accepted the prevailing ‘techniques of freedom', but
contributed to their making as well.

The real strength of this source was its ability to
trace the deeper changes in the political and 1ideological
make-up of the nation as a result of the repression. 1In
conjunction with the work of other scholars, it reveals the
emergence of a 1liberal anti-Communism that moved from a
political forum to an administrative one. And further, that
in the process of shifting, 1t established an ideological
context for repression. That ls, it established the context
within which the liberals developed and advocated
"Techniques of Freedom."

with the release of source documents, like the one that
this study is based upon, the llberal understanding of the

McCarthy era is reveallng itself to be empty of truth. As
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historians 1look at the new evidence, they should recognize
that there is a wvital connection between politics and
culture and ideology, that the paths to power are serpentine
and elusive, and that any qualitative history of the period
needs to include all of these elements. When this is firmly
established, there can be a re-examination of the fifties
that ylelds far more substantial historical understanding
than the liberals have been able to offer. Meanwhile, we
are left to question whether there exists the freedom to
choose alternative social options in a democratic soclety
that encourages ‘Technigues of Freedom', and whether the
liberal tradition, in this as in other ways having shown 1ts
fascination with manipulation, technique, and power, as well
as ilts apparent 1inability to respond to the «crisis of
culture and values as successfully as conservatives have

done, may £ind itself a victim of its own lack of nerve.
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BIBLIOGRAPHIC ESSAY AND WORKS CONSULTED AND CITED

There has been, throughout the eightlies, a renewed
interest in the events of the fifties. Even Hollywood has
offered at least one major £ilm recounting the blacklist
(The Front]. It 1leads one to guestion whether there was
something intrinsic about the eighties that would support
such an interest, It is true that the eighties have seen a
greater availability of primary sources; but such
avallabllity 1is secondary, in a way, to certain historical
Inquiries; the dearth of sources should not have hindered
the asking of new questions.

Another possible impetus for the renewed Iinterest 1in
the filftles was the Reagan Era. Ronald Reagan brought with
him an interest in covert operations, a disregard £for the
Constitutlon and the law, and a somewhat nostalglic return to
the simplistic anti-Communist arquments of the fiftles (the
‘evil emplre! as a description of the Soviet Union would be
a case in point). Part of this administrative attitude
included darker hints at renewed domestic political
repression.

In thls context, much of the new elghtles scholarship
on the McCarthy era represents, I belleve, a liberal effort
to defend the besieged *Vital Centex'. The Reagan Era's

hints at political anti-Communism were motivation to
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mobilize the kinds of liberal arguments that toppled Senator
McCarthy thirty-five years earlier.

A brief examination of some of this newer scholarshlip,
in addition to older works, seems to support this point.
The few recent works that try to break through the older
liberal arguments are consistently undermined by concurrent

work that perpetuates liberal arguments.

I

As stated at the outset, the Responsibllities Program
must be seen in a greater context of contemporary events and
movements. As a result this study 1s greatly Iindebted to
many works which have been vital in establishing a broader
understanding of the McCarthy Exa and the Fifties. Though
many works draw conclusions that are in contention with
conclusions drawn in this study, they are of value in that
each work establishes certain details and facts.

Two liberal works that have tackled the post World Wwar
Two period 1in broad sweeps are Stephen E. Ambrose, Rise to
Globalism, (New York, 1971), and Eric F. Goldman, The

Crucial Decade and After, (New York, 1956). Ambrose

examines the United States In an international context £from
1938 through to the present, and Goldman, focusing primarlly
on the flfties, looks at both the domestic and international
role of America. Both works are decidedly liberal in theix
presentation and as a result defend some blased conclusions

about Communism and American anti-Communism. However, they
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are both wvaluable for thelr details and their attention to

wider themes.

An interesting work to read in counterpoint to Goldman

and Awmbrose is Marty Jezer's, The Dark Ages, (Boston, 1982).

Though not a scholarly work, 1t thoroughly challenges the
the standard liberal view of the post war period. If
Jezer's Marxlan view 13 sometimes a bit simplistic --
drawing one-to-one correlations between capitalism and the
repression -- it is not altogether wrong. Certainly, it is
far moxre ‘right' than much of the so-called scholarly work
that refuses to incorporate what historical materialism has

to offer.

In addition to Jezer, the works by C. Wright Mills, in

particular C. Wright Mills, White Collar, (Oxford, 1951) and

The Power Elite, (Oxford, 1956), are important sociological

studies of post World War two American soclety. These two
works are among the f£irst to suggest important links between
culture and politics. Further, Mills' work emphasizes the
intricate, often elusive connections in soclety. His work,
though not speclfically about repression, 1is able to
identify the context within which the repression was able to
be effective. Taken as a whole, these works establish
political and cultural movements which give the specific
focus of this study more relevance.

Purposefully, I have avolded most works about Senator
Joseph McCarthy. There has been an effort, consclous or ngo,

to make him 1larger than 1life and consequently this has
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distorted much of the historical work about the period.
Though some scholarly studies after the fifties have
recognized McCarthy as a somewvhut secondary character in the
repression, his popular image has not yet been to be cut
down to size. This sald, therxe are a few works that discuss
McCarthylism in the context of the House Committee on Un-
American Activities which are also necessary to establish a
sense of context.

For a detalled 1look at the work of the HUAC and its

like minded committees see David Caute, The Great Fear,

{({London, 1978) and Walter Goodman, The Committee, (New York,
1968), Caute's work is notable for 1its inclusiveness of

detail. Paul Rogin, The Intellectuals and McCarthy,

(Cambridge, 1967) placed McCarthy in a political context.
This work effectively countered the work in Daniel Bell, The

Radical Right, (Garden City, 1963) which had placed McCarthy

in a Populist context. Perhaps inadvertently, these works
emphasized the Senator and contributed to the McCarthy
monolith. So 1long as he was seen at the center of the
repression, a liberal reading of the events was 1likely --
his demise implying the victory of democratic forces. A
recent work on the McCarthy era demonstrates that this |is

still a popular position. Richard Freid, Nightmare in Red,

(Oxford, 1990) 1is sensitive to the wider context of the
repression and places it into the context of political
repression that existed throughout the century. However,

Freld ultimately makes a 1liberal argqument insofar as he
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malntains his focus on political means of repression. He
argues that a return to McCarthylsm during the Reagan Era
was a fear with 1ittle basis. The success of the vital
Center kept Reagan from reclaim.ng political repression for
the Right. Such a conclusion however, only suggests the
success of the 1liberal, administrative, and 1ideologlcal
forms of repression. The ‘Vital Center' still holds fast.
Two works are notable for their effort to place the
rise of McCarthylsm in the Democratic governments of the

forties and early flftlies: Richard Freeland, The Truman

Doctrine and the Origins of McCarthyism, (New York, 1974)

and Athan Theoharis, Seeds of Repression, (Chicago, 1971).

Both are Important revisionist works that are critical of
the Truman administration's role in the establishment of
government condoned repression of Amerlcans.

There are a few collections of primary source material

that are of note here. David Brion Davis, The Fear of

Consplracy, (London, 1971) is an intriguing collection of
speeches and statements by prominent Americans from the
Revolutionary era through to the late sixties that
establishes a 1long history of leading Americans' fear of

subversion. Also, there is Eric Bently, Thirty Years of

Treason, (New York, 1971) which contains transcripts from
testimony given to the HUAC throughout its thirty year
existence.

A number of works have been helpful in establishing an

historical continulty of certain political or cultural
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traits 1in the American polity. Frank Warren, Liberals and

Communism, (Bloomington, 1966) looks at the 1liberal anti-
Communism between the World Wars. Mary O. Furner, Advocacy

and Objectivity, (Lexington, 1975) and <Clyde W. Barrow,

Universities and the Capitalist State, (Madison, 1990) each

look at the repression of educators at the turn of the
century and help to establish that the actions implicit in
the Responsibilities Program had historical precedents.

Leonard W. Levy, Freedom of the Press from Zenger to

Jefferson, (New York, 1966) and Jefferson and Civil

Liberties, (Cambridge, 1963) were studies about Jefferson's
efforts to establish ‘Techniques of Freedom' 1Iin the early
19th century despite his libertarian reputation. Again such
works are important to absorb as they establish historical
precedents for repression.

Russell Jacoby, The _Last Intellectuals, (New York,

1987) is an linteresting contemporary critique of the
intellectual. I believe it has much to suggest about the
cultural results of a generation guided by liberal anti-
Communism.

Robert 1Iverson, The Communists and the Schools, (New

York, 1959) is a contemporary study which 1is valuable,
classic 1liberal argqument of the time; it castigates the
McCarthy approach to anti-Communism as extreme, but applauds
the Hoover approach as respcasible. Ellen Schreker, No
Ivory Tower, (New York, 1986) is the best work to date on

the repression of leftist educators in this century. It is
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a detailed, well concelved, well written work that deserves
much attention. 1If it is deficient in any way, it is in the
unwillingness to discuss the 1ideological side of the
political represslon. This kind of study, as 1is true of
most of the works sighted here, tends to simplify the
mechanics of repression by conceiving it only in political
terms. This argument too often 1leads to a 1liberal
conclusion once tne overt political machinery of repression
is removed.

There has been a consistent fallure of the wider
academic community to 1look at the McCarthy Era with
cultural, hegemonic concerns in mind. The considerable body
of work by Christopher Lasch has been part of the
scholarship for more than 25 years, but has yet to be
generally accepted as a means to help understand repression
in a democratic socliety. 1In particular, his chapter on the
anti-intellectualism of the intellectuals 1In The New

Radicalism in Amerjca, 1889-1963, (New York, 1965) 1is an

absolutely vital study. That it has been largely ignored by
historians of the McCarthy Era, suggests only how successful
liberal ‘historlans' 1like Schlesinger and Boorstin have
been. If we are to move beyond a Cold War understanding of
the fifties there must be a recognition and inclusion of his
work. It 1is a telling 1irony that such an 1important
observation coming from the midst of the repression has been
fragmented from an inclusive study of the period. This s

not to suggest that the cultural concerns have been ignored
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altogether; there has been a number of works that have
continued what C. Wright Mills began in the fifties.

Notable works 1in thls area are, E.P. Thompson, The Poverty

of Theory and Other Essays, (New York, 1978); Raymond

williams, Culcure, {(London, 1981), Keywords, (London, 1983),

and Marxism and Literature, {Ooxford, 1977); Michael

Harrington, The Accldental Century, (New Yoxrk, 1966);

Christopher Lasch, The Agqony of the American__Left, (New

York, 1969), The Culture of Narcissism, (New York, 1979),

The Minimal Self, (New York, 1984), and The World of

Nations, (New York, 1973). Each work has its own strengths
and wveaknesses insofar as it may explain some cultural
characteristics of repression; howvever, it is important to
emphaslize inclusion of such work 1in future studles of
repression. This is an argument for synthesis. Almost all
political studles of the period are negligent in that they
do not make cultural, 1ldeological concerns part of their
work.

Contemporary works of the period deserve some
attention. Arthur M. Schlesinger deserves much derision for
his activisnm, his blatant anti-Communisn, and his
intellectual arrogance. The Vital Center, (New York, 1949),
often shares political compatibility with J. Edgar Hoover's
The Master's of Deceit, (New York, 1958). Schlesinger is
relentless 1in his belief that the liberal "techniques of
freedom" demand a curtailed democracy. He shares

responsibllity for creating an atmosphere where traditional
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intellectual pursults are considered suspect 1f they are
critical of the ruling order. He has damaged the historical
profession by perverting 1t into a political, activist tool
for the ruling elite. His work continues to 1ingrain anti-
Communism/anti-Radicalism into the intellectual and cultural
psyche of the natlon.

Another anti-Communist activist ir the historical

profession is Daniel Boorstin. In particular his Decline of

Radicalism, (New York, 1970), though written to address the

nmovements of the sixties, carries on the ¢tradition of
dismissing those who criticize the established order at a
fundamental level.

In counter balance to Boorstin and Schlesinger, I.F.
Stone was an oasis 1in the scholarly desert during the
period. His Weekly, and his numerous books, are perceptive
and concise and powerful. He stood virtually alone 1in his
time, clearheadedly challenging the repression around him.
He deserves much, but has recelved 1little. It is
distressing to note that Stone is all but ignored in every
study of the period. Though it may be too simple an
explanation, it seems a man of the independent left has no
friends. Stone has pald the price too long and should be
used as a rich and vital source in any study of the period.

In particular his The Haunted Fiftles, (New York, 1963); The

Hidden History of the Korean War, (New York, 13952); and The

Truman Exa, (New York, 1953), are each filled with

extraordinary 1lnsights.
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Two books by Richard Pells, Radical Visions _and

American Dreams, (New York, 1973), and The Liberal Mind in a

Conservative Age, (New York, 1985) are both interesting and

important works that study the intellectual £rom the 20's
thxrough to the end of the 50's. Pells is sensitive to the
social environment of the intellectuals and their role 1in
that soclety.

Victor Navasky's, Naming Names, (New York, 1980) was

among the first of the new McCarthy Era books published in
the eighties. 1In many ways it was typical, contributing to
the defense of the "vital Center". By choosing to discuss
those who named names before the HUAC, Navasky skirts a
qualitative examination of the period and instead condemns
those who wvere willing to talk. This 1is appalling and
irxresponsible. It 1is a work that 1s ignorant of the many
studies that emphasize those who created the culture of
represslion. IL serves Lhe liberal cause to inflict lashes
of moral righteocusness upon those who named names. Navasky
should know better. This book is well written and there are
chapters of interest that can be useful in a study of the
period. However, 1its general thrust 1is offenslive; 1t
implies that the McCarthy Era might never have happened 1f
no one had named names.

Athan Theoharis and Kenneth O'Rellly spearheaded the
investigation of the FBI and its role in the repression. In

particular, O'Rellly's, Hoover and the Un-Americans,

(Philadelphia, 1983) was one of the f£irst works to establish
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the central role of J. Edgar Hoover in the repression. 1If
it suffers from a liberal perspective it should not diminish
its role in opening up new avenues for Iimportant

scholarship. Theoharis, too, in his Seeds of Repression,

(Chicago, 1971) and his The Specter, (New York, 1974) helps
to expand the understanding of the flftles beyond McCarthy
to the 1institutions of government. This could also be said

of Frank Donner's, The Age of Surveillance, (New York,

1980). This work 1is an exhaustive examination of the
intelligence agencies in the business of repression. More
than any other work on the subject, Donner comes closest to
suggesting a culture of repression. Donner unabashedly
recognizes that Iinstitutions 1like the FBI are, in effect.
political police. This recognition allows for a perceptive
study of the 1role of Intelligence agencles in democratic
socleties.

One recent book has been able to break through some of
the liberal rhetoric of the period, at 1least politically,
and looks at the FBI allied with the 1liberal anti-

Communists. Wwilllam W. Keller, The Liberals and J. Edgar

Hoover, (Princeton, 1989), was the first substantial work to
look to the FBI and not 1impose a decidedly liberal
understanding of 1its actions. He helped to establish the
role of liberal politiclans in the institutionalization of
repression. However, Keller 1is unable to recognize the
cultural aspects of the shift, and ultimately, he makes a

liberal argument, suggesting the the liberal-FBI entente was
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broken in the early 70's by public pressure. He 1is unable
to break through to the cultural ramifications of the
argument he is making. Keller's work is important, however,
in that he seems to be aware of the political shift
precipitated by the 1liberals. More work is needed in this
area.

Martin Sherwin's, A World Destroyed: The Atomic Bomb

and the Grand Alliance, (New York, 1977) is a wvaluable and

important study of the effect of the Bomb on world politics

and its effect on American foreign policy. Jesse Lemisch's,

On Active Service in War and Peace, (Toronto, 1975) is a
wvonder ful monograph that punches through the non-activist
claims of liberal historians. and finally, Dalton Trumbo's,

The Time of the :.,ad, (New York, 1972) which includes an

article published originally in The Nation [1965], "Honor

Bright and All That Jazz," is indispensable to a study of
the periocd 1f for no other reason than for the beauty and
power of its words and message.

About the primary source of this study, much can be
sald. However, two important points need to be addressed
here. The first has to do with the general format of the
source. It was arranged only somewhat chronologically, and
it generally suffers from poor orxganization. It was a
struggle to find documents that corresponded to others. A
companion book was to be published in the winter of 1990.
Perhaps it will be of assistance to others who will use the

sourxce. The second point is its value to the scholarship.
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This source has allowed a different picture of the
represslion than that painted by 1liberal historians 1like
Schlesingexr and Boorstin. It demonstrates how self-serving
liberal scholarship has been and should help to discredit

liberal activism in future historiography.
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