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Introduction

W. Eugene Groves was, all who knew him agreed, a young man of tremen-
dous promise. Class valedictorian at his Indiana high school, he con-
tinued to shine as a member of the track team at the University of Chi-
cago, where he studied physics and served as president of the student
association. After graduating in 1965, he won a Rhodes Scholarship to
Oxford and then, a year later, returned home to run for the presidency of
the United States National Student Association (NSA), a post that had
served several previous holders as a stepping-stone to high public office.
By the age of twenty-three, the student politician had already come a long
way from his hometown of Columbia City (population 5,500), where his
father worked as a carpenter and his mother presided over the local Can-
cer Society.!

It was just as he was preparing to launch his NSA presidential cam-
paign that Groves learned a secret about the organization that would
change his life forever. Despite its appearance as a free and voluntary cen-
ter for American student groups, the association was, its current president,
Philip Sherburne, informed him, secretly funded by the Central Intelli-
gence Agency. This arrangement, Groves learned, dated back to the first
years of the Cold War, when the Soviet Union had launched a concerted
effort to win the ideological allegiance of young people in western Europe
by appealing to such idealistic causes as world peace and progress. Rather
than making this appeal directly, communist propagandists did so co-
vertly, through so-called “front” organizations—groups of private citizens
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outwardly serving some independent purpose who were in fact financed
and controlled by Moscow.

Confronted by this challenge, senior U.S. government officials decided
to respond in kind. The CIA, vested with broad, unspecified powers of
covert operation by its legislative charter, the National Security Act of
1947, began making secret subsidies to the National Student Association
(founded, incidentally, in the same year), first through wealthy individu-
als posing as private donors, then, more systematically, via fake charita-
ble foundations created specially to act as funding “pass-throughs.” Stu-
dents in the NSA’s international affairs division, who had been “groomed”
by undercover intelligence officers attending NSA summer seminars and
who were sworn to official secrecy, then helped channel the money
abroad, where friendly foreign student organizations spent it on various
activities intended to combat the influence of communist fronts. By the
time that Eugene Groves was let in on the secret in 1966, the NSA’s inter-
national program had expanded beyond western Europe to include new
areas of Cold War strategic significance, among them South America, Af-
rica, and Southeast Asia.

The revelation left Groves in an agonizing quandary. Described by
friends as “warm and open,” he was instinctively repelled by the elements
of secrecy and deception involved in the relationship between the CIA
and the NSA, not least of which was the requirement that those students
who had sworn the secrecy oath—or, to use the Agency’s own operational
terminology, been made “witting”—conceal the truth about the NSA’s
funding from those who were “unwitting.”” An earnest believer in the
principles of citizen action and voluntarism, Groves was also dismayed by
the U.S. government’s apparent disregard for the NSA’s independence as
a nongovernment organization. Finally, while no long-haired student rad-
ical—he habitually wore a dark suit with a vest and, if quizzed about his
politics, would describe himself as a “liberal” or “reformer”—Groves was
profoundly disturbed by what he perceived as terrible errors in recent
American foreign policy, particularly the war in Vietnam. The student
leader’s first instinct, therefore, was to try and “get the rascals out” by re-
vealing all.’?

As he pondered his situation, however, Groves began to imagine the
dreadful consequences that might befall his beloved NSA if he were to go
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public. Its reputation as an international representative of the nation’s
youth, already under attack from youth groups both to its left (such as the
Students for a Democratic Society) and its right (the Young Americans
for Freedom), would be damaged beyond repair; shadowy figures in Wash-
ington might extract revenge by revoking its officers’ draft deferments or
canceling its tax-exempt status; individuals such as Roger Pulvers, an
NSA exchange student studying in Warsaw, might find themselves in per-
sonal danger. And what of the possible risks to Groves himself? “Will they
shoot me on a street corner when they find out that I know without hav-
ing signed a security oath?” he wondered.*

In the end, Groves’s hand was forced by the news, casually dropped
into conversation by former NSA president and prominent liberal activist
Allard Lowenstein, that a muckraking California magazine, Ramparts, was
about to run a story exposing the CIA link, based on files pilfered from the
association’s headquarters by a disgruntled former officer. A hastily con-
vened series of meetings between NSA leadership and CIA officials fol-
lowed. Groves, who by now had been elected president, was outspoken in
his condemnation of the clandestine contract between the two organiza-
tions. “My antagonism flustered some of the agents, who frantically ac-
cused me of undermining all the free world institutions that had been so
painstakingly created over the last fifteen years,” he recalled later.’ Even-
tually, after consultation with the White House, the CIA gave permission
for the NSA to draft a preemptive press statement admitting to and repu-
diating the relationship. Despite grave personal misgivings, Groves agreed
that, prior to its release, he would conceal the story from inquiring report-
ers and other officers of the organization who were still unwitting. He also
secured Roger Pulvers’s recall from Poland, explaining to the bewildered
and tearful student in a London hotel room that a CIA analysis had con-
cluded it was dangerous for him to remain behind the Iron Curtain.

The story eventually broke in February 1967 when the New York Times
simultaneously published an advertisement for the Ramparts exposé and
a statement by the NSA. If the latter was intended to staunch the flow
of revelations, it failed miserably. To the horror of Groves and count-
less other Americans, the Times went on in the weeks that followed to
print a series of reports revealing covert CIA sponsorship of an astounding
variety of other U.S. citizen groups engaged in Cold War propaganda bat-
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tles with communist fronts. High-ranking officials in the American labor
movement, it emerged, had worked clandestinely with the Agency to
spread the principles of “free trade unionism” around the world. Anticom-
munist intellectuals, writers, and artists were the recipients of secret gov-
ernment largesse under the auspices of the Congress for Cultural Freedom
(CCF) and its many national affiliates. University professors, journalists,
aid workers, missionaries, civil rights activists, even a group of wealthy
women known as the Committee of Correspondence, all had belonged to
the CIA’s covert network of front operations.®

The effect of the Times revelations was shattering. The Congress for
Cultural Freedom was plunged into controversy, as illustrious American
and European intellectuals argued bitterly about who among them had
been witting of the CIA connection; wracked by resignations and reviled
by younger writers, the disgraced organization sank into obscurity. The
powerful president of the American Federation of Labor—Congress of In-
dustrial Organizations (AFL-CIO), George Meany (who, newly available
documents show, personally attended meetings with CIA chiefs in the
early 1950s), resolutely denied there ever having been any secret dealings
between his organization and the federal government; his statements were
greeted with skepticism at home and protest abroad, where many Ameri-
can labor programs were abandoned for fear of violent retaliation against
U.S. personnel. Dozens of other front operations collapsed under the im-
pact of the revelations, leaving reputations and friendships in tatters. One
unwitting officer of the Committee of Correspondence, who had worked
for years trying to raise donations from private sources, never forgave col-
leagues who had known that such fund-raising was unnecessary because
the CIA was bankrolling the organization and yet had allowed her to
carry on because her activities helped preserve the Agency’s cover.

As for the National Student Association, it weathered the storm better
than most front organizations, refocusing its efforts on domestic issues and
in the process actually increasing its membership. The last tie between the
NSA and the CIA was severed in August 1967, when the student group
took over the title and mortgage payments on the Washington brown-
stone that had served as its headquarters since 1965.7 Having managed
this transaction and seen out the rest of his presidency, Eugene Groves,
once apparently bound for a glittering political career, retreated into pri-
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vate life. “The world [has] los[t] its innocence,” he told the NSA’s 1967

congress. “I want to get out.”

The ignominious demise of the CIA’s covert network in 1967 presented a
stark contrast with the circumstances of its creation nearly two decades
earlier. Then, in the late 1940s, there had been very little doubt that such
measures were necessary to defeat what was perceived as a menace to the
survival of the “free world.” True, the United States had the upper hand
in many dimensions of the rapidly developing Cold War. Economically,
it was clearly the strongest power on earth, as was shown by the unprece-
dented scale of the Marshall Plan aid program; and it still enjoyed sole
possession of the atom bomb. However, in an equally important theater of
this new kind of international conflict—the ideological struggle between
capitalism and communism for the “hearts and minds” of nonaligned
peoples around the world—its advantages were far less obvious. The So-
viet Union could call upon communists’ considerable experience of con-
structing front organizations, a tactic perfected by the Communist In-
ternational, or “Comintern,” during the 1930s and revived when the
Communist Information Bureau—“Cominform”—was established in
1947, shortly after the proclamation of the Marshall Plan, in order to co-
ordinate pro-Soviet Cold War propaganda. Even the British were ahead of
the Americans in this game, boasting such “publicity” agencies as the Cul-
tural Relations Department and the Information Research Department.
Something had to be done quickly, lest the United States squander its
economic and military superiority in the Cold War by losing the moral ar-
gument.

Fortunately, Americans did have a few advantages in the battle for
hearts and minds. To begin with, there were some people around who
knew about communist front tactics because they had once been commu-
nists themselves: such men as novelist and former Comintern officer Ar-
thur Koestler, now a fanatical anticommunist, and Jay Lovestone, one-
time leader of the American Communist Party turned chief foreign policy
advisor to George Meany. It was the inveterate schemer Lovestone who
devised the CIA’s earliest covert operations in the field of international
labor politics, secretly channeling millions of dollars to anticommunist
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trade unionists in Europe and further afield; Koestler helped carry the fight
into the world of intellectuals and artists, organizing the 1950 rally in
West Berlin out of which grew the Congress for Cultural Freedom. As the
CIA was to discover, employing such ideological zealots in its covert oper-
ations could lead to serious practical complications. Still, in the first days
of the Cold War, the expert advice of these men proved invaluable.
Moreover, in attracting supporters to its front organizations, the CIA
could harness the American people’s much-vaunted love of association.
“A nation of joiners” was how historian Arthur M. Schlesinger, Sr., fa-
mously described his compatriots in 1944, echoing Alexis de Tocqueville’s
observation of more than a hundred years earlier that “Americans of
all ages, all conditions, all minds constantly unite.” The potential Cold
War applications of this trait were first spotted by diplomat and scholar
George FE Kennan, who, recently declassified government records reveal,
deserves recognition not only for having invented the idea of “contain-
ment” but also for being the principal architect of the CIA’s covert net-
work. “Throughout our history, private American citizens have banded
together to champion the cause of freedom for people suffering under op-
pression,” noted Kennan in a crucial planning paper of 1948. “Our pro-
posal is that this tradition be revived specifically to further American na-
tional interests in the present crisis.”'® There was, of course, a strong
element of expediency, even opportunism, about this tactic, just as there
was in the Comintern’s and, later, the Cominform’s propagandistic ap-

"

peals to “fellow travelers” desire for world peace. That said, none of the
U.S. front organizations of the Cold War period were merely official fabri-
cations; all drew strength, to greater and lesser degrees, from the sponta-
neous energies of American associationalism.

Last, but not least in importance, the U.S. government could count on
its citizenry to show it an extraordinary measure of goodwill and support
in its crusade against communism. This was in part the legacy of World
War Il and the recent experience of total mobilization against a global
threat to freedom. It also reflected the peculiarly intense anticommunism
of the era, which served as an extremely strong cohesive force in postwar
American society, binding together disparate groups in a powerful ideo-
logical consensus. To be sure, there always were those who felt uneasy
about the secrecy involved in front operations (by aping the tactics of
their totalitarian enemy, were not Americans in danger of becoming the
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thing they despised?) or feared the possibility that such activities might
distract the CIA from what was supposed to be its cardinal purpose, the
acquisition and analysis of foreign intelligence. By and large, though,
there was little public inclination to question the wisdom or the ethics
of the means by which government officials conducted the Cold War.
Indeed, for at least the first decade of its existence, until the early 1960s
(a period often referred to within the Agency as the “Golden Age” and
identified with the leadership of Allen W. Dulles, Director of Central In-
telligence between 1953 and 1961), the CIA enjoyed a reputation for
competence and probity that now, many years and intelligence scandals
later, is hard to credit. As one Agency officer recently remarked, “There

was almost nobody in this country that I couldn’t go to . . . and say ‘I'm
from the CIA ... and at the very least get a respectful reception and a
discussion.”!!

[t was against this background of perceived international crisis and do-
mestic political consensus that the CIA constructed an array of front or-
ganizations that Frank Wisner, the Agency’s first chief of political warfare,
liked to compare to a “Mighty Wurlitzer” organ, capable of playing any
propaganda tune he desired.'? In the roughly twenty-year period before
the revelations of 1967, there were three broad phases of front operation
mounted by the CIA—or, if you like, tunes played on the Mighty Wurlit-
zer. First, there were organizations intended to provide a cover for émigrés
and refugees from the communist-bloc countries, who were viewed as a
potential secret army capable of infiltrating and undermining the Soviet
empire from within (although the theme of “liberation,” or “rollback,”
would fade after the abortive Hungarian uprising of 1956). Then, in rapid
succession, came a series of operations designed to shore up civil society in
western Europe against communist destabilization, most of which mobi-
lized groups on the so-called non-communist left (or “NCL,” in the Wash-
ington parlance of the day): trade unionists, intellectuals, and students.
Finally, as the Cold War began to spread into new theaters in the so-called
Third World during the late 1950s and early 1960s, the CIA secretly
sponsored a host of new programs, often ostensibly concerned with devel-
opment or modernization, but also intended to ensure that the “develop-
ing nations” did not succumb to communism. These programs tended to
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involve what would later be labeled “minority” groups, such as women
and African Americans.

Of course, these distinctions were not hard and fast: the different
phases overlapped, with some front organizations operating in two and a
few in all three. Also, despite often having very different ideological and
regional orientations, the groups that made up the CIA’s covert network
had certain basic features in common. For example, all were composed of
private American citizens who had preexisting links to similar groups
overseas, often based on some shared identity: generational in the case of
the student groups, racial in the case of the African American organiza-
tions, and so on. These links provided the CIA with the cover it needed
to influence strategically important sectors of foreign populations, but
they also tended to set up a tension within the groups between members’
nationality as Americans on the one hand and their transnational identi-
ties on the other.

Partly in order to manage this tension, the Agency sought some degree
of control over its front operations. It exercised this control through indi-
viduals located within the organizations concerned, normally salaried of-
ficers such as executive directors or secretaries, who were witting about
the true source of their funding and pledged to secrecy—although just
how much control the Agency exercised, and how many witting as op-
posed to unwitting members the groups contained, remain questions of
lively controversy even today.

Finally, while their politics might have varied in other important re-
spects, the groups were united by a shared ideological conviction so im-
portant it was almost an article of faith: all were anticommunist. In the
early years of the Cold War, when the anticommunist consensus was at its
height, this belief was enough to ensure that the CIA’s front operations re-
mained secret. Later, however, as the consensus began to disintegrate un-
der the strain of the Vietnam War, secrecy became impossible to maintain,
and the scene was set for “the biggest security leak of the Cold War,” as
Eugene Groves called the Ramparts revelations in his 1967 report to the
NSA congress."?

Weriting the history of the Mighty Wurlitzer is not an easy task, given
the shroud of official secrecy that still surrounds it today, fifty years on.
The CIA has declassified only a tiny proportion of the presumably vast
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cache of records generated by this sprawling operation, preferring instead
a policy of releasing groups of documents relating to specific, already well-
known moments in its history, such as, for example, the Guatemalan coup
of 1954. The job is not impossible, however. For one thing, while the
CIA’s operational records remain tantalizingly out of reach, the front orga-
nizations themselves have generally left behind substantial and publicly
accessible collections of their working files, many of which contain strong
traces of their relationship with their clandestine patron. For another,
there already exists a small corpus of scholarly monographs and articles
about particular front operations, written by intrepid souls using often
highly ingenious research methods to overcome official secrecy.'

Valuable though this literature undoubtedly is, there are at least two re-
spects in which it strikes the present author, at least, as inadequate. First,
there simply is not enough of it. Granted, quite a lot has been written
about CIA patronage of the arts, especially American abstract painting,
including the most important book published in the field to date, Frances
Stonor Saunders’s enterprisingly researched and entertainingly written
The Cultural Cold War."> Surprisingly little, however, has been written
about other sectors of the CIA’s covert network, and next to nothing
on activities that were targeted at areas of the world outside of western
Europe.

The other main problem with the existing literature about this subject,
which has less to do with coverage than with interpretation, became ap-
parent to me as I researched my previous book, a study of how U.S. Cold
War front operations affected Britain and, in particular, the British left.
The tendency has been to portray the CIA as very much the dominant
partner in the patronage relationship, with the front groups obliged to toe
the official line, thanks to the Agency’s control of the purse strings. The
most influential expression of this interpretation is Saunders’s Cultural
Cold War, whose British title, Who Paid the Piper?, extended the musical
metaphor first employed by Frank Wisner to suggest that the CIA was
calling the tune of the artists who received its covert subsidies. Yet this
notion seemed at odds with the evidence I was uncovering about front op-
erations involving literary intellectuals and trade unionists on the non-
communist left. To start with, some of the ex-communists involved, Jay
Lovestone and Arthur Koestler, for example, thought they knew best how
to fight the Cold War and often disagreed with official policy. Moreover,
the CIA could not always dictate how the money it secretly disbursed was



10 INTRODUCTION

spent, with left-wing literati sometimes purloining it for purposes that had
little or nothing to do with the superpower conflict. The CIA might have
tried to call the tune, I concluded, but the piper did not always play it, nor
the audience dance to it.!°

This book, therefore, has two main aims. One is to provide the first
comprehensive account of the CIA’s covert network from its creation in
the late 1940s to its exposure twenty years later, encompassing all the
main American citizen groups involved in front operations, not just in Eu-
rope but in the Third World as well. The other is to portray the relation-
ship between the CIA and its client organizations in as complete and
rounded a manner as possible, combining intelligence history with the
specific social history or histories of the groups concerned. My hope is
that, by telling both sides of the story, the groups’ as well as the CIA’, 1
will shed new light not only on the U.S. government’s conduct of the
Cold War, but also on American society and culture in the mid-twentieth
century.

Finally, a few words about the principles of selection underpinning
the structure of this book. Although my survey of CIA front operations
is intended to be comprehensive, it is not exhaustive. It is highly likely
that we still do not know the identity of all the groups that received co-
vert subsidies. One, Patrick Peyton’s Family Rosary Crusade (described in
Chapter 8) has only just come to light. In any case, it would be impossible
to discuss in detail between the covers of a single volume every committee
and project that is known to have been CIA-financed. Instead, what I
have chosen to do is identify the main groups within American society
that participated in the covert network and devote a chapter to each, con-
centrating on the activities of the most important organizations and indi-
viduals involved. This means that certain front operations, those that in-
volved only a handful of U.S. citizens (in other words, ones that did not
mobilize a distinct social group) and served little purpose beyond provid-
ing a funding conduit to foreign recipients, will receive merely passing
mention.!

What follows, then, is the story of how the CIA attempted to mobilize
a cross-section of American society in the Cold War struggle for hearts
and minds—to “play” America as if it were a giant musical instrument—
and how U.S. citizens at first followed the Agency’s score, then began im-
provising their own tunes, eventually turning harmony into cacophony.



Innocents’ Clubs

THE ORIGINS OF THE CIA FRONT

One day in late October 1940, during the first year of the Nazi occupation,
two hunters were making their way home through woods just north of the
small French town of Montagne, near Grenoble, when the excited bark-
ing of their dogs drew them to an old oak tree. Propped up against the
trunk, almost concealed by drifting autumn leaves, was the badly decom-
posed body of a man, its head almost entirely denuded of flesh. Around
the neck was a knotted cord, which had apparently snapped after having
been suspended from an overhanging branch. A search of the corpse
carried out later that day by the town’s mayor and coroner turned up docu-
ments that revealed the body as being that of a German citizen named
Willi Miinzenberg. Unclear as to just who this man was, and not want-
ing to attract the attention of the Gestapo, the French officials rapidly
reached a verdict of suicide, despite the absence of a note and the body’s
failing to display injuries usually associated with self-inflicted hanging.!

If the inhabitants of Montagne had not heard the name Miinzenberg
before, there were many in Europe—and, for that matter, several in the
United States—who had. Born in 1889, the son of a violent, alcoholic
innkeeper in southeastern Prussia, the handsome young radical had cut
his teeth organizing communist youth in local factories, earning a reputa-
tion with the German authorities as a sort of professional malcontent.
“He gave the impression,” recalled the novelist Arthur Koestler, “that
bumping against him would be like colliding with a steam roller.”? Struck
by his ideological fervor and tactical ingenuity, Leon Trotsky brought
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Miinzenberg into the small circle of Marxist intellectuals that surrounded
exiled Bolshevik leader Vladimir Ilyich Lenin in Zurich. Miinzenberg was
not, however, in the company of Russian revolutionaries who in 1917 fa-
mously boarded the train that carried them in a sealed compartment to
the Finland station in Petrograd. Instead, he moved to Berlin and, as the
highest-ranking Bolshevik outside the Soviet Union, set about leading
the western world into revolution.

Miinzenberg’s first major assignment was to raise money for victims of
the ghastly famine that swept the Volga region of Russia in the early
1920s. Despite massive incompetence in the actual handling of funds and
an obsession with discrediting outside humanitarian interventions such
as Herbert Hoover’s American Relief Association, Miinzenberg’s famine
appeal was a propaganda coup, generating considerable sympathy for the
Bolshevik regime, not least in the United States, where the Friends of
Soviet Russia committee “literally raised more money in its first two
months than it knew what to do with.” Out of these early efforts grew the
so-called Miinzenberg trust, a vast media empire of newspapers, publishing
houses, movie houses, and theaters which, “on paper at least,” stretched
from Berlin “to Paris to London to New York to Hollywood to Shanghai
to Delhi.” The financial profitability of these ventures has probably been
overestimated—Miinzenberg’s most recent biographer thinks that the
“Red Millionaire” was in fact a poor businessman who lost rather than
made money for Moscow’—but their effectiveness as instruments of pro-
paganda has not. Particularly successful were Miinzenberg’s various “front”
groups, committees superficially devoted to some undeniably benign
cause, such as anti-imperialism, peace, or antifascism, whose real purpose
was to defend and spread the Bolshevik revolution. Using such devices as
letterhead adorned with famous names, spectacular cultural festivals, and
carefully stage-managed mock trials, these organizations proved irresist-
ible to politically well-meaning progressives, whose participation made
them, in effect, “fellow travelers” of the international communist move-
ment. Miinzenberg referred to the front committees as his “Innocents’
Clubs.”® “These people have the belief that they are actually doing this
themselves,” he once told an associate. “This belief must be preserved at
any price.””

The apotheosis of the front tactic came in August 1935, when the Sev-
enth World Congress of the Communist International proclaimed the
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People’s Front against fascism. The Popular Front, as it was known, lived
up to its name. In the United States, for example, writers and artists
flocked to the antifascist cause. Just returned from the front line in the
Spanish Civil War, Ernest Hemingway told the Second Congress of the
League of American Writers that fascism was “a lie told by bullets.”
Movie stars such as Melvyn Douglas, Paul Muni, and James Cagney spon-
sored the Hollywood Anti-Nazi League. “This machine kills fascists,” pro-
claimed the guitar of hobo balladeer Woody Guthrie. And these were only
the most conspicuous converts. Across the whole spectrum of American
society, citizen groups gravitated to the Front. African Americans, already
impressed by communists’ apparent sympathy for their civil rights (the In-
ternational Labor Defense, which saved nine young black men accused of
raping two white women from a legal lynching in Scottsboro, Alabama,
was a branch of Miinzenberg’s International Workers Relief) joined the
National Negro Congress. Factory workers in heavy industries, long re-
garded as untouchable by the established trade unions, formed the rank-
and-file of communist-led organizing drives that coalesced in a new na-
tional labor confederation, the Congress of Industrial Organizations. Stu-
dent protestors, attracted by the campus campaigns of the American Stu-
dent Union, formed a national mass youth movement some thirty years
before the university strikes of the 1960s.

Of course, for every U.S. citizen who joined a front organization, there
were many more who kept their distance. For anticommunist Americans,
then and since, the Popular Front was cheap political theater, a mario-
nette show in which foreign puppet-masters pulled the strings of the naive
and foolish. Recently this view has apparently been vindicated, in dra-
matic fashion, by a series of documentary revelations that followed the
collapse of the Soviet Union and end of the Cold War. First, historians
who gained access to the archives of the Communist International and
the U.S. Communist Party (CPUSA) in Moscow discovered papers show-
ing that not only had American communists received large sums of cash
from the Kremlin (rumors of “Moscow gold” had circulated for years with-
out hard evidence to back them up) but also that the CPUSA leadership,
including no less a figure than the Party’s General Secretary throughout
the Popular Front era, Earl Browder, had actively connived in spying by
Soviet agents in the United States during the 1930s and early 1940s.1°
Then, in 1995, the National Security Agency revealed the existence of
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VENONA, a top-secret Cold War signals intelligence operation that had
succeeded in decoding a number of messages between Soviet diplomats in
America and Moscow that had been intercepted during World War II.
Here was proof that many of the claims about Soviet espionage made in
the reckless, overcharged, anticommunist atmosphere of the late 1940s
and early 1950s were in fact true. Julius Rosenberg, executed for treason in
1953 and long afterward thought to be a victim of judicial murder, was in-
deed an “atom spy.” Many of the U.S. government officials accused of es-
pionage by the emotionally unstable “blonde spy queen” and FBI informer
Elizabeth Bentley really had, it turned out, passed government secrets to
the Soviets. There were even intercepts strongly suggesting that Alger
Hiss, the suave, patrician New Dealer at the center of the period’s most
controversial spy case, was a Soviet agent after all (although Hiss’s defend-
ers are disputing this interpretation of VENONA even now).!!

Given the new evidence, it is hardly surprising that many commenta-
tors have concluded that the American communist movement was a mere
automaton, the unswervingly loyal servant of the Kremlin. Such a ver-
dict on the CPUSA leadership is, it seems, inescapable. Yet it does not en-
tirely account for the motives and aspirations of ordinary communists, the
vast majority of whom were never involved in anything remotely resem-
bling espionage. (Even the most generous estimate of the number of spies
within the Party, 300, seems small when placed in the context of a total
membership during World War II of some 50,000.)"> For the average
member of a Popular Front organization—a Jewish fur-worker dismayed by
the rise of anti-Semitism in Hitler's Germany, a student inspired by the
Republican cause in the Spanish Civil War, an African American protest-
ing Mussolini’s invasion of Ethiopia—the communists might have de-
served praise for their efforts resisting fascism, but supporting the Soviet
Union was far down his or her list of priorities, under other, more pressing
concerns, such as fighting unsafe working conditions, challenging the in-
justices of racial segregation, or alleviating the hardship caused by unem-
ployment. True, in the background were the Soviet paymasters and their
agents in the United States, the apparatchiks of the CPUSA; but the
fronts would never have got off the ground if they had not also reflected
the particular values and needs of the groups they represented.

[ronically, for Willi Miinzenberg himself, the man who, to quote
Koestler again, “produced Committees as a conjurer produces rabbits out
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of his hat,” the advent of the Popular Front marked the beginning of the
end.” Forced to abandon Germany for France after Hitler’s rise to power,
he strove to maintain Stalin’s favor as, one by one, his old Bolshevik
friends disappeared. It was not long before the Gestapo spies who shad-
owed him in Paris were joined by agents of the NKVD (the predecessor
organization to the KGB). Expelled from the German Communist Party
in 1938, he began feeling out contacts in the western intelligence ser-
vices, raising the intriguing possibility that, had he survived the war, he
might have been on hand to advise the CIA as it began setting up its
own front operations in the late 1940s. Such an outcome was not to be,
however. After France fell to the Wehrmacht, he fled south toward the
Swiss border, disappearing in late June 1940 somewhere between Lyons
and Grenoble. Precisely how he met his end remains a mystery, although
there is general agreement among historians that the coroner’s verdict of
suicide was unsound. As Trotsky’s assassination in Mexico in the same
year showed, Stalin’s reach could be long and deadly.

A few weeks after Willi Miinzenberg’s disappearance, a shortish man with
a ruddy face and blue eyes boarded a Pan American Clipper flying boat
bound for London via Lisbon. William J. Donovan was an American hero.
Born in 1883 to Irish immigrant parents in Buffalo, New York, he had
starred as quarterback for Columbia University, emerged from World War
[ as one of the most heavily decorated veterans of the American Expedi-
tionary Force, and amassed a small fortune as a corporate lawyer on Wall
Street. For all the wealth and adulation, though, “Wild Bill” carried about
him a palpable air of frustrated ambition. Apparently bound for high po-
litical office in the 1920s, he was passed over for the post of attorney gen-
eral in Herbert Hoover’s administration, then defeated in New York’s
1932 gubernatorial race. Banished to the political sidelines, he channeled
some of his prodigious energies into lengthy foreign excursions in North
Africa, Spain, and the Balkans, where he indulged a taste for spying he
had acquired during the Russian civil war of 1919. His mission to London
of July 1940 was tailor-made. In addition to investigating German Fifth
Column activities and the state of Anglo-American naval intelligence
collaboration, Donovan was personally charged by his Columbia class-
mate, President Franklin Delano Roosevelt, with reporting on Britain’s
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ability to withstand the Nazi advance. (Roosevelt wanted to help the Brit-
ish cause but was stymied by American anti-interventionism and the con-
sistently defeatist dispatches he was receiving from his Ambassador to the
Court of St. James, Joseph P. Kennedy.) Here then was both an excellent
opportunity to learn from the British masters of the secret arts and an un-
expected entrée into the White House.'*

This time, Donovan did not squander his chance. Féted by the Brit-
ish—the king, Prime Minister Winston Churchill, and Colonel Stewart
Menzies (“C,” or the chief of MI6) all granted him personal audiences—
he returned to the United States with the message that FDR wanted to
hear: Britain could repel the Nazi horde, but only if America sent more
destroyers. Now performing the function of the crippled president’s “eyes
and legs,” Wild Bill began lobbying in earnest for something he had
desired fervently for years: an American national intelligence agency.”
There already existed several organizations tasked with gathering and
analyzing information bearing on the nation’s security: the Army’s venera-
ble Military Intelligence Division, or G-2; the Office of Naval Intelli-
gence; the newly created Office of Inter-American Affairs (overseen by a
precocious scion of one of the country’s wealthiest families, Nelson A.
Rockefeller); and, of course, ]. Edgar Hoover’s Federal Bureau of Investi-
gation. But these agencies’ intelligence efforts were badly fragmented, and
none of them was equipped to carry out the sort of secret political warfare
that other nations were waging with ever greater skill and sophistication.

In pushing for a central body that would combine the functions of espi-
onage and covert operation, Donovan ran up against several obstacles—
including the opposition of bureaucratic rivals like the formidable Hoo-
ver, conservative qualms about adding further to government powers al-
ready vastly augmented by the New Deal, and a deeply ingrained Ameri-
can dislike of spying (“Gentlemen do not read each other’s mail,”
Secretary of State Henry Stimson had famously pronounced when some
deciphered Japanese messages landed on his desk in 1929).1¢ Still, helped
by some well-placed words of support from his British friends, in particular
William C. Stephenson (the secret agent code-named “Intrepid”), Wild
Bill persevered and in July 1941 was rewarded by his appointment as Co-
ordinator of Information (COI), a new position vested with considerable
powers of oversight over the existing intelligence agencies.!” The Irish al-
tar boy had at last arrived in the American establishment.
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Accompanying Donovan in his wartime ascent was another middle-
aged corporate lawyer who, though different in background and tempera-
ment from Wild Bill, nonetheless shared his sense of unfulfilled poten-
tial—and his fascination with the clandestine. From the age of seven,
when he wrote a history of the Boer War that was published by his proud
family, Allen Dulles appeared bound for great things. The grandson of
one secretary of state and nephew of another, he had served with distinc-
tion in several U.S. missions during World War I, discovering in the
elegant Swiss city of Bern a penchant for espionage that was, as writer
Burton Hersh has noted, “damned near glandular.”'® He was also a mem-
ber of the American delegation to the Versailles peace conference, advis-
ing Woodrow Wilson as the president attempted to make the world safe
for democracy. After these heady early experiences, however, nothing else
quite measured up. Like Donovan, Dulles made a great deal of money out
of the law and investment banking, and tried unsuccessfully for political
office—in his case, a Manhattan congressional seat—while continuing to
travel and dabble in intelligence. The weight of his family’s expectations
was burdensome, especially because next to the “somber granite edifice”
that was his older brother John Foster Dulles, he could not help looking
lightweight."”

The eve of World War II found Dulles as genial and raffish as ever
(qualities that apparently made him irresistible to women—his sexual
conquests, in addition to his long-suffering wife Clover, included the
queen of Greece, a daughter of Toscanini, and Clare Booth Luce) but
drifting professionally. This explains why, when Wild Bill Donovan
invited him to run the New York office of the COI in 1941, he leaped at
the chance. In November 1942, after a year spent gathering data on the
Nazis and perfecting his spying tradecraft under the tutelage of William
Stephenson, who shared his office building in New York, Dulles returned
to Bern as Donovan’s European second-in-command.?® He spent most of
the rest of the war in Switzerland, “a prisoner in Heaven.”*!

By this point, of course, the United States was a belligerent power, and
the COI had been reconstituted as a military agency, the Office of Strate-
gic Services. Wild Bill Donovan’s OSS has been the subject of much
mythmaking regarding its contribution to both the eventual Allied vic-
tory and the later creation of the CIA. In fact, the organization was ex-
cluded from most of the major theaters of the war, badly hampered by fric-
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tion with rival services and Donovan’s notoriously poor administrative
skills (which one subordinate likened to a person “pouring molasses from
a barrel onto the table”), and involved in some frankly harebrained
schemes, including a plan to drive Hitler insane with lust by showering his
headquarters with pornography.?? For all that, there were individual acts
of astonishing bravery, such as those performed by the Jedburghs, who in
1944 parachuted into occupied France to help the resistance cut Nazi sup-
ply lines ahead of the Normandy landings, not to mention the unsung ef-
forts of the nine hundred or so Washington-based scholars in the OSS’s
Research and Analysis branch, who strove to retrieve and analyze every
available scrap of information on the Axis powers.”” There were also some
notable espionage coups, such as Dulles’s success in establishing links with
anti-Hitler elements in Germany, including the Abwehr officers who plot-
ted to assassinate the Fiihrer in 1944.* For all his managerial shortcom-
ings, Donovan deserves credit for having called into existence, almost
overnight, a remarkably diverse and dynamic organization, which at the
very least proved a considerable nuisance to the enemy—and partly laid
the foundations of America’s postwar intelligence establishment.
Notwithstanding a tendency among boosters of the CIA to talk up the
Agency’s dynastic descent from the OSS because of the latter’s aura of
heroism and derring-do, there were a number of incontrovertible continu-
ities between the wartime agency and its peacetime successor, not least in
the area of covert operations. To begin with, despite neither having any
domestic responsibilities—indeed, both were expressly forbidden from op-
erating at home—the two organizations showed the same tendency to
reach inward into American society in order to discharge their secret mis-
sions abroad. Academics, émigrés, and labor officials all moved into and
out of Donovan’s covert network, sharing their expert knowledge and
contacts in foreign countries and blurring the boundaries between the of-
ficial and the civil realms as they went—much as the spies themselves
seemed not to distinguish between government service and personal duty
(Donovan never collected any salary during his time as Coordinator of In-
formation, falling back instead on his considerable private means).?> Then
there was the OSS’s clear orientation toward covert action, as opposed to
the less glamorous (but, many would argue, more worthwhile) business of
information collection—its penchant not only for paramilitary sabotage
and subversion but also for the subtler arts of “psychological warfare,” pro-
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paganda designed to undermine enemy morale and strengthen that of
allies. “Persuasion, penetration, and intimidation . . . are the modern
counterparts of sapping and mining in the siege warfare of former days,”
believed Donovan.?® No wonder, then, that in addition to a Special Oper-
ations (SO) branch, his spy agency had a whole division devoted to MO
(Morale Operations), in particular the production of materials designed to
suggest widespread demoralization among ordinary Germans and Japa-
nese.”” This prioritizing of covert operations, including “psy-war,” over es-
pionage was one of the OSS’s more significant (and, arguably, regrettable)
legacies to the CIA. Finally, it is possible to detect several social and polit-
ical similarities between the two services: a common practice of recruiting
their staff from elite universities such as Yale (not for nothing was the
OSS nicknamed “Oh So Social”); a distinct predisposition toward inter-
nationalism, produced in many cases by the officers’ experience of living
and fighting alongside foreign partisans during the war; and a surprising
amount of liberalism, even leftism, again often the result of close wartime
dealings with communist-dominated resistance movements. Indeed, sev-
eral conservative critics complained, not without justification, that Dono-
van was harboring communists within the OSS.?

Of course, it would not do to exaggerate the leftward leanings of the
Office of Strategic Services. Equally powerful—and, in terms of the later
development of the CIA, historically more important—was an impulse
toward anticommunism. Take Frank G. Wisner, for example, chief of OSS
operations in the central Balkans during the latter stages of the war and
the man responsible for implementing the CIA’s earliest covert opera-
tions. The Mississippi-born, powerfully built Wisner, who as well as earn-
ing top grades at the University of Virginia narrowly missed out on a place
in the U.S. sprint team at the 1936 Berlin Olympics, was ostensibly in
eastern Europe to spirit downed Allied airmen out of Nazi-occupied terri-
tory—an operation he carried out with dazzling success, rescuing nearly
two thousand flyers. But his real mission was to report on communist at-
tempts to take over the region as the German occupation ended. Rapidly
establishing himself in Bucharest as a major broker of Rumanian politics
(and enjoying the lavish hospitality available at the intrigue-ridden court
of King Michael), Wisner built uyp HAMMERHEAD, a highly produc-
tive network of anticommunist espionage agents whose findings won him
a reputation in Washington as a prophet of postwar Soviet intentions.
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“This place is wild with information,” reported one 1944 cable home,
“and Wisner is in his glory.”® Shortly before leaving Rumania in February
1945, Wisner’s growing hatred of the communist system acquired an
obsessive, even apocalyptic intensity when he impotently witnessed the
herding of ethnic Germans onto trains bound for forced labor camps in
the Soviet Union. “My husband was brutally, brutally shocked,” recalled
his wife, Polly. “It was what probably affected his life more than any other
single thing.”® A few months later, when he was in Germany extract-
ing intelligence about the Soviet Union from defeated Nazis, one of his
lieutenants, the young Harvard historian Arthur M. Schlesinger, Jr.—
himself no slouch in the anticommunism stakes—was taken aback by
Wisner’s ideological fervor. “He was already mobilizing for the Cold War,”
Schlesinger recalled later.’!

But the Cold War had not started yet. Granted, cracks were appear-
ing in the Grand Alliance even before the declaration of victory in Eu-
rope. Meanwhile, Franklin Roosevelt’s death in April 1945 ushered into
the White House a plain-spoken, midwestern machine politician who
soon “tired of babying the Soviets” (as he told an aide after just a few
months in office).’> However, Harry S. Truman was no fan of the OSS
and seems to have taken a strong personal dislike to the “Black Republi-
can leprechaun,” William Donovan.”» More convinced than ever of the
United States’s need for a permanent secret service, and personally revel-
ing in his role of American spymaster, Wild Bill had begun arguing as
early as September 1943 for the extension of the OSS’s lifetime beyond
the end of the war. Again, however, he encountered resistance at every
turn, some from the usual quarters, such as Hoover’s FBI; and some in less
expected places: it now appears that FDR himself authorized the leaking
to the press of a memorandum from Donovan outlining his vision of a
peacetime intelligence agency, which resulted in a storm of negative
reports in the anti-Roosevelt press in February 1945. “New Deal Plans
to Spy on World and Home Folks,” read a headline in the Chicago Tribune,
“and Super Gestapo Agency Is Under Consideration.”* Wild Bill
ploughed on manfully, but the game was up. Eventually granted access to
the Oval Office, he presented Truman with an envelope containing his
spy agency blueprint, which the new president tore in two and handed
back to him. The OSS was formally dissolved in September 1945, with
Research and Analysis hived off to the State Department and all the
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other branches going to the military. Demobilized by the end of 1945,
Donovan, Dulles, and Wisner all returned reluctantly to their law prac-
tices in New York. It was, Dulles told John Kenneth Galbraith, “an appall-
ing thing to come back, after heading a spy network, to handling corpo-
rate indentures.”” History, it seemed, had passed him by again.

George E Kennan was suffering from one of his chronic maladies—a de-
bilitating combination of cold, fever, sinusitis, and toothache. Still, he
had waited a long time for a chance like this, and he was not about to let
it slip through his fingers. Princeton-educated, intensively trained at the
U.S. foreign service’s elite school for Soviet specialists in the Baltic city of
Riga, and steeped in Russian culture and history, Kennan had watched for
years from his middle-ranking post at the American Embassy in Moscow
as well-intentioned but naive New Deal officials let Stalin and his des-
potic regime get away, literally, with murder. Now, however, in February
1946, the Truman administration was uncertain as to how to handle its
erstwhile ally. Some of the new president’s advisors counseled that Tru-
man continue his predecessor’s wartime policy of cooperation, while
others advised taking a hard-line stance. The State Department cabled
the U.S. mission to Moscow requesting clarification of Soviet intentions.
Kennan’s superiors were at last asking for his opinion, and, as he later put
it in his memoirs, “by God, they would have it.” Dictating to a secretary
from his sickbed, the chargé d’affaires composed a 5,540-word telegram,
“all neatly divided, like an eighteenth-century Protestant sermon, into
five separate parts,” which gave eloquent voice to his long pent-up per-
sonal frustrations, love of the Russian people, and hatred of Bolshevism.*®

There was, Kennan’s “Long Telegram” explained, no possibility of con-
tinued cooperation with the Soviet leadership. A number of factors, in-
cluding an instinctive sense of national insecurity and the expansionist
imperatives of Marxism-Leninism, had made communist Russia into “a
political force committed fanatically to the belief that with [the] U.S.
there can be no permanent modus vivendi, that it is desirable and necessary
that the internal harmony of our society be disrupted, our traditional way
of life be destroyed, the international authority of our state be broken, if
Soviet power is to be secure.” This threat was all the more terrifying be-
cause, in addition to its vast internal resources, the Soviet Union had at
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its disposal “an elaborate and far-flung apparatus for exertion of its influ-
ence in other countries, an apparatus of amazing flexibility and versatility,
managed by people whose experience and skill in underground methods
are presumably without parallel in history.” Not only that, western socie-
ties contained a “wide variety of national associations or bodies which can
be dominated or influenced by such penetration,” including “labor unions,
youth leagues, women’s organizations, racial societies, religious societies,
social organizations, cultural groups, liberal magazines [and] publishing
houses.” In these circumstances, the only “manly” course of action open
to the United States (Kennan was fond of using such gendered language
to make his point) was to contain Soviet expansion with “the logic of
force” in the hope that structural weaknesses within the communist sys-
tem, chief of which was the Stalin regime’s lack of legitimacy in the eyes
of ordinary Russians, would lead to its eventual disintegration.*

[t was an emotional, thetorically overwrought performance, which sat
uneasily with Kennan’s later, much-vaunted reputation as a Cold War “re-
alist”; but, for an audience grasping for ways to make sense of the bewil-
deringly complex postwar world, it hit home. Recalled from Moscow in
April 1946, Kennan toured the United States, giving as many as thirty
lectures on the Soviet challenge before taking up residence at the Na-
tional War College in Washington, where he developed his notion of stra-
tegic “containment” into an article published the following year in the in-
fluential journal Foreign Affairs under the pseudonym “Mr. X.”

Meanwhile, events seemed to be conspiring to confirm Kennan’s analy-
sis of Soviet behavior. In March 1946, while speaking in Fulton, Missouri,
Winston Churchill used the phrase “Iron Curtain” to describe Moscow’s
growing control over communist-dominated governments in eastern Eu-
rope. A year later, with the Soviet Union sending probes into areas of the
Mediterranean and Middle East previously controlled by the British, Pres-
ident Truman appeared before Congress to request huge appropriations to
aid the threatened governments of Greece and Turkey. A few months af-
ter the “Truman Doctrine” committed the United States to a global policy
of saving “free peoples” from communist aggression, Secretary of State
George C. Marshall used a June 1947 commencement address at Harvard
to outline a massive program of financial assistance to the war-devastated
economies of Europe. Predictably, the Soviets refused to take part in the
Marshall Plan and, in October, at a conference of eastern European com-
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munist party officials in Warsaw, revived the Comintern (which Stalin, in
a wartime gesture of goodwill, had abolished in 1943) in the shape of the
Communist Information Bureau, or Cominform. Soon the Cominform
was launching Miinzenberg-style front operations all over the west, ped-
dling a seductive image of the Soviet Union as a champion of world peace
and the war-mongering United States as its principal enemy. The briefly
fluid international situation of the immediate postwar period had frozen
into a bipolar world order in which two ideologically opposed enemies
used every means available to them, short of direct military confrontation,
to frustrate the ambitions of the other.

[t was against this background of deepening international tension that
the Central Intelligence Agency was conjured into being. The first step
toward the establishment of a peacetime foreign secret service had been
taken in January 1946 when, in a mock ceremony in the Oval Office per-
haps intended to mask his profound anxiety about the dangers of creating
an American gestapo, Harry Truman appointed his trusted friend Rear
Admiral Sidney W. Souers the first head of the interim Central Intelli-
gence Group (CIG), conferring on him a black cloak and wooden dagger
and pronouncing him “director of centralized snooping.”® The CIG was
to function as a White House “news desk,” furnishing the president with
digests of information gathered by the intelligence divisions in the State
Department and armed services.”® With the arrival in February of the
Long Telegram, however, and the alarming deterioration in American-So-
viet relations that followed, support grew for a more powerful centralized
body with its own research and analysis capability. Following a series of
congressional debates—the U.S. secret service was the first in history to
originate in parliamentary legislation—a national security bill was en-
acted on July 26, 1947, creating both a Central Intelligence Agency and a
National Security Council (NSC) to advise the president. Mention of the
Soviet Union was conspicuously absent from the National Security Act
and the debates leading up to it. Nonetheless, an important clause of the
Act, which authorized the CIA to perform unspecified “other functions
and duties related to intelligence affecting the national security,” would
later be invoked as legal justification for anti-Soviet covert operations.*

That was still in the future, however. In the first years of its existence,
the CIA, reflecting the temperament of its director, the amiable but inef-
fectual Admiral Roscoe H. Hillenkoetter, steered clear of political war-
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fare, preferring to stick with the more gentlemanly business of intelligence
gathering. Not surprisingly, this squeamishness exasperated the “Park Av-
enue cowboys,” the rambunctious corporate lawyers who had run the OSS
and, since that organization’s demise, had been lobbying for a revival of
special operations to counter the new totalitarian threat. Joining the Park
Avenue cowboys in their calls for stronger anti-Soviet measures were the
“Dumbarton Avenue skeptics,” a cadre of anticommunist Sovietologists
who, during the war years, had gathered in the Georgetown home of fu-
ture ambassador to France Charles “Chip” Bohlen to express their dissent
from the foreign policy of the Roosevelt administration. At the head of
this coalition of “determined interventionists” was George Kennan, an ar-
dent advocate of covert operations and psychological warfare, who in May
1947 was effectively handed control of U.S. Cold War strategy when he
was chosen by George Marshall to head the powerful new State Depart-
ment body, the Policy Planning Staff (PPS).# Thanks to his authorship of
the Long Telegram and the “X” article, Kennan has long been recognized
as the chief architect of the American foreign policy of “containment.” It
is only recently, with the release of newly declassified government docu-
ments, that historians have come to appreciate the extent to which his
definition of containment anticipated the more aggressive strategy of “lib-
eration” more commonly associated with the administration of President
Dwight D. Eisenhower and his secretary of state, John Foster Dulles.®
The first significant victory for the determined interventionists came in
December 1947, when the National Security Council gave the CIA its
covert operation charter in the shape of top-secret directive NSC 4-A, in-
structing Director of Central Intelligence (DCI) Hillenkoetter to under-
take “covert psychological operations” against the Soviet Union.* The
Agency used its new powers in the spring of 1948 to prevent communist
victory in elections taking place in Italy, distributing anticommunist liter-
ature, providing pro-western newspapers with scarce newsprint, and con-
ducting a disinformation (or “black”) propaganda campaign under the
leadership of future counterintelligence chief James Jesus Angleton.* The
communists were defeated at the polls, whether as a result of the U.S. in-
tervention or the conservatism of Italian voters is not entirely clear. But
the interventionists were not satisfied. Moscow was tightening its stran-
glehold over eastern Europe—witness the brutal coup that had taken
place in Czechoslovakia in February—and, under Hillenkoetter, the CIA’s
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approach to political warfare still lacked conviction. On May 4, 1948, in
an atmosphere of near war-panic caused by the Soviets’ launch of the
Berlin blockade, Kennan’s Policy Planning Staff presented a plan for “the
inauguration of organized political warfare” that involved the creation of
a new “covert political warfare operations directorate within the Govern-
ment.”#

If the Long Telegram provided the theoretical rationale for the overt
dimensions of U.S. Cold War foreign policy, the PPS’s May 1948 memo
supplied the intellectual basis for its covert aspects. Kennan’s first aim was
to persuade government officials who still had qualms about a democracy’s
conducting covert operations in peacetime that political warfare was not
only proper, it was also necessary given the circumstances in which the
United States currently found itself. Other nations had long accepted
the legitimacy of this kind of warfare: the British, for example, had made
extensive use of it, and its conduct by the Soviet Union was “the most
refined and effective of any in history.” American politicians needed to
overcome the “popular attachment to the concept of a basic difference
between peace and war” and “recognize the realities of international rela-
tions” (note the appeal to realism and easy assumption of the right to
bypass popular opinion, both typically Kennanesque moves). Doing so
might come easier if they realized that they were already engaged in an
overt form of political warfare without knowing it: such measures as the
Truman Doctrine and the Marshall Plan were, after all, originally con-
ceived as responses to Soviet provocations. Covert operations of whatever
kind—“clandestine support of ‘friendly’ foreign elements, ‘black’ psycho-
logical warfare, and even encouragement of underground resistance in
hostile states”—were in this sense merely an extension of existing U.S.
government policies. In any case, the country’s “international responsibil-
ities” were now such that, “having been engaged by the full might of the
Kremlin’s political warfare,” Americans had no choice but to respond
in kind.

Having demonstrated, at least to his own satisfaction, the ethical pro-
priety of covert action, Kennan then proceeded to describe “specific proj-
ects” that the United States might undertake. A possible first step was to
set up public “liberation committees,” which would serve as foci for “polit-
ical refugees from the Soviet world” to foment resistance to the commu-
nist regime. “This is primarily an overt operation,” the memorandum ex-
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plained, “which, however, should receive covert guidance and possibly
assistance from the Government.” The example of Comintern-funded
front organizations was not explicitly cited here—the justification offered
was the patriotic one that private U.S. citizens would eagerly participate
in such committees because of a long American tradition of voluntary as-
sociation in support of “people suffering under oppression”—but the spirit
of Willi Miinzenberg could be detected in the passing observation that the
communists had “exploited this tradition to the extreme, to their own
ends and to our national detriment, as witness the Abraham Lincoln bri-
gade during the Spanish Civil War.” Another suggestion was the “support
of indigenous anti-Communist elements in threatened countries of the
free world, . . . a covert operation again utilizing private intermediaries.”
A reference to communist-inspired industrial strikes in France intended
to disrupt the delivery there of Marshall aid suggests that Kennan already
had particular U.S. labor groups in mind for this purpose. Third, the mem-
orandum raised the possibility of “preventive direct action in free coun-
tries”—that is, paramilitary operations—but only as a last resort, when
other political and psychological methods had failed. Finally, Kennan rec-
ommended the establishment of an entirely new government body, under
the cover of the National Security Council but answerable to the Secre-
tary of State, which was to have “complete authority over covert political
warfare operations.”

In just one document, George Kennan had set the agenda for all of the
United States’s front operations in the first years of the Cold War. Here,
in embryonic form, were the CIA’s émigré organizations, its covert la-
bor program, and its many other clandestine efforts to aid the European
“non-communist left” using equivalent American groups as go-betweens.
Ironically, though, the immediate effect of Kennan’s proposals was to
reduce the Agency’s control over covert operations. While his recommen-
dation that the State Department take complete control of political war-
fare from the CIA was rejected (thanks to a combination of half-hearted
resistance by Director Hillenkoetter and a reluctance on the part of
foreign-service traditionalists to give a home to the “dirty tricks” brigade),
such was the sense of crisis pervading Washington in the summer of 1948
that Kennan’s idea of creating a new government body devoted exclu-
sively to covert operations won widespread support. The result was a com-
promise whereby the CIA was to house the new organization—supply it
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with “quarters” and “rations,” to employ the military parlance still in com-
mon use at the time—and the Secretary of State (meaning, in effect,
Kennan’s PPS) provide it with policy guidance. NSC directive 10/2, ap-
proved on June 18, 1948, superceded NSC 4-A by creating an Office
of Special Projects endowed with powers to conduct “any covert activi-
ties” related to “propaganda, economic warfare; preventive direct action,
including sabotage, anti-sabotage, demolition and evacuation measures;
subversion against hostile states, including assistance to underground re-
sistance movements, guerrillas and refugee liberation groups, and support
of indigenous anticommunist elements in threatened countries of the free
world.”

To carry out this mission, the intellectual Kennan turned to the men of
action, the Park Avenue cowboys. William Donovan’s best days, it was
generally agreed, were now behind him, so Kennan’s first pick to head
the new political warfare outfit (whose name was soon changed to the de-
liberately more opaque Office of Policy Coordination, or OPC) was Wild
Bill’s European deputy, Allen Dulles. Mistakenly believing that he would
become Director of Central Intelligence in a Republican administration
following the 1948 presidential election, Dulles declined the invitation.
Kennan then turned to the former chief of OSS eastern European opera-
tions, the hard-driven Frank Wisner, who had rejoined government ser-
vice in 1947 as a State Department official overseeing intelligence opera-
tions in occupied Germany.* As the Assistant Director for Policy
Coordination, Wisner lost no time in recruiting to the OPC men like
himself, OSS old boys and professionals with European experience, in the
process creating, in the words of one recruit, future CIA Director William
Colby, “the atmosphere of an order of Knights Templars, to save Western
freedom from Communist darkness.”

The new recruits were assigned either to headquarters in Washington
(housed in a collection of dingy huts strewn along the Mall) or under-
cover positions in diplomatic posts and military bases abroad. The Wash-
ington-based personnel were split into five “Functional Groups”—psycho-
logical warfare, political warfare, economic warfare, preventive direct
action, and “miscellaneous”—and, in deliberate imitation of the Marshall
Plan, six geographical divisions, the heads of which controlled the field
staff.’! In practice, however, OPC officers abroad, who were usually sec-
ond-in-command at their embassy, enjoyed a large measure of autonomy,



28 INNOCENTS’ CLUBS

often initiating their own operations, or “projects,” as they were called.’
The independence of individual officers was mirrored by that of the orga-
nization as a whole, which, although housed by the CIA and guided by
Kennan’s PPS, was practically nonaccountable thanks to the broad man-
date of NSC 10/2 and Wisner’s secret access to the unvouchered “counter-
part funds” set aside for Marshall Plan administrative expenses, which
amounted to roughly $200 million a year.” The determined intervention-
ists had triumphed: covert operations had at last acquired truly effective
organizational form.

Such were the origins of the CIA’s Mighty Wurlitzer. Willi Miinzenberg
had pioneered the front organization in Berlin, then during the 1930s
watched it take root in the United States, that society of inveterate join-
ers. With the approach of World War 11, a group of “fading Wilsonians”**
who habitually thought of their private and the public interest as one and
the same thing, overcame an innate American aversion to government
secrecy and established the nation’s first central intelligence agency. (The
great expansion of federal power that had taken place under the New
Deal made this change much easier to accomplish than it might otherwise
have been.) Immediately after the war, as Soviet-American friendship
gave way to enmity and the OSS was revived in the shape of the CIA,
George Kennan grafted the communist front tactic onto the new Cold
War U.S. intelligence apparatus. All that was needed now was for the
dashing young Ivy Leaguers in Frank Wisner’s Office of Policy Coordina-
tion to translate this plan for political warfare into action.



TWO

Secret Army

EMIGRES

As George Kennan and other “determined interventionists” discussed
possible means of not only containing the spread of communism but also
rolling back the Soviet empire in a campaign of liberation, they kept
coming back to the same idea: the possible usefulness to their cause of
the numerous exiles from the communist world now living in the west.
In the immediate aftermath of World War II, American occupation forces
in Germany had gathered a great deal of valuable information from former
Nazis with special knowledge of communist Russia, such as Reinhard
Gehlen, who had been Hitler’s chief of military intelligence on the east-
ern front. By the summer of 1946, the War Department was systemati-
cally spiriting away to the United States Germans who had desirable
“technical” expertise (and, often, terrible records as war criminals) in a
secret operation code-named “Paperclip.”! Kennan and his fellow inter-
ventionists now advocated taking a similar approach to the many thou-
sands of eastern-bloc citizens who were either crowded into prisoner of
war (POW) and displaced person (DP) camps in Germany or scattered
around various western capitals: captured Russian soldiers who had fought
with the Nazis against their own communist government, refugees from
Baltic and Balkan territories “liberated” by the Soviets, and disillusioned
ex-communist intellectuals. As well as being exploitable for intelli-
gence purposes, this drifting, desperate population could be deployed in
anti-Soviet political warfare operations, both paramilitary and psychologi-
cal. The mere fact of the presence in the west of these political refugees
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testified to the hatefulness of communist rule and the possibility of escape
from it.

How, though, to harness this “potential secret army?” Various sugges-
tions were considered. Kennan proposed the creation of a political war-
fare school to train exiles in “air support, communications, local security,
counter-intelligence, foraging, sabotage, guerrilla tactics, field medicine,
and propaganda.” Two veterans of the OSS, Stanford-educated guerrilla
specialist Franklin Lindsay and State Department-trained Sovietologist
Charles Thayer, came up with a plan “to extract for U.S. advantage disaf-
fected foreign nationals from Soviet-dominated areas.” Shortly before tak-
ing over the Office of Policy Coordination, Frank Wisner, who had toured
German DP camps in 1947 while working for the State Department, led a
high-level study group investigating the “Utilization of Refugees from
USSR in U.S. National Interests.” When the group reported in May
1948, it made particular play of the exiles’ “fortitude in the face of Com-
munist menace” and know-how “in techniques to obtain control of mass
movements,” including “Socialist, trade union, intellectual, moderate
right-wing groups, and others.” Wisner wanted to see the relaxation of
U.S. immigration controls and a secret government disbursement of $5
million to expedite the recruitment of these “natural antidotes to Com-
munism.” The resulting program, Operation Bloodstone, echoed its pre-
decessor Paperclip by admitting a number of war criminals. As Harry
Rositzke, a Soviet expert in the CIA, explained, “It was a visceral business
of using any bastard as long as he was anti-communist.”

The employment of such elements in intelligence-gathering and para-
military operations was clearly something that had to be done secretly.
Psychological warfare, however, was a different matter. Inspiring resis-
tance within the “captive” populations of the eastern bloc and demoraliz-
ing the communist leadership were goals that could only be achieved with
public pronouncements by anticommunist exiles. The problem was how
to lend support to such exiles without at the same time discrediting them
by making them look like American agents. The answer lay in Kennan’s
May 1948 memorandum on political warfare: the formation of “a public
American organization” to “sponsor selected political refugee commit-
tees” that would receive “covert guidance” and “assistance” from the gov-
ernment.’ In addition to providing U.S. officials with the ability to deny
plausibly that they were subverting a foreign government in peacetime,
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this stratagem would have the advantages of creating the impression of
voluntary humanitarianism among American citizens and, at the same
time, helping educate the U.S. public in the moral issues of the Cold War.

In April 1949, Kennan wrote Secretary of State Dean Acheson asking
for the go-ahead to launch “one of the principal instrumentalities for ac-
complishing a number of our most important policy objectives.” Acheson
in turn contacted diplomatic elder and veteran anti-Bolshevik Joseph
Grew, who agreed to chair the new organization. Meanwhile, corporate
lawyer Allen Dulles, still without a government position yet exerting a
growing behind-the-scenes influence over the emergent U.S. intelligence
apparatus, attended to the legal practicalities, filing a certificate of in-
corporation with the State of New York in May. On June 1, 1949, Grew
held a press conference, announcing the formation of the National Com-
mittee for a Free Europe (NCFE) (a name later shortened to the Free
Europe Committee) and introducing a group of sponsors that, in the
words of Frances Stonor Saunders, “read like Who’s Who in America,”
including Dwight Eisenhower, Arthur Schlesinger, Jr., and Cecil B.
DeMille.> Shortly afterward, Dulles accepted the post of executive secre-
tary, leaving the more visible job of NCFE president to DeWitt C. Poole, a
State Department expert on anticommunist propaganda who, as a young
official in the U.S. Embassy in Moscow, had witnessed the Bolshevik revo-
lution and, during World War II, managed émigré relations for the OSS.
In 1951, Poole was succeeded by Time, Inc., senior executive C. D. Jack-
son, previously Eisenhower’s head of psychological warfare operations dur-
ing the war.

According to outward appearances, the NCFE was an independent or-
ganization spontaneously formed by private American citizens, “one of
those innumerable voluntary associations which make up democratic so-
ciety,” as Grew put it.° In fact, the New York—based corporation was a pro-
prietary of Frank Wisner’s Office of Policy Coordination (OPC), which
provided it, as per Kennan’s 1948 memo, with both secret guidance and
funding, the former arriving in the shape of verbal or written directives
from Washington, the latter a weekly check fetched from the Wall Street
offices of investment bank Henry Sears & Co.” Details of these arrange-
ments were divulged to employees on a strictly “need-to-know” basis and
only after a careful security vetting. There was, however, no shortage of
clues as to the committee’s real nature. When questions of policy or the
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organization’s budget came up, “witting” officers would refer mysteriously
to “our friends in the South” or the “Sponsor” (the committee itself was
the “Fund”).® Government classification codes appeared on internal
committee memoranda, as did handwritten annotations with the initials
“E W.” The whole operation had an oddly sleek feel to it for “a strug-
gling young organization of European refugees.” Visitors to the NCFE’s
headquarters expecting to find themselves in a “barren loft” discovered in-
stead a plush suite of offices on the third floor of the Empire State Build-
ing.!° This high standard of accommodation reflected the generosity of the
OPC'’s patronage. “Contributions” received by the committee during the
financial year 1951-52 alone amounted to $18,017,864.!!

The obvious wealth of the NCFE created an urgent need for a cover
story. This was provided by the “Crusade for Freedom,” a public fund-rais-
ing drive devised by Abbott Washburn, an ex-OSS officer and public rela-
tions expert who was seconded from food conglomerate General Mills for
the purpose.'? Earlier in the century, the PR genius Edward L. Bernays had
adapted such covert techniques as the front organization for commercial
purposes, creating, for example, the Tobacco Society for Voice Culture, an
apparently independent group dedicated to promoting the message that
smoking improved people’s singing, on behalf of one of his clients, Ches-
terfield cigarettes.”® During World War 11, the U.S. public relations indus-
try was pressed into the cause of strengthening civilian morale through
the War Advertising Council (later renamed the Advertising Council),
which encouraged the public to buy war bonds and conserve war materi-
als.’* Now, Washburn was being invited to draw on this tradition of secret
salesmanship and government service in order to “sell” the Cold War to
the American public—and, in doing so, provide a plausible explanation
for the large sums of cash sitting in the coffers of the National Committee
for a Free Europe.'

Launched by General Eisenhower on Labor Day, 1950, the Crusade for
Freedom employed a number of ingenious devices to stimulate the support
of ordinary Americans. A “Freedom Bell,” cast (like the Liberty Bell in
Philadelphia’s Independence Hall) in an English foundry, was transported
around the nation on the “Freedom Train” before being shipped to Europe
and, during an emotional ceremony watched by a crowd of 400,000, in-
stalled in the tower of the Schoneberg Rathaus in Berlin.! Echoing the
“Campaign of Truth” launched earlier in the year by President Truman,
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radio appeals exhorted audiences to donate “truth dollars” to the cause,
with celebrities such as actor Rock Hudson assuring listeners that the
NCEFE was “supported entirely by contributions by American citizens.”"?
Civil air patrols “bombed” suburban neighborhoods with preprinted
“Freedom-grams” to be signed and sent to NCFE headquarters for distribu-
tion in eastern Europe.’® Although Washburn’s campaign raised only
$2.25 to $3.3 million a year during the 1950s, a fraction of the NCFE’s to-
tal expenditure, it did manage to divert attention from the organization’s
main source of funding and succeeded in imaginatively involving the
American public in the plight of the captive nations. Its ubiquitous im-
ages and slogans became as familiar to 1950s Americans “as Ivory soap or
Ford automobiles.”"”

Given such a wealth of covert patronage and public support, one may
ask, just what did the NCFE do? Much of its early activity consisted of
efforts to relieve and rally the eastern-bloc refugees who were drifting into
the United States. Attempts were made to form effective working groups,
or “National Councils,” representing all the democratic political ele-
ments—socialist, Catholic, and peasant—in each of the Iron Curtain
countries, with the OPC trying to control council membership.? Individ-
ual émigrés undertaking research projects on aspects of the communist
system were supported by regular grants from the NCFE. Brutus Coste, for
example, an eminent Rumanian diplomat and scholar who was working
on a project entitled “Democracy in Russia,” received a monthly stipend
of $300.2! This interest in subsidizing academic endeavor with a possible
intelligence dividend was evident also in several more ambitious initia-
tives undertaken in the NCFE’s first years. The organization established its
own publishing house, Free Europe Press; a “Mid-European Studies Cen-
ter” for newly arrived refugee scholars in New York; and a “Free Europe
University in Exile” to educate eastern European émigré youth, housed in
a chateau near Strasbourg, France.?

Such activities remained an important part of the NCFE’s program, but
by 1950, as U.S.-Soviet relations plumbed new depths and the Cold War
turned hot in Korea, the emphasis shifted to more aggressive forms of psy-
chological warfare, which involved piercing the Iron Curtain itself. One
method employed extensively by the NCFE had been tried and tested
against the Nazis in World War II but now looks surprisingly low-tech.

)«

Staff would travel to sites on the borders of the Soviet Union’s “satellite”
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nations and release balloons. Carried eastward on the prevailing winds,
the balloons would explode once they had reached a height of 30,000 or
40,000 feet, showering propaganda materials—leaflets denouncing com-
munist leaders, fake currency, and anticommunist “newspapers”—on the
captive populations below. (One tongue-in-cheek proposal—to advertise
the sexual prowess of American men by scattering extra-large, U.S.-man-
ufactured condoms stamped “medium”—was abandoned at the planning
stage.)”> The first such operation was launched from an open field near
Regensburg, West Germany, in August 1951. The balloons floated to-
ward the border with Czechoslovakia as planned, but then, to the conster-
nation of the watching crowd, began drifting back. Fortunately for the
NCEE officers present, the wind changed direction again, and the bal-
loons eventually reached their target.?* Similar launches were carried out
throughout the early 1950s; protests from eastern European officials were
met with the claim that the U.S. government had no control over the ac-
tions of a private group of freedom-loving American citizens. Some 300
million pieces of propaganda were dropped over the “denied areas” before
the practice was discontinued in the wake of the failed Hungarian upris-
ing of 1956.%

By the mid-1950s the balloons were functioning merely as adjuncts to a
technologically more sophisticated form of psychological warfare. Like so
many “psy-war” tactics employed by the United States in the Cold War,
the use of radio to propagandize eastern European populations had been
pioneered by the Bolsheviks. On November 7, 1917, a message from Le-
nin to the Russian people was transmitted from the cruiser Aurora, an-
chored at Petrograd, in Morse code. Later, during World War II, the peo-
ple of Finland were “softened up” for Soviet annexation by intimidatory
radio broadcasts.?® Now it was the anti-Bolsheviks’ turn to take to the air-
waves. During the NCFE’s press launch in June 1949, Joseph Grew de-
scribed a plan to “put the voices of . . . exiled leaders on the air, addressed
to their own peoples back in Europe, in their own languages.”?” The State
Department already had a foreign broadcast arm, the Voice of America,
but it was designed to inform foreign audiences about the United States
and was constrained from carrying out explicit propaganda by its overtly
official ownership. The NCFE’s aim was to set up a station to act as a sort
of surrogate home service for the Iron Curtain countries, an alternative to
the communist-controlled media, with separate national desks enabling
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Polish émigrés to speak to Poles, Hungarians to Hungarians, and so on.
Radio Free Europe (RFE) first broadcast to Czechoslovakia on July 4,
1950, from a former Luftwaffe base in Lampertheim, near Frankfurt, using
a transmitter loaned it by the U.S. Army. The following year, with more
powerful machinery at its disposal and a new headquarters situated in the
beautiful surroundings of Munich’s Englischer Garten (with rehabilitated
German spy chief Reinhard Gehlen helping to provide the base security),
RFE expanded its operations to Poland, Hungary, Romania, Bulgaria, and
Albania.”® By 1953, the station boasted 252 American and 1,526 foreign
employees. It gathered broadcast materials from eight news bureaus; oper-
ated twenty-six transmitters, including cutting-edge facilities in Portugal;
and provided “saturation broadcasting” to the captive nations.”

The tone of RFE’s early broadcasts was shrill and hectoring, reflecting
both the ardent anti-Bolshevism of the National Committee for a Free
Europe and the more aggressive Cold War stance adopted by the U.S. gov-
ernment after 1950. (NSC 68, signed by President Truman in September
1950, effectively militarized Kennan’s doctrine of containment by calling
for a massive arms buildup to defeat communism.) In November 1950,
DeWitt Poole instructed the station’s managers to attack communist lead-
ers “and tear them apart, exposing their motivations, laying bare their
private lives, pointing up their meannesses, pillorying their evil deeds,
holding them up to ridicule and contumely.”® Gradually this approach
moderated, as programmers attempted to build RFE’s reputation as a legit-
imate news source and began introducing more lighthearted items in-
tended to appeal to a wider audience. Nonetheless, the denunciatory im-
pulse remained, as was demonstrated to startling effect in 1954, when the
Voice of Free Poland broadcast a series of interviews with Josef Swiatlo, a
colonel in the Polish security service who had defected during a shopping
trip to West Berlin. As the former head of counterintelligence in Poland,
Swiatlo had seen the private files of many of the country’s leading commu-
nists—indeed, he had compiled several of them himself. He now divulged
their contents, including lurid details of financial corruption and personal
scandals, to RFE’s presumably outraged Polish listeners. It was a propa-
ganda coup for the new station, one made to appear all the more dramatic
by subsequent political developments in Poland, which included a purge
of senior intelligence officials, a spate of communist self-criticisms, and, in
1956, the ushering in of the more moderate Gomulka regime.’!
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The National Committee for a Free Europe enjoyed several successes,
not least in the realm of broadcasting. Years later, after the disintegration
of the eastern bloc, such dissident luminaries as Lech Walesa and Vaclav
Havel testified to the importance of RFE in nurturing the flame of resis-
tance in the captive nations.’> Reviewing the NCFE’s program in its en-
tirety, however, one cannot help being struck by the organization’s opera-
tional problems, its many failures, and the unintended consequences of
several of its actions. The NCFE’s scholarly projects, for example, were
fraught with difficulties and disputes. In France, the University in Exile
was subject both to harsh attacks by the left-wing press and attempts to
penetrate it by French intelligence. Its American planners argued about
its admissions criteria and the selection of staff, while its students fell
prey to a creeping demoralization, some calling it the “tragic bordello.”
Meanwhile, back in the United States, attempts to organize the émigré
population into distinct National Councils ran up against even greater
obstacles. An NCFE progress report compiled in January 1950 noted the
apparent inability of both Yugoslav and Polish exiles to form single coun-
cils, concluding that “it is in this department of our work that the most
harassing problems have arisen.”** By 1952, the Poles still lacked an orga-
nization that could qualify for NCFE recognition, the Rumanians were in
a similar state of disarray, and both the Czechoslovakian and Hungarian
councils were badly split.*® A high-level government committee formed to
review all U.S. psy-war programs reported in 1953 that “efforts to form na-
tional councils . . . have largely been frustrated by the bickerings and jeal-
ousies common to émigré politicians.”

It is certainly arguable that the NCFE’s problems with the National
Councils were related to a historic tendency among exiled political lead-
ers to internal factionalism and ideological extremism. Macaulay’s de-
scription of English refugees in seventeenth-century Holland might have
applied equally well to the eastern European émigrés of the Cold War era:
“A politician driven into banishment by a hostile faction generally sees
the society which he has quitted through a false medium. Every object is
distorted and discoloured by his regrets, his longings, and his resentments.
Every little discontent appears to him to portend a revolution. Every riot
is a rebellion.”” Certain characteristics unique to this particular exile
community, however, made it especially fractious and ungovernable. First
were the obvious rivalries between certain nationalities, such as the ani-
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mosity between Poles and Ukrainians. There were also ethnic conflicts
within particular exile communities—for example, the tension that ex-
isted between Czechs and Slovaks. Finally, often overlapping with these
other divisions were profound political differences between and within
groups. Emigrés from socialist or social democratic backgrounds accused
exiles with right-wing beliefs of harboring fascist sympathies (sometimes
with good reason), while the latter denounced the former for alleged com-
munist leanings. Some political conflicts were even more obscure. Ac-
cording to one internal Office of Policy Coordination memorandum, Pol-
ish social democrats were among those calling for their compatriot, the
famous anti-Stalinist writer Czeslaw Milosz, to be denied a visa to enter
the United States because they objected to his continuing to call Poland’s
economy “socialist”—they interpreted this as a slander on socialism.*®

The problems caused by exile factionalism potentially extended far be-
yond the National Councils. There was always the danger that outsiders
would get dragged into intramural disputes, opening the NCFE up to un-
welcome external scrutiny. Security was a problem anyway, given the ease
with which refugee populations could be infiltrated by communist agents.
Emigrés also had the inconvenient habit of boasting to one another about
successful bids for U.S. government patronage, and a number of them had
guessed correctly at the real source of the NCFE’s funds. Most worrying for
the OPC was exile leaders’ readiness to complain to elected politicians if
they did not get what they wanted from the NCFE. Many U.S. congress-
men represented districts dominated by eastern European immigrants and
therefore took more than a passing interest in the official conduct of the
Cold War. During the 1950s, with domestic anticommunism reaching a
fever pitch, several widely reported attacks were made on the RFE by
right-wing Republicans, who were goaded on by disgruntled émigré con-
stituents. And as if all this was not enough, exile conflicts often spilled
over into the day-to-day operation of RFE. The Czech service, for exam-
ple, faced repeated attacks by ethnic Germans who had been expelled
from the Sudetenland and perceived RFE as an obstacle to “German-West
Slav understanding.”®

This is not to say that the OPC simply stood back and let the émigrés
do whatever they wanted. Granted, the desk chiefs at RFE were selected
by the National Councils, and the NCFE made much of the editorial free-
dom enjoyed by the émigré programmers, but the station’s administrative
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structure included a number of circuit breaks designed to give the Ameri-
cans some control over what was broadcast. As with staff at the NCFE’s
headquarters in New York, any employee in Munich made witting of the
OPC’s patronage was required to swear a secrecy pledge. An American
“policy advisor” held daily briefings with the desk chiefs, at which he
laid down editorial guidelines formulated in Washington. He also read
through transcripts of programs on each of the different language services
(but only after they had been aired). Every month intelligence officers in
the United States would review tapes of a day’s output, chosen at random,
to double-check that the policy advisor’s guidance was being followed.®
Taken together, these measures persuaded the Americans that, despite the
sense of autonomy felt by the émigré staff, in fact it was the Americans
who were in charge. Some congratulated themselves on the ingenuity of
these arrangements. In 1952, William E. Griffith, the American policy ad-
visor in Munich during the early 1950s and later a major academic expert
on communism based at the Massachusetts Institute of Technology’s Cen-
ter for International Studies (another institution with connections to the
CIA), told a colleague, using words reminiscent of Willi Miinzenberg’s
contemptuous attitude toward his “Innocents’ Clubs,” “This feeling of
freedom is indispensable. That it is in fact an illusion, albeit a convincing
one, is even more so.”* Not everyone was reassured, however. In 1955,
Frank Altschul, former head of the NCFE’s radio committee, informed
Allen Dulles (then Director of Central Intelligence) that the “audit of
scripts is not comprehensive enough . . . to insure the early detection of
deviations from the line laid down.”*

As well as giving the Americans a false sense of security, attempts to
impose control on the émigrés could produce unexpected and unwonted
results. In 1951 Dulles was overheard at a Washington dinner party telling
fellow guests that “these refugees had never lived so well in all their
lives, . . . that they [were] getting too big for their britches, [and] that they
would have to do what our people . . . told them to do or else.”” The fol-
lowing year the NCFE issued a directive to all émigré organizations based
in the nation’s capital to relocate to New York—a move presumably in-
tended to bring them more firmly under NCFE supervision and make it
less easy for them to hobnob with conservative congressmen. Disgusted by
this “unwarranted” and “overbearing” behavior, the exiles complained to
officials in the Truman administration that the NCFE’s diktat threatened



EMIGRES 39

to “reduce them to the status of paid American agents” and, furthermore,
invited “a major propaganda attack on American exploitation and abuse
of émigrés and displaced persons” (the last comment sounding suspi-
ciously like a veiled threat to leak the plan to the press).* Meanwhile, in
Munich, refugee broadcasters balked at what many regarded as heavy-
handed American management techniques. When the NCFE overruled
RFE advice and launched a balloon operation designed to complement
the Swiatlo broadcasts by scattering written accounts of his revelations
over Poland, relations with the Polish desk broke down altogether. “Poles
are now asking Poles,” one sympathetic American reported to the NCFE,
“who is the worse master, the Russian or the American?” The fallout from
this incident was extensive. Polish-American congressmen wrote furious
letters to Secretary of State John Foster Dulles; communist propagandists
pointed to evidence that a hidden hand was manipulating the RFE; and
Swiatlo himself, incensed by negative references to him in the balloon
materials, threatened to sue the NCFE for $10,000.# The incident culmi-
nated with Robert E. Lang, the RFE’s American director, resigning his
post in protest.

As Lang’s resignation showed, the OPC could not even count on the
passive obedience of the private American citizens acting as its front men.
Such NCFE officers as DeWitt Poole had, after all, been in the anti-
Bolshevik game much longer than a sophomore like Frank Wisner. They
were also backed up by the clout of the prestigious names that had lent
themselves to the NCFE board, and they were sufficiently well connected
in government circles to appeal decisions they did not like directly to the
White House. “It has to be borne in mind that the Fund is directed by in-
dividuals not only of some public stature but possessing specific experi-
ence in the fields of diplomacy and psychological warfare,” an anonymous
memorandum from a NCEFE officer (probably Poole himself) warned the
OPC in 1950. “If an ostensibly private instrumentality is desired which
will do no more than carry out automatically directions from Washington,
a different type of personnel will have to be found for the Fund.” The
memo concluded, “A long step would be accomplished simply by recog-
nizing the Fund to be a partner on an equal footing, subject only to the
final authority of the Government on points of public policy.”#

From the first, the NCFE appears to have felt that its “friends in the
South” were paying it insufficient attention and failing to come up with
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good-quality anticommunist intelligence for use by RFE. “We receive with
some regularity a daily selection of what is purported to be significant
news items,” complained Frank Altschul in 1950. “Only the fewest of
these items are of any use at all.” At the same time, NCFE and RFE man-
agers resented excessive meddling in their business by OPC officers. Lang
was particularly sensitive on this score, fulminating about “intrusion in
each and every element of our affairs by characters on the operating side
of our friends’ organization.”’ Most controversial of all were attempts by
the OPC to use the RFE’s airwaves to broadcast code messages to resis-
tance fighters behind the Iron Curtain. Although senior CIA officials
have denied that the station was ever used for this purpose, there is evi-
dence that the Polish section, at least, was directed to air “several special
messages.”

The balance of power in this relationship appears to have shifted peri-
odically. On one occasion a showdown between NCFE/RFE staff and their
OPC case officers was won by the former, with the spies either resigning
or being reassigned to other projects.*’ Shortly afterward, however, Dulles
used a “full dress RFE meeting” in his office as an opportunity to slap
down Lang. “Are you telling me, Mr. Dulles, that this is ‘it’?” the station
director demanded, after hearing the DCI expound the official line on

 n

broadcast policy. “I don’t know if we will ever see anything ‘itter’,” re-
sponded Dulles.*®

Given his experiences with the NCFE, it is small wonder that, when he
turned his attention from satellite nation refugees to émigrés from the So-
viet Union, Frank Wisner would have taken a rather different approach.
The American Committee for Liberation for the Peoples of the USSR
(the last words of the name changed several times during the early 1950s,
but the first half remained constant, often abbreviated to “AMCOMLIB”)
was incorporated in Delaware in January 1951, after Frank Lindsay, deputy
chief of OPC, had dealt with the necessary paperwork. (With its relatively
lenient corporation laws, Delaware became the spies’ favorite state for reg-
istering front organizations.)’! There was little of the fanfare that had ac-
companied the establishment of the NCFE, and few of the new organiza-
tion’s officers were household names. Rather than enlisting “old boys” like
Dulles and Wild Bill Donovan, Lindsay turned to low-profile academics
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and journalists with expert knowledge of Soviet affairs. AMCOMLIB’s
first president was Eugene Lyons, a senior editor at Reader’s Digest and au-
thor of The Red Decade, an influential exposé of communist front tactics
in 1930s America. While the famous publisher of Time, Henry Luce, had
been involved in discussions leading up to the organization’s launch and
sat on the board of the NCFE, the post of secretary was filled by Allen
Grover, Luce’s less well-known vice-president and general factotum.*
Grover told AMCOMLIB’s first board meeting that there would be no
public fund-raising activities along the lines of the Crusade for Freedom.
Instead, money would come from “personal friends of committee mem-

bers.” Generally speaking, the new organization departed from the ex-

ample set by the NCFE in that AMCOMLIB adopted a more secretive
and, so Wisner and Lindsay must have hoped, manageable structure. Its
basic aims, however, were much the same as those of the older group: or-
ganizing the émigrés into an effective political warfare force and equip-
ping them with a radio station capable of reaching listeners behind the
Iron Curtain—in this case, within the Soviet Union itself.

The trouble was that the Soviet émigrés proved no less conflict-ridden
than the exiles from the satellite countries. To begin with, the “minority”
nationalities, especially the Ukrainians, were just as opposed to Russian
domination as they were to Bolshevism and were determined to use the
anticommunist cause as a vehicle to assert their national independence.
This naturally made the job of crafting a unified anti-Bolshevik move-
ment all the more difficult. And that was not all. Even within the Russian
émigré community there were profound political divisions. On the left
were the Mensheviks, a small but influential group of social democrats
who had fled Russia following 1917 and, after years of wandering the west,
had fetched up in New York, where they congregated around the New
Leader, an anticommunist labor weekly. Among the brilliant intellectuals
and incorrigible intriguers who made up the Menshevik “Foreign Delega-
tion” were the much-revered but slippery business manager of the New
Leader, Sol Levitas; the redoubtable “Kremlinologist” David Dallin; and
Boris Nicolaevsky, an eminent historian of the Russian Revolution and
wily political operator. The Mensheviks were united in their opposition to
Stalinism but could not agree among themselves about whether to jetti-
son Marxism as well. Their uncertainty on the “Marxist issue” alone was
enough to condemn them in the eyes of the émigré right. Advocates of
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the restoration of the Russian monarchy, or Czarists, were a dwindling
minority in the émigré population, but there were many others who em-
braced one form or another of conservative nationalism. The Narodno-
Trudovoy Soyuz (NTS), or National Union of Labor Solidarists, a well-
organized and ideologically aggressive faction of “Great Russians” who
flirted with neo-fascism, was increasingly popular. The Vlasovites, veter-
ans of the military units of captured Russian soldiers formed by the Nazis
during World War II under the command of the charismatic general
Andrei Vlasov, were rather vaguer on questions of doctrine, but were fer-
vently nationalistic and anti-Bolshevik.** Together, these various groups
constituted a political powder keg, with their would-be American patrons
unwittingly poised to light the fuse.

Attempts to impose some order on this mélange were already underway
by the time that AMCOMLIB appeared on the scene. In January 1951, an
OPC officer, former journalist Spencer Williams, rented an inn on the
outskirts of the Bavarian town of Fiissen to accommodate a meeting of
Russian exile leaders. As representatives of the main émigré organizations
assembled in an atmosphere of brooding enmity, Williams tactfully retired
to the pleasant town of Garmisch, forty miles away.”” The meeting did not
go well. Discussions got so badly bogged down over the “unification” is-
sue—how much independence the Russians should concede to the na-
tional minorities in the struggle against Bolshevism—that it barely got
around to the question of liberation.”® The NTS delegates present, sus-
pecting that the Americans were in cahoots with the Mensheviks, partic-
ularly Boris Nicolaevsky, staged a walkout, causing Williams to cancel the
inn reservation after just a week. For their part, the Mensheviks, who were
already dismayed by the U.S. authorities’ readiness to employ émigrés
with fascist pasts, returned to New York feeling that they had been used as
American agents. (“I wonder why Americans, every time they undertake
something along the Russian line, never fail to call on people who are
hopelessly compromised,” Nicolaevsky once remonstrated with an OPC
contact.) In a New Leader article entitled “The Wrong Russians Again,”
David Dallin berated AMCOMLIB for trying “to give orders” and “inter-
fering in the smallest details.”” Considering that the work of the Ameri-
can Committee was supposed to be secret, it is hardly surprising that
Dallin’s outburst earned him the organization’s undying hostility.*®

Next it was the turn of AMCOMLIB’s European director, journalist
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and publicist Isaac Don Levine, to try persuading the exiles to pull to-
gether. His efforts appeared, on the surface at least, more successful. In
August 1951, after “considerable back-and-forth negotiations, and some
emotion,” the main Russian organizations (which, following some further
factional splits, now numbered five) met at Stuttgart and, prodded by Le-
vine, managed to agree to a common policy on the nationalities ques
tion.” (The London Economist, noting the presence at the event of the
aging Alexander Kerensky, who had served briefly as Russian prime minis-
ter before the Bolshevik revolution, joked snidely about AMCOMLIB
“lifting Kerensky from the dustbin of history.”) A follow-up meeting at-
tended by representatives of six non-Russian émigré groups (the Ukraini-
ans stayed away) took place in a Wiesbaden hotel in November, leading to
the formation of a “Coordinating Center of the Anti-Bolshevik Struggle.”
The following summer, Levine even succeeded in persuading the exiles to
set up a commission to sponsor the launch of a new radio station.®

The appearance of progress, however, was deceptive. Shortly after the
Wiesbaden conference, the conservative NTS, which had access to
sources of covert patronage other than the CIA, including British intelli-
gence, led a breakaway movement of Russian nationalists unhappy with
the concessions that had been made to the minority nationalities. Rela-
tions between the Russians and non-Russians left behind do not seem to
have improved as a result; indeed, by the summer of 1953, they had bro-
ken down altogether. AMCOMLIB decided that enough was enough and
withdrew its support for the Coordinating Center, announcing, “It is re-
grettable that the political forces of the emigration have not had the fore-
sight and statesmanship to lay aside their internal differences and unite in
presenting a common front to the Kremlin.”*' From that point on, the ra-
dio project would be developed independently of the émigré leadership.
Still, AMCOMLIB did not completely give up its hopes of forging a uni-
fied exile movement, which one Russian onlooker reckoned had already
cost it about $8 million.®* In 1954 C. D. Jackson, who had moved on from
the presidency of the NCFE to become President Eisenhower’s Special
Assistant for International Affairs (which meant, in effect, chief planner
of U.S. Cold War psychological warfare), grew so exasperated with
AMCOMLIB’s continuing “exilitis” that he called a series of meetings
with senior CIA managers, telling them “to pull [themselves| together and
evolve some practical policy.” “Forget about trying to unite political ex-
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iles,” he instructed one intelligence officer. “Get the political exiles out of
the way, preferably Peru . . . and just go to work.”®

Meanwhile, in March 1953, AMCOMLIB’s new radio station began
broadcasting to the Soviet Union from the former operations building of
Oberweisenfeld airport in north Munich.** Radio Liberation (after 1964,
Radio Liberty, or RL) experienced many of the same problems as its
Munich neighbor, Radio Free Europe, although there was little sense of
camaraderie between the two: the eastern Europeans who worked at RFE
looked down on the “slouching tatterdemalion staff” of RL, which soon
acquired the nickname “Radio Hole-in-the-Head.”® Its clandestine pa-
trons in Washington tried to exert influence by posting undercover staff
to RUs Lilienthalstrasse offices. The pretense fooled no one. “I doubt that
there was a single stoker or sweeper,” wrote one American employee,
“who did not have some inkling of the true state of affairs.”® Protecting
the base against Soviet penetration was also a daily challenge. The deaths
of two émigré employees in 1954—one a Belorussian writer whose body
was fished out of the Isar River, the other the chief of the Azerbaijani desk
found garrotted in his apartment—both smacked of the KGB.®” Never-
theless, internecine strife carried on unabated, with Great Russians pitted
against the nationalities, and Mensheviks versus the NTS. The latter
were eventually banned from the station by its director of broadcast-
ing, Howland Sargeant, a former assistant secretary of state and head of
the Voice of America. Under Sargeant’s management, Radio Liberty also
moved away from the highly aggressive tone it had adopted in its first
broadcasts, becoming a trusted news source for such dissident Russian
intellectuals as Andrei Sakharov and Alexander Solzhenitsyn.®® It was
thanks in no small part to this approach that the station avoided the sort
of disaster that befell Radio Free Europe in 1956 and drove one top CIA
officer to the edge of insanity.

For Frank Wisner, the man charged by George Kennan with the task of
breaking up the Soviet empire, the intractability of the émigrés connected
with the NCFE and AMCOMLIB was only one in a long and growing list
of problems. To begin with, the paramilitary side of the liberation cam-
paign was faring no better than the psychological. In 1949, the Office of
Policy Coordination had become involved in the first U.S. attempt of the
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Cold War era to overthrow a foreign government, the communist re-
gime of Albanian dictator Enver Hoxha. British spies had come up with
the idea of using the island of Malta—still a UK colony at the time—as
a base for infiltrating specially trained émigré agents loyal to the exiled
King Zog into the small Balkan country. “Whenever we want to subvert
any place, we find that the British own an island within easy reach,”
remarked Wisner, whose OPC put up the funds for the operation, code-
named BGFIEND.® This first test of rollback ended in dismal failure.
Hoxha’s counterintelligence service rounded up the Anglo-American
agents with an efficiency that suggested advance knowledge of their ar-
rival. The source of the tip-off was later identified as H. A. R. “Kim”
Philby, who in his role as Washington-based liaison between OPC and
MI6, had attended planning meetings for BGFIEND. The Anglophile
Wisner, who had liked and trusted Philby (the British mole’s nickname
was borrowed from Wisner’s favorite writer, Rudyard Kipling), never for-
gave this act of treachery. (For his part, Philby later contemptuously de-
scribed the American as “a youngish man for so responsible a job, balding
and running self-importantly to fat.”)? Still, this misadventure did not de-
ter the OPC from carrying out further agent drops behind the Iron Cur-
tain, in the Baltic states, and even in the Ukraine, all leading to the same
tragic denouement.

Wisner was also facing difficulties closer to home. In October 1950, af-
ter the CIA had failed to predict the outbreak of war in Korea, the pliable
Roscoe Hillenkoetter was replaced as Director of Central Intelligence by
the former U.S. ambassador in Moscow and Eisenhower’s chief of staff
during World War II, General Walter Bedell Smith. “Beetle” was a very
different proposition from “Hillie.” Irascible, foul-mouthed, plagued by
stomach ulcers, he was (as one wit put it) “even-tempered”: that is, always
angry.”! Furthermore, the new DCI did not care much for Wisner’s OPC,
which in its first two years of existence had expanded at a dizzying rate,
spinning off “projects” like a giant Catherine wheel. (The Central Intelli-
gence Act of 1949 had made it even easier for Wisner to engage in covert
operations by exempting the CIA from congressional budgetary and ac-
counting requirements.) Smith had never been a fan of psychological war-
fare; in his view, it was too costly, its effectiveness was unproven, and it
exposed the United States to the risk of scandal. “If you send me one more
project with goddamned balloons,” he once snarled at a cowering subordi-
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nate, “I'll throw you out of here.””” Moreover, as a midwesterner of humble
origins, Smith felt little sympathy for the Ivy League, dilettante types who
flocked around Wisner. More to his liking were the quiet-spoken profes-
sionals in the CIA’s Office of Special Operations (OSO), the Agency divi-
sion responsible for intelligence collection, or espionage, as opposed to
covert action. Observing the parking lot at CIA headquarters, where the
Chevrolets and Fords driven by OSO officers stood alongside the MGs
and Jaguars owned by OPC-ers, Beetle determined to bring Wisner and
his crowd to heel.”?

Shortly after Smith’s arrival, the OSO and the OPC were submerged in
a new entity, the Directorate of Plans. In January 1951, Allen Dulles, at
long last back in from the Park Avenue cold, took up the position of Dep-
uty Director/Plans (DD/P), Beetle’s second-in-command for covert action
and espionage. For Wisner, who had enjoyed almost absolute operational
freedom for the previous two years, this amounted to a “severe double de-
motion.”” Smith was not done, however. A series of staff cuts, clearly
aimed at culling the more cavalier elements of the OPC, resulted in as
many as fifty forced resignations. “I don’t care whether they were blabbing
secrets or not,” said the general to an underling. “Just give me the names

”75

of the people at Georgetown cocktail parties.”” Next, a Project Review
Committee was set up to scrutinize the covert operation proposals coming
into OPC headquarters from its field staff. Beetle also demanded access to
cable traffic between Wisner and his officers. Finally, the DCI approved
the creation of an additional layer of Washington administration to con-
tain the enthusiasm of the OPC sharpshooters, the Psychological Strategy
Board (PSB), an interdepartmental committee designed to coordinate the
government’s rapidly proliferating political warfare effort.” In October
1953, President Eisenhower replaced the PSB with the Operations Coor-
dinating Board (OCB), a body vested with enhanced powers of approval
and supervision over CIA covert operations.

At the same time that Wisner was becoming increasingly boxed in by
bureaucratic constraints, he and his colleagues in covert operations found
themselves under renewed attack from the forces of domestic political re-
action. The vulnerability of the CIA to criticism from congressmen with
immigrant constituencies has already been noted. In the summer of 1953,
it was the turn of Joseph R. McCarthy, junior senator from Wisconsin and
anticommunist demagogue supreme, to take on the Agency. With its
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shroud of official secrecy, aristocratic social demeanor, and whiff of New
Deal-style big government, the CIA was an obvious target for McCarthy;
the surprise was that the assault was so long in coming. In the event, Al-
len Dulles (who had succeeded Smith as DCI in February 1953) stood
firm, refusing to yield up the senator’s intended victim, Dean Acheson’s
Yale-educated son-in-law William Bundy, who had made the mistake of
contributing to Alger Hiss’s defense fund.”” When McCarthy then tried
going after other CIA officers, he was foiled by an ingenious deception op-
eration devised by counterintelligence specialist James Angleton.”™ Tired
of chasing false leads, McCarthy transferred his attentions to the U.S.
Army, becoming embroiled in a series of televised hearings that eventu-
ally led to his downfall. Dulles’s stance, which compared very well with
the more submissive posture of his brother John Foster over at State,
helped foster the CIA’s reputation as a safe haven for anticommunist lib-
erals in Red Scare America. However, it did little to alleviate the prob-
lems immediately facing Wisner, who was himself the subject of an FBI se-
curity investigation focusing on his wartime romance with a celebrated
Romanian anti-Nazi, Princess Caradja.”

Wisner liked to boast of his ability to play any tune he wanted on the
CIA’s Mighty Wurlitzer of Cold War covert operations. Yet, in truth, the
task of trying to manage such a vast array of projects and “assets” had be-
gun to control him. Friends noticed that his usually ornate but measured
southern mode of speech was acquiring a prolix, hectic quality. He smoked
and drank too much. A habit of flexing the muscles in his forearms during
meetings grew into a nervous tic. Part of the problem was his personal re-
lationship with Dulles (whom Wisner had succeeded as Deputy Director/
Plans). True, the new CIA Director did not have the martinet-like quali-
ties of Smith, and he was far more favorably disposed toward covert action
than his predecessor, but Dulles undermined his (surprisingly thin-
skinned) deputy by reaching down the chain of command and interfering
in ongoing operations, as well as displaying an ill-disguised favoritism to-
ward lieutenants who, unlike Wisner, shared his Yankee origins. Physical
and mental exhaustion also took their toll: after working for six days a
week from eight in the morning to the same hour at night, the DD/P
would often don evening dress and head off to some Georgetown party
where, likely as not, Cold War strategy would feature in the dinner con-
versation. Nor did Sundays provide any relief from this whirl: indeed, the
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Sunday night party, at which guests would dine, drink, and dance until
two or three on Monday morning, was a Georgetown institution. Above
all, there was the simple fact that Wisner, with his fierce ideological con-
viction and fragile sense of self, was not well suited to the role of spy. This
was a job that demanded the jovial pragmatism and inner coldness of
someone like Allen Dulles.®

Meanwhile, even true believers in rollback were starting to lose their
faith. In 1952, a “murder board” set up by Frank Lindsay, one of the chief
planners of the exile strategy, weeded out about a third of OPC projects.
Lindsay also wrote a nine-page memorandum to Wisner and Dulles, “argu-
ing point by point why Kennan’s notion of a counterforce was not work-
ing.”! “Having spent a fair amount of time with guerrilla organizations, I
already knew that they fight for their own purposes,” he later explained to
an interviewer. “You don’t direct them. . . . They take on a life of their
own.”® The irony was that rollback was expiring at just the time that an
administration identified in the public mind with a foreign policy of con-
tainment was giving way to one that, rhetorically at least, espoused libera-
tion. Of course, this did not mean a cessation of covert action. Indeed, as
is discussed in later chapters, Eisenhower and John Foster Dulles believed
clandestine foreign interventions to be a relatively inexpensive, and con-
veniently deniable, means of waging the Cold War. The success of CIA-
staged coups in Iran in 1953 and Guatemala in 1954 (which, recently
published documents reveal, owed as much to good fortune as effective
planning) strengthened this bias. However, as these two operations
showed, the geographical focus of covert activity was shifting away from
the Soviet empire, which, as Lindsay put it, “seemed impervious,” toward
regions of the developing world, such as central America and the Middle
East, where defenses against penetration were weaker (and the stakes for
the U.S. economy higher).®> Even Wisner was growing more cautious in
eastern Europe. Hence, when rioting broke out in East Germany in June
1953, he heeded the advice of CIA colleague John Bross not to try and
equip demonstrators with arms.®* Still, he did not give up on his dream of
one day liberating the east; the memory of the hopeless civilians herded
onto boxcars in 1945 continued to haunt him.

Wisner’s crisis came in 1956, and it was the émigrés who were at least
partially to blame. Among the satellite nations targeted by the NCFE, the
one perceived as most susceptible to psychological warfare was Hungary.
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Consequently, while observing the State Department’s injunction against
calls for armed rebellion, RFE made particular efforts to inspire Hungarian
resistance “through appeals to religion, invidious comparisons with life in
the West, and invocations of the tradition of nineteenth-century freedom
fighter Louis Kossuth.”® In October 1956, fighting broke out in the streets
of Budapest, followed by the installation of Imre Nagy, a communist mod-
erate, as head of government. At first the Russians appeared content to let
events take the same course as they had in Gomulka’s Poland, and with-
drew their troops to the border. When, however, Nagy announced his in-
tention of taking Hungary out of the Warsaw Pact, Soviet tanks rolled
back into Budapest. In the bloody fighting that followed, thousands of
Hungarians were killed, along with 669 Russian troops. Later, 300 resis-
tance leaders, including Nagy, were executed.® The Eisenhower adminis-
tration loudly protested the Soviet action, but did not intervene militarily.
Liberation was exposed as a sham.

This is not the place to relate the complex controversy about Radio
Free Europe’s role in the origins of the Hungarian uprising.?” Suffice it to
say that an internal review of the Voice of Free Hungary’s broadcasting at
the time of the unrest in Budapest found that, while announcers had not
explicitly promised western military support to the demonstrators, none-
theless, “for much of the time neither the American management of RFE
nor the head of the Hungarian service was in control of what was trans-
mitted” and (to quote a senior CIA officer’s summary of the findings) the
tone used by the émigrés “was more exuberant and optimistic than the sit-
uation warranted.”® Certainly, Frank Wisner felt responsible for what had
happened. On an inspection tour of European CIA stations at the time,
the Deputy Director/Plans rushed to Germany and then on to Austria,
where he stood at the border watching helplessly as Hungarians attempted
to flee. “People [were] killed by the Russians as he stood there, in his
sight,” recalled a colleague. “It was a profound emotional shock.” Re-
turning to the U.S. embassy, Wisner frantically telephoned Washington,
pleading with the White House to commit troops, all to no avail. His be-
havior grew manic. An operations man in Athens, the next stop on his
tour, remembers him dictating cables to headquarters that simply did not
make sense. By the time of his return home, Wisner was on the verge of a
complete breakdown, “rambling and raving all through dinner, totally out
of control.” Three years later, he was eased out of his duties as DD/P and
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given the largely ceremonial role of station chief in London. In 1965, at
the age of fifty-six, Frank Wisner took his own life.

As well as effectively destroying Wisner, Hungary signaled the final aban-
donment by Washington of both the main strategic goal identified by
Kennan in the late 1940s, the disintegration of the Soviet empire, and the
principal tactic used to achieve that purpose, the covert use of eastern-
bloc émigrés. A few irreconcilables, such as C. D. Jackson, still banged the
rollback drum; and some CIA money continued to find its way through
the NCFE to exile organizations, such as Brutus Coste’s Assembly of
Captive European Nations (ACEN) (which, like the National Councils,
caused its share of headaches for its covert patron). Most, however, ac-
cepted that the future of American policy in eastern Europe now lay in
the encouragement of gradual reform—“evolution, not revolution.” In
May 1958, the National Security Council decreed that government of-
ficials should no longer work as closely with the “national committees”
because “there [was] no evidence that émigré politicians [had] any sig-
nificant following in their homelands.” And in a message clearly intended
for the American management of RFE and RL as well as the Voice of
America, the NSC discouraged “the use of U.S. Government facilities
to convey messages of exiled leaders.”! The fading of rollback was accom-
panied by the death, in February 1959, of one of its most stalwart advo-
cates, Wild Bill Donovan, whose last substantial act of government ser-
vice had been helping Hungarian refugees over the Austrian border three
years earlier.”?

Of course, this is not to say that the CIA gave up using émigré leaders
altogether. Exiles would form an important element in agency programs
for new theaters of operation, most notably Fidel Castro’s Cuba (with
equally little success). Neither would the front group tactic Kennan had
borrowed from the communists be discarded. Indeed, its use in libera-
tion proved to be one of its less significant Cold War applications. The
CIA front only really came into its own in the other major field ear-
marked for covert action in Kennan’s 1948 political warfare plan: the
“support of indigenous anti-Communist elements in threatened countries
of the free world.”
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In March 1951 an FBI wiretap picked up the following conversation be-
tween former OSS chief Wild Bill Donovan and Jay Lovestone, onetime
leader of the U.S. Communist Party (CPUSA) and now chief foreign pol-
icy advisor to the American Federation of Labor (AFL):

Lovestone: I’'m just about to start a fight with your friends.

Donovan: Who? . .. Mr. [Walter Bedell] Smith?. .. I'm glad to hear it. . . .

Lovestone: You see, I'm nobody’s stooge, or agent, or lackey.

Donovan: What’s the basis of it, Jay?

Lovestone: The basis of it is that . . . they’re trying to tie me down to cer-
tain things [ won’t accept. . . . They can go plumb to hell. . . .

Donovan: Well, they’re very foolish, Jay. You can be one of the greatest
assets they have, as I told them.!

Besides showing how disaffected with the CIA the retired American
spymaster had grown by 1951, this dialogue reveals two important charac-
teristics of the CIA’s front program in the first years of the Cold War.
One of these was the Agency’s readiness to employ in its covert opera-
tions members of the so-called non-communist left (NCL)—that is, trade
unionists, socialists or social democratic politicians, and even former com-
munists like Lovestone—mainly because of their preexisting links with
similar elements in western Europe. The other was the tendency of the
NCL groups involved, especially the ex-communists, to chafe against the
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constraints imposed on them by clandestine official patronage. These two
factors are the dominant themes of the United States’s first major cam-
paign in the Cold War contest for western hearts and minds.

Jay Lovestone’s life story reads like a strange, shadowy, even sinister ver-
sion of the classic American narrative of the poor immigrant boy made
good. The son of a Polish rabbi, Lovestone emigrated to the United States
in 1907 at the age of nine and grew up on New York City’s Lower East
Side, a lanky and startlingly blond-haired adolescent with a reputation as
a tough neighborhood boxer and magnetic soapbox orator. Like many
other cash-strapped but bright young Jewish men of his generation, he at-
tended New York’s City College, where he thrived in a gladiatorial atmo-
sphere of aggressive intellectualism and factional radicalism. After gradu-
ating in 1919, he rose rapidly to the position of general secretary in the
newly formed CPUSA before being deposed by Stalin during the 1929
Comintern congress in Moscow for his “deviationist” position on the
question of American “exceptionalism.” “Who do you think you are?” the
Soviet leader shouted at the rebellious U.S. delegation. “Trotsky defied
me. Where is he? Zinoviev defied me. Where is he? Bukharin defied me.
Where is he? And you! Who are you?”? Lucky to escape Russia, Lovestone
returned to New York and organized a tight-knit communist opposition
group known as the Lovestoneites. (The ability to inspire intense personal
devotion in his followers appears to have been one of Lovestone’s greatest
political assets, along with powers of sexual attraction that led to a string
of affairs with women in his coterie.) He also began building bridges to the
American trade union movement, courting the patronage of anticommu-
nist labor leaders like the dynamic head of the New York garment work-
ers, David Dubinsky, who needed Lovestone’s help flushing Stalinists out
of their unions.

By the end of the 1930s, Lovestone had despaired of regaining Stalin’s
favor and completed his transformation from CP apparatchik into a par-
ticularly fanatical and ruthless anticommunist. “The son of a bitch is okay,
he’s been converted,” said Dubinsky in 1941, as he introduced Lovestone
to George Meany, the cigar-chomping Irish plumber from the Bronx who
minded the finances of the nation’s foremost trade union center, the
American Federation of Labor.> Soon the former communist, whom even
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Stalin recognized as an “adroit and talented factional wirepuller,” was es-
tablished as Meany’s number-one advisor on international labor affairs,
and was given considerable latitude to operate overseas under the AFLs
imprimatur.* This arrangement was institutionalized in 1944 by the cre-
ation of the Free Trade Union Committee (FTUC), a semiautonomous la-
bor foreign policy unit funded by Dubinsky’s International Ladies’ Gar-
ment Workers’” Union (ILG), run from a cluttered cubicle in the ILG’s
Broadway headquarters by Lovestone and represented on the ground in
Europe by an extremely able and energetic young Lovestoneite named
Irving Brown. Later, the separate status of the FTUC would give Meany
the ability to deny charges that the AFL had directly handled covert CIA
subsidies.

During the war years, the OSS ran a labor desk under the charge of
union lawyer and future Supreme Court Justice Arthur J. Goldberg, who
employed the bustling Brown in several clandestine operations against
the Nazis (hence Lovestone’s friendship with Donovan).’ In 1945, with
the disbanding of the wartime secret service, the U.S. government effec-
tively abolished its political warfare capability in the labor field. The
Lovestoneites filled this vacuum with a foreign policy of their own, geared
to exporting the principles of AFL-style “free trade unionism”—in partic-
ular, workers’ freedom from any form of political control—and thwarting
communist attempts to win the allegiance of European labor. Their most
characteristic tactic was surreptitiously fostering splits in Popular Front—
style alliances of communists and socialists or social democrats, a maneu-
ver the Lovestoneites had pioneered in factional struggles for control of
the United Automobile Workers (UAW) during the late 1930s. In France,
for example, Brown egged on former resistance fighter Léon Jouhaux,
leader of the new union federation Force Ouvriere (FO), to quit the com-
munist-dominated Confédération Générale du Travail while at the same
time promising Italian socialists “suitcases of money” if they broke away
from the Confederazione Generale Italiana del Lavoro.® He also resorted
to more direct methods, such as channeling AFL support to the Corsican
union leader of the Marseilles docks, Pierre Ferri-Pisani, whose members
beat up communists trying to disrupt the landing of Marshall Plan sup-
plies. The crowning achievement of “Lovestone diplomacy” came at the
end of the decade, when the international labor congress, the World Fed-
eration of Trade Unions (WFTU), which included Soviet as well as west-
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ern organizations, split apart and a new anticommunist alliance, the Inter-
national Confederation of Free Trade Unions (ICFTU), was born. Small
wonder that Brown, whom Reader’s Digest described as “an entire diplo-
matic corps and a one-man OSS,” felt inclined to boast, “our trade union
programs and relationships have penetrated every country of Europe. We
have become . . . an army.”

Considering this prehistory of voluntary and highly effective anticommu-
nist agitation, it is hardly surprising that Frank Wisner should have
wanted to team up with Jay Lovestone. Not only was the latter supremely
knowledgeable about the Cold War enemy—“He is better informed on
the subject of Communist theory as well as its activities than anyone
I know,” Donovan once told a colleague—his hatred of Stalinism was
such that he even felt compelled, during an audience in the Sistine Cha-
pel, to lecture Pope Pius XII on the subject (prompting the pontiff to re-
spond, “But, Mr. Lovestone, I too am anti-Communist”).® More important
still was the fact that, by virtue of their association with the AFL, the
Lovestoneites enjoyed unrivaled connections to the trade union move-
ment in western Europe, a crucial battleground in the propaganda Cold
War, given European labor’s vast postwar power, both economic and polit-
ical, and its historic susceptibility to communist influence. Here, then,
was the perfect cover for U.S. government-sponsored political warfare of
the sort envisioned by George Kennan: a group of private American citi-
zens, with conspicuous access to sources of nonofficial financial support,
aiding “indigenous anti-Communist elements in threatened countries of
the free world.” There was also the precedent of the OSS’s labor opera-
tions and the tradition of tolerance of, even sympathy for, non-communist
left tendencies bequeathed to the CIA by World War II.

Lovestone and Wisner were formally introduced by the Free Trade
Union Committee’s chairman, photo-engravers’ leader Matthew Woll, in
December 1948.° The FTUC received its first payment from the Office of
Policy Coordination, $35,000, the following month. This and subsequent
subsidies were disguised in the FTUC’s accounts as donations from private
individuals and referred to in the code language Lovestone soon evolved

¢

for his secret dealings with Wisner as “books” or “volumes” from the

OPC'’s “library.”® Such payments soon overtook AFL contributions as a
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source of revenue for the FTUC: whereas by the end of 1949, union sub-
sidies added up to a mere $56,000, “individual gifts” totaled some
$203,000."" Having been laundered by Lovestone in New York, OPC
funds were transferred to Brown in Europe via a variety of different bank
accounts. The FTUC’s European representative also received payments
directly from Marshall Plan officials or American embassy personnel
drawing on the so-called counterpart funds.

Aided by his wife and secretary, Lillie, the indefatigable Brown then
piggybacked the OPC monies to anticommunist labor elements all over
the European continent. Some of these, such as Jouhaux’s Force Ouvriere
and Ferri-Pisani’s Mediterranean Vigilance Committee in France, or the
socialist unionists in Italy’s new anticommunist labor center, the
Confederazione Italiana Sindacati Lavoratori, had already benefited from
the genuinely private largesse of the AFL. Correspondence between
Brown and Lovestone, who demanded regular reports from his lieutenant
about events in Europe, contained frequent references to the purchase of
“French perfume” or “spaghetti.” (There was more than a hint of tongue-
in-cheek humor about the code words invented by the Lovestoneites,
who had been using secret language ever since the 1920s, when the U.S.
communist movement was compelled to adopt an underground or “ille-
gal” existence.) “Lumber merchants” was Lovestoneite code for a new ad-
dition to the FTUCs list of clients: socialist members of the Central Orga-
nization of Finnish Trade Unions (SAK), who from late 1949 became a
major recipient of concealed U.S. government assistance.'? Reflecting a
tendency for OPC front groups to overlap and sometimes become entan-
gled, the FTUC also backed the exile operations of the National Commit-
tee for a Free Europe, including an International Center for Free Trade
Unionists in Exile housed in the Paris offices of the Force Ouvriere, and
an NCFE Labor Contacts Division in New York, designed to act as a focus
for émigré eastern European unionists in the United States."

Although the best known and most effective, Brown was not the only
FTUC field agent handling OPC subsidies, nor were covert labor opera-
tions confined to western Europe. Lovestone had a network of agents,
mostly ex-communists like himself, spanning the entire “free world.” In
Indonesia, an old follower, the outspoken Harry Goldberg, ran a training
program designed to rally noncommunist labor groups against the WFTU-
affiliated All-Indonesian Central Labor Organization, SOBSI. (Lovestone
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later moved Goldberg to Italy after the latter publicly accused President
Ahmed Sukarno of an “outstanding lack of statesmanship.”)'* A former
labor education officer in the U.S. military government in Japan, the
brilliant but neurotic Richard Deverall, presided over an FTUC bureau
in Tokyo until he too was recalled due to his habit of accusing U.S. em-
bassy staff of being secret communists. Willard R. Etter, another ex-gov-
ernment officer whose excessive anticommunism had gotten him in trou-
ble with his superiors (he was sent home from the U.S. consulate in
Shanghai after claiming to have discovered a nest of communist agents
there) set up shop on Formosa (Taiwan) and trained Chinese nationalists
to carry out espionage and sabotage on the communist mainland. In Feb-
ruary 1950, Wisner, his fascination with paramilitary “rollback” opera-
tions as yet undimmed, approved a six-month “laundry budget” for Etter
of $145,472."> The FTUC, it seemed, had an agent in every major theater
of the Cold War, functioning, in the apt phrase of Lovestone’s biographer,
Ted Morgan, as a sort of “anti-Cominform.”¢

Before the CIA’s front operations were exposed, American trade unionists
who went abroad to fight communism in foreign labor organizations dur-
ing the early years of the Cold War tended to be portrayed in writings on
the subject as disinterested, even heroic, defenders of political freedom.!”
After the revelations of the late 1960s, this view was exchanged for the
image of a puppet on a string, with the individuals involved now depicted
as so many stooges, or “patsies,” of the American national security state.'s
In recent years, with the opening to researchers of Jay Lovestone’s volumi-
nous personal files, a third picture has emerged.”” This presents a far more
complicated relationship than was previously painted, one in which both
sides jealously guarded their independence and even fought each other for
control of covert operations.

The first issue to come between the OPC and FTUC was, perhaps pre-
dictably, money. To be sure, Lovestone was glad of the extra income com-
ing from his “luncheon friend,” Wisner—it had been clear for some time
that the AFLs subsidies were not enough on their own to support the sort
of activities that were needed to win the Cold War contest for labor’s alle-
giance.” But his long experience in anti-Stalinist political warfare meant
that Lovestone was bound to resent any attempts by the OPC to tell him
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how its money should be spent. He adopted a simple definition of his new
patron’s role: it was to provide large quantities of cash, then leave the ac-
tual job of fighting communism to himself and his agents. Lovestone’s atti-
tude toward the professional spies with whom he dealt was condescend-
ing, even disdainful. They were raw novices in the struggle against Stalin,
dashing perhaps, but lacking in substance. The code name he invented for
them summed it up: they were the “Fizz kids.”*!

Unfortunately for Lovestone, the OPC did not share this interpreta-
tion of its role. Although generous, its subsidies were not indiscriminate.
Rather, they were carefully targeted, reflecting the U.S. government’s stra-
tegic priorities in the Cold War. Hence, when in 1950 the focus of inter-
national tension in Southeast Asia shifted from China to Korea, support
for Willard Etter’s insurgency operation on Formosa dried up, leaving sev-
eral of his agents stranded on the Chinese mainland, where they were
soon captured and executed. Lovestone was appalled. “I curse the day I
ever introduced you to that pack of bribers and corrupters in Washing-
ton,” he told Etter.” Meanwhile, Brown’s operations in Europe were con-
stantly stymied by the failure of the OPC to honor the financial pledges
Wisner had made to Lovestone. “Volumes” for “the lumber people” were
promised and then withheld; delays to the “French budget” meant Brown
was unable to purchase any “perfume”; having assured Lovestone “that
there would be five cook books for the spaghetti chefs,” the Fizz kids
“backwatered and doublecrossed” him.” To add insult to injury, the OPC
also demanded that Lovestone provide a fuller accounting of his spending
than the AFL had required, CIA security chief Sheffield Edwards even
opening the FTUC’s mail to monitor its expenditures.* Lovestone was in-
furiated by what he perceived as “petty snooping” and “insolent book-
keeping.”” In April 1951 he told his CIA liaison, Samuel D. Berger, that
he was on the verge of instructing “Irving, Goldberg, Deverall and all our
other friends to pack their grips, close their shops, and come home. You
see,” he continued, “I am not a nylon merchant—black market or other-
wise. I do not intend to lend aid and comfort to any attempt of second-
class bookkeepers determining the policies of our organization.”?

No less deplorable from Lovestone’s point of view were signs that the
OPC was attempting to usurp his control of FTUC field operatives. Etter,
for example, was approached with an offer of a large salary if he performed
“extra-curricular” activities or took full-time employment with “another
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organization.””’ Similar efforts were made “to drive a wedge” between
Lovestone and his most valuable asset, Brown, but the latter loyally re-
sisted the OPC’s blandishments.”® When the co-option of Lovestoneite
personnel failed, the OPC went outside the apparatus of the FTUC alto-
gether, using other Americans in the field, such as Rome labor attaché
Tom Lane, instead.” Lovestone, who appears to have had a low opinion of
government officers in general, thought this tactic extremely foolish, not
least because it increased the possibility of exposure. “In view of the type
of rich dishes that Uncle Tom has been serving up, a number of my friends
will not touch any spaghetti shipment,” he complained to Lillie Brown in
March 1951. “They don’t want to be involved in such filthy kitchens.”*°
Worse still, the OPC would invoke the name of the AFL in operations
that had nothing to do with the FTUC. Brown in particular objected to
this practice because it threatened to tarnish his personal reputation in
Europe. He and Lovestone retaliated by withholding intelligence from the
OPC; withdrawing from involvement in other front operations, such as
the Congress for Cultural Freedom; and refusing to cooperate with a CIA
agent in Brown’s office, Leon Dale.

It is not hard to understand the OPC’s reasons for sometimes bypassing
the FTUC. Lovestone was a notorious intriguer, and there were those in
the intelligence service who (as one spy put it) “couldn’t quite accustom
themselves to the fact that we were giving money to the former head of
the Communist Party.”! Official concerns about security can hardly have
been allayed by the assignment to the FTUC staff in June 1950 of Carmel
Offie. Among the many eccentric characters to be found in Lovestone’s
circle, Offie was surely the oddest. The son of poor Italian immigrants,
grotesquely ugly, and flamboyantly homosexual, the “Monk” (his ironic
Lovestoneite code name) had risen through the ranks of the U.S. foreign
service by dint of his extraordinary skills as a political fixer and “modern-
day court-jester”—in Paris during the 1930s, he had arranged dates for
the young John FE Kennedy and played bridge with Wallis Simpson. In
1947, however, he was caught using the diplomatic pouch for unautho-
rized currency transfers (he also smuggled rubles, diamonds, and, on one
occasion, three hundred Finnish lobsters).”> Flung out of the diplomatic
corps, Offie was picked up by Wisner on the recommendation of Chip
Bohlen (Kennan was another admirer) and given special responsibility for
émigré affairs. He soon made himself indispensable to the OPC chief, hir-
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ing a family cook as well as locating potentially useful “good Germans.”*

When, however, Joe McCarthy began sniffing around the OPC, dropping
hints in the Senate about a “convicted homosexual” occupying a “top-
salaried important position” in the CIA (Offie had been arrested for “per-
version” in 1943 after soliciting an undercover policeman in Washing-
ton’s Lafayette Park), Wisner felt obliged to move him over to the FTUC,
where he functioned as Lovestone’s OPC liaison.** As well as adding to
the CIA’s apprehension about the security of FTUC operations (Sheffield
Edwards reckoned Offie “about the worst of the OPC employees . . . some
of whose backgrounds were horrible”),”® this move fueled the
Lovestoneites’ tendency to defy the orders of the “Fizz kids” because the
disgruntled Monk increasingly sided with the unionists against the spies.
Underlying the mutual security concerns of the FTUC and OPC were a
host of largely unspoken social and ethnic tensions. At this time, the
CIA still recruited most of its entry-level staff from the Ivy League univer-
sities, while its upper echelons were dominated by military top brass and
corporate lawyers. It was therefore perhaps only to be expected that many
senior intelligence officers would feel uncomfortable working alongside
the ex-radical, immigrant-stock proletarians who staffed the FTUC. “In
general, the Fizz kids are continuing their marked anti-labor and anti-Se-
mitic tendencies in addition to their incompetence,” Lovestone once told
Brown.* This instinctive mistrust was reciprocated, with interest. On be-
ing introduced to him, Polish émigré Joseph Czapski immediately noticed
that Lovestone, in his conversation, constantly “expressed a ‘class line’
that had nothing to do with political and ideological issues. Specifically,
Llovestone] was expressing the fact that he is a plebeian and a Jew.”" In
his transactions with the CIA, the ex-communist articulated his griev-
ances about the Agency’s behavior in language dripping with class con-
sciousness. “These people are purely socialites whose names appear in the
Social Register, who look for excitement and who confuse thrills with re-
sults,” he once told Brown. “I have not minded being a janitor in the firm,
but Irving I do not want to be a janitor whose functions are increasingly
devoted to carrying out strange tenants’ garbage.” It cannot have helped
that the OPC case officer originally assigned Lovestone, Pinky Thompson
(or “Stinky” as the Lovestoneites called him, on account of his fondness
for bouts of heavy lunchtime drinking), was “an affluent Philadelphia
clubman with a plantation in Georgia where Wisner went shooting each
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year.” It was no surprise that the humbly born Italian American Offie fit
in better at ILG headquarters. In short, the alliance between the FTUC
and the CIA was an unnatural one of New York and Georgetown, Lower
East Side and Upper West Side, City College and Princeton, that only the
strange circumstances of the secret Cold War crusade against communism
could have brought into being.

In late 1950 the already stormy marriage of the Free Trade Union Com-
mittee and Office of Policy Coordination grew even more tempestuous
when Lovestone began to suspect that Wisner was flirting with another
labor suitor, the AFLs industrial rival, the Congress of Industrial Organi-
zations (CIO). The CIO had by this date shed the communist associa-
tions that had characterized its early existence, purging its communist-led
affiliates in 1949 and, in the same year, walking out on the World Federa-
tion of Trade Unions. As well as signifying the final extinction of the
American Popular Front, these actions prepared the way for the CIO’s ris-
ing star, Detroit auto workers’ leader Walter Reuther, to assert his im-
mensely attractive personality abroad. Emulating the example of the AFL,
the CIO dispatched a European representative, Reuther’s younger brother
Victor, to open an office in Paris in 1951. The CIO also succeeded in
building up considerable influence within the government agency respon-
sible for administering the Marshall Plan in Europe, the Economic Coop-
eration Administration (ECA), whose head, Milton Katz, favored the no-
tion of a “dual-track” labor foreign policy involving the two American
labor federations on an equal footing.*

Lovestone was dismayed by these developments, in part simply because
he was possessive of his foreign turf, but also because there was a deep
ideological and personal animosity between him and Brown, on the one
hand, and the Reuther brothers on the other. The latter had never forgot-
ten or forgiven the part played by the Lovestoneites in the splitting of
the UAW during the 1930s. On their side, Lovestone and Brown regarded
the Reuthers, former socialists who placed as much emphasis on the pro-
motion of economic growth abroad as on fighting communism, with the
same sort of contempt they showed the Fizz kids, referring to them sneer-
ingly as the “YPSLs” (members of the Young People’s Socialist League).
As Lovestone explained to his intelligence liaison, Sam Berger, “Victor
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Reuther might be a very nice guy. If I had an eligible daughter and she was
in love with him, I would not interfere with her desire to marry him. But
to put Victor Reuther and Irving Brown on a par in carrying on the frontal
struggle against totalitarian Communism and its machinations . . . is
enough to make, as Stalin said, a horse laugh.”*!

Whether these remarks were passed on to the OPC is not known.
What is clear is that the professional spies did not share Lovestone’s fac-
tional agenda: their main concern was to improve their access to the non-
communist left, and the CIO, whose social democratic politics played
rather better with European labor than the business unionism of the AFL,
was able to provide them with contacts that the FTUC could not. Also,
next to the Lovestoneites’ brand of obsessive, negative anticommunism,
the positive, constructive approach of the Reuthers was bound to seem
more appealing, especially to those younger intelligence officers who liked
to think of themselves as belonging to the non-communist left or, at
the very least, the liberal center. Finally, the CIO, with its roots in the
“corporatist” politics of the New Deal era, simply seemed a more natural
government partner than the AFL, which, ever since its founding in the
late nineteenth century by British cigar maker Samuel Gompers, had
avoided entangling official alliances.

Lovestone’s growing suspicion that Wisner was interested in initiating
a relationship with the CIO was confirmed during a meeting held in
the office of the Director of Central Intelligence in Washington on the
morning of November 21, 1950. The purpose of this gathering was to al-
low the new DCI, Walter Bedell Smith, to meet with the international
staff of the AFL and review the covert operations they were jointly under-
taking. In attendance were George Meany (identified in coded minutes
taken by Offie as “Mr. Plumber”), Woll (Photographer), Dubinsky (Gar-
ment Worker), Lovestone (Intellectual), Smith (Soldier), and Wisner
(Lawyer). After an opening exchange of pleasantries between Woll and
Smith, Lovestone took the opportunity to remind those present that the
AFL had been active in the foreign labor field long before “Mr. Soldier’s
employers” and that the federation’s total expenditure on international
activities since 1945 far exceeded that of the OPC. The DCI then invited
comments on possible future operations, “and the discussion moved
to bringing another organization into the work.” Wisner admitted “that
there had taken place certain conversations on this subject.” Then, one
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by one, the AFL officers announced their objections, citing “the organiza-
tion’s” (the CIO was never referred to by name) “inexperience, its insecu-
rity and penetration by unreliable elements.” Meany was particularly vo-
cal on this score, “mentioning dates, names, and places” of communist
infiltration. The official response was emollient: Smith declared himself
“much impressed” by the unionists’ arguments, and Wisner laid out the
tough conditions that any other organization would have to satisfy before
receiving covert funding, including the existence of an established foreign
apparatus and the swearing of secrecy oaths. After some further discussion
of information exchange, the drafting of a Charter of Operations to for-
malize the partnership (it is not clear if any such document was ever pro-
duced), and specific operations in South America, Germany, and France,
the meeting broke up in a reasonably amicable atmosphere, with Smith
reassuring the unionists that “he did not for one moment regard funds pro-
vided by his organization as a subsidy for the labor movement,” and Woll
stating “that the chief value of labor in foreign operations was its indepen-
dence from government influence.”*

Wisner’s comments were, of course, designed to leave the door open
to possible dealings with the CIO, and in the months that followed the
AFL-CIA summit, Lovestone’s worst fears were confirmed. In December,
Allen Dulles arrived in the Agency, bringing with him as his assistant a
young ex-OSS officer by the name of Thomas W. Braden. This develop-
ment was significant for several reasons. As Deputy Director/Plans, Dulles
was (Braden later recalled) “very much interested in the labor movement”
and believed that the CIO should be folded into CIA covert operations.®
Braden, to whom Dulles gave the responsibility of liaising with the CIO’s
international officers, was favorably disposed toward Brown (“There
should be a book called ‘The Guy Who Won The Cold War’ about
Irving,” he later told Brown’s biographer),* but was less impressed by
Lovestone, particularly his habit of providing “just a chit under an as-
sumed name” to acknowledge receipt of a covert subsidy, rather than de-
tailed accounts. “I thought he was an asset,” the CIA officer remembered,
“but I never thought we had to go by his prescriptions.” On his side,
Lovestone was bound to resent Braden’s new influence over his affairs:
with his craggy good looks, heroic military record, and a dilettanteish
postwar résumé that included spells at Dartmouth College, the Museum of
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Modern Art, and the OPC’s front organization in the field of European
federalism, the American Committee on United Europe, Dulles’s lieuten-
ant must have struck the ex-communist as the archetypal Fizz kid. In con-
trast with this naturally fraught personal relationship, there seems to have
been an instinctive political sympathy between the liberal Braden, who
had been “idealistically pro-labor since the days of the New Deal,” and the
social democrats of the CIO.%

The relationship between the CIA and the CIO is less well docu-
mented than the FTUC-OPC collaboration, but some evidence does ex-
ist. In 1967, the year of the “revelations,” a great deal of media attention
focused on a statement by Braden that on one occasion in the early 1950s
he had flown to Detroit and handed Walter Reuther $50,000 in $50 bills,
which the UAW president then sent to his brother Victor in Europe,
where it was spent bolstering anticommunist unions in West Germany.*’
Victor responded to Braden’s claims by alleging that the CIA officer had
attempted to recruit him as an agent during a meeting at the U.S. embassy
in Paris in 1952, asking him to perform a role within the CIO similar to
that played by the AFLs Irving Brown. According to his own account of
the incident, Reuther “categorically rejected” this proposal “on the spot,”
a decision that received the strong approval of CIO leader Philip Murray
when it was reported to him shortly afterward.*

Dramatic though these encounters between Braden and the Reuther
brothers undoubtedly were, they serve to distract attention from what
appears to have been a more important link between the CIA and the
CIO provided by the latter’s British-born Director of International Af-
fairs, Mike Ross, who transmitted disguised Agency subsidies to Victor
Reuther’s Paris office. According to Braden’s later recollection, Allen
Dulles would periodically ask him, “Have you seen Mike Ross lately? You
ought to go and see him, Tom, maybe he needs ten thousand dollars.”
This claim is supported by evidence in Ross’s papers at the George Meany
Memorial Archives in Maryland, which contain scattered references to
the relationship, including a coded letter from “T,” as well as by docu-
ments in Irving Brown’s files, such as a letter of May 1952 in which
Lovestone informed his European deputy that “Squinty” (Dulles) had just
let slip “that Tom B. is his contact with Mike Ross.”® Lovestone, who was
already “convinced that Victor and his friends are operating . . . with the
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aid of substantial injections from Dr. Fizzer,” was predictably outraged by
this admission.”® “The more I hear of what these fellows do,” he told
Brown, “the more I feel this is a disgusting outfit and situation.”?

Combined with the other tensions in the relationship, the Fizz kids’ af-
fair with the CIO led to a series of bitter showdowns between the Office of
Policy Coordination and the Free Trade Union Committee in early 1951.
Infuriated by the antics of “uninformed and irresponsible sophomores,”
Brown berated senior CIA officials in Washington and then, accompanied
by Offie, confronted the staff at the Rome embassy who had been feeding
government money directly to Italian socialists.” In March, Lovestone
approached Dulles with the proposal that, in the future, the Agency subsi-
dize the FTUC by means of blanket grants, a move clearly designed to in-
crease Lovestone’s operational independence.” Not surprisingly, the Dep-
uty Director/Plans refused to play along, instead coming up with a demand
of his own: the removal of Offie from the FTUC payroll as a condition of
continued CIA funding. The Monk was charged, so Lovestone reported to
Brown, with “giving too much confidence to outsiders” (an allegation
that, when it reached Offie’s ears, provoked him to exclaim, “we are not
whores . . . to be used . . . by politically incompetent dilettantes”).” By
this stage, AFL leaders such as Dubinsky were advocating a complete end
to relations with the CIA. Tensions came to a head at a meeting between
the FTUC and Smith (“the super-duper Fizz kid”)*® on April 9, 1951,
which “degenerated into a shouting match.”™? According to Dubinsky’s
later account: “We told them they would ruin things [in Italy], but they
wouldn’t stay out. General Smith kept sounding more and more dictato-
rial at our conference. Finally, Lovestone said to him: ‘You're a general,
but you sound like a drill sergeant.” When he protested, I told Smith,
‘You’re not telling us what do; we are from the labor movement.”®

This angry exchange, more reminiscent of a failed wage negotiation be-
tween management and labor than a covert operation, neatly captures
the contradictions at the heart of the CIA-FTUC partnership. On one
side were professional spies wanting to exert the maximum degree of con-
trol possible over the activities they were financing, concerned about se-
curity and uninhibited by loyalty to any one private group, yet at the same
time constrained by their need for concealment and access to certain non-
communist left elements that only the Lovestoneites could provide. On
the other were representatives of the American labor movement entirely
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confident of their own ability to carry out covert operations, indeed posi-
tively jealous of their independence in the field, yet bound to the CIA by
the purse strings of covert patronage. [t was a marriage of convenience,
beset by mutual suspicion and resentment.

At the same time that the AFL leadership was clashing with the CIA
directorate, another reshuffle was taking place within the Agency that
would further reduce the influence of Wisner—and, therefore,
Lovestone—over covert labor operations. Since moving to his new posi-
tion in Washington a few months earlier, Tom Braden (or, to give him
his new code name, “Homer D. Hoskins”) had come to the conclusion
that management of the OPC’s front projects, spread out as it was between
the organization’s various geographical divisions, lacked focus and coher-
ence.”” What was needed, he decided, was a single unit responsible for
mounting a concerted worldwide campaign against the Soviet propaganda
offensive. Predictably enough, when Braden took this proposal to a meet-
ing of the divisional chiefs, chaired by Wisner, it was overwhelmingly re-
jected. Braden responded by going straight to Dulles’s office and offering
his resignation, only to learn that the DD/P had already overruled the
head of OPC.% Shortly afterward, a new entity was created within the Di-
rectorate of Plans, the International Organizations Division (IOD), with
Braden as Division Chief assisted by a Deputy and Branch Chiefs. The
IOD assumed responsibility for managing all front groups from the re-
gional divisions. Although formally under Wisner’s authority, Braden “just
went over his head” and reported directly to Dulles.®!

With the CIO-leaning Braden now in charge, signs that the CIA in-
tended reducing Lovestone’s power multiplied. The clearest of these was
an attempt to circumvent Henry Kirsch, the Lovestoneite who directed
the National Committee for a Free Europe’s Labor Contacts Division in
New York. The FTUCs relations with the NCFE were strained anyway,
due to Lovestone’s dislike of the organization’s officers, whom he regarded
as “over-priced Executives” (DeWitt Poole, in particular, was “an incom-
petent, empty fool”) and its courting of right-wing émigrés, including
“pro-Nazi Bulgarians, pro-Nazi Romanians, and pro-Nazi Hungarians.”®
At first Lovestone was pleased when another member of his circle, Leon
Dennen, was brought in by the NCFE to help run the Free Trade Union-
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ists in Exile center in Paris. (He was also amused by rumors spread by
the CIO that the physically unimposing Dennen was meant to serve as
Brown’s bodyguard: he and Brown agreed that the arrangement would
work better the other way round.)®® Soon, however, he realized that the
ex-Lovestoneite’s primary allegiance was no longer to labor and that the
move was really designed to eliminate Kirsch from the loop. “I suppose
Henry will be another case of the Monk,” Lovestone forlornly told Brown
(Offie had eventually been removed from the FTUC payroll in June
1951). “He will be punished for being loyal to the AF of L.”¢*

Lovestone took his complaint to a meeting with Kirsch and the NCFE
president, C. D. Jackson, at New York City’s Vanderbilt Hotel in October
1951. Again, the discussion seemed to owe more to bad industrial rela-
tions than spy-craft. After listing the AFUs contributions to the work of
the NCFE, Lovestone described various “anti-labor trends” in the organi-
zation and demanded a greater say in the planning of its operations. Jack-
son, a zealous advocate of free enterprise, retorted that he had hired
Dennen as an individual, not a representative of American labor, and
would “not have any AF of L stooges” in the NCFE.® This confrontation
permanently soured personal relations between the two men (in 1954
Jackson described Lovestone as “an intemperate, dishonest, ruthless Com-
munist who had only changed his allegiance and not his tactics”)* and
dealt the coup de grace to the collaboration between the FTUC and the
Free Europe Committee. Shortly afterward, Lovestone broke off all con-
tact with the NCFE and Matthew Woll resigned from its Executive Com-
mittee. Jackson considered retaliating by withdrawing funding for the
Paris-based labor Center in Exile, but was dissuaded by Allen Dulles, who
allegedly said, “We have enough trouble with Lovestone as it is.”* In cor-
respondence with George Meany, Lovestone tellingly accused the NCFE
of lacking the “spirit of collective bargaining.”®

Meanwhile, the FTUC-CIA partnership was drawing unwelcome at-
tention from conservative outsiders similar to that visited on the NCFE
and its sister émigré organization, AMCOMLIB. A right-wing journalist,
Westbrook Pegler, wrote a series of vituperative but well-informed col-
umns alleging that Lovestone and Brown were communist agents who had
succeeded in suborning U.S. foreign policy. The Lovestoneites suspected
that Pegler had been primed by hostile elements within the CIA. In Janu-
ary 1953, Offie told Brown that the journalist’s “informants are in Fizzland
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who are giving him this stuff to discredit primarily labor, then Dubinsky,
you and Jay, and to show in a sinister underlying rhythm that all these
people who ‘run’ things are Jews.”®

The following year, it was the turn of President Eisenhower’s assistant
secretary for international labor affairs, Spencer Miller, to fling the mud.
Miller, an unstable anti-Semite and obsessive anticommunist, believed
that Lovestone was part of an international Jewish conspiracy to under-
mine the United States, describing him to the FBI as “a Rasputin-like
character who desires to dominate the labor picture throughout the
world.”™ Miller eventually resigned his post after testifying before the
House Committee on Un-American Activities that there was a ring of
communist agents in the Department of Labor and that Lovestone was
their “kingpin.””!

As if this public probing of the CIA’s labor operations was not enough
of a security worry, an ongoing FBI espionage investigation had Lovestone
being trailed by G-men, his mail opened, and, as already noted, his tele-
phone tapped. Evidently, J. Edgar Hoover was intrigued by the FTUC.
He suspected that it was somehow mixed up with the CIA, but he was
not quite able to figure out the relationship and was deeply apprehen-
sive about the Lovestoneites’ communist pasts. “We should be alert to
Lovestone, Offie, and Brown, as I have grave doubts about this trio,” he
told a colleague. The Monk’s sexuality appears to have caused Hoover
particular concern. “It seems to be an inherent part of a pervert’s makeup
to be also a pathological liar,” he reflected.”

While the Lovestoneites had to battle anti-Semitism, McCarthyism,
and homophobia on their right flank, their left was being peppered by
charges of corruption, cynicism, and class betrayal. Their enemies in the
CIO, especially the Reuther brothers, had long resented their splitting
tactics. “Jay was divisive,” Victor Reuther told Ted Morgan. “If you had
three people in the room and he was one of them, you had three cau-
cuses.”” Now, as the CIO’s influence spread within the foreign policy ap-
paratus, this view also began to be held by some U.S. government officers.
Most of the individuals selected for the new labor attaché program shared
Lovestone’s preference for straightforward anticommunist political war-
fare, often because they owed their appointments to his influence. Else-
where, however, especially in the Economic Cooperation Administration
and U.S. information services, a CIO-like emphasis on productivity and
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government partnership prevailed, with the result that the official “labor
diplomacy” effort in the Cold War reflected the internal divisions of the
American labor movement.™ A Reutherite perception of Lovestone even
spread into the CIA itself, turning some intelligence officers into “whistle-
blowers.”

One such whistle-blower was Paul Sakwa. A young World War II vet-
eran who during the late 1940s organized retail clerks and undertook re-
search for the CIO while writing a master’s thesis at Columbia University,
Sakwa was hired by the CIA in 1952 after having been judged a security
risk by both the Department of State and the Department of Labor. As-
signed to Paris as an officer in the French Branch of the Western Europe
Division, he soon reached the conclusion that, whatever good they might
have done initially, Irving Brown’s operations in France, especially his
funding of the Force Ouvriere, were now positively harmful. “Elections
were influenced if not purchased outright, union dues remained uncol-
lected, organizing activities ceased,” Sakwa reckoned. Back in Washing-
ton, he complained about Brown’s activities to Tom Braden, who, to
Sakwa’s surprise, agreed to cut subsidies to the FO. Later, after he had
moved to Belgium under cover as Assistant Labor Attaché, Sakwa con-
fronted George Meany in a similar fashion while escorting him and his
wife around a fair in Brussels. Meany, however, proved less receptive than
Braden, ordering Sakwa out of his car as they were on their way to a din-
ner function. (Mrs. Meany, who evidently agreed with the CIA officer,
was likewise commanded to return to the hotel lobby.) “What began as an
effort to promote and defend democracy,” wrote Sakwa later, “evolved
into operations designed to thwart real, incipient, or imagined Commu-
nist threats at the expense of democracy itself.””

After peaking in 1950, CIA subsidies to the FTUC declined steadily
throughout the decade, falling to a mere $10,109 by 1958.7 By that date,
the FTUCs position within the American labor movement had been seri-
ously undermined, thanks to the merger in 1955 of the AFL and CIO and
the creation of a joint International Affairs Committee. In December
1957, following much infighting between the two federations’ interna-
tional affairs staffs, it was eventually agreed that the FTUC should be
abolished. This move did not, however, signal an end to CIA interests
in the labor field. To be sure, the focus of Lovestone’s work shifted away
from covert operation toward intelligence gathering, which he carried
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out in league with his new controller in the Agency, James Angleton, who
would squirrel away reports from the ex-communist’s worldwide chain of
agents in the “JX Files.”” Irving Brown, however, remained as active as
ever, carrying out operations for the Agency on a freelance basis. (He had
always enjoyed higher regard from the professional spies than his boss, and
by 1960 personal relations between the two had become strained.) Also,
as is discussed in later chapters, the CIA found other American unionists,
based within the U.S. affiliates of the international trade secretariats, who
were prepared to engage in clandestine work for their government.

Newly available evidence shows that the old imagery of puppet masters
and marionettes fails utterly to capture the complexities of the partner-
ship between the Lovestoneites of the AFL and the “Fizz kids” of the CIA.
Granted, the labor officials involved seem never to have been troubled by
what would become the main issue of controversy in 1967, the ethical
propriety of secret subsidies. Nonetheless, the numerous documented inci-
dents of conflict between the two parties reveal the AFL representatives
as bringing to the relationship a definite agenda of their own—and, for
that matter, of having a conception of a “labor” interest that they were
keen to protect from meddling by the executives of the CIA. It is even
possible to detect a whiff of labor militancy in some of the top-level meet-
ings of 1950 and 1951 that the AFL rarely displayed in postwar industrial
relations. Perhaps the most appropriate metaphor for the FTUC-CIA liai-
son is one specific to this particular field of front operation: management-
worker conflict. “The relationship worked satisfactorily until the Corpora-
tion began to try to dictate to the worker,” claims an undated memoran-
dum in the Lovestone papers. “The worker refused to conduct itself as be-
ing ‘bought,” resented the crude attempts at infiltration, and particularly
resented the Corporation threatening to use the co-worker if the worker
didn’t play ball the way the Corporation wanted to play it.”?



A Deep Sickness in New York

INTELLECTUALS

In March 1949 the Communist Information Bureau staged its most star-
tling provocation of the whole Cold War. That month, New York City’s
Waldorf-Astoria Hotel, an Art Deco edifice of midtown Manhattan ele-
gance, hosted a gathering of Soviet and American intellectuals, the Cul-
tural and Scientific Conference for World Peace. Modeled after the World
Congress of Intellectuals for Peace held in Wroclaw, Poland, the previous
August, where eminent Marxist thinkers such as Hungarian aesthetician
Georg Lukdcs had denounced “the drift toward fascist imperialism in the
United States,” the New York conference was intended to rally American
intellectuals against the anti-Soviet foreign policy of their government.!
Similar Cominform-sponsored efforts to appeal to intellectuals’ dread of
another world war—the Stalin Peace Prize, the Stockholm Peace Appeal,
the launch in Paris of the monthly review Défense de la Paix—were elicit-
ing a strong response in western Europe: the First World Peace Congress,
held in Paris in April 1949, drew over 2,000 delegates. The communist or-
ganizers of the New York event, whose sponsors included such luminaries
of the American Popular Front as Paul Robeson, E O. Matthiessen, and
Lillian Hellman, must have hoped to strike a similar chord within the
United States itself.

If so, they were to be bitterly disappointed. Indeed, the New York con-
ference was nothing short of a publicity disaster. The State Department
derailed preparations by refusing to grant visas to would-be European par-
ticipants. Conferees arrived at the Waldorf to find anticommunist vigilan-
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tes, alerted by the Hearst press, parading on Park Avenue. Most unnerving
of all was a series of disruptions staged by anti-Stalinist American intellec-
tuals within the hotel itself. Organized by New York University philoso-
phy professor Sidney Hook, who had rented a honeymoon suite on the
hotel’s tenth floor to serve as headquarters, Americans for Intellectual
Freedom (AIF), as this group called itself, asked deliberately awkward
questions of the Soviet delegates, issued misleading statements in the
name of the conference’s organizers, and, on the final day, at the aptly
named Freedom House, staged their own public meeting, which was so
well attended that speeches had to be broadcast via loudspeakers to an
overflow crowd in Bryant Park. “We had frustrated one of the most ambi-
tious undertakings of the Kremlin,” Hook congratulated himself later.?

The battle at the Waldorf marked a turning point in the Cold War
struggle for hearts and minds. The failure of the conference signaled the
final extinction of the Popular Front as a force in American cultural life
(at just the same time communists were being driven out of their last labor
stronghold in the CIO), and the AIF’s counterdemonstration was the
opening U.S. salvo in a conflict that would come to be known as the “cul-
tural Cold War”—the Soviet-American contest for the allegiance of the
world’s intellectuals. The following year, in June 1950, Frank Wisner’s
Office of Policy Coordination would fund an anticommunist rally in West
Berlin directly inspired by the example of the AIF, out of which was to
emerge the CIA’s principal front operation in the cultural field, the Paris-
based Congress for Cultural Freedom. Over the course of the next decade,
the CCF would become one of the west’s main defenses against the ideo-
logical appeal of communism and a dominant institutional force in west-
ern intellectual life.

Before examining the impact of the CIA’s covert patronage, as admin-
istered through the Congress for Cultural Freedom, on American culture
(the subject of the next chapter), it is first necessary to relate the history
of the CCF’s New York—based affiliate, the American Committee for Cul-
tural Freedom (ACCEF), and its attempt to mobilize U.S. intellectuals in
the cultural Cold War. As will soon become evident, this means telling a
story very like that of the Lovestoneites’ Free Trade Union Committee in
that it features a group of ex-communists helping to invent the weapons
with which the CIA fought the Cominform, then their being sidelined as
the spies attempted to professionalize their front operations. The main dif-
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ference between the ACCF and the FTUC was that the intellectuals
were, if anything, even more troublesome clients for the Agency than
their counterparts in labor.

When Hook countered the Cominform’s peace offensive by appealing in-
stead to the concept of intellectual freedom, he was speaking to a distinct
ideological tradition on the American non-communist left that dated
back to the early 1930s. There emerged then in New York a group of intel-
lectuals who, although riven by internal conflicts of one sort or another,
were united by certain strong ideological bonds.” One of these was a
shared sense of alienation from the dominant, liberal political culture of
the 1930s, the product in most cases of a Lovestone-like upbringing in an
environment of Jewish, immigrant, working-class socialism (although the
group was also joined by several upper-class, gentile bohemians whose re-
jection of New Deal politics could be interpreted as a form of radical con-
servatism). Following from this, the New York intellectuals, as they would

@
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later be designated (sometimes with the “i” in “intellectuals” capitalized,
reinforcing their sense of themselves as a definite—and important—com-
munity or movement), also shared a strong allegiance to highbrow cul-
ture, in particular the most complex forms of modernist literary experi-
mentation, which they consistently defended against political attack from
both the left and the right.

Most crucially, and again inextricably tied up with their other affinities,
the group was bound together by its hatred of Stalinism. Like Lovestone,
most of the New York intellectuals had passed through or close to the
communist movement in the early 1930s, and they remained in its orbit
until the end of the decade, an element of its Trotskyist “left opposition”
(the Lovestoneites were the “right opposition”). Afterward, although sev-
eral of them tried hard to invent new forms of non-communist radical-
ism, most became preoccupied with fighting Stalinism, to the exclusion
of other, positive political commitments—a condition that Irving Howe,
one of the more enduring radicals in their number, diagnosed as
“Stalinophobia.™ Later still, during and after the 1960s, their peculiar
combination of fervent anti-Stalinism and cultural elitism would cause
the New York intellectuals to become identified with the neoconservative
movement in politics and the arts.’
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Within this group, two individuals stand out for the important part
they played in the cultural Cold War. Sidney Hook was the archetypal
Jewish New York intellectual: brilliant, pugnacious, a fearsome polemicist;
poet Delmore Schwartz nicknamed him “Sidney Chop” for his implacable
performances of logical argumentation.® Born and raised in one of the
worst immigrant slums in turn-of-the-century Brooklyn, Hook worked
his way through CCNY (like Lovestone, he was a member of Morris Co-
hen’s famous philosophy class) to graduate school at Columbia, where
he became a disciple of the illustrious Pragmatist John Dewey. Although
strongly influenced by Marxism—indeed generally acknowledged as
America’s leading Marxist thinker thanks to his magnum opus, Towards
the Understanding of Karl Marx—Hook was an ardent anti-Stalinist who
loudly protested the Moscow show trials of the late 1930s, in which Stalin
used the courts to purge his political enemies. Hook went so far as to orga-
nize a commission of inquiry, chaired by his mentor Dewey, which trav-
eled to Mexico to question the exiled Leon Trotsky. In 1939, after much
of the American left had rejected the Dewey commission’s finding that
Trotsky was innocent of the charges leveled against him by Stalin, Hook
formed another group, the Committee for Cultural Freedom, to act as a
focus of opposition to the Popular Front. (As several historians have
noted, some New York intellectuals, such as diehard radical Dwight Mac-
donald, thought the committee’s brief too “negative” and joined instead
the League for Cultural Freedom and Socialism, which put equal emphasis
on anti-Stalinism and democratic socialism.)” The late 1940s found Hook
increasingly alarmed by the threat of Soviet expansion into western Eu-
rope and casting around for other organizational weapons with which to
fight the anti-Stalinist cause. An attempt to hijack Macdonald’s anarcho-
pacifist Europe-America Groups (EAG) for this purpose failed, as did an
effort to replace EAG with the more straightforwardly anti-Soviet Friends
of Russian Freedom (whose statement of aims was eerily like that of the
CIA émigré front AMCOMLIB). Hook’s 1949 counterrally at the Wal-
dorf was the culmination of this two-decades-old organizational history.

Less visible than Hook, but arguably more influential behind the scenes,
was another NYU philosophy professor, James Burnham. If Hook epito-
mized the plebeian, immigrant New York intellectual, Burnham—taller in
stature, gentler in expression, more elegant in appearance—belonged to
the small minority of native-stock, patrician rebels who also were mem-
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bers of the group. Born into a wealthy Chicago family, Burnham received
his education at a Catholic boarding school in Connecticut, then Prince-
ton and Balliol College, Oxford.® After taking up his appointment at
NYU in 1929, he was gradually drawn into the world of New York sectar-
ian radicalism, emerging as a leading theoretical light of the new
Trotskyist faction, Max Shachtman’s Socialist Workers Party (SWP), be-
fore losing his faith in socialism after the Nazi-Soviet Pact of 1939 and
being driven from the SWP the following year. The 1940s saw Burnham
move from a position of bleak political detachment, as expressed in his
widely read 1941 treatise The Managerial Revolution (whose “nightmare
vision of a world divided among three perpetually warring totalitarian
superstates” strongly influenced George Orwell’s 1984), to fierce partisan-
ship in the Cold War.® The Struggle for the World, published in 1947 but
based on a paper Burnham had written for the OSS in 1944, depicted
international communism as a conspiratorial movement bent on global
domination. The book urged American leaders to use all the means at
their disposal, including political and psychological warfare, to resist So-
viet expansion. “The summons is for nothing less than the leadership of
the world,” proclaimed Burnham, in language verging on the apocalyptic.
“If it is reasonable to expect failure, that is only a measure of how great the
triumph could be.”'®

Shortly after this announcement, Burnham himself enlisted in the
struggle for the world, joining the OPC as a full-time advisor on anticom-
munist political warfare. Burnham’s role in the OPC was secret, but it is
possible to piece together a fairly detailed picture of this New York intel-
lectual’s duties as covert operative from clues scattered throughout his
personal papers at the Hoover Institution in California. A Princeton
classmate, journalist Joseph ]. Bryan III, now head of the OPC’s Psycho-
logical Warfare Workshop (the unit responsible for coming up with the
oversized condom proposal for the Free Europe Committee), first ap-
proached Burnham in the hope of engaging his services “as an expert con-
sultant.”'! Evidently, Burnham himself must have raised the matter of his
Trotskyist past, because in a subsequent letter Bryan felt the need to reas-
sure him that “the chief of my branch” (in other words, Frank Wisner) did
not share his “apprehension about possible embarrassment to the adminis-
tration.””? In any event, by July 1949 the philosophy professor had ob-
tained the necessary security clearance to begin his consultancy with the
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OPC.B In August he moved his household from New York to Washing-
ton, claiming that he was taking a sabbatical from NYU to work as a “free-
lance writer.”'* Burnham began his new job in October. He never visited
the OPC’s offices on the Mall, where his identity was concealed by the
code names “Hamburn” or “Kenneth E. Hambley”; he wrote regular mem-
oranda and planning papers from an upstairs office in his rented
Georgetown townhouse, which also provided “cover for contacts, intelli-
gence de-briefings, planning, and actions in connection with various of-
ficial needs and projects.””” Even the most routine of intellectual activities
now served as a disguise for Burnham’s new work. In November 1950 he
used an invited lecture at the prestigious Groton School in Massachusetts
(alma mater of many prominent figures in the early CIA) as cover for a
trip to deal with various pieces of OPC business in New York City.!
According to E. Howard Hunt (a CIA officer before achieving notori-
ety as one of Richard Nixon’s White House “plumbers”), in the years that
followed, Burnham provided the OPC with advice on “virtually every sub-
ject of interest to our organization.”'” A particular area of expertise was
émigré affairs. Burnham was OPC’s main point of contact with the group
of Polish exiles gathered around the Paris-based journal Kultura, includ-
ing the charismatic Joseph Czapski, with whom he developed a proposal
for a refugee institute that would eventually become the NCFE’s Free Eu-
rope University in Strasbourg.!® He also intervened on behalf of Czeslaw
Milosz with the American immigration authorities, liaising with the ex-
ile relief organization the International Rescue Committee to expedite
the Polish writer’s visa application (but only after having interviewed
Milosz personally to satisfy himself that rumors he was a Soviet agent
were baseless).”” Indeed, counterintelligence appears to have been one
of Burnham’s main functions, with the ex-Trotskyist using his inside
knowledge of the communist movement to advise the OPC about possible
infiltration of its front operations. He was perennially suspicious on this
score, once even suggesting that Allen Grover, AMCOMLIB’s secretary,
was known within Time, Inc., as a “comintern representative.””® At the
same time, Burnham peppered the OPC with a constant barrage of pro-
posals for anticommunist psychological warfare: the circulation of “rumors
and stories about Stalin’s health”; the creation of stock cartoon characters
lampooning communist officials; “desirable semantic changes” in Ameri-
can propaganda, such as the use of the word “colony” instead of “satellite”
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to refer to the captive nations in eastern Europe, so as to associate the
Soviet Union with imperialism.”! According to one former CIA officer,
Miles Copeland, Burnham was even consulted by Kermit Roosevelt when
the latter was planning the 1953 coup in Iran.”? Copeland himself also
looked to the eminent ex-communist intellectual for enlightenment
about the great ideological issues of the day, an attitude echoed by
Burnham’s admiring OPC aide, Warren G. Fugitt, who years later fondly
recalled afternoons spent in Burnham’s Georgetown living room “with the
likes of Max Eastman declaiming in front of the fireplace, Raymond Aron
waiting for us to ask precisely the right question, and Arthur Koestler furi-
ous about something.””

This, then, was not a simple case of the OPC “using” Burnham. If any-
thing, the New York intellectual was performing a role similar to that
played by the “Park Avenue cowboys” in the years immediately after
World War 1II, trying to fasten his own anticommunist agenda onto the
U.S. government. Although heartened by the Truman Doctrine and the
Marshall Plan, Burnham remained doubtful that the liberals in charge of
official policy toward the Soviet Union truly appreciated the nature of the
communist threat or understood how best to combat it. “The only morsel
of hope that I've swallowed during these months is from my southern ex-
cursion,” he told his colleague and confidant Hook in December 1948, in
an oblique reference to his first contacts with the OPC. “The people there
seem to understand what is, and what should be done better than any
other group of which I know.” However, Burnham’s enthusiasm about
America’s new secret service officers was qualified. “They do not,” he re-
marked to Hook, “know how to implement their knowledge and willing-
ness. We ought to be able to find some way to help them—and our-
selves—there.”

What was really needed, Burnham believed, was the experience and
expertise of intellectuals who had once been communists themselves.
With this in mind, he attempted to put Hook in touch with the OPC. He
also tried to arrange a meeting in Washington between former Comintern
officer Arthur Koestler and “a dozen or so persons to which you might be a
severe and needed teacher.”” Still, Burnham’s Cold War commitment
continued to run ahead of that of the Truman administration. A paper he
presented to the OPC in or about 1950, “The Strategy of the Politburo,
and the Problem of American Counter-Strategy,” echoed his book of the
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same year, The Coming Defeat of Communism, by urging an aggressive
campaign “on the most massive scale” designed to bring about “the dis-
integration of the communist élite.”” Burnham’s advocacy of rollback,
soon to find its most famous expression in his Containment or Liberation?
(1953), was associated with a growing political conservatism, which man-
ifested itself in a populist identification with “the masses” and—ironically,
considering his radical background—an increasing dissatisfaction with
the OPC’s NCL strategy. In short, Burnham was not merely advising of-
ficial opinion—he was actively trying to shape it.

Much the same was true of Sidney Hook. Although the evidence con-
cerning Hook’s ties to the CIA is less detailed than it is for Burnham, cer-
tain things are clear. One is that he performed consultancy work for DCI
Walter Bedell Smith, who set great store by Hook’s “profound and accu-
rate knowledge and appreciation of Communist political philosophy.”?
Hook also consulted with the Psychological Strategy Board, the body cre-
ated in 1951 to oversee and coordinate official anticommunist propaganda
efforts; he corresponded with its first director, Gordon Gray, and wrote
Gray’s successor, Raymond B. Allen, even before Allen had taken up the
position, to offer his advice on psychological warfare. “This subject has in-
terested me for years,” Hook told Allen, “and I have watched despairingly
as we have lost one round after another to the Kremlin.”?

This work never turned into full-time employment for Hook, though,
as it did for Burnham. Indeed, there appears to have been some reluctance
on the part of the OPC to contact Hook at all: in January 1949, Burnham
expressed surprise that his colleague had not yet “heard from my friends,”
interpreting this as “a very bad sign.”?’ This might have had to do with se-
curity concerns. Whereas Burnham had so far escaped investigation by
the FBI, Hook had been the subject of an Internal Security Case in 1943,
after ]. Edgar Hoover had spotted a Daily Worker article describing him as
“the chief carrier of Trotskyite bacilli” at NYU.* Another possibility is
that Hook had earned a reputation in government circles for being too
opinionated and outspoken. In April 1948, for example, he had blasted
the State Department for its “utter ineptness” in failing to adopt an “ag-
gressive approach” in its radio broadcasting: “Whoever formulated this
policy doesn’t understand the world he is living in, is abysmally ignorant
of Central Europe, and ought to be retired to some field where he can do
less damage to the fight for democratic survival.”! Like his fellow profes-
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sor, Burnham, Hook assumed a distinctly didactic attitude to government
officials. In September 1948, after spending a week consulting with Gen-
eral Lucius D. Clay and other administrators of the American occupation
zone in Germany, he wrote Burnham, informing him, without any appar-
ent irony, that “they have accepted my diagnosis of the situation in Eu-
rope.”?

In any case, Burnham and Hook appear to have developed a working
relationship in which the former liaised secretly with the OPC in Wash-
ington while the latter publicly managed day-to-day front affairs in New
York. This was the basis of what was perhaps their single most important
contribution to the U.S. effort in the cultural Cold War, their role in the
planning of the Congress for Cultural Freedom.”» A month after leading
the resistance to the March 1949 Waldorf conference, Hook traveled to
Europe to help with the organization of a similar rally against the Paris
World Peace Congress (for which Carmel Offie and Irving Brown secretly
arranged OPC funding). While there, he met with Melvin ]. Lasky, a
young New York intellectual working for the American military govern-
ment in Germany, where he edited the politico-cultural review Der Monat
(a model for the later journals published by the CCE such as Encoun-
ter). Hook and Lasky discussed the possibility of creating a permanent
body of anticommunist intellectuals to act as a democratic counterweight
to the Cominform. In August, Lasky talked with Ruth Fischer, a former
Comintern officer and sister of Gerhart Eisler, head of Cominform opera-
tions in East Berlin, about her plans to stage a massive anticommunist
demonstration in West Berlin, “giving the Politburo hell right at the gate
of their own hell,” as she put it.* This idea was taken up by Michael
Josselson, a CIA officer stationed in Berlin who had witnessed the Ameri-
cans for Intellectual Freedom rally in New York earlier in the year (“We
should have something like this in Berlin,” he had told a friend in the
AIF), and was passed up the line to Frank Wisner in Washington.*> For-
mal approval of the project was not granted until April 1950, but by this
point Lasky was enthusiastically pressing ahead with arrangements, invit-
ing a dazzling array of intellectual celebrities to Berlin for a conference to
be held in June. Meanwhile, Burnham took over the planning at the
American end, disbursing funds, drafting the conference program, and se-
curing travel documents for the American delegation. He and his wife,
Marcia, traveled to Germany on June 15, eleven days before the Congress
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was due to begin, both their tickets paid for by the OPC (her presence in
Berlin was “necessary to make certain that the other delegates shall regard
me as a private individual,” he explained to his employers).** Hook trav-

eled on June 25, his absence from NYU covered by a substitute teacher
whose salary of $150 had been paid by the OPC via Burnham.*’

The Congress for Cultural Freedom met at Berlin’s Titania Palast over
four oppressively hot late June days, each of which witnessed, in the words
of CCF historian Peter Coleman, “moments of high drama—defections
from the East, political conversions, intellectual confrontations.”® The
ex-communists were dominant throughout, both in public, with Arthur
Koestler “censoring and lecturing the delegates” (as an anonymous report
in the Lovestone papers put it), and behind the scenes, where an unof-
ficial steering committee composed of Koestler, Burnham, Hook, Lasky,
and Irving Brown met every evening over a nightcap to plan the next
day’s business.”” The ghost of Willi Miinzenberg was discernible in the
plan for a permanent body, which was adopted in the months afterward
and whose structure resembled, in the words of Frances Stonor Saunders,
“a mirror image of a Cominform apparat.” As Burnham explained in one
of his OPC memoranda, “The basis and aim of Soviet strategy imply the
basis and aim of the only feasible American counter-strategy.” (The phi-
losopher’s analyses of the Soviet system and proposals to destroy it often
had a decidedly Marxian flavor; another ex-communist, Louis Fischer,
once described Burnham as “communistically anticommunist.”)*

As the CCF was established on a permanent footing, however, with
headquarters in Paris under the command of Josselson and national
affiliates dotted around the “free world,” the ex-communist influence
waned, replaced by a corresponding professionalization of the operation’s
management, much as there had been in the OPC’s labor program. The
first hint of this development came in April 1949, after the OPC-spon-
sored rally against the Peace Congress in Paris had descended into organi-
zational chaos. Dismayed by reports of a stage-invasion by a group of anar-
chists, Frank Wisner voiced his apprehension that the plan to create an
organization of anticommunist intellectuals (or “little Deminform,” as he
called it) might turn “into a nuts folly of miscellaneous goats and monkeys
whose antics would completely discredit the work and statements of the
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serious and responsible liberals.” As it happened, the Congress for Cul-
tural Freedom passed off without any major hitch; indeed, it was consid-
ered one of the OPC’s first big successes, with President Truman himself
reported to be “very well pleased.” Nonetheless, Wisner was deeply un-
happy about one aspect of the conference. Several months earlier, when
giving the operation the go-ahead in April 1950, he had insisted that
Lasky and Burnham keep a low profile in Berlin, because both were closely
associated in European eyes with U.S. officialdom and might provoke sus-
picion about the Congress’s backing. Burnham obeyed this edict, presum-
ably because, as an OPC employee, he had received an explicit command;
but the exuberant Lasky, at this stage unaware of the CIA connection, was
all too visible at the gathering. Wisner was “very disturbed” by this “non-
observance” of his directive and insisted on Lasky’s exclusion from the
new organization as a condition of continued funding by the OPC. Ini-
tially Josselson, who like Burnham had remaine