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Author of The New Radicalism in America

A critical study of American radicalism since the 1920’s,
from the early successes of the Old Left and its subsequent
defense of the status quo, to the failure of the new activ-
Ists — black and white —to convert protest into programs.
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magazine, had not tried to dictate jts nm:% P g oy

Josselson’s words, that the money had “never, neyer”
used “for propaganda and 58_:@39, r
mvw:anr Kristol, and Lasky, in their letter to the Ti
claimed that “we are our own masters and are part Nmsa.
79:&. propaganda.™ The letter signed by Om_ﬂnﬂxm M”M
Schlesinger ann_mana. that Encounter maintained “no loyalty
eXCEpt an unswerving commitment to cultural freedom”
and that 1t had “freely criticized actions and policies of all
nations, including the United States.”” These statements
however, need to be set against Thomas Braden’s »Rocsm
of the rules that guided the international organization of
the CIA: “Use legitimate, existing organizations; disguise
the extent of American interest; protect the integrity of the
organization by not requiring it to support every aspect of
official American policy.”™

These rules do more than shed light on the nature and
extent of Encounter’s editorial freedom. By publishing them
at a time when they must surely have embarrassed the writ-
ers concerned, Braden revealed a contempt for their kept in-
tellectuals which the officers of the CIA could not conceal.
Whatever the intellectuals may have thought of the relation-

been
purposes,”®

7Ibid., pp- 5-7-

8 Werth: “Literary Bay of Pigs,” p. 711.

® The New York Times, May 10, 1966.

11bid., May 9, 1966.

2 Braden: “I’'m Glad the CIA 1s ‘Immoral,”” p. 14.
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ctly as the Communist party
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fronts in the thirties and fortie
» Most of the beneficiaries of the CIA
have been understandably slow to sec this wo::w it 1S rmﬁm
¢ that one has been used and that one’s sense O
treedom and power 1s an 1lusion. Norman Thomas, for
admits that he should have known irnnn.ﬂrn
money for his Institute of _:Hn_‘:w:c:.m_ [.abor Relations
was coming from, but (like Galbraith, like A,roBmm. Braden
himself) what he chiefly regrets is that a worthwhile work
has had to come prematurely to an end. The Kaplan Fund,
Thomas insists, ' never interfered 1n any émv\.,lignr
merely means that he was never aware of its interference.”
He does not see that he was being used, as Stephen Spender
puts it in his own casc, “for quite different purposes” from
the ones he thought he was advancing.” He thought he was
working for democratic reform in Latin America, whereas
the CIA valued him as a showpiece, an anticommunist who
happened to be a socialist.’

Spender has had the wit to recognize the situation for
what it was. “In reality,” he writes, the intellectuals em-

ployed by the CIA without their knowledge were “being
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3 “The CIA experience, for most of my friends who engaged in 1
directly, was, I suspect, very like what the experience of being a
Communist must have been for many other Americans.”
Kempton in Commentary, September 1967, p. 53.

*The New York Times, February 22, 1967.

°Ibid., March 27, 1967.
| am.wnﬂn: 1s under the impression that this combination was almost
:.nnm_m:v_n to Europeans, at whom the CIA’s cultural program <<‘,$
&:.nn.ﬁna. .”._..ro fact, of course, is that in much of Europe i1n :.,m
1950's, socialists, people who called themselves ‘left’—the very people
whom many Americans thought no better than Communists—were

the only people who .
gave a damn about fighting C s B
Braden: “I'm Glad the CIA Is ‘Immoral,’ ” p- mo. i
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mits :::-::v. arfangement made a “mockery” of ;

freedom.” Michael Wood, tormerly of the kw\w __MZ:Q.EM._
cven more poignantly of his relations with Hrn erps
power. “Those of us who worked for NSA durip
1900, experienced an unusual sense of personal Evmn G.om:
While actively involved in many -

c of the Insurgent campus
and political movements of the day, we were also able to

move freely through the highest echelons of established
power.” These experiences, Wood says, “gave us a heady

teeling and a sense of power beyond our years.” But “to
learn that it had been bought with so terrible a compromise
made me realize how impotent we really were.”
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What conclusions can be drawn from the history of the
cultural cold war? Some should be obvious. Thanks to the
revelations of the CIA’s secret subsidies, it 1s no longer a
very novel or startling proposition to say that American
officials have committed themselves to fighting fire with fire,
and that this strategy is self-defeating because the means
corrupt the end. “In our attempts to fight c:w.navc_ocm 0p-
ponents,” asks Arthur J. Moore in Christianity §m Crisis,
“have we ended up debauching ourselves?”® The history of
the cold war makes it clear that the question can only be
answered with an emphatic afirmative. |

These events, if people consider them mn:o.cm_w u:.a try ﬁm
confront their implications without flinching, will lea

1 The New York Times, March 27, 1967.

8 Ramparts, March 1967, p- 38.
O Christianity and Crisis, May 29, 1967, p- 117-
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ans to question (perhaps for .mrc first H.::n..v,
rican “pluralism,” the “open mo.n_ncwm
drew Kopkind puts it very well: “The _.:c.m_o: 0
etc. ANCr sintained: the CIA supported Socialist cold
&mmﬁ.z SMM\.MMMM:MMQ ﬂmn:o? black and white cold war-
M\M“._o.nw. But it was a mrm:.: pluralism, w:&._wﬁ was M”MM__WM
nolcm::m.i A society ér_.nr tolerates an 1llusory ”
s in much greater danger, in somc respects, than a socicty
in which uniformity 1s ruthlessly imposed. .

For twenty years Americans have been H.o_a that Hr.m:
country is an open society and that communist peoples live
in slavery. Now 1t appears that the very men who were most
active in spreading this gospel were themselves the servants
(“witty” in some Cases, unsuspecting in others) of the se-
cret police. The whole show—the youth congresses, the Q.__‘
tural congresses, the trips abroad, the great glamorous dis-
play of American freedom and American civilization and
the American standard of living—was all arranged behind
the scenes by men who believed, with Thomas Braden, that
“the cold war was and is a war, fought with ideas instead of
bombs.””> Men who have never been able to conceive of
ideas as anything but instruments of national power were
the sponsors of “cultural freedom.”

The revelations about the intellectuals and the CIA
should also make it easier to understand a point about the
relation of intellectuals to power that has been widely mis-
understood. In associating themselves with the war-making
and propaganda machinery of the state in the hope of influ-
encing it, intellectuals deprive themselves of the real influ-
ence they could have as men who refuse to judge the valid-
ity of ideas by the requirements of national power or any
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' New Statesman, Huavach 24, 1967, P- 249.

*Braden: “I'm Glad the CIA Is ‘Immoral,”” p. 14.
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