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Senator Joseph McCarthy, flawed as all humans are, always came closer to
telling the truth about communi sm than the New York Times or any of hisenemies.
—TheEditors

McCarthy and HisEnemies

By M. Santon Evans

Inakey step toward unravelling the secret history of the Cold War, theU. S. Senate
last week released 50-year-old executive hearings on subversion and internal security
matters conducted by Sen. Joe McCarthy (R.-Wis.).

Running to more than 4,000 pages, these hearings are crammed with backstage
dataon ahost of once-torridissues—including controversial McCarthy sessonsonthe
Voice of America, United States Information Agency libraries, State Department per-
sonnel, and theArmy Signal Corpsingtalation at Fort Monmouth, N.J., to nameafew.
Thelastisof special interest asit wasthe preludeto thefamousArmy-McCarthy fracas
inthe spring of 1954, the event most peopl e are probably awareof, if only dimly, when
they think about McCarthy.

Having these documentsavailablefor study will beamajor boon for scholars.

Unfortunately, the send-off they have been given by SenatorsCarl Levin (D.-Mich.)
and Susan Collins(R.-Me.), and Donald Ritchie, the Senate historian who edited the
hearings, hasstirred up an orgy of mediadisinformation. All three have madeinvidious
comments about M cCarthy, putting ahuge negative spin on the story. Asmost media
typesdon’t read much further than summariesand pressrel eases, theseinitid statements
from the Senate sponsors can only serveto darken counsdl.

Levinand Collinsgot the honor of releasing the hearings, under the 50-year Senate
rulerelating to such records, because they were chairman and ranking minority member,
respectively, of the Senate Permanent Subcommittee on Investigationsinthe previous
Congress. (Thiswasthe pand headed by McCarthy that conducted the executive hear-
ings.) Inaprefaceto the massivefive-volume set, Levin and Collins zestfully bash
McCarthy, setting thetonefor mediacoverage. However, to judge from further inquiry
onthematter, neither of them knowsanything about it.

Intheir preface, Levin-Collinsassert that “ Sen. McCarthy’szeal to uncover sub-
version and espionageled to disturbing excesses. Hisbrowbeating tacticsdestroyed the

Dwell on the past and you'll lose an eye; forget the past and you'll lose both eyes.” Old Russian Proverb
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careersof peoplewho werenot involvedintheinfiltration of
our government.” Similar satementshavebeen madeby Sen-
ate Historian Ritchiein commentsto the press, and numerous
stories have repeated these charges as uncontested fact. But
when asked to back up thissweeping and inflammatory state-
ment, neither Senate office could do so.

Trying to check the matter out, | called the offices of
both Levinand Collinsand asked if
they could providemewiththenames

have studied in somedetail: Alleged McCarthy victimAnnie
Lee Moss, who worked in a code room for the Army and
was called before his subcommittee.

In the standard treatment of M oss, shewasadazed and
hel plesswoman fal sely accused of beingaCommunist by the
heartlessandirresponsibleMcCarthy. Thisimageisreinforced
at somelength by Ritchiein hiseditorial comments, citing as
authority for his statementsthree
booksabout M cCarthy by academ-

of anyinnocent victimsof McCarthy
whosecareershad beenruinedinthis
manner. Neither officecould provide
mewithasinglename.
Who'sRunning the Senate?

| d s0 addressed the same ques-
tionto areporter for the Capitol Hill
newspaper Roll Call, whose story
happened to bethefirst onel read
about the hearings and who made
such assertionson hisown. | got es-
sentidly thesamenon-answer, except

“How does it happen
that Senators Levin and
Collins make categorical
statements in a Senate
report that their offices
cannot back up with a
single specific?”

ics. | noted that these were second-
ary sourcesand asked himif hehad
looked at theofficid, primary docu-
mentson the case, and whether he
was awarethat these conclusively
prove Mrs. Moss was, indeed, a
member of the Communist Party in
theDigtrict of Columbia

At thispoint historian Ritchie
became very irked with me, and
declined my offer to capsulethese
dataforhim.“l am,” hesad, “grow-

that hementionedin hisstory thecase
of an employee of VOA who had
committed suicide—allegedly from fear of McCarthy.

Similar conversations ensued with reportersfromthe
Washington Post and Reuter s, both of whom got very testy
when | asked themif they could back up anti-M cCarthy com-
mentsintheir sorieswith information on specific cases. Ken
Ringleof the Post said write usaletter, and Joanne K enen of
Reuter swas much too busy to discussthe matter with me.

Inthese press conversations, the peoplel talked to said
theindividua withal theansverswas Senatehigorian Ritchie,
who contributed hisown introduction to the hearingsslam-
ming McCarthy, indightly more subtletermsthan those used
by Levin-Collins. However, when | findly got Ritchieonthe
phone, hewasn't much more helpful, giving melotsof gener-
alities, but little by way of hard specifics. (It'sabig subject,
and soforth).

Asto McCarthy’sbrowbesting tactics, said Ritchie, they
were gpparent throughout the hearings, particularly those per-
taining to Fort Monmouth. | told him | had read afair amount
of these (plusthelong-available public hearings conducted by
McCarthy) and personally | didn’t seeit. A matter of inter-
pretation, | suppose, but hardly justification for thevenomous
dursthat arebeing thrown around sofreely.

| then tried to narrow things down to aspecific casel

ing very tired of thisconversation.”
He said he had been doing many
mediaappearanceson the M cCarthy hearings, didn’t want to
talk about the subject with me anymore, but that if | wanted
to send something to him hewould look at it. End of discus-
son.

Questions abound: How doesit happen that Senators
Levinand Collinsmake categorical statementsin aSenate
report that their offices cannot back up with asingle specific?
Why was historian Ritchie so unwilling to discusswith me
well-documented facts about one of the more publicized
M cCarthy cases—though he hasbeen prolific with disparag-
ing commentson McCarthy to anyonewhowill lissen? What
ever happened to fact-based reporting? And, who, by the
way, isrunning the Senate?

P.S. OntheVOA employeeallegedly drivento suicide
by McCarthy: As the record shows, this employee was a
potentially friendly witnessfor McCarthy, had viewson the
question at issuethat would have backed M cCarthy’sposi-
tion, and was anxiousto testify in the McCarthy hearings.
Whatever drovethisemployeeto suicide, if that iswhat in
fact occurred, fear of Joe McCarthy istheleast likely of all
explanations. Thereporter | spoketo on thisknew nothing at
all about these matters.

—Human Events, May 12, 2003, p. 1, 7
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McCarthy and HisL egacy

by Patrick J. Buchanan

Why dothey keep digging up thecorpseof JoeMcCarthy
for aritua flogging? TheWisconsin senator diedin 1957. He
never killed anyone. He never sent anyoneto prison.

Harry Truman dropped atomic bombson two defense-
lesscitiesof aprogtrate nation and sent 2 million Russanpris-
onersback to Stalin to be murdered in Operation Keelhaul.
Yet Truman remainsahero to those who despise McCarthy
with anundying hatred.

Why?Evenif what isalleged istrue—that McCarthy
bullied witnesses and accused men of disloyalty who only
made mi stakes—that still doesnot explainwhy the L eft can-
not let go of him.

Theanswer: Asno other man, Tailgunner Joe stripped
the old establishment of itsreputation, credibility and moral
authority inthe eyesof the people.

McCarthy convinced Middle Americathat FDR and
Truman had been duped by “Uncle Joe,” had tolerated trea-
son, and had blundered and lost infive yearsall thefruits of
the victory won by the blood and sacrifice of the Greatest
GenerationinWorldWar 11.

Theestablishment hasnever recovered from that beating.

Inthelatest document dump by the Senate, welearn—
horror of horror!—that M cCarthy questioned witnessesin
private before selecting those he put on the stand. But so,
too, did the Watergate committee of the sainted Sam Ervin.
Thisisacommon practice of senatorswho don’t want to be
surprised before TV cameras.

TheNew York Times Sheryl Gay Stolberg writesthat
thosefew historiansshownthelatest documentsclamthey “do
not support McCarthy’stheoriesthat, inthe 1950s, communist
pieswereoperating inthehighest level sof government.”

Perhaps not, Ms. Stolberg. But if so, that is only be-
cause, by the 1950s, the spies had been rooted out, though
their collaboratorsremained. But they had beenthere, selling
out their country.

Indeed, the espionage and treason, proven again by the
Venonatranscripts—theintercepted coded messagesfrom
Soviet agentsto Moscow—werefar moreextensvethan even
McCarthy imagined. Inthe 1940s, the U.S. Government was
honeycombed with traitorsand spies. Eventoday, not all the
nameshavebeenreveded. Cal therall:

* Alger Hissand Lawrence Duggan, two of the highest
ranking diplomatsat State, werecommunist traitorsand spies.
Hissstood behind FDR at Yaltawhen Eastern Europewas
signed away to Stalin and hel ped shapethe United Nations
for Harry Truman.

» Harry Dexter White, father of the Internationa Mon-
etary Fund and the“Morgenthau Plan” to smash al German
industry after thewar—a plan embraced, then disowned, by
FDR—wasaSoviet agent. Truman knew it by 1946 and cov-
ereditup.

 Lauchlin CurriewasaSoviet oy ontheWhiteHouse
qaff.

*  William Remington wasthe Soviet oy & Commerce.

 Judith Coplon headed up aspy ring at Justice with
accessto the FBI secretsand filesshetransferred to Soviet
agents.

* TheRosenbergswere communist traitorswho gave
their Russian handlers secrets of the atom bomb. Thebrother
of Robert Oppenheimer, father of the A-bomb, wasacom-
munist, aswas hiswife, who wasalifelong friend of Steve
Nelson, akey figurein the Communist Party underground
apparatus.

On and on the list goes. For an unbiased account of
McCarthy’slife, Arthur Herman's Joseph McCarthy: Reex-
amining the Life and Legacy of America’s Most Hated
Senator isindispensable.

McCarthy’scareer asan anti-Communist beganin Feb-
ruary 1950 with hisWheeling speech and was effectively
ended with hiscensurein December 1954. Why wasHarry
Truman chased out of Washington in 1952 with an approval
rating of 23%?Why did Joe M cCarthy enjoy a50-29 fa-
vorablerating aslate as January 19547

Because M cCarthy, dmost done, wasexposing thetrea-
son andfolly of thosewho had ceded half of Europeto Stalin
and all of Chinato the murderous hordes of Mao Tse-tung.
Andwith 200 American boysdying every week in Truman’s
“no-winwar” in Korea, Americanswere demanding expla-
netions.

The 1950swere good years. No onewasterrified then,
except thefoolswho hadjoined aCommunist Party that turned
out to bealickspittle of the Comintern. Gallup pollsof theera
show not even 1% of Americanswere concerned about “ witch-
hunting” or “ anti-Communist hysterid’ or “McCarthyism.” That
ispuremyth.

In 1954, when some snot at the 15th reunion of hisclass
got up to toast Harvard Collegefor never having produced
anAlger Hissor aJoe McCarthy, John F. Kennedy stood up
and walked out, roaring, “How dare you couplethe name of
agreat American patriot with that of atraitor.” Yes, indeed,
that waswhen the Right wasright.

—Human Events, May 19, 2003, p. 21
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McCarthy and His
Committee

by Eric Fettman

The release this week, with great fanfare and media
hoopla, of the so-called “ secret” hearings of Sen. Joseph
McCarthy’ santi-Communi<t investigationscommittee 50 years
after thefactishardly thegreat historical revelationitisbeing
portrayed as.

The 5,000 pagesof closed-door executive session testi-
mony aready are being cited by theleft asfurther proof that
theWiscons n senator—whose name symbolizesan eradmmy
Carter would later naively cdl “ America sinordinatefear of
Communism”—conducted awide-ranging “ witch hunt” for
nonexistent subversives.

“M cCarthy had shopworn goodsand fishing expeditions,”
said Don Ritchie, the Senate’ sassociate historian.

Sen. Susan Callins(R-Maine), who chairsthe same com-
mittee M cCarthy once headed, ins sted the documents* shed
new light onashameful chapter in American history.” Mean-
while, ranking committee Democrat Carl Levindrew predict-
ablepardlestothecrackdownoncivil libertiesinthewar on
terrorism.

Onceagain, however, theleft islooking to rewritethe
history of thiscomplex and misunderstood period.

For onething, these* secret” sesssionswere hardly the
kind of star-chamber proceedings suggested in many news
reports. Congressiona committeeshavelong used executive
sessionsto weed out witnessesand elicit informationin ad-
vance, it wasin executive session, for example, that the Sen-
ate Watergate Committeefirst learned of Richard Nixon's
secret taping system.

But theultimatefa sehood remainstheleft’ singstenceon
describing McCarthy’ sinvestigations as* witch hunts’—the
presumption being that witchesdon’t exist.

Yet growing historical evidence underscoresthat, what-
ever hisrhetorica and investigative excesses—and they were
substantial—M cCarthy was alot closer to the truth about
Communismthanwerehisfoes.

Communistswerewdl |-organized, and they did manage
to penetratethe highest level sof Washington, planting them-
selvesinto positionswherethey ether significantly influenced
U.S. policy or passed classified informationto the Soviets, or
both.

Cord Meyer, atop CIA official who would himself face
unfounded charges he wasaCommuni st sympathizer, wrote
at thetimethat McCarthy “would never have achieved his
national prominence unlessthere had in fact been serious

Communist penetration and evidence availableto the public
of thegovernment'sfailureto copewithit.”

M cCarthy wasaided by much of theleft’sunwillingness
to acknowledge the extent of Communist activity, especialy
espionage—the assumption being that anything avillainlike
McCarthy said had to be false, and anyone who opposed
himwasapatriot and ahero.

Inafamous 1952 essay in Commentary, Irving Kristol
excoriated theleft for too often*joining handswith the Com-
munigts’ and refusing to condemn Stainist outrages.

“Thereisonething that the American peopleknow about
Sen. McCarthy,” wroteKristol. “He, likethem, isunequivo-
cdly anti-Communist. About thepokesmenfor Americanlib-
eralism, they feel they know no such thing. And with some
judtification.”

[ronically, McCarthy himsdlf had littleto dowiththeex-
cesses of anti-Communism. Blacklisting of celebritieshad
begunin 1947, threeyearsbefore he even gave hisfirst anti-
Communist speech; the extensive system of loyalty reviews
and security probeswasingtituted by President Harry Truman
inthesameyear.

Moreover, the notion of the eraasareign of terror is
profoundly mideading.

“Inareign of terror,” wrote Irving Howe, “ peopleturn
slent, fear aknock onthedoor at four inthemorning, fleein
all directions. But they do not, becausethey cannot, talk end-
lesdly in public about the outrage of terror’—asMcCarthy’s
foesdid.

Indeed, added Sidney Hook, “all the great organs of
public opinion . . . were hostile to McCarthy; all the Luce
magazineswith thefabul ouscirculation damned himfor his
demagogy . . . To speak of areign of terror, or aclimate of
fear, isto do the sort of thing which has cometo be associ-
ated with McCarthy’sname.”

But McCarthy, with hiswhining voice, heavy jowlsand
often-bullying manner, writeshistorian Richard Gid Powers,
“gavethe enemiesof anti-Communism what they had been
looking for sincethe beginning of the Cold War: acontempo-
rary name and facefor their old stereotype of the anti-Com-
munigt fascig.”

Not that M cCarthy didn’t givethem plenty of ammuni-
tion. Arthur Herman, asympathetic biographer, concedesthat
“when cornered or chalenged, [M cCarthy] preferred to ex-
aggerate- evenlie. .. [He] learned to bluff hisway through,
in hopesthat subsequent research would confirm the bulk of
it”

And because he becamethe symboal of that cause, many
conservatives—who privately derided him asabumbling
amateur—would not publicly criticizehim, eventhough they

continued on next page—bottom
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McCarthy and HisWithesses

by William Rusher

Thedemonization of Joseph McCarthy continues, cheer-
fully exploding the pleasant theory that, intime, thetruth will
awayscomeout.

Itisnow an article of theAmerican faith, accepted by
naiveyoung conservativesaswell asliberasof al ages, that
M cCarthy was an unconscionable monster who, intheearly
1950sroamed the globe defaming innocent men and women
ascommunists, and failing utterly to prove anything of the
sort.

The most recent exampleof thissort of thinking accom-
panied therelease of the transcriptsof some 161 “executive
sessions’ of McCarthy’s Senate committee from 1953 and
1954, inwhich the committee heard testimony from various
peopl e sugpected of membershipinthe Communist Party. Our
liberal mediapromptly hailed the event asfurther proof of
McCarthy’svillany.

As Sheryl Gay Stolberg putitin her May 6 articlefor
TheNew York Times, thetranscripts* revea how (McCarthy)
used secret proceedingsto weed out witnesses who could
adequately defend themsalves againgt hisbrowbesting. Only
those who looked weak or confused, or who cast suspicion
onthemsdvesby assarting their FifthAmendment right against
sdf-incrimination, werelater called totestify inpublic.”

Asagellar exampleof successful defiance, shecitesthe
composer Aaron Copland, who “fiercely defended himself,
declaring, ‘| havenot been acommunistinthepastand | am
not now acommunist,” ” and wasnot compelled totestify in
public.

Asit happens, | have considerable persona knowledge
of thisgeneral subject. In 1956 and 1957 | was associate
counsel to the Senate Internal Security Subcommittee—not
McCarthy’scommittee (asubcommittee of the Government
Operations Committee, and thusconfined toinvestigating the
government), but the body charged by the Senatewith over-
sight of the nation’sinternal security. Such committeeshold

hearingsto inform the Congress and theAmerican peopl e of
meattersthat may requirelegidativeaction.

Inthecaseof committees seeking testimony from people
who may have something to hide (and that, of course, in-
cludes secret communists), itiscommon practiceto hear the
witnessfirstin®“executive,” or secret, sesson. And, curiousy
enough, the chief purposein doing soisto protect witnesses
who want to cooperate.

More than once we asked awitness, in executive ses-
sion, if hehad ever been acommunigt, only to havehimsigh
andreply, “ Yes, and I’ vewanted to get thisoff my chest for a
longtime.” Then hewould tell usfrankly the story of his
involvement, including thenamesof theather communistswith
whom heworked.

When the session was over wewould thank himfor his
cooperation and he would go home, without the media so
much aslearning hisname.

If, ontheother hand, herefused to answer all questions
about hiscommunistinvolvement by invoking hisHfthAmend-
ment right againgt salf-incrimination, hewould berequiredto
dosoinapublic session, fromwhich Congressand theAmeri-
can people could draw their own conclusions.

Inthe case of Copland, the composer forthrightly denied
communist membership under oath, so the McCarthy com-
mittee saw no point inapublic session.

But itscuriosity about himisn't hard to understand, for
Copland wasaworld-classjoiner of communist fronts, hav-
ing belonged to more than 20 (including the Committee of
Professional Groups for Browder and Ford, 1936, which
supported Communist Party Secretary Earl Browder for presi-
dent over FDR).

But the Timesdidn’t mention that. Reasonsof space, |
guess.

—The[Colorado Springs|] Gazette, May 13, 2003,
p.M 7

continued from previous page—McCarthy and his Committee

realized McCarthy washurting the very cause he, and they,
championed.

Yet thetide of history haslargely turnedin McCarthy’s
favor—in the basic truth of hisaccusations of widespread
Communistinfluence, if not someof hisspecifictargetsor his
methods.

Thenewly released transcriptsreflect McCarthy’sun-
warranted belief that the endsjustified hismeans. Hisgoa,
however, wasfar moreontarget than hiscriticseven now will
admit.

—New York Post, May 8, 2003
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McCarthy and the Senate
Historian

by M. Stanton Evans

The morewelearn about the executive hearings on sub-
version held 50 years ago by Sen. Joe McCarthy (R.-Wis.),
unveiled thismonth for public viewing, themorebizarrethe
talebecomes.

Though mostly covering the sameterrain asdid public
probes run by McCarthy in’53 and ’ 54, these 4,000-plus
pages of closed-door sessions contain alot of added infor-
mation and should be agreat resourcefor scholars. Assum-
ing, that is, that anyone actually bothersto read them—rather
than relying onthe glosssupplied by Senate historian Donald
Ritchie, who edited them for publication.

Ritchie penned anintroductionto the hearings, plusedi-
toriad notesalong theway, that varioudy dam McCarthy and/
or stack the deck against him. In addition, he hasbeen re-
markably freewith negative statementson McCarthy indedl -
ingwith themedia, who havewith few exceptionstaken these
as gospel. However, when the data are examined, the gap
between Ritchie'scommentsand demonsirablefactsof record
isastounding. Following areafew examples.

Asaready notedin these pages, one of themorefamous
episodesdiscussed by Ritchieisthecaseof AnnieLeeMoss,
portrayedin most treatmentsof McCarthy asaninnocent vic-
tim of hisbluster. Thisversion is essentially recapped by
Ritchie—with abare minimum of hedging—footnoting his
account to three biographies of McCarthy. (When | asked
Ritchieinaphoneinterview if he had looked at the primary
documents on the case, he abruptly ended our conversation.
[See “Senate Historian Clams Up When Queried on
McCarthy,” HUMAN EVENTS, May 12, 2003].)

Inanutshell, thefacts about the matter arethese: Mrs.
Mosshad beenidentified by FBI undercover operative Mary
Markward asamember of the Communist Party inthe Dis-
trict of Columbia, based on party records Markward said
shehad handled. Thisinformation wasprovided not only to
theFBI, but dso the Civil Service CommissionandtheArmy.
Despitethis, Mrs. Moss had been hired asacode clerk by
the Army, and had been cleared to do thiswork as of the
early 1950s.

When Markward and M oss appeared before M cCarthy
inthewinter of ' 54, Markward repeated her story, naming
not only Mrs. Moss but several others as members of the
D.C. party. Mrs. Moss, seeming frail and bewildered, denied
al, saying shewasnot aCommunist and suggesting therewas
some other Annie Lee Moss out there with whom shewas

being confused. Thismistaken-identity themewasstressed as
well by Democratic membersof the pandl.

The hearing containing these exchangesand related bits
of by-play wasshown on TV and thereafter re-broadcast in
part by Edward R. Murrow on his CBS program, “See It
Now.” Thethrust of thisreportagewasthat Mrs. Mosswasa
pitiful, dazed and harried victim smeared by the nefarious
McCarthy. Such also isthe standard version of the matter
foundin countlesshistoriesof theera.

Unfortunately for the standard version, and for Mrs.
Moss, shegave hersdf away intestifying—volunteering one
of theaddresseswhereshehadlivedas72R ., SW., inthe
District of Columbia. Thiswent to the question of whether
shewastheindividual named by Markward, who had seen
the Communist Party records but not Mrs. Mossin person.
The question would be resolved four yearslater when the
SubversiveActivities Control Board (SACB) obtained the
records of the D.C. party—and there found an Annie Lee
Moss, of 72R S. SW., listed asaparty member inthemiddle
'40s.

Proof Positive on Moss

Theserecords madethe matter quite open and shut, ren-
dering moot attemptsto discredit Mrs. Markward, arguing
that there were three different Annie Lee Mosses in the
phonebook, and other such rhetorical smokescreens. Whether
Mrs. Mosswas as befuddled as she appeared, or had been
recruited into the party without knowing what shewasdoing,
aredebatableissues. What isn't debatableisthat this particu-
lar Annie Lee Moss, and no other, had beenlisted in official
Communist recordsasaparty member. The Markward testi-
mony to McCarthy was 100% on target.

Senate historian Ritchie'stakeondl of thisisof interest,
asheistheauthority everyonedseisquoting. Inafarly lengthy
discussion of the case, hethrowsin a24-word referenceto
thefindingsof the SACB, but so handled asto becloud them.
He saysthe board confirmed Markward’sidentification of
Moss, but immediately addsthat “the board conducted no
further investigation of Moss’ and that thereafter it had said
“Markward’stestimony should be assayed with caution.”
Thesecommentscan only suggest to readersthat thereissome
serious doubt about the Moss case—themore so asRitchie
follows up with an extended eulogy to Moss offered by a
liberal writer, attesting to her blamelessnature.

These comments, however, arethoroughly mideading.
For onething, the point of thisparticular SACB inquiry wasn't
toinvestigate M oss, but to gaugethecredibility of Markward.
Therewasnointent or reason for the SACB to investigate
M assbeyond theacquisition of the Communist Party records,
s0 Ritchie sgratuitouscomment about “ no further investiga-
tion” isared herring. No such further investigation of Moss
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had been in prospect.

Likewise, the SACB comment about viewing
Markward'sevidencewith caution pertained to other matters
entirely (her report of aCommunist bigwig's speech, com-
pensation by theFBI), and specificaly did not pertainto Moss,
asthe board would stressin frequent comments. (E.g., “the
Communist Party’s charge that Markward gave perjurious
testimony was not substantiated. Consequently, Mrs.
Markward'scredibility isin noway impaired by theAnnie
LeeMoss matter.”)

In short, whilethe Communist Party had sought toraise
doubtsabout Markward’saccuracy and expertise, the M oss
casewasrepeatedly cited by the SACB asaclear instancein
which Markward obviously knew whereof she spoke, thus
bolstering her credibility. Nobody could possibly figurethis
out from the account supplied by Ritchie.

Themost charitableexplanation of al thisisthat the Sen-
ate historianindeed hasn't read the primary sources, but in-
stead seemsto havelifted hisdiscussion of the matter prima-
rily from Thomas Reeves, author of awidely cited book about
McCarthy. AsReeves convoluted wrap-up on Mossisit-
self mideading, so must beany treatment premised onit.

| have dwelt on thisepisode, perhapsunduly, becauseit
wastheonly onel got to discusswith Ritchie before he cut
me off, and also because it is one of the more famous of
McCarthy’s cases. Giventhe prominence of thematter inthe
mythology about Joe M cCarthy, it isimportant that thefacts
about it be set forth clearly intherecord. However, numerous
other commentsby Ritchieareequally unhelpful.

For example, Ritchiesuggeststhat McCarthy haled wit-
nessesindiscriminately beforehiscommitteefor theflimsiest
of reasons, including people who had relatives who were
Communists, had belonged to certain unions, and so forth.
OneMcCarthy failing alleged by Ritchie, echoingthe Moss
dispute, wasthat he called up people* out of mistakeniden-
tity,” achargereiterated by the historian as subpoenaing some-
onewho* smply had the samenameasaCommunist.” Asit
happens, thereisone conspicuous casein therecord that fits
thisdescription, anditismost ingtructive.

Thisinvolved two people connected to activities at Fort
Monmouth, asensitiveU.S. Army installation being investi-
gated by McCarthy, both named L ouisK aplan. One of them
had been identified asaCommunist (and took the 5th Amend-
ment when asked about it), whilethe other emphatically de-
nied any such affiliation. Asthe second L ouis K aplan com-
plained, he had been dogged constantly by the mix-up, and
had al kindsof troublewith security typesdating back tothe
early '40s.

Thisunfortunate confusion wasin no way thework of
theMcCarthy probe, asit had existed for many yearsbefore

theinvestigation ever started. Moreover, rather than com-
pounding the error, the committee sought to correct it. The
exchangeson thisbetween M cCarthy staffersG David Schine
and Roy Cohn and the second Kaplanread in part asfollows:

SCHINE: “Mr. Kaplan, of course our committeeisin-
terested in obtaining information on government departments
and agencies efficiency; that meansefficiency inboth direc-
tions. Therefore, wewould bejust as much concerned with
thefiring of acapable person unjustly aswewould beinter-
ested in theretention of onewho wasasecurity risk.”

KAPLAN: “If youwant to build some morale, check
my caserapidly. | think it will help considerably.”

SCHINE: “You haveour assurancethat wewill get Mr.
Adams, counselor to the department of Army, to check on
thismatter anditisgoing to beresolved very quickly.”

KAPLAN: [someminuteslater] “Mr. Cohn, | fed awhole
lot better right now. .. .”

Thustherewasindeed amistaken identity inthiscase,
but instead of creating the problem the M cCarthy committee
setouttofix it. Of course, to know thefactsabout the matter,
one actually hasto read the hearings, rather than relying on
Ritchie'scomments.

Concerningthelarger issueat Fort Monmouth, Ritchie’'s
introductory statements are also intriguing. The public
M cCarthy hearings of 50 years ago madeit quite clear, and
these executive hearings confirm, that Monmouth wasase-
curity sieve. Thiswasamatter of great importance, asthe
complex of |aboratoriesthereand rd ated industrid outfitswere
engaged in top-secret projectsinvolving radar, air defenses,
and protection against guided missiles. Security should have
beentight in such aset-up, but al too obvioudy it wasn't.

Asthe M cCarthy sessions showed, there had long been
no effective system for keeping track of confidential papers,
and people had been routinely allowed to take such docu-
ments off the premises. These conditionswerethemoredis-
turbing as M onmouth and rel ated | abs had been a scene of
action for convicted Communist agents Julius Rosenberg and
Morton Sobell, and therewere till aphenomena number of
peopl e therewho had been associates of thisduoin onefash-
ion or another.

A poster childfor al thesetroubleswasahigh-ranking
M onmouth employee named Aaron Coleman, who admitted
to having attended aYoung Communist L eague meetingwith
Rosenberg whenthey werein college, had dedlingswith Sobell
up through the latter * 40's, and also had a habit of taking
documentsfrom the office. In 1946, Army security agents
had searched hisapartment and found 43 confidential papers
there—asecurity breach for which hehad received a10-day
suspension.

Onall of which, thecommentsof Ritchiein hisintroduc-
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tion are telling. Recounting McCarthy’s interrogation of
Coleman’sroommate about the papersintheir gpartment, the
hi storian quotes an exchangein which McCarthy said secu-
rity agentshad “raided” the place, to which the roommate
objected, saying it wasmerely “ searched.” McCarthy thought
thisaquibble, and accused the roommate of covering for
Coleman. Ritchiecitesthisasaninstance of McCarthy’s“use
of ingppropriate or inflammatory wordsto characterize [wit-
nesses'| testimony. Hetook their objectionsasasign they
were covering up for something.”

Inthisdiscussion, Ritchie saysnot aword about the con-
fidential documentsin question, the security breach Coleman
committed, the Rosenberg-Sobell connection, or anything of
comparablesubstance. No, theissueto be highlighted isthat
M cCarthy used theword “raided” when he should have used
themoreneutra “ searched”—at | east according to Donald
Ritchieand Aaron Coleman’sroommate.

Nor isthisRitchie sonly effort totriviadizewhat had been
going on at Monmouth. He notesthat “the Soviet Union had
been an ally during the Second World War, and during that
time had openly designated representatives at the laborato-
ries, making espionagethere superfluous.” Thisignoresthe
generally acknowledged fact, known to mogt historians, that
World War 11 ended in 1945, and that the activitiesthat con-
cerned M cCarthy had continued up through the early ' 50s.

Instances of such treatment of substantive mattersby
Ritchiemight bemultiplied indefinitely. He says, for example,
that “the subcommittee’ sdragnet included anumber of per-
plexed witnesseswho had signed anominating petition years
earlier....” Neglected inthisbland assertionisthat the peti-
tionsreferred towere petitionsfor the Communist Party, which
explicitly said“I intend to support at theensuing e ection” the
Communist nomineefor office. One might suppose an em-
ployeeat asengtive defense-related |ab who had signed such
apetition would be alegitimate subject for inquiry, or that a
historian discussing the matter might troubleto notethat the
petitionswereof thisnature.

“Union” Activities

LikewiseRitchieinformsusthat various people named
as Communistsat Monmouth had been involved with union
Issues, and that witnesseswho referred to them “invariably
described union activities, and none corroborated any claims
of subversionand espionage.” Infact, theforemost unionac-
tivist featured in the hearingswasaman named Harry Hyman,
who had worked for many yearsat aM onmouth-connected
telecommunicationslab and wasin continuing contact withits

employees. Someof thequestionsand answersinvolvingthis
unionleader went asfollows:

McCARTHY: “Haveyou ever discussed the subject of
espionage with any membersof the Communist Party?’

HYMAN: “I declineto answer for al thereasonsprevi-
oudy given.”

McCARTHY: “Haveyou ever discussed any classified
material withindividualswhom you knew to be espionage
agents, or individualsyou had reasonto believe were espio-
nageagents?’

HYMAN: “I declineto answer for thereasonsgiven.”

McCARTHY: “Haveyou ever turned government se-
cretsover to anyoneknownto you to bean espionage agent?”’

HYMAN: “I declineto answer on the same grounds.”

McCARTHY: “Didyoumake 76 callsto the Federal
TelecommunicationsLaboratory at Lodi, N.J., between Janu-
ary 24, 1953, and October 21, 1953, for the purpose of
getting classfied information and for the purpose of thenturn-
ing that over to an espionage agent or agents?”’

HYMAN: “I declineto answer on the same grounds.”

And soforth and so on at some length—suggesting that
the“unionactivities’ of thisparticular [abor leader were per-
hapsnot confined to wagesand hours. Again, however, one
needs to learn something of the investigation, rather than
Ritchie’'ssummary of it, to know what therelevant factswere.
(Actually, these dataon Hyman have been availablefor de-
cades—the exchangesjust quoted having appeared in the
origind publichearings))

Asabove suggested, further examplesinthisvein ap-
pearingin historian Ritchi€ scommentsarelegion, but thecases
that have been cited are perhaps enough to show the nature
of the problem, and have doubtless taxed the reader’s pa-
tienceaready. Nor, by theway, do these observationseven
begin to show the stunning contrast between the conduct of
McCarthy and his staffersand the usual image of falseand
reckless charges conveyed not only by Donald Ritchie, but
by ahost of otherslikehim.

More detailed analysis of such matters must await an-
other day. For the moment sufficeit to notethat what histo-
rian Ritchiehasprovidedis*history” only inthe sensethat
onemight accord thislabel to musingsof theACLU, or alead
articlein The Nation. How such material could have been
giventheimprimatur of the U.S. Senate, and printed in an
official document of record, isamystery that needs some
lookinginto.

—Human Events, May 26, 2003, p. 12ff
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