¢ f” connections on the part of Mr. Lattimore. When Father K
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Party of China and the decline of the Nationalist Government
General Hurley himself, however, testified ; 37 : :
They were disloyal to the American policy. - I.would not say they were dis-
loyal to the United States Government. i o
An objective appraisal of General Hurley’s testimony reflects that

he did not charge the State Department career foreign officers with
being disloyal Americans in that they sought to aid another nation
to the injury of the United States; but rather that they disagreeq
with him, and were insubordinate in acting on their disagreement, gg
to the means whereby the Chinesc situation could hest be exploited
to aid our war against Japan and to the advantage of the United
States. It has been establishied that the officers to whom General
Hurley referred were not his subordinates; hence a charge of “insub-
ordination” is ridiculous. . General Hurley’s cssential point was that
the “carcer men’’ were seeking to foster an American policy in Ching
contrary to the American policy at the time, as General Hurley
understood it. This fact has been entirely ignored by those who
would use the so-called Hurley charges to support their claim that
disloyal persons or traitors were or are in the State Department. In
any event, the Senate Foreign Relations Committee heard General
Hurley in 1945, made inquiry concerniug the matter, and did nef
regard the charges as meriting further action. 3 o

r  Lhe second source is Alfred Kohlherg, New York City importer,

F% whoseswealth appears 1o hwve stefmed from contacts with representa-
tives of the Nationalist Government of China, - We do not propose
to discuss Mr. Kohlberg at any Tength apart from observing that his

" name has repeatedly entered our hearings as the individual behind
the scenes who has been responsible not only for a great deal of

| Senator McCarthy’s assertions but for those of others as well. His

| principal theme manifestly has been that the Institute of Pacific
\ Relations became the captive of the Communists and that, through
. the institute, the Communists influenced effectively the Far Eastern
| Division of the State Department and thereby American foreign
! policy. An illustration of the ex:gﬂg&sﬁiggfoj f the Icohlberg influence is
/" found in the testimony of Mr. IGuis ¥. Budenz before the subcom-
L. mittee. - T

~,

more, Mr. Budenz presented to us a photostatic copy of an article by
Father James K, Kearney which indicated certain alleged Communist
3 arney

was interviewed by agents of the Federal Bureau ?fil}ves igation
concerning his article, he advised that the source of the information
contained therein was Alfred Kohlberg. , : ‘
e T SEIL 8 thgﬂg-seume;iséﬂ“""‘"cie.@z;-tii;led‘\”}_’l}_@‘ﬁm@partment
Espionage Case,” indicated to have been written by Emn}mmel_ S.
Larsen, one of the defendants in the Amerasia case. This &rtlgle
- appeared in the October 1946, issue of Plain Talk, a magazine pub-
| ~lished in New York City of which Isaac Don Levine has been the
i editor and Ralph de Toledano, the miaraging adifor. NrKohlberg,
- we havebean reliably informed, hag financed this publication. This
article, attributed to Larsen, has been répeafedly cited, paraphrased;

79 See transcript, p. 160, of testimony helore Senate Foreign Relations- Committee investigating far
eastern policy in Décember of 1945,

=~ In seeking to document his testimony concerning Mr. Owen Latti-
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and referred to as the basis for charges that American far-eastern
~policy was ‘‘sold d vn the ri‘\fcg",f,$,Q:$Q,§*ietifﬁéq.§si‘%rjf*ﬁ-* RIS
”ﬁﬁmﬁm@mtml"’cyoncernmg the aificle, its theme, apart

from setting forth an_extremely perverted mt-of the-Amerasia
case, is essentially TIat cerfam foreign ser officers of the State
Department, particularly John S. Service, undermined the China
Nationalist Government and_generally—eonspived.to-hring-the Com-
munists—into_the_ascendaney.in_ China.  For approaching 4 years,
people In this country have either been reading or accepting this
article as a_truthful ion of one of the Amerasia defendants
¢ of “what really happened to our Ching

“and - en accurate T
policy.”’ ‘
Testifying before us, however, Larsen repudiated the Plain Talk
article in all essential respects. ™ To corroborats Tis repudiation, he
submitted the draft of the article which he actually wrote, which is
now an cxhibit in our proceedings. The_true draft hears little or
no resemblance o the article which was publishe and, uniike the
latter; contains none of the-bascs for chs rgesof a plot to destroy
American policy i :
American people.
Larsen gave the following account of the circumstances under which
he came 1nto contact with Plain Talk. Following the disposition
of the Amerasia case, he went to. St. Petersburg, Fla., where two
representatives of Plain Talk proceeded from New York City - to
solicit him to write an article concerning the case: _Being virtually
_penniless, Larsen agreed to write the article, he to Teceive S300 and
expenses tierefor.  He went to New York. City where he conferred
with Messrs. Kohlberg, Levine, and Toledano. Tarsen drafted the
article wWhich set forth his und erstandimg of the facts, but was advised
by Levine that “it won’t do”. Levine thereupon completely rewrote
the article in the form in which it appeared in the ‘magazine, and
asked Larsen to initial it. Larsen testified that he objected to_the
article in its entirety, but that he had not as yet béen paid as agreed

and was desperate to get out of New York. In this situation he at

length initialed the article and it was published.®!

) Larsen testified as follows: - b
art[‘ ) : * * Is it a fair characterization of your testimony here ‘today to say that this is or is not your
icle? -
::A. Itwould be fair to say that it is not my article. : e A
.“Q. And yet this article attributed to you has been referred to, I beligve, many, many times as an indica-
tlo‘g of subversive influences in our Government service, is that right? ; " &
3 A. Yes, sir.”” (Transeript, p. 1128.) BN
e 1 The following testimony of Larsen bears on this question: s

faw “Mr, MORGAN. You have read and are intimately familiar with the article that you prepared for the

Tagazine.  Have you read the article as it appeared in the magazine?
“Mr. LARSEN: Oh, ves; of course, .
| “Mr. MoreAN. Does this article as it appears in the magazine conform $o your article a8 prepared?

Mr, LARSEN. No, sir. I was very disappointed when the copy was senf to me, and it was clear to me,
that Mr. Levine and Mr. Toledano, who was an assistant editor there:at that time, and Mr. Kohlberg, had
ehanged the whole thing. i

“Mr. Mograeax. You said ‘Mr. Toledano.” What Toledano is thet? :
“Mr. Larsen, He s the oue who has recently heen coauthor of a book called Seeds of Treason.
. “Mr, MogrIs. Before you get away from i, Mr. Larsen, you said you had a book or document you were
Lef?mng 0. Would you introduce.that inte the record for us here? -
; “ML Moreax. Do vou have it with you? ’
«Mr. LarseN, I don’t have it with me.
“Mh MoreaN., Would you bring it tomorrow?
V“MF., IARSEN. Yes. I will ind it and i1y to bring it along.
M MOoRGaN. Wherein does the article as it appeared in Plain Talk differ from the article you prepared?
Mr. LARSEN. In a blanket statement I can say this: I did not attack the administration. I did not
tack Marshall.  You can read that in here,
“Senator GREEN. You mean they interpolated full paragraphs?
Mr. Larsen: He rewrote it complétely.

&

“Mr. MorcaN. The article is under your name, is it not?

the Far East which Tiave greafly conftsed the |
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Certain elements rallied to his support, particularly those whe
ostensibly fight communism by. adopting the vile methods of the
Communists themselves and in so doing actually hinder the fight of all
right-minded people who detest and abhor communism in all its
manifestations. We cannot, however, destroy one evil by the adop-
tion of another. Senator Mc¢Carthy and McCarthyism have been
exposed for what they are—and the sight is not a pretty one.

A second factor has clearly been an effort to force upon us the adoption
of unfair methods and procedures which would permit the “‘conviction”
of individuals on the basis of unwarranted considerations. We have
consistently sought, in recognition of essential justice and fair play,
that all persons publicly charged as disloyal should be permitted to reply
publicly, if they desired, and be represented by counsel. Kxcept in the
case of those individuals publicly named, we have held our hearings in
executive sessions in order that innocent persons whose names might
be brought into the proceedings would be protected from unwarranted
implications. In thelatter conneetion, it should be stated that “leaks,”
which we have been unable to control, to certain segments of the press
of executive session testimony has resulted in distortions of the facts
and unfair allegations concerning various people. It is now clear
that a part of the cry of “whitewash'” was designed to force an 24a0p-
tion of hearing procedures which would permit “shotgun” charges
against individuals to be partially sustained by twisted and distorted
versions of testimony. A companion consideration was the thought
of foreing into our record the rankest sort of hearsay testimony. By
seeking to create the false impression that an effort was being made to
suppress evidence, it was hoped to bring about the inclusion of mate-
rial, which, by no standard of justice or common sense, had the slight-
est probative significance.

Still @ third factor in the campaign to create the “whitewash” idea was
the desire to leave the thought that we were engaged in a cover-up of some-
thing dark and sinister in the administration. 'This effort was of course,
2 political maneuver designed to obfuscate the fact that the proponents
of the charge of disloyalty in the State Department were without
facts. This maneuver, however, became completely abortive when the
President suprised the accusers and opened the loyalty files for exam-
ination by the subcommittee, )

We fully recognize that the campaign of vilification against this
subcommittee and the repeated charge of “whitewash” have led many
sober, sensible Americans to believe that such is the case and that, as
a necessary corollary, there must be something to the charges of
disloyalty in our State Department. Certain definite considerations,
we believe, are responsible for the partial success of this campaign.

The first of these considerations is the fact that until now no one has been
in a position to tell the truth to the American people. As members of the
subcommittee, it has been impossible for us to state the true facts untl
the investigation was completed. Any effort to expose the half-truths
and distortions during our proceedings was countered by a charge that
we were “sceking to protest the Communists.” Detesting commu-
nism, as we do, we had no alternative but to permit the totalitarian-like
wave of propaganda to run its course in the knowledge that ultimately
the truth could be told.

Anaother consideration is the oft-repeated and natural reaction of many
good people that goes something like this—<Well there must be something
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1o the charges, or @ Uniled States Senator would never have made them!”’
The simple fruth now is apparent that a conclusion based on this
premise, while normally true, is here erroneous; for we have the amagz-
ing spectacle of a United States Senator having made sucly charges
with no facts or with discredited allegations of fact to support them.
Still a third consideration has been the readiness of many people to
believe charges of disloyalty in_the State Department by reason of the
Alger Hiss case._In this Tegard, we have been appalled by the studied
effort to inject Iliss’ name into our proceedings without any basis
whatsoever therefor. The Hiss case was indeed despicable. The
facts ave, however, that Alger Hiss was convicted for perjury in
connection with his associations with Whittaker Chambers back in’;
1938. To seek to translate that case to a setting 12 years later and
employ it as a basis forcharges of widespread disloyalty today in the
State Department is not censdneing of inking men and
woren.

A fourth and final consideration has been the vague uneasiness of

many Americans concerning the ascendancy of the Communists in Ching
and the decline of the Nationalist Government. In such a setting,
there was ‘“fertile ground” to receive any charges to indicate that
perhaps someone, somewhere in our own State Department may have
been responsible for the Chinese situation. To those who would
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know the true facts concerning American diplomacy in China, we

ecarnestly recommend to your reading the so-called white paper on
China, being the story of our relations with China during the period
1944 to 1949, based on the files of the State Department. The reader
will find printed as appendix 22 of this report the letter of transmittal
of this document to the President by the Secretary of State, which,
we suggest, is very enlightening on the entire Chinese problem.

GENERAL OBSERVATIONS

In concluding our report, we are constrained to malke observations
which we regard as fundamental. ‘

It is, of course, clearly apparent that the charges of Communist { '

infiltration of and influence upon the State Department are false. /
This knowledge is redssuring to all Americans whose faith has been i
temporarily shaken in the security of their Government by perhaps the °
most nefarious campaign of untruth in the history of our Republic.®®
~ We helieve, however, that this knowledge and assurance, while
important, will prove ‘ultimately of secondary significance in contem-
plating the salutary aspects of our investigation. For, we believe that,
nherent in the charges that have been made and the sinister campaign
to give them ostensible verity, are lessons from which the American
people will find inspiration for a rededication_to the principles and
ideals that have made this Nation Le’ﬁ;m \ b
We have seen the technique of t@t}g Lie'’elsewhere employed Z
by the totalitarian dictator with devasting-stccess, utilized here for |
the first time on a sustained basis in our history. We have seen how, |
through repetition and shifting untruths, it is possible to delude great /;
numbers of people. - - T
e liave seen the character of private citizens and of Government
employees virtually destroyed by public condemnation on the basis of

¢ Tn appendix 23 of this report the reader will find a compilation of releases from the State De

L ap] rtment,
ﬁggg during the course of our inquiry, relative to the {acts with respeet to the allegations that i )
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gossip, distortion, hearsay, and deliberate untruths. By the mere fact
of their associations with a few persons of alleged questionable pro
clivities an effort has been made to place the stigma of disloyalty upon
individuals, some of whom are little people whose only asset is their
character and devotion to duty and country. This has been done
without the slightest vestige of respect for even the most elementary
rules of evidence or fair play or, indeed, common decency. Indeed.
we have seen an effort not merely to establish guilt by association
but guilt by accusation alone. The spectacle is one we would expect
in a totalitarian nation where the rights of the individual are crushed
beneath the juggernaut of statism and oppression; it has no place in
America where government exists to serve our people, not to destroy
them.

We have seen an effor infla eric conle with a wave

W%Welievablc scale in this free Nation.

ere this campalgin T truth 1t would be questionable enough;

where it is fraught with falsehood from beginning to end, its repre-
hensible and contemptible character defies adequate condemnation.

We sincerely believe that charges of the character which have been
made in this case seriously impair the efforts of our agencies of Govern-
ment to combat the problem of subversion. Furthermore, extrav-
agant allegations, which cannot be proved and are not subject to
proof, have the inevitable effect of dulling the awareness ol all Amer-
icans to the true menace of communisn.

In this situation, we appreciate anew the indispensable nature of a
free press as a necessary handmaiden of freedom. Onpe cannot but
shudder at the contemplation of a controlled press treating the dis-
tortions and fabrications inherent in the charges that have been made.
Tt is to a free press that the American people are indebted for a
balanced treatment of our proceedings, even though we, as members
of the subcommittee, were powerless until now to veveal the truth.

Communjsm represents the most diabolical concept ever designed

kind.”“Tts §tockK and trade aré decoption, Talschood,

The one hope of communism’s success is to divide our
people at home and our allies abroad. The false charges made in
this case have succeeded in accomplishing to a great degree what the
Communists themselves have been unable to do. These charges have
created distrust and suspicion at home and raised serious doubts
abroad.”

We can never hope to preserve for posterity the American dream
of freedom by adopting totalitarian methods as an excuse to preserve
that freedom. Our greatest weapon against communism is truth.
When we lose that weapon, we shall have gone far toward that fate
which has already brought sorrow, death, and degradation to millions
of people upon this earth.

Finpings AND CONCLUSIONS

V 1. Despite his denials on the Senate floor, publicly, and before this

subcommittee, that he made the statement, we find on the evidence
that Senator Joseph R. McCarthy, on February 9, 1950, at Wheeling,
W. Va., said: 3%

Ladies and gentlemen, while T cannot take the time to name all the men in the

5 See footnotes 2 and 3, supra: See also i)p. 13,' 14, supra.

L State Department who have been named as active members of the Communist

. / Tuary 20, 1950, by Senator MeCarthy, concerning “81” individuals
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party and members of a spy ring, I have here in my hand a list of 205—a list of i
names that were made known to the Secretary of State as being members of the
Communist Party and who nevertheless are still working and shaping policy in the }
State Department. I
Our investigation establishes that the foregoing allegations are false
and, particularly, that Senator McCarthy had no such list as alleged
and that there is not one member of the Communist Party or of a
“spy ring” employed in the State Department known to the Secretary
of State or other responsible officials of that Department.
2. We find that on February 20, 1950, at Salt Lake City, Utah,
Senator McCarthy said:*®

Last night I discussed the Communists in the State Department. I stated that
I had the names of 57 card-carrying members of the Communist Party.

Our investigation establishes that Senator McCarthy at no time has
had the names of 57 card-carrying members of the Communist Party
in the State Department and that during the course of a 4 months’
investigation he has been unable to produce competent evidence or
to indicate where such evidence is obtainable concerning one member
of the Communist Party, card-carrying or otherwise, who is employed
in the State Department.

3. We find that on the evening of February 11, 1950, at Reno,
Nev., Senator McCarthy again spoke on the question. As reported
in the Nevada State Journal: 37

Senator McCarthy who had first typed a total of 205 employees of the State
Department who could be considered disloyal to the United States and pro-
Communists seratched out that number, and mentioned only “57 card-carrying
members,”” whom Acheson should know as well as Members of Congress.

4. We find that in making a speech on the Senate floor on February
20, 1950, Senator McCarthy read what purported to be the speech
delivered by him at Wheeling, W. Va.; that the purported speech as
read to the Senate was identical with the speech delivered at Wheeling
except that he withheld from the Senate the statement actually made,

as set forth in conclusion 1 above, and substituted in lieu thereof the
following: %8 '

I have in my hand 57 cases of individuals who would appear to be either card-
carrying members or certainly loyal to the Communist Party, but who neverthe-
less are still helping to shape our foreign policy.

The substitution of the foregoing terminology constituted & mis-
representation of the true facts to the Senate.

5. We find that in making his speech on February 20, 1950, which
occasioned the passage of Senate Resolution 231, Senator McCarthy
left, the unmistakable inference that he had but ently obtained
from unrevealed tes in the State srtment the information
which he was presenting to the Senate.™ : ‘

Aur_investigation establishes that the material presented in this
speech was data developed in 1947 by the Republican-confrolled
Fightieth "Cougressy aiid  that répiesentationsidicating it had
recently come from “loyal” State Department employees misled and
deceived the Senate.™®

6. We find that the information presented to the Senate on Feb-

::ﬁ See footnote 4, supra.
“; See p. 2, supra.

oy See p. 3, supra; also footnotes 2 and 3, supra.
1 See p. 7, supra.
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identified by him only by numbers, was a colored and distorted
version of material developed by investigators of the House Appro-
priati 1 in 1 during the %‘1 hitieth Congress.> '

S
Mo the extent that the information was colore and distorted and
the source thereof concealed, the Senate was deceived.

7. We find our separate committees of the Eightieth Congress,
controlled by Senator ¥ cCariliy 5 6wn party, fornially considered the
same information relative to_the “SL’M%J&,&S_L‘_h&mﬁﬂized in
the Senator’s speech, and did not regard suc information as suffi-
ciently significant to prepare & report relative to the matter or to citea
single employee of the State Department as disloyal.®®

In suggesting on February 20, 1950, that the situation as reflected
by his information was so gravely disturbing that he felt it his imme-
diate duty to expose it, Senator MecCarthy misled the Senate.

3. We find that Senator McCarthy failed to cooperate with the
subcommittee or to supply further information concerning the “81”
individuals mentioned in his speech of February 20, 1950, after having
assured the Senate that he would ‘be willing, happy, and eager to go
before any committee and give the names and all the information
available.”

Our investigation establishes that the only logical reason for the
Senator’s noncooperation and failure to supply further information
was the fact that he had no information to supply-

9. We find that Senator McCarthy asserted the proof to sustain his
charges against the ‘817 individuals would be found in the loyalty
files concerning them. '

Our review of these files reveals that they do not contain proof
to support the charges; that none f these indivi loyed in
the State Department is a “card-carrying Communist,” a member
of the Communist Party; or “loyal to the Communist Party’’; and,
furthermore, that the Loyalty and Security Board has not in any
instance erroneously or improperly granted loyalty or security
clearance under existing standards.’® ‘Amagzingly, despite Senator
MecCarthy’s insistence that the loyalty files would prove his case and
the clamor that the files be opened after the President made the files
available to us, Senator Hickenlooper read only 9 of the files and
Senator Lodge only 12.

10. We find that in speaking to the Senate on February 20, 1950,
Senator McCarthy said: ** .

While I consider them all important, there are three big Communists involved %+

{cases 1, 2, and 81) and [ cannot possibly conceive of any Secretary of State aliow-
ing these three big Communists, who are tremendously important, and of great
value to Russia, to remain in the State Department.

% % # [ feel that if those individuals are removed from the State Depart-
ment we shall have gone a considerable distance in breaking the back of the
espionage ring in the State Department.

T may also say that I feel very strongly that cases Nos. 1, 2, and 81, should not
only be discharged but should be immediately prosecuted. * * *

Our review of the loyalty files concerning each of these three

individuals revealed nothing whatever to sustain the foregoing assel- &
tion that they are ‘“big Communists’; that they are “tremendously @

jmportant and of great value to Russia”’; “that they are part of an

301 See pp. 6, 7, supra.

2 See p. 9, supra.

32 See p. 9, et seq., supra.
34 See p. 25, supra.
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espionage ring in the State Department’’; or that they should be
«prosecuted.” Interestingly, we found that case No. 81 resigned
from the State Department on April 2, 1948. -

11. We find that on February 20, 1950, Senator McCarthy told the
Senate: 3%

This individual (No. 53) is, in my opinion, Mr. President, one of the most
dangerous Communists in the State Department.

Our investigation reveals that No. 53 resigned from the State
Department on December 30, 1948.

12. We find that in the period 1945-46, over 12,000 employees of
emergency agencies created during the war were transferred by various
Executive orders to the State Department; that some of these indi-
viduals appeared to warrant investigation as possible loyalty and se-
curity risks in_the postwar period; and that, through the transfer of
such an inordinately large number of employees, the security staff
of the Department was confronted with a great problem 3%

Our investigation establishes that this problem was handled in a
capable manner; that disloyal individuals were effectively weeded out;
and that continuous effective efforts are being made and procedures
followed to insure the security of the Department.®? :

13. Our investigation reveals that the loyalty program is of indis-
pensable value in protecting both the employee and the security of
the Federal service and that it is being efficiently administered
specifically : **® ’

(A) That the FBI’s loyalty investigations are comprehensive
and conclusive with respect to the facts. -

(B) That the State Department’s Security Division is efficiently
operated by highly qualified personnel. o i

(C) That the Loyalty and Security Board of the State Depart-
ment is made up of high-type individuals of unquestioned loyalty,
integrity, and sound judgment.

(D) That the Loyalty Review Board provides an effective and
salutary control over the functioning of the loyalty program. - -

14. Our conclusions with respect to each of the individuals publiely
charged by Senator McCarthy are being restated as follows: —

(A4) Esther Caukin Brunauer *®

The conclusions of this subcommittee in regard to each allegation
made by Senator McCarthy are as follows:
(1) There is no truth in the statement that Mrs. Brunauer was

assistant to M’m& '
(2) The allegation that Mrs. Brunauer was’ responsible for getting

the American Association of University Women to support Communist
fronts is false. In fact, the allegation was based. on incomplete
evidence when the same evidence would have refuted the charge if it
had not been deliberately withheld. Ll
(3) Mrs. Brunauer did attend two meetings of the Friends of the .

Soviet, Union in 1934 and 1936. On both cases she attended for
perfectly legitimate motives and no inference of Communist sym-
Pathies can be raised therefrom. She denied, and there is no evidence

5 See p. 26, supra.
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9 See pp. 26-30, sUpra.
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