
20, I982 The 20 1 

serialized and hence could be safely destroyed. They con- 
tained highly sensitive information.)  Ladd  added,  “The  at- 
tached ‘material  is identical with much of the previously 
received material, ” which suggests that the F.B.I. had either 
broken  into  the  A.Y.C. offices on  another occasion or had 
obtained copies of this  correspondence  from other sources. 

Although they acted unilaterally to ascertain Mrs. Roo- 
sevelt’s relationship with the American Youth Congress, 
F.B.I. officials on other occasions put their investigative 
resources at  the service of the President’s foreign policy. 
One  prominent target of these efforts was not  a radical, 
however; it was a conservative, Herbert  Hoover. At a 
meeting on July 2, 1940, Assistant Secretary of State Adolf 
Berle informed Tamm,  an Assistant Director of the 
F.B.I., that President Roosevelt had requested an investigation 
of the  former Republican President. In a July 2, 1940, 
memorandum to Director Hoover,  Tamm relayed the 
reason for  the request: 

The  President received word  from  Marcus [Marqu~s] 
Chdds, a newspaper reporter,  that whlle Mr. Herbert  Hoover 
and hls former  secretary,  Larry  Rltchey  [Rlchey] were 
attending the Republican National Conventlon 
Phlladelphia they addressed certain cablegrams to former 
Premier Laval of France. According to Mr. Berle, Laval 1s 

the Fascist Leader in France and the purpose of the inqumes 
or~ginating from Mr. Hoover and Mr Rltchey were to 
endeavor to obtam some  statement from Laval Indicating 
that  President  Roosevelt  had  made defnte commltments to 
send men to France  to fight for  France in the present war. 
The  President  deslred  that  you determme what messages, I f  

any, of  the type were sent by Mr. HooGer  and Mr. Rltchey 
and what replies were received. 
Tamm reported that Berle had claimed that  the alleged 

overtures to Laval were subject to official inquiry because 
Hoover and Richey had “injected themselves into  interna- 
tional entrk . . . and so related to the operation of the 
Federal  Government.”  Tamm’s  memorandum  noted Ed- 
gar Hoover’s approval of the President’s request and then 
explained how the  inquiry would be carried out. 

In a July 10, 1940, memorandum to the  Director,  Tamm 
summarized the  outcome of the investigation: 

Predicated upon this request [from Roosevelt through 
Berle] you authorized the New York  office  to make a check 
of the various  -trans-Atlant&  communications to determine 
whether any record of these communlcations  could be 
located. A check  has been completed by the New York  office 
whlch has  faded to disclose that any  suchmessages were sent. 

called Berle and so advlsed him. 

And so the investigation of Herbert  Hoover ended in 
futility,  as did the investigation of America’s best-known 
First Lady. But there  are  important lessons to be learned 
from  both  probes,  and they should  not be regarded simply 
as curiosities to be added to the stock of memorabilia from 
the Roosevelt years. First, they illustrate, the F.B.I.’s will- 
ingness to investigate two prominent political figures with 
widely differing philosophies and relations with the 
Roosevelt Administration.  Second,  both  probes were trig- 
gered by suspected opposition to the President’s foreign 
policies. Third, whether the Bureau acted on its own init- 

iative, as it did  in  the case  of Eleanor Roosevelt, or under 
orders  from  the  President, it did in  the case of Herbert 
Hoover, it employed illegal investigative methods. Finally, 
the eminence, respectability and unassailable patriotism of 
the  subjects  did  not  make them immune to surveillance. 

The Roosevelt-Hoover affairs show us how-broadly intel- 
ligence officials and a President of the United States have 
-defined national security in  order to justify investigations of 
critics of U S .  foreign policy. The probes also demonstrate 
how government officials have callously ignored American 
citizens’ rights to privacy and the legal constraints  on 
intelligence-gathering methods. Lastly, we see how casually 
intelligence’agencies and a President have bent the rules in 
carrying out  operations they deem necessary, 

These lessons are particularly apropos at a time when the 
Reagan Administration has unleashed the intelligence agen- 
cies to investigate groups and individuals within the  United 
States who allegedly pose a threat  to national security. The 
Administration claims that these investigations will be con- 
fined to  terrorists, subversives and agents of foreign powers. 
But history teaches us that such inquiries can be expanded to 
include even an  Eleanor RooseveIt or a  Herbert  Hoover. 0 
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CHRISTOPHER HITCHENS 

In almost every speech on foreign policy by I 

a leading member of the Reagan Adminis- 
tration,  two recurrent key words make 
their appearance.  We are told that  any sign 
of weakness in the  face of the Soviet Union 
constitutes “appeasement.” we are 

warned that  European  nations  protesting  the deployment of 
American missiles on their soil are moving toward “Finland- 
ization.” Various learned and not-so-learned journals  and 
reviews also parrot this terminology, and in many newspapers 
it is taken for granted. I 

“Appeasement” 1s an attempt at a historical analogy. 
“Finlandization” is -a  supposed  contemporary example of 
its practical results. On any  examination,  the analogy proves 
groundless and the example false. 

“Appeasement” is listed in some English lexicons as  a 
“worsened word,” so greatly has its usage changed in the 
recent “past  (another example would be “collaborator,” 
which hasn’t sounded  the  same since the Nazis occupied 
Europe).  It is supposed to describe a process of surrender 

. and retreat  before a minatory power-a process ultimately 
futile  as well as degrading because of the said power’s 
brutality and intransigence. Classically, it describes the fee- 
ble policies of the  Western democracies faced with the rise 
and expansion of the Axis dictatorships. Concession after 
concession, combined with wishful thinking about fascist in- 
tentions, failed to prevent war and  in some ways made it 
more likely. Two initial points about this term may surprise 
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some people. First,  appeasement means simply the concilia- 
tion and composition of differences, and has no pejorative 
connotations (cf., Spenser: “From heaven descending to ap- 
pease their strife”).  Second, and  for  that reason, it was the 
term given to British and French policy, not by its critics but 
by its supporters. 

Historically, present usage of the term is  even more inac- 
curate.  The British and French conservatives who  “ap- 
peased”  Hitler apd Mussolini did so not because they feared 
fascism but because they partly sympathized with it. They 
helped Hitler rearm because they hoped, until quite  a  late 
stage, that  he could be made  into an ally against  the Soviet 
Union.  Powerful lobbies of businessmen and politicians (for 
example, the Anglo-German League) worked tirelessly to 
uphold  the policies of Neville Chamberlain and to let Hitler 
have his  way in the  Rhineland,  in  Austria, in Czechoslova- 
kia and even in Poland.  The Spanish Republic was aban- 
doned to its fate  by  the hypocrisy of “noninter~ention,~~ 
which translated  as “fascist intervention only.’’ The same 
can be said for  the free  hand given to Mussolini in Libya, 
Ethiopia (then Abyssinia) and Albanla. 

Public  opinion could be manipulated because of  the  ap- 
palling losses of World War and the  natural reluctance to 
undergo  another, because of the widespread realization that 
anti-German feeling in  1914 had been officially and deceit- 
fully manufactured,  and because of the recognition in some 
quarters that  the Treaty of  Versailles had indeed been “un- 
fair t o  Germany. ” (The last point was  by no means foolish, 
as Maynard Keynes  was the  first to point  out.)  Even  after 
Britain’s declaratiotl of war on  Germany over Poland, 
almost half the Conservative members of Parliament voted 
in a confidence motion  to  retain  Chamberlain as Prime 
Minister and  to reject Winston  Churchill. And France fell 
easily, its military and political leadership in the  hands of 
those who, during  the  Popular Front period of 1936, took  as 

Now, what  points of resemblance between that period 
and this strike  the eye? there a substantial section of the 
Western establishment that, openly or covertly, desires 
Soviet domination? Not even the  authors of The sug- 
gest-that there is. Is here a general willingness to allow the 
Soviet Union to have its own way  in any  country  it chooses 
to  take under its wing? The record of Western policy in the 
Third  World suggests otherwise. (The  fact that this policy 
has often been a  sad  failure has nothing  to with the 
analogy, and forms part of a different  argument.) Did 
Hitler have, thermonuclear missiles trained on every strategic 
and population center his country, night and  day,  from 
silos and submarines and  aircraft?  Has  any  nation ever 
signed with the Soviet Union a pact like the  Anglo-German 
naval treaty of  1935? Was  there  any small country fighting 
fascist aggression in the 1930s whose appeal was  ever 

- answered? Is there any  anti-Communist clique of any si& 
that claims to be fighting Russia that has had its appeal 

, answered? The analogy breaks down at every important 
point, and  at some secondary  points  too. 

There is only one  point at which it  can  be  said to hold, 
and  that  isthe one  our  modern analogists do not make. In 

. their slogan “Better Hitler than Blum.” 
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the 1930s, it was  confidently believed that.  the next war 
would be the  end of all civilized life. It,;followed fairly 
reasonably, at least to  many people, that a policy designed 
to avert war was good in itself. With hindsight, we know 
that there could have been no  averting war with Hitler (as 
the  left said at  the time). Except for Jewish noncombatants 
in  Central  Europe, whose fate  not even the direst prophet 
had predicted, the war, when it came, was not quite  as 
destructive as  had been feared.  But we do know something 
about the  shape of the next war,  and we do know that it will 
be the end. For some reason, that is the  one lesson of ‘‘ap- 
peasement” that Messrs. Reagan, Weinberger and  Haig do 
not stress. (Mind you, if the U.S.S.R. was, as they claim, a 
fascist country, they would rush to “appease”  it.) ~ 

“Finlandization” is, if anything, an even more dishonest 
construction.  I once took  the  trouble to find out its origins. 
The first  man to use the  term was Prof. Richard  Loewenthal 
of the Free University of Berlin. At a seminar many years 

‘ ago he postulated ‘a possible split between American and 
Western  European policy, conceivably leading tb a 
withdrawal of U.S. forces from ‘Europe. Should  this  occur, 
he argued,  there would be neither a Soviet invasion nor a 
social revolution. But  there would be an adjustment  of 
Western European politics toward  the stronger neighboring 
power in the  East.  Professor Loewenthal compared this 
with the political settlement already made by the people and 
government of Finland.  When I asked him what he thought 
of the use to which his coinage had been put, he announced 
himself to be very disturbed. To hear his words being 

. twisted by the likes  of the  German conservative leader 
Franz-Josef  Strauss, he said, was distressing. I don’t know 
if  he heard Richard Allen describe Europe  as  undergoing 
“self-Finlandization” recently, but if so I amsure  that he 
shuddered  afresh. 

It’s hard to know where to begin decoding this term,  but 
the best place may be at the beginning. Before 1917, Finland 
was actually a province of Russia-the Grand Duchy of 
Finland to be exact. So, in one sense, if there had been no 
Bolshevism there would have been no Finland to Finlandize. 
The Bolsheviks recognized Finnish claims to self-deter- 
mination that year-something Finns remember even if 
American officials, uncomfortable with a long vievV of 
history, do  not. 

After  a very sanguinary civil war, paralleling many other 
internal conflicts in the  Europe of the time, Finland fell 
under the  control of extreme-right counterrevolutionaries. 
Tens of thousands of Finns sought refuge in the Soviet. 
Union,  and  many of the Finnish workers who remained at 
home looked upon  the Russians as their protectors. An 
autonomous  Finnish  area was proclaimed in Karelia (later 
to be purged and finally almost wiped out by Stalin). But 
under the regime of Marshal Gustaf Mannerheim,  pro- 
Soviet feelings still remained very strong, surviving even the 
high-handed Russian intervention of 1940 and the  bloody 
conflict that ensued. 

After  World War 11, which Finland  joined  as an ally of  
the Nazis, the Soviet Union demanded and  got some conces- 
sions on territory, including a base at  Porkkala, which was 

restored to Finland in 1955. Since 1948 relations between the 
two countries have been governed by a  mutual  treaty. The 
Communist  Party is strong, and one wing  of it is utterly pro- 
Soviet-a  very rare circumstance in  Europe,  but  found in 
certain countries (like Portugal, Greece and Turkey) where 
the local ruling establishment has employed authoritarian 
methods. Finland has a  functioning  party democracy, a free 
press and easy access to neighboring Scandinavian coun-- 
tries. More  than 20 percent of its  foreign  trade is with‘the 

with  which it shares 800 miles of border. As 
result, the Soviet Union is not criticized much in public. (In 
the recent presidential elections, Pravda and the Confedera- 
tion of Finnish Industry  ,agreed that the best candidate 
would have been Ahti  Karjalainen,  co-chairman of the 
Finnish-Soviet Economic  Commission. But he still didn’t: 
make it.) 
. Finland’s past and present relationship with the U.S.S.R. 
is thus unique. To describe this relationship, which in  Finn--, 
ish terms marks the longest period of peace, democracy and- 
economic growth the country has ever known, as some  kind 
of serfdom is an insult-and not only to Finland. It is a ’  

vulgar parody of history, not so much a misreading as  a 
nonreading. 

It is  by bogus ideological words like these that  the cold 
war is made to seem like the  antifascist  crusade of a genera-’ 
tion ago-a crusade in which European  and  American con: 
servatives were, as  far as the record can show, oddly muted 
in tone  and distinctly cautious in style. Now that they have 
found  a  battle  more to their taste,  perhaps they can think up 
some  better  justifications  for it. 0 

Flying Spies 
Cover) 

agency of the United  States  government regarding matters: 
of national  interest.” 

Information to which I recently gained ac- 
cess points to the identity of that “con-’ 
cerned”  government agency. It was the- 
Central Intelligence Agency. The evidence ~ 

suggests that  the C.I.A. feared that if the 
case went to trial, a highly sensitive in- 

telligence operation would be compromised. The  court 
records do not specify the  particular  operation  that had the 
agency worried,  but they do show that Page  had  dealings 
with an Israeli intelligence agent.  This  agent has been iden- 
tified as  the mastermind of an operation directed against 
Libya’s Col. Muamrnar  el-Qaddafi by the  Mossad, an: 
Israeli intelligence agency. 

A few years ago,  the Mossad pulled off a characteristical-. 
ly bold coup. Through Zimex Aviation, an  aircraft  firm it 
secretly owned in  Zurich, it had sold the Libyan dictator  a? 
executive jet  for his personal use. Under the sales agree” 

Murray reporter writes 




