fy. He had previously

known him when he was a senator and they

had lived in proximity to each other. «
After the death of Phil Graham, Bradlee

It was there where he gamed great fame as
the editor who oversaw the Woodward-
Bernstein coverage of Watergate Bradlee was
also echtor of the Post at the time of the Church
i It is interesting to note that, as

etails, the Post did as much as
tlon from the CIA and

whxch wo, mean he could pubhsh in 1968.
But the book was not published until 1975, the
year of the Church Committee hearings.
Bradlee’s introduction to the book is in-
teresting. Very early (p. 12), he informs us
thathe believes there was more flash and dash
to JFK’s presidency than real substance. He
also opines that Kennedy was the recipient of
a good press while in office. I won’t go into
detail on the faults in this, but Don Gibson's
book Battling Wall Street details how Henry
Luce’s: medxa empxre — to name just one —

 them.” Bradlee adds toward the end (p. 235)

had a dagger out for Kennedy. In his prefatory

.comments Bradlee explains that he will not shy
w away from Kennedy’s use of profanity in this
< book and he again adds that the press protected

* Kennedy “as they protected all candidates, from
~ his excesses of language and his sometimes
it outspokenls
: other politicians” (p. 18).

deprecatory characterizations of

~ Butthereisa striking imbalance in Bradlee’s
candor in dialogue. It only applies to Kennedy.
Never to Bradlee. Is Bradlee an altar boy? Not
according to David Halberstam’s The Powers That
Be, in which the old sailor shows vigor and
imagination in his colorful language and his
characterizations of politicians, e.g. Lyndon
Johnson. Most reporters leave this out for pre-
cisely that reason — everybody does it. So they
don’t want to be accused of singling any one
person out. Bradlee chose to do the reverse and
presented it as groundbreaking frankness.
~ This is symptomatic of the book’s design.
After seeing a James Bond film at the White

yhis House, Bradlee writes “Kennedy seemed to
i '; - ;en]oy the cool and the sex and the brutality.”

: mnd that mxlhons of others like that kind

pnes with a measure of sex appeal to

that before leaving one night, he and Jack “remi-

- nisced about the mght of the West Virginia pri-
__mary, the dirty movie we had seen, whose plot
e the president seemed to recall remarkably well.”
~ (Asiftherewasa plot to recall in the stag films
of the fifties.)

‘This belittlement extends to matters of
policy. In charactenzmg the Kennedys’ reaction
to the steel crisis of 1962, Bradlee has Bobby

explain the tough measures he took against the

powerful business executives with the puerile

“They were mean to my brother.” In a shock-

ing statement, Bradlee writes that foreign af-
fairs was not Kennedy’s “particular field of
expertise.” But at the same time he deflates
Kennedy, he inflates himself. Bradlee writes that
he suggested to Kennedy that, as one of his first
acts as president, he should fire CIA director

 Allen Dulles. Later, after Kennedy supposedly
gave! the go-a.head to a CIA-related student con-

vention in the fascist dictatorship of the Do-
minican Republic, Bradlee inveighs against such

 things with: “I asked him about how he would

ders from Allen Dulles, examined the trial
record of the Rosenberg case and prepared
an Operations Memorandum for CIA propa-
ganda distribution while he was in the State
Department This is the same man who, hear-
ing from Richard Helms that Newsweek was
for sale, carried a check from Phil G am to
Helm’s grandfather as a down pay
the magazine. And it is the same
 th

sassination with CIA officer Dave Phdhps, told
a reporter to do all he could to knock down
the story. To say the least, the devotion of
Bradlee to his murdered “friend,” was less
than enduring. -

Halberstam p 1points Bradlee’s character
and deceptive nature: “Bradlee wasan.  almost
apolitical person ... he was interested in poli-
tics tactically, as he might be in a football game
— who was ahead, who was behind, who was
gaining.” Halberstam adds that “Politics did
not interest him much in the...sense- that they
reflected different values anda
is not surprising tha |

strongly 1deolog1cal 1SSU
ing, are mentioned e.g. ¢
reveals more about Br:

g the change that
took over the Post when Bradlee replaced Phil
Graham, Halberstam writes: “He [Bradlee]
disliked the liberal do-goodzsm of the paper,
and he told his reporters and editors to take
the liberal spin out of their stories.” In fact.
some of Grahams’s best reporters and editors.
like Ben Bagdikian, left the paper when they
could not fathom “what Bradlee really be-
lieved in.”

Bradlee’s deceptiveness about his conser-
vatism and his CIA ties have, to echo
Halberstam, been a tactical ploy, for Bradlee
has been one of the shrewdest purve;
the myth that the Post was a “liber.
paper. That myth has served Kay Graham and
Bradlee (a Boston Brahmin whose family goes
back five generations at Harvard) well. It has
disguised to the public who they really are,
and it has given uninformed rightwing yahoos
an excuse to badger the media by pushing it
to where both Bradlee and Graham really are
and want to be. Bradlee’s legacy continues.
Today, the Post embraces Rush Limbaugh and
denigrates a moderate colummst hke Carl
Rowa.n 4> - :
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