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Preface 

American historians who have studied the Cold War have 

usually focused upon either the events on the international 

scene which gave rise to tensions or on the policies and 

rhetoric of national political leaders such as President Tru

man and Senator McCarthy. It is the thesis of this study 

that, while the role of national leaders in fostering America's 

Cold War consciousness cannot be ignored, in some ways the 

forging of that consciousness was affected only marginally 

by the President and other national political leaders. To 

anyone familiar with the course of American life during the 

1960s, it must be obvious that a sturdy anticommunism bred 

of a Cold War mentality had a deep and lasting impact. Such 

a deep imprint could not have been left by the actions of 

political leaders alone; other American institutions must 

also have had a hand in its forging. 

With these assumptions behind it, this study began as a 

search for the origins of a "Cold War culture." It soon, 

however, evolved into an attempt to trace the interaction be

tween the Cold War and one aspect of that culture--American 

education. It is hoped that by examining the patterns of 

interaction between the Cold War and American education and 

educators, this study will contribute to a fuller understand

ing of the grip of the Cold War upon American life. 

Many debts have been accumulated in the course of my 

research and writing; my gratitude to a number of people can 



be only inadequately expressed. Without exception, the staffs 

of libraries and archives have seemingly conspired to speed 

this project on its way. Ned Kehde of the University of Kan

sas Archives greeted my efforts with enthusiasm and offered 

invaluable assistance. The staff of the Truman Library in 

Independence, Missouri, provided prompt and thorough service, 

as did the staff of the Eisenhower Library in Abilene, Kansas. 

In particular, staff archivist David Haight of the Eisenhower 

Library eased my way with extensive preliminary suggestions 

for avenues of research. 

Archivists and staff members of the National Education 

Association and the American Council on Education were most 

considerate. Gary P. Frantz of the American Council helped 

immensely in arranging for my research, and the staff of the 

Council's publications division graciously put up with my 

rummaging around while they attended to their daily tasks. 

Miss Alice Morton of the NEA gave generously of her knowledge 

of the NEA Archives and of her personal acquaintances with 

NEA leaders. She was instrumental in securing interviews 

with William Carr and Richard Kennan, who must also be thanked. 

Both responded willingly to my requests for interviews, and 

both gave generously of their time. 

I must of course thank the members of my committee—Pro

fessor William Griffith, Professor Bernard Gainer, Professor 

Norman Yetman, and Professor N. Ray Hiner. Special thanks 

must go to Professor Hiner for taking time from a year on 



leave to read a preliminary draft of this dissertation. 

Professor William M. Tuttle, Jr., directed this dissertation 

with just the right blend of encouragement and criticism. 

He also shared liberally the benefits of his own research 

into the career of James B. Conant of Harvard. 

Finally, I must acknowledge the contributions of my 

parents and my wife. My parents allowed me the luxury of a 

quiet, pleasant atmosphere in which to compose and write at 

a crucial point in the life of this dissertation. In addition 

to supporting this effort in all of the obvious ways, my wife 

Barbara displayed an uncanny knack for keeping me on the emo

tional even keel necessary to seeing this project to its con

clusion . 

April 2, 19 75 David L. Marden 
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Chapter One 

Education and the Cold War: The Background 

During the five years between the end of World War II 

and the beginning of the Korean War, American policy-makers 

and the American public came to share a consensus on the 

nature of the Cold War between the United States and the 

Soviet Union. Such consensus had definitely emerged by the 

time of the Korean conflict. President Truman characterized 

that conflict—with little dissent from important opinion-

makers—as an obvious case of Soviet-inspired aggression in 

line with the Soviet drive for world conquest. The gist of 

this Cold War consensus had it that the Soviet Union was bent 

on world domination through the use of military force, ideo

logical warfare, subversion and espionage, and support for 

revolutionary movements throughout the world. Thus the Soviet 

Union posed a potent threat to the United States both at home 

and abroad, a threat which had to be met by whatever means 

necessary—preferably short of direct military conflict. 

Even if direct conflict was avoided, however, Americans had 

to face the prospect of a prolonged period of international 

tensions between irreconcilable ideologies and ways of life. 

Those who resisted this emerging interpretation of the Cold 

War constituted a small and ultimately impotent minority which 

succumbed to the growing legion of Cold Warriors.^ 

''"John E. Mueller, War, Presidents and Public Opinion (New 
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I 

Such general agreement on the nature of the Cold War 

made possible sweeping changes in American society. These 

changes included extensive new international commitments and 

concomitant revisions in American domestic priorities. The 

Cold War inspired an enormous expansion of the defense budget, 

particularly after the Korean War began. From 194-7 to 1950 

expenditures for national defense ranged between 11 and 14.3 

billion dollars and accounted for between 29.7 and 36.4 per 

cent of the national budget. These figures increased sharply 

in fiscal year 1951 and by 1953 had reached a plateau (50.3 

billion dollars and 6 8 per cent) which would remain relative

ly steady for at least the next decade. But the trend toward 

a military defense-oriented society extended beyond budgetary 

priorities—it permeated almost every aspect of American life. 

To use a popular Cold War image, it captured the "hearts and 
2 

minds" of Americans. 

Historians who h^ve attempted to trace the development 

of the Cold War consensus have usually focused on significant 

postwar international developments—the dispute over atomic 
York: John Wiley and Sons, 1973), 44-52; Lloyd C. Gardner (ed.), 
The Korean War (New York: Quadrangle, 1972), 3; Alonzo L. Hamby, 
Beyond the New Deal: Harry S. Truman and American Liberalism 
(New York: Columbia University Press, 1973) , 353-54, 403-04 ; 
George Gallup, The Gallup Poll and Public Opinion, 1935-1971, 
I-II (New York: Random House, 1972), 523, 565, 567,~6lT, 639, 
664, 709, 771, 788, 826-27 ? 881, 897; Thomas G. Paterson (ed.), 
Cold War Critics: Alternatives to Ame'rican Foreign Policy in 
the Truman Years (Chicago: Quadrangle, 1971), 14~ 243-44 , 260-61. 

2U.S., Bureau of the Budget, The Federal Budget in Brief 
(Washington: U.S. Government Printing Office 4 U . S 7 G . P 7 U . * , 1953), 
4-9. 

http://4U.S7g.P7U.*
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energy control, the fall of Czechoslovakia, the Berlin crisis, 

the loss of China, the Soviet explosion of an atomic bomb, 

and Korea—or on events on the domestic political front which 

seemed to lend credibility to the notion that an army of Soviet 

agents was undermining American security—the Truman loyalty 

program, the Judith Coplon and Alger Hiss cases, and the vitri

olic campaign of Senator Joseph McCarthy. Those eschewing 

these approaches have stressed the role of national leaders--

especially President Truman—in irresponsibly laying the ground

work for a misguided Cold War consensus. Lloyd C. Gardner, 

Äthan Theoharis, and Richard Freeland are among the most elo-
q 

quent and vociferous of this latter school. 

These approaches have their merits, but it can also be 

argued that the Cold War consensus had its roots nurtured by 

American institutions outside the realm of politics—specifi

cally American education. A recently published volume of 

original essays, The Specter, has made a somewhat scattergun 

start in the direction of examining the relationship between 

the Cold War and American social, cultural, and intellectual 

life. It would seem, however, that much remains to be done. 4 

^Lloyd C. Gardner, Architects of Illusion: Men and Ideas 
in American Foreign Policy, 19_^-1949_ (Chicago: Quadrangle, 19 70) ; 
Äthan Theoharis, Seeds of Repression: Harry S. Truman and the 
Origins of McCarthyism TChicago: Quadrangle, 1971); Richard M. 
Freeland, The Truman Doctrine and the Origins of McCarthyism. 
Foreign Policy, Domestic Politics, and Internal Security, 19U6-
19 4 8 CNew York: Alfred A. Knopf, 19 727. 

^Robert Griffith and Äthan Theoharis (eds.), The Specter. 
Original Essays on the Cold War and the Origins of McCarthyism 
(New York: New Viewpoints, 1974). 
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Approaching the study of the Cold War, domestic branch, 

through the thoughts and behavior of American educators offers 

several advantages of perspective. It facilitates escape from 

the sometimes stifling preoccupation with Presidents and 

national politics, a preoccupation no doubt abetted by the 

excellence and accessibility of the Truman Library. The Cold 

War had state and local phases, many of which predated McCar

thyism. Cold War consciousness did not always emanate from 

national leaders nor in response to national and international 

issues. State legislatures, for instance, evinced a healthy 

interest in subversion in education well before a junior Sen

ator from Wisconsin made a name for himself by maintaining 

that he had unearthed Communists working in important Govern

ment posts. For that matter, state legislative interest in 

possible subversion in the schools also preceded President 

Truman's loyalty program for federal employees. 

The public schools represent a level of government which 

was and is accessible to most people. Thus the schools were 

in a position to detect and bear the brunt of the first waves 

of grass-roots concern about the Cold War. Once this concern 

had surfaced, the schools became important agencies in shaping 

and passing on the American response to Cold War pressures. 

During the late Forties and early Fifties many Americans 

believed that the schools and colleges could and should lead 

the way in preparing American children to shoulder their Cold 

War burden. In addition' to preparing children for future 
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Cold War duty, the schools and colleges were expected to bear 

their share of the immediate burden of the Cold War. National 

manpower policy, for instance, which changed as the course of 

the Cold War changed, was of direct interest to educators, 

particularly those in higher education. 

"Education" and "educators" are used in a broad sense 

throughout this study. Both public education, elementary and 

secondary, and higher education will be taken into account in 

describing education's response to the Cold War. This approach 

seems justifiable on several counts. Although each level of 

education had unique problems, each also shared common Cold 

War-related difficulties. Public concern about disloyal 

teachers affected all teachers. .Spokesmen for both public 

and higher education paid close attention to national manpower 

policy as the Cold War influenced that policy. The problem of 

securing adequate financial support during a period of Cold 

War tensions plagued educators at both levels. All educators 

were involved to some extent in a furious effort to mobilize 

for the Korean conflict. Finally, leading educational spokes

men of the day tended to minimize the importance of the di

chotomy between public and higher education. Harvard Presi

dent James B. Conant devoted considerable time and energy to 

the task of devising a suitable Cold War policy for public 

education. The American Council on Education, although pri

marily interested in higher education, focused on matters of 

broad concern to education.in general. The Educational Poli-
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cies Commission, the nation's foremost advisory body on 

national educational problems and policies, directed its 

attentions to all levels of education during the Cold War 

years. 

Before proceeding to the subject at hand, "Education 

and the Cold War, n a diversion seems appropriate. First comes 

a brief description of the major educational organizations 

and associations which led the way in conceiving, orchestra

ting, and conducting education's response to the Cold War. 

Then will follow a background on education during the Depression 

and World War II. 

To speak of American education as if it had a single 

voice and unity of purpose is at the least misleading. Up 

until the period under study, the United States never had a 

single national educational authority, a national educational 

policy, or any national educational institutions, the mili

tary academies excepted. From the beginnings of the American 

Republic education has been seen as primarily a state and 

local function. Although there have been various proposals 

for more centralization over the years, such proposals always 

yielded to the firmly established tradition of state and local 

control over the schools. Even President Franklin D. Roosevelt, 

not at all loathe to countenance federal intervention in many 

theretofore inviolate areas of American life, remained ever 

the traditionalist on the matter of federal aid to education, 

maintaining until the last months of his presidency that educa-
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cation was and should remain the province of state and local 

governments. It is true that some New Deal programs amounted 

to indirect federal aid to education—the Works Progress Ad

ministration, Civilian Conservation Corps, and National Youth 

Administration for example—but such aid remained in Roose

velt's mind the limit of permissible federal intervention in 

education. 

Nor for a long time did educators themselves evidence 

much desire for a unified, national approach to educational 

problems. Until well into the twentieth century the closest 

thing to a national educational organization was the National 

Education Association (NEA), created in 1857. In spite of 

the "National" in its title, the NEA was for several decades 

little more than a loose congregation of state associations. 

Until 1913 the NEA lacked a direct link to classroom teachers. 

Not until the 1920s, when women (the majority of NEA members) 

became more politically active, did the NEA attempt to assert 

itself on such matters of national policy as federal aid to 

education and on the bread and butter matters of most concern 

to its membership—teacher's salaries and welfare. With the 

creation of an annual representative assembly and several new 

departments—the Legislative Commission, the National Council 

for the Social Studies , and the Association for Supervision 

and Curriculum Development—the NEA had by the 19 30s staked 

out a forceful claim as the nation's largest educational asso

ciation with truly national representation.^ 
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Until World War I, higher education in America had 

traditionally been organized along haphazard if not anarchic 

lines. College professors as a group were notorious for 

their individualism, and attempts to speak for higher edu

cation with a single voice made little headway until World 

War I spurred cooperation. During that war, noted one edu

cator, "In their dealings with government, university offi

cers suffered from the existence of a state of confusion such 

as I hope they will never encounter again." Out of the chaos 

surrounding higher education's effort to contribute to the 

war effort emerged the American Council on Education (ACE), 

a national council with membership on an organizational or 

institutional basis. The ACE visualized itself primarily as 

a vehicle for closer cooperation between the federal govern

ment and higher education. Gradually the ACE expanded its 

mandate to include every aspect of higher education. The 

ACE's position as pre-eminent spokesman for higher education 

in its relationship with the federal government was assured 

during World War II when ACE leaders carved such a niche for 

their organization by creating the Committee on the Relation

ship of Higher Education to the Federal Government (CRHEFG). 

Thereafter the Roosevelt Administration looked to the CRHEFG 

for education's views on manpower policy. 

5Edgar B. Wesley, NEA: The First Hundred Years (New York: 
Harper 8 Row, 19 57), 2 7^80 , 30 4. 

6American Council on Education, Higher Education and the 
War. The Report of a National Conference of College and Uni
versity Presidents, Held in Baltimore, Maryland, January 3-4, 
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Another national emergency—the Great Depression—in

spired the first successful permanent body for guiding the 

development of educational policy on a national scale. Until 

the depression American education had no central focus and 

no rallying point. There were some 600 educational organi

zations, many of which claimed national representation, but 

each of these pursued its own specific interest at its own 

specific level of education, often at cross purposes with 

other educational organizations. The depression jolted edu

cators to an awareness that they faced problems which demanded 

common efforts if they were to be solved. Thus in February 

19 33 the NEA and the NEA-affiliated Department of Superinten

dence created a Joint Commission on the Emergency in Educa

tion "to inquire into the difficulties, financial and other

wise , which the schools (are) encountering and to take action 

to end these diff iculties . 1 1 The Joint Commission undertook 

a number of projects, including a survey of the impact of the 

depression in every state, but its main importance lay in 

creating the groundwork for an organization devoted exclusively 

to long-range planning on broad policy. In 19 35, upon the 

dissolution of the Joint Commission on the Emergency, the NEA 

and the American Association of School Administrators (AASA) 

formed the Educational Policies Commission (EPC), an indepen-

1942 (Washington: ACE, 1942), 17-18; William M. Tuttle, Jr., 
"Higher Education and the Federal Government: The Lean Years, 
1940-1942," The Record, 71 (December 1969), 297-312; Tuttle, 
"Higher Education and the Federal Government: The Triumph, 
1942-1945," The Record, 71 (February 1970), 485-99. 
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dent commission of twenty representatives of all levels of 

education. Although the ACE fostered an unsuccessful move

ment to supplant the EPC in the early Forties, the EPC re

mained, especially during the Cold War years, a most influ

ential voice in defining and prescribing on educational 
7 

problems of national significance. 

Lack of direction also hindered the federal government's 

most direct link to education, the United States Office of 

Education. Created in 186 7, the Office of Education (OE) for 

many years did little to move beyond its original mandate as 

the collector of statistics on education. Although the Morrill 

Acts established an important precedent by giving the OE con

trol over land-grant funds, only rarely before World War II 

did the OE assert itself in matters of educational policy. 

Immediately after Pearl Harbor the OE established a Wartime 

Commission to guide educators toward their proper role in the 

home front war effort. OE Commissioner John W. Studebaker 

directed the World War II program and stayed on at the end 

of the war to channel OE energies into mobilizing education 

for the Cold War. 8 

7 t !The Case for the Continued Support of the American Coun
cil on Education and the Relationship of the Council to a Pro
posed National Educational Policies Commission,1' August 29, 1941, 
Special Committee on Continued Support for the ACE File, ACE 
Archives, Washington, D.C.; NEA, Joint Commission on the Emer
gency in Education, Final Report (Washington: NEA, 19 35). 

8Harry Kursh, The United States Office of Education, A 
Century of Service (Philadelphia: Chilton Books, 1965), 10-29 ; 
U.S., OffTce of Education, Handbook on Education and the War 
based on the Proceedings of the National Institute on Education 
and the War (Washington: U.S.G.P.O., 1942), ix. 
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Numerous other educational organizations lent to the 

confusion of educational voices. Many could be named, but 

among the most important were the American Association of 

University Professors CAAUP), the Association of American 

Universities CAAU), the Association of American Colleges 

CAAC), the Association of Land-Grant Colleges and Univer

sities (ALGCU), the American Federation of Teachers (AFT) 

of the AFL, the Progressive Education Association (PEA), and 

the National Congress of Parents and Teachers. Through its 

Committee on Academic Freedom, the American Civil Liberties 

Union (ACLU) also maintained an interest in education. 

The AAUP was created in 1915 in response to a growing 

concern about academic freedom. In particular AAUP founders 

worried about the impact of the war in Europe and the hos

tility of business interests and university governing boards 

Coften one and the same) toward universities, some of whose 

faculty members were swept up in the progressive reform move

ments of the day. Over the years the AAUP expanded its role 

to include a concern for every problem facing university pro

fessors. During the depression, for instance, the AAUP made 

extensive studies of the financial status of university pro

fessors. But the AAUP's greatest importance was in its in

fluence on tenure and academic freedom. Three times—in 1915, 

1925, and 1940—the AAUP issued statements of principle on 

academic freedom and tenure. These pronouncements in time 

became the accepted standard for reputable colleges and uni-
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versities. Committee A of the AAUP, the Committee on Aca

demic Freedom and Tenure, wielded a powerful voice through 

its investigations of violations of academic freedom and its 

censured list for transgressors. 

Only brief mention needs to be made of the other nation

al organizations. Progressive education enjoyed a surge of 

popularity during the Thirties, but World War II seemed to 

sap the vitality from the progressive education movement. 

After the war progressive education acquired a damaging rep

utation as the spearhead of subversive elements in education; 

by 19 55 the PEA was defunct. 9 The AFT was the only possible 

challenger to NEA claims to the allegiance of the nation's 

public school teachers, but during the period under study 

the AFT did not pose a serious threat to NEA hegemony. The 

AFT emphasis on union tactics did not appeal to the large 

number of teachers with pretensions to professional status. 

The AFT also suffered in the interwar period from damaging 

publicity surrounding its expulsion of Communist-dominated 

locals. Presidents and graduate school deans of thirty-seven 

of the nation's major universities made up the membership of 

the AAU. The AAC, on the other hand, welcomed a much broader 

membership consisting primarily of representatives of smaller 

liberal arts colleges. 

9The demise of progressive education is of course a com
plex subject. For an extended treatment see Lawrence A. Cremin, 
The Trans format ion of the School. Progressivism in American 
Education, 18 76-19~5 7 (New York: Alfred A. Knopf, l9"61) , 267-70 , 
324-27, 338-53. 
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At the end of World War II American educators could take 

some solace in simply having survived two enormous ordeals 

within a decade and a half—the Great Depression and World 

War II. Both shook American social and cultural institu

tions to their roots, and few institutions underwent greater 

strain than education. Understanding the impact of depression 

and war on American education is vital to an understanding 

of education !s response to the Cold War. 

The depression left a deep imprint upon public educa

tion and public school educators. As the nation's economic 

woes mounted, bankrupt state and local governments passed the 

burden of falling revenues on to the schools. Harried ad

ministrators and school boards reacted to declining revenues 

by pruning costs wherever possible. School expenditures per 

pupil were lower throughout the New Deal era than they had 

been in 19 30, frequently as much as thirty per cent lower. 

The "fads and frills" of modern education were often the first 

victims of retrenchment--art, music, health, and physical edu

cation disappeared from the curricula of many schools. Some 

cities, most notably Chicago, resorted to the expedient of 

either not paying teacher's salaries at all or making at best 

only partial payment. The depression spawned a host of tales 

of teachers continuing to man their posts month after month 

without pay until they finally collapsed at the blackboard. 

More and more teachers found it increasingly difficult to se

cure even non-paying jobs as teacher unemployment became a 
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problem of major concern to leaders in the profession. More 

than 40,000 teachers were certified as eligible for WPA em

ployment in January 19 36. School boards which did have posi

tions available sometimes followed the demoralizing practice 

of offering the job to the lowest bidder. In brief, the de

pression showed public school teachers that as a group they 

were ill-equipped to defend themselves against financial 

pressures.^ 

Financial exigencies were not, however, the only depression-

related difficulties facing public school educators. The de

pression inspired serious questioning of established politi

cal, social, and economic institutions. Not surprisingly this 

tendency manifested itself in some schools and colleges, al

though never to the extent feared by some. Progressive edu

cation, which embodied the challenge to traditional ways with

in education, enjoyed its greatest vogue during the depression 

decade. For every critic of established institutions, however, 

there were those ready to defend those institutions to their 

last breath. Thus the schools became to some extent a battle

ground between those who believed that education should be 

an agent of necessary social change and those who saw in the 

schools a sure foundation for the preservation of a badly 

"^Educational Policies Commission, Re s e ar ch Memo ran d urn 
on Education in the Depression (New York: EPC, 1937), 72, 87-
TOSl Geoffrey Perrett, Days of Sadness, Years of Triumph. 
The American People, 19 39-1945 (New York: Coward, McCann £ 
Geoghegan, 1973), 104. ' 
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shaken status quo. The latter were usually ascendant in the 

groups which controlled educational policy at the level of 

the local school. This accounts for the steady stream of 

legislative and administrative measures against alleged sub

versive tendencies in the schools during the mid-Thirties. 1 1 

Those who made it their business to know about such 

matters almost unanimously agreed that depression-era social 

tensions led to increased restrictions upon academic freedom. 

Beginning with the 19 34-35 school year, educators reported 

more frequent infringements on freedom in the schools and 

more legislative attempts to tie teachers' hands than at any 

time since the World War. State legislatures extended their 

control over every phase of school operations; one southern 

state even required schools to observe "Uncle Remus11 day. 

Chancellor Robert M. Hutchins of the University of Chicago 

called the depression-generated threat to academic freedom 

the most serious problem facing American education. Educators 

who had paid scant attention to academic freedom before the 

mid-Thirties found it difficult to ignore as violations mounted. 

The PEA began to study the status of academic freedom in ear

nest in 19 34 and in early 19 36 formed a special committee to 

investigate the cases of teachers unjustly dismissed. The 

19 36 inaugural meeting of the John Dewey Society stressed 

the need for defenses against violations of academic freedom. 

In 19 35 the NEA took what progressive educator William Heard 

1 1Cremin 5 The Transformation of the School, 227-33. 
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Kirkpatrick of Columbia University Teacher's College called 

potentially "epochal" steps. For the first time the NEA 

decided to work consciously for improved teacher tenure 

legislation through a standing committee on academic freedom 

and tenure. Even more important than specific steps taken 

to safeguard academic freedom, in Kirkpatrick 1s view, was the 

general tone of the 19 35 NEA convention; never before had 

classroom teachers been seriously interested in academic 

freedom. 

First steps were often halting steps. More than one ob

server described the inertia of educators as the worst enemy 

of academic freedom. In a milestone study of the subject for 

the American Historical Association, Howard K. Beale conclu

ded pessimistically that not only were most American teachers 

not free, but that most of them did not know or care about 

restrictions on their freedom. Commented Beale, "one- of the 

most striking revelations of the study was the small number 

of teachers even aware that they would not be free to differ 

from community standards." At the same NEA convention which 

took steps toward acknowledging the existence of a threat to 

academic freedom, journalist Heywood Broun tore up his pre

pared remarks and lashed out at the assembly for its timidity. 

1 2 E P C , Education in the Depression, 90-91; "Academic 
Freedom in the Public Schools," Harvard Educational Review, 
5 (October, 19 35), 202-04; New YorkTImes, November 16 , 19 36 , 
21; February 2 , 19 36 , II-7; February 24, 19 36 , 5 ; July 14, 
1935, IX-9. 



What provoked Broun was the Resolution Committee's almost apo

logetic Report on Academic Freedom; the Committee explained 

that it hesitated to bring such a "dangerous" subject out into 

the open lest the NEA appear to be defending the rights of 

teachers and professors who had "gone to Moscow." The Conven

tion turned down a strongly-worded resolution on academic free

dom and voted against establishing its own defense commission. 

From 19 36 to 19 39 an Association of American Colleges Committee 

studied academic freedom assiduously. When it came time to 

cap the study with a statement of policy, however, the AAC 

split over the wording in a stormy session. Perhaps a Texas 

delegate to a meeting of the NEA Department of Superintendence 

described best the mixed feelings of some educators toward 

academic freedom: "Of course, we have academic freedom down 

where I come from. A man can teach whatever he wants so long 

as it isn't radical." 

Higher education also faced its share of problems as a 

result of the depression. Although the New Deal "brain trust" 

and the steady flow of bright young lawyers and social seien--

tists to New Deal agencies seemed on the surface to enhance 

the influence of intellectuals and universities in American 

life, these trends affected scholars in only a relatively few 

13 
NEA, Proceedings of the Seventy-Third Annual Meeting 

(Washington: NEA, 19 35), 10T7~604~09; Howard K. Beale, Are 
American Teachers Free? (New York: Charles Scribner's Sons, 
1936) , x-xi; New York Times , January 13 , 19 39 , 40; Heywood 
Broun, "The Little Yellow Schoolhouse," The Nation, 140 (March 
13 , 19 35) , 308. 
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fields and from a select number of universities. Harvard 

President James B. Conant revealed much about the relation

ship between universities and the New Deal when after World 

War II he declined an invitation to join a delegation of 

college presidents petitioning President Truman on manpower 

policy. In declining, Conant remarked that since 19 33 Harvard 

had had more than enough exposure in Washington. Outside a 

few select institutions the depression left a grim wake of 

retrenchment and stagnation. Universities which had aspired 

to excellence on the basis of the prosperity of the 1920s 

found those aspirations blasted by the financial deprivations 

of the 19 30s. As the historian of the University of Kansas 

put it, that university had to "drift with the Depression tide" 

and could only hope that the tide did not recede too far. 1 4 

Most institutions did not feel the real bite of the de

pression until the 19 32-33 school year. In the summer of 1932 

Harvard created an emergency faculty committee to consider the 

impact of the depression and to recommend remedial action. 

Retrenchment affected every area of college life. After 19 31-

32 the overall size of college staffs fell off slightly and 

did not regain the 19 31-32 level until 19 35-36. Yale followed 

a pattern familiar to many universities—reducing staff size 

by curtailing reappointments and keeping vacant positions open. 

1 4James B. Conant to Deane Malott, September 24, 194 5, 
Malott Papers, University of Kansas Archives, Spencer Research 
Library, Lawrence, Kansas, General Correspondence — C. ; Clifford 
S. Griffin, The University of Kansas. A History (Lawrence, 
Kansas: University Press of Kansas, 1974) , 435-36 . 
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Of the several categories of faculty, instructors suffered 

the greatest decline in job opportunities. The burden of 

staff cutbacks thus fell most heavily on younger faculty 

members and graduate students. Professors were not forced 

onto breadlines, but the majority experienced another un

pleasant depression-related budgetary expedient—salary cuts. 

Eighty-four per cent of the institutions responding to an 

AAUP survey on higher education and the depression reported 

salary cuts. For public institutions the percentage was even 

higher--ninety-four. The median percentage cut was fifteen 

per cent. Such cuts fostered a general feeling of dissatis

faction with the economic status of the profession and pro

moted an atmosphere of hostility between staff and adminis

tration as the former were regularly excluded from budgetary 

decision-making. Few doubted, however, that cuts of some kind 

were necessary given the rapid shrinkage of income faced by 

colleges and universities during the Thirties. The University 

of Kansas had its budget slashed a flat twenty-five per cent 

in 1933. In 1932 Yale reported a deficit of $500,000. The 

total income of American colleges and universities fell eighteen 

per cent from 19 31-32 to 19 33-34. Private gifts and grants 

dropped from $14,460,000 in 1929-30 to $4,465,000 in 1933-34. 

Total expenditures plummeted from $195,000,000 to $140,630,000 

for the same period. Building and construction came to a vir

tual standstill. New Deal public works programs helped, but 

the lengthy construction hiatus of the 19 30s combined with 
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materials shortages during World War II left many institutions 

in desperate straits by the end of the war. By 19 38 , as the 

result of a ten-year building holiday, University of Kansas 

library staffers were reduced to sharing their toilet room 
i ^ 

with library books. 

Students also had to cope with financial difficulties 

created by the depression. Enrollments fell, but not as much 

as might have been expected--less than five per cent overall 

by.1936 . Those who did enroll frequently had to work to meet 

expenses, and jobs for students were not easily come by given 

the general state of the economy. The situation at the Uni

versity of Kansas was so bad that University officials appealed 

to students who had jobs to consider giving them to those in 

worse need. New Deal programs such as the CCC and the NYA 

helped thousands of students stay in school. Between 19 34 

and 1943 the NYA gave direct financial aid to 500 ,000 high 

school students and numerous college students. 1^ 

In addition to the financial problems they faced, colleges 

and universities also confronted threats to academic freedom 
James B. Conant, My_ Several Lives. Memoirs of a Social 

Inventor (New York: Harper & Row, 1970), 116-18, 157-71; 
Brookes Mathes Kelley, Yale. A History (New Haven: Yale Uni
versity Press, 1974), 390 ; Gräfin, University of Kansas, 
437-39; Malcolm M. Wiley, Depression, Recovery, and Higher 
Education. A Report by Committee Y of the AAUP (Minneapolis: 
University oT Minnesota Press, 1937), 3, 23-42, 128-57, 172-
83, 207-17. 

IGWiley, Depression, 221, 281; Kursh, Office of Educa
tion , 28-29. 
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436 . 

engendered by the depression-era turmoil over social and eco

nomic policy. In 19 35 ACLU Executive Director Roger Baldwin 

wrote, "Never in American history was the attack on freedom 

of teaching so determined and so widespread as today, both 

by legal compulsion and Tory pressure...." The subject "free

dom of teaching" dominated reporting on education in lay 

magazines. As Clifford Griffin says of the University of 

Kansas, while the university was drifting with the depression 

tide "it frequently threatened to smash against rock-ribbed 

Kansas anticommunism."17 

The depression doubtless fostered radicalism among some 

students and faculty, but most close observers minimized the 

significance of this trend. The AAUP survey of depression 

conditions avoided sweeping generalizations about student be

havior and attitudes. The survey did suggest that college 

students of the 19 30s were probably slightly more liberal 

than their predecessors, more interested in social, economic, 

and political problems, and more serious about their studies. 

Nevertheless, campus radicals remained a distinct minority. 

University of Colorado students gave Governor Landon a 

majority in a straw-vote on the 19 36 presidential election; 

Communist Party candidate Earl Browder received eleven votes. 

University of California students consistently gave Republi

can candidates substantial majorities in straw-votes through-

l^Wiley, Depression, 461; Griffin, University of Kansas , 
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out the Thirties. 1 8 

The campaign against academic freedom in higher educa

tion assumed several forms. Espousing radical social and 

economic theories was no way to guarantee job security. In 

19 35, Rensselaer Polytechnic Institute summarily dismissed 

Professor of English Granville Hicks. Hicks had served on 

Rensselaer's faculty for six years without incident, but his 

avowed Communist Party membership and his editorship of the 

New Masses evidently became a source of embarrassment to 

Rensselaer administrators. President W.E. Sealock of Omaha 

University was dismissed after he refused to reprimand or 

discipline faculty members who had criticized the Nebraska 

Power Company; President James E. Davidson of the Power Com

pany was chairman of the Board of Regents that dismissed 

Sealock. The University of Pittsburg dismissed Professor of 

History Ralph E. Turner for, in the AAUP's judgement, no 

apparent reason other than Turner's leftist economic and poli

tical ideas and associations. Pittsburg authorities also 

dissolved the student Liberal Club, expelled its officers, 

and refused to grant a charter to the League for Social Justice. 

In the midst of a $1,000,000 endowment campaign, Bryn Mawr 

banished the Summer School for Women Workers in Industry to 

Pomona, New York, because of "unfavorable publicity." In 19 39 

1 8Wiley, Depression, 30 7-20; George Norlin, "Is Radical
ism Rampant on the American Campus?" School and Society, 45 
(January 23, 19 37), 120-22; Verne A. Stadtman, The Univer
sity of California, 1868-1968 (New York: McGraw-Hill, 19 70), 
293. 



the AAUP had eight institutions on its censured list; six 

had been added that year. Committee A fs caseload increased 

from 4 8 in 19 36 to 104 in 1939. 1 9 

Educators, particularly university presidents, showed 

a healthy respect for the power of the forces accusing the 

universities of radicalism. In 19 34 University of California 

President Robert Sproul tried to calm jittery Californians 

with a series of anticommunist speeches assuring the public 

that their university system was not contaminated with rad

icalism. That same year UCLA Provost Ernest C. Moore wrote 

Sproul, "I think we must give our thought to finding a way 

by which we can stop everything that has the appearance even 
2 0 

of communist activity on any campus...." 

Concern about radicalism at the University of Kansas 

culminated in an affair that bedeviled University officials 

for four years. In September 19 37, a former student named 

Don Henry died while serving as a first-aid man in the Abra

ham Lincoln Brigade in the Spanish Civil War. Henry's parents 

believed that their son had gone to Spain with the aid and 

encouragement of radicals at the university; they demanded 

an investigation. Neither a Board of Regents Committee nor 
1 9 N e w Republic, 83 (June 12, 1935), 114-15; W.E. Sealock 

to Senator George Norris, in The Nation, 141 (September 25, 
19 35), 354-55; "Legislative Investigation of the University 
of Pittsburg," School and Society, 41 (June 29, 1935), 861-62; 
"Report of Committee A on the University of Pittsburg," AAUP 
Bulletin, 21 (March, 1935), 247; "Report of Committee A," AAUP 
Bulletin., 26 (January, 1940), 4, 35. 

2 üStadtman, University of California, 297-98. 
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a legislative investigation implicated any faculty members. 

These investigations did conclude, however, that the univer

sity environment had helped change small-town boy Don Henry 

from a "religious boy with a normal outlook," a Boy Scout 

"interested in patriotic and religious activities," to a mem

ber of the Young Communist League. Such allegations and the 

lengthy investigation into alleged Communist activities at 

the university did little to help the University of Kansas 
21 

with either the public or the state legislature. 

The most prevalent form of legislative action against 

would-be radicals on campus was the loyalty oath for teachers 

and university faculties. By 19 36, twenty-one states had 

teacher loyalty oath laws ; fourteen of these had been enacted 

during the Thirties. The campaign for oath laws provoked 

bitter animosities between educators and legislators. At the 

19 36 Harvard Tercentennary celebration. President James Conant 

and guest speaker Robert Hutchins excoriated the loyalty oath 

movement less for its immediate impact upon academic freedom 

than for its status as an opening wedge in the campaign against 

academic freedom. Although it is difficult to verify such 

assumptions , it seems reasonable to assume that the oath law 

movement combined with the economic uncertainty of the day 

had the effect of promoting caution among some teachers. Such 

preeemptive caution may well have made overt violations of 
2 1Griffin, University of Kansas, 452-55. 



academic freedom unnecessary in many cases. 

In 1940-41 the confusion and pessimism of the depression 

years gave way to a concerted drive to bolster national 

defense. Educators responded enthusiastically to this task, 

perhaps in part because it gave them a sense of positive 

accomplishment after the dreary battles of the Thirties sim

ply to hold the line against budget-cutters and Red-baiters. 

In August 1940, representatives of fifty-five national 

educational organizations, led by the NEA and the ACE, created 

the National Committee on Education and Defense. The Committee 

on Education and Defense attempted to provide a central focus 

for education's response to the defense build-up. The 

Committee's subcommittee on Military Affairs, for instance, 

participated actively in the 1940 Selective Service hearings. 

By June 1941, education's increased attention to national 

defense had already yielded substantial dividends, according 

to NEA Executive Secretary Willard Givens. Givens proudly 

informed President Roosevelt that in the 1940-41 school year 

the schools had trained more than 1,500,000 workers for de

fense industries, mobilized more than 10,000 schools to train 

defense workers, and trained half of all workers employed in 

the expanding aircraft industry. Moreover, added Givens, 

should the government have further occasion to call on the 

schools, "We assure you, Mr. President, that the 1,100,000 

22 . 
Wiley, Depression, 432-51; New York Times, June 19, 

1936, 12; Conant, My Several Lives, 448-50. 
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teachers and school administrators and thousands of members 

of school boards in the U.S. pledge you to answer any call 
2 3 

with the fullest measure of loyal service." 

That this increased emphasis on war and national defense 

made itself felt among students was demonstrated at the 1940 

annual high school Poet Laureate contest in New York City, 

A "grim note pervaded" the contest, as most of the young poets 

stressed war, poverty, and man's inhumanity to man. Even the 

judges were uncomfortably impressed by the tendency of the 

high schoolers to "vie for the honor of casting the darkest 
24 

gloom on the afternoon !s prize." 

The nation's colleges and universities reacted enthus

iastically to the defense build-up, although that enthusi

asm often took different forms for faculty and students. At 

Harvard's 19 40 class day celebrations, seniors booed a speaker 

from the class of 1915 who urged Harvard men to "go out and 

do the job again." While it was almost impossible to hear 

the '15 representative speak for the chorus of boos, the senior 

class cheered lustily when its class orator contended that 

World War I stood "condemned by its results" and urged his 

contemporaries not to repeat the mistakes of their elders. 

In May 1940, 1,400 Yale students signed a petition calling 

for the United States to stay out of the European war; Yale 
2 3NEA, Proceedings (1941), 122-23; Willard Givens to 

Franklin Roosevelt, June 23, 1941, Givens folder, Charl Will
iams Papers, NEA Archives, Washington. 

2 4 N e w York Times, May 24, 1940, 21. 
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faculty members immediately criticized the petition as a plea 

for American isolation. As the defense build-up began, Yale 

President Charles Seymour told a skeptical body of students, 

"For the immediate future and in my opinion for years to come, 

we must all of us, students and professors, recognize that 

whatever demands the necessities of national defense lay upon 

us, they are paramount." Ivy League students picketed the 

classes of some overtly pro-Allied professors. When President 

Conant became publicly involved in the interventionist cause, 

the Harvard Crimson editorialized that he had earned an un

enviable place in the "roadgang which is trying to build for 

the United States a super-highway straight to Armageddon." 

Blasts of undergraduate criticism continued to greet Conant fs 

interventionist activities. President Sproul of California 

participated vigorously in the campaign for national prepar

edness and aid to the allies, urging the university commun

ity to give its all, "without reservation," to the defense 

effort. Sproul also took his campaign to the public through 

the interventionist group "Fight for Freedom." University 

of Kansas Chancellor Deane Malott tried to build enthusiasm 

for the defense program in the face of a September 19 39 stu

dent vote of 1,995 for keeping the United States out of the 

European war and only 3 71 in favor of aid to Britain and 

France. In April 1941, the convoy issue provoked a rash of 

peace rallies and strikes on campuses across the nation.^ 

2 5 N e w York Times, June 20, 1940, 1; May 26, 1940, 12; 
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Student opinion notwithstanding, colleges and universi

ties took steps to mobilize for the defense effort and 

possible American participation in the war. Many universi

ties added war-oriented courses for the 1940-41 academic 

year. The University of Chicago offered course work in 

ballistics. Columbia instituted a series of courses on the 

impact of war on the individual, family, society, and govern

ment. At Harvard 400 faculty members joined American Defense, 

Harvard Group in the summer of 19 40. Among other activities, 

the Harvard Group polled university faculties on the Burke-

Wadsworth bill and declared on the basis of that poll that 

"large numbers of the faculties of American universities 

are in favor of conscription." Yale began serious planning 

for wartime operation in the spring of 1941; within a week 

after Pearl Harbor Yale was operating on a wartime schedule 

with year-round classes and a three-year bachelor's degree. 

In January 1941, the University of California established a 

Defense Council with President Sproul as chairman. Some uni

versities—the University of Minnesota for instance--joined 

the Office of Education's School and College Civilian Morale 
2 6 

Service project in the months before Pearl Harbor. 

June 1, 1940, 7; Kelley, Yale. A History, 396; Perrett, 
Days of Sadness, 112-13; Conant, M^ Several Lives, 214-24; 
Stadtman, University of California, 305-06; Griffin, Univer
sity of Kansas, 486; New York Times, April 24, 1941, 6. 

^"New York Times, July 8 , 1940 , 2 ; July 29 , 1940 , 6 ; 
August 24, 1940, 14; Perrett, Days of Sadness, 113; Kelley ? 

Yale. A History, 396-97 ; Stadtman, University of California, 
30 8 ; "University of Minnesota Committee on Civilian Morale 
Service File, Correspondence with Colleges and Universities, 
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America's entry into World War II exacerbated some of 

the problems educators had faced since the early Thirties, 

shoved others into the background, and created a host of new 

ones. The prewar defense build-up and war mobilization 

solved many of America's economic woes, but education did not 

always benefit from this trend. National income and the 

national budget soared, but the schools lagged behind other 

institutions in benefits received. Education fs needs fared 

poorly in the race for materials allocations with the result 

that the lag in educational construction which had begun 

during the Thirties continued throughout the war. War-in

spired population mobility and the social dislocation accom

panying that mobility often made bad situations worse. In 

recognition of the severity of this problem, Congress passed 

the Lanham Act in 1940. The Lanham Act provided federal aid 

for school construction and maintenance in impact areas— 

areas where federal defense activities had overwhlemed the 

ability of local government to provide basic services. Des

pite the Lanham Act, however, some communities which had 

barely met their educational needs before the war found their 

budgets and facilities stretched beyond the breaking point 

by a sudden influx of the children of defense workers. This 

Box 3, Records of the U.S. Office of Education, Record Group 
12, National Archives, Washington, D.C.; John W. Studebaker 
to Chief State School Officers, Presidents of Colleges and 
Universities, and Superintendents of Schools, September 12, 
1941, Malott General Correspondence—War (Civilian Morale). 
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situation was frequently complicated even more because war

time schools were expected to provide services usually ex

pected of the family such as child care and after-school 

activities to occupy the children of defense workers. In 

1942 the Office of Education expended $400,000 for extended 
2 7 

school service programs—primarily child care. 

Once America entered the war there no longer seemed to 

be any need for procedures such as that followed by Columbia 

President Nicholas Murray Butler in drumming up support for 

the defense build-up. In October 1940, Butler told his 

faculty in no uncertain terms that Columbia would support 

the defense effort and aid to Britain to the hilt and that 

those who did not like those policies were welcome to vent 

their displeasure by quitting. As one faculty veteran of 

both wars put it, 
"The attitude of the colleges and universities of the 
United States is the same as that of the colleges and 
universities, and the students in them, in 1917. Their 
loyalty... devotion Cand)... patriotism need no affirma
tion. We know better than we did twenty-five years ago 
that we must supply... intellectual leadership for...the 
war. Only the willfully blind can fail to see it." 
Few were willfully blind enough to dispute the war 

effort's claim to the total dedication of American education 

A University of Minnesota faculty committee concluded that 

the University could lose nothing by going to a full wartime 

2 7Richard Polenberg, War and Society. The United St ate 
1941-1945 (Philadelphia: J. B. "Tlppincott, 1977) , 142-, U.S. 
Office of Education, Annual Report (Washington: U.S.G.P.O., 
1941-42 , 1942-4 3) , 22 . 
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basis as soon as possible and indeed stood to gain valuable 

public confidence and support by taking such a step. Educa

tors were not allowed to forget that much of the public iden

tified the universities with the peace rallies and pacifist 

movements of the Thirties. Federal Security Agency head Paul 

McNutt appealed to that sense of guilt when he told a large 

wartime gathering of educators that Japanese armies had ex

tended their brutal control over half a million people who 

had been ,!pawns of American pacifism11 during the interwar 

years. Said McNutt, "Moved by the idealism that flourishes 

in halls of learning, American colleges and universities had 
2 8 

a large hand in that pacifism.11 

For a time after Pearl Harbor American colleges and uni

versities found themselves more or less on their own in de

vising an appropriate response to the demands of the war 

effort. To be sure there were attempts to provide central 

direction. The Federal Security Agency established a Wartime 

Commission to hasten the adjustment of schools, colleges, and 

libraries to the war effort. The Office of Education sponsored 

several war programs in addition to the School and College 

Civilian Morale Service. Through the bulletin Higher Educa-
2 8 

Perrett, Days of Sadness, 114; "Commotion at Columbia," 
Newsweek, 16 (October 14 , 1940) , 62; ACE, Higher Education 
and the War, 3, 22; "University of Minnesota Committee on 
Civilian Morale Service Report," December 12, 19 41. 



tion and National Defense, the Joint NEA-ACE Committee on 

Education and Defense attempted to keep educators informed 

about developments in the war program. In early January 1942, 

the Committee on Education and Defense and the Office of Edu

cation co-sponsored a conference of college and university 

presidents in Baltimore. The Baltimore Conference was im

pressive for its size (1 ,000' delegates) and for the unanimity 

with which it supported the war effort, but it accomplished 

little toward its primary goal of convincing the federal 

government to formulate a comprehensive program for the war

time use of the colleges and universities. As James Conant 

later put it, "We might as well have asked for the uncondi

tional surrender of Germany and Japan." Neither the Army 

nor the Navy showed any disposition to cooperate with the 

colleges. Thus the first year of the war continued for edu-
9 Q 

cators to be a confusing time. 

Having received no clear indication whether they would 

be integrated into the general war effort in some systematic 

fashion or simply closed for the duration, colleges and uni

versities blundered along as well as they could. The lead

ing universities found government war contracts (from the 

Office of Scientific Research and Development for instance) 

a rewarding means of aiding the war effort. Otherwise the 
2 9 0 f f i c e of Education, Report (1941-42, 1942-43), 21-

2 2; ACE, Higher Education and the War; Conant, My Several 
Lives, 3 39-40; Tuttle, "The Lean Years," The Record7~7T 
(December 1969), 297-312. 
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universities tried to fit into the general spirit of the war 

effort in less orderly fashion. Chancellor Malott of the 

University of Kansas asked every student to stretch "mentally, 

morally and spiritually" in order to discover what the war 

meant and what the meaning and value of freedom was. In 1942 

the University published the pamphlet "K.U. Students and the 

War: Suggestions Regarding the Selection of Courses at the 

University of Kansas during the Present Period of Conflict 

and Industrial Expansion." This moderate attempt to steer 

students toward a war-oriented curriculum yielded the follow

ing semester to a more direct approach. Returning students 

found placards urging "A War Course for Every Student" 

scattered across the campus. Such courses included naviga

tion, meteorology for aviators, aerial photography, map 

reading, nurse's aid and first aid training, nutrition for 

prospective canteen workers, military law, and "The World 

at War." War courses appeared with increasing frequency in 

college catalogues. Chicago established its own Institute 

for Military Studies which offered among other specialties 

field training in marksmanship and grenade throwing. Rifle 

ranges and obstacle courses dotted many a campus. Some in

stitutions, however, could afford only to offer more class

room studies ostensibly designed to further the war effort; 

map reading, military German and Japanese, and the chemis

try of explosives were favorites. Pressure upon students to 

enroll in such courses was strong. The University of Califor-
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nia required all students to take at least one course from 
on 

a National Service Course list. 

More than 150 colleges and universities cooperated in 

the Office of Education Key Center of Information program. 

Participating university libraries established War Informa

tion Centers to disseminate literature, press releases, and 

propaganda on the war effort to a wider public than would 

normally have had access to such material. The program 

focused special attention on public school teachers, librar

ians, and civic groups.31 

The immediate post-Pearl Harbor activities of the Uni

versity of Minnesota illustrate the course followed by many 

colleges and universities. By December 12, 1941, the Uni

versity Committee on Civilian Morale had formulated a five-

point "Program for Action." The "Program" proposed an insti

tute in civil defense for community leaders, a University 

Defense Speakers Bureau, a Center for Defense Information 

and Guidance tailored to the needs of students, radio courses 

on the war for the entire student body—"War Comes to America," 

and a variety of activities to satisfy the desire expressed 

by so many students and faculty members to do something con-
3 0Griffin, University of Kansas, 487-92; College of Lib

eral Arts Memo to all Deans on Wartime Curriculum Adjustments, 
January 10, 19 42, Malott General Correspondence—War Changes 
at K.U.; Perrett, Days of Sadness, 371; Stadtman, Univer
sity of California, 312. 

"^Chester S. Williams to Helen Hill Miller, National Policy 
Committee, March 10, 1942, School and College Civilian Morale 
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crete for defense. President W. C. Coffey approved the pro

gram immediately, and by January the University of Minnesota 

was in full gear for the war effort. 3 2 

Once the first flush of excitement wore off it became 

apparent, particularly to university presidents, that colleges 

and universities were in for a rough time. Even though most 

adopted three-year degree programs and allowed some high 

school seniors to enroll in college-level work, the manpower 

drain made itself felt quickly, especially when the Army did 

away with its enlisted reserve program in the fall of 1942 . 

By 194 3 Yale had only 565 civilian students. Male enrollment 

at the University of California dropped from 11,180 in 1940-

41 to 4 ,274 in 1944-45. On January 10 , 1943, Harvard acknow

ledged that the normal function of the college had ceased 

with a special valedictory service for the 1,500 undergrad

uates about to enter the armed services. Harvard undergrad

uate enrollment was 850 in 1944 ; the prewar peak had been 

3 3 
3,500. 

Teaching staffs also felt the crunch. Even before the 

1941-42 academic year ended, a gradual exodus of professors 

began. Male graduate students became an almost extinct spe-

Service File, Correspondence with Organizations, Box 1, OE, 
RG 12; Griffin, University of Kansas, 496. 

3 2 l tUniversity of Minnesota Committee on Civilian Morale 
Service Report," December 12, 1941. 

3 3Kelley, Yale. A History, 398-99; Stadtman, Univer
sity of California, 312-13; Conant, M^ Several Lives, 350. 
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cies. Younger faculty members were particularly vulnerable 

to the call of the armed forces and government research 

projects. Complained President Seymour of Yale, "In the 

departmental reports the story is always the same—able men 

of the younger group called to service, with no adequate re

placements available." Declining enrollments deadened the 

impact of faculty losses , but such losses promised problems 

for the future. With war's end the vagaries of military dis

charge policies and the ambiguous situations of many who had 

to choose between resuming their academic careers or remain

ing in government service — often at considerably higher sal

aries—left some colleges and universities in a tenuous posi-
314 

tion, particularly for the 1945-46 school year. 

Government and military training programs such as the 

Navy V series and the Army Specialized Training Program (ASTP) 

took up the financial slack and at least kept warm bodies 

on campus. But as educators would later note, such programs 

all too often amounted to little more than a convenient way 

of providing bed and board for trainees. Not until 1946 

could the University of Kansas use its new mineral sciences 

building solely for educational purposes. During the war it 

functioned primarily as a mess hall and dormitory for ASTP 

trainees. Such developments symptomized the trend on college 

campuses everywhere. Admitted California's Sproul, "The Uni-
3 4Conant, My Several Lives, 36 3; Kelley, Yale. A His

tory, 398. 
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versity of California is no longer an academic main tent with 

military sideshows. It is a military tent with academic side

shows." By August 1943, Yale had been converted into a mili

tary camp of 7,500—2,000 more than prewar enrollment. Conant 

acknowledged the virtually complete demise of the university's 

liberal arts tradition when he said, "For the moment, the 

exigencies of war require that the liberal arts college...hold 

in suspense, not give up, many of our educational ideals and 
3 5 

cultural goals." 

The World War II experience, particularly the impact of 

military manpower policies , impressed indelibly upon the 

minds of educators the need to keep close tabs on government 

programs which affected education. After the war educators 

watched manpower policy carefully, determined never again to 

be as far on the outside as they had been at the beginning 

of World War II. Educators would not easily forget the frus

trations of World War II. To many it was simply a dead per

iod. As one historian of Yale put it, World War II halted 

Yale's development as a university. Yet out of this frustra

tion grew the first substantive, permanent links between 

higher education and the federal government. In August 1942, 

after several fruitless months of trying to influence man

power policy, the ACE "grabbed the initiative" by creating 
3 5Griffin, University of Kansas, 485; Perrett, Days of 

Sadness, 373; Kelley, Yale. A History, 391, 401; Conant, 
My Several Lives, 349-50. 
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a permanent Committee on the Relationship of Higher Educa

tion to the Federal Government (CRHEFG). The CRHEFG gradu

ally carved out a niche for itself as the central spokesman 

for American higher education on the entire spectrum of man

power and training programs—V-12, Selective Service, ASTP, 

Universal Military Training, ROTC, the 6.1. Bill, and the 

Holloway Plan to name some of the most important. However 

even this painstakingly achieved victory almost went up in 

the smoke of the 1944 European offensive when the Army or

dered everyone in uniform, including all trainees on college 

campuses, to active duty to shore up that front. War's end 

and the ensuing flood of veteran students staved off a po

tential disaster for the universities. 3 6 

War treated the nation's public schools unkindly in 

many ways. School budgets continued to fall or at least did 

not rise at the same rate as other phases of state and local 

budgets. National defense was so frequently invoked as an 

excuse for cutting school budgets that in 1941 the NEA cre

ated a National Commission for the Defense of Democracy 

through Education to combat excessive enthusiasm for such 

cuts. After the war, many educators remembered the depression 

as a time when, despite deprivations, Americans had spent a 

higher percentage of their income on education than during 

3 6Kelley, Yale. A History, 391; Tuttle, "The Triumph, 
1942-45," The Record, 7l (February 1970),.485-99. 
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the more prosperous Forties. 3 7 

Perhaps the worst war-related problem was the flight 

of experienced teachers from the classrooms to war work. 

Between 300,000 and 350,000 of 900,000 elementary and secon

dary teachers took this path. Enrollment in teacher's 

colleges plunged. In some practically all male students 

disappeared. To meet this deficit, school authorities issued 

emergency certificates--frequently to non-high school gradu

ates—at an unprecedented rate of up to ten times the normal 

pace. In addition to the teachers who left the profession 

in favor of defense work, by 1943, an estimated 70,000 former 
3 ft 

teachers were in uniform. 0 0 

Those who did stay in the schools entered the war effort 

with great enthusiasm. War became the "fulcrum of American 

education." Many schools stayed open day and night to do 

their part. Between 1940 and 1945 the Vocational Training 

Program for War Production Workers enrolled nearly 7,500,000 

persons. Most of these trained in the public schools under 

the direction of State Boards of Vocational Education. The 

schools served as community centers for numerous other acti

vities. Draft boards worked out of school buildings in hun

dreds of communities, and teachers logged countless hours as 
3 7NEA, Proceedings, (1941), 745, 778. 
38perrett, Days of Sadness, 370; "Education and the 

War Effort," February, 1946, NEA Research Division Studies, 
NEA Archives; Willard Givens to Henry L. Stimson, August 17, 
1945, Givens Chronological File, NEA Archives. 
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volunteer draft registration clerks. In response to Presi

dent Roosevelt's request that "every schoolhouse become a 

service center for the home front," the schools also played 

a central role in the day to day functioning of the Office 

of Price Administration. Civil defense officials, the Red 

Cross, and the U.S.O. frequently established headquarters in 
3 9 

school buildings. 

The war effort reached into the classroom as well. In 

1942 the OE created a High School Victory Corps to absorb 

the energies of patriotic high school students with a variety 

of activities—military drill, parades, bond sales, and scrap 

drives. The High School Victory Corps served as a major 

promoter of one of the OE's principal wartime programs—im

proving physical fitness for military service. The war also 

influenced the academic side of the curriculum. English 

classes offered instruction in propaganda analysis. Seventy-

five per cent of all male high school students took pre-

flight courses. The sense of urgency attached to putting the 

curriculum on a wartime basis emerged in a 1942 statement by 

the National Chief State School Officers and the Executive 

Secretaries of State Teacher's Associations: 
Never was there a time when educational workers 

faced heavier responsibilities for adjusting the 
school program to a great national need....The urgen
cy of the situation requires that important adjust
ments be made in the programs of the elementary and 

39U.S., Federal Security Agency (FSA), Annual Report, 
1941 (Washington: U.S.G.P.O., 1942), 48-49; FSA, Annual 
Report, 1951 , 184; "Education and the War Effort." 
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high schools immediately. There is not time to 
be overly strict in definitions regarding the 
functions of education....11 

The Joint Committee's recommendations included: 

Courses in arithmetic, algebra, geometry, general 
mathematics, and in some cases trigonometry where 
many of the problems will be drawn from the field 
of navigation, aviation, mechanized warfare, and 
industry. 

Courses in industrial arts related to war needs. 

Revised social study courses to give an under
standing of war aims and issues. 

One or more units of study dealing with an under
standing of the armed forces to provide general 
understanding and lessen the time required for 
induction. 

Student assembly programs designed to give children 
an appreciation of the fact that they have a defin
ite part in the defense of the United States. 

Physical fitness programs designed to increase the 
bodily vigor of youth. 

Counseling to aid youth in deciding upon their most 
useful participation in the war effort, and consequent 
choice of training.^ 

Schools channeled the extracurricular energies of their 

students into activities to help the war effort. A 1944 NEA 

survey with a sharp eye for obscure statistics provided 

these glimpses into public education's extracurricular con

tributions to the war effort: 1,700,000 students enrolled 

in a waste paper program; 2,500,000 tons of waste paper 

collected; 300,000 students in one city responsible for 

H U0ffice of Education, Report (1941-42, 1942-43), 21-
24; Perrett, Days of Sadness , 368-69 ; "High School Victory 
Corps Correspondence," Box 7, OE, RG 12, NA; Handbook on 
Education and the War, xiii-xv. 



rounding up 6,000,000 pounds of scrap metal; 1,725,000 

pounds of milkweed floss (for life preservers) gathered. 4^ 

The impact of the war on American education did not 

end with victory in the field. The end of the war not only 

created new problems, but the wartime experience of educa

tors also permanently changed their perceptions of them

selves, their institutions, and their role in American 

society. NEA Executive Secretary Willard Givens 1 1945-46 

"Report of the Profession to the Public11 demonstrated the 

grip of war-related issues. Givens considered these sub

jects most important: "Overcoming the Deficits of War," 

"Education of Veterans," "Peacetime Military Training," 

"Education and the People's Peace," "The Federal Govern

ment and Education," "Can the Schools Teach the G.I. Way?" 

and the "Status of the Teacher." In addition to demonstra

ting the carry-over of wartime issues, Givens' report re

vealed an intensified concern with the relationship between 

education and the federal government. In particular Givens 

and other leaders in education focused on federal aid to 

education. Said Givens, "We have never had a national 

policy governing our outlay for education. It's time we 

had one. n i + 2 

The war lent fresh impetus to the drive for federal aid 

for education. Selective Service records demonstrated an 

appallingly high level of educational deficiencies among 

^"Education and the War Effort." 
4 2NEA, Proceedings (1945-46), 345-59, 364-79. 
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American youth. More than one general bemoaned the divisions 

lost to illiteracy and other educational deficiencies. The 

wartime experience had a direct hand in bringing President 

Roosevelt around to a position of conditional support for 

federal aid, as in the last stages of the war he became con

vinced that it might be justified as a measure of national 

defense. The war demonstrated that the government could send 

people to college with few undesirable side effects. More 

than 1,000,000 young men received college educations or credits 

toward degrees at government expense. People who would never 

otherwise have had a chance proved they could do college level 

work. The Lanham Act for school construction provided ano

ther precedent that hard-pressed educators would not easily 

forget. Within two years of the end of the war, President 

Truman established a Presidential Commission on Higher Educa

tion which explored many avenues first opened by the World 

War II experience—particularly the possibility of expanding 

and equalizing the opportunity for college education with 
43 

government help if necessary. 

If by any chance educators did not appreciate the sig

nificance of the residue of war-related problems at war's 

end, they surely acquired such an appreciation by the end of 

the first postwar school year. As ACE President George Zook 
^ 3Perrett, Days of Sadness, 373; Higher Education for 

American Democracy. A Report of the President 1s Commission 
on Higher Education, I-VI (Washington: U.S.6.P.O., 1947-48). 
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noted, by late spring 1946 it was apparent that the colleges 

and universities faced problems of such magnitude as could 

be resolved only by closer peacetime cooperation between 

government and higher education. Thus CRHEFG called a three-

day conference between representatives of the two. The July 

conference focused on six problems ACE leaders considered 

pressing—most in one way or another related to the war or 

to postwar military programs: veteran's education, housing 

and construction problems on overcrowded campuses, war sur

plus property for the colleges and universities, faculty 

shortages, Army and Navy training programs, and American 
44 

students abroad and foreign students in the United States. 

As the 1945-46 academic year began, American educators 

had reason to feel relief at the prospect of a world neither 

at grips with a devastating depression nor in the throes of 

an all-consuming war. To be sure, both depression and war 

left a legacy of problems. But most educators believed that 

these problems could and would be overcome in a peaceful, 

prosperous postwar atmosphere. Such was not to be the case, 

however, as within scant months educators found themselves 

grappling with the Cold War in all its implications—impli

cations which in many ways made World War II seem like the 

good old days. 
4 4Francis J. Brown (ed.) , Emergency Problems in Higher 

Education. The Report of a Conference of Government Offi
cials , Military Officers, and Representatives of American 
Colleges and Universities (Washington: ACE, 1946). 



Chapter Two 

Education and Cold War Pressures: Cues from on High 

As tall, distinguished-looking William Carr stepped 

forward to conduct his first press conference as the new 

Executive Secretary of the National Education Association 

(NEA), he must have felt mixed emotions—confident that he 

could handle the job yet apprehensive about the problems 

facing American education. He had after all served a leng

thy apprenticeship as both Associate Secretary of the NEA 

and Secretary of the Educational Policies Commission. Yet 

the questions he faced at that first press conference 

(October 13, 1952) confirmed his worst fears. Were reporters 

concerned about the classroom shortage, the teacher short

age, the whole perplexing problem of how to finance public 

education? No; the first question to greet Carr was, "Whose 

responsibility is it, in the last analysis, to see that 

there are no subversive teachers or communistic textbooks in 

the public schools?" The first question established the 

tone for the entire conference. Every question reflected 

criticisms of the schools which had in recent months become 

a standard part of the public discourse on education and its 

role in American society--"Are the fundamentals taught as 

effectively as the schools formerly did?" "Do you think 
1 

the American schools should create a new social order?" 

l f fTranscript of a News Conference for William G. Carr," 
October 13, 19 52 , William G. Carr Files, NEA Archives, Washington, 
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Carr had heard it all before, as had almost every 

American educator in the public eye. Yet without much 

effort, educators could remember a time--the end of World 

War II--when the public mood had been friendly and en

couraging, when they faced the future with confidence that 

the solutions to some of the vexing problems inherited 

from the depression and the war might be at hand. On one 

front federal aid to education, long the uppermost legis

lative goal of the NEA, seemed to be making daily converts 

in important places. The public at large, relieved of the 

terrible pressure of depression and war for the first time 

in years, seemed inclined to cast a benevolent eye toward 

domestic needs which had long been ignored. Educators knew 

that it would take a continuous and intense effort on their 

part to secure a strong national commitment to the problems 

facing American education. They also knew that by themselves 

they could not secure such a commitment; they needed outside 

help and by the late Forties such help appeared to be on the 

way, thanks in large part to the work of a group called the 

National Citizens 1 Commission for the Public Schools (NCCPS). 

The NCCPS developed out of an idea offered by Harvard 

President James B. Conant at a 1942 meeting of the Education

al Policies Commission CEPC). The preoccupation of educators 

with the war delayed action on Conant fs proposal, but in 

early 1945 a joint EPC-American Council on Education (ACE) 

D.C. 



Committee was created to study the possibility of forming a 

committee of prominent lay leaders to attract the attention 

of an apathetic public to the magnitude of education's 

accumulated problems. During the summer of 1946 EPC members 

compiled a list of candidates and scoured the country en

listing support. Their efforts resulted in an October 12 

meeting at Rye, New York. Participants from outside educa

tion included Roy E. Larsen, publisher of Time Inc. ; Leo 

Perlis of the C.I.O.: John Cowles, publisher of the Minne

apolis Star and Tribune; Washington Post correspondent Agnes 

Meyer; and Beardsley Ruml, Chairman of the Board of R.H. 
2 

Macy and Co. 

Several of the laymen present declared themselves "over

awed" by the scope of the problem, so much so that the group 

decided against taking any immediate action. Instead they 

approved a temporary exploratory committee. Roy Larsen took 

the lead in this committee and throughout the life of the 

NCCPS remained the dominant lay spokesman for the venture. 

The exploratory committee satisfied itself that the proposed 

lay commission could perform a legitimate function by in-
2 
National Citizens 1 Commission for the Public Schools, 

The Commission, I (New York City: NCCPS, 1958), 6; "Infor
mal Conference to Consider the Organization of a Commission 
for the Public Schools," October 12, 1946, Willard Givens 
File, NEA Archives; "A Preliminary Prospectus for the Comm
ission for the Public Schools," November 5, 1947, Commission 
for the Public Schools File, American Council on Education 
Archives, Washington, D . C 
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creasing public interest in education's problems, so an 

organizational meeting was held in May 19 47, and by-laws 
3 

were adopted that October. 

Not until nearly two years later did the NCCPS under

take to publicize itself and its purposes. The NCCPS strove 

to avoid the controversial. Subjects such as federal aid 

to education, school segregation, and progressive education 

remained outside the scope of NCCPS concerns. Larsen and 

other NCCPS officials consulted privately with educators on 

the subject of attacks on the schools, but the NCCPS main

tained official silence on that subject. Larsen saw the or

ganization's primary function as public relations; contro

versial subjects made for poor public relations. Thus the 

NCCPS focused on advertising and publicity techniques. It 

sponsored the Better Schools Advertising Campaign which by 

October 19 50 was one of the largest advertising campaigns 

under way on any subject. The NCCPS also functioned as a 

clearinghouse for local groups interested in organizing 
14 

better schools drives. 
In 19 50 there were about 300 such groups in action, 

nearly half of which had been organized within the past year. 

Connecticut Governor Chester Bowles created a Citizens' Fact-
3"Preliminary Prospectus for the Commission on the Pub

lic Schools." 
4Ibid., The Commission, I , 14-33 ; Proceedings of the 

Thirty-Sixth Meeting of the EducationalTolicies Commission, 
I (Washington: EPC, 19507T~362-85, NEA Archives. 
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Finding Commission on Education in January 1949. By November 

the Commission, chaired by Saturday Review of Literature ed

itor Norman Cousins, had inspired approximately 100 Connect

icut towns and cities to organize lay committees to study 

school needs. In January 1952, New York Times education 

editor Benjamin Fine reported nearly 5,000 school assistance 

groups active throughout the nation. 5 

Such activities betokened a growing awareness of and 

concern with the problems of public education. NCCPS sur

veys found 124 popular magazine articles devoted to the sub

ject of education in 1950; 319 in 1953. Yet as educators 

learned to their chagrin, increased public attention to edu

cation could be a double-edged sword. Increased public 

attention to education helped enlist many sympathizers in 

behalf of education's needs, but the same heightened visi

bility also brought the schools to the attention of less 

sympathetic parties. Benjamin Fine, in the same survey that 

noted the existence of 5,000 school assistance groups, re

ported that attacks on the schools seemed to be growing in 

lock-step with new interest in school problems. NEA Presi

dent Andrew Holt praised the work of groups such as the NCCPS, 

but he noted at the same time that such groups were not 

alone in their interest in the schools, as others had appeared 

whose interest led to the weakening of the public schools. 

5New York Times, May 16, 1949, 23, 38; November 14, 
1949, 1; June 12, 1950, 1, 16; January 18, 1952, 12. 
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At the 19 50 convention of the American Association of School 

Administrators there was not enough interest to warrant a 

symposium on "Pressure Groups and the Schools." Just one 

year later, with the specter of the forced dismissal of one 

of the most respected public school administrators in the 

nation (Willard Goslin of Pasadena, California) hanging omi

nously over the proceedings, 600 public school administra

tors crowded into a tiny auditorium for a symposium on pressure 

groups.. Few scoffed at the words of Richard Kennan of the 

NEA: "You may say this hasn ft happened to my school--to me. 

Maybe not yet. But it has happened in California, in New 

Jersey, in Louisiana, in Maine...and your school may be 

next " 6 

The NEA Research Dvision had ever since 194 7 employed 

three full-time staff members to investigate anti-public 

school lobbies. But before 1950, the subject of attacks on 

the schools was only rarely and incidentally mentioned at 

NEA conventions and policy meetings. Beginning in 19 50, how

ever, attacks on the schools became a dominant concern of 

NEA leaders. The NEA Executive Committee paid close atten

tion to the subject in preparing for the 19 50 annual conven

tion. Executive Secretary Willard Givens asked chairman 

g 
NCCPS, The Commission: An Evaluation, II (Washington: 

NCCPS, 1958), 21-23; New York Times, January 18, 1952, 1 2 ; 
NEA, Proceedings of the Eighty-Eighth Annual Meeting (Wash
ington: NEA, 195077 H - 1 3 ; Ernest 0. Melby, American Educa
tion Under Fire (Washington: Anti-Defamation League of B'Nai 
B TRrth, 19 5lT7~10. 
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Harold Benjamin of the National Commission for the Defense 

of Democracy through Education (NCDDE) to report in detail 

on the situation. Benjamin painted a grave portrait of a 

concerted drive against the very foundations of public edu

cation. According to Benjamin, pressure groups such as the 

National Association of Real Estate Boards and the National 

Council on American Education CNCAE) were, with the assist

ance of legislative committees in several states, capital

izing on a variety of resentments against alleged short

comings of the public schools. Critics of the schools par

ticularly resented high taxes, the failure of the schools 

to teach the 3 R fs, and the inclination of the schools to 
7 

foster subversive doctrines. 

Benjamin pointed out that by the summer of 19 50 several 

communities across the nation had already experienced full-

fledged battles over the schools. The most notorious struggle 

took place in Pasadena, California. But no section of the 

country seemed immune—Denver Colorado; Minneapolis, Minneso

ta; Port Washington, New York; Englewood, New Jersey; and 

Eugene, Oregon, all experienced what was evidently becoming 

a national pastime—virulent attacks on the public schools. 

Of these and other specific cases more will be said 

later. For now it is sufficient to say that the problem 

increased in intensity after 1950, forcing educators more 

and more on the defensive. What Dean Hollis Caswell of 
7 

NEA, Proceedings (1950), 69-71, 2 31; Author interview 
with Richard B. Kennan, November 13, 19 74. 
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Columbia Teacher's College called "The Great Reappraisal of 

Public Education" seemed to many educators to threaten the 

very existence of their institutions. The NEA had already 

by the time of its 19 50 convention taken several steps to 

combat the growing threat posed by anti-public school cam

paigns. Most activity centered around the NCDDE, a NEA di

vision created in 1941. By convention time the NCDDE had 

established a close relationship with the National Civil 

Liberties Clearinghouse, created its own clearinghouse for 

information on individuals and organizations involved in 

attacks on the schools, sponsored two off-the-record confer

ences on coping with attacks on education, .issued irregular 

Defense Bulletins with details on specific incidents, and 

beefed up the DuShane Memorial Defense Fund for teachers em

broiled in legal actions stemming from attacks on academic 
o 

freedom. 

Despite such activities the NCDDE reported a year later 

that attacks on the schools had been stepped up. A survey 

of 15,239 school superintendents and presidents of local 

teacher's associations revealed that the number of attacks 

had doubled from 1949 to 1951 and that there had been twice 

as many incidents brought to the NCDDE's attention since 194 8 
8Hollis Caswell, "The Great Reappraisal of Public Edu

cation," Teacher's College Record, 54 (October 1952), 12-
2 2; NEA Proceedings (1950), 324-25; NCDDE, Defense Bulletin 
(various editions 1947-1950), NEA Archives. 
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as there had been in all the years before 1948. The major 

themes of the attacking groups continued to be excessive 

taxes, the failure of the schools to teach the 3 R's, and 

the threat of subversive influences in the schools. The NEA 

Resolutions Committee resolved that the attacks of front or

ganizations and pressure groups constituted one of education's 

"most pressing problems." Other NEA departments expressed 

similar concern. The Committee on Academic Freedom and Tenure 

reported that attacks by fear-peddlers, honest critics, and 

newspapers had led many school boards, teachers, and adminis

trators to accept the dubious proposition that anything that 

might be objectionable, however truthful, should be deleted 

from curricula to avoid controversy. In fairness to teachers, 

the report noted that such fears were not unjustified since 

a number of their rank had been unfairly dismissed in recent 
q 

months. 

To meet stepped up attacks, the NEA strengthened several 

of its existing defense programs and continued to plot new 

strategies. Voluntary contributions to the DuShane Defense 

Fund increased noticeably. The Executive Committee raised 

the NCDDE's budget from $43,636 in 1948-49 to $62,514 in 1950-

51. To counter the impact of anti-education propaganda NEA 
9 . NEA, Proceedings (1951), 99 , 124 , 304 ; Richard B. 

Kennan, "No Ivory Tower for You," NEA Journal, 40 (May, 1951), 
317-18; William Brickman, "Attack and Counterattack in Amer
ican Education," School and Society, 74 (October 27, 1951), 
263-69. 
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leaders sought to establish a cooperative front with other 

educational organizations. The first fruit of this approach 

was the publication, "The Public Schools and the American 

Heritage," a joint statement of the NEA, NCDDE, AASA, Amer

ican Library Association, and the American Textbook Publish

er's Institute. 1 0 

Unhappily for those most concerned about the course of 

attacks on education, the 1951-52 school year produced if 

anything an intensified onslaught of such attacks. Again the 

NCDDE had discouraging news. It reported the past school 

year noteworthy primarily for the number, variety, and inten

sity of attacks on public education. NEA leaders evidenced 

more alarm about such attacks in 19 52 than ever before. The 

Board of Directors agreed unanimously that the NCDDE would 

be justified in exceeding its budget by as much as $50,000--

nearly double the normal budget. Givens solemnly told NEA 

delegates, "There is little doubt that these attacks are a 

deliberate phase of a concerted drive on freedom of thought 

in America." Reaction from the convention floor indicated 

that NEA rank and file believed that classroom discussion of 

controversial issues was growing almost impossible given 

the Cold War atmosphere. So taken was the assembly with the 

subject that U.S. Commissioner of Education Earl McGrath 

abandoned his prepared remarks in order to allow further dis-

1 0NEA, Proceedings (1951), 147, 279, 304. 



11 cussion. 

The problem of attacks against education also occupied 

the thoughts of leaders in higher education. Delegates to 

the 1951 annual meeting of the ACE agreed that the first pri 

ority for all levels of education was to devise a strategy 

for confronting attacks on education. Attacks on education 

were thus rated as even more important than securing ade

quate financial support or devising a national manpower 

policy, usually the perennial leaders as subjects of concern 

to higher education. As one solution the Council extolled 

the virtues of a cooperative front of all major educational 

associations. ^ 

By late 1952, leaders in higher education were increas

ingly alarmed by developments in the anti-education campaign 

President Milton S. Eisenhower of Penn State urged ACE Pres

ident Arthur Adams to take the initiative instead of waiting 

for government inquiries into possible subversion in higher 

education. Eisenhower predicted that decisive ACE action 

would go far toward restoring public confidence as well as 

relieving the pressure upon embattled'educators. He suggest 

that Adams make preliminary inquiries among a few leaders 

1 1NEA, Proceedings (1952) , 39-46 , 159 , 185 , 338-39 . 
12"Minutes of the Thirty-fourth Annual Meeting of the 

American Council on Education, May 4-5, 19 51, Washington, 
D.C.," Educational Record, 32 (July, 1951), 314. 
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13 "who can be trusted.11 

Adams had already talked 11 at length with Jim Conant 

and others concerning ways and means in which supporters 

of education might advance a constructive point of view 

with regard to Congressional investigations." Pursuant 

to these discussions Adams invited eight or nine college 

presidents to an informal meeting in New York City on Jan

uary 2, 1953, This group decided that in order to avoid 

the appearance of special pleading educators should not 

directly oppose Congressional investigations. A second 

meeting of the ad hoc committee drafted a statement to be 

circulated among prominent laymen. The statement called 

for the creation of an autonomous National Citizen's Com

mission for Higher Education. The quest for prominent lay 

defenders of higher education moved slowly. J.L. Morrill 

of the ACE and the University of Minnesota reported great 

difficulty in getting the committee "off the ground." The 

ad hoc committee finally corralled enough prominent support

ers and issued a statement of alarm about the impending 
14 

Congressional investigations. 

Throughout the project Adams took pains to insure that 

the Council's role would remain well removed from public 
-^Milton S. Eisenhower to Arthur Adams, December 16, 

19 52, Arthur Adams File, ACE Archives. 
1 4Adams to O.C. Carmichael, April 10, 195 3; Adams to 

Conant, Morrill, Eisenhower, and others, January 28, 19 53; 
Adams File; "Committee for the Protection of Freedom of 
Thought in Higher Education," Laird Bell File, ACE Archives. 
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notice. Adams was intimately involved in organizing the 

project, and the ACE provided most of the staff for the 

committee, but Adams attached great importance to main

taining the appearance of a group of interested citizens , 

not in any way directly associated with higher education, 

who had nonetheless felt a need "to protect freedom of 

inquiry and instruction and to call public attention to 

any trespasses on the rules of fair play...." The indi

rect approach struck some as clearly inadequate. Telford 

Taylor, a close student of the antics of the House Un-Amer

ican Activities Committee, warned Adams that the proposed 

Congressional investigations would be disastrous "unless 

leaders in American education take prompt steps to expose 

the roots of the matter to the public. 1 1 ^ 

Attacks on the schools and the concern of educators 

about such attacks peaked in 195 3. Apprehension by no means 

disappeared completely, but after 19 5 3 the subject no longer 

commanded the attention it had the three previous years. In 

19 54 the NCDDE reported that attacks against the schools had 

been less effective and less numerous than in previous years 

and that many of education's most venemous antagonists had 
1 R 

not been heard from for months. 

1 5Adams to Gordon McCloskey, February 26, 195 3; Telford 
Taylor to Adams, January 16, 195 3; Adams to Carmichael, April 
10, 195 3, Adams Files. 

16NCDDE, Proceed ings of the First National Conference 
on Public Education in a Dangerous Era (Philadelphia: NEA, 
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In retrospect it is clear that NEA leaders were correct 

in their judgement that the period of greatest danger from 

enemies of American public education had passed by 19 54. 

Thus if attacks on education may be seen as part of a gen

eral "red scare", that scare was on the wane by 1954. It 

did, however, leave permanent marks on educators and their 

institutions. 

One symptom of educators 1 concern with criticism was 

their greatly expanded interest in public relations. Some 

educators concluded that attacks upon their profession were 

the result primarily of inadequate public relations. Many 

proclaimed the need for better "selling11 of education and 

its goals and methods. 

Interest in public relations grew as the wave of attacks 

on the schools continued to roll unchecked. The NEA accorded 

departmental status to its public relations wing in 19 50 with 

the creation of the National School Public Relations Associ

ation. By 19 51 ten state educational associations had their 

own public relations branches. The problem of how to win 

public understanding was discussed regularly at educational 

gatherings. The ACE annual meeting of January 19 5 3 devoted 

close attention to the subject "How Can We Achieve Adequate 

1953); "Ways and Means of Achieving Public Understanding of 
Education," Higher Education and National Affairs, II, 2 
(February 9 , 1953) ; Raymond F. Howes (ed.), Causes of Unrest 
Pertaining to Education (Washington: ACE, 19 5 3) ; NEA, Pro
ceedings-Tig 53) , 78-84 ; (1954), 43-46 , 300-03. 
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Public Understanding of Education?" "Lay Relations" assumed 

priority number two among four major convention themes at 

the NEA's 19 5 3 convention, ahead of "Improving Instruction" 

and "Teacher Welfare." Assistant Secretary for Lay Relations 

Glenn E. Snow maintained constant contact with fifty-two lay 
. . 17 organizations• ±' 

Leaving nothing to chance, the NEA continued to reach 

out for allies. By 19 5 3 the mailing list for NCDDE Defense 

Bulletins had grown from 1,200 to 17,000 in a period of 

seven years. In April and June 19 54, NEA officials met in 

three day sessions first with representatives of twenty of 

the nation's largest and most influential civic groups and 

then with the editors of mass-circulation popular magazines. 

Educators applied steady pressure upon the Association of 

Comic Magazine Publishers and the Educational Writers Asso

ciation for more sympathetic portrayals of teachers. A cam

paign of "all-out-cooperation" with the Advertising Council 

of America had a similar objective. The NEA stepped up the 

tempo of its press release program in order to dramatize 

the importance of education in American society. NEA-pro-

duced films such as "Skippy and the Three R's" and "Freedom 

1 7NEA, Proceedings (1951), 247; (1953), 139 , 201; NEA 
Journal, 40 (January 19 51) , 53-55; Harold Benjamin, "How 
Can We Achieve Adequate Public Understanding of Education?" 
in Toward Unity in Educational Policy. Report of the Annual 
Meeting of the Organizationa~Members of the American Council 
on Education, January 30-31, 19 5 3 (WasKTngton; ACE, 1953), 8. 
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to Learn" were shown to large audiences ; an estimated 

40,000,000 viewers had seen the former by 1954. The chair

man of the NEA Movie of the Year Committee explained that 

these films would "help to sell bond issues, pass good 

school legislation, reorganize school districts, resist un

warranted attacks, and otherwise strengthen the whole pro-
18 

gram of public education." 

There can be little doubt that the wave of attacks on 

the schools stimulated the surge of interest in public rela

tions. U.S. Commissioner of the Office of Education Earl 

McGrath emphasized the fundamental relationship between pub

lic relations and attacks in the schools in a 19 5 3 assess

ment of the problems facing education: "Underlying all other 

problems, and perhaps the most basic of all, is the problem 

of broadening and strengthening public understanding and 

support of the educational institutions of America...as a 

bulwark against the totalitarian assaults of the present...." 

NEA reports were equally straightforward—one asserted flat

ly that repelling attacks on the schools was first and fore-
19 

most a public relations problem. 
The emphasis on public relations extended throughout 

1 8NEA, Proceedings (1953), 39-43, 127; (1954), 19-20, 
116-17 a 314. 

l^U.S., Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, 
Annual Report of the Office of Education .(Washington: U.S. 
Government Printing Office £U. S.G.P.0.* , 1953), 167-68 ; 
NEA, Proceedings (1952), 194. 
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the educational system, as higher education experienced a 

Cold War boom in the use of public relations. The tasks of 

winning public understanding and financial support and re

sisting Cold War pressures contributed to this emphasis by 

the colleges and universities just as the same tasks had in

spired the public schools in a similar fashion. More college 

presidents—the Eisenhower brothers for instance—seemed to 

be selected as much for their public relations value as for 

scholarship and administrative ability. In 19 50 the NEA in

vited members of the American College Public Relations Asso

ciation to serve as consultants at its first conference on 

higher education; the following year the public relations 

people returned as regular participants. u 

Up to this point much has been said of attacks on edu

cation and the responses of educators to such attacks. It 

would now seem appropriate to identify more specifically the 

sources of this Cold War phenomenon. Not all the individuals 

and organizations to be discussed had the same motives or 

the same interest in education. Some of those who influenced 

educators the most had education only parenthetically in 

mind. As educators themselves frequently admitted, valid, 

well-meaning criticism could be leveled at themselves and 

2 0Scott M. Cutlip, "Effective Public Relations for 
Higher Education," American Association of University Pro
fessors Bulletin, 36 (Winter 1950 ) , 646-58; NEA, Depart-
ment of Higher Education, Addresses on Current Issues in 
Higher Education (Washington: NEA, 19 51), 110. 



their institutions. But despite differences in tactics and 

purposes, the individuals and groups to be discussed in the 

next two chapters created a mosaic of tone, atmosphere, and 

climate of opinion that helped form education's response to 

the Cold War. The pressure upon education came from many 

different directions and assumed many different forms. Some 

pressures worked subtly and gradually; others with all the 

subtlety of a bulldozer. 

The Presidents of the period certainly helped dictate 

the tone for all public discussion of Cold War issues. One 

need not totally accept Richard Freeland's thesis that Pres

ident Truman effected through his Cold War rhetoric a major 

transformation in American attitudes in just one year—March 

19 47 to March 194 8. A case can be made, however, that Tru

man's words and acts played a part in creating a Cold War 

milieu which educators found increasingly restrictive. If 

Truman's 1947-4 8 rhetoric had an impact on the schools, it 

was decidedly a delayed impact, for not until 1949 did the 

issue of subversive tendencies in the schools begin to dom-
21 

inate public discourse on education. 

Nevertheless, increased Cold War pressures on education 

did coincide in a general way with heated-up Cold War rhetoric 

by the President. This is not to suggest a direct connection 
21 

Richard M. Freeland, The Truman Doctrine and the Ori
gins of McCarthyism. Foreign Policy, Domestic Politics, and 
Internal Security, 1946-1948 (New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 
1972), 4-11. 
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but rather one important element in the atmosphere. A case 

may be made for the point of view that until 1949 Truman's 

public comments on the Cold War, the Soviet Union, and 

communism were, if not always models of restraint, at least 

more moderate than they became during the last three years 

of his term. From 1945-1948 his references to the Soviet 

Union were often veiled and indirect even when he clearly 

intended to express disapproval. He told the editors of 

business and trade papers in September 1947 , 111 have been, 

ever since this thing ended on the 14th of August, 1945 , 

trying to arrive at a peace....I have every kindly feeling 

in the world for the people who are causing us all the trou

ble now." His Marshall Plan message to Congress employed 

indirect references extensively, citing the need for defense 

against "totalitarian pressures" and "selfish totalitarian 

aggression" without once naming the Soviet Union directly. 

After 194 8, however, Truman doffed the verbal gloves, par

ticularly when the Korean War began: "This attack upon Korea 

makes it plain beyond all doubt that communism has passed 

beyond the use of subversion to conquer independent nations 

and will now use armed invasion and war." A belligerent 

tone pervaded his radio addresses on Korea: "The Communists 

in the Kremlin are engaged in a monstrous conspiracy to 
2 2 

stamp out freedom all over the world." 

2 2 
Public Papers of the Presidents of the United States: 

Harry S. Truman, 1947"TWashington: U.S.G.PTTT", 1963), 450 ; 
(1950) , 172-73 ; H9T1), 223 . 
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President Eisenhower wielded even greater influence as 

an authority on the measures necessary to thwart communism. 

In 19 54 Samuel A. Stouffer of Columbia University conducted 

an extensive survey of national attitudes toward the commun

ist challenge to the United States. The poll asked, "Now 

please think of some of the important leaders in our country 

today. Among them would you pick out one for me, in parti

cular, whose opinions on how to handle United States Commun

ists you would especially respect." Of a national cross-

section of 4,9 33 persons, 24 per cent named Eisenhower, 

placing him second only to J. Edgar Hoover's 27 per cent and 

well ahead of Joseph McCarthy's third place rating of 8 per 

cent. Truman was no doubt more vulnerable on the issue of 

domestic communism, but still his pronouncements carried 

weight with many people simply by virtue of his being the 

President. In addition, as the Republicans brought up the 

heavy artillery on the issue of domestic communists, Truman's 

advisers and speech-writers pushed him toward a tougher 

public stance. Both Truman and Eisenhower spoke out publicly 

on a Cold War issue of major concern to educators--the right 

of communists to teach--and pledged unalterable opposition 
2 3 

to that right. 

2 3Samuel A. Stouffer, Communism, Conformity, and Civil 
Liberties (Garden City, New York: Doubleday £ Co., 19 55) , ~~ 
TW] Hew York Times,' June 9 , 1949 , 1; February 26 , 1953 , 
14. 
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Eisenhower had special influence with educators, at 

least partially because of his term as President of Columbia 

University. This influence was illustrated in December 1952 

when the NCCPS invited the President-elect to address its 

annual meeting. Despite Eisenhower's crowded schedule, his 

chief advisor on education, C D . Jackson, urged him to 

accept. Jackson saw the meeting as "a perfect opportunity 

to allay the mass anxiety that exists in educational circles 

with respect to future witch-hunts." Jackson also detected 

a "good way to get the majority of egg-heads, administrators, 

and teachers who are uncertain or unhappy to join the cru

sade." Although Eisenhower ultimately did not appear, he 

sent a flattering message to the NCCPS convention via 
24 

direct phone hook-up. 

As the Stouffer poll indicated, another member of the 

Executive Department — FBI Director Hoover--also employed 

considerable impact when he spoke on the subject of domestic 

communism, which was frequently. When he spoke of commun

ism and education Hoover left little doubt that he feared 

communists had sinister designs on the schools. Hoover's 

speeches and articles such as "Unmasking the Communist Mas-

querader," "Could Your Child Become a Red?," and "Commun

ism and the College Student" must have helped convince many 
2^C.D. Jackson to Arthur H. Vandenburg, December 16, 

19 52, National Citizens' Commission for the Public Schools 
File, Box 834, President's Personal File, Eisenhower 
Library, Abilene, Kansas. 
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of the seriousness of the threat. 

Other respected national leaders echoed popular criti

cisms of education in public appearances. General Omar 

Bradley for instance told a meeting of the Chicago Execu

tive's Club, "This country harbors a lot of people teaching 

a different ideology.... Some of the things being taught 

our kids in schools are contrary to our way of thinking."2** 

Educators in the Executive Branch also contributed to 

education's Cold War posture. The U.S. Office of Education 

COE) played a significant role in defining education's duty 

in the Cold War. The OE, for instance, inspired to a large 

degree the growth of school citizenship training programs 

during the late Forties. Commissioners John W. Studebaker 

and Earl J. McGrath both used their positions to speak out 

frequently on the role of the schools in the Cold War. 

Studebaker brought an almost missionary zeal to this task. 

Shortly after he resigned in 1948, Studebaker caused a 

minor furor by charging that his attempts to fight communism 

in and through the schools had often been foiled by his 

superior, Federal Security Agency head Oscar Ewing. Stude

baker contended specifically that a Ewing aide had censored 

a speech in which he urged Massachusetts teachers to do 

2 5 
J. Edgar Hoover, "Unmasking the Communist Masquerader," 

Educational Forum, XIV (May 1950), 399-401; U.S., Congression
al Record, 82d Cong., 2d Sess., 1952, XCVIII, Part 10, A3085; 
83d Cong., 1st Sess., 1953, XCIX, Part 12, A4749-50. 

2 6New York Times, April 15, 1950, 2. 
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everything possible to combat communism in their schools. 

A Senate Expenditures subcommittee took Studebaker's charges 

seriously enough to conduct an investigation which did 

little but prove what an unsettling effect charges of commun

ism in the schools could have.27 

The Executive Branch of the federal government, then, 

created pressures upon education, albeit usually in an in

direct fashion. Far more direct and far more serious were 

pressures emanating from Congress. Individual congressmen 

sometimes clashed with educators. When Congressman Paul 

Shafer (R-Mich.) told his hometown newspaper that there were 

"subversive activities and movements in some of the schools 

of the country and in some of the teacher's colleges," the 

Calhoun County branch of the Michigan Education Association 

demanded that Shafer either prove or retract his allegations. 

Shafer and the MEA engaged in a running battle spiced with 

venemous recriminations on both sides until Shafer became so 

incensed that he delivered a sixty minute diatribe on the 

floor of the House of Representatives that purported to 

"prove" his point. Such episodes did little to help educa

tors in their quest for public confidence. 2 8 

The tirades of individual congressmen, however, paled 

in significance compared with the better organized and 

2 7New York Times, August 2, 1948, 8; August 3, 1948, 
13; September 28, 1948, 21. 

2 8 U . S . , Congressional Record, 82d Cong. , 2d Sess., 
1952, XCVIII, Part 2, 2703-2T. 
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volume of the series focused on education and contended that 

communism in the schools posed a serious threat. 

Q. Could I teach what I please with "academic 
freedom" under Communism? 

A. You would teach only what the Communists author
ize you to teach. 

Q. What kind of people become Communists? 
A. The real center of power is in the professional 

classes...teachers, professors .... 
Q. Are there many Communist fronts and fellow 

travelers in the U.S. school system? 
A. There are, and they are a deadly danger. 
Q. Who says so? 
A. The Attorney General and the U.S. Office of 

Education. 

better publicized activities of a variety of Congressional 

Committees which in the late Forties and early Fifties demon

strated a consuming interest in finding subversive tenden

cies in the nation's schools. At first the House Un-Amer

ican Activities (HUAC) Committee carried the burden of safe

guarding the schools by itself. In 1952-5 3, though, three 

different Congressional Committees staked out domains in the 

expanding field of investigations of education. 

HUAC entered the field in 19 46 when John E. Rankin 

called upon veteran's organizations (as later events proved, 

a judicious choice of allies) to assist HUAC in searching 

out "pink teachers." When the committee came under Republi

can control after the 19 46 elections, the new chairman, J. 

Parnell Thomas of New Jersey, announced plans to expose reds 

in the schools as well as in labor unions and the entertain

ment business. These probes resulted in the 100 Things You 

Should Know About Communism in the U.S.A. series. One 
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Q. Is this sort of thing confined to the colleges? 
A. Attorney General Tom Clark says that the FBI 

has found Communists have a campaign to recruit children, 
the younger the better. 

Q. How about the textbooks? 
A. Dr. Ralph W. Robey, Assistant Professor of 

Banking at Columbia University, surveyed high school 
texts a few years ago. The results are plain. 

Q. What did the results show? 
A. That the success of the U.S.A. is played down 

in too many of our school books and the failures are 
played up. This is an important and much used Communist 
device. 

Q. Do many of our teachers play the Communist 
game? 

A. The files of our committee, running back over 
a ten year period, show that Communists have always found 
the teaching group the easiest touch of all the pro
fessional classes. 

Q. Are people doing anything about this? 
A. Ohio State University now requires faculty to 

sign non-Communist affidavits; New Jersey, California, 
Michigan, and Washington have begun local investigations 
of Communism and the schools. 

Q. What can I do? 
A. If you join the search, be prepared to face 

accusations of witch-hunting, red-baiting, strangling 
academic freedom--all standard Communist smears.^ 

It is difficult to assess the impact of the 100 Things 

series. Hundreds of thousands of copies were distributed. 

Its short, simple format made it attractive to schools and 

civic groups. The Harlan County, Kentucky, school system 

adopted the series as a sociology text. Devout anti-commun

ists such as the publishers of Red Channels relied heavily 

upon HUAC publications to substantiate their charges of sub

version in the schools. HUAC lists of alleged subversives 

^Walter Goodman, The Committee. The Extraordinary 
Career of the House Committee on Un-American^ActivitiesnTNew 
York: Farrar, Straus , and Giroux ,"*T96 8) , 187 ; New York Times , 
January 23, 1947, 1; U.S., Congress, House Committee on Un-
American Activities, 100 Things You Should Know About Commun
ism and Education, 81st Cong., 1st Sess., 1949. 
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created similar problems for many educators. Vigilant anti-

communists kept a close eye on HUAC lists in order to compare 

them with rosters of guest speakers at local high schools and 

colleges. Washington, D.C. school officials cancelled a 

scheduled high school speaking engagement by Pearl Buck on 

the grounds that her HUAC record was "not clear." Being 

named in HUAC files barred even so stern an anti-communist 

as Marquis Childs from fulfilling a speaking engagement at 

a District of Columbia teacher's college.^ 

HUAC had a greater impact with its well publicized 

hearings on communist infiltration in the schools. HUAC jus

tified this process because, "Perhaps no other area of Amer

ican life offers so great an opportunity for the trained and 

dedicated Communist agent." This rationale also served other 

Congressional Committees when they joined the chase. The 

Senate Judiciary Committee Subcommittee on Internal Security 

assigned the schools a central role in the Communist conspi

racy in the United States: "The Communist agents who spun 

the very real web of conspiracy and intrigue within the frame

work of the United States Government, in almost all cases, 

^Congressional Record, 82d Cong., 1st Sess., 1951, 
XCVII, Part 1, 26 8; 81st Cong., 2d Sess., 1950, XCVI, Part 
17, A6638 ; The Christian Science Monitor, September 14, 1950 , 
reported that the superintendent of the Newark, New Jersey 
schools used Red Channels as a reference book for principals 
and teachers; New York Times, January 28, 19 51, 32; Alonzo 
Hamby, Beyond the New Deal. Harry S. Truman and American 
Liberalism (New York: Columbia University Press, 1973) , 466. 
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were cradled in our most distinguished universities and 

colleges." 3 1 

HUAC's first important disclosures regarding the schools 

came as a sidelight to the 1949 hearings during which Herbert 

Phillbrick became a national celebrity by revealing his iden

tity as a FBI counter-infiltrator. From that day forward 

Phillbrick appeared as a regular witness at such hearings. 

One of the names he mentioned in 1949 was Dirk Jung Struik, 

MIT mathematics professor. HUAC called Struik to testify, 

but he took the Fifth Amendment. Struik was subsequently 

indicted under the Massachusetts Smith Loyalty Oath Act. 

The indictment was later dismissed and Struik retained his 

teaching post, not, however, without a good deal of contro

versy . 32 

Not until 1952-53 did HUAC, as the Velde Committee, 

launch a direct investigation of subversive influences in 

education. By this time the schools were the target of a 

plethora of investigations—Senators McCarran, McCarthy, 

and Jenner all planned similar investigations at about the 

same time. This did not stop Chairman Velde, though, for 

as Walter Goodman put it, there seemed to be enough schools 

to go around. 

Given the public acceptance, indeed the popularity of 

such investigations, educators and administrators found them-

3 1Robert W, Iverson, The Communists and the Schools 
(New York: Harcourt, Brace S Co., 19 59), 3 31. 

32Qoodman, The Committee, 315. 



selves in a difficult position. If they refused to cooperate, 

they risked attracting undesirable attention and suspicion. 

The mere threat of such publicity forced many administrators 

to take pre-emptory action against unpopular teachers. Re

fusal to cooperate could be the first step in professional 

suicide, as thirty-two Philadelphia teachers discovered when 

they were suspended after a HUAC sojourn to that city. But 

to cooperate put educators at the mercy of inquisitory methods 

practiced by investigators who lacked a sense of fair play. 

As Washington Post correspondent Agnes Meyer phrased it, 

college presidents and public school administrators who sub

mitted to interrogation found themselves in a situation ana-

lagous to "a bull fight where half a dozen men stick knives 

in the bull before the matador, or the committee chairman, 

closes in for the kil l . 1 , 3 3 

Despite its hazards educators often chose the path of 

cooperation as least painful. Many took sanctuary in a l i n e 

of reasoning promoted by OE Commissioner McGrath--educators 

had to cooperate because the committees were performing 

legally constituted functions and because refusing to cooper

ate usually aroused public wrath. The Association of Amer

ican Colleges took the optimistic approach that free and 

impartial investigations would remove the cloud of suspicion 

from education's loyalty. University of Michigan President 

3 3Ibid., 325-32; Iverson, Communists and the Schools, 
335-36 ; Agnes E. Meyer, "Freedom of the Mind," NEA^TTournal, 
42 (April 1953) , 210 . 
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Harlan Hatcher teigrammed HUAC with assurances of his willing

ness to cooperate to the fullest, betraying only the slight

est dismay that he had not found out about the proposed in

quiry at Michigan until he read about it in the newspapers.^ 

Hopes that HUAC investigations would remove clouds of 

suspicion and lead to better public relations for education 

were fruitless. HUAC and the Senate Internal Security Sub

committee operated behind closed doors, emerging only to 

issue well-timed press releases which usually stressed the 

deplorable situation in the schools. Aside from general 

accusations of subversion in the schools, most investigations 

produced little of substance. Typical exchanges were with 

educators who had once been Communists, usually during the 

Thirties (for instance Robert Gorham Davis of Smith College 

and Daniel Boorstin of the University of Chicago), who had 

little of value to say in 195 3; former Communists who could 

scarcely be silenced once they began naming names but who 

seldom added new information to HUAC files; and utterly re

calcitrant witnesses with nothing at all to say. The same 

pattern held for nearly all legislative investigations of 

education; only the names were changed to protect the bored. 

Even then, certain star witnesses appeared again and again. 

Bella V. Dodd, former legislative representative of the New 

York City Teacher's Union, made a career out of telling var-

^New York Times, January 8, 1953, 35; Congressional 
Record,""TT3d Cong., 1st Sess., XCIX, Part 9, A103; Part 10, 
A2056. 
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ious committees how many Communists there had been in that 

union. Dodd told the committees what they wanted to hear— 

that Communist teachers would inevitably, even unconsciously, 

color their teaching with the Party line. After months of 

practice, her testimony took on a virtuoso quality; it 

"acquired a smooth flow in which questions of the committee 
35 

and counsel simply came as annoying interruptions." 

Not surprisingly, Committee reports and news releases 

stressed the spectacular, but atypical, findings of the New 

York City investigations. Basing its figures primarily on 

Bella Dodd's testimony about New York, the Judiciary Sub

committee announced in November 19 52 that as many as 1,50 0 

"propagandists for disloyalty" were teaching in schools and 

colleges throughout the nation. Just a month later the same 

Committee in its official report claimed to have uncovered 

500 Communist teachers. Despite the apparent dramatic dimi

nution of the threat, from 1,500 to 500 in one month, the 

Committee found no room for solace. Even 500 Communist 

teachers were 500 too many. Consequently the Committee 

recommended that its own investigation be extended, that 

state and local governments undertake similar investigations, 

and that school authorities increase their vigilance. 3^ 
35 

U.S., Congress, House Committee on Un-American Acti
vities, Hearings, Communist Methods of Infiltration in Edu
cation , 83d Cong., 1st Sess., 1953; U.S., Congress, Senate 
Subcommittee on Internal Security of the Committee on the 
Judiciary, Hearings on Subversive Influence in the Education
al Process, 83d Cong., 1st Sess., 1953; Iverson, Communists 
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Congressional investigations placed great strains on 

educators, but it is possible that state investigations were 

even more deadly in this respect. State investigations into 

possible subversive influences in education developed ear

lier than federal investigations, were more numerous, and 

were usually more vindictive. By the early 1950s the schools 

had the dubious distinction of being almost without excep

tion the foremost target of state legislative investigations. 

Sometimes these investigations produced legislation, but 

that goal was not always readily apparent. Some seemed to 

have little purpose beyond serving as a forum for virulent 

anticommunism and, in the eyes of harried educators, making 

life miserable for them. Most state committees modeled them

selves after HUAC Their titles usually mentioned un-Amer

ican, seditious, or subversive activities. They also resem

bled HUAC in their reliance upon professional witnesses, or 

what Walter Gellhorn of Columbia Law School called 11 a troupe 

of experts who bob up in one state after another, much like 

a party of lecturers on the Chautauqua Circuit." State in-* 

vestigating committees devised an informal kind of recipro

cal agreement on the use of witnesses and testimony. Wash

ington borrowed witnesses from California; California 

borrowed witnesses from Washington; each in turn used the 

and the Schools, 314-22. 
36 
°°U.S., Congress, Senate Subcommittee on Internal Secu

rity of the Committee on the Judiciary, Report on Subversive 
Influences in the Educational Process, 82d Cong., 2d Sess., 
1953, 1-12. 



other's published hearings and reports to make a case for 

the existence of a serious threat of subversion in education. 

California led the way with its Senate Fact-Finding 

Committee on Un-American Activities, popularly known as the 

Tenney Committee in honor of its first and most flamboyant 

chairman, Senator Jack B. Tenney. The Tenney Committee was 

created in 19 41 and was by the late Forties the granddaddy 

of state committees on un-American activities. It assumed 

the self-proclaimed role of model for other state un-American 

activity committees. In September 194 8, Tenney organized 

the first Conference of State Un-American Activities Committees 

in order to improve liason and coordination among the states. 

Representatives of nine state legislatures and several pri

vate anti-communist groups , including nine American Legion 
3 8 

members, attended. 

With encouragement from Chief Counsel Richard D. Combs 

and the American Legion, the Tenney Committee demonstrated 

an early and abiding interest in education. One of its first 

undertakings was an investigation of radicalism at the state 

university. World War II intervened before much could be 

accomplished in this direction, but the Tenney Committee began 

a serious investigation of the University of California in 
3 7Walter Gellhorn (ed.) , The States and Subversion 

(Ithaca, New York: Cornell University Press , 1952 ), 375 , 388. 
^California Legislature, Fifth Report of the Senate 

Fact-Finding Committee on Un-American ActxvitTes (1949) , 
5*99^6797 

37 
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1946, thus establishing a pattern of interest in would-be 

communist influences in education. In 1947 the Committee 

reported evidence of communist infiltration at both the 

Berkeley and Los Angeles campuses of the University. With 

these findings as their justification, Tenney and his cohorts 

launched a comprehensive legislative program aimed at puri

fying the state's educational institutions. The program, if 

enacted, would have strengthened significantly legislative 

control over textbooks and curriculum. Except for one rela

tively innocuous measure Tenney's program failed, but no 

doubt a number of educators and school boards had gotten 
39 

the message. 

Tenney remained undaunted even though his investigations 

brought him into conflict with such distinctly unsubversive 

groups as the Los Angeles City School Board. Eventually he 

fell into such disrepute that even the Hearst chain gave up 

on him. His methods invited ridicule. One of his investi

gations rested heavily on the evidence of a student who tes

tified that one of his teachers had criticized Time, Life, 

and Reader's Digest while praising The New Republic. Some 

of his thrusts struck home, though. An investigation of a 

Chico High School course on marriage and family living re

vealed to Tenney a "carefully laid Communist plan for the 
39 

Gellhorn, States and Subversion, 20: Edward L. Barrett, 
Jr. , The Tenney Committee. Legislative Investigation of 
Subversive Activities in California (Ithaca, New York:"""Cornell 
University Press, 195177 11, 105, 121, 149-50. 
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corruption of America's coming generations." Tenney fs tes

timony carried the day against a bill that would have estab

lished such courses in all California high schools and 

teacher 1s colleges.^ 

Tenney !s fall from grace in the 1949 election did not 

dim his committee's interest in schools and colleges. In 

19 51 the Committee, now under the leadership of Senator 

Hugh Burns, issued a lengthy report which concluded that 

Communist infiltration was far advanced in most state colleges, 

junior colleges, private institutions such as Stanford and 

the University of Southern California, and even some of the 

larger high schools. The report ranged far and wide, tracing 

the history of Communist efforts in California during the 

Twenties and Thirties, devoting considerable space to the 

anti-communist commentary of Sidney Hook, defending loyalty 

oaths, describing case studies of the indoctrination of stu

dents (the majority gleaned from Washington state), and 

chastising educators for their naivete in defending the rights 

of Communist teachers and opposing loyalty oaths. Such 

naive educators, warned the report, ignored the evil that 

could be worked by a single Communist or Communist-influenced 

teacher "practicing his conspiratorial arts under the noses 

of naive and uninformed administrators who regard him as a 

sincere and harmless liberal." All in all the commitee 

4 0Barrett, Tenney Committee, 158-76, 330-31. 
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4 1California Legislature, Sixth Report of the Senate 
Fact-Finding Committee on Un-Arnerican~Äctivities (1951.) , 
7TTeT8. 

^California Legislature, Senate Investigating Committee 
on Education, Reports 1, 3_, 6̂ , 9_, 1£, 1^ (1947-53); Iverson, 
Communists and the Schools, 25 3-54. 

carried on the Tenney tradition even after the master had 

departed. 4 1 

Beginning in 194 7 the Committee on Un-American Activi

ties was joined by the Senate Investigating Committee on 

Education, or the Dilworth Committee. The impetus for the 

Dilworth Committee came from a clash over textbook selection 

policy. A Roseville Superintendent of Elementary Schools 

and the local chapter of the Sons of the American Revolution, 

convinced that progressive educators controlled the NEA, pe

titioned the legislature to ban the NEA-sponsored Building 

America textbook series. Educators protested; this con

flict inspired the creation of the Dilworth Committee. The 

Committee found the Building America series "unfit for use 

in our schools"; thus began several years of study of possi

ble subversion in the schools. From 1951 to 19 5 3 for in

stance, the committee devoted most of its energies to the 
42 

volatile issue of loyalty oaths for teachers. 

Other states, even if they could not match California's 

efforts, still entered the investigative field with vigor. 

Washington had a lengthy history of concern over radicalism 

dating back to the Seattle general strike of 1919. In the 

early Thirties Seattle mayor John F. Dore complained of the 
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"Communist menace" to his city. After World War II state 

Republicans rode the issue of communism to victory and es

tablished a state un-American activities committee along 

the lines of the Tenney Committee. The Canwell Committee 

wasted little time in looking to education as a promising 

field for investigation. In March 1948, committee member 

Thomas A. Bienz declared that there were at least 150 

Communists or sympathizers on the University of Washington 

faculty. The University Board of Regents then met with Can-

well and agreed to an investigation which began in July of 

that year. 4 3 

The Canwell investigations followed the pattern of 

similar investigations elsewhere. Professional anticommun-

ists dominated the hearings. J.B. Matthews of New York City, 

a veteran of the Dies Committee, the Illinois Broyles 

Commission, and self-proclaimed "former leading fellow trav

eler in the United States," headed the list. Matthews con

demned among others Arthur M. Schlesinger, Jr., Albert Ein

stein, and Ralph Gundlach of the University of Washington. 

Gundlach later became a central figure in the 1949 tenure 

cases which grew out of the Canwell investigations. The 

committee capped its work in 1949 by reporting that commun

ist-slanted textbooks had crept into the public school sys

tem and that the University of Washington faculty had been 

4 3Gellhorn, States and Subversion, 282-99 . 
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infiltrated. The latter conclusion led ultimately to the 

dismissal of three tenured faculty members and attracted 

the attention of educators everywhere. 4 4 

Illinois entered the subversive hunt in 1947 when, after 

entertaining a resolution from the American Legion Legisla

tive Commission, the state legislature created the State 

Seditious Activities Investigating Commission, or the Broyles 

Commission. The first publicly announced targets of the 

Broyles Commission were the University of Chicago (subject 

of a similar inquiry in 19 35) and Roosevelt College. The 

investigation dragged out for two years. Despite the fail

ure of its professional investigator to find evidence of sub

version in the schools, Broyles reported in 1949 that his 

Commission had found subversion widespread. The report could 

not, however, name a single Illinois teacher who was a Commun

ist or who advocated communism in any way. Nevertheless, 

Broyles recommended a stiff anti-subversive legislative pack

age as the climax of his Commission's work. None of the 
4 5 

Broyles program was enacted. 

Some states created investigative committees on the flim

siest of pretexts. In 194 8 a Communist was found teaching 

in a Baltimore, Maryland, kindergarten. With this case in 
4 4Ibid., 299-305; Communism and Academic Freedom: The 

Record of the Tenure Cases at the University of Washington 
(Seattle, Washington: Board of Regents, 1949) 

^Gellhorn, States and Subversion, 57-136 ; American 
Civil Liberties Union, The States and Subversion (New York: 
ACLU, 1953), 6 ; Laird BeTl , "Are CTe~Afraid of Freedom?" 
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mind, the following year the state legislature created the 

Ober Commission on Subversive Activities. Without citing 

authorities or producing evidence of any kind the Ober 

Commission promptly announced that it had knowledge of sub

stantial subversive activity in Maryland Ts educational sys

tem. The Commission then sent questionnaires to state 

colleges and universities asking them to report on the extent 

of subversive infiltration. Replies were almost totally 

negative, but the Commission interpreted this response as 

proof of the deviousness of Communist infiltration techniques 

In two years of searching the Ober Commission found one high 

school English teacher who ranked as a "possible" subversive. 

Such meager results were common to most state investi

gations of education. But once the seed of suspicion had 

been planted, it was difficult to stem its growth. In 1949 

New Hampshire became involved in the nation-wide drive to 

root Communists and other subversives out of the schools. 

Despite a FBI report which showed only forty-three Commun

ists in the entire state, and despite the poor showing of 

the Progressive Party in the 1948 election (.0084 per cent 

of the presidential vote) , a former national commander of 

the American Legion spurred action when he told the legis

lature that there was a Communist cell at the state univer

sity. The New Hampshire Un-American Activities Commission 

AAUP Bulletin, 35 (Summer, 1949), 302; ACLU, Annual Report 
TNew York: ACLU, 1953), 52-53. 

4 6Gellhorn, States and Subversion, 182, 370. 
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undertook an investigation which soon lapsed for want of sus

pects. The same fate awaited comparable investigations in 
4 7 

Arizona and Florida. 

The origin of a similar New Jersey committee illustrates 

the sometimes capricious manner in which state legislatures 

approached the subject of subversion in education. In March 

1947, a group calling itself the New Jersey Youth Legislature 

visited the state legislature. When his attention was called 

to their presence in the gallery, a Republican assemblyman 

offered a resolution of welcome. A few moments later, to 

his deep embarrassment, one of his Democratic colleagues told 

the assembly that the group was a Communist front organiza

tion. The chagrined assemblyman saved face with a resolution 

instructing the Governor to appoint a commission to report on 

the serious problem of Communist influences in education. 

The State Commission to Investigate Communistic and Un-Amer

ican Teaching and Activities in the Public Schools and Tax-

Supported Colleges and Universities in New Jersey operated 

for several years and proved to be one of the more moderate 

state investigating committees. 4 3 

New York State did not create a legislative committee 

to investigate education on a state-wide basis, but it adopted 

a substitute which caused educators just as much anxiety as 

any legislative committee. In 1949 the state legislature 
4 7Ibid., 371 
48Ibid., 389; New York Times, June 25, 1953, 17. 
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passed a law requiring the state Board of Regents to draw 

up a list of subversive organizations, membership in which 

would be cause for automatic dismissal from teaching posi

tions. Before it ran its course, the Feinberg Law proved 

to be one of the most tortuous of all state investigating 

procedures. The difficulty began with the attempt to com

pile a list of subversive organizations. The Board ori

ginally promised such a list by September 6, 1949-, it did 

not, however, produce a list until 195 3, primarily because 

of the controversy over whether the Communist Party should 

and could be legally included on such a list. After sev

eral court tests, the Supreme Court upheld the Board's de

cision that the Communist Party of the United States was a 

subversive organization. This decision was of course cru-
liQ 

cial to the working of the Feinberg Law. ^ 

The Feinberg Law was particularly disruptive because 

it placed the bulk of responsibility for ferreting out sub

versives on the Board of Regents and local school authori

ties. Moreover, the latter could not be content merely to 

deny the presence of subversives on their staffs; they were 

required to make yearly reports to the State Commissioner of 

Education describing their affirmative efforts at searching 

out subversives. This in effect made school administrators 

watchdogs over the political activities of their subordinates, 
4 9 N e w York Times, May 29, 1949, 1; Gellhorn, States 

and Subversion, 276. 
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Gellhorn, States and Subversion, 276-77. 50 

a role not relished by many and a role not calculated to pro

mote trust and confidence among the teaching staff. A memo

randum from State Commissioner of Education Francis T. 

Spaulding illustrated the dilemma facing school administra

tors. The memo instructed school officials to do everything 

within their power to rid the schools of anyone "who uses 

their office or position to advocate and teach subversive 

doctrines.11 At the same time Spaulding instructed officials 

to exercise this function so as to reassure teachers who 

were not subversive. Feinberg Law guidelines gave authori

ties wide latitude in conducting investigations. Writing 

articles, distributing pamphlets, and endorsing speeches, 

articles, or acts by others might all be defined as subver

sive. Spaulding added that administrators need not confine 

their investigations to classroom behavior. Acts or state

ments made outside the classroom could also be taken into 

consideration in determining whether or not a teacher dis

played subversive tendencies.^ 

State investigations , although widespread and nettle-

some, by no means constituted the full extent of state 

government pressure upon education. Educators frequently 

had to cope with punitive legislation and restrictive ad

ministration. Since education was seen by most Americans 

as primarily the responsibility of state and local govern-
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ments, it should not be surprising that different branches 

of those governments took an active interest in the sub

ject of subversive tendencies in the schools. 

State laws against subversion had a lengthy history 

before the Cold War revived interest in such laws. During 

World War I and again during the Thirties several states 

enacted special teacher's loyalty oaths. The late Forties 

and early Fifties witnessed a resurgence of interest in 

loyalty oaths; some states dusted off old statutes and others 

rushed to enact new laws more suited to Cold War conditions. 

By 195 3, according to ACLU figures, thirty-two states re

quired loyalty oaths of teachers. Making allowances for 

states which prescribed loyalty oaths for all public em

ployees without singling out teachers, Walter Gellhorn found 

that thirty-six states required such oaths. Reflecting the 

impact of the Cold War, of the oath statutes enacted in and 

after 194 7, the vast majority referred specifically to 

teachers. In addition to the restriction imposed by loyalty 

oaths, twenty-eight states barred subversive persons from 

public employment. Since teachers constituted one of the 

largest classes of public employees in most states, this 

statute also accorded them special attention of a most un

complimentary sort. Twenty-six states explicitly prohibited 

subversives from holding teaching positions.^ 1 

5 1ACLU, The States and Subversion, 3, 10-11; Gellhorn, 
States and Subversion, 325, 410-11; ACLU, Annual Report 
C1953), 50-51; New York Times, January 19, 1953. 
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The precise details of the oath-taking requirement 

differed from state to state. The most common feature was 

a pledge to uphold the United States and state constitu

tions. Eight states compelled teachers to swear that they 

would inculcate students with love of country and patrio

tic attitudes. The Georgia and Rhode Island oaths pledged 

teachers not to teach specific theories of government. 

Georgia, New Hampshire, and New Jersey made teachers sign a 

statement of nonmembership in subversive groups. The 1949 

Kansas oath emphasized nonmembership without requiring any 

positive statement of loyalty. Other states, including New 

York and Washington, forbade membership in subversive organ-
52 

izations in addition to the regular oath. 

Most loyalty oath legislation passed with little overt 

opposition from educators. When opposition did arise, it 

only served to fan the flames of suspicion. In March 1949, 

a delegation of Illinois college students converged upon 

Springfield to protest legislation introduced by Senator 

Broyles in behalf of the State Seditious Activities Commission. 

One of the bills provided loyalty oaths for teachers. The 

protest became boisterous and was seized upon the next day 

as an excuse for an investigation of subversion at the Uni

versity of Chicago and Roosevelt College. A resolution, 

which read, "It appears that these students are being indoc

trinated with Communistic and other subversive theories...," 
5 2"Teachers in the Public Schools," NEA Research Bulle-
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passed the House unanimously and the Senate with only one 

dissenting vote. 5 3 

In some states movements for more stringent loyalty 

oaths failed for a variety of reasons. Two attempts to put 

more bite into the Michigan loyalty oath with special atten

tion to teachers failed as Michigan teachers successfully 

campaigned against the measure and convinced legislators 

that teachers were not especially prone to subversion. In 

1949 Oklahoma legislators proposed stringent oaths for fac

ulty and students alike. The crisis passed when one legis

lator with his sights on higher priorities than fighting 

subversives pointed out that the proposed oath, which would 

have affected out-of-state students most severely might 

prove disastrous. If such an oath had been in force a year 

earlier, it would probably have prevented the enrollment of 

a distinguished University of Oklahoma football player from 

another state. Not to be denied, Oklahoma legislators in 

19 51 imposed a retroactive oath upon faculty members only; 

none of them were presumably noted for swiftness afoot or 

prowess at blocking and tackling.^ 4 

Most state action aside from loyalty oaths and legisla

tive investigations emphasized purging un-American tenden

cies from textbooks and curricula. Texas required authors 

and publishers of public school textbooks to file loyalty 

tin, XXVII (December 1949), 146-47. 
Sellhorn, States and Subversion, 5 7-59 ; Bell, AAUP 

Bulletin, 35 (Summer 1 9 4 9 ) , 302. 
5TTGellhorn, States and Subversion, 196-98 ; 366-67. 
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affidavits. The Nebraska legislature directed local school 

boards to appoint committees on Americanism for the perusal 

of textbooks in American history and government. Many states 

followed a general trend toward more specific legislation 

on curriculum requirements with special emphasis on subjects 

which would help schools contribute to winning the Cold War. 

By 1948, thirty-nine states spelled out specific proce

dures for instruction in United States history. As recent

ly as 1942, only about a dozen states had had such require

ments. Similar legislation applied to courses in the Con-
55 

stitution, principles of American government, and the flag. 

State officials often had a chilling impact through 

their public pronouncements. In March 194 8, Kansas Attorney 

General Edward F. Arn raised a stir when he announced that 

he would like to fire University of Kansas political science 

instructor Russell Barrett. Arn resented what he considered * 

to have been Barrett Ts "pro-Russian" comments at a Wallace-

for-President rally. Although Arn had no authority to fire 

anyone in the educational system, his comment sparked a 

series of complaints about Barrett to the State Board of 

Regents. This kind of incident must have been what Walter 

Gellhorn had in mind when he concluded his 19 52 survey of 

state laws on subversion with the observation that educators 
5 5Ibid. , 3 76 ; ACLU, Annual Report (19 53), 53; U.S., 

Office of Education, Education for Freedom as Provided by 
State Laws, Bulletin No. 11 (1948), 4-35. 
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b bKansas City Star, March 7, 1948; Gellhorn, States 
and Subversion, 377; ACLU, States and Subversion, 4. 

were increasingly finding that the safest course for the 

sake of their careers was orthodoxy as opposed to free and 

open inquiry. In particular Gellhorn decried the trend 

toward emphasizing the political affiliations of teachers 

over and above the question of their competency as teachers 

Yet the surge of laws and investigations which appeared 

during the late Forties made little if any mention of teach 

ing competency. Even though thirty-two state Attorneys 

General reported in 19 5 3 that they had not made a single 

successful prosecution under state laws designed to elimi

nate subversion in education, it is clear that such laws 

and the atmosphere of suspicion which made them possible 

had to have an unfavorable impact upon education and edu

cators . ̂  



Chapter Three 

Education and Cold War Pressures: The Fringe 

William Carr could scarcely believe his eyes. Yet there 

it was—the October 15, 1951, issue of the Educational Re

viewer accusing NEA Executive Secretary Willard Givens, of 

all people, of personifying the NEA's dedication to social

ism and antipathy to American traditions. Willard Givens, 

his friend and mentor to be sure but also, thought Carr, as 

staunch a Republican as ever there was, a man who never really 

trusted Franklin Roosevelt, a man whose favorite presidential 

candidate was General Douglas MacArthur. Incredible! 1 

At any other time such an accusation might have been 

treated lightly, would probably have been laughed at for 

its sheer absurdity. But this was a time when all such 

accusations were terribly serious. The Reviewer article 

dragged out the report of a 19 34 American Association of 

School Administrators (AASA) committee which Givens had 

chaired. The report had concluded: "...drastic changes 

must be made. A dying laissez-faire must be completely 

destroyed and all of us, including the 'owners 1, must be 

subjected to a large degree of social control." The Re

viewer seized upon this statement to prove its point about 

Givens and the NEA. Givens 1 actual part in writing the 

1Author interview with William G. Carr, November 12, 
1974. 
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report had been negligible; he had merely been chairman of 

an AASA committee which split into a number of discussion 

groups. Givens never read the report in question, but it 

had been entered in the record of the conference under his 

name. Had he read the report, he certainly would have 

blanched at the idea of nationalizing anything. Neverthe

less, the Reviewer article stirred enough criticism of Givens 

to prompt the NEA to issue a public explanation of the 19 34 

incident. It also, as Mrs. Givens recalled more than twenty 

years later, made the Givens Ts life a "hell" for some time. 

Givens retired the following year, and such incidents must 
2 

have hastened that moment. 

Although they labored under Cold War pressures from 

various government bodies , when educators complained of 

attacks against education, they sometimes referred to indi

viduals and organizations outside government. If the reac

tions of the NEA may serve as a guide, educators worried 

more about criticism by private organizations than they did 

about legislative investigations, loyalty proceedings, and 

textbook probes by any number of legislative bodies. Of 

course, critics from both inside and outside government took 

essentially the same lines of attack and painted similar 

pictures of education's shortcomings. But many educators 

seem to have worried more about attacks from fringe groups 
2"Keeping the Record Straight," undated (mimeograph), 

Willard Givens File, NEA Archives, Washington, D.C.; Carr 
Interview, November 12, 19 74; The comment about-the Givens's 



and charlatans than they did about attacks from more repu

table critics even though it may well be that the latter 

were every bit as damaging to the reputation and public 

image of educators as the actions of charlatans and huck

sters . 

Forming one solid phalanx in the legions of Cold War 

critics of education, patriotic organizations joined the 

attack early, stayed with it for the duration, and remained 

throughout a pillar of strength for those who believed 

America's schools to be shirking their Cold War duties at 

best and consorting with the enemy at worst. Organizations 

such as the Daughters of the American Revolution (DAR), Sons 

of the American Revolution (SAR) , and the Minute Women 

sniped at the schools constantly. The SAR participated 

actively in the 1947 California controversy which inspired 

the creation of the Senate Committee to Investigate Educa

tion (the Dilworth Committee). Elated with that success, 

the SAR moved to the national arena. In 1949 it presented 

to Congress a "Bill of Grievances" alleging the existence 

of "a subversive textbook problem national in scope (because) 

...the public schools are being dominated by a group of so-

called 'progressive' educators in the Schools of Education 

of our leading universities." At its May 1950 annual meet

ing the SAR issued a report entitled "A Socialistic Public 

life becoming a "hell" is based on a conversation between the 
author and NEA archivist Alice Morton, who had recently 
spoken with Mrs. Givens about the incident. 
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School System.11 The SAR's Committee on Americanization 

charged that the schools were being used to bring about 
u a social welfare type of state," called on Congress to 

investigate subversive teaching in the public schools , 

and bitterly condemned the NEA for resisting SAR efforts 

to "improve school conditions." 

The dismissal of a Houston, Texas, Deputy Superinten

dent of Schools demonstrated the ability of patriotic groups 

to disrupt school systems. The administrator in question, 

George Ebey, was hired in 19 52. Shortly there appeared an 

anonymous circular attacking Ebey as a "progressive educa

tor." The Minute Women further inflamed the situation by 

labeling Ebey a communist. The ensuing charges and counter

charges, culminating in Ebey !s ouster, made the incident 

the leading news story of the year in Houston. A NEA-

National Commission for the Defense of Democracy through 

Education (NCDDE) survey of Houston teachers revealed that 

more than one of five had personally experienced pressure 

from certain "nonteacher organizations." The survey men

tioned the Minute Women 30 8 times and the American Legion 

49 times. Such figures were low, however, compared with 

a national NEA survey of advisory members of the Committee 

on Tenure and Academic Freedom. Forty-one per cent of 

this group reported receiving pressure from business inter-

3NEA, Forces Affecting American Education (Washington: 
NEA, 1953) ,T9l New York Times, July 11, I 3 T T , 8. 
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est groups or patriotic societies about the selection of 

textbooks and other instructional materials. 4 

The largest, strongest, and best-known patriotic or

ganization to set its sights on subversive tendencies in the 

schools was the American Legion. Few could measure up to 

the California Tenney Committee's standards on anticommun-

ism, but that committee showered praise upon t h e Legion as 

a superb example of how to carry the fight to -the commun

ists. 5 

At the end of World War II the American L e g x o n stood as 

one of the strongest social and fraternal lobbying organiza

tions in the nation. With millions of young veterans as a 

constituency, with its legislative victories ( t h e G.I. bill) 

in tow, and with the prestige of carrying the b a n n e r of the 

triumphant American fighting man, the Legion represented a 

potent force in any field in which it chose to assert itself. 

Since the problem of veteran's benefits had b e e n settled 

quite satisfactorily for the time being, the lobbying ener

gies of the Legion could be diverted into other* channels. 

Legion leaders settled upon two objectives: strengthened 

national defense through universal military training and an 

ever vigilant eye on domestic Communists. On b o t h scores 

4NEA, NCDDE, Houston, Texas. Report of an Investigation 
(Washington: NEA, 1954) , 9-28; NEA, Research Division, The 
Freedom of the Public School Teacher (Washington: NEA, 19TTT) , 14. 

^California Legislature, Fifth Report of t h e Senate Joint 
Fact-Finding Committee on Un-American Activities ( 1949) , 652-57. 
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the Legion's efforts led to friction with educators. Al

though most educators and their organizations had no ob

jections to a strong national defense, they usually differ

ed with the Legion on specifics, preferring that a greater 

share of the national budget go to education and other 

domestic needs. During the early stages of the Cold War 

(1945-48), many educators firmly resisted proposals for 

universal military training. A second line of battle formed 

when the Legion accused the schools of harboring subversives 

and un-American doctrines. 

The Legion focused several programs on educators and 

their erroneous ways. The Americanism Commission kept close 

tabs on undesirable trends in education while at the same 

time encouraging the schools to devote more energy to teach

ing "Americanism." In 1951 the Legion created its own un-

American activities committee, which in a short time immersed 

itself in the study of subversion in the schools. Convinced 

that the main problems in the fight against un-American acti

vities were ignorance and apathy, the committee pressed its 

educational program upon any educators who would listen. The 

committee bemoaned the "pathetic lack of knowledge of the 

elements of these problems by college administrative staffs." 

The Legion newsletter Firing Line urged subscribers to help 

college authorities by compiling carefully documented evi

dence of subversion and turning it over to those in authority. 

Readers were also urged to provide local school and college 
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libraries with a proper diet of right-thinking literature 

on the communist problem. This approach at least gave edu

cators the benefit of the doubt by crediting them with 

ignorance instead of malice in their toleration of subver

sion . 6 

Nothing was left to chance in the Legion effort to 

steer educators back onto the right path. The Legion do

nated reprints and newsletters to school and college libra

ries, established a college and university speaker's bureau 

in order to counter what Legion leaders considered an ex

cessive diet of left-wing and even subversive speakers, and 

maintained a file of anticommunist motion pictures. Fur

ther services available to the schools included a biblio

graphy on world communism and a national memorial book plan. 

Under the latter the Legion urged local posts to honor the 

Korean War dead by donating anticommunist books to school 

libraries, each donation to have a book plate inscribed with 
7 

the name of the veteran lost in Korea. 

National Legion headquarters exhorted local posts to 

take an active interest in their schools, particularly if 

those schools seemed to be harboring subversive tendencies. 

State Legion branches were instructed to apply pressure to 
American Legion, Report of the Thirty-fourth Annual 

National Convention (IndianapolTs: American Legion, 19 52) 
32-33. 

?Ibid., 3H; U.S., Congressional Record, 82d Cong., 2d 
Sess., 1952, XCVIII, Part 10, A2638-39. 
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state departments of public instruction for stronger anti-

communist programs in the schools. The Rhode Island state 

education authority, with the help and encouragement of the 

Rhode Island American Legion, sponsored courses on commun

ism for public school teachers at Brown University. In Idaho, 

state Legion leaders became concerned about the use of cer

tain phonograph records in the schools because some of the 

producers of the records had been cited by the California 

Un-American Activities Committee. State Legion leaders se

cured from Idaho Superintendent of Public Instruction Alton 

B. Jones a promise of complete cooperation with their cam

paign to remove the offending records from the schools. Jones 
8 

duly warned Idaho teachers about the records. 

Local Legion posts did not always cooperate in the 

search for subversive influences in the schools. Ford Motor 

Company Post 17 3 "stood firmly on the side of academic free

dom" when local schools came under attack. The New York 

State Legion called upon members to help the schools resist 

unwarranted attacks. But in the preponderance of newsworthy 

cases, local Legion posts lined up behind national Legion 

policies which pressured the schools. The Fairmont, West 

Virginia, Legion was instrumental in securing the dismissal 

of several liberal faculty members from Fairmont State 

College. The Westchester, New York, post conducted a pro-
8American Legion, Annual Report (1952), 34-35; Con

gressional Record, 81st Cong., 2d Sess., 1950, XCVI, Part 16, 
A5452. 
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longed campaign against Sarah Lawrence College. In Westport, 

Connecticut, the August Matthias post established a watch

dog committee to sniff out communist influences in local 

schools after the post commander charged that the city's edu

cational system was "guided more or less communistically." 

Finally, Legion spokesmen often played an influential role 

in initiating and sustaining state legislative investigations 

of the schools as in California, Washington, Florida, Illi

nois, and New Hampshire. Educators were keenly aware of the 

extent of Legion influence. Many individual educators and 

institutions "tainted by their association with Communist or 

front organizations" looked to the Legion for help in clear

ing their reputations.^ 

The Legion's most important link with educators was its 

long-standing relationship with the NEA. The two organiza

tions first came together in 19 21 when the Legion sought out 

the NEA's help for its campaign against illiteracy and phy

sical deficiencies among American youth. The two drew clos

er over the years. In 19 35, for instance, the Kansas Legion 

initiated a Legion-Schoolmaster club program to foster coop

eration at the community level. At the end of World War II 

g 
Richard M. Maclver, Academic Freedom in Our Time (New 

York: Columbia University Press, 1955) , 55 ; American Civil 
Liberties Union, Annual Report, 1951-5 3 (New York: ACLU, 
1953), 62; New York Times, December 11, 1948, 2; December 
15, 1948; American Legion, Report (1952 ) , 35 . 
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the Joint American Legion-NEA Committee reported that the 

two organizations were working together at all levels. The 

Legion took a significant step toward cementing the relation

ship when it came out in favor of federal aid to education 

immediately after the war. 1 0 

Relations remained amicable during the first two post

war years. The Legion continued its support for federal 

aid to education and the NEA, with the encouragement of the 

Joint Legion-NEA Committee, endorsed a resolution favoring 

a strong national defense. As of early 194 8 the divisive 

issues of universal military training and subversion in the 

schools had not yet begun to poison relations. 1 1 

The 19 4 8 NEA convention provided warnings that strains 

were developing. The Cold War had heated up significantly 

by July. In the wake of the Communist coup d'etat in Czech

oslovakia the Truman Administration revived plans for uni

versal military training (UMT). The Legion in turn became 

increasingly insistent that the NEA endorse UMT. Matters 

came to a head when the NCDDE made its report to the NEA 

convention that summer. The NCDDE had compiled a special 

bulletin entitled "Let's Put First Things First," which 

pledged continued NEA opposition to UMT. This bulletin was 

the basis of the NCDDE report to the convention; before the 

1 0Kansas Teacher, 58 (April, 1950), 36-37; NEA, Pro
ceedings of the Eighty-fourth Annual Meeting (Washington: 
NEA, 1945-46TT~189-90. 

llNEA, Proceedings (1947), 60, 256. 



101 

report could be accepted, however, pro-UMT delegates chal

lenged the need for any negative reference to that subject. 

Delegate Calvin Stanley declared that the NCDDE statement 

contravened established NEA policy on the need for strong 

national defense. Stanley quickly got to the nub of his 

argument when he predicted that the report, if approved, 

would doom the cause of federal aid to education by alien

ating the American Legion. Stanley's remarks sparked a 

frenzied floor debate. At one point emphatic cries of "No!" 

erupted after a speaker from Utah declared that another war 

was coming "so let's have universal military training and 

have it throughout." Ruth Adams of Arizona responded, to 

thunderous applause, that if the bargain between the Legion 

and the NEA had to be kept the latter had received the short 

end since it was asking for $300,000,000 for federal aid 

while the Legion wanted $15,000,000,000 for national defense. 

She also defended the NEA's right to reject the Legion's 

definition of "adequate national defense," another point 

which proved popular with the delegates. When the smoke 

cleared, the assembly voted to accept the NCDDE report as 
1 9 

originally offered. * 

The debate had at least one disgruntled onlooker-

Legion national commander James F. O'Neill. He made little 

effort to hide his displeasure in his address to the assem-
1 2Ibid. , (1948), 174-81. 
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bly. O'Neill's speech touched upon the two points that 

were rapidly becoming bones of contention in the Legion-NEA 

partnership. First he implied that America's educators 

were not measuring up to the demands of the Cold War: "the 

vacuum of indifferent patriotism is too easily filled with 

subversive philosophies." Then he announced that the Legion 

intended to stand firmly behind federal aid to education, 

but he also hinted that such support could easily be with

drawn. In particular he deplored the growing tendency for 

educators to look upon education and national security as 

competitors, warning, "Such a movement..., if persisted in, 

will result in the alienation of many firm advocates of 

education in the ranks of security supporters." Calvin 

Stanley's fearö were well founded. ° 

Tensions between the Legion and the NEA abated somewhat 

as the momentum for universal military training diminished. 

The NEA redeemed itself to some extent by becoming one of 

the first major educational organizations to take a stand 

against allowing communists to teach, with all but 5 of 

nearly 3,000 delegates to the 1949 convention endorsing 

that stance. NEA President Andrew Holt attended the 1949 

Legion national conference and re-emphasized the NEA's stand 

on communist teachers, calling it "one of the most forward 

steps ever taken (by our association)." Joint Legion-NEA 

Committee members reported that Legion national commander 

1 3Ibid., 23-25. 
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Perry Brown was "so deeply touched by the sincerity and 

patriotic fervor of our delegates at Boston that wherever 

he spoke.,.he was most enthusiastic in his praise of the 

NEA....11 Brown praised educators and reaffirmed Legion 

support for federal aid in his appearance at the NEA con

vention. He stipulated, however, that educators must 

realize that the right to federal aid carried with it corres

ponding duties. Brown argued that more spent on education 

would automatically mean less for other federal programs--

namely national defense. Educators could take up the slack, 

though, by assuming responsibilities that had theretofore 

been the province of the military—certain aspects of basic 

training for instance. As one participant later recalled, 

after Brown's speech, "The atmosphere of intimidation was * 

such that almost all of the delegates confined their dis

agreement to private discussion outside the hall." 1 4 

Legion leaders continued to spur the NEA toward even 

greater heights of anti-communism. At the Legion's sugges

tion, the NEA joined the All-American Conference to Combat 

Communism and agreed to "the sharing of information with 

other groups cooperating in the All-American Conference for 

1 4Ibid., (1949), 21-25, 35-40, 106; (1950), 119; Amer
ican Legion, Report on the Thirty-first Annual National Con
vention (1949), 67-6 8 , 120 ; Ernest George, "Legion Renews 
1 Crusade' Against Public Schools," May 19 , 1952 , Clipping, 
William G. Carr File, NEA Archives, Washington, D.C. 
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the purpose of providing protection against the invasion of 

the communistic ideology.ff Yet even these growing anticommun-

ist exertions could not completely satisfy Legion suspicions. 

Commander Erie Cocke, Jr., warned the 1951 NEA convention, 

"Already the same enemy that is mowing down our 
young men in Korea is menacing the sanctity and 
security of our American way of life at home.... 
Foreign ideologies have infiltrated some, of these 
higher educational institutions (making them the)... 
Halls of Poison Ivy. Some of these isms have even 
seeped down into the little red schoolhouse.1115 

Cocke's theme--the unreliability of the schools in the 

Cold War—put severe strains on the Legion-NEA relationship. 

NEA leaders realized that when their friends made such 

accusations the situation had deteriorated badly. Just how 

badly soon became apparent. The June 19 52 issue of the Amer

ican Legion Magazine included an article by free-lance writer 

Irene Kuhn entitled "Your Child is Their Target." Kuhn 

asserted that the schools had fallen into the grip of "a sub

tle, dangerous movement" led by "educational dictators who, 

under the cloak of academic freedom, want to continue un

hindered the work of re-designing and re-making our free 

society and economy into a Socialist America." She attacked 

the NEA with particular violence, calling its hierarchy "one 

of the strongest forces today in propagandizing for a social

istic America" and dismissing the NCDDE as a "goon squad" 

which sought to discredit sincere, patriotic critics of edu-

1 5NEA, Proceedings (1950), 315; (1951), 294, 57-60. 
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cation's subversive tendencies. Since the article appeared 

just prior to the NEA's annual convention, it caused great 

consternation. The NEA Board of Directors unconvincingly 

described the article as an "unfortunate incident." Pres

ident J.C. Miller tried to pre-empt a strong reaction against 

the Legion with a special press conference at which he pro

posed a mildly worded rebuke. Miller pleaded with NEA dele

gates to resist the temptation to strike back and asked the 
16 

assembly to stifle several condemnatory resolutions. 

Angry delegates were not to be denied. An Arizona 

delegate presented a resolution severely critical of the 

Legion. NEA leadership headed off the growing rebellion 

when former President Andrew Holt successfully moved to table 

the motion, declaring that President Miller's press confer

ence statement rendered further action unnecessary. Mean

while NEA leaders tried to arrange a reconciliation. Execu

tive Secretary William Carr worked through the Joint NEA-

Legion Committee to schedule a meeting with Legion leaders 

to present his mildly worded refutation of the Kuhn article. 

Carr characterized his meeting with Commander O'Neill as 

"congenial" and said that O'Neill seemed genuinely unaware 

of the use which anti-school groups had made of reprints of 

the Kuhn and similar articles. However O'Neill returned 
1 6Ibid. , (1952), 144-47, 215; George, "Legion Renews 

Crus adeT71 
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Carr's article, "Partners in a Common Cause," with the limp 

excuse that the Legion Magazine was cramped for space. Carr's 

repeated efforts to effect a reconciliation foundered in the 

face of Legion evasiveness and lack of interest in refuting 

the allegations of the Kuhn article. When pressed, Legion 

officials protested half-heartedly that they had no control 

over publication policy and could not force the Legion Maga

zine to publish a rebuttal. By the time of their 19 5 3 con-
17 

vention, MEA leaders had all but admitted defeat. 

As if to add insult to injury, Legion Commander Lewis 

K. Gough criticized education sharply in his 19 5 3 address to 

the NEA convention. Gough's central theme was that the 

nation's schools and colleges were one of the primary sources 

of the national malaise of softness toward communism. He 

lambasted educators for hiding behind academic freedom in

stead of cleaning their own nests by kicking subversives out 

of the schools. He told the assembly that the real threat 

from communism in America emanated from men of eminence and 

distinction, including most prominently scholars and educa

tors. Gough's aggressive behavior was matched by other 

branches of the Legion. Legion members of the Joint Legion-
1 7NEA, Proceedings (1952), 170-71; (1953), 39-40, 201, 

223, 304-05; William G. Carr to Lewis Gough, November 28, 
1952; James F. O'Neill to Carr, February 2, 195 3; Carr 
memo to Glenn Snow re "Conference with James O'Neill, Amer
ican Legion, at NEA Headquarters," June 18, 195 3; Carr Files, 
NEA Archives; Carr Interview, November 12, 1974. 
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NEA Committee applied steady pressure for an official Legion 
18 

role in screening textbooks. 

Although even the most severe Legion pressures could 

not cause a complete parting of the ways, by 1954 relations 

between the Legion and the NEA had reached a nadir. As if 

to signify the finality of the break, the Legion reversed 

its position on federal aid to education. 

The Legion and the established patriotic societies did 

not have a monopoly on Cold War-based animosity toward edu

cation. The rise of a number of citizens 1 groups concerned 

with the problems of education has already been mentioned as 

a phenomenon of the late Forties. Prominent among these 

were what could be described as pseudo-educational associa

tions, organizations which purported to have educational ob

jectives, but which in reality operated at the fringe of 

respectability, their titles the only link with the old-line, 

legitimate educational associations. The most important of 

these groups, the National Council for American Education 

(NCAE), enlisted on its advisory committee six members of the 

House of Representatives, Senators Vandenberg and Mündt, 

General Jonathan Wainright, and Gene Tunney before its pur

poses were revealed and most of its prominent members resigned 
1 8NEA,. Proceedings (19 5 3) , 5 7-60 , 305 ; Bulletin of the 

National Association of Secondary-School Principals, 3T""(April 
1953). 412-23. 

l^MacIver, Academic Freedom, 60-62. 
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Information about the pseudo-educational associations 

and the people who ran them is, by their very nature, sketchy 

at best. Yet despite their mercurical methods, some of these 

associations played a significant part in the national contro

versy over the schools and the Cold War. They were small in 

numbers, but they magnified their influence through thousands 

of willing unpaid lieutenants who needed only the inspiration 

and the ammunition to launch attacks on the schools. They 

tapped a vein of fear and distrust which lay close to the 

surface of American life during the Cold War years. In many 

cases the national pseudo-educational associations merely 

provided the trigger which released latent conservative dis

content . 

First and foremost among them was the NCAE. Allen A. 

Zoll, that group's guiding spirit, attracted public notice 

in 19 39 when, after a stint as a disciple of Father Charles 

Coughlin, he founded his own organization, American Patriots. 

The membership of American Patriots included Bundists, anti-

Semites, and Christian Fronters. American Patriots eventually 

found its way onto the Attorney General's list as a Fascist 
2 0 

and subversive organization. 

Founded for the purpose of eradicating "Socialism, 

Communism, and all forms of Marxism from the schools and 

colleges of America, and to stimulate sound American edu-
2 0Ibid., 60; Washington Post, April 29, 1951. 
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cation," the NCAE achieved national notoriety in 1950 when 

it became embroiled in the battle for control of the public 

school system of Pasadena, California. The Pasadena affair 

achieved infamy among educators as the supreme example of 

everything bad that could come out of the anti-school cam

paign. The upshot of the Pasadena crisis was the forced 

resignation of Willard E. Goslin as the city's superinten

dent of schools just two years after he had assumed the post 

with a reputation as one of the most capable public school 

administrators in the country. At the time of his dis

missal Goslin was the president of the American Association 

of School Administrators and a member of the advisory board 

of the National Citizens 1 Commission for the Public Schools. 

How two men from such disparate backgrounds as Zoll 

and Goslin came into confrontation, albeit indirect, is a 

story that was repeated to a lesser degree in numerous other 

communities throughout the nation. The campaign against 

Goslin was led by a group calling itself the "School Develop

ment Council (SDC). The SDC had a two-fold mission: to 

trim what it considered inflated school budgets and to battle 

the "socialist11 tendencies emerging under Goslin 1s adminis

tration. Goslin, for instance, had invited as a visiting 

scholar to a summer teacher's workshop William Heard Kirk-

patrick of Columbia University Teacher's College. What 

rankled SDC members about Kirkpatrick was his reputation as 

a leading progressive educator and disciple of John Dewey. 
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A whispering campaign around Pasadena had it that Kirkpatrick 1s 

primary accomplishment at the workshop had been to "under-
21 

mine the native patriotism of Pasadena's youth." 

The meetings of the SDC, many of which were held in the 

American Legion hall, produced other charges against Goslin's 

administration. Favorites were that Goslin countenanced 

subversive influences and fostered the evils of modern edu

cation which ignored the 3 R's. But the furor against Goslin 

amounted to little but bombast until local small businessman 

Frank Wells assumed the presidency of the S D C Under Wells' 

direction grumbling and discontent congealed into active re

bellion. He enlisted the aid of property owners in an attempt 

to cut the school budget and defeat school redistricting 

plans which would integrate Pasadena schools. He coupled 

resentment against high taxes and redistricting plans with 

a strong emphasis on the alleged failure of the schools to 

teach the fundamentals. But above all, Wells introduced 

Zoll and the NCAE to the dispute. He used the Zoll pamphlet 

"Progressive Education Increases Delinquency at a SDC meet

ing and from that time on paraphrased Zoll's arguments from 

other publications such as "Reducators at Harvard" and "They 

WANT Your Child." 2 2 

David Hulburd, This Happened in Pasadena (New York: 
Macmillan, 1951), 54-57; NEA, NCDDE, The Pasadena Story. An 
Analysis of Some Forces and Factors That Injured a Superior 
School System (Washington; NEA, 1951), 35-37. 

? 2Hulburd, Pasadena, 75-77, 87-91. 
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The school bond issue failed by a two to one vote, but 

Wells and his supporters were not satisfied. A few days 

after the election the SDC requested of the school board "an 

ideological investigation of curriculum, methods, and per

sonnel within the Pasadena School District..." and loyalty 

oaths "by administrators and teachers... stipulating dismissal 

for those who refuse to sign." The SDC also asked that patri

otic groups such as the American Legion and the SAR be in

cluded among the investigators. The school board, badly 

shaken by the election controversy, buckled under to stri

dent SDC demands; attacks against Goslin intensified; finally 

the board asked for Goslin fs resignation as the best means 

of ending the furor engulfing the school system. Zoll des

cribed Goslin fs ouster as a victory for his principles and 

urged citizen groups in other communities to follow Pasadena's 

lead. 2 3 

In many communities such encouragement did not prove 

necessary. On occasion Zoll took the initiative himself, as 

in his attacks on educator C. Glenn Haas of Arlington County, 

Virginia. Most of the time, though, his lieutenants, colla

borators, and admirers did the dirty work. When Port Wash

ington, New York, faced a school bond vote, insurance broker 

Fred H. Johnson, known primarily as the community's most pro

lific writer of letters to the editor on the dangers of 

communism, revealed his Zoll connections in leading the fight 

2 3Ibid., 105-09, 161. 
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against the bond issue. Johnson helped make the fads and 

frills of progressive education an issue in the campaign. 

Zoll lent his presence to Johnson's campaign a few days 

before the vote, but to no avail as the bond issue passed 

by a narrow margin. The defeat only spurred Johnson on to 

an even more vitriolic campaign against bond supporters on 

the school board. For this effort he imported more of the 

big guns from the pseudo-educational fringe, including the 

Educational Reviewer's vituperative editor, Lucile Cardin 

Crain, for a talk about pink-tinged textbooks. This Johnson 

campaign worked; incumbent school board members went down to 

defeat, and a Johnson-led drive to censor school textbooks 

narrowly failed. 2 4 

A Zoll disciple also zeroed in on the public schools 

of Englewood, New Jersey. Problems there began when Fred

erick G. Cartwright jumped up from the audience at a meeting 

of the American Association of the United Nations and charged 

that the guest speaker was a Russian agent. Cartwright then 

demanded an investigation "into the activities and possible 

communistic ties of some of the teachers in the Englewood 

public schools." At his trial for disorderly conduct (at the 

U. N. meeting) Cartwright admitted that his information on 

the speaker had come from Zoll. In the weeks that followed 

Cartwright and his Englewood Anti-Communist League success-

2 uWashington Post, April 29, 1951; "The Public School 
Crisis," Saturday Review of Literature, 34 (September 8, 1951), 
6-7, 25-26. 



fully forced an inquiry into subversion in the schools, 

Zoll appeared several times during these proceedings, in

spiring one Cartwright follower to gush with pride, "He is 

advising us, and we think he is a swell fellow." 2 5 

The Zoll pattern if not the direct Zoll influence 

appeared elsewhere in connection with disputes over the 

schools. In Montgomery County, Maryland, a group calling 

itself the Parent's League for Curriculum Development used 

patented Zoll techniques. The Citizens 1 Committee for Im

provement of the Denver Public Schools undertook an exten

sive campaign against progressive education, the neglect of 

the fundamentals, and Superintendent of Schools Kenneth Ober-

holtzer—the "tool of the statists." Soon after the campaign 

began, NCAE pamphlets ("The Commies Are After Your Kids") 

appeared in that Colorado city; alarmed committee members 

reorganized to exclude the Zoll faction in hopes of avoiding 

another Pasadena. Other cities in which citizens 1 groups 

parroted Zoll's philosophies included: Los Angeles—the 

Citizens 1 School Committee; Minneapolis—the Parent's Council 

and Columbus, Ohio--the Three R Parent's Committee. Some

times, as in the case of Denver and Eugene, Oregon, Zoll's 

reputation preceded him so that even those who shared his 

criticisms of modern education hesitated to be associated 

2 5Saturday Review, 34 (September 8, 1951), 8-9, 35; 
Arthur D. Morse, "Who's Trying to Ruin Our Schools?" McCalls 
LXXVIII (September 1951), 26-27. 
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with him directly. 

Zoll spawned numerous imitators, few of whom achieved 

his success. Nevertheless, each of these pseudo-educational 

associations in its own way contributed to the venemous atmos

phere which plagued American education during the Cold War. 

Some specialized in specific phases of the attack on the 

schools. Lucile Cardin Crain, editor of the Educational 

Reviewer, concentrated on exposing subversive textbooks. 

Mrs. Crain was a fifty-year-old widow who had had no apparent 

experience in education since her high school days in a Minne

sota convent. Yet she became editor of the Reviewer when the 

Conference of American Small Business Organizations (CASBO) 

launched that publication in 1949 as the result of its con

cern that "left-wing educators known as 'Frontier thinkers' 

have in recent years sought to reconstruct our educational 

system with the avowed purpose of bringing about a new 

social order based on the principles of collectivism or Marx

ism." At its inception the Reviewer had the blessing of 

several prominent individuals, including President G.D. 

Humphrey of the University of Wyoming; 0. Glenn Saxon, Pro

fessor of Business Administration at Yale ; Senator Karl 

Mündt; and Arthur Krock of the New York Times. 2 7 

2 6Washington Post, April 29, 1951; Saturday Review, 
34 (September 8, 195TT, 9-12, 31; Morse, McCalls, LXXVIII, 
(September 1951), 26-27. 

2 7Mor?se, McCalls , LXXVIII (September 1951), 26-2 7 ; Rob
ert W. Iverson, The Communists and the Schools (New York: 
Harcourt, Brace £ Co. , 1959 ) , 255 . 
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Mrs. Crain, who was convinced that even the staid NEA 

was subversive, achieved some spectacular successes in the 

brief career of the Reviewer. She appeared prominently at 

the zenith of the Englewood, New Jersey, dispute. But her 

most notable triumph was a hostile review of Frank Magruder !s 

classic textbook American Government. Magruder fs book had 

been a standard for twenty-five years and at the time of Mrs. 

Crain's attack was on the recommended list of all forty-

eight state departments of education. Through careful selec

tion and misinterpretation Mrs. Crain's reviewer concluded 

that Magruder advocated a collectivist state. Nationally 

syndicated radio commentator Fulton Lewis, Jr., read portions 

of the review on one of his broadcasts and the race to con

demn the Magruder book was on. The Houston, Texas, school 

board and the Georgia State Textbook Commission immediately 

banned the book. Groups in Portland, Indianapolis, New Haven 

Atlanta, and Chicago demanded similar steps. In some commun

ities, however, pressures to drop the book were turned aside 

by persons who had actually read it and found nothing offen-
28 

sive. 

The Reviewer also had an impact on textbook selection 

at the college level. Paul Samuelson fs widely used textbook 

Economics had been reviewed favorably in such publications 

as Fortune and Business Week. Yet the Reviewer touched off 
2 8Morse, McCalls, LXXVIII (September 1951), 26-27; Iver 

son, Communists and the Schools, 255 . 
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a minor storm when it called Economics "the bible of those 

who advocate the welfare state or state socialism in the 

U.S.A." The review received mention in the Saturday Evening 

Post, and soon newspapers throughout the nation received 

letters to the editor criticizing the use of the book in 
29 

local colleges. 

Another deceptively named organization, Friends of the 

Public Schools, was the brain-child of retired Army General 

Amos A. Fries. Fries had been involved in the hunt for 

reds in the schools for more than twenty years. During the 

mid-Thirties he had been instrumental in a District of Colum

bia campaign to withhold the salary of any teacher "teaching 

or advocating communism." Cold War tensions gave Fries a 

new lease on life. Through his publications, the seventyish 

Fries revealed himself to be an inveterate foe of everything 

associated with modern education—from nurseries, kinder

gartens, and recreational programs to services for the handi

capped and vocational guidance. Fries' diatribes earned him 

the special antipathy of the NEA, whose leaders kept close 

track of his activities. When Fries dropped out of sight in 
30 

195 3, there was great rejoicing at NEA headquarters. 

As the Crain--Fulton Lewis—Magruder case demonstrates , 

the operators of the pseudo-educational associations often 
O Q 
^Iverson, Communists and the Schools, 256. 
d UIbid., 178; Morse, McCalls, LXXVIII (September 1951), 

26-27 ; TTCS:, Proceedings (1954), 43-46. 
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found willing accomplices among conservative radio commenta

tors , newspaper editors, columnists, and publishers of pop

ular periodicals. Lewis, who had one of the largest radio 

audiences in the nation, was one of the most influential but 

there were others. Columnist John T. Flynn wrote scathing 

editorials on subversive influences in the schools. The 

former New Dealer pressed home the theme that while American 

educators might not be guilty of teaching communism, an in

fluential coterie of left-wing educators had busied them

selves with advocating a seductive form of collectivism which 

was but one step removed from communism. Flynn praised Mrs. 

Crain for exposing the devious machinations of collectivist 

textbook writers such as George Counts of Columbia Univer

sity. He singled out as other perpetrators of this nefarious 

scheme the Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teach

ing and the American Historical Association. Flynn Ts 

comments were important because they were widely circulated 

and because they gave the Mrs. Crains of the world a veneer 

of respectability. The Hearst newspaper chain performed much 

the same function. Hearst columnists George Sokolsky and 

Howard Rushmore (New York Journal-American) frequently re

sorted to subversion in education as a subject for their 

columns.^ 

31 
Congressional Record, 82d Cong., 1st Sess., 1951, 

XCVII, Part 15, A6 84 81 ToKh T. Flynn, "Who Owns Your Child's 
Mind?" Reader's Digest, 59 (October 1951), 23-27; Laird 
Bell, "Are We Afraid of Freedom?" AAUP Bulletin, 35 (Summer 
1949), 311. 
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Other well-known commentators and journalists, if they 

did not directly endorse the views of Zoll, Crain, and others 

of a similar ilk, lent credibility to the major themes of 

the pseudo-educational entrepreneurs. ABC radio broadcaster 

Paul Harvey vowed to rip "the veil of progressive respecta

bility from certain perversive (sic) volumes which still 

crowd the schoolroom shelf." Harvey complained that the 

corruption of textbooks and other teaching materials was 

giving teachers "bent tools" with which to shape the minds 

of American children. Harvey concluded his attack with a 

quotation from Raymond Moley: "Those who support our educa

tional system have a right to demand that American schools 

be really American." Whittaker Chambers used the pages of 

Life to dismiss the notion that searches for subversives in 

the schools violated academic freedom. National Republic 

editor and publisher Walter Steele was instrumental in a 

campaign to ban UNESCO materials from Los Angeles schools. 

The Saturday Evening Post did its part with exposes such as 
32 

"UCLA's Red Cell: Case History of College Communism." 

Allegations that the schools taught collectivism, 

socialism, or worse appeared as a constant theme in Cold War 

criticism of education. Both friends and critics of the 
3 2Congressional Record, 82d Cong., 2d Sess., 1952, XCVIII, 

Part 8, A1240; Whittaker Chambers, "Is Academic Freedom in 
Danger?" Life, 34 (June 22, 1953), 90; Iverson, Communists 
and the Schools, 247; William L. Worden, Saturday Evening""" 
P 5 F t 7 T 2 3 (October 21, 1950), 42 , 168-69 . 
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schools deplored the inability of American education to 

foster understanding of the American economic system. Book-

of-the-Month Club President Henry Scherman told the organi

zational meeting of the NCCPS, 11 It might help to locate the 

principal deficiencies in the public schools. I would name, 

as the primary one, the inadequate teaching of understanding 

of economic and social systems and functions." Emerson P. 

Schmidt, Director of Economic Research for the U.S. Chamber 

of Commerce, found the roots to criticism of the American 

economic system imbedded deeply in the American educational 

system: "A serious statistical check-up would certainly dis

close that...among college teachers... and among students... 

there is relatively fifty times more totalitarian lunacy 

(particularly of the Stalinist type) than among poverty-
3 3 

stricken Okies, the needleworkers, or unemployed miners...." 

Nowhere were these charges more frequently and vehe

mently leveled against the schools than among business and 

special interest groups which mounted a spirited defense of 

the free enterprise system during the late Forties. Business 

leaders and organizations of varying degrees of respectability 

participated in this campaign. In 19 48, for instance, a 

group of prominent Wisconsin industrialists, alarmed by what 
"Informal Conference to Consider the Organization of 

a Commission for the Public Schools," October 12, 1946, Givens 
File, NEA Archives; Emerson Schmidt, "Socialism—the Amer
ican Pattern," Vital Speeches , 15 (October 1, 1949), 760. 
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they considered a "bias for socialism" in the University of 

Wisconsin School for Workers, launched a drive to persuade 

businessmen to withhold contributions from the Wisconsin 

Foundation Fund. Established, respectable business lobbies 

such as the U.S. Chamber of Commerce, the Committee on Eco

nomic Development, and the National Association of Manufac

turers had educational arms to promote in the schools the 

benefits of free enterprise. Again, though, when reputable 

business lobbies made basically the same charges against 

education that the less scrupulous made, the former lent 

respectability to the latter. Shady operators such as CASBO, 

whose Committee on Education published the Educational Re

viewer, diligently pursued the goal of promoting economic 

orthodoxy in the schools. A group called American Business 

Consultants financed Counterattack and Red Channels, news

letters which frequently berated the schools while promoting 
q U 

economic orthodoxy. 

The Educational Reviewer's attempts at censorship were 

so heavy-handed that CASBO earned the condemnation of the 

House Select Committee on Lobbying Activities. Yet many 

reputable business lobbies resorted to only slightly more 

subtle forms of censorship against textbooks which espoused 

supposedly radical economic theories. National Small Busi-
3 l +Scott Cutlip, "Effective Public Relations for Higher 

Education," AAUP Bulletin, 36 (Winter 1950), 654; Maclver, 
Academic Freedom, 56-59. 
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ness Men's Association President DeWitt Emery encouraged 

members of his organization to pressure their school author

ities into dropping the textbook Economics: Principles and 

Problems by Paul F. Gemmell and Ralph H. Bodgett. Emery con

tended that the book, an accepted text at 195 colleges and 

universities, typified communist infiltration in education 

because it advocated the abolition of inheritances, a greater 

tax burden upon wealth, and expanded government-financed 

social services. The NAM pursued a similar course; its edu

cation committee automatically censured universities using 

textbooks "favorable to collectivism." Economics Professor 

John R. Hodges of Kansas City University was probably close 

to the mark on the NAM's real motive for such a policy when, 

after University President Clarence Decker passed word of 

the NAM action to his Economics Department, Hodges replied 

that the real targets of the NAM were textbooks which pointed 

out the deficiencies of capitalism. 3 5 

Educators were well aware that business interest groups 

were becoming much more sensitive to criticism of the free 

enterprise system and much more willing to accept the premise 

that the schools promoted socialism. The NEA Commitee on 

^Congressional Record, 80th Cong., 1st Sess., 1947, 
XCIII, Part 10, A478; U.S., Congress, House, Report No. 
32 32 , 81st Cong., 2d Sess., 1950 , 7 ; John R. Hodges to 
Clarence Decker, November 21, 19 50, Deane Malott Papers, 
General Correspondence-G, University of Kansas Archives, 
Spencer Research Library, Lawrence, Kansas. 
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Tenure and Academic Freedom found that public school teachers 

believed that businessmen as a group were quick to take 

offense and quick to criticize local schools. A Columbia 

University survey of college and university social science 

faculty from across the nation revealed that many college and 

university teachers were especially cautious about offending 

business leaders in their communities. Respondents character

ized local business leaders as generally "conservative in out

look, powerful in influence, and quick to challenge a pro

's c 

fessor whose views they disapproved of." 

For educators desiring the favorable opinion of business 

interest groups, such criticisms hit home. One of the NEA's 

first post-World War II projects was a series of conferences 

between leaders in business and education. In 1945, 10,000-

12,000 educators and businessmen met in 40 states to discuss 

education's problems and the contributions business could 

make toward solving these problems. The NEA attached great 

public relations significance to a 1944-45 U.S. Chamber of 

Commerce study, Education--An Investment in People. For a 

brief time in 1945, the NEA even persuaded the Chamber to 

join the struggle for federal aid to education, an abberation 
3 6 
NEA, Committee on Tenure and Academic Freedom, The 

Freedom of the Public School Teacher (Washington: NEA, 1951), 
11-13; Paul F. Lazarsfeld and Wagner Thielens, Jr., The 
Academic Mind. Social Scientists in a_Time of Crisis (Glen-
coe, Illinois: Free Press, 1958) , 2T6. 
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NEA, Proceedings (1945-46), 17-; Frank J. Munger and 
Richard F. Fenno, Jr»7 National Politics and Federal Aid to 
Education (Syracuse, New York: Syracuse University Press, 
1962). 27. 

3 8New York Times, November 2, 1949, 45. 

q 7 

on the Chamber's part that lasted only a few months. 

College and university presidents often maintained 

close and friendly ties with leading businessmen. Private 

colleges in particular looked to business for financial 

sustenance. University of California President Robert 

Sproul expressed his admiration for American business to an 

appreciative audience at an American Banker's Association 

meeting: 
Surely the guarantees of personal freedom cannot 
be stretched to the point of license to undermine, 
through indoctrination, the American system of 
political democracy combined with capitalist eco
nomy—a partnership which had advanced human rights 
and provided for human needs to a degree which no 
other political or economic system in all history 
has ever approached. Since the people of our 
nation live in an industrial civilization, business 
determines their national welfare and is, therefore, 
essential to their lives. 3 8 

University of Kansas Chancellor Deane Malott sat on the 

boards of several major corporations and counted many influ

ential business leaders among his regular correspondents. 

He also served on the Business Advisory Council of the Depart

ment of Commerce. Malott was a self-admitted economic con

servative, and his correspondence reveals insights into the 

attitudes of business leaders who knew him to be sympathetic 

to their general viewpoint and thus considered him a safe 
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sounding board for their fears about trends in higher edu

cation . 

The importance Malott attached to the opinions of his 

business friends was demonstrated by his treatment of a 1948 

speech to the Kansas City Chamber of Commerce. Malott 1s 

subject was universal military training, of which he was 

highly critical. After the speech he directed his secretary 

to send copies not to his academic colleagues and acquaint

ances but to such people as Robert T. Stevens, Chairman of 

the Board of J. P. Stevens and Co.; H.W. Prentis, Jr., Pres

ident of the Armstrong Cork Co.; Paul Hoffman, President of 

the Studebaker Corporation; John L. Collyer, President of B. 

F. Goodrich; Sidney J. Weinberg, partner, Goldman, Scahs and 

Co.; and Harrison Jones, Chairman of the Board of the Coca-

Cola Company. When Malott learned of the NAM's censure 

policy, he did not hesitate to fire off a letter to W. T. 

Grant, Chairman of the Business Men's Assurance Company of 

Kansas City: "The NAM is off on the wrong foot when it 

attempts to censor textbooks." He also lectured Grant on the 

the university tradition of free discussion of and inquiry 
3 9 

into all points of view. 
Malott had more than one occasion to rebuke prominent 

39 
Deane Malott, Memo, March 24, 19 48, General Corres

pondence-Universal Military Training; Malott to W.T. Grant, 
January 23, 19 51, General Correspondence-G. 
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4 0 J . C . Nichols to Malott, October 28, 1947; Malott to 
Nichols, November 7, 1947, General Correspondence-N. 

i L , i 

business friends for their attitude toward colleges, univer

sities, and academic freedom. In the fall of 1947 he accepted 

an invitation from Kansas City real estate magnate J.C. 

Nichols to address the exclusive Mission Hills Home Associa

tion. In a letter reminding Malott of the appearance, Nichols 

suggested topics of interest to members of the Association 

(largely businessmen, Republican, and firm believers in free 

enterprise according to Nichols). Nichols particularly 

reommended that Malott give an account of "what the Univer

sity is doing to combat Communism, Fascism, and Socialism." 

He also reported that many of his friends were highly crit

ical of KU Economics Professor John Ise's recent comments on 

the need to raise income taxes. Malott responded with a 

rebuff, albeit gentle, of some of Nichols 1 criticisms: 

I wouldn't worry about old John. He has lots 
of ideas I don't agree with but I have one deep 
and underlying conviction, and that is a uni
versity is a place of hospitality to ideas and 
that very few communists are being developed in 
our educational institutions. Youth, however, 
is a time for stretching, straining, questioning, 
and crusading... the basis for later sound judge
ment and solid citizenship....I suspect...that 
the veterans of Guadalcanal and the Bulge can be 
trusted to face men far to the left of anything 
the KU faculty can produce! 4^ 

This response mollified Nichols to some extent, but he 

still warned Malott that anything Malott could say to over-
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come the impression held by many that students were emerging 

from universities with a "socialistic trend of thinking" 
41 

would be worthwhile. 

Another prominent figure in Kansas City business affairs 

and University of Kansas endowment affairs, Kenneth A. Spen

cer, expressed concern to Malott about a George Sokolsky 

column about K.U. Sociology Professor Seba Eldridge. In the 

column Sokolsky had singled Eldridge out as a prime example 

of collectivist thought in American universities. Spencer 

asked Malott if Eldridge indeed had "pink or radical char

acteristics" and if so, would the university take "corrective 

action?" Spencer's letter was only one of several that 

Malott received about the Sokolsky column. Malott replied 

to each in the same fashion. First he informed questioners 

that George Sokolsky was "a rabble-rouser of the worst sort 

...who is anathema throughout the entire academic world." 

Then he defended Eldridge, explained the origins of Sokolsky's 

story (a book Eldridge had edited several years earlier), 

and admonished his correspondents to remember that Sokolsky 

represented another phase of McCarthyism. But Malott also 

felt compelled to assure Spencer that neither Eldridge nor 
any other K.U. faculty members were subversive or "Red" in 

42 
any way. 

4 1Nichols to Malott, November 15, 1947. 
4 2Kenneth A. Spencer to Malott, May 26, 1951; Malott 

to Spencer, May 30, 19 51; Malott to Paul Freeman, May 30, 
19 51; Malott to Mrs. H.K. Hibbard, May 31, 19 51, General 
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The interest of business and businessmen in education 

at times took more positive channels than the CASBO and NAM 

approaches to promoting orthodox economic thought. Business 

initiatives toward education such as Freedom's Foundation 

were warmly received by educators. Even these positive 

efforts, though, conveyed a subtle hint of pressure. Free

dom's Foundation of Valley Forge, Pennsylvania, originated 

in the minds of advertising executives Don Belding and 

Kenneth Wells and investment broker Edward F. Hutton. At the 

time he, Belding, and Hutton conceived the idea, Wells was 

the director of the advertising industry's economic educa

tion program. As these three men saw it, the need for the 

Freedom's Foundation program grew out of a paradox of Amer

ican life—many Americans only dimly understood the basis of 
4- 3 

the "American Way of Life." 

To enhance such understanding, particularly of the eco

nomic basis of the American way of life, Freedom's Founda

tion established a series of cash awards for citizens who 

"spoke up for freedom" in various categories of public dis

course, including comic strips, advertising campaigns, and 

above all the public schools, which were a primary target of 
Correspondence—Sokolsky Correspondence. As is indicated by 
the maintenance of a separate file for correspondence re
lating to Sokolsky columns , Malott had several run-ins with 
the columnist. 

""Freedom's Foundation," 1950 , Box 39, Dwight D. Eisen
hower Personal File (DDEPF), Freedom's Foundation File, 
Eisenhower Library, Abilene, Kansas. 
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Foundation programs. In 19 50, for example, thirty-nine 

school systems won libraries in elaborate ceremonies at 

Valley Forge. Award presenters included such illustrious 

Americans as General Eisenhower. 4 4 

Freedom's Foundation directors were for the most part 

distinguished business leaders, corporation heads, and uni

versity presidents. They placed a high priority on defend

ing economic orthodoxy. The Foundation's credo stressed in

alienable economic rights; rights which had over the years 

become part of the American way of life "by practice." These 

included the right to: own private property, work in callings 

and locations of one's choice, bargain with employers, go 

into business, compete and make a profit, bargain for goods 

and services in a free market, make contracts governing one's 

own affairs, appeal to government as protector and referee, 

and freedom from arbitrary government regulations and control. 

When Foundation president Don Belding described the components 

of the American way of life, he usually stressed economic 

rights and passed lightly over political, civil and religious 

rights. He left no doubt that the Foundation's educational 

objectives centered on promoting economic orthodoxy. Belding 

believed that free enterprise had in recent years become a 

whipping boy, particularly in the nation's schools and 

colleges, and that business organizations of every size and 

4 l 4Don Belding, "The Battle for Men's Minds," undated, 
Box 39, DDEPF, Freedom's Foundation File. 
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description had to take up the fight to reverse this trend. 

Above all, Belding emphasized the importance of mobilizing 

educators in behalf of free enterprise. He noted the NEA fs 

recent resolve to do more "selling11 of the American way of 

life as an example of what could be done. One of the Founda

tion's concrete programs in this direction was "Teacher's 

Day," whereby schools closed for a day and teachers toured 
45 

local businesses to see how they worked. 

The influence of businessmen in shaping national edu

cational policy reached a high point during the Eisenhower 

administration. During the campaign of 1952 Eisenhower made 

himself the personification of the free enterprise values of 

individual initiative and local responsibility for govern

mental services such as education. C D . Jackson, Eisenhower's 

principal adviser on education, urged the president-elect to 

accept a December 19 52 invitation to address a meeting of 

the National Citizens' Commission for the Public Schools in 

spite of his crowded schedule, because the NCCPS represented 

an outstanding example of one of Eisenhower's favorite cam

paign themes—citizen initiative was a much better method of 
solving problems in fields such as education than government 

46 
action. 

4 5Ibid. ; Don Belding, "What is the American Way of Life?" 
Reader's~"Digest, 54 (March 1949), 47. 

4^C.D. Jackson to Arthur H. Vandenburg, December 16, 
1952, Box 8 34, President's Personal File 47, NCCPS File, 
Eisenhower Library. 
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Munger and Fenno, National Politics and Federal Aid, 
27; "Minutes of the Meeting of the Study Committee on Fed
eral Responsibility in the Field of Education," June 28-29, 
19 54, Box 22, Records of the President's Commission on Inter
governmental Relations, Eisenhower Library. 

Eisenhower's opposition to general federal aid to edu

cation squared with the attitude of jnost business lobbies. 

The U.S. Chamber of Commerce year in and year out provided 

the primary staff support for the drive against federal aid. 

Eisenhower's appointments to the Study Committee on Federal 

Responsibility in the Field of Education of the President's 

Commission on Intergovernmental Relations insured that fed

eral aid would not go far in that group. Committee Chair

man Meyer Kestnbaum, President of Hart, Schaffner and Marx, 

and other businessman members of the Committee agreed that 

business had a "very large interest" in education and govern

ment. That interest did not include, however, raising taxes 

to finance federal aid schemes. Kestnbaum had definite ideas 

about whose interests should come first in the work of his 

committee: 

I believe the only way to understand modern 
American life is to understand that we live 
in an industrial, business-oriented society 
which will stand or fall on the degree to 
which we find it possible to reconcile the 
interest of business and the interests of 
society itself. 4 7 

Educators were the targets of numerous outside pressures 

during the Cold War. Sometimes, however, their wounds were 

at least partially self-inflicted. This was particularly 
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true when educators tried to anticipate Cold War criticism 

by taking a hard line themselves. As often as not, instead 

of appeasing their critics educators only succeeded in 

raising their expectations for even more stringent Cold War 

measures. 

Their reaction to the question of whether communists 

should be allowed to teach provides an example of how educa

tors could sometimes be their own worst enemies. Committee 

A of the AAUP began to consider that question in a hypo

thetical sense in October 1947, but before 1949 educators 

addressed the subject infrequently and when they did they 

usually played down the notion that any special prohibitions 

were necessary. In February 1948, President James Conant 

of Harvard said that a Massachusetts legislative proposal 

to bar communists from teaching in the public schools would 

be "welcome news to the rulers of the Soviet Union." Yet by 

the end of the following year Conant and numerous other re

spected spokesmen for education had found it necessary to 

take a firm stance against allowing communists to teach and 

had attracted a good deal of attention in so doing. During 

the spring and summer of 1949, prominent educators launched 

a concerted oratorical assault against hypothetical commun

ists in the teaching ranks. Before the summer was out, the 

most prestigious body on educational policy in the nation— 

the Educational Policies Commission—had also come out flat-



ly against the hiring of communist teachers. 8 

The question did not become a matter of public concern 

until 19 49, even though the American Federation of Teachers 

of the AFL made news with an anti-Communist teacher policy 

in the autumn of 1948. On January 22, 1949, the bombshell 

struck; the question was no longer hypothetical; President 

Raymond B. Allen of the University of Washington announced 

the dismissal of three tenured faculty members because of 

their past and present communist affiliations. The dis

missals were the finishing touch to an investigation begun 

by the Canwell Committee on Un-American Activities. The Can-

well Committee investigations resulted in complaints against 

six faculty members. A confidential faculty committee then 

studied the cases for seven weeks, compiling some 3,000 

pages of testimony in the process. The faculty committee 

voted against dismissal in five of the six cases; two of the 

five involved admitted Communist Party members. Seven of 

eleven committee members favored the dismissal of Ralph 

Gundlach, Associate Professor of Psychology, on the grounds 

of "substantial neglect of duty, dishonesty, incompetency, 

and an ambiguous realtionship with the Communist Party.11 

President Allen in turn recommended harsher measures, and 

4 8New York Times , February 10 , 1948, 1; Bernard DeVoto 
"The Colleges, the Government, and Freedom," Harper T s Maga
zine, 1192, (September 1949), 468-75; Educational Policies 
Commission, American Education and International Tensions 
(Washington: EPC, 1949), 35-39. 
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the Board of Regents went beyond even Allen's recommendations 

when it announced the dismissal of Gundlach, Joseph Butter-

worth, and Herbert J. Phillips. The Board placed the other 

three on probation, a reward for their having given up Party 

membership but also a warning not to revert to old habits. 4 9 

The dismissals sparked a full-blown debate in the pop

ular press and among educators. University presidents seemed 

especially aware that as a result of the Washington cases 

they trod treacherous ground. Raymond Allen's warning did 

not go unheeded: "the questions raised by these tenure cases 

are not the University of Washington's alone." Gundlach, 

Butterworth, and Phillips made sure that the issue would not 

be buried when they requested an investigation by Committee 

A of the AAUP. The NEA and the ACLU also conducted investi

gations. Nor would educators themselves let the case die, 

as they seemed both fascinated and horrified by its implica

tions. The majority of university presidents who offered 

opinions on the affair approved of Allen's action and vowed 

that they would not retain communists on their faculties. 

Chancellor Harry Woodburne Chase of New York University voiced 

doubts about the legality of the dismissals but supported 

them anyway: "I would not knowingly engage a Communist. Per

sonally I loathe communism and all its works. No teacher 

4 9 N e w York Times, January 23, 1949, 28; The Record of 
the Tenure Cases at the University of Washington (Seattle: 
Board of Regents, 1949) ; University of Washington AAUP Chap
ter Bulletin on the Tenure Cases at the University of Wash
ington , 6 (February 1949) , University of Kansas AAUP Records, 
University of Kansas Archives. 



has the right to use his classroom for propaganda purposes. 

If he does that, he has certainly violated one of the pri

mary obligations of... academic freedom.11 The Reverend 

Robert I. Gannon of Fordham dismissed the argument that the 

firings violated academic freedom with the curt observation: 

"Academic freedom gives only the right to teach the truth." 

After the Kansas City University AAUP chapter prompted 

criticism by allowing Herbert Phillips to address a closed 

meeting, University President Clarence Decker issued an un

solicited public statement to clear up doubts about the uni

versity's loyalty before such doubts could get off the ground 

"There are no Communist Professors at the University of Kan

sas City and none will be appointed. There is no Communist 

indoctrination at the University... in any course or program 

in its curriculum." Decker then invited critics to meet with 

him and university trustees if they still entertained doubts. 

Many educators expressed agreement with the Washington 

dismissals before investigations into the legality and pro

priety of the dismissals had even begun, thus implicitly en

dorsing the principle of guilt by association since few could 

have been intimately acquainted with the facts in each case. 

Some educators arrived at this position with unseemly haste 

and unscholarly fervor. William LaPrade of Committee A 

found it easy to understand how an unthinking public could 

^Tenure Cases at the University of Washington, 12 ; New 
York Times, January 26, 1949 , 27; January 30, 1949, E-9 ; 
Kansas~nty Star, May 30 , 1949 . 
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develop suspicions of scholars in times of widespread anxiety, 

but lamented that some in the company of scholars had also 

departed from the long-established criteria that individual 

qualifications were the best basis for selecting teachers. 

Bernard DeVoto sympathized with college presidents on the 

spot because of t !fuzzy-minded nincompoops and very clear-

minded bastards (who) are going to agitate for the dismissal 

of every college teacher who expresses an idea that would 

not have made Roscoe Conkling blush for its conservatism.11 

Yet DeVoto tempered his sympathy with the observation that 

many college presidents were giving in all too readily to such 

pressures. Equally disturbing was an apparent lack of concern 

about how educators who applauded the Washington action pro

posed to flush other communists out of academia. To those 

outside the groves of academia, however, this posed no parti

cular problem. If there were communists in teaching positions, 

if even educators agreed there should not be, then what could 

be more obvious than the need to root them out using whatever 

laws and investigative procedures would get the job done? 

Before long many educators must have had reason to regret 

their hasty leap to the bandwagon. That vehicle certainly 

would not have rolled on so recklessly if all educators had 

been privy to a conversation between Raymond Allen and James 

Conant not long after news of the dismissals broke. Conant 

asked Allen if he would start the investigation if he had to 

do it again. Despite his public defense of the dismissals, 
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Allen said he would n o t . 5 1 

Not all educators agreed with the action taken at Wash

ington or with the subsequent tide of educational opinion 

approving of that action. I.L. Kandel, editor of School and 

Society; President Robert Hutchins of the University of Chi

cago; progressive education patriarch John Dewey; and Alex

ander Meiklejohn of New York University all resisted the tide. 

Fumed one irate critic of Meiklejohn, "He is evidently wait

ing for the enemy beachheads before he will undertake posi

tive action." But for the most part, the stampede to con

demn communist teachers and professors continued unabated. 

The pace picked up noticeably during the commencement months 

of 1949. John K. Norton of Columbia University and the EPC 

came out flatly against the right of communists to teach, 

as did the vocal Sidney Hook of New York University's Philo

sophy Department. Hook had a well-deserved reputation as 

the "most aggressive and articulate voice against the em

ployment of communists as teachers," but he certainly held 

no monopoly in that field. Edmund E. Day, President of Cor

nell University, was a foremost spokesman for dismissing 

communist teachers. Newly selected Duke University Presi

dent Arthur Hollis Edens used his inauguration ceremony as 

5 1William LaPrade, "Annual Report of Committee A on Aca
demic Freedom and Tenure," AAUP Bulletin, 38 (Spring 1952), 
10 7; Bernard DeVoto, "The Easy Chair," Harper's Magazine, 
198 (June 1949), 62-63; Proceedings of the Thirty-third 
Meeting of the Educational Policies Commission, March 11-13, 
1949 (Washington: EPC, 1949) , 114. 
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a forum for his views on the subject: "I have no hesitancy 

in saying that as far as I am concerned, a member of the 

Communist Party does not belong in the company of teachers 

who believe in moral and spiritual values...." Other edu

cators of note who publicly endorsed the expulsion of commun

ists from the teaching profession included President Charles 

Seymour of Yale and U.S. Commissioners of the Office of Edu

cation John W. Studebaker and Earl J. McGrath. After Stude-

baker left the OE, he continued his vehement anticommunism 

as chairman of the editorial board of Scholastic Magazines, 

publishers of the largest circulation magazines for public 

secondary school students. McGrath gave the anticommunist 

teacher position his Office's sanction in his 1949 annual 

report: "This much appears clear: While our constitutional 

guarantees rightly defend the privilege of every man to speak 

his mind out freely... there is no justification...for know

ingly employing as teachers of our youth those whose commit-
5 2 

ments are contrary to...freedom itself." 

The climax of the assault by educators against commun

ist teachers came in the summer of 1949. First the EPC 

released its policy statement on the subject. Then the NEA 

at its summer 1949 annual convention expressed unqualified 
5 2 

William W. Brickman, "Communism and Education," School 
and Society, 71 (March 25, 1950), 180-88; New York Times, 
April 2 9 , 1949 , 15 ; May 30 , 1949 , 14 ; October"T57 1949 , 55; 
June 22, 1949, 34; Scholastic Teacher, 58 (May 2, 1951), 18-T; 
U.S. Office of Education, Annual Report (Washington: U.S.G. 
P.O., 1949), 427. 
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approval of the EPC position. Proponents of the EPC posi

tion snowballed a resolution of approval through the conven

tion, oblivious to regular parliamentary procedure. When 

the assembly indicated approval by a resounding voice vote, 

one delegate called for a standing vote anyway: "I should 

like to know who is going to stand up and believe in the 

things he believes in and stands for the country he lives in." 

All but five of nearly 3,000 delegates stood. 5 3 

The report that aroused such enthusiasm at the 19 49 NEA 

convention came from the EPC. The significance attached to 

the EPC by the educational community was demonstrated when 

that body extended an appointment to President Eisenhower of 

Columbia University in 194 8. Eisenhower's closest friends 

and advisers at Columbia--Kevin McCann, Paul Davis, and Pro

vost Grayson Kirk--unanimously urged'him to accept the appoint

ment because of the EPC's influence upon American education 

and because membership offered quick insight into education's 

problems. McCann quoted Conant of Harvard: "I was a chemist 

when I became President of Harvard and an educator after a 

year's service on the Educational Policies Commission." Paul 

Davis rated the invitation a high priority—category III—in 

requests for Eisenhower's time. Encouragement from Conant, 

John K. Norton of Columbia, and O.C. Carmichael of the Carne-

5 3NEA, Proceedings (1949) , 157-59 ; New York Times, 
July 9, 1949, 2. 
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Kevin McCann memo to General Eisenhower, November 9, 
1948; Paul H. Davis memo to Eisenhower, October 26, 1948; 
O.C. Carmichael to Eisenhower, October 22, 194 8; John K. 
Norton to Eisenhower, October 25, 1948; James B. Conant to 
Eisenhower, October 25, 1948; Box 131, DDEPF, Clubs and 
Associations File, Educational Policies Commission #1, Eisen
hower Library . 

5 5School and Society, 69 (April 23, 1949), 293; NEA 

gie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching also helped 

convince Eisenhower to accept. 5 4 

When the EPC announced in March 1949 that a forthcoming 

policy statement would help the nation Ts teachers "win the 

Cold War against the Soviet Union," the educational world 

watched with considerable interest. EPC members discussed 

the Cold War and education in closed meetings in September 

1948 and March 1949. Out of these sessions emerged a picture 

of the EPC's view of the major educational problems of 19 49. 

Subjects related to the Cold War dominated the list, threaten

ing to shunt even federal aid to education aside. 5 5 

EPC discussion on the report, American Education and 

International Tensions , centered on how strong the statement 

should be. Initially NEA Associate Secretary William Carr 

lobbied for a draft that held out hope for the easing of 

international tensions and the possibility of international 

cooperation. James Conant led those who complained that 

Carr's original draft promoted too much "false hope" for 

international cooperation. Conant wanted—and got—a state

ment stressing the need for the schools to produce "a tough-

minded idealist, a person who will face up to this pretty 
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bleak prospect Ca divided world)...and function in it. That, 

to my mind, is the major job of our schools and colleges."5** 

Recent events were clearly etched on the minds of EPC 

members. George Selke, President of the University of Mon

tana, stressed the need for the EPC to go at least as far as 

the CIO had gone in taking tough action on communists. The 

favorable public reaction to the University of Washington 

dismissals also figured prominently in the discussions, as 

indicated by this exchange between Selke and Eisenhower: 

Eisenhower: If I could not fire the Communists, they 
would certainly be 
Selke: He would go out or I would go out. 
Eisenhower: That is the way I feel.^ 

The relationship of the recommendation on Communist 

teachers to the statement as a whole was carefully considered. 

James Spinning, a representative of the public schools, asked 

whether the good that might result from such a recommendation 

would be worth the furor it might raise, particularly given 

the small number of actual communist teachers. Perhaps it 

would be better, said Spinning, to ignore the issue. Others 

brought up the possibility that a strongly worded recommenda

tion against allowing communists to teach would overwhelm 

Journal, 38 (January 1949), 13; "Current Educational Prob
lems and Proposed Resolutions," March 15, 1949, Box 131, DDEPF, 
EPC #2. Eisenhower Library. 

^Proceedings of the Thirty-Second Meeting, EPC, Septem
ber 2 4-2 5 , 194 8 (Washington: EPC, 1948) , 238-39 , 355-66 ; Pro
ceedings , Thirty-Third EPC Meeting, 43. 

5 7Proceedmgs , Thirty-Third EPC Meeting, 9 7-9 8. 
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the rest of the report. These objections to making a strong 

statement fell before one consideration—the need to pre-empt 

attacks on education. When Carr was asked to explain the 

purpose of the anticommunist sections of the statement, his 

response seemed to satisfy everyone: 

I would say there is no question that the 
public schools are under attack for their alleged 
subversive tendencies.... This attack... draws 
strength. .. from the fact that the school people 
have not been very outspoken against subversive 
activities.... The newspaper boys are out there 
and they will be around tomorrow.... (The state
ment) will take the stinger out of some of the 
attacks that are being unjustifiably made. I 
realize this has no value to a teacher.58 

On June 8 the EPC released a fifty-four page pamphlet 

entitled American Education and International Tensions. The 

statement had an impact that far outdistanced the expecta

tions of EPC members who frequently watched their weighty 

pronouncements sink in a sea of indifference. This time, 

though, the public and journalistic response was over

whelming. The timing of the statement could not have been 

more propitious, coming on the heels of the Washington cases 

and the commencement month onslaught against communist 

teachers, for Tensions made its greatest impact with a single 

recommendation from part II, "The Educational Task: The EPC 

5 8Ibid., 116-17, 401-02; Proceedings, Thirty-Second 
EPC Meeting, 331. Carr's last remark was a response to the 
criticism that the statement would be of little value to 
classroom teachers seeking help in their day-to-day work. 
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recommends: members of the Communist Party should not be 

employed as teachers." 5^ 

Although this recommendation constituted only a small 

part of the report, it and it alone stuck in the minds of 

most reviewers. In many ways Tensions was a thoughtful ana

lysis of the problems facing American education in the post

war world. Nor did it pander solely to red-baiters. Another 

resolution read: "Teachers should not be regimented as to 

political beliefs or affiliations." The report also defended 

the right of teachers to bring up controversial subjects in 

the classroom. But the impact of homilies on the virtue of 

moderation paled in comparison to the impact of the state

ment f s hard line on communism and communist teachers. A care

ful study of the reaction of press and public to Tensions 

convinced the EPC that it had been a smashing public relations 

success. Editorial comment had been extensive but superfi

cial, and above all overwhelmingly favorable. Only 10 of 

33 3 editorials surveyed did not mention the recommendation 

against allowing communists to teach; the majority stressed 

it as the most important part of the report; one in five 

mentioned nothing else about the report. More than three-

quarters of the editorials mentioned the recommendation that 

the schools teach about communism to help children face the 

Cold War; most of these gave that point secondary emphasis. 

5 9Tensions , 35-39 . 
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Only 50 of 3 33 mentioned the recommendation that the schools 

improve teaching about democracy. The report's more subtle 

distinctions escaped notice almost entirely; a scant six 

repeated the EPC warning about the dangers of censoring text

books. A distinct minority named either the EPC or the title 

of the report correctly. Most attributed the statment to 

"prominent educators.11 Conant and Eisenhower were the most 

frequently named individuals.^^ 

Stripped of subtleties or not, Tensions was rightly 

considered a smashing triumph by EPC members and other edu

cators. The Commission's own analysis calculated that ninety-

eight per cent of all responses had been favorable. John 

Norton boasted of the "enormous response" from press and pub

lic, citing a ninety-one per cent rate of unqualified approval 

(those who qualified their approval, according to Norton, 

usually did so because the report was not hard-line enough) 

and the support of 2,8 75 of 2,880 NEA delegates. Tensions 

indeed struck a responsive chord. The New York Times gave 

the report front page treatment with most emphasis on the 

recommendation about communist teachers. The Times also 

showered profuse praise in its lead editorial and urged that 

a copy of Tensions be placed "in every teacher's hands." 

6 0Ibid., 1-6, 34-35, 47-48; "Analysis of Editorials 
Dealing with 'American Education and International Tensions'," 
undated, Box 131, DDEPF, EPC #2, Eisenhower Library. 
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U.S. Commissioner of the Office of Education Earl McGrath 

lent his strong endorsement and recommended Tensions for use 

as a teacher's manual in the OE's Zeal for Democracy program. 

After a meeting with McGrath, President Truman announced his 

enthusiastic support, singling out for special plaudits the 

section on communist teachers. Truman agreed that anyone 

who favored the destruction of the American system of govern

ment was unfit to teach. Less desirable testimonials also 

followed, as both the California Tenney Committee and the 

American Legion pointed to the EPC recommendation as consis

tent with their own tough anticommunist programs.^ 1 

It may be harsh to blame the EPC and other educators 

for being so completely swept up in the anticommunist passions 

of the day. When one recalls that the American Civil Liber

ties Union barred from membership "Communists and all total

itarian ... for the very reason of their disbelief in our 

principle of civil liberties for everybody," it hardly seems 

likely that educators would have been more conscientious 

than civil libertarians about protecting civil liberties. 

Yet at the same time it is difficult to suppress the feeling 

that the EPC and other educators retreated too far in trying 

to accomodate the rampant anticommunism of the day. Certainly 

6 1John K. Norton, "Education in a Period of Internation
al Tensions," NEA Journal, 38 (November 1949), 574; New 
York Times, June 9, 1949, 30; June 10, 1949, 1; California 
Legislature, Sixth Report of the Senate Fact-Finding Committee 
on Un-American Activities TT951), 67. 



Chapter Four 

America on the Defensive: Teaching Democracy, Citizenship 
and the American Way of Life 

"Education for the Preservation of Democracy" was the 

theme for the 194 8 joint conference of the American Council 

on Education (ACE) and the Educational Records Bureau. Con

ference planners chose their theme well. A year earlier, 

the prosaic topic "Improving Reading" had seemed important 

enough; now, however, much higher stakes seemed to ride on 

how well educators understood their role. Wherever educators 

gathered in 1948, the question of what American education 

could do to defend the democratic way of life was sure to be 

brought up. Not since Jefferson's day, commented Frederick 

Burkhardt of Syracuse University, had the future of demo

cracy seemed so precarious. American educators reacted 

strongly to what many Americans considered to be the ideo

logical threat posed by communism, a threat widely interpreted 

as a challenge to America's self-image, its very essence. 

The complex of ideas and institutions that formed the founda

tion of American society—democracy, citizenship, American

ism, capitalism—seemed to be under incessant attack. As one 

means of shoring up that foundation the American people 

turned to their schools, and the educators responded, lavish

ing their time and attention on attempts to reinforce that 

foundation by teaching about democracy, citizenship, and the 
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American way of life. 1 

What is significant about these attempts is their defen-

siveness. American educators during the Cold War years 

exhibited little of the bold, innovative thought which might 

be associated with a confident society. Instead they dis

played caution, reluctance to experiment, and above all a 

tendency to turn back to the old verities in the face of what 

was perceived as a serious threat both externally and in-, 

ternally. Nationalism became a dominant theme in American 

education, but it was not a belligerent, self-assertive 

nationalism; it was the defensive, almost melancholy nation

alism of a people trying desperately to hold on to their 

children ? s loyalty. 

As the Cold War went on its path educators accepted and 

perpetuated the idea that democracy was on the defensive 

and that the schools bore no small responsibility for that 

turn of events. U.S. Commissioner of the Office of Educa

tion COE) John W. Studebaker was one of the first to popu

larize this theme. At the 19 46 John Adams Lecture at UCLA, 

Studebaker warned that democracy faced a clouded and uncer

tain future and could survive only if American education cul

tivated a better understanding of democratic principles and 

-'-American Council on Education, Education for the Pre
servation of Democracy. A Report of the Thirteenth Educa
tional Conference, New York City, October 2 8-29 , 1948 
(Washington, D.C.: ACE, April, 1949T. 
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a zeal for the attainment of those principles. In November 

19 47j Studebaker unveiled before the National Council for 

the Social Studies a major new OE program—the Zeal for 

Democracy program. He told the NCSS that in the interest of 

national strength and security educators had to make a 

supreme effort to instill such zeal in their students. With

in a few months the Zeal for Democracy program was in full 

swing and the OE was the recipient of its largest percentage 

appropriations increase in years. From the beginning the 

defensive nature of the Zeal program was readily apparent. 

One of its primary purposes was to strengthen American 

democracy through the classroom by alerting the nation's 

students to the dangers of communist and fascist totalitar

ianism. Explained Studebaker, "Our young people have lived 

in an atmosphere of freedom for so long that they do not 

suspect anyone.... Unless schools do their part, the students 

may be duped by the glittering promises of Communist propa-

gandists." 

Studebaker and his successor at the OE, Earl J. McGrath, 

led the way in calling for better education in American demo

cracy in order to insure democracy's survival, but other 

leading educators expressed similar concerns. President 

^U.S., Congressional Record, 80th Cong., 2d Sess., 1946, 
XCIV, Part 10, A2205; New York Times, November 29, 1947, 15; 
February 14 , 1948 , 15 ; ""School Life, 3 3 (February 1948). 
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James B. Conant of Harvard maintained that the ideological 

thrust of aggressive Soviet Communism could be countered 

only in ideological terms; hence education had a role of 

great importance in the Cold War. Frederick Hunter, a past-

president of the National Education Association (NEA) and 

honorary chancellor of the Oregon State System of Higher 

Education, warned flatly that nothing less than America's 

survival was on the line. NEA Executive Secretary Willard 

Givens made essentially the same point in his 1950 "Report 

to the Public"—hostile ideologies threatened the American 

way of life unless the schools could accomplish their spe

cial assignment of laying the basis for loyalty and good 
q 

citizenship "in the war of ideals." 

Alarm over the seriousness of the threat appeared at 

every level of education. Yale President Charles Seymour 

told an Alumni Day audience, "None of us can afford to mini

mize the Communist threats to America," and advocated a com

prehensive program of American studies to counteract such 

threats. Speaking for the younger generation, Yale senior 

William Sloane Coffin told the same audience that the United 

States must lead the way in formulating "a political faith 
3James B. Conant, Education in a Divided World (Cam

bridge, Massachusetts: Harvard University Press, 1948), 224; 
Frederick M. Hunter, "Spokesman for Freedom," NEA Journal, 
40 (April 1951), 264; Willärd E. Givens, "Schools for Our 
Times," NEA, Proceedings of the Eighty-Ninth Annual Meeting 
(Washington, D.C.: NEA, 195l77~312-26. 
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around which the non-Communist world can rally." Emeritus 

Professor Frederick Breed of the University of Chicago re

flected upon the feeling of uneasiness which gripped the 

nation despite record prosperity. Graphically if not poeti

cally Breed counseled, "American faith must be lifted out 

of storage in a museum case and lodged in the brain cells of 

our people." Even the NEA fs otherwise hopeful Education for 

International Understanding paid homage to the theme of 

democracy on the defensive. The report observed that in spite 

of the unprecedented military and economic strength of the 

postwar United States, Americans looked to the future with 

foreboding. "Today the American system as Americans understand 

it is on the defensive." Of course the American Legion, in

fluential among public school educators by virtue of its 

relationship with the NEA, sounded the same warnings incessant

ly. In 194 8 Legion National Commander James O'Neill told the 

annual NEA convention that the most pressing job facing Ameri

ca's teachers was instructing America's children in the mean

ing and value of the American way of life "in the interest 

of our own survival and the survival of the moral and phy

sical liberties we believe (in)." 4 

Perhaps because so many educators and non-educators 

4New York Times, February 23, 1949, 14; Frederick S. 
Breed, "The Russian Challenge and the American School," 
Elementary School Journal, 48 (March 1948), 365-68; NEA, 
Education for International Understanding (Washington, D.C.: 
NEA, 1948), 1-5; NEA, Proceedings (19487, 23-24. 



alike warned that nothing less than America's survival was 

at stake, a number of critics concluded that this could only 

be because the schools had done an inadequate job of teach

ing about democracy, citizenship, and the American way of 

life. Some educators blamed themselves and their colleagues 

for this state of affairs, particularly because such failures 

had not only exposed the nation to a powerful and sinister 

ideological enemy but also exposed educators to a series of 

vicious attacks at home. At the height of attacks on public 

education, the NEA Journal conducted a survey to find out 

what teachers considered the most serious threat to the 

schools. First on the list was "The lack of adequate pub

lic understanding of the strong emphasis placed in all good 

schools on the three R's, character education, and citizen

ship." 5 

Other educators were not as charitable as the NEA 

Journal in attributing the problem to a lack of public under

standing. They asserted that the public understood the prob

lem perfectly well; the schools had not done a good job of 

citizenship training. When Earl McGrath became Commissioner 

of the U.S. Office of Education, his first official state

ment on educational policy stressed the need for colleges 

and universities to do a better job of "teaching democracy." 

5J.B. Edmonson, "Threats to Public Education," NEA 
Journal, 40 (September 1951) , 381. 
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Edmund E. Day, President of Cornell, declared flatly that a 

college education was imcomplete unless it gave students an 

appreciation of and a loyalty to the American way of life. 

Said Day, "If our students had a thorough conviction and a 

sense of responsibility for our free society the battle of 

ideologies would not be as ominous as it is today." Dean 

Ernest Melby of the New York University School of Education, 

a former secretary of the ACE and president of the John Dewey 

Society, lamented that the free world had lost the peace 

largely because of the failure of Americans to understand 

the basis of their way of life. The Carnegie Foundation for 

the Advancement of Teaching echoed this theme. President 

O . C Carmichael's 19 51-52 report, in a section entitled 

"Neglected Areas in Education, concluded, "The absence of 

a clear and positive philosophy is the great weakness of the 

western world in its fight against the Communist ideology. 

But the humanists and social scientists, when asked to state 

the foundation for our faith in the ideals on which our civi

lization rests , plead their inability to agree upon the funda

mentals of that faith." Education's failure to strengthen 

citizenship consistently occupied the attention of NEA policy

makers. At the 19 52 NEA convention the chairman of the Sym

posium on Discussion Groups reported that the topic of first 

concern, a "hardy perennial" at such sessions, was "how we 

in the schools can do a better job of teaching about the 
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American way of life." 

Not all concern on the part of educators about teach

ing democracy and citizenship stemmed from disinterested 

patriotism. Self-preservation dictated much of that con

cern. The combination of a general atmosphere of hostil

ity toward the schools and a specific feeling that the schools 

had fallen down on the job of teaching democracy struck many 

educators as more than a coincidence. Many believed that 

general hostility could not be dissolved until the schools 

had convinced the public that they were giving their all to 

the task of producing dedicated American citizens. In a 

review of postwar trends in curriculum development, Dean 

Hollis Caswell of Teacher's College, Columbia University, 

avowed that the number one priority in public school curri

culum development should be better training in citizenship 

and democratic values. This emphasis was necessary in part, 

said Caswell, because schools were under attack in many 

communities for failing at those subjects. President Grayson 

Kirk of Columbia also noted the direct relationship between 

attacks on the schools and the belief that the schools were 
7 

not training students for citizenship. 

6New York Times, January 15, 1949, 19; April 29, 1949, 
18; Ernest 0. Melby, "Education and the Defense of America," 
Saturday Review of Literature, 3 3 (September 9 , 19 50) , 9-10 , 
47; Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching, 
Forty-seventh Annual Report (Philadelphia: William F. Fell, 
1952), 10-14; NEA, Proceedings (1952), 191. 

^Hollis L. Caswell, "Postwar Trends in Curriculum De
velopment," NEA Journal, 41 (February 1952), 94; NEA, Pro
ceedings (1954) , 44-45 . 
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In the face of widespread agreement about the failure 

of the schools in citizenship training, educators and non-

educators alike pressed for a redoubling of effort. Edu

cators frequently spoke of such training as an "obligation" 

on their part. The 19 50 NEA platform put it in precisely 

those terms: for the sake of the preservation of democracy, 

the schools had an obligation to teach the value of the 

American way of life. President George Zook of the ACE 

voiced similar sentiments in his 1950 annual report: "The 

schools and colleges of this country are...under the deepest 

obligation to teach democracy... and to turn out graduates 

who are...deeply imbued with democracy as a philosophy of 

life." Such a sacred obligation could not be taken lightly 

in a nation involved in a life or death struggle. A New 

York City high school principal told her peers, "no longer 

can we meaningly smile when we refer to Fourth of July ora

tors . These young people must be inspired to love their 

country; some of them may die for it...." American Legion 

Commander Lewis Gough exhorted teachers not to be afraid to 

teach Americanism—not apologetic Americanism but "the 

fiercest kind of pride in American citizenship." 

The defensiveness inherent in the campaign to improve 

8NEA, Proceedings (1950), 143; George Zook, "The Presi
dent's Annual Report/ 1 Educational Record, 31 (July 1950), 
194; Mary E. Meade, "What Programs of Civil Defense Are 
Needed in Our Schools?" National Association of Secondary-
School Principal's Bulletin, 36 (April, 1952 ) , IST] Lewis 
K. Gough, "Education for Citizenship," NASSP Bulletin, 37 
(April 1953) , 422 . 
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^Proceedings of the Thirty-Second Meeting, Educational 
Policies Commission, September 24-25, 1948 (Washington: EPC, 
1948), 334, NEA Archives, Washington, D.C.; "Analysis of 
Editorials Dealing with American Education and International 
Tensions," Box 131, Dwight D. Eisenhower Personal File (DDEPF), 
Clubs and Associations File, Educational Policies Commission 
#2, Eisenhower Library, Abilene, Kansas. 

citizenship education stemmed from several pressures. Edu

cating better citizens was not for educators exclusively an 

end in itself; it was in part a means to the end of with

standing Cold War pressures; it was a reaction to these pres

sures and as such employed an essentially negative orienta

tion. When the Educational Policies Commission prepared its 

statement American Education and International Tensions, 

discussion did not focus on teaching about democracy until 

the last moments of the session. After spending the entire 

afternoon discussing the merits of the proposed recommendation 

against allowing communists to teach, the Commission endorsed 

almost as an afterthought a recommendation that the schools 

improve teaching about democracy. Negativism also surfaced 

in the reaction of press and public to Tensions. Tensions 

suggested that the schools improve teaching about both commun

ism and democracy, yet editorial reaction all but ignored the 

latter recommendation. Only 50 of 333 editorials surveyed 

by the EPC even mentioned the recommendation on teaching 

democracy; more than three-quarters gave some attention to 

the section on teaching about communism.9 

During the Cold War, any criticism of the United States 
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and its institutions could easily be equated with the gen

eral attack on the American way of life. Citizenship edu

cation stifled such criticism in the schools, as educators 

were increasingly sensitive to the charge that the schools 

often generated disrespect for the American way of life. 

HUAC's "100 Things You Should Know About Communism" series 

declared that school textbooks played down the successes of 

the United States and played up its failures--plain evidence 

of communist influence. Columnist John T. Flynn warned that 

a small but influential coterie of left-wing educators had 

infected all American education with the dangerous doctrines 

that the American private enterprise system and the American 

republic of limited powers had failed and needed to be re

placed by a centralized, collectivized society. Freedom's 

Foundation of Valley Forge, Pennsylvania, functioned on the 

basic premise that few .Americans really understood the Amer

ican way of life, a condition Freedom's Foundation blamed in 

no small measure on the schools. The New Jersey State Com

mission to Investigate Communistic and Un-American Teaching 

and Activities noted that one of the most frequent complaints 

it received was that the schools too often failed to point 

out the advantages of the American way of life. The Commis

sion urged the schools to make an "extra effort" to empha

size the superiority of the American way. NEA resolutions 

of the day also emphasized the responsibility of the schools 



157 

J- UU.S., Congress, House, Committee on Un-American Acti
vities , 100 Things You Should Know About Communism and Edu
cation, 81st Cong., 1st Sess., 1949, 62; John T. Flynn, 
"Who Owns Your Child's Mind?" Reader's Digest, 59 (October 
1951), 24; Donald Belding, "What is the American Way of Life?" 
undated address, Box 39, DDEPF, Freedom's Foundation File, 
Eisenhower Library; New York Times, June 25, 1953, 17; NEA, 
Proceedings (1949), 157. 

to teach about the superiority of the American way of life. 1 0 

To some, merely improving the quality of teaching about 

democracy or even emphasizing the superiority of the Ameri

can way of life could not regain the ground already lost in 

the Cold War struggle of ideologies. To those of such a mind 

almost any steps, no matter how far outside the bounds of 

traditional educational practices and ideals, seemed justi

fied by the Cold War. They demanded not merely teaching about 

democracy and the American way of life but indoctrination in 

such matters. The chilling implications of the word "indoc

trination" did not prevent several highly regarded educators 

from using it as if it were simply a synonym for "teaching." 

Edmund E. Day openly espoused the indoctrination of American 

students in loyalty to American ideals. To Day, defending 

America against attack from the communist ideology justified 

the use of indoctrination. A midwestern public school super

intendent made the case for indoctrination in these terms: 

The threat to American institutions by 
international Communism makes imperative that 
greater emphasis be given in our schools to the 
study of the meaning, significance, and the value 
of American Democracy.... It now appears 
necessary for the schools in the United States 
to indoctrinate American youth for American 
Democracy. 
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President Chester Lay of Southern Illinois University told 

the Illinois Broyles Commission: 

Personally I think we are in a state of 
civilization in which some of us professors and 
administrators may have to admit that now is 
time for indoctrination in the American way of 
life.... Its advantages ought to be set forth 
so persuasively that only the keenest minded 
students would be thinking over and above 
what they are told about government. 

Lay represented an extreme point of view, but nevertheless 

other educators accepted the same line of reasoning with few 

apparent qualms. Roger Holmes of Fitchburg (Pennsylvania) 

State Teacher's College encouraged abandoning even those 

qualms: !?I think we have been afraid too long and too much 

of indoctrination.... I frankly advocate...the emotionalized 

inculcation of a deep and enduring faith in and for an under

standing of certain principles of democracy." Executive 

Secretary Worth McClure of the American Association of School 

Administrators (AASA) championed the need to indoctrinate 

students in democratic traditions. The 1948 NEA convention 

approved a resolution reading: "It is the responsibility of 

our schools to indoctrinate our youth in the American way 

of life.... The Association urges that all members of the 

teaching profession expose and obstruct the activities of 

all groups which have as their objective the undermining of 

the Constitution....""^ 

1 : INew York Times, November 5 , 1948, 27; February 24, 
1949 , 26 ; Robert M. Hutchins, Freedom, Education and the 
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Citizenship education proved a highly popular and 

easily adoptable educational goal during the Cold War years, 

in part because it was such a nebulous goal. If it was 

difficult to argue with the proposition that the schools 

should train good citizens, it was equally difficult to 

agree on just exactly what went into the making of a good 

citizen. Educators pointed to all manner of activities as 

their contribution to citizenship training; the only essen

tial common denominator seemed to be the inculcation of a 

healthy vigilance against Cold War enemies both abroad and 

at home . 

The NEA publicized its annual sponsorship of the National 

Conference on Citizenship as a sign of education's interest 

in such matters. The conferences had begun in 19 4 5 through 

the joint efforts of the Justice Department and the NEA's 

National Commission for the Defense of Democracy through Edu

cation. Through the years the NEA took most of the initia

tive in staging the conferences, which grew in size and pub

lic relations value as the Cold War heated up. Hundreds of 

national organizations sent delegations and prominent national 

figures by the fistful made appearances—Admiral Ernest King 

and Attorney General Tom Clark in 1947; President Truman, 

Fund, Addresses and Essays, 1946-1956 (New York: Meridian 
Books , 1956) , 110 ; Walter Gellhorn (ed.) , The States and 
Subversion (Ithaca, New York: Cornell University Press, 1952), 
81; NEA, Report of the Second National Conference on Citi
zenship (Washington: NEA, 1947), 83. NEA, Proceedings (1948) , 
193. 
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Senator Robert Taft, and Thurman Arnold in 194 8; and vice-

president Alban Barkley in 1949 to name a few. The NEA 

missed few opportunities to remind the public of its role as 

the national educational spokesman for the citizenship move-
12 

ment. 
NEA leaders attached great importance to maintaining 

close relationships with government agencies such as the Jus

tice Department as one means of demonstrating that education's 

loyalty to Americanism was beyond reproach. NCDDE Chairman 

Richard B. Kennan acknowledged the value of the partnership 

with the Justice Department: flAt the time (1945) I urged 

that the NEA sponsor the National Conference on Citizenship, 

one of my principal arguments was the value of a friendly 

relationship between the Justice Department and the NEA 

during a very difficult period." Although Attorney General 

Tom Clark cooperated willingly in the project, Kennan had 

to struggle with Clark's successors to win their support. 

At the close of the sixth conference (1950), for instance, 

several Justice Department officials warned that the project 

was in jeopardy. As Kennan noted in 1953, "From that time 

until now my main effort has been to smooth out recurring 

difficulties and prevent new ones in the fervent hope that 

when a separation occurred, it would be accomplished on ami-

1 2NEA, Proceedings (1947), 128, 247; (1948), 119-20; 
(1949) , 115 , 150 ; 07950), 91, 304; (1952), 319-20 ; Author 
interview with Richard B. Kennan, November 13, 19 74; NEA, 
Citizenship Conference Reports (1946-53). 
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cable terms." Kennan had to struggle because Justice De

partment officials, in addition to considering the confer

ences a waste of time and money, shared the feeling that the 

schools were a weak link in the Cold War. NEA leaders also 

took special pains to insure close cooperation with the citi

zenship programs of the OE. Such cooperation was doubly im

portant during a time of Cold War tensions because the OE 

took a leading role in developing and promoting school pro

grams to foster democracy and citizenship. Its most exten

sive effort along these lines, the Zeal for Democracy pro

gram, began during the 1947-48 school year. 1 3 

The Zeal for Democracy program had the dual purpose of 

improving education in the ideals of democracy and exposing 

the fraudulent nature of communist totalitarianism. Educa

tors and their organizations—including the National Council 

for the Social Studies and the National Council of Chief State 

School Officers--heartily endorsed the program. School Life, 

the OE journal for the public schools, became a best-seller 

when its entire February 194 8 issue was devoted to the Zeal 

program. The cover of that issue read: "Zeal for American 

Democracy: Education to Meet the Challenge of Totalitarianism." 

In March 194 8 the OE held a national conference to acquaint 

teachers and administrators with the Zeal program. The OE 

also augmented its staff with fifteen prominent educators to 

1 3Richard B. Kennan to William G. Carr, November 12, 19 53, 
William G. Carr Files, NEA Archives, Washington, D . C ; Inter
view with Richard B. Kennan, November 13, 19 74. 
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serve as full-time consultants and launched a series of acti

vities to publicize the Zeal program as widely as possible. 

OE consultants sponsored a series of state conferences for 

both educators and state legislators. Special publications 

such as Making Democracy Work and Grow were distributed to 

schools as practical primers for Zeal programs. Among other 

teaching aids the OE offered a film bibliography of "10 2 Mo

tion Pictures on Democracy." Twenty thousand secondary school 

students wrote themes on "What Democracy Means to Me" for a 

contest co-sponsored by the OE, the National Association of 

Broadcasters, the Radio Manufacturers Association, and the 

U.S. Chamber of Commerce. In cooperation with the National 

Council for Social Studies, OE Zeal program planners drew up 

a description of the "ideal democratic citizen" for the Armed 

Forces Education Division. By 1949, fourteen states had de

veloped their own versions of the Zeal program. North Dakota 

had a "Young Citizen's League" and Nevada a program of commun

ity committees for instilling zeal for democracy. The OE 

directed special attention to secondary school social science 

teachers. Workshops for college instructors of social 

science teachers focused on the skills and information need-

ed by teachers in educating youth for citizenship. 

1 4New York Times, February 14, 1948 , 15 ; School Life, 
3 3 (February 194 8); U.S., Federal Security Agency, Report 
of the U.S. Office of Education (Washington: U.S. Government 
Printing Office, 1948) , 485-87 ; U.S., OE, Making Democracy 
Work and Grow, Bulletin No. 10 ( 1948) ; U.S. , OE, 102 Motion 
Pictures on Democracy, Bulletin No. 1 (1950); Social Educa-
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Throughout this flurry of programs promoting education 

for democracy and citizenship, OE planners did not lose sight 

of the object of it all—the defeat of communism. Zeal acti

vities emphasizing the virtues of democracy were inevitably 

balanced by others emphasizing the horrors of communism. The 

program channeled to the schools government publications such 

as The Strategy and Tactics of World Communism. The Zeal 

issue of School Life included an extensive comparison of Amer

icanism, Communism, and Fascism and highly recommended Commun

ism in Action for teachers compiling a Zeal bibliography: 

"As a whole, it is a terrifying story of the imposition of 

a strange ideology upon a once illiterate people, who even 

now, are helpless victims of a minority dictatorship." OE 

consultants recommended Communism in Action as a primer for 

high school seniors on the principles and practices of commun

ism. Commissioner Studebaker's devotion to the anticommunist 

aspects of the Zeal program was so strong that he came to 

grief with his superior, Federal Security Agency chief Oscar 

Ewing. After Studebaker resigned in July 1948, he fired off 

a public letter charging that he had been hamstrung by Ewing 

in his efforts to use the Zeal program to expose the dangers 

of communism. Studebaker charged specifically that one of 

Ewing's aides had rejected a speech urging Massachusetts 

tion, XIV (November 1950), 310; OE, Report (1949), 474-75. 



164 

teachers and principals to root out communism in the schools. 

Studebaker fs complaint sparked a spirited if unproductive 

Senate Expenditures Subcommittee hearing. Although the hear

ing did not confirm Studebaker*s charges, it did reveal some 

significant truths about the Zeal program and about the entire 

trend toward citizenship education. Assistant Commissioner 

Edwin Miner, who ran the Zeal program under Studebaker, la

mented that despite the importance of the program, he had 

been forced to operate under severe restrictions. Specifi

cally, Miner complained that he had directed all his atten

tion and energy to the "pro" approach because he was never 

told how far he could carry the Zeal program 1s anticommunism. 

He believed that the absence of such guidelines had been a 

major weakness. Miner also deplored the dearth of anticommun

ist materials available for the elementary school level; he 

noted that the OE had resorted to Congressional Reports o.n 

fascism which were "stiff reading" for younger children. The 

Studebaker-Ewing controversy and Miner's comments illustrate 

the essential character of the Zeal program; as conceived and 

designed by its creators it was primarily an anticommunist 

weapon instead of a genuine affirmation of democracy.^ 5 

Attorney General Tom C. Clark and the Justice Department 

were intimately involved in another educational program to 

promote citizenship--the Freedom Train. The Freedom Train 

1 5 0 E , Report (1948), 486-87; New York Times, August 2, 
1948, 8 ; August 3, 1948, 13; SeptemberTS", 1948, 21. 
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was the result of a union between the Attorney General and 

the American Heritage Foundation, a non-profit, non-parti

san organization backed by among others the U.S. Chamber of 

Commerce, William Green of the AFL, Paul Hoffman of the auto

mobile industry, Winston W. Aldrich of the Chase National 

Bank, and advertising executive Thomas D'Arcy Brophy. The 

American Heritage Foundation grew out of the conviction of 

a group of business and advertising executives that postwar 

American society was at a crossroads, threatened on the one 

hand by the menace of totalitarianism and on the other by the 

difficult postwar economic adjustments and domestic discord. 

The Foundation sought an antidote to postwar cynicism and 

ideological confusion. Charles G. Mortimer, Jr., vice-pres

ident of General Foods Corporation, urged members of the Ad

vertising Federation of America to support the American Heri

tage in order to help check a national "swing to the left." 

Mortimer feared for the survival of the free enterprise sys

tem, citing opinion polls which showed that twenty-five per 

cent of the American people were receptive to drastic social 

change. The Foundation prospectus read, "Clearly a compre

hensive program of education in American democracy would 

appear to be highly desirable at this juncture" in order to 

immunize the American body politic against the "noxious in

fluence of subversive propaganda. f ? 1& 

1 6Time, 50 (September 22, 1947), 23; New Republic, 117 
(July 21T7T947), 10; New York Times, May 29 , 1947 , 30 ; Tom 
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Foundation leaders stressed the need to enhance respect 

for established institutions which formed the basis of the 

American way of life. Thus they proposed a "Year of Rededi-

cation" with appropriate ceremonies and hoopla throughout 

the nation. They took the proposal to Attorney General Clark 

early in 1947. He received it enthusiastically and forwarded 

it to President Truman with these words: "I think this will 

develop into a strong program, close to the hearts of most 

Americans--and I am anxious for you to be in the front of it." 

This enthusiasm carried over to Clark's efforts to enlist 

prominent Americans as trustees for the Foundation and Free

dom Train project: ,fI hope you will join in an effort that 

has in my judgement enormous potentialities for re-awakening 

in Americans the deep-seated reverence I know them to have 
17 

for the exalted history of our country." 

Although Truman decided against launching the program 

with a presidential proclamation, he agreed to allow a White 

House Conference on the Foundation's program. That confer

ence was held on May 22, 1947, and included national leaders 

from every area of American life. Out of the conference 

emerged the basic design for the Year of Rededication and the 
Clark memo to Harry S. Truman, undated, on "The .'American'Heri
tage' Campaign—The Problem," attached, "Freedom Train and 
Community Rededication Week," Box 1006, Harry S. Truman Offi
cial File (HSTOF) 320-C, Truman Library, Independence, Missouri. 

1 7William D. Hassett to Tom Clark, April 16, 194 7; Truman 
to Tom Clark, April 20, 1947, Box 1006, HSTOF 320C; Tom C. 
Clark to Reinhold Niebuhr, April 14, 194 7, Niebuhr Papers, 
Correspondence, Box 3, Library of Congress Manuscript Division; 
Time, 50 (September 22, 1947), 2 3. 
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Freedom Train; the Foundation paid the bills and the Justice 

Department acted as official sponsor. The Freedom Train 

quickly became the crown jewel of the entire campaign. With 

a complement of twenty-seven Marines and bullet-proof shields 

it crossed the country with an exhibit of such documents as 

the Declaration of Independence and the Constitution. The 

tour placed strong emphasis on attracting school children; 

Clark declared that he was "particularly eager to reach the 

school population." The NEA Department of Secondary Teachers 

prepared special curriculum units on "Teaching Your American 

Heritage" for use in conjunction with the visits of the Free

dom Train. The schools also participated in "Rededication 

Week" preceding the arrival of the train in each community. 

The week included a series of special "days"—Veteran's Day, 

Interfaith Day, Labor Day, School Day—patriotic movies, essay 

contests, and rallies designed to "spark a nationwide drive 
18 

against alien ideologies." 
Originally conceived as a one-shot project, the American 

Heritage Foundation proved such a success with the Freedom 

Train that Foundation directors decided not to disband. The 

extraordinary public response to the Freedom Train persuaded 

them that they had stumbled upon a void in American life. As 

one of the Foundation's trustees not so modestly admitted, 

1 8Time , 50 (September 22, 1947), 23; NEA Journal, 36 
(April 1947), 336; "Freedom Train and Community Rededication 
Week," Truman Library; "Your Heritage of Freedom," undated, 
by William H. Hartley and John E. Dugan, NEA, Box 1006, HSTOF 
32QC; New Republic, 117 (July 28, 1947), 10. 
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within two years the Foundation had become a national in

stitution. Vice-president Louis Novins declared that the 

Foundation should stay in business in order to help fill the 

vacuum it had accidentally discovered—an absence of effective 

programs for civic and patriotic education. After the success 

of the Freedom Train, civic organizations everywhere clamored 

for similar programs. The Foundation responded with a 

variety of programs touching on the whole range of citizen

ship training. It devised a Freedom Pledge to be repeated 

at public events such as football games and celebrations of 

patriotic holidays. In 19 50 the Foundation arranged with 

Scholastic Magazines to publish the "Good Citizen" handbook. 

Senior Scholastic had a circulation of more than 1,000,000 

and was used extensively as a current affairs text in second

ary schools. For the handbook the Foundation solicited 

guest editorials on citizenship from such worthies as General 

Eisenhower, Herbert Hoover, J. Edgar Hoover, Bernard Baruch, 

William Green, Jackie Robinson, Eleanor Roosevelt, and Car

dinal Spellman. 1 9 

The OE and the Department of Justice were not the only 

federal agencies promoting citizenship education. The Pres

ident's Advisory Commission on Higher Education also paid 

close attention to that subject: "The first and most essen

tial charge upon higher education is that at all its levels 

1 9"Meeting of the Board of Trustees," September 27, 1951, 
Box 126, Dwight D. Eisenhower Personal File, American Heri
tage File, Eisenhower Library; Thomas D'Arcy Brophy to 
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Dwight D. Eisenhower, August 8, 1950, Box 126, DDEPF, Ameri
can Heritage File, Eisenhower Library; Dwight D. Eisenhower, 
"Freedom is Everybody's Job," Senior Scholastic, 57 (September 
2 7, 19 50), 7; J. Edgar Hoover, "Uphold Our Laws," Senior 
Scholastic, 57 (November 8, 1950), 5. 

2 0U.S., President's Commission on Higher Education, High
er Education for American Democracy: Establishing the Goals , 
r~(Washington7U.S .G.P.O. , 1947), 1021 Public Papers of the 
Presidents of the United States: Harry S. Truman, 19 46~TWash-
ington: U.S.G.P.O., 19 62), 5 09; A Program for National Secu
rity : Report of the President' s Advisory Commission on UnT^~ 
versal Training (Washington: U.S.G.P.O., 1947). 

and in all its fields of specialization it shall be the 

carrier of democratic values, ideals, and practices.11 The 

President's Advisory Commission on Universal Training sought 

to convince skeptics that universal military training would 

have a salutary impact upon young men by enhancing their 

sense of civic responsibility and devotion to democratic in

stitutions. 2 0 

As the OE, the Justice Department, and the American Heri

tage Foundation led the way in the campaign to improve edu

cation for citizenship, educators began to display increasing 

interest in that subject. A December 1947 survey of 707 

colleges and universities revealed that more than 10 0 insti

tutions had recently revised their curricula to include spe

cific instruction in democratic ideals and citizenship. The 

National Council for the Social Studies made citizenship edu

cation the theme of its 19 51 yearbook. Even physical educa

tion was evaluated in terms of what it could contribute to 

democratic living. Games and recreational activities were 
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2 1 0 E , Report (1948), 473; NEA, Proceedings (1950), 259; 
Dorothy LaSalle, "Guidance of Democratic Living through Phy
sical Education," Journal of Health and Physical Education, 
21 (December 1950), 22-26 . 

22william F. Russell, "Preliminary Discussion of a Pro
posal for a Substantial Program by Columbia University and 
Teacher's College for Education for Americanism," undated 
(1949), Box 24, DDEPF, Columbia University File—Miscellaneous, 
Eisenhower Library. 

judged on the basis of how well they promoted a feeling of 

group consciousness and democratic cooperation.^1 

The most heralded program for citizenship education in 

the public schools developed at Columbia University under the 

guiding hand of William F. Russell of Teacher's College. 

With the financial assistance of a $450,000 grant from the 

Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching, Russell 

fashioned a comprehensive program in "Education for American

ism. 11 His project had an essentially defensive outlook. As 

he put it in a preliminary prospectus, "The United States 

stands in great need of a new and extended program of educa

tion for the defense of liberty." Russell focused on ele

mentary and secondary schools where: 

Too much work in history and civics deals with mere 
factual description of how our government was formed, 
how it works. The Communists spare no effort to 
emphasize slums, discrimination, intolerance, poverty, 
and unemployment. I believe a great deal could be done 
to assemble and document the record of liberty and 
bring it to our children. 22 

With the encouragement of President Eisenhower and the 

Carnegie grant, the National Citizenship Education Project 

(CEP) was launched in August 1949. The program expanded at 

a rapid clip, from 8 northeastern high schools in 1949 to 
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36 3 schools in 40 states by January 1952 . CEP offered sev

eral instructional aids to participating schools—a labor

atory practices guide of pamphlets on democracy, a materials 

card file of 1,100 annotated references to works on demo

cracy, and an organization guide with specific suggestions 

for incorporating citizenship education into the normal class

room routine. In addition, CEP sponsored and provided staff 

and materials for numerous workshops in schools of education 

and teacher's colleges. In August 1950, seventy-eight school 

systems from twenty-nine states participated in a week-long 

New York City workshop. Fellowships and grants played an im

portant role in the program, with the University of Nebraska, 

for example, receiving $21,000 for rural high school pro-
23 

grams. 

Although none could match the scope of CEP, citizenship 

education projects sprouted at every level of American edu

cation. In 1948 five Kansas high schools initiated a cooper

ative citizenship education project with the Institute of 

Citizenship of Kansas State College and the State Department 

of Education. Within a year ten other Kansas high schools 

had joined the project. A Nashville, Tennessee, junior high 

school staged its own version of Zeal for Democracy through-
2 3William F. Russell, "Improving Citizenship Education--

A Two-Year Progress Report bri the Citizenship Education Pro
ject," (1952), Box 93, DDEPF, William F. Russell File, Eisen
hower Library; American School Board Journal, 121 (November 
1950), 51, 96; School and Society, 73 (March 3, 1951), 138. 
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out the 1949-50 school year. The program included daily 

school-wide assemblies on democracy. Even this rigorous 

schedule of zeal could not quench the thirst for learning 

about democracy. An April assembly, which "minced no words 

when it compared democracy with communism," merited a repeat 

performance over local radio. 2 4 > 

Citizenship education and education for better under

standing of democracy dominated curriculum adjustments in 

the public schools during the late Forties, but the Cold 

War climate inspired other changes as well. Most such 

changes were related somehow to the goal of producing loyal 

citizens ready to defend their country against the menace 

of communism. The school's role in health and physical edu

cation received increased attention from educators, parti

cularly as it related to preparation for military service. 

Competitive interscholastic athletics enjpyed.a. boom and for 

the first time reached down to the junior high and even ele

mentary school level. The tremendous growth of competitive 

athletic programs for younger school children touched off 

an extensive and often heated debate in educational circles 

on the wisdom of such programs. * 

2 4George J. Frey, "Can Schools Make Better Citizens?" 
Kansas Teacher, 58 (January 1950), 8-9; Mary Helen Crawley, 
"It's Good to Live Here," NEA Journal, 39 (October 1950), 
504-05. 

2 5 O E , Report (1948), 491-92; For examples of the debate 
see NEA Journal, 42 (January 1953), 16-17; Elementary School 
JournaT, 5 3 (March 1953), 375-77; almost any issue of the 
Journal of Health and Physical Education for the late Forties 
and early Fifties. 
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Some curricular adjustments were made with an eye toward 

appeasing critics of education's alleged deficiencies at 

meeting its Cold War obligations. A core of inter-related 

criticisms appeared in most attacks on the schools. Most 

critics started with the charge that the schools were not 

teaching the fundamentals—the three R's. Related to this 

criticism was the complaint that the schools had become too 

expensive because they spent too much on the fads and frills 

of modern education. A greatly expanded school budget figured 

prominently in the Pasadena, California, school controversy. 

Among the items in the school budget which aroused heated 

opposition were auxiliary services (health and psychological 

services) and summer workshops for teachers. The trend away 

from the fundamentals also--in the minds of critics—exposed 

the schools to subversive influences. At a time when America 

faced powerful and sinister forces such deviations from tried 

and true ways simply could not be tolerated.26 

Educators, particularly those in the public eye, squirmed 

uncomfortably under the weight of such criticism and strove 

mightily to eliminate causes of disenchantment with the modern 

curriculum. They responded with special urgency to the three 

R's criticism. NEA Executive Secretary Willard Givens pointed 

out in his 1949 report to the public that six of ten adults 

2 6Richard B. Kennan, "No Ivory Tower for You," NEA Jour
nal, 40 (April 1951), 317-18; David Hulburd, This Happened 
In~Pasadena (New York: MacMillan, 1951), 63-65, 75-85. 



believed that the fundamentals were being taught more effec

tively than ever. He also noted that the schools spent four 

times as much on the fundamentals as they had a century 

earlier. Educators also argued for a broader definition of 

"fundamentals." As Givens put it, "School studies change 

because people change.... It is utterly impossible for the 

school to remain the same, year after year." A 19 50 NEA 

resolution, while recognizing the importance of the "so-

called" fundamentals, affirmed that the definition of funda

mental should be broadened to include family living, life 

adjustment, health, recreation, physical education, and other 

concerns of twentieth century life. A similar 19 52 resolu

tion asserted that education had become more complex because 

society itself had become more complex. 2 7 

Others answered critics by arguing that little had actu

ally changed except terminology. Much criticism of modern 

education focused on the social sciences. Some educators de

clared that the social sciences were nothing more than the 

old fundamentals wrapped in new packages. Givens stressed 

that the modern social sciences emphasized above all else such 

traditional educational goals as citizenship training and a 
o o 

thorough grounding in American history. 2 1 0 

2 7Willard Givens, "Our School Studies, NEA, Proceedings 
(1949). 320-24; NEA, Proceedings (1950), 146; (1952), 160. 

"Givens, NEA, Proceedings (1949) , 329-30 . 



Criticism of school and college curricula sometimes 

hinged as much upon what the schools did not teach as what 

they did. During the 1948 HUAC hearings, Elizabeth Bentley 

caused Columbia University officials considerable embarrass

ment when she testified that Columbia had offered no gradu

ate courses in American government while she was a graduate 

student there. Radio commentator Henry J. Taylor made much 

of a New York Times survey which revealed that only twelve 

per cent of all college undergraduates had taken courses in 

American History. According to the survey, taken during the 

1949-50 academic yäar, two-thirds of the nation's colleges 

and universities did not require American History for gradu

ation and only one-quarter required it for admission. Taylor 

concluded that it was little wonder that alien ideologies had 

made such deep inroads against loyalty and good citizenship 

among American students. To make life additionally miserable 

for college administrators, Taylor named the institutions 

which had no American History requirements. 2^ 

The thirty-four per cent rate of colleges and universi

ties requiring American History was indeed a substantial im

provement over the eighteen per cent of 1942 . Much of the 

increase stemmed from a determined effort on the part of state 

2 9New York Times, August 4, 1948, 3; April 17 , 1950 , 1 ; 
Henry J. Taylor, "What Our Colleges Don't Require," Reader's 
Digest, 57 (September 1950), 56-58; J.R. Garrison to Deane 
Malott, August 29, 1950, Malott Papers, General Correspondence 
G, University of Kansas Archives, Spencer Research Library, 
Lawrence, Kansas. 
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legislatures to render students "less susceptible to for

eign ideologies." According to a 1948 OE survey, in most 

states not only was it considered desirable for teachers to 

support the ideals and principles of the American way of life, 

"Under the laws of most of the states, it is the teacher's 

legal duty to do so." Thirty-nine states required instruc

tion in American History at the elementary or secondary 

levels or both. Requirements for instruction on the Consti

tution were even more widespread; only Kentucky and Maryland 

lacked such requirements for the secondary schools. Many 

states also had statutes requiring instruction in patriotism 

and the history, ideals, and principles of American Govern

ment. For the most part these statutes dated from the World 

War II and postwar years. A 1946 Oregon statute on "U.S. 

History and Civil Government" made it the duty of every board, 

commission, committee, or officer 

"charged with the selection of textbooks for use 
in public schools to select and install textbooks... 
which adequately stress the services rendered by the 
men who achieved our national independence.... No 
textbook shall be used which speaks slightingly of 
the founders of the republic, or of the men who pre
served the union or which belittles or undervalues 
their work." 

In 194 7 the Pennsylvania legislature directed the Department 

of Public Instruction to revise all public school curricula 

so as to give students a thorough grounding in the history 

of American government, civic responsibility, the economic 

system functioning under American government and its advan

tages , the duties and obligations of individuals under that 
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economic system, and the affinity between the American form 

of government and the spiritual and moral precepts of the 

nation• 3 0 

The California legislature took special interest in 

school curricula during the Cold War. In 1947, on the re

commendation of the Tenney Committee, the legislature made 

basic instruction in geography, U.S. History, civics, the 

Declaration of Independence, the Constitution, and American 

institutions and ideals mandatory prerequisites to any ad

vanced instruction in the social sciences. Two years later 

Tenney proposed to make it a misdemeanor for teachers to 

teach any of the isms except Americanism. Leaders in the 

state educational system based their efforts to improve the 

teaching of Americanism on the explicit assumption that "The 

survival of the present form of government of the United 

States and its continual improvement are dependent upon the 

devotion to Americanism of the organized educational forces 

of the nation." Consultants to the California Secondary Edu

cation Department developed a comprehensive program in edu

cation for democratic living. The program's objectives in

cluded: instilling an understanding and appreciation of the 

positive advantages of American institutions, learning the 

achievements of the people who made the United States a great 

nation, developing defenses against alien ideologies, and 

3 0U.S., Office of Education, Education for Freedom as 
Provided by State Laws, Bulletin No. 11 (1948T7 4-20, 33-34. 
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fostering a set of firm moral and spiritual values. The plan 

for realizing these objectives necessitated among other curri

culum adjustments extending requirements for the study of 

American History. In 1946, twenty-four per cent of California 

secondary schools required three semesters of American History, 

ten per cent four semesters , and sixty-six per cent two se

mesters. By 19 50 the figures were thirty-two per cent, eleven 

per cent, and fifty-seven per cent. Two-fifths of the state's 

school districts required more than the statutory minimum of 

two semesters. 3 1 

Similar trends materialized in other states and locali

ties. The New York State Board of Regents ordered state 

educational authorities to revise public school curricula so 

as to re-emphasize American History and international rela

tions. In 1949 the Nebraska legislature directed local school 

boards to appoint Committees on Americanism to oversee text

book selection and check the character of teachers. The legis

lature also established specific instructions on the hours to 

be devoted to learning the Star-Spangled Banner in grammar 

schools. Newark, New Jersey, School Superintendent John Herron 

ordered principals to outline specific procedures for the 

study of democracy, the Constitution, and the fundamentals 

3 1Walter Gellhorn (ed.), The States and Subversion (Ithaca 
New York: Cornell University Press, 19 5 2)7~SQl Herbert D. 
Gwinn and John B. Brinegar, "Teaching Americanism in Califor
nia Secondary Schools," California Schools, 22 (July 1951), 
263-81. 
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so that these subjects would not be slighted. Said Herron, 

"An annual review of the essential elements of democratic 

government... is little enough... especially when democracy 

is under attack on a world-wide scale by Communists." Herron 

also advised his principals to institute courses on the 

philosophy and tactics of communism. If necessary, he noted, 

other subjects could be dropped from the curriculum to make 
3 ? 

room. 
Even when Cold War pressures did not force schools and 

colleges to change curricula, educators still had to defend 

existing curriculum practices. University of Kansas Chan

cellor Deane Malott was on the receiving end of numerous com

plaints about shortcomings in the University's curriculum. 

One correspondent chided the University for not requiring 

American History for graduation. Another proposed to estab

lish a Chair for the interpretation of the Constitution in 

what he called the American tradition instead of as radicals 

and demagogues had distorted it. Such complaints appeared 

frequently enough for Malott to develop a stock answer. He 

referred all critics to the University's recently initiated 

Western Civilization program. Although the course actually 

emphasized the great ideas of western civilization, Malott 

described it to critics of the University's curriculum as a 

3 2New York Times, June 15, 1951, 21; Gellhorn, States 
and Subversion, 3 76. U.S., Congressional Record, 80th Cong., 
7H~Sess., 1 9 4 8 , XCIV, Part 10, Ä26 86 . 
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course on the "American way of life, the price our forefathers 

paid, the direction of its course today, and the problems and 

dangers besetting it." Even this ploy did not ward off all 

criticism, though, for the Western Civilization program itself 

was sometimes accused of harboring subversive tendencies. 3 3 

Many of education's Cold War critics betrayed a longing 

for an America that had been lost—presumably a simpler, more 

self-assured, unthreatened America. Nowhere did this desire 

to retreat, restore old ways and rekindle old truths surface 

more clearly than in the popular campaign to re-establish 

moral and spiritual values in modern education. As with the 

campaign for better citizenship education, the cry for a re

turn to moral and spiritual training in the schools echoed 

a vague national uneasiness, difficult to pin down precisely 

but somehow related to the Cold War. If nothing else, the 

popular emphasis upon the "Godlessness" of communism connected 

the Cold War and the renewed interest in moral and spiritual 

values. In 19 49, seventy-seven per cent of those responding 

to a Gallup poll did not believe that a man could be "a good 
34 

Christian and a Communist Party member" at the same time. 

3 3J.R. Garrison to Malott, August 29, 1950; Malott to 
Garrison, September 1, 1950; Helen B. Charles (Committee for 
Constitutional Government) to Malott, July 18, 1947; Malott 
to Charles, September 13, 1947; Justin D. Bowersock to Malott, 
May 3, 1948; Malott to George Trumbold, September 3, 1948; 
Malott Papers, Malott General Correspondence—G. , C. , B., T. 

3 4George Gallup, The Gallup Poll. American Public Opin-
ion, 1935-1971, II (New~Tork: Random House, 1972), 844. 
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However vague, the charge that modern education neglec

ted moral and spiritual values struck a responsive chord 

within many educators. Yale President Charles Seymour chose 

for his 19 49 commencement address the topic, "Living Magnan

imously—A Sense of Moral Values." Scarcely any gathering 

of two or more educators could escape without hearing some

thing on the subject., At a 1951 ACE conference on "Education 

in a Period of National Preparedness," Harry Gideonese of 

Brooklyn College analyzed weaknesses in American political 

education: "Our political education is weak because we no 

longer understand our own tradition.... We have drifted into 

a preoccupation with the contemporary and the secular which 

blinds our eyes to the stark fact that in the running tide 

of world and domestic affairs our moral anchors are dragging." 

Gideonese warned that a "social science that is not committed 

to the search for a moral framework for the cultivation of 

freedom and justice has signed its own death warrant." The 

theme of moral and spiritual values assumed a prominent role 

at a 19 52 session of the ACE Problems and Policies Committee 

devoted to a reappraisal of the philosophy and purposes of 

higher education. The Reverend John J. Cavanaugh of Notre 

Dame expressed dismay at what he called the trend of modern 

education to foster "complete skepticism toward all spiritual 

and moral values." This trend was particularly untimely, 

said Cavanaugh, because "We are the leaders of the world 

against an atheistic, totalitarian system which rejects 
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everything America stands for." Bewailed Brown President 

Henry Wriston, "It is significant that we impress upon every 

coin, down to the last penny, 'In God We Trust. 1 But you 

will look in vain for it carved over the door of any public 

school in the United States. Attention is no longer given 

to the eternal verities." 3^ 

In expressing a concern about the decline of the for

tunes of moral and spiritual values in education, educators 

reflected a broader trend in American society. The American 

Legion's National Americanism Commission conducted a highly 

publicized "Back to God" campaign in the early Fifties. For 

a time in 1949 there was a campaign afoot to persuade Presi

dent Truman to create a Department of Ethics with cabinet 

rank to combat "Communistic atheism." That the schools were 

"Godless" also became one of the standard themes of attacks 
3 6 

against the schools. 

In his last year as president of the ACE (1950), George 

Zook showed an increasing preoccupation with the relationship 

between criticism of the schools and the decline in emphasis 

on religious and moral values in the schools. Zook decried 
Charles Seymour, "Living Magnanimously--A Sense of 

Moral Values," Vital Speeches, 15 (August 1949), 635; Arthur 
E. Traxler (ed.) , Education in a Period of National Prepared
ness (Washington: ACE, 1952), 27-29, 45; ACE, A Reappraisal 
of the Philosophy and Purposes of Higher Education. A Report 
of the Meeting of the Problems and Policies Committee, Octo-
ber~2T -22 , l9 5 2"TWashington: ACET"1952 ) , IT-IT; Henry WrTs-
ton, """^Education for Democracy," Vital Speeches, 16 (July 15, 
1950). 594-98. 

36American Legion, Report on the Thirty-Fourth Annual 
National Convention (Indianapolis': American Legion, 19 52 ), 
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the modern tendency to erect artificial barriers between 

education and religion and blamed what he called the current 

vacuum and confusion in education on the refusal of the 

schools and colleges to recognize the importance of reli

gious values and concepts in education. Zook's successor, 

Arthur Adams, also took note of the public concern about 

the absence of moral and spiritual values in the schools 

and the implications of that concern for education. Adams 

called greater emphasis on moral and spiritual values "our 

greatest educational need.11 O.C. Carmichael of the Carnegie 

Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching made the same 

point in a report on "neglected areas in education." Car

michael opined that the cult of objectivity in American edu

cation had produced a generation of irresponsible educators 

who ignored fundamental questions and studiously avoided 
3 7 

making commitments on moral and spiritual matters. 

As with other debates over curricula during the Cold 

War, the surge of interest in moral and spiritual values had 

a dual defensive purpose--protecting American society against 

the threat of atheistic communism and defending American 

education against the charge that it promoted Godlessness. 
28; Public Papers: Truman, 1949 , 510. 

3 7George Zook, "President's Annual Report—1950 ," Edu
cational Record, 31 (July 1950), 195; Arthur S. Adams, 
"President's Annual Report--1951," Educational Record, 32 
(July 1951), 242-44; Carnegie Foundation, Forty-Seventh 
Annual Report (1951-52) , 10. 
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Many critics of education echoed the sentiments expressed 

by star HUAC witness Bella Dodd. Dodd declared that she 

had studied the catalogs of a number of American colleges 

and universities: "You will be interested in noting the 

catalogs about ethics, courses on religion, courses on the 

Bible; they have practically been dropped out of the college 

curricula. It as a method of despiritualizing the American 

people." One random survey of students at several New Eng

land colleges produced a less than fifty per cent average 

score on a test on basic questions on the Bible (Who bap

tized Jesus ?)• ^ 

Concern about moral and spiritual values in education 

of course predated the Cold War. "Character Education" in 

one form or another had almost always been considered a 

function of the public schools. In 19 39 ACE President George 

Zook initiated a study which led to the 1944 report Religion 

and Education. The ACE maintained a standing Committee on 

Religion and Education. Yet the concern of the Cold War 

era, while admittedly part of a lengthy tradition, had its 

own special impetus and flavor. In 194 8 the NEA Department 

of Classroom Teachers suggested to the Representative Assem

bly that a study group be assigned "to consider the role of 

3 8U.S., House, Committee on Un-American Activities, 
Hearings, Investigation of Communist Activities in the 
Columbus , Ohio Area, 8 3d Cong. , 1st Sess. , June IT, 195 3 , 
1769-70; Walter H. Clark, "The Bible in the Colleges," 
AAUP Bulletin, 35 (Autumn 1949), 512-23. 
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the public schools in the development of moral and spiritual 

values." The NEA Executive Committee passed the request on 

to the EPC which began active consideration of the subject 

in 19 49. Eugene Herringt on of the EPC, during one of the 

first sessions on the subject, cut quickly to the heart of 

the matter: "I believe what we need, and what the teachers 

are asking for ...are the things that can be done that will 

help in this problem of calling the schools godless...." 3 9 

Just when criticism of the schools for ignoring moral 

and spiritual values was beginning to peak, the EPC rode 

into the breach with its report Moral and Spiritual Values 

in the Public Schools (19 51) . Again the EPC and the NEA 

spared no effort in getting the report before the public eye. 

EPC and NEA publicists made particularly adept use of Gen

eral Eisenhower's name in promoting Moral and Spiritual 

Values, even though he was no longer an active member of the 

Commission. The official release of the report stressed 

Eisenhower's name and his statement, "Loyalty to the moral 

and spiritual values which have made America great is a top 

priority for our public schools." The 100-page report be

came another EPC best-seller (even more so than Tensions) 

and a brief summary enjoyed even wider distribution. If 

3 9"Minutes of the Committee on Religion and Education," 
January 4, 19 52, March 21, 19 52, ACE Archives, Washington, 
D.C. ; Proceedings of the Thirty-Fourth Meeting of the EPC, 
October 6-8, 1949 (Washington: EPC, 1949), 561-6T7 
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nothing else, the EPC had another public relations success 

on its hands.^ 

Educators everywhere jumped on the moral and spiritual 

bandwagon. The California Secondary School program for 

Teaching Americanism made the development of moral and spi

ritual values one of its twenty-three cardinal objectives 

in education for democratic living. The New York State Board 

of Regents recommended that every school begin the day with 

a prayer and increase instruction in the moral and spiritual 

heritage of the United States as the "best security against 

the dangers of these uncertain days.... We believe that 

such is the best way of insuring that this Government and 

our way of life shall not perish from the earth." Governor 

Dewey applauded the act as especially timely because of the 

conflict "between the free world and the slave world of god

less Communism." 1 + 1 

For all its timeliness and effectiveness as a public re

lations gambit, Moral and Spiritual Values in the Public 

Schools had little impact on the day-to-day course of Amer

ican education. Certainly EPC members experienced many mo

ments of distress at the problem of allowing for the separa

tion of church and state. Their deliberations on the question 

4 0EPC, Moral and Spiritual Values in the Public Schools 
(Washington: EPC, 19517; New York Times, February 19, 1951, 
25; NEA, Proceedings (1952 ) , 13 . 

4 1Gwinn and Bnnegar, California Schools, 22 (July, 1951), 
2 75 ; New York Times , December 1, 1951, 1, 6. 
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of what constituted moral as opposed to explicitly religious 

teaching (of a sort that violated the Constitution) conveyed 

the aura of medieval dialogues on the number of angels who 

could perch on the head of a pin. Agreeing that something 

should be said by the EPC and agreeing on what to say proved 

to be two entirely different propositions. Discussions went 

round and round, attacking the subject from every conceivable 

angle yet rarely settling upon any general statement of prin

ciples with which all could agree. Just when it seemed as 

if agreement could be reached, one or more of the partici

pants raised a sticky question and sent the elusive agreement 

scurrying off into a metaphysical haze which seemed impene

trable. After hours of discussion, several delegates, in

cluding James Conant and John Norton, expressed the opinion 

that the Commission was wasting its time and that nothing 

publishable would emerge from the deliberations. As one dele

gate admitted, "At this moment the Commission is so badly 

divided that immediate publication is out of the question." 

Proponents of some kind of statement persisted, however, 

convinced of the public relations value of such a statement 

no matter how well or poorly conceived. William Carr re

joined, "I was going to say that you don't want to have any

thing to do with basic issues, but that is nasty and not 

quite true." Finally the group adopted a suggestion by Conant 

to appoint a sub-committee of optimists who believed a report 
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could be written. 4 2 

The result of such a procedure was predictably vague 

to the point of obfuscation. As a similar ACE group con

cluded after several fruitless attempts to reach consensus 

on an approach to teaching moral and spiritual truths, even 

a minimal code of such truths had to have such a broad um

brella that it suited everyone and no one at the same time. 

Guidelines such as—each school system should formulate its 

guiding moral and spiritual precepts, individual teachers 

are the key to success , teacher education should deal ex

plicitly with teaching moral and spiritual values, the pro

cess should permeate the whole educational system and should 

use all the school Ts resources — cannot have been much help 

outside of demonstrating that educators were concerned 

about the problem. 9 

The concern for teaching moral and spiritual values 

paralleled most major developments in curriculum during 

the Cold War. Teaching democracy, teaching citizenship, 

teaching moral and spiritual values—in addition to the 

difficulty inherent in the nature of such subjects—also 

diverted attention from other possible courses of curriculum 

^Proceedings of the Thirty-Fourth Meeting, EPC, 92, 
233, 561-85; Proceedings of the Thirty-Fifth Meeting of 
the EPC, March 30-31, April 1 , 19 50 (Washington: EPC7 19 50) , 
466. 

4 3EPC, Moral and Spiritual Values; ACE, A Reappraisal, 
16; "How Can We Teach Moral and Spiritual Values in the Pub
lic Schools?" NEA Journal, 40 (March 1951), 177-78. 
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development. Some idea of the impact of the drive for citi

zenship training and teaching about democracy may be derived 

from a comparison between the 19 44 and 19 51 yearbooks of 

the NEA Department of Supervision and Curriculum Development. 

The 1944 Yearbook brimmed over with references to curriculum 

innovations to be expected once the demands of war had been 

met. In particular the Yearbook predicted a strong tide for 

the nascent Life Adjustment Education movement, a movement 

predicated on "flexibility which will permit schools to ad

just more readily to community needs, to broad social needs, 

and to the developmental demands of individuals." 4 4 

By 1950-51 spokesmen for education seemed to be doing 

everything in their power to convince the public that the 

schools had not really changed at all. Continuous requests 

from teachers for an answer to the criticism that the schools 

no longer taught the three R fs led to a NEA Research Divi

sion study resulting in the widely distributed The Three R 1s 

Hold Their Own at the Midcentury. Those who followed curri

culum development closely agreed that change had been negli

gible since World War II. The 1951 Yearbook of the Associa

tion for Supervision and Curriculum Development noted that 

although some educators still paid lip service to the Life 

Adjustment movement, little had been done to implement that 

concept. Fear of criticism had induced many school systems 

4 4NEA, Toward A New Curriculum (Washington: NEA, 1944), 
170-83. 
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to stick to the status quo. The major goal of most public 

school educators, according to the Yearbook, remained the old 

reliable "to foster, promote, and develop democracy as a way 

of life." 4 5 

In recalling his years as a participant in the shaping 

of educational policy, James Conant took note of the stifling 

impact of the Cold War preoccupation with education for 

democracy: "One could hardly quarrel with this emphasis in 

a period of our history when free societies were threatened 

all over the world. But one consequence was that the con

tent of the academic high school's curriculum made little 

difference." Historian Henry Steele Commager, at a 19 51 

session of the EPC, criticized social studies teaching of 

the past few years because of its over-emphasis on citizen

ship training. In spite of its virtual stranglehold on the 

curriculum, citizenship training had not in Commager fs mind 

produced the desired results. Little that was fresh and 

innovative entered the public school curriculum during the 

years when the schools grasped frantically for the past in 

order to shore up public confidence in the present. Amer

ican education was ill-prepared and ill-equipped to cast its 

work in an ideological mold; yet that is precisely what the 

4 5NEA, Research Division, The Three R's Hold Their Own 
at the Midcentury (Washington: NEA, 1951)7^; NEA, Action 
for Curriculum Improvement (Washington: NEA, 1951), 38-41; 
Lawrence A. Cremm, The Transformation of the School. Pro-
gressivism in American Education, 18 76-ig"5TTNew York: Alfred 
A. knopf, 1961), 330-38; Frederick L. Redefer, "What Has 
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Happened to Progressive Education?" School and Society, 6 7 
(May 8^ 1948), 345-49. 

James B. Conant, Shaping Educational Policy (New York: 
McGraw-Hill, 1964), 4; Proceedings of t"he~"Thirty-Eighth 
Meeting of the_ EPC, October 4-6, 1951 (Washington: EPC, 19 51), 
451-54. 

Cold War had inspired educators to attempt. 



Chapter Five 

Education on the Offensive: 
Communism and the Nature of the Cold War 

Impossible. In Philadelphia? At the meeting of the 

normally staid American Academy of Political and Social 

Sciences? Yet there in a meeting room of the venerable 

Benjamin Franklin Hotel it happened; two grown men, dis

tinguished for their academic and political achievements, 

shoved and pushed one another in an attempt to conquer the 

podium for their respective Cold War sides—the schoolboy's 

game of king of the mountain amidst the deliberations of 

noted scholars. Not only that, but the audience of three 

hundred respected scholars behaved in a manner more fitting 

a prize-fight than a gathering of the finest minds of the 

day. In one corner—Adolf Berle, Jr., former New Dealer and 

Columbia University Law Professor; in the other corner—Dr. 

Julius Katz-Suchy, Polish delegate to the United Nations. 

Trouble began when guest speaker Katz-Suchy delivered a long-

winded denunciation of the United States in general and Amer

ican boys in Korea in particular. Time and again he was 

interrupted by fits of barely concealed laughter and a barrage 

of coughs unusual even by the standards of scholarly gather

ings. When Katz-Suchy finally relinquished the podium and 

started to leave the room, Berle leaped forward and accused 

him in decidedly unscholarly language of insulting America 
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and American boys ; whereupon Katz-Suchy responded with a 

frontal assault on the podium. Berle tried just as vigor

ously to deny him the opportunity for rebuttal and the 

battle was joined."*" 

Not many educators actually put their bodies on the 

line, but they did invest considerable emotional capital 

in militant anticommunism. At about the same time that 

Berle and Katz-Suchy staged the Battle of Philadelphia, the 

editors of Progressive Education attempted to conduct a less 

frenzied debate on the role of the United States in the Cold 

War. They tried first to establish a serious dialogue 

ranging over a number of possible models of Soviet-American 

relationships. The editors gave up in disgust, however, 

when "repeated efforts to secure writers to participate in 

the forum met with failure." It seemed that few educators 

could be found who were willing to defend publicly the posi

tion that Cold War differences might be compromisable and 

reconcilable and even possibly the partial responsibility of 

the United States. Educators shared in and indeed helped 

create the national consensus on communism and the Cold War; 

that consensus ignored the need for a thoughtful, scholarly 

approach to the subject. It instead required that educators 

join the Cold War as partisans. As one university economics 

professor remarked on his experience with the inadequacy of 

% e w York Times, April 7, 1951, 1. 
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a neutral attitude toward communism: "I taught a course in 

Soviet economics.... I was never actually criticized, never 

anything wrong with my teaching. There was something wrong 

with the course — it didn't damn Communism enough. The pres

ident suggested to me that it wasn't advisable to have the 

course just now. It didn't look nice in the catalogue. It 

was dropped." 

The Cold War policies of education depended to a large 

extent on how educators interpreted communism. To most, 

teaching about the evils of communism was the natural con

verse of teaching about the virtues of democracy and capi

talism. If anything, the amount and intensity of educational 

concern for the former outstripped the amount and intensity 

of concern for the latter. Educators frequently spoke of 

their Cold War obligation to teach about democracy, but 

only rarely with the emotional energy given the subject of 

teaching about communism. When President Truman told the 

Midcentury White House Conference on Children and Youth that 

the struggle with communist imperialism required the support 

of all American institutions, particularly education, he . 

need not have wasted his breath. Educators and their organ

izations had already affirmed their enlistment in the legions 

2Archibald W. Anderson, "American Foreign Policy Toward 
Russia: An Analysis of Alternative Positions," Progressive 
Education, 28 (October 1950), 3-19 ; Paul F. Lazarsfeld^ and 
Wagner Thielens , Jr. , The Academic Mind. Social Scientists 
in a Time of Crisis (Glencoe, Illinois: Free Press, 1958), 253. 
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of anticommunism for the duration. 3 

Nothing more clearly illustrated the enthusiasm of edu

cators for their role as Cold War combatants than the Educa

tional Policies Commission's (EPC) March 1949 announcement 

that it would soon publish recommendations on how the nation's 

teachers could help "win the Cold War against the Soviet 

Union." Not teach about the Cold War, not analyze the Cold 

War, not understand the Cold War—but win the Cold War by 

becoming an instrument of national policy. EPC members 

stressed this approach in their report American Education 

and International Tensions. Commission member John K. Norton 

of Columbia University told the 1949 NEA convention that the 

American people expected a "clear cut statement from our 

profession on these issues (communism and the Cold War)..." 

and that the EPC had "concluded that a statement should be 

made which leaves no doubt in the mind of the public that 

American teachers have no sympathy with the ruthless, immoral, 

and anti-democratic movement — Russian Communism (applause)," 

Norton warned the NEA delegates that as important as federal 

aid to education was, "nothing so important (as American Edu

cation and International Tensions) has ever been before the 

NEA." Spurred by Norton's vivid denunciations of communism, 

the Representative Assembly expressed its immediate approval 

of Tensions by suspending normal rules of procedure which 

3"The President's Challenge to the White House Confer
ence," School Life, 33 (February 1951), 81-82. 
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would have required a delay until the report had been entered 

as an official resolution. When a delegate had the temerity 

to suggest that Assembly members should read the report in 

full before approving it, Norton interjected, "the issue 

has been raised, the country is looking at what we do in the 

next half hour." This thinly veiled threat and the general 

frenzy surrounding the debate carried the day—the Assembly 

voted overwhelmingly to suspend the rules and adopt the re-

port without delay. 

Tensions proved a smashing success with the public, and 

EPC members charted its course of acceptance with great sat

isfaction. An analysis of press reaction, which was over

whelmingly favorable, became a standard source for educators 

who wished to demonstrate the close convergence between 

their anticommunism and the general climate of opinion. This 

analysis no doubt strengthened the impression that educators 

needed to assume a vivid anticommunist posture, for it demon

strated the overriding importance both press and public 

attached to the subject of communist influences in education.^ 

The success of Tensions showed many educators that mili

tant anticommunism paid dividends in the quest for public 

^School and Society, 69 (April 23, 1949), 293; Nation
al Education Association, Proceedings of the Eighty-Seventh 
Annual Convention (Washington: NEA, 1949), 94-103. 

^"Analysis of Editorials Dealing with American Education 
and International Tensions" undated, Box 131, Dwight D. Eisen-
hower Personal File, Clubs and Associations File, Educational 
Policies Commission #2, Eisenhower Library, Abilene, Kansas. 
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confidence. Thus spokesmen for education stepped up the pace 

of their public displays of anticommunism. The NEA time and 

again reiterated its disapproval of communist teachers 

through resolutions, publications, and official statements. 

At the urging of the American Legion, the NEA endorsed the 

proposal to force communist and communist-front organizations 

to register with the U.S. Attorney General and joined the 

All-American Conference Against Communism. In joining the 

latter organization the NEA agreed to "the sharing of infor

mation • with other groups cooperating in the All-American 

Conference." This promise allied the NEA with associates of 

dubious methods and purposes who seemingly had little but 

vocal anticommunism to recommend them. Legion National 

Commander Gordon Craig had inspired the All-American Confer

ence. At its first meeting in January 1950, the Conference 

declared its primary objective to be aid to government agen

cies working to restrain and abolish communist activities in 

America. Although reputable organizations such as the Amer

ican Bar Association and the American Association of Uni

versity Women subscribed to the Conference, it also attracted 

individuals and groups of dubious reputation, including Cali

fornia State Senator Jack Tenney and the National Economic 

Council. Membership in the Conference placed the NEA in the 

position of endorsing the notion that communism in the schools 

posed a serious threat: "The steady infiltration of commun

ists into our schools and colleges... constitutes an imme-
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diate, serious, and growing menace...." 6 

Other educators demonstrated their anticommunism by 

endorsing the EPC recommendation that the schools should 

teach about communism. Concern for teaching about commun

ism had a definite Cold War inspiration. Few couched the 

argument for such teaching in terms of satisfying intellec

tual curiosity or expanding the philosophical vistas of their 

charges. Justifications were almost exclusively cold, hard, 

and practical—the United States was engaged in a deadly 

struggle, communism was the enemy, to win that struggle it 

was necessary to study and understand the enemy. Some pro

vocative subjects—sex education for instance—could be left 

to individual initiative and nature; that would never do for 

learning about communism. 

NEA resolutions of the day illustrated the standard 

justification for teaching about communism—as a measure of 

defense against "our most potent threat," American schools 

should teach about communism and all forms of totalitarianism, 

particularly the principles and practices of the Soviet Union. 

The New York State Board of Regents asserted that teachers 

should teach about communism because of the evil and danger 

it represented. One New Jersey high school principal con

sidered communism so menacing that he ordered other subjects 

in the curriculum to be dropped if necessary to allow its 

6NEA, Proceedings (1949), 157-58; (1950), 315; (1951), 
122; (1952) , 234; (1953), 152 ; New York Times, January 27, 
1950, 14; January 30, 1950, 5. 
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study. President James Conant of Harvard probably best 

expressed the prevailing sentiment in his book Education in 

a Divided World. According to Conant, in order for the 

United States to win the war of ideologies educators must 

pursue the study of communist doctrine, for it was impossi

ble to deal with the "fanatic followers of Lenin" without 

first understanding them. Conant compared this need to the 

need to study cancer; neither cancer nor communism could be 

eradicated without intelligent investigation. "No one must 

be afraid to tackle that explosive subject (communism) before 

a class," he implored, because the weakness of communist 

doctrine could best be exposed in the classroom. Communist 

doctrine might have a chance to win over impressionable minds, 

said Conant, if its weaknesses were not exposed and if it was 

forced onto the academic blackmarket. He called the study 

of communism the number one need of American education at 

the moment (1948), not only for the public schools but for 

every level of education. 

However unanimously they agreed on the need to teach 

about communism, educators realized that such teaching had 

to be approached carefully lest the public lose sight of the 

difference between teaching about and advocating communism. 

NEA, Proceedings (1950), 143; New York Times, January 
31, 1951, 7; U.S., Congressional Record, 80th Cong., 2d Sess., 
194 8, XCIV, Part 10, A2 6 86; James B. Conant, Education in a 
Divided World (Cambridge, Massachusetts: Harvard University 
Press , 1948) , 173, 216 . 
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Thus this dichotomy—teaching as opposed to advocating—was 

always carefully emphasized. An NEA Journal article on the 

subject left little doubt about what it meant with the title, 

"Teaching ABOUT Communism." The moderator of an NEA panel 

admonished, "We should keep in mind that we are discussing 

'teaching about communism,1 not 'teaching communism.'" NEA 

resolutions also stressed this distinction: "Teaching about 

communism does not mean advocacy of communism. Such advocacy 

should not be permitted in American schools." Educators 

knew that light footwork was essential in the teaching of 

what were somewhat euphemistically called "controversial issues" 

because, unfortunately, many critics ignored the distinction 

between teaching and teaching about. Congressman C. Jasper 

Bell of Missouri, for example, berated "despicable, traitor

ous rats who...spend their time destroying the ideals and 

corrupting the thought of youth. For any teacher to join 

that attack by teaching Marxism in our schools, would clearly 

indicate that teacher was a traitor in our midst." Such 

thinking clearly worried educators. Professor of Education 

William Johnson of the Carnegie Institute of Technology ob

served that teachers who made any favorable remarks about 

Russia risked raising doubts about their motives or loyalty 

even though they might preface a complimentary remark with 

castigation of communist principles and Soviet tyranny. An 

NEA survey on issues that rural teachers thought "wise to 

avoid discussing with laymen in the community as well as with 
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pupils in their classes" showed communism to be one of the 

most frequently avoided. Other subjects rural teachers 

shunned included those that could be linked with charges of 

communist or pinko thinking—race relations, sex education, 

and criticism of prominent local leaders. The NEA Committee 

on Tenure and Academic Freedom reported a disturbingly high 

rate of voluntary censorship in the discussion of sensitive 

subjects in the classroom and recommended that school boards 

adopt specific guidelines for the teaching of such subjects 

so that teachers would not need to fear exploring the evils 

of communism because of anxiety about a negative public 
8 

reaction. 

The difficulties facing educators in any dispassionate 

attempt to study the Soviet Union and communism were perhaps 

best illustrated by an incident involving the American Coun

cil on Education (ACE) . As part of its emphasis on education 

for international understanding, the ACE had sponsored 

several studies on the treatment accorded other parts of the 

world in American school and college textbooks. At the end 

of World War II, Latin America in School and College Teach

ing Materials (1944) was the most recent in this series. 
o 
"Teaching ABOUT Communism," NEA Journal, 41 (May 1952), 

299 ; Congressional Record, 8oth Cong. , 2d Sess. , J.948 , XCIV, 
Part 9 , A1065 ; William H. E. Johnson, "What Shall We Teach 
About Russia," Social Education, 12 (March 1948), 106-07; 
"Rural Teachers in 19 51-52," NEA Research Bulletin, 31 (Feb
ruary 1953), 32-33, 61 ; Mary Ann Psognelli, "The Erosion of 
Freedom," NEA Journal, 40 (May 1951), 321-22 ; NEA, The Free
dom of the Public School Teacher (Washington: NEA, 1951). 
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9"Study of the Soviet Union in Social Studies Teaching 
Materials December 18 , 1952 , (unpublished account of the 
affair for internal ACE use) , Files of the Committee to 
Study the Treatment of the Soviet Union in American Textbooks, 
American Council on Education Archives, Washington, D.C. 

Thus ACE President George Zook was receptive when in November 

1945 Herbert Davis, President of Smith College and Chairman 

of the Committee on Education of the National Council for 

Soviet-American Friendship (NCSAF) , approached him with an 

offer of financial support for an ACE study of the treatment 
Q 

of the Soviet Union in American school textbooks. 

When the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace pro

mised additional financial support for such a project, Zook 

and the ACE Executive Committee accepted the challenge. On 

May 2, 1946, the Executive Committee formally approved the 

project, appointed a Committee to Study the Treatment of the 

Soviet Union in American Textbooks, and confirmed the selec

tion of Richard W. Burkhardt of Syracuse University as pro

ject director. Burkhardt completed a first draft by March 

1947 , and the Committee took it up at an April 2 meeting. By 

then disturbing currents were afloat which seemed to belie 

the hopes Zook had initially held for the study: 
It would seem obvious that the nation of the 

world about which Americans need most information 
and understanding is the Soviet Union.... The 
major premise of the study is that a frank and 
accurate protrayal of the Soviet Union is essential 
in the education of intelligent American citizens 
who must live in this world in which the United 
States and the Soviet Union are neighbors. 
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Some of those present at the April 2 meeting expressed reser

vations about the wisdom of going forward with the project 

in light of recent changes in the international situation. 

Nevertheless, the Committee decided against shelving the 

project, opting to revise and publish since "The need is 

for objective information about the Soviet Union whether we 

like the nation or not. 

Burkhardt completed a revised manuscript by late Novem

ber. He told Zook that only two ACE consultants had raised 

any serious questions, and "they doubted the advisability 

of publishing anything about Russia." Even so, by this time 

it was apparent that Committee members were reading the manu

script with an eye toward its reception by a public concerned 

about Cold War tensions. Zook fs criticism of the revised 

manuscript indicated his concern. "I miss in this statement 

categorical statements which may very well be repeated sev

eral times that our textbooks and other teaching materials 

should conscientiously attempt to teach the American way of 

life." Zook also suggested that Burkhardt fs criticisms of 

the treatment of the Soviet Union in American textbooks should 

be balanced with a statement that the Soviet Union had an 

equal obligation to portray the United States more accurate

ly, or "we will leave ourselves open to a great deal of criti-

1 0Ibid., George Zook ? "President's Annual Report, 1945-
46," in Files of the Committee to Study the Treatment of the 
Soviet Union in American Textbooks ; "Minutes of the Committee 
on the Soviet Union in Social Studies Teaching Materials," 
April 2, 194 7, Committee Files. 
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1 : LBurkhardt to Zook, November 23 ? 194 7 ; Zook to Burk
hardt. December 29, 1947, Committee Files. 

i 2Howard Wilson to Zook, Burkhardt, February 11, 194 8, 
Committee Files. 

cism." Despite his reservations, Zook remained committed to 

publishing: 

I am a great believer in the possibility of 
ultimate understanding between and among nations 
even though they have different forms of government, 
and I an not ready to abandon hope even though I 
understand that men like Dr. Conant believe that 
we should be ready to discuss what education would 
be like in a 1 divided world 1••.. I must confess 
that I am greatly troubled about the publication 
of this manuscript at the present time...(but) 
I certainly do not want to bury (it) simply 
because it happens to be in a field which is pretty 
hot at the time.H 

Other ACE readers voiced similar doubts. Harold Wilson 

objected to the "pacifist motive" which seemed to permeate 

the report. He warned that such an approach would create a 

"psychological block so far as the present public temper is 

concerned." Nevertheless, Wilson also recommended publica-
. . 12 

tion, assuming appropriate revisions. 

By the next ACE Executive Committee meeting (April 10, 

1948) , serious questions had arisen about the advisability 

of publishing. The Communist coup d 1 et at in Czechoslovakia 

had taken place in the weeks since the prior meeting. Some 

question had arisen also as to the wisdom of using the NCSAF 

as a source of funding. Zook thus inquired of the FBI and 

the Attorney General about the loyalty and standing of that 

organization. In both cases the answers were vague and non-

commital; neither accused the NCSAF of being a subversive 
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organization. Zook and the Committee decided to look for 

alternative funding anyway. A June 11 meeting of the Execu

tive Committee reaffirmed that there was no reason not to 

publish if normal precautions were taken; however repeated 

delays and consultations resulted in the manuscript being 

held in abeyance for more 'than two years. Finally, on Novem

ber 7, 1950 , Zook told Burkhardt, "I am sorry that circum

stances have made it seem undesirable for us to (go) forward 

with the publication of this manuscript.... l t - L O He also ad

vised Burkhardt that the Council was in no position to make 

any announcements about its relationship to the project. 

Indeed, when New York Times education editor Benjamin Fine 

wrote a story on Burkhardt's project, Zook and Burkhardt 

persuaded him to omit any mention of the ACE fs role in the 

whole affair.1*4 

This episode becomes the more remarkable in light of 

the source of the whole snarl-up--Burkhardt1 s manuscript. 

In 19 50 he published his findings in abbreviated form in 

Progressive Education without arousing anv major furor. 

Burkhardt fs analysis was innocuous and harmless to any but 

1 3 0 n the cover of the ACE summary of the affair is a 
penciled-in memo, unsigned and undated—"state basis for not 
publishing," then "Ex Comm's feeling report not suff. objec
tive (?)." This last part is crossed through. 

1 4"Study of the Soviet Union,"; Zook to J. Edgar Hoover, 
May 26, 194 8; Hoover to Zook, June 2, 1948; Zook to the 
Attorney General fs Office, May 26, 194 8; T. Vincent Quinn 
to Zook, June 2 , 194 8; Zook to Burkhardt, November 7 , 19 50 ; 
Burkhardt to Zook, November 1 , 1950 ; Burkhardt to Benjamin 
Fine, November 1, 19 50; all in Committee Files. 
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the most suspicious or cautious of readers. Most of the 

textbooks he surveyed were of pre-1941 vintage, a sample 

which reflected how badly out-of-date most public school 

textbooks were. His findings were unremarkable—the most 

persistent theme seemed to be that most social studies text

books did not say much about the Soviet Union at all, a point 

he substantiated with line by line, picture by picture, chart 

by chart counts. His most inflammatory references were to 

the need to promote international harmony and understanding. 

To depict Burkhardt 's manuscript as sensational or liable 

to create controversy is much more revealing of the Cold War 

mentality of the American Council than of the content of the 

manuscript. This impression is heightened by a comparison 

between Burkhardt's sober manuscript and a contemporary ACE-

sponsored publication, Walter Crosby Eells 1 lurid Communism 

in Education in Asia, Africa, and the Far Pacific (1954). 

To this day (1974), the ACE librarian admits that the latter 

is an embarrassment of such magnitude that the ACE refuses 
15 

permission to reprint from it. 

Voluntary censorship plagued education throughout the 

Cold War. Occasionally educators asserted their right to 

teach and the nation's need to learn about controversial 
1 5Richard W. Burkhardt, "A Study of the Soviet Union in 

American Social Studies Textbooks," 1947, Unpublished manu
script in ACE Committee Files; Walter Crosby Eells, Commun
ism in Education in Asia, Africa, and the Far Pacific (Wash-
Ington: ACE, 1954T7 
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subjects such as communism because, so the argument went, 

Americans needed to know about the enemy. The NEA launched 

an extensive public relations campaign on this theme, the 

centerpiece of which was the film "Freedom to Learn. 1 1 "Free

dom to Learn" depicted social studies teacher Mrs. Orin 

explaining to parents the necessity for coming to grips with 

"hot issues" in the classroom. As Mrs. Orin put it, she was 

only doing for her students what a boxer's manager did for 

his fighter when he scouted a potential opponent. The edi

tors of School Executive counseled, "we who represent demo

cracy are twice-armed if we understand the tenets of commun

ism. " Richard Kennan, Executive Director of the National 

Commission for the Defense of Democracy through Education 

(NCDDE) , also espoused the argument that communism was a po

tential opponent: "you can't keep the youngsters of today 

from knowing about Communism and other forms of dictatorship 
16 

that they may have to grow up to fight." 

Once they had agreed on the need to teach about commun

ism, educators had to grapple with several delicate related 

problems. When, for instance, should students be introduced 

to the study of communism? At what age were children mature 

enough to cope with instruction about communist doctrine? 
1 6NEA, Proceedings (1954), 116; New York Times , November 

24, 1950 , 37 ; November 16 , 1951 , 52 ; "What Shall We Teach 
About Communism?" School Executive, 70 (March 1951), 59 . 
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What should be taught about communism—principles, theories, 

practice ? 

Most educators agreed that comprehensive instruction 

about communism should not be introduced before high school, 

although some held that the most rudimentary kinds of anti

communist attitudes could be inculcated at the elementary 

level. Associate Superintendent of Schools Jacob Greenberg 

of New York City cautioned, "we cannot wait for our students 

to reach the high school grades before approaching the subject. 

Elementary schools should teach the manifestation of commun

ist strategy and tactics in action." George S. Counts of 

Columbia University Teacher Ts College believed that the high 

schools and colleges were the proper place for most instruc

tion about communism. The National Council for the Social 

Studies (NCSS) allowed that while teaching about the theory 

of communism belonged in the high schools and colleges, 

teaching about the brutal realities of Soviet totalitarianism 

could safely begin in the upper elementary grades. This con

cern over the proper age for learning about communism illus

trated a fundamental assumption-most Americans, educators in

cluded, shared—communists and their doctrine were exceed

ingly wily and devious and could exert a powerful pull upon 
17 

immature and unsophisticated minds. 

1 7Jacob Greenberg, "Fighting Ideas with Ideas," School 
Executive, 70 (March 1951), 72; George S. Counts, "Should 
Communism be Studied in Our Schools?" School Executive, 70 
(March 1951), 60 ; "Teaching ABOUT Communism," NEA Journal, 
41 (May 1952), 299. 
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This fear of the persuasiveness of communist doctrine 

made some educators wary of teaching about such doctrine at 

all. Ward Miller, Wilmington, Delaware, Superintendent of 

Schools, recommended dealing with doctrine only in a limi

ted way in order to avoid confusing idealistic high school 

students easily taken in by "high-sounding statements." 

Miller doubted the ability of many social studies teachers 

"to guide the thinking of pupils over the pitfalls of commun

istic theory, or to fill in the gaps so cleverly concealed.... 

Unless teachers are exceptionally qualified it appears wiser 

to deal largely with the specific aspects of communism." 

Associate Superintendent Greenberg of New York City admitted 

"that there will always be some young people in our schools 

who are idealistic and at the same time immature, who will 

be attracted to the abstractions of early 'scientific social

ism. !" To Miller, Greenberg, and others, this was all the 

more reason to expose theoretical communism as only a facade 

for contemporary Stalinism. The NCSS worried over the di

lemma presented by the two concepts of communism—the ideal

istic theory and the political system of the Soviet Union 

which had so prostituted that theory—and lamented that "the 

existence of these two concepts... confuses our students." 

Greenberg offered at least a partial solution to this dilemma 

when he recommended that teachers use the House pamphlet 

Communism in Action because it did not even attempt to ana

lyze the theory of communism but instead concentrated on a 
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factual description of the actual operation of the Soviet 

economic, social and political systems. 

To counteract what they considered the misguided and 

vulnerable idealism of students, educators emphasized a muck

raking style of teaching about communism, stressing the sor

did truths and corruption of the system as it actually func

tioned. Phrases such as "hard realities" and "true nature" 

appeared frequently in educational literature on the subject 

of teaching about communism. This approach emphasized prac

tice over theory, reality over principle, and the Soviet 

Union as the exemplar of everything associated with commun

ism. This train of logic later led foreign-policy makers to 

grief during the 1960s; it no doubt stamped in the minds of 

millions of school children an indelible image of communism 

as a political, economic and social system typified solely 

by the system of the Soviet Union. A 1950 Senior Scholastic 

poll of high school students demonstrated that massive doses 

of anticommunism in the schools had indeed had their impact. 

When asked, "Should the U.S. Government outlaw the Communist 

Party in the United States?", seventy-five per cent of the 
19 

students polled (more than 40,000) responded yes. 

1 8Ward I. Miller, "Whys and Wherefores of Teaching 
About Communism," School Executive, 70 (March 1951), 64; Green
berg, "Fighting Ideas," School Executive, 70 (March 1951), 
71-72; "Teaching ABOUT Communism," NEA Journal, 41 (May 1952), 
299. 

1 9Johnson, "What Shall We Teach About Russia?" Social 
Education, 12 (March 1948), 106 ; New York Times, October 5, 
19 52 , 53 ; Earl McGrath, "Higher Education, National Defense, 
and Public Policy," Higher Education, VII (November 15, 1950), 
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Sometimes the task of exposing the true nature of communism 

required considerable ingenuity. As Burkhardt fs survey in

dicated, many textbooks and instructional materials on the 

Soviet Union and communism had been written at a time when 

American-Soviet relations were, if not amicable, at least 

not as hostile as they became after World War II. Such text

books often betrayed an outdated attitude toward the Soviet 

Union and communism. The rewriting of history and social 

science textbooks simply could not keep up with the demand 

for materials highly critical of Soviet communism. In its 

film bibliography of outstanding motion pictures on democra

cy, the Office of Education recommended the U.S. Army film 
, fWar Came to America 1 1 as a superbly done record of the Thir

ties. But at the same time, the OE cautioned teachers to 

remember that the film represented a 1945 point of view, a 

view which had changed considerably in five years, especially 
20 

as regarded American attitudes toward Japan and Russia. 

A favorite frame of reference for educators as well as 

other interpreters of Soviet communism was the image of total

itarianism. This allowed critics of communism and Soviet 

society to identify them with the most notorious phenomena 

of the twentieth century—Hitlerism and fascism. This scheme 

of analysis enjoyed almost exclusive domain in the realm of 
6 2 ; nWhat High Schoolers Think," Senior Scholastic, 56 (April 
5 , 1 9 5 0 ) , 5 . 

2 0 u.S., Office of Education, 1 0 2 Motion Pictures on Demo
cracy , Bulletin No. 1 ( 1 9 5 0 ) , 5 . 
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interpreting and teaching about communism. Thai: it relied 

on a straw-man approach to communism did not prevent it 

from being taken seriously as a tool of teaching and ana

lysis . 

The notion of communism as Red Fascism gained wide

spread acceptance among national leaders and opinion makers. 

President Truman frequently resorted to such imagery in his 

public utterances on communism. "There isn ft any difference 

in totalitarian states. I don't care what you call them... 

Nazi, Communist, or Fascist, or Franco, or anything else— 

they are all alike." "Hitler and Mussolini never* had any

thing to match the terrible secret police of the Kremlin.... 

Nobody there (in Russia) can go to bed without -the fear 

that the secret police may come in the night and take them 

away." Truman shared this emphasis with other prominent 

opinion leaders and public figures from a variety of ideo

logical persuasions—Herbert Matthews, the New York Times, 

Nation 1 s Business , J. Edgar Hoover and Norman Thomas, among 

others. Conservative politicians such as Karl Mündt made 

such comparisons staples in their Cold War oratory: "for 

a time one could distinguish between the basic tenets of 

fascism and communism by the varying lengths o f the mustaches 

of the leading disciples of these totalitarian disciplines, 

but now that Hitler is dead, even that slim margin of differ

ence has ceased to exist." HUAC played heavily upon the same 

theme. Question: Doesn't that sound like something thought 
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up by Hitler? Answer: Exactly—Hitler imitated many tactics 

of the Communists. Question: What is the difference between 

a Communist and a Fascist? Answer: None worth noticing. 2 1 

Educators also employed this technique. Although James 

Conant denied his comparison of the Soviet Union and Nazi 

Germany meant that he anticipated inevitable conflict with 

the former, he stood by that comparison. During the forma

tive stages of Conant !s theories on education and the Cold 

War he told scholar-theologian Reinhold Niebuhr that he 

agreed with "about eighty per cent" of Niebuhr fs analysis of 

the comparison between Communism and Nazism. Niebuhr applied 

a sophisticated form of the Red Fascism analogy in his semi

nar on Communism at Union Theological Seminary. For in

stance, he devoted one lecture to the neutralism of Swiss 

theologian Karl Barth, asking "Why did the theological ex

ponent of resistance to Nazism become the great neutralist 

in the struggle against communism?" In 1949 University of 

Chicago Physics Professor Leo Szilard wrote, "Soviet Russia 

is a dictatorship no less ruthless perhaps than was Hitler's." 

Szilard added, however, that this did not necessarily mean 

that Russia would behave precisely as Germany had behaved 

2-^Public Papers of the Presidents of the United States: 
Harry S. Truman, 19 4 7"TWashington: U.S. Government Printing 
Office, 1963) , 2 38 ; (19 51), 315; Les K. Adler and Thomas G. 
Patterson, "Red Fascism: The Merger of Nazi Germany and Sov
iet Russia in the American Image of Totalitarianism, 19 30s — 
1950s," American Historical Review, LXXV (April 1970), 1046; 
Congressional Record, 80th Cong., 1st Sess., 1947, XCIII, Part 
n, Al 8 8 8 ; if. S., Congress, House, Committee on Un-American 
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2 2 during the Thirties. 

Other educators, particularly public school teachers, 

ignored the distinctions and qualifications made by Conant, 

Szilard, and Niebuhr and picked up only the basic message — 

Nazi Germany and Soviet Russia were totalitarian mirror 

images. The phrases "communism,11 "fascism,11 and "totali

tarianism" were rarely far apart in evaluations of communism. 

A NCSS panel on teaching about communism concluded that teach

ers should stress totalitarianism as the salient feature of 

communism. Harry Bard, Baltimore Public Schools Assistant 

Director of the Curriculum Bureau, recommended that "Students 

should understand the differences between democracy and all 

forms of totalitarianism, including communism." Richard 

Burkhardt fs study of social studies textbooks found that 

for the most part Russia, Germany, and Italy were treated as 

virtually identical manifestations of totalitarianism. The 

New York State Convention of Secondary Education Boards ad

vised that senior high school students spend several weeks 

studying communism and fascism together in order to be able 

to compare and contrast them with the American system. A 

Activities, 100 Things You Should Know About Communism, 81st 
Cong.. 1st Sess., 1949, 16, 57. 

22Qonant, Divided World, 218; James Conant to Reinhold 
Niebuhr, March 12, 194 8, Box 6, Niebuhr Papers, Correspon
dence—Harvard University Folder, Library of Congress Manu
script Division; Niebuhr, "Class Lectures: Communism Semi
nar," undated, Box 22, Miscellany; Adler and Patterson, 
"Red Fascism," AHR, LXXV (April 1970), 1060. 
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trio of New York City high school teachers prepared an in

structional unit on teaching about communism which high

lighted the "Relation of Communism to Fascism." That such 

instruction took hold was demonstrated during a New York Times 

youth forum on the topic, "Fascism and Communism—Do They 

Differ?" Comments by the high school students included: 

"They both bring a country under absolute state control,"; 

"communism is only disguised fascism,"; and "of the two 

fascism is more tolerable because it maintains some of the 

institutions that have been built up over the years while 
2 3 

communism does not." 

NEA platforms consistently encouraged teachers to teach 

about "communism and all forms of totalitarianism." A NEA 

Social Studies symposium compared the works of communist 

theorists with Hitler's Mein Kampf, emphasizing that the 

goals of both totalitarian systems had been clearly set 

forth and could be ignored only at democracy's peril. Vari

ous OE programs stressed the Red Fascism theme. As early 

as March 1946, Commissioner John Studebaker told a UCLA aud

ience that an aggressive totalitarianism only slightly differ

ent from Hitlerism was on the move in Europe and Asia. The 

OE Zeal for Democracy program made the link between fascism 
2 3"Teaching ABOUT Communism," NEA Journal, 41 (March 

1952), 300-01; William H. Lemmel and Harry Bard, "Winning 
the War of Minds," School Executive, 70 (March 19 51), 6 8; 
Richard W. Burkhardt, "The Soviet Union in American Text
books," Progressive Education, 28 (October 1950), 22; New 
York Times, March 5, 1949, 4; School Executive, 70 (March 
1951), 74; New York Times, February 27, 1952, 7. 
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and communism an integral part of its scheme for teaching 

about the latter. The Zeal issue of School Life (February 

1948) included a several page comparison of Americanism, 

Communism and Fascism. The columns describing communist 

and fascist traits were identical to the word except for 

verb tense changes: Communism--"Secret police are subject 

to no rules." Fascism--"Secret police were subject to no 

rules." For classroom activities on this theme, Zeal plan

ners recommended discussions of "the challenges to democracy 

posed by communism and fascism," and the assigning of class 

committees on the basis of comparisons among the three sys-
94 

terns . 

As might be anticipated by their extensive reliance on 

the Red Fascism scheme of analysis, educators found little 

if anything flattering to teach about communism in general 

and the Soviet Union in particular. As Professor of Educa

tion William H. E. Johnson of the Carnegie Institute of Tech

nology noted, "...the concept is growing that studies of 

Russia must stress only the unfavorable aspects...." The 

most commonly emphasized features of Soviet communism were 

its police state characteristics, its stifling of individual 

civil and economic liberties, its hostility to religion, 

its conspiratorial, subversive methods of dealing with other 
2 4"Teaching ABOUT Communism," NEA Journal, 41 (May 1952), 

299; NEA, Proceedings (1951), 53; Congressional Record, 80th 
Cong., 2d Sess., 1948, XCIV, Part 10, A2205; School LiTe, 30 
(February 1948), 28-29; U.S., Office of Education, Making 
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nations , and its determination to wreak violence o n its 

enemies. Superintendent Ward Miller of the W i l m i n g t o n , 

Delaware, schools advocated teaching about c o m m u n i s m by ex

amining its methods of social control: censorship > regimen

tation, secret police, and a planned economy. C o n n e c t i c u t 

Commissioner Finis Engleman also suggested s t r e s s i n g "sys

tems of control" — secret police, purges, shock b r i g a d e s , 

and "the ruthless smashing of all opposition...." 2 5 

President Truman might well have been writing school 

primers with his numerous comparisons between the S o v i e t 

and American systems. Under the communist system, accord

ing to Truman, man was assumed to be: weak, i n c a p a b l e of 

governing himself, in need of strong masters, and w i t h o u t 

need for freedom of expression. The communist s t a t e existed 

for itself, sought to right social wrongs through violence, 

and operated on the assumption of inevitable class conflict 

and war among nations. Truman hammered incessant:ly at the 

godlessness of communism. When asked if he p l a n n e d to create 

a Department of Ethics in order to combat communist ideology, 

he replied, "Communists have no ethics." On o t h e r occasions 

he expanded on this terse judgement: "The international 

Democracy Work and Grow, Bulletin 10 (1948) , 1 , 5 . 
Z^J^hnlon^^^What Shall We Teach About Russia.?" Social 

Education, 12 (March 1948), 106; Miller, "Whys a n d Where-
fores," School Executive, 70 (March 1951), 64 ; F i n i s E. 
Engleman, "We Must Teach the Truth," School E x e c u t i v e . 70 
(March 1951), 62-63. 
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Communist movement is based on a fierce and terrible fanati

cism. It denies the existence of God and, whenever it can, 

it stamps out the worship of God.... It is a struggle 

between people who believe in spiritual values, and people 

who believe in nothing but materialism.11 A 1952 campaign 

speech included the following questions about the nature of 

communism: Question: Is Communism merely a political sys

tem or a form of government? Answer: No. Question: Is it 

a code of social behavior? Answer: No. Question: Is it a 

philosophy to be taught in our schools and colleges as an 

interesting and not very meaningful subject? Answer: Again 

no. Question: Is Communism a religion or something approach

ing a religion? Answer: Emphatically yes--that fs what makes 

it a long-range threat--its false spiritual appeal would 

destroy real religion. 

Leading educators reflected views similar to Truman fs 

on the nature of communism. James Conant spoke of the unique 

nature of the American Communist Party, which he held was not 

a political party at all but a criminal conspiracy. This was 

so because of the religious qualities of communism: "fanatic 

followers of Soviet philosophy...would stop at nothing to 

2 6Public Papers: Truman (1949) , 112, 510; (1951), 212, 
116; "Speech Draft on 1 Communism 1," David D. Lloyd Papers, 
White House File, October 9 , 19 52 , Box 8, Harry S. Truman 
Library, Independence, Missouri; On Truman 1s 1946-4 8 anti
communist rhetoric see Richard M. Freeland, The Truman Doc
trine and the Origins of McCarthyism: Foreign Policy, Domes
tic PoITt"ics, and Internal Security, 1946-1948 (New York: 
Alfred A. Knopf, 19 71). 
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proselytize for their religion." The theme of communism as 

a criminal conspiracy imbued with religious fervor gained 

widespread acceptance among educators and became one of the 

prime justifications for denying employment to communist 

teachers. Notre Dame Professor of Constitutional Law Clar

ence Manion was widely recommended as an authority on the 

nature of communism. The Joint American Legion-NEA Committee 

for instance, commended his book The Key to Peace. A For

mula for the Perpetuation of Real Americanism as a useful 

study of the nature of the communist threat. Manion fs tone 

was fervently anticommunist. He described the three main 

themes of communism, along with "Fascism, Nazism, Socialism, 

and every form of statism," as: (1) man exists for the sys

tem, (2) the social order is all important, and (3) indi

viduals have no rights the state is bound to respect. While 

speaking to an NEA convention, EPC Chairman John K. Norton 

posed the question, "What is Communism and what does member

ship in the Communist Party mean?" Norton's answer to his 

own question; communism was more than a political party; it 

was a movement which would take over and regulate according 

to the whims of a despotic ideology every phase of a citi-
2 7 

zen's life. 

2 7 
James B. Conant, M^ Several Lives: Memoirs of a Soci 

Inventor (New York: Harper S Row, 1970), 458; Conant, Divi
ded World, 180; Clarence Manion, The Key to Peace. A For
mula for the Perpetuation of Americanism (CTTicago: Heritage 
Foundation, 1951) , 81; NEÄy Proceedings (1949), 97. 
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The image of communist conspirators quietly but devas-

tatingly boring from within schools and colleges was given 

credence in educational circles as well as in the deliber

ations of the most rabid communist-hunting legislative 

committees. Conant warned about the infiltration, disrup

tion, and control of student clubs and organizations. The 

principal of New York City !s Washington Irving High School 

advised her peers to teach about communism with particular 

emphasis on its "devilishly fiendish infiltration techniques." 

J. Edgar Hoover solemnly admonished parents to beware of 

sinister forces behind seemingly innocent school activities: 

"Let's picture a college class. Suzie, the daughter of an 

active Communist, is a student. Likable and intelligent, 

she makes friends. Politics is discussed. Suzie expresses 

the Communist viewpoint—the only viewpoint she knows." 

According to the rest of Hoover's scenario, Suzie then invi

ted her student friends to "study meetings" and gave them 

communist youth tracts until step-by-step several had 

succumbed almost without knowing it. The California Senate 

Fact-Finding Committee on Un-American Activities fervently 

collected case histories — usually provided by distressed 

parents—of students who had been corrupted in a similar 

fashion. Federal Committees such as HUAC and the Senate Ju

diciary Subcommittee on Internal Security made comparable 

reports on the nearly superhuman ability of communists to 

infiltrate and destroy from within. The conviction that 
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Conant, Divided World, 180; Mary E. Meade, "What Pro
grams of Civil Defense are Needed in Our Schools?" National 
Association of Secondary-Schoo 1 Principals Bulletin"^ 3T3 CKpril 
19 52 ), 181 ; Congressional Record , 82 d Cong. , 2d Sess . , 19 52 , 
XCVIII, Part 10, A3085 ; "How Communists Try to Influence 
Teachers," U.S. News and World Report, XXXV (July 31, 19 5 3 ) , 

communists in education relied primarily on devious methods 

of infiltration convinced the New York State Board of Regents 

to declare the Communist Party a subversive organization as 

opposed to a political party, thereby making Party member-
28 

ship automatic cause for dismissal for teachers. 

If the belief of many educators that American commun

ists were subversives and conspirators was not enough to 

brand communism with infamy, the widespread belief in the 

aggressive, expansionist tendencies of the Soviet Union and 

world communism certainly did so. To most educators who ex

pressed themselves on the subject, it was beyond question 

that the Soviet Union was pursuing such a course for the 

express purpose of increasing international tensions. Al

most without exception, educators joined the Cold War con

sensus on the belief that Cold War tensions could best be 

explained in terms of an aggressive Soviet challenge and a 

defensive American response. As Baltimore school administra

tors William H. Lemmel and Harry Bard put it: 
The schools should make it clear that the 

deepening rift between the Soviet-dominated bloc 
and the free world. ..is a struggle between an 
imperialistic government which seeks world dom
ination and nations like ours that aim to endure. 
The danger of communistic Russia is that it is 
aggressive and expanding. 
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Lemmel and Bard, "War of Minds," School Executive, 70 
(March 1951),68. 

Given this assumption educators and other Americans of like 

mind came easily to conclusions about the nature of the 

Cold War—if Soviet communism was inherently aggressive and 

expansionist, there could be no compromise or conciliation 

of Cold War differences for the forseeable future. Thus the 

Cold War with all its implications for American life had 

settled in for an indefinite stay. 2^ 

Leading spokesmen for education were almost unanimous 

in their pessimism about any immediate settlement of Cold 

War differences. They thus lent their voices to those tell

ing Americans to discipline themselves for the long haul, 

no matter how unpleasant the prospect. NEA Journal editor 

Joy Elmer Morgan exhorted, "We... cannot escape the respon

sibility which history has thrust upon us. Our country has 

come to a position of world leadership which every teacher 

shares." In Education for a Divided World, James Conant 

forecast an armed truce which would last for years and would 

keep the world divided. John Norton told the NEA convention 

in 1949, "We must face two hard and inescapable facts: (1) 

the world may be divided for a long time, and (2) Americans 

have a major responsibility which can !t be avoided." Presi

dent George Zook of the ACE was no more optimistic: "The 

75-87; California Legislature, Sixth Report of the Senate 
Fact-Finding Committee on Un-American Activities (1951)» 8 7 ; 
New York Times, September 25, 1953, 1. 
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real problem of the twentieth century, therefore, is to see 

which can outlast the other, communism or democracy." The 

view of communism as a secular religion contributed to such 

pessimism. Neither Conant nor anyone else who held to that 

view believed that the "courageous, ruthless, quick-witted 

disciples" of communism would abandon their religion without 

a protracted struggle. u 

For members of a profession with a long tradition of 

pragmatism and almost no tradition of ideological inclina

tion, educators placed strong emphasis on the significance 

of ideology in the Cold War struggle and to some extent 

attempted to compensate by making American education more 

overtly ideological. Conant discounted the chances for 

military conflict between the United States and the Soviet 

Union but cautioned against underestimating the powerful in

fluence of the communist ideology. Many educators echoed 

the sentiments of Ward Miller: "Final victory over commun

ism will be won in the minds and hearts of men, not on 

battlefields." The EPC stressed ideology heavily in its 

Cold War statements American Education and International 

Tensions and Moral and Spiritual Values in the Public Schools. 

The latter asserted that the "hard core" of international 

3 0NEA, Proceedings (1949), 32; Conant, Divided World, 
2, 22-27, 212-14; John K. Norton, "Education in a Period 
of International Tensions," NEA Journal, 38 (November 1949), 
572; George F. Zook, "The CEallenge to the Future of High
er Education," AAUP Bulletin, 36 (Winter 1950), 716. 
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3 1Conant, Divided World, 22-27; Miller, "Whys and Where
fores," School Executive, 70 (March 1951), 65; EPC, Moral 
and Spiritual Values m the Public Schools (Washington! EP"C, 
195*171 John Norton, ^oles Apart, """NEA Journal, 40 (May 
1951), 340. 

tensions was a "moral issue—a profound and probably irre

concilable difference concerning standards of human behavior." 

As one version of Moral and Spiritual Values put it, Amer

ican and Soviet societies were "poles apart" on such basic 

issues as the relation of the individual to the state, the 

role of human intellect, the purpose of education, and the 
31 

role of the spiritual as opposed to the material. 

The comments of other prominent educators reflected a 

widely shared consensus on the importance of ideology in the 

Cold War. Commissioner of the Office of Education John Stude

baker harped upon the ideological differences between demo

cracy and communism in explaining the purposes of the Zeal 

for Democracy program. His successor, Earl McGrath, told 

a Boston University commencement audience in 19 50 that the 

first cardinal fact of international tensions was that the 

Cold War was not simply a struggle for power—it was a global 

struggle between democracy and communism for the minds of 

men. Dean Edmund W. Sinnott of Yale put it this way: 
"At the heart of the world's present cala

mities lies...a (profound) conflict of philosophies... 
brought about primarily...by a discord between the 
ideas of science (pressed to their logical conclu
sions by Communism)... and the ideals of our older 
tradition that exalt the freedom, dignity, and 
spiritual worth of man...." 
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Clarence Manion emphasized the "irreconcilable differences 
between the American concept and Communism." 3 2 

Accepting the view that communism was primarily an ideo

logical threat led educators to certain other conclusions 

and courses of action. If the Cold War was indeed the ul

timate struggle of the twentieth century for the minds of 

men, then one could not be too careful in choosing allies. 

Close association with any social, economic, or political 

position which seemed to approximate the communist position 

became for educators a risky proposition. Much of the Cold 

War malice directed against education stemmed from suspi

cions of the activities of liberal social scientists. Econ

omists were particularly vulnerable to the criticism that 

their work paralleled some stage of communist thought. As 

Bernard DelVoto put it, some defenders of the free enterprise 

system suspected anyone to the left of Roscoe Conkling of 

economic radicalism. University of Kansas Chancellor Deane 

Malott, himself an economic conservative and friend of many 

leading businessmen, was constantly amazed at some of the 

charges made against members of his faculty. Economics 

Professor John Ise came in for frequent criticism as the 

result of his jibes at the American economic system. Malott 

3 2New York Times, February 14, 1948, 15; Earl J. McGrath, 
"Education and Foreign Policy: A Call for Mid-Century Fron
tiers," Earl J. McGrath Papers (microfilm), Truman Library; 
Sinnott quoted in Engleman, "We Must Teach the Truth," School 
Executive, 70 (March 1951), 65 ; Manion, Ke£ to Peace, i n . 



226 

consistently defended Ise even though they differed consider

ably on economic thought. He told one Ise critic, "John Ise 

is no more of a Communist than I am and I am so conservative 

as to be positively reactionary. I can't see any harm in 

the stuff (Ise's textbook Economics) . 1 1 Other educators and 

administrators faced similar problems because many critics 

of education admitted to little or no distinction .between 

what they contemptuously labeled "collectivism" and communism 
3 3 

in its pristine forms. 

Critics such as the American Legion, the Committee of 

American Small Business Organizations, the National Associa

tion of Manufacturers, and columnist John T. Flynn contended 

that there was little difference between communism and the 

collectivist theories which they believed were being pro

mulgated in the schools. These onslaughts shaded over into 

something more than criticism of an approach to economics , 

however--they presaged a general assault on any educator who 

appeared to have liberal tendencies. The President of Western 

Illinois University proudly informed the Broyles Commission, 

"In our institution of 1,500 we have only two liberalists." 

Congressman Paul Shafer of Michigan scolded educators for 

complaining about Congressional investigations of education 
3 3Bernard DeVoto, "The Easy Chair," Harper's Magazine, 

198 (June 1949), 62-63; Deane Malott to Arthur Crockham, 
August 5, 1949, Malott Papers, General Correspondence—C., 
University of Kansas Archives, Spencer Research Library, 
Lawrence, Kansas. 



and reminded them that they had missed the chance to clean 

their own nests by brushing off all efforts to expose "commun

ism and collectivism in the teaching force." 3 4 

To many critics the line between Communist Party member

ship and sympathies with the objectives of communism was 

unimportant or did not exist at all as was demonstrated by 

the case of Houston, Texas, Deputy School Superintendent 

George Ebey. In 19 5 3 the Board of Education voted not to 

reappoint Ebey even though a thorough investigation had clear

ed him of charges of Communist Party membership and subver

sive acts. One Board member voted not to reappoint because, 

"Though Dr. Ebey is not a Communist, he did in those recent 

years... demonstrate either an acquiescence in their objec

tives Cor) . ..a remarkable example of foggy thinking." Another 

voted the same way even though "I find no legal evidence... 

that Dr. Ebey is or was a member of the Communist Party.... 

I do not say that Dr. Ebey was a fellow-traveler.... I find 

no evidence to brand him as disloyal...." To another Ebey 

was unqualified if for no other reason than not having been 

an active anticommunist: "I can't to save my life...vote for 

re-employment of a man who has on so many occasions failed 
35 

to take a stand, you can call it disloyal or what...." 

3 4Walter Gellhorn (ed.), The States and Subversion (Ith
aca, New York: Cornell University Press, 19 52), 80; Congres
sional Record, 82d Cong., 2d Sess., 1952, XCVIII, Part 9, 
Ä7TÖTT 

3 5NEA, NCDDE, Houston, Texas, Report of an Investiga
tion (Washington: NEA, 1954), 49-50. 



228 

Educators were well aware of the tendency to lump 

"communism," "socialism," "collectivism," and "liberalism" 

together. A national opinion poll which asked whether so

cialists , atheists, and communists should be allowed to teach 

at the college level found that all were regarded as threats; 

it was simply a matter of which was worse. Fifty-four per 

cent thought that a socialist should not be allowed to 

teach; eighty-four per cent gave the same response for the 

hypothetical atheist, and eighty-nine per cent opposed allow

ing communists to teach. University of Buffalo President 

T. R. McConnell reported, "I must confess that I no longer 

hear very frequently that someone is 'communistic1 at the 

University of Buffalo--what I hear is that a man is 'social

istic 1." President George Stoddard of the University of 

Illinois confirmed McConnell's observation, noting that in 

Illinois people simply switched to "socialistic" when they 
36 

could not make a charge of "communistic" hold up. 

The 194 8 campaign of Henry Wallace and the Progressive 

Party provided some especially trying moments for liberal 

educators. The dismissal of Professor George Parker of 

Evansville, Indiana, College because his campaigning for 

Wallace offended community standards was not an isolated in-
3 6 

Samuel A. Stouffer, Communism, Conformity, and Civil 
Liberties (Garden City, New York: Doubleday & Co., 1955), 
30-32 , 40-41; American Council on Education Problems and 
Policies Committee, "A Discussion of Issues in Academic Free
dom," May 13-14, 195 3, Problems and Policies Committee Files, 
ACE Archives. 
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cident. Everywhere academic supporters of Wallace courted 

strong opposition by expressing their support publicly. At 

several colleges and universities—Bradley, Northwestern, 

Georgia, Miami of Florida, and New Hampshire—pro-Wallace 

professors found themselves out of a j ob or under heavy 

pressure to scale down their political activity. Kansas 

Attorney General Ed Arn made it widely known that he would 

"like to fire" Kansas University political science instructor 

Russell Barrett after Barrett spoke at a Wallace-for-Presi-

dent rally. 3 7 

Such incidents caused considerable anguish for univer

sity administrators because Wallace's critics increasingly 

identified his cause with communism. Thus tainted, Wallace 

and his cause became persona non grata to college and univer

sity administrators anxious to avoid undesirable publicity. 

When President Truman proclaimed, "I do not want...the support 

of Henry Wallace and his Communists,"; when liberals of the 

credentials of Harold Ickes and Samuel Rosenman circulated 

"An Appeal to Liberals of America" which invoked the dying 

words of Franklin Roosevelt to justify leaving Wallace beyond 

the pale of liberalism; then it is not difficult to understand 

why gun-shy college administrators cringed at the thought of 
/. 

3 7"Academic Freedom and Tenure, Evansville College," 
AAUP Bulletin, 35 (Spring 1949), 74-111; Alonzo L. Hamby ? 

Beyond the New Deal: Harry S. Truman and American Liberalism 
(New York : Columbia University Press , 1973) , 261 ; Kansas"" 
City Star, March 7, 1948. 
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faculty support for Wallace and how some acquiesced in the 

dismissal of Wallace supporters.^ 8 

Other liberal causes also seemed best avoided. Ardent 

support for civil rights sometimes threw the light of suspi

cion on university personnel, both student and faculty. A 

Saturday Evening Post article on "UCLA's Red Cell: Case His

tory of College Communism," emphasized the connection between 

the campus civil rights movement and communist infiltration 

at UCLA and left the clear impression that most campus civil 

rights activities were communist-tinged. The president of 

one university justified the dismissal of an accused Commun

ist professor with this reasoning: "after all, he has been 

interested in interracial relations, which the Communists 

are interested in." Civil rights activities as a target of 

those who believed that the schools were fostering communism 

took a back seat, however, to another despised liberal cause— 
39 

world government. 

American educators entered the postwar era, as did many 

other Americans , with high hopes for and strong support of 

the United Nations and UNESCO. Both NEA (William Carr) and 

ACE (George Zook) leaders played important roles in the for

mative stages of UNESCO. The Association of American Colleges 
3 8Public Papers: Truman (1948), 186; Harold Ickes to 

Samuel Rosenman, October 14, 194 8, Box 7, Rosenman Files, 
War Crimes File, Truman Library. 

3 9William L. Worden, "UCLA's Red Cell: Case History of 
College Communism," Saturday Evening Post, 22 3 (October 21, 
1950), 42; Lazarsfeld and Thielens, Academic Mind, 56. 



in 194 7 sponsored a special program on making UNESCO and its 

purposes more meaningful to American higher education. The 

American Council of Learned Societies CACLS) created a Com

mittee on UNESCO which promoted the same goal. As Yale's 

Henri Peyre told ACLS Executive Director Charles Odegaard, 

"If UNESCO is going to mean very much in the future, it should 

it seems to me, first strike deeper roots in the schools and 

universities of this country.... The good will, the propa

ganda value of college presidents, school principals... should 

be directed toward UNESCO much more vividly." As part of the 

State Department's UNESCO Month in December 1946, midwestern 

sponsors solicited the aid of University of Kansas Chancellor 

Deane Malott for the purpose of changing apathetic midwestern 

opinion toward UNESCO. Throughout the late Forties Malott 

served as a staunch advocate of UNESCO and UN programs in 

the midwest. 

The NEA, through the work of its Committee on Internat ion 

al Relations, actively encouraged world-mindedness in the pub

lic schools, with special attention to the UN and UNESCO. By 

4 0Author interview with William G. Carr, November 12, 
19 74; ACE, The Role of Colleges and Universities in Inter
national Understanding (Washington: ACE ? 19 49); "UNESCO: 
A Challenge to Higher Education in America," Association of 
American Colleges Bulletin, XXXII (October 1946), 432-50; 
"Minutes of the Interim Committee for the Conference on the 
Role of Higher Education in International Understanding," 
American Council of Learned Societies Papers, Box E-2, ACE 
Folder, Library of Congress Manuscript Division; Henri Peyre 
to Charles Odegaard, September 29, 1950, Box E-25, ACLS Com
mittee on the UNESCO Program File, ACLS Papers; Paul A. Jen
kins to Deane Malott, October 10, 1946; Malott to Jenkins, 
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1948, according to an American Association of University 

Women survey, more than ninety-six per cent of the nation's 

public high schools had introduced some form of instruction 

on the UN. In 19 4 8 the Committee on International Relations 

gave wide distribution to its report Education for Interna

tional Understanding. The Federal Security Agency and the 

Office of Education also sponsored various programs designed 

to enable American education to help the nation meet the new 

responsibilities it faced with the end of American isolation

ism. Colleges and universities expanded departments and 

courses in international relations and launched a number of 

new area studies programs. All in all the nation's education 

al institutions reponded to the new internationalism with en

thusiasm. ^ 

By the early Fifties this enthusiasm had provoked a 

strong backlash. Many critics of the schools believed "There 

are movements afoot in educational circles which are dedica

ted to the promotion through the schools of a system of 

planned and controlled economy and a system of world govern

ment in which national sovereignty in matters of national 

defense is to be subordinated." The Millburn, New Jersey, 

school board voted not to display the UN flag on UN Day or 

October 16, 1946; "Education for International Understanding 
Malott Address to Chicago Technical Societies Council, Novem
ber 9, 1946; Malott General Correspondence—UNESCO. 

4 1NEA, Proceedings (1948), 344; (1950), 306-08; OE, 
Report (1948; , 488 ; NTA, Education for International Under
standing (Washington: NEA, 1948); OE, Report (1949), 495-96; 
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any other day. A school board member justified this act by 

declaring that the UN shielded the Communist International 

and confused children about where their true allegiances 

should be. After a week of rowdy meetings, the Los Angeles 

school board banned teaching on the meaning and importance 

of UNESCO on the grounds that UNESCO was subversive, atheistic, 

and critical of American patriotism. A year later the same 

school board refused a $335,000 grant for teacher recruit

ment from the Ford Foundation because the board suspected a 

UNESCO-incited effort to infiltrate the schools with "one-
u 2 

world" propaganda. 

Critics who already believed that the schools harbored 

subversive influences found UNESCO a ready-made issue. Mrs. 

Lucile Cardin Crain and her Educational Reviewer excoriated 

the "UNESCO Threat to Our Schools." Houston radio announcer 

Joe Worthy kept emotions at a fever-pitch during the row 

over the dismissal of George Ebey with broadcasts denouncing 

UNESCO. "We want to know where this UNESCO trash is being 

carried out." "There is poison being taught in our schools... 

in the form of UNESCO. . .teaching away from love of country. . . 

away from love of flag." The American Legion adopted a plain-
New York Times, August 8, 1949, E-9. 

^Congressional Record, 82d Cong., 2d Sess., 1952, XCVIII, 
Part 2, 2703; 83d Cong., 1st Sess., 1953, XCIX, Part 12, 
A4759 ; New York Times, November 29 , 19 50 , 35 ; Aubrey B. 
Haines, T THubbub Over UNESCO," The Nation, 175 (September 13, 
1952) , 220 . 
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H*Congressional Record, 82d Cong., 2d Sess., 1952, XCVIII, 
Part 11, A4251 ; ?TEÄ,'17ouston, Texas Investigation, 47; Con
gressional Record, 83d Cong., 1st Sess., 1953, XCIX, Part 12, 
Ä3693. 

4 4NEA, Proceedings (1952), 185 , 194 ; (1954), 53 ; William 

ly anti-UNESCO stance with a 19 5 3 resolution: 

Whereas those determined plotters who wish to 
destroy our way of life, capture our wealth, 
and enslave our people have declared war against 
our Americanism; and whereas they have infiltra
ted into the United Nations, and are using UNESCO 
to corrupt the minds of our children by destroy
ing their love of country.... Whereas those who 
support the theory of UNESCO, which is part of 
the war for world-mindedness and world domination 
headquartered in Moscow, are at war with the prin
ciples of the American Legion.... Resolved: Amer
ican educational institutions and boards of edu
cation cease and desist in the use of UNESCO 
materials; and take action to cause UNESCO to 
cease and desist from disseminating subversive 
materials.^ 3 

Faced with such denunciations, educators were forced 

to the defensive about their support for the UN and UNESCO. 

Whether these attacks discouraged such support or whether 

the optimism of 194 5 had naturally given way to a more cyni

cal attitude toward the ability of internationalism to change 

the world, the NEA and other educational organizations clear

ly toned down their internationalist posture. In 1952 the 

NEA Committee on International Relations decided to suspend 

its United Nations Education Service. NEA leaders also took 

a close look at the charge that UNESCO was communist-dominated, 

The investigation gave UNESCO a clean bill of health, but that 

such charges received credence at all represented a notable 
• , . a i l change in attitude from the heady days of 1945. 
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Carr memo to Mr. Reid, October 20 , 1952 , Carr Files, NEA 
Archives. 

^Educational Policies Commission, The United Nations, 
UNESCO, and American Schools (Washington: EPC, 19527*^ 

Educators did not abandon UNESCO entirely, though, per

haps because they realized that the leaders of the attack 

on UNESCO were also the leaders of the attack on the public 

schools. A common enemy, if nothing else, kept alive the 

bond between educators and the international organizations. 

In December 1952, the EPC issued the pamphlet The United 

Nations, UNESCO, and American Schools. The pamphlet concen

trated exclusively on refuting the current wave of criticism 

of the UN and UNESCO and on defending the right of the schools 

to teach about international organizations. The EPC made a 

particular point of denying that such teaching was synonymous 
45 

with advocating world government. 

Instead of providing a reasoned critique of the pro

nouncements of national leaders on communism and the Cold 

War, prominent educators joined the harmonious chorus of anti

communist voices. They accepted the assumption that commun

ism and the Cold War could not be studied in a neutral, dis

passionate fashion. By becoming in many cases uncritical 

vehicles of anticommunism, American educators and their insti

tutions contributed to the perpetuation of the Cold War. 


